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              P R O C E E D I N G S 1 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 2 

              I'll go ahead and call today's 3 

    meeting to order.  Commissioner Fields is 4 

    back in the back of the room getting him a 5 

    bite to eat and probably some coffee and 6 

    caffeine. 7 

              Before we actually get to the 8 

    roll call, what I thought we would do is 9 

    go around the room and ask everybody to 10 

    introduce themselves, state who they're 11 

    with, and then we'll, after that, go to 12 

    the phone.  So, at this point, we'll start 13 

    up front with Sam. 14 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 15 

              Sam Loudenslager, Arkansas 16 

    staff. 17 

         MS. BURROWS: 18 

              Lori Burrows, Arkansas 19 

    Commission staff.  And Carl Monroe with 20 

    SPP is sitting next to me. 21 

         MR. REW: 22 

              Bruce Rew, SPP staff. 23 

         MR. GREFFE: 24 

              Richard Greffe, Texas Commission25 
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    staff. 1 

         MR. BERRY: 2 

              Keith Berry, Arkansas PSC. 3 

         MR. ROE: 4 

              Doug Roe, FERC staff. 5 

         MR. BRIGHT: 6 

              Ben Bright, SPP staff. 7 

         MR. BROWN: 8 

              Matthew Brown on behalf of 9 

    Entergy Louisiana and Entergy/Gulf States 10 

    Louisiana. 11 

         MR. HURSTELL: 12 

              John Hurstell, Entergy Services. 13 

         MR. CONWAY: 14 

              John Conway on behalf of East 15 

    Texas Electric Coops. 16 

         MS. CARLISLE: 17 

              Lynn Carlisle, South Mississippi 18 

    Electric. 19 

         MR. RITTS: 20 

              Fred Ritts, East Texas Coops. 21 

         MR. KELLOUGH: 22 

              Lee Kellough, Entergy Services. 23 

         MR. POWELL: 24 

              Doug Powell, Entergy25 
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    Transmission. 1 

         MS. DESPEAUX: 2 

              Kim Despeaux, Entergy Services. 3 

         MR. McCULLA: 4 

              Mark McCulla, Entergy Services. 5 

         MR. CAMET: 6 

              Greg Camet, Entergy. 7 

         MR. BERNSTEIN: 8 

              Glen Bernstein for Entergy. 9 

         MR. WANG: 10 

              Francis Wang with Entergy. 11 

         MR. TONG: 12 

              Louis Tong with Entergy. 13 

         MR. KRAJECKI: 14 

              Jim Krajecki, Customized Energy 15 

    Solutions. 16 

         MR. OLSON: 17 

              Carl Olson with Entergy Texas. 18 

         MR. GAJAN: 19 

              Joseph Gajan, SLEMCO. 20 

         MR. HILTON: 21 

              Shane Hilton, Cleco Power. 22 

         MS. LEE: 23 

              Tina Lee with KGen Power. 24 

         MR. PALIZA:25 
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              Roberto Paliza, Paliza 1 

    Consulting. 2 

         MR. WHITMORE: 3 

              Terry Whitmore, Cleco Power. 4 

         MR. HUNTWORK: 5 

              Nathan Huntwork with Phelps 6 

    Dunbar for Cleco Power. 7 

         MR. SHUMATE: 8 

              Walt Shumate, consultant. 9 

         MR. ORR: 10 

              John Orr, Constellation Energy. 11 

         MR. MADUZIA: 12 

              Franklin Maduzia, Dow Chemical. 13 

         MR. TAMPORELLO: 14 

              Glenn Tamporello, SLEMCO. 15 

         MR. LAQUE: 16 

              Jim Laque, SLEMCO. 17 

         MR. HARLAN: 18 

              Dave Harlan for Entergy 19 

    Arkansas. 20 

         MR. CASTLEBERRY: 21 

              Kurt Castleberry, Entergy 22 

    Arkansas. 23 

         MR. BROUSSARD: 24 

              Dennis Broussard, Entergy25 
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    Transmission. 1 

         MR. VONGKHAMCHANH: 2 

              Kham Vongkhamchanh with Entergy. 3 

         MR. BOKER: 4 

              Patrick Boker, Entegra Power. 5 

         MR. HEISEY: 6 

              John Heisey, Entegra Power. 7 

         MR. LABAUVE: 8 

              Kendall LaBauve, Terrebonne 9 

    Parish Utilities. 10 

         MR. GARBAEZ: 11 

              Chris Garbaez, Mississippi 12 

    Public Utility staff. 13 

         MS. GONZALEZ: 14 

              Eve Gonzalez, Louisiana Public 15 

    Service Commission. 16 

         MR. HAMMETT: 17 

              Bill Hammett, Entergy 18 

    Mississippi. 19 

         MR. CASE: 20 

              Darron Case, Entergy 21 

    Mississippi. 22 

         MR. PIONTEK: 23 

              Luke Piontek with Roedel, 24 

    Parsons here on behalf of Cottonwood.25 
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         MR. PARSLEY: 1 

              Julie Parsley, Parsley, Coffin, 2 

    Renner, here on behalf of Cottonwood. 3 

         MR. SKINNER: 4 

              Doug Skinner, Cleco. 5 

         MR. CRIPPS: 6 

              Matthew Cripps, Cleco. 7 

         MR. LONA: 8 

              Robert Lona, GDF SUEZ. 9 

         MR. ALLEN: 10 

              Tom Allen, GDF SUEZ. 11 

         MR. MITTENDORF: 12 

              Brad Mittendorf, Southern 13 

    Strategy Group of Louisiana. 14 

         MS. WATSON: 15 

              Melissa Watson, Louisiana Public 16 

    Service Commission staff. 17 

         MR. NUNEZ: 18 

              David Nunez, PPG Industries. 19 

         MR. MCKINNEY: 20 

              Terry McKinney, Benton 21 

    Utilities. 22 

         MR. HEINTZEN: 23 

              George Heintzen, Conway 24 

    Corporation.25 
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         MR. WILSON: 1 

              Dave Wilson, Arkansas Cities. 2 

         MR. PEDERSON: 3 

              Todd Pederson, West Memphis 4 

    Utilities. 5 

         MR. BIHM: 6 

              Kevin Bihm, Louisiana Entergy & 7 

    Power Authority. 8 

         MS. TURNER: 9 

              Becky Turner, Entegra Power. 10 

         MR. DARCE: 11 

              Noel Darce, Louisiana Commission 12 

    staff. 13 

         MR. PATTERSON: 14 

              Kirk Patterson, Louisiana 15 

    Commission staff. 16 

         MR. KAHAL: 17 

              Matt Kahal, LPSC staff. 18 

         MR. GREIG: 19 

              Jake Greig, NRG. 20 

         MR. COLLINS: 21 

              Peter Collins, NRG. 22 

         MR. STEWART: 23 

              Jeff Stewart, Lafayette 24 

    Utilities.25 
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         MS. BYRD: 1 

              Sandra Byrd, Arkansas Electric 2 

    Cooperatives. 3 

         MR. DASPIT: 4 

              Larry Daspit, Entergy Corporate 5 

    Communications. 6 

         MS. BARFIELD: 7 

              Carol Barfield, Marathon Oil. 8 

         MR. FOX: 9 

              Kip Fox, AEP. 10 

         MS. YORK: 11 

              Aeri York, ExxonMobil. 12 

         MS. GALLUP: 13 

              Terri Gallup, American Electric 14 

    Power. 15 

         MR. HENLEY: 16 

              Rick Henley, City, Water & 17 

    Light, Jonesboro, Arkansas. 18 

         MR. CHESHIRE: 19 

              David Cheshire, ExxonMobil. 20 

         MR. TAYLOR: 21 

              William Taylor, Calpine. 22 

         MS. WALKERRATLIFF: 23 

              Joan Walkerratliff, Conoco 24 

    Phillips.25 
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         MS. CLYNES: 1 

              Terri Clynes, Conoco Phillips. 2 

         MR. HADLEY: 3 

              Dave Hadley, Midwest ISO. 4 

         MR. MOVISH: 5 

              Phil Movish, City Council of New 6 

    Orleans. 7 

         MR. REED: 8 

              Presley Reed, City Council of 9 

    New Orleans. 10 

         MS. VOSBURG: 11 

              Jennifer Vosburg, Louisiana 12 

    Generating and NRG Energy. 13 

         MS. LANE: 14 

              Sarah Lane, Tenaska. 15 

         MS. BROWNELL: 16 

              Nora Brownell, ESPY Energy 17 

    Solutions. 18 

         MS. SCHMIDT: 19 

              Kristine Schmidt, ESPY Energy 20 

    Solutions. 21 

         MR. CRUTHIRDS: 22 

              David Cruthirds with "The 23 

    Cruthirds Report." 24 

         MR. SULLIVAN:25 
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              Tim Sullivan, The Sullivan 1 

    Group. 2 

         MR. WATSON: 3 

              Mark Watson with Platts. 4 

         MR. GRENFELL: 5 

              Bob Grenfell, Energy 6 

    Mississippi. 7 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 8 

              Is there anybody else in the 9 

    room before we go to the telephone? 10 

                  (No response.) 11 

              The telephone, please? 12 

         CHAIRMAN PRESLEY: 13 

              Brandon Presley, Mississippi 14 

    PSC. 15 

         VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD: 16 

              Morning, Brandon. 17 

         CHAIRMAN PRESLEY: 18 

              Good morning. 19 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 20 

              Anybody else on the telephone? 21 

         MR. NELSON: 22 

              Tim Nelson, Kansas City Power & 23 

    Light. 24 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE:25 
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              Could you repeat that? 1 

         MR. NELSON: 2 

              Tim Nelson, Kansas City Power & 3 

    Light. 4 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 5 

              Tim Nelson. 6 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 7 

              Tim Nelson. 8 

         MR. NELSON: 9 

              Yes. 10 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 11 

              Thank you. 12 

              Anyone else on the telephone? 13 

         MR. MAHONEY: 14 

              Evan Mahoney, Arkansas Attorney 15 

    General. 16 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 17 

              Anybody -- 18 

         MR. WOODRUFF: 19 

              Kevin Woodruff, a consultant to 20 

    Evan. 21 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 22 

              Could you repeat that name? 23 

         MR. WOODRUFF: 24 

              Kevin Woodruff.25 
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         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 1 

              Anybody else on the telephone? 2 

         MR. ANDLEY: 3 

              Matt Andley with Southern 4 

    Company. 5 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 6 

              Thank you. 7 

         MR. SUFFERN: 8 

              Matt Suffern on behalf of 9 

    Entergy Arkansas. 10 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 11 

              Anybody else? 12 

         MS. MILLER: 13 

              Brittany Miller, Arkansas 14 

    Commission. 15 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 16 

              Would you repeat that, please? 17 

         MS. MILLER: 18 

              Brittany Miller. 19 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 20 

              Arkansas Commission.  Okay.  And 21 

    there was another one at the same time. 22 

         MR. NEWELL: 23 

              Yeah.  This is Gary Newell 24 

    representing Lafayette, MEPA, MEAM and25 
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    MDEA. 1 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 2 

              Any other ones? 3 

                  (No response.) 4 

              Hearing nobody else, with that, 5 

    can we go to the roll call? 6 

              Ken Anderson. 7 

         SECRETARY ANDERSON: 8 

              We've got everybody here, I 9 

    think, and we've got William Booth here to 10 

    hold the proxy of Councilwoman 11 

    Hedge-Morrell, City of New Orleans.  With 12 

    that, we've got a quorum. 13 

              Brandon, you still here? 14 

         CHAIRMAN PRESLEY: 15 

              Yes, sir. 16 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 17 

              Thanks, Brandon. 18 

         VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD: 19 

              You better be.  Don't be signing 20 

    out too early. 21 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 22 

              That's right.  When you're not 23 

    here, you get elected to things, so be 24 

    careful.25 
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         CHAIRMAN PRESLEY: 1 

              I understand.  Why you think I 2 

    called in? 3 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 4 

              Well, thank you.  Next, we have 5 

    administrative items, approval of the June 6 

    minutes.  These are minutes both from the 7 

    E-RSC stakeholder meeting in which we were 8 

    joined by FERC commissioners, as well as 9 

    the business meeting.  The stakeholder 10 

    meeting was June 15th.  The business 11 

    meeting was June 15th through the 16th. 12 

    And with that, the minutes have been 13 

    passed out. 14 

              Do I have a motion on the 15 

    minutes? 16 

         VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD: 17 

              I move we approve the minutes. 18 

         SECRETARY ANDERSON: 19 

              Second. 20 

         CHAIRMAN PRESLEY: 21 

              I second. 22 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 23 

              It's been moved and seconded to 24 

    approve the minutes from the -- both the25 
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    June stakeholder meeting and business 1 

    meeting. 2 

              All those in favor say aye. 3 

              (All ayes.) 4 

              All those opposed? 5 

              (No response.) 6 

              Motion carries. 7 

              Now we go through a number of 8 

    reports and presentations we have today. 9 

    We'll begin with the FERC report.  Patrick 10 

    Clarey does not arrive till later this 11 

    afternoon, so we will go to Doug Roe with 12 

    the FERC CBA update. 13 

         MR. ROE: 14 

              Okay.  Good morning. 15 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 16 

              I think more importantly, how 17 

    was the honeymoon, Mr. Roe? 18 

         MR. ROE: 19 

              I'm a little tired. 20 

         MS. BURROWS: 21 

              Take that however you want. 22 

         MR. ROE: 23 

              Okay.  Our comic relief for the 24 

    day.25 
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              I don't think this is on. 1 

         MS. BURROWS: 2 

              It's not. 3 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 4 

              Mark McCulla got it turned on. 5 

         MR. ROE: 6 

              I have to clarify, I just came 7 

    in from Europe on Sunday at 4:00.  That's 8 

    why I'm so tired. 9 

              So good morning and thank you, 10 

    Chairman Suskie.  As always, I want to 11 

    thank all the stakeholders for their 12 

    participation in the CBA process.  It's 13 

    been great so far.  The study is on target 14 

    for our September 30th final report 15 

    presentation, which will be at the Astor 16 

    Crowne Plaza in New Orleans on 17 

    September 30th. 18 

              With that said, August is a 19 

    critical month.  The quantitative work is 20 

    moving full speed ahead.  We hope to have 21 

    the results of the various sensitivity 22 

    studies completed soon.  Also, we are 23 

    expecting the transmission upgrade cost 24 

    figures from SPP by August 15th.  Two days25 
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    later, on August 17th, we will have a 1 

    conference call to discuss these 2 

    preliminary results. 3 

              The qualitative section is also 4 

    moving along nicely, thanks to the help of 5 

    Ellen Wolfe of Resero Consulting.  Last 6 

    Friday we requested stakeholder comments 7 

    to the qualitative issues raised thus far. 8 

    If stakeholders would still like an 9 

    opportunity to provide comments, please 10 

    see me later today.  In short, we are on 11 

    track, and we expect to have preliminary 12 

    numbers by late August. 13 

              That concludes my report, and I 14 

    certainly encourage all stakeholders to 15 

    attend the August 17th WebEx slash 16 

    conference call, because that will 17 

    probably be the most important one to 18 

    date. 19 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 20 

              Thank you.  Any questions of 21 

    Mr. Roe?  Questions of Mr. Roe?  Well, 22 

    thank you for the FERC update from 23 

    Mr. Roe. 24 

              Next, a report from the ICT,25 
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    metrics update.  I believe that's 1 

    Mr. Bruce Rew. 2 

         MR. REW: 3 

              Yes.  From Roe to Rew.  This is 4 

    Bruce Rew, R-E-W -- spelled R-E-W.  I'm 5 

    going to give an update today on the ICT 6 

    metrics, and this has been sent out as 7 

    background material.  We do have a couple 8 

    minor changes to the background material 9 

    that I'll talk about a little bit later, 10 

    and we'll send out the updated report and 11 

    get it posted. 12 

              The first metric is congestion. 13 

    This is the TLR time and curtailments. 14 

    Looking at -- comparing, let's say, the 15 

    last three months -- April, May and 16 

    June -- for 2009 with 2010, it looks like 17 

    it's gone down just a little bit from last 18 

    year.  So, overall, for the last three 19 

    years, the TLR is trending down.  If you 20 

    compare that with the next table, which is 21 

    the local area procedure time and 22 

    re-dispatch, and this is actually trending 23 

    upwards for the last couple years. 24 

    Looking at this table here, hopefully,25 
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    maybe we're leveling off on the amount of 1 

    LAP that we're experiencing in the 2 

    footprint. 3 

              The next table shows us the 4 

    congestion.  And this is TLR level by 5 

    gigawatt hours.  We show a couple of 6 

    different versions of TLRs to give a good 7 

    perspective.  This one gives you the TLRs, 8 

    let's say, for the last three months are 9 

    lower than we had last year when compared 10 

    to 2009 -- April, May and June.  And 11 

    again, we're trending down in the TLR 12 

    overall the last couple of years. 13 

              The next table shows us the 14 

    local area procedure redispatch and 15 

    scheduled curtailments.  Again, we're a 16 

    little bit less for June, but, actually, 17 

    April and May in 2010 were increased over 18 

    April and May of 2009.  So, overall, it 19 

    does show a little bit of an increase for 20 

    this year. 21 

              Okay.  Then the next table is 22 

    congestion by TLR level in hours.  And 23 

    this is one that's actually been updated. 24 

    The graph that you see is correct, but the25 
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    table -- we've updated it here.  It had a 1 

    pull from a different data set.  So the 2 

    graph that you're looking at is correct, 3 

    and we've updated the numbers here for 4 

    you.  But you'll see that background 5 

    material that was sent out actually had 6 

    incorrect numbers in that table.  But, 7 

    overall, the TLR, again, in the hours is 8 

    down a little bit overall when you compare 9 

    it by the different TLR levels -- Levels 10 

    3, 4 and 5 -- for the past three years. 11 

              All right.  The next table is 12 

    congestion based on the LAP events. 13 

    Again, this shows us the little bit of 14 

    increase that we're experiencing in 2010 15 

    compared to 2009. 16 

              All right.  The next table is 17 

    1F, which is congestion by flowgate 2010 18 

    year to date.  And we did receive some 19 

    updated information from Entergy late last 20 

    week that I've updated in the table today, 21 

    and we'll get that updated in the 22 

    spreadsheet that was posted on the 23 

    Internet.  So it does give us a little bit 24 

    more information on some of the flowgates.25 
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    You will see some of the flowgates, 1 

    though, are still not yet determined for a 2 

    proposed solution.  Okay.  So this is the 3 

    congestion by flowgate for 2010. 4 

              The next table is congestion by 5 

    flowgate for the 12-month rolling, so this 6 

    is the prior 12 months. 7 

         MR. NEWELL: 8 

              Hey, Bruce? 9 

         MR. REW: 10 

              Yes? 11 

         MR. NEWELL: 12 

              This is Gary.  Could we ask that 13 

    people put their phones on mute?  I'm 14 

    getting a horrible amount of background 15 

    noise. 16 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 17 

              Yeah.  Those that are on the 18 

    conference call, we're getting some 19 

    background noise, so if you could put the 20 

    phone on mute that would help us out. 21 

         MR. REW: 22 

              Okay.  So I'm currently on page 23 

    8, which is congestion by flowgate, the 24 

    12-month rolling average from June through25 
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    May.  And that just identifies the top 1 

    flowgates based on a percentage of time in 2 

    TLR. 3 

              Then the next table -- actually, 4 

    the next several tables go into congestion 5 

    by flowgate looking at the local area 6 

    procedure.  This is where we go back not 7 

    only 2010, but 2009, 2008, looking at the 8 

    most congested flowgates or -- excuse 9 

    me -- yes, flowgates by time in LAP. 10 

              So then, again, the next table 11 

    is 2009 LAP events.  And one thing to 12 

    point out, you'll see that the LAP 13 

    procedures -- or LAP flowgates, that there 14 

    is a change.  We may see one at the top 15 

    one year, but we don't see the same one at 16 

    the top the next year.  And there are some 17 

    different ones that pop up each year and 18 

    some ones that fall off, so, you know, 19 

    overall the LAP flowgates do change as we 20 

    compare the past three years. 21 

              Again, the next table shows 22 

    2008.  Again, we have a different flowgate 23 

    at the top of the list. 24 

              Okay.  So the next table, which25 
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    puts us in congestion by flowgate for 1 

    2007 -- actually, go back -- compare the 2 

    prior three years to 2010. 3 

              And then moving on to table 3B, 4 

    which gets us into the transmission 5 

    utilization by megawatt hours, it's fairly 6 

    consistent.  We weren't able to get the 7 

    network service megawatt hours updated in 8 

    time for this report, but we did get the 9 

    point to point megawatt hours that you see 10 

    posted there. 11 

              Okay.  Then the next table moves 12 

    us over to the transmission service 13 

    request and transmission service studies. 14 

    So the -- for this first one, 16A, shows 15 

    us the studies in megawatt hours, ones 16 

    that we have in progress and then the ones 17 

    that are being completed.  I think, 18 

    overall, you'll see from a trending 19 

    standpoint that we're getting fewer 20 

    requests, so while it looks like we have 21 

    fewer completed and fewer in progress, 22 

    it's because of the reduced number of 23 

    requests overall. 24 

              So the next slide shows the25 
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    upgrades, and, again, this is a reflection 1 

    of the reduced number of requests that 2 

    we're having a fewer upgrade investment 3 

    dollars, not that there's a fewer 4 

    transmission upgrade identified per 5 

    request.  This is for the system impact 6 

    studies, the amount of dollars in upgrades 7 

    that were identified for those studies. 8 

         SECRETARY ANDERSON: 9 

              Can I ask a question? 10 

         MR. REW: 11 

              Yes, Commissioner Anderson. 12 

         SECRETARY ANDERSON: 13 

              What do you think accounts for 14 

    the drop in the requests for the studies? 15 

    Is it the people -- is it stakeholders 16 

    don't see the point? 17 

         MR. REW: 18 

              No, I don't think that.  I 19 

    think, overall, with the change in 20 

    business over the last couple of years, 21 

    that there are just fewer transmission 22 

    requests.  You know, the -- we saw in 23 

    several parts, not only in Entergy's, has 24 

    a reduction of load forecast, but other25 
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    areas, as well, have seen a reduction in 1 

    load forecasts, and there are just fewer 2 

    requests. 3 

         VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD: 4 

              Bruce, while we have you in an 5 

    answering mode, let me ask you:  On the 6 

    flowgate, I know that they do change, and 7 

    I looked -- they're all over the system in 8 

    different states and so forth.  If a 9 

    flowgate continues to show up as being one 10 

    with more congestion than it should, does 11 

    that signal to the ICT that needs to be 12 

    investigated for a possible upgrade?  Is 13 

    that one of the factors you look at? 14 

         MR. REW: 15 

              Yes.  We look at flowgates that 16 

    are in both TLRs and LAPs and identify 17 

    solutions for those, you know, the ones 18 

    that are at the top of the list, focusing 19 

    specific on the top, you know, five 20 

    flowgates and try to identify solutions 21 

    and whatever we can do to mitigate those 22 

    congestion points. 23 

         VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD: 24 

              Thank you.25 
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         MR. REW: 1 

              Okay.  So the next slide is 16C. 2 

    And this shows us the generation 3 

    interconnection requests.  And we've made 4 

    progress in completing several of the 5 

    generation interconnection requests there. 6 

              The next slide is 16D, which are 7 

    the generation interconnections in 8 

    facility studies completed, and that's the 9 

    megawatts.  And I think that's the last 10 

    slide. 11 

              Are there any other questions 12 

    that you have for me? 13 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 14 

              Go back to 1B. 15 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 16 

              Does anybody have any questions 17 

    for Bruce Rew? 18 

         MR. NEWELL: 19 

              This is Gary Newell.  Can I ask 20 

    you a quick question on the phone? 21 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 22 

              Sure. 23 

         MR. NEWELL: 24 

              Bruce, in response to, I think25 
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    it was Commissioner Anderson's question, 1 

    you said the number of requests had gone 2 

    down just sort of because of changes in 3 

    the business.  Can you expand on that? 4 

    I'm curious.  I mean, how are people 5 

    meeting their energy needs?  Are people 6 

    locking into more long-term transactions 7 

    and there -- where there are fewer 8 

    requests?  Or what's going on? 9 

         MR. REW: 10 

              Well, it -- well, Gary, we don't 11 

    know the exact reason why, you know, the 12 

    requests have gone down.  You know, 13 

    that's, you know, something that would 14 

    have to be looked at on an individual 15 

    basis.  Our -- my comment was based on 16 

    what we've seen as far as overall when the 17 

    amount of transactions has reduced it was 18 

    coincidental with the drop in load 19 

    forecast.  So I don't know if that's a 20 

    driving factor, but that's one speculation 21 

    that we derive from that because it did 22 

    occur at the same time.  Now, there could 23 

    be other factors, whether it's the gas 24 

    price or, you know, some other factor that25 
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    could be driving it. 1 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 2 

              Sam, you have a question? 3 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 4 

              Yeah.  I'm trying to figure out 5 

    which slide it was.  I thought it was 1B, 6 

    but -- Ben, can you just kind of -- 7 

         MR. REW: 8 

              What are you looking for, Sam? 9 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 10 

              Right here.  What happened in 11 

    June with the TLR 4s?  I mean, that number 12 

    is so out of bounds, I question whether 13 

    it's correct. 14 

         MR. REW: 15 

              There was one congested point. 16 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 17 

              Hey, which slide is that?  1B? 18 

         MR. REW: 19 

              It should be -- 20 

         MR. BRIGHT: 21 

              1C. 22 

         MR. REW: 23 

              -- 1C, TLR level by hours. 24 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER:25 
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              You see which one I'm talking 1 

    about? 2 

         MR. REW: 3 

              Yes.  There was a flowgate that 4 

    was left in TLR Level 4 as the best way 5 

    for us to manage it rather than going to a 6 

    5, so it stayed in 4 for an extended 7 

    period of time. 8 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 9 

              Okay.  And then 3A looks a 10 

    little bit out of bounds, as well.  But, 11 

    anyway, the Level 4 just jumped out at me. 12 

    Can we walk through those -- the flowgate 13 

    slides that talks about the location and 14 

    the proposed solutions?  Because that 15 

    wasn't on the charts that went out. 16 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 17 

              This is 1F? 18 

         MR. BRIGHT: 19 

              Yeah. 20 

         MR. REW: 21 

              Yeah.  Starting with 1F, we 22 

    added additional information under the 23 

    proposed solutions that we received 24 

    recently from Entergy.25 
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         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 1 

              Okay.  And educate me again.  So 2 

    it says it's under study in Entergy's 3 

    alternative economic study process.  So 4 

    once you get through that process, what 5 

    happens? 6 

         MR. REW: 7 

              Well, if the process leads to 8 

    approval of constructing of facilities, 9 

    then it would be an issue under 10 

    construction.  But this is updating you on 11 

    what the study is and what -- the progress 12 

    of that.  So there's -- in this case, 13 

    there's been a proposed solution as part 14 

    of this economic analysis that's being 15 

    done. 16 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 17 

              Okay.  Go to the next slide, 18 

    please, Ben. 19 

         MR. POWELL: 20 

              This is Doug Powell from 21 

    Transmission, Entergy.  One of the things 22 

    that we are doing on that particular 23 

    project, the White Bluff-Sheridan, 24 

    Mabelvale to Sheridan -- that's one of the25 
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    projects that came out of the 2009 ISTEP. 1 

    It didn't show any benefits, but we 2 

    presented to the LTTIWG this past month a 3 

    new alternative process to more fast-track 4 

    these kind of projects.  And so what we've 5 

    elected to do is to put those two 6 

    projects -- it's number 1 and number 3 on 7 

    the particular chart there -- and do some 8 

    additional studies.  Although the ICT did 9 

    not show enough benefits for the projects, 10 

    we're still looking at those with this 11 

    fast track to see if there's some benefits 12 

    that we would show a need to move forward 13 

    on that particular project there. 14 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 15 

              And how -- Doug, how are you -- 16 

    how are y'all evaluating those 17 

    differences?  What additional benefits are 18 

    you looking at?  Are you -- 19 

         MR. POWELL: 20 

              Well, one of the things that we 21 

    did in this fast-track process is we ended 22 

    up with five different categories other 23 

    than just cost:  Looking at TLRs, looking 24 

    at the -- any congestions that may be25 
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    occurring there, and that was what was 1 

    presented at the last LTTIWG, that 2 

    alternative process, you know, looking at 3 

    historical impacts type issues.  So we 4 

    have five categories there that we're 5 

    looking.  So not just focused on just the 6 

    cost benefits, which is a very detailed 7 

    study, these are projects that are under 8 

    10 million and did not show cost benefits 9 

    to warrant that -- moving forward on that 10 

    project.  But we felt like that there 11 

    could be some benefits based on the number 12 

    of TLRs or LAPs in the area, so -- and I 13 

    think we listed all of those in that 14 

    presentation. 15 

         SECRETARY ANDERSON: 16 

              Can I ask you a question?  When 17 

    you say the cost -- your study didn't show 18 

    cost benefit, what's your matrix? 19 

         MR. POWELL: 20 

              Well, the -- that was the ICT's 21 

    cost benefit.  The group view analysis 22 

    that they did, which is a high level, it 23 

    just didn't show enough to warrant moving 24 

    forward.  But we felt, based on the25 
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    projects and the cost of the projects, it 1 

    was worth looking at a little more detail 2 

    on.  Because we did see, you know -- and 3 

    it is showing up here in the congestion, 4 

    so we felt like it was still worth looking 5 

    at and moving forward with to see if we 6 

    can, you know, use something else to 7 

    justify the project, as well. 8 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 9 

              So are there two projects that 10 

    y'all are looking at -- 11 

         MR. POWELL: 12 

              The project on this page is 13 

    number -- the first one on the list. 14 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 15 

              That 1324 flowgate? 16 

         MR. POWELL: 17 

              Right.  And then the 1966 -- 18 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 19 

              Okay. 20 

         MR. POWELL: 21 

              -- is all the same solutions 22 

    that we're looking at. 23 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 24 

              I got you.25 



 35

         MR. POWELL: 1 

              So it's a similar project.  It 2 

    was -- I think it was defined in the 2009 3 

    ISTEP as the central -- no, Sheridan -- 4 

    Sheridan South type issue.  So it was one 5 

    that was looked at.  It was one that the 6 

    stakeholders asked the ICT to look at.  So 7 

    we felt like it still warrants some 8 

    benefits to look further. 9 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 10 

              Okay.  That's helpful.  Thank 11 

    you.  And then the Acadiana, it's all on 12 

    schedule? 13 

         MR. POWELL: 14 

              Yeah.  The last three projects 15 

    on the list will have benefits from the 16 

    Acadiana.  That was actually in the 2008 17 

    ISTEP, where the Acadiana projects did 18 

    show economic benefits, and Cleco analysis 19 

    showed economic benefits, and so that's 20 

    what drove the solution set for Phase 1 21 

    and Phase 2 projects.  Right now, 22 

    everything is on schedule:  Phase 1, 23 

    before the summer of 2011, and then Phase 24 

    2, summer of 2012.25 



 36

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 1 

              Okay.  And -- okay.  Thank you. 2 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 3 

              Commissioner Field? 4 

         VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD: 5 

              Doug, I hope I heard you right, 6 

    but if I heard you right, there's a 7 

    possibility that Entergy would propose to 8 

    build more transmission projects than 9 

    might be included in the ISTEP; is that 10 

    correct? 11 

         MR. POWELL: 12 

              That's correct.  We're -- you 13 

    know, each one of these cases we're 14 

    looking at, you can see that we're still 15 

    doing studies, working with the SPO 16 

    organization and looking at their 17 

    congestion and their cost.  That's some of 18 

    the things that we're looking at to see if 19 

    there's any -- now, what we're trying to 20 

    do is put them through the -- both the 21 

    economic study process that was 22 

    presented -- it's a five-phase step -- but 23 

    that's about a six- to nine-month process, 24 

    where this is about a three-month process,25 
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    this alternative.  And we're looking at 1 

    those -- this alternative economic 2 

    solution because it's less costly 3 

    projects; it's harder to define the 4 

    benefits across the whole system.  So 5 

    we're looking at the categories -- you 6 

    know, if your TLRs and other issues -- 7 

    congestions, if it's the load pocket, 8 

    those kind of things are kind of driving 9 

    those solutions. 10 

         VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD: 11 

              Well, I want to commend you for 12 

    doing that.  That's the kind of action 13 

    we've been looking for, I think -- at 14 

    least, I can only speak for myself -- for 15 

    years, so I commend y'all for looking at 16 

    all aspects and not just dropping it 17 

    because it's not in the ISTEP, but taking 18 

    it a step further.  Thank you. 19 

         MR. POWELL: 20 

              And one of the things that we 21 

    have done, too, is -- I know the SPO 22 

    organization has in the ISTEP process -- 23 

    they're proposing projects for the ICT to 24 

    look at, too, as well.  So that's one of25 
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    the things as part of the process to 1 

    get -- to see if there's some particular 2 

    issues that we feel that the ICT could 3 

    look at and study as part of the process, 4 

    as well. 5 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 6 

              Jennifer Vosburg? 7 

         MS. VOSBURG: 8 

              Thank you, Commissioner.  One of 9 

    the things that we had mentioned at the 10 

    June E-RSC was I know stakeholders have 11 

    really pushed to have these type of 12 

    metrics put in place, but it's also the 13 

    analysis that goes along with it.  And at 14 

    the E-RSC working group meeting that we 15 

    had after -- this is going in and out -- 16 

    that we had after Point Clear, we did have 17 

    discussion about what type of analysis and 18 

    other additional information that we were 19 

    looking for along with the TLRs.  We had a 20 

    good discussion about it. 21 

              Some of the things we were 22 

    talking about is, okay, so what's going 23 

    on?  Why did we have less TLR 5s in 24 

    June of 2010 than we had in 2009?  Was it25 
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    the system was really improved?  Or is 1 

    part of that maybe, with the Acadiana Load 2 

    Pocket, we have alternative operations 3 

    going on this summer that's preventing us 4 

    from having the TLR 5s?  To really kind of 5 

    dig down to see what's the true cause, are 6 

    there some model issues, or is it a true 7 

    transmission upgrade? 8 

              We haven't had another working 9 

    group meeting.  I know there's one 10 

    scheduled coming up in the beginning of 11 

    September.  I imagine we'll have some 12 

    additional discussions on that.  Bruce did 13 

    report that Don Shipley, who's our 14 

    reliability coordinator, is providing more 15 

    information in the NERC TLR 5 reports.  As 16 

    a group, we haven't had a chance to go 17 

    through those yet to see how we're moving 18 

    along with that process of getting 19 

    additional information about what was the 20 

    cause of the TLRs in the first place, so 21 

    then we can work toward solutions as we go 22 

    forward. 23 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 24 

              Thank you.25 
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              Any other questions? 1 

              And so what's the status of the 2 

    further analysis that you mentioned, 3 

    Jennifer, with the ICT? 4 

         MR. REW: 5 

              Yes.  This is Bruce Rew.  We're 6 

    going to focus on that after the end of 7 

    the summer so that the operations folks 8 

    can continue working and keeping the 9 

    lights on during the high temperatures, 10 

    but we're committed to working with the 11 

    stakeholders after we get through the 12 

    summer peak here. 13 

         VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD: 14 

              Thank you, Bruce, for keeping 15 

    the lights on so far, and everybody else 16 

    that's cooperated. 17 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 18 

              Well, speaking of keeping the 19 

    lights on, I just have to ask -- I see 20 

    Dave Wilson is back there.  His 21 

    electricity was out in my hometown of 22 

    North Little Rock earlier.  That wasn't 23 

    your issue, but here's a question I have, 24 

    is my hometown -- North Little Rock has25 
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    its own electric municipal power.  They 1 

    were given notice by the ICT to be 2 

    prepared to possibly have to shed load.  I 3 

    got a couple phone calls.  Unfortunately, 4 

    they have my personal cell number.  Could 5 

    you help enlighten me to why my hometown 6 

    got that phone call?  They mentioned 7 

    transmission congestion, in particular, in 8 

    the Little Rock area. 9 

         MR. REW: 10 

              Well, from a high-level summary, 11 

    when we were looking at the transmission 12 

    lines that were serving the load in North 13 

    Little Rock, they were at a point where 14 

    they were highly congested and with the 15 

    contingency of, you know, overloading 16 

    another line and potentially cascading. 17 

    So we were looking at, you know, options 18 

    that we had in order to prevent further 19 

    problems on the system.  So that's 20 

    something that we monitored closely there 21 

    for a while with the peak loading in North 22 

    Little Rock. 23 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 24 

              So is the congestion an issue25 
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    that there's going to be a review to see 1 

    how to resolve that if it happens again in 2 

    the future or... 3 

         MR. REW: 4 

              Absolutely.  We're looking at, 5 

    you know, what caused it and what we can 6 

    do to mitigate it from occurring in the 7 

    future. 8 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 9 

              Okay.  Then the next question I 10 

    have is:  You had mentioned the number of 11 

    transmission service requests going down, 12 

    and you had speculated what you thought 13 

    was the cause of that.  Does anybody else, 14 

    Entergy in particular, have any theories 15 

    on why there's been a drop? 16 

         MS. DESPEAUX: 17 

              I don't know that we have 18 

    anything -- a better basis than what Bruce 19 

    has. 20 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 21 

              Okay.  Nobody else had any -- I 22 

    was just kind of curious if any other 23 

    stakeholders had an idea why there was a 24 

    drop in the requests.25 
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              Sam? 1 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 2 

              Yeah.  Bruce, I apologize for 3 

    putting you on the spot.  I know the E-RSC 4 

    has got a meeting scheduled in early 5 

    September, and that's probably too soon 6 

    for you guys to get any -- to make much 7 

    progress in the way of analysis with 8 

    what's going on with the TLRs, but could 9 

    you plan on making a report on what you 10 

    find at the October E-RSC meeting?  Yeah, 11 

    the 21st. 12 

         MR. REW: 13 

              Yeah, absolutely.  We can do a 14 

    report that would kind of summarize what 15 

    we saw this summer, specific, you know, 16 

    congestion points. 17 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 18 

              Okay.  Thank you. 19 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 20 

              Any other questions for Bruce 21 

    Rew? 22 

              Yes, sir. 23 

         MR. CHILES: 24 

              This is John Chiles for ETEC.  I25 
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    was looking at this page here.  You had 1 

    the Grimes - Mt. Zion line.  There's an 2 

    upgrade proposed for 2019.  Is that a 3 

    reliability upgrade, a supplemental 4 

    upgrade or ISTEP, or what -- how is that 5 

    being characterized? 6 

         MR. POWELL: 7 

              It's a reliability upgrade. 8 

    It's what driving that date right now. 9 

         MR. CHILES: 10 

              And I guess the problem, then -- 11 

    I mean, even though that's not in a 12 

    construction plan, that's still in your, 13 

    you know -- I guess I'm trying to figure 14 

    out it's a reliability project, but it's 15 

    not something that has been approved or 16 

    has any type of, you know, commitment on 17 

    Entergy's side to build; is that correct? 18 

         MR. POWELL: 19 

              It's in the horizon -- what we 20 

    call the horizon projects, the 6 through 21 

    10.  But there -- yeah, there is no 22 

    commitment.  We'll continue to watch the 23 

    load out in that area, and that could 24 

    change the dates from one year to the25 
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    next, but there's no driver right now. 1 

              Now, there is an issue that -- 2 

    you know, how the resources in the western 3 

    area -- there's been some contract changes 4 

    and how those resources dispatch against 5 

    each other.  That has some affect on TLRs, 6 

    but it would not -- or the LAP, but it 7 

    will not drive the need for the project 8 

    for reliability.  It's just how 9 

    projects -- how that particular constraint 10 

    is affected by local dispatch. 11 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 12 

              Any other questions? 13 

              All right.  Thank you. 14 

              Next, go with a report from 15 

    Entergy, I think Kim Despeaux. 16 

         MS. DESPEAUX: 17 

              Thank you, President.  We did 18 

    make the LP -- we did file the report with 19 

    the LPSC on July 19th, as we had 20 

    indicated.  We're also still anticipating 21 

    filing the report for the extension of the 22 

    ICT with the FERC on September 17th.  And 23 

    then depending upon where we come out on 24 

    the E-RSC decisional authority, we will25 
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    also evaluate the potential need for 1 

    additional filings across the system with 2 

    our retail regulators. 3 

              And other than that, in addition 4 

    to working on the cost/benefit analysis 5 

    and the activities with the working group, 6 

    we've also had discussions with MISO on -- 7 

    to become more familiar with their market 8 

    structure and how that could potentially 9 

    work.  And I believe that's it for us. 10 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 11 

              I have a couple questions. 12 

    Something that came up in front of the 13 

    Arkansas Commission last week, it's my 14 

    understanding that any week now, a 15 

    successor arrangement is going to be 16 

    disclosed publicly? 17 

         MS. DESPEAUX: 18 

              I would say we've got -- do you 19 

    want to take it?  Here, I'll let -- okay. 20 

    I'll do it.  Yes. 21 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 22 

              Well, because, you know, we have 23 

    this issue -- the Arkansas commission was 24 

    surprised about this revelation.  After25 
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    visiting with my fellow state regulators, 1 

    we were surprised, as well, that one was 2 

    going to be released soon, so I was 3 

    curious as to how that was going to come 4 

    about. 5 

         MR. HURSTELL: 6 

              Sometime in September, hopefully 7 

    earlier rather than later in September, 8 

    we'll send out what we consider to be an 9 

    initial draft, certainly not our final 10 

    proposal, seeking comment from 11 

    commissioners and customers.  So that will 12 

    come out probably, let's say, 13 

    mid-September.  And then, at the same 14 

    time, we'll also be producing some 15 

    analysis based on what we consider, again, 16 

    just initial preliminary inputs into the 17 

    model.  And we hope to go through a 18 

    process similar to what we've done with 19 

    CRA, where people can provide inputs as 20 

    to -- opinions about the assumptions that 21 

    we've made, request, I guess essentially 22 

    some -- similar to addendum studies. 23 

    Again, we see that as the beginning of the 24 

    process, not as the final results on the25 
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    analysis.  But September we'll start that. 1 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 2 

              Okay.  And then, one question I 3 

    have is:  We've been working on what 4 

    the -- what authority the E-RSC would 5 

    have.  I know we have a timing issue.  We 6 

    meet on -- September 9th will be our next 7 

    meeting; the Louisiana Commission, 8 

    September 15th, and I believe Jimmy cannot 9 

    vote on it until after the 15th. 10 

         VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD: 11 

              That's correct. 12 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 13 

              Then y'all file on the 17th. 14 

    Let's assume the -- all the E-RSC members 15 

    can vote on the 9th.  Our bylaws allow for 16 

    ten days to vote after the fact, so that 17 

    would give Jimmy time to go back to his 18 

    commission.  So what the Louisiana 19 

    Commission does on September 15th, would 20 

    that be enough time for your 21 

    September 17th filing? 22 

         MS. DESPEAUX: 23 

              Yes.  We would try and have the 24 

    results of that reflected in the filing.25 



 49

    And I know we have a requirement to file 1 

    60 days in advance, but if it took maybe 2 

    another couple days, we could certainly 3 

    request waiver from the FERC on the 60-day 4 

    requirement.  So I think the vote on the 5 

    15th, we should be able to incorporate for 6 

    the 17th. 7 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 8 

              Any other questions of 9 

    Ms. Despeaux? 10 

         SECRETARY ANDERSON: 11 

              Mr. Chairman, I don't know if 12 

    this is the appropriate place or -- on 13 

    item No. 9, and I'll defer to you, it just 14 

    has to do with the draft of the various 15 

    attachments to the OATT, and we can -- I 16 

    can raise it then or we can do it now, 17 

    keep moving.  It's -- 18 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 19 

              How about we wait till we get to 20 

    No. 11? 21 

         SECRETARY ANDERSON: 22 

              To No. 11? 23 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 24 

              Yeah, 11.25 
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         SECRETARY ANDERSON: 1 

              All right.  That's fine. 2 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 3 

              Okay.  Next, we have is -- next, 4 

    we have on -- a report from Phil 5 

    Movish, -- 6 

         MR. MOVISH: 7 

              Right. 8 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 9 

              -- the City of New Orleans. 10 

              Phil? 11 

         MR. MOVISH: 12 

              Thank you.  I'd like to give you 13 

    a brief update as to where we've gone 14 

    since the last E-RSC meeting on the 15 

    Minimization of Bulk Power Cost Study. 16 

    Since the last meeting, the RFP has been 17 

    finalized and was sent out to eight 18 

    prospective firms to bid.  A number of 19 

    questions and requests for clarification 20 

    came in from the bidders.  SPP has worked 21 

    to answer all of those questions, and 22 

    they've been provided to all the bidders. 23 

    Of the eight firms that received the RFP, 24 

    four comprehensive proposals have been25 



 51

    received.  In the interest of 1 

    administrative efficiency, we formed a 2 

    subgroup of working group members and some 3 

    of the stakeholders from the task force to 4 

    review and kind of call the -- do an 5 

    initial call of the four proposals. 6 

              Where we are today, we have done 7 

    that step, and we have selected two firms 8 

    that we believe should be interviewed.  We 9 

    are scheduled to hold interviews of the 10 

    two firms on our list at this point on 11 

    August 23rd.  And what we anticipate after 12 

    that is convening a telephone conference 13 

    sometime very shortly thereafter with the 14 

    E-RSC committee members to discuss the 15 

    interviews, the proposals and our 16 

    recommendations as to what firm we 17 

    recommend you move forward to negotiate an 18 

    agreement with. 19 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 20 

              Okay.  So August 23rd y'all are 21 

    going to interview them, and then after 22 

    that, you ask the E-RSC to have a call to 23 

    select a firm to proceed? 24 

         MR. MOVISH:25 
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              Correct. 1 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 2 

              Okay.  And who's going to be on 3 

    the interview committee? 4 

         MR. MOVISH: 5 

              The interview committee is going 6 

    to be, at this point, made up of myself; 7 

    for the SPP, Jody Holland, ICT; Ben 8 

    Bright; Brenda Harris of Oxy; Robert Lona 9 

    of GDF SUEZ; Brian Thumm of Midwest 10 

    Transmission; and Kirk Patterson, LPSC 11 

    staff. 12 

         MR. BRIGHT: 13 

              David Baugh, as well, from 14 

    Cottonwood. 15 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 16 

              And David Baugh from Cottonwood. 17 

         MR. MOVISH: 18 

              Yeah.  Thank you. 19 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 20 

              All right.  Any questions?  Or 21 

    anything else, Phil? 22 

         MR. MOVISH: 23 

              (Shakes head.) 24 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE:25 
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              Any questions for Phil?  This is 1 

    the study that has morphed and taken a 2 

    number of names, but now we think we 3 

    finally settled on a name.  Jimmy Field 4 

    didn't want it the Jimmy Field Memorial 5 

    Study, so as a result -- well, thank you 6 

    for that update from Phil. 7 

              Next on our presentation, we 8 

    have David Hadley with MISO.  As 9 

    Ms. Despeaux pointed out, Entergy has 10 

    requested a addendum study through CRA 11 

    about the cost benefits of Entergy as a 12 

    whole joining MISO.  The Arkansas 13 

    Commission has also ordered a study to 14 

    look at Entergy Arkansas joining MISO. 15 

    And David Hadley -- I don't know if you're 16 

    going to introduce yourself or give a 17 

    little background -- but David is a former 18 

    state regulator from the State of Indiana. 19 

    I believe Indiana is still completely 20 

    fully integrated? 21 

         MR. HADLEY: 22 

              Absolutely. 23 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 24 

              So similar to all of our25 
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    jurisdictions except for ERCOT, the 1 

    republic of Texas.  But the jurisdictions 2 

    that we regulate, particularly Entergy, 3 

    we're all fully regulated utilities, and 4 

    as a result, he brings a lot of background 5 

    and perspective.  So with that -- and one 6 

    thing that I've said at a previous 7 

    meeting, I think it's important that we 8 

    take -- there's a lot of ways you do cost 9 

    allocation, a lot of different ways in the 10 

    world we do -- we pay and allocate 11 

    resources for generation, for 12 

    transmission, and I think this will be a 13 

    good opportunity to learn, so thank you 14 

    for joining us today. 15 

         MR. HADLEY: 16 

              Thank you very much, 17 

    Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity.  It's 18 

    exciting to be here.  It's exciting to 19 

    watch what's going on in this region of 20 

    the United States.  Energy policy has 21 

    changed a lot.  There's a lot of moving 22 

    pieces.  It's an exciting opportunity, so 23 

    thank you for the privilege of being here 24 

    and sharing a little bit.25 



 55

              Help me.  Is this reening back 1 

    to you, or is it just my ears?  Okay. 2 

              I was a regulator at the Indiana 3 

    Utility Regulatory Commission in Indiana. 4 

    I'll weave that into the story as I'm 5 

    talking at a very high level about the 6 

    Midwest ISO.  There's certainly much more 7 

    questions that I would expect you would 8 

    have than I can answer.  There's much to 9 

    discuss going forward, so this is just 10 

    meant to be an introductory overview. 11 

    Some of you will be much more aware of the 12 

    organization of the Midwest, both our 13 

    states and of the Midwest ISO. 14 

              The next slide is just that 15 

    high-level look at exactly the geographic 16 

    of RTOs in the United States.  One of the 17 

    big areas that we discuss is scope and 18 

    scale, and the size of our geographic 19 

    footprint allows a lot of opportunities. 20 

    We are experienced at operating in that 21 

    footprint across many states, across all 22 

    of the jurisdictions.  There are a few 23 

    states that have unbundled in various 24 

    forms.  The State of Michigan still has25 
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    regulatory control over generation, Ohio 1 

    and Illinois being the two that are more 2 

    of a restructured states.  The rest of our 3 

    states are traditionally vertically 4 

    integrated just as this footprint is, so 5 

    it's very common area for that. 6 

              One last piece, the Midwest ISO 7 

    by tax structure is a not-for-profit 8 

    public interest entity.  One of the 9 

    exciting things about working for the 10 

    organization is that we keep that level in 11 

    our mind, and it's very prominent as we 12 

    discuss with our employees and with our 13 

    stakeholders what our mission is as we 14 

    move forward. 15 

              The next slide is just a quick 16 

    look, but particularly on the scope and 17 

    scale.  Over 5,500 generators receive 18 

    signals and participate in the operations 19 

    across that large footprint, including the 20 

    Province of Manitoba. 21 

              The next slide is a little bit 22 

    of a history.  Look at the bottom, and 23 

    what's hard for some of you in the back to 24 

    see, this goes back to 1996 through '98,25 
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    '99.  The FERC activities with orders 888 1 

    and 889 and then order 2000, I'll talk 2 

    about that just a little bit more in 3 

    context in a couple slides.  As that time 4 

    line was unfolding, the Midwest ISO was 5 

    also in its start-up stage.  We began as a 6 

    reliability and tariff coordinator.  That 7 

    was the purpose of the creation back at 8 

    the beginning of this decade.  That's when 9 

    I became a commissioner in Indiana.  Part 10 

    of what you're doing as a regional state 11 

    committee in helping to shape the future 12 

    is what we began doing with the Midwest 13 

    ISO and their management team.  We 14 

    recognize that FERC had very definite 15 

    ideas, Nora, as to what you thought an RTO 16 

    should be.  With all due respect, as state 17 

    commissions, we kind of felt we had a few 18 

    ideas of what an RTO should look like. 19 

              The Midwest ISO was being 20 

    developed in an area of the country that 21 

    did not have a traditional pattern of 22 

    working together.  There was not a tight 23 

    power pool like in the East.  It was a 24 

    very separate, geographically diverse25 
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    area.  As we began those conversations, 1 

    the market -- Commissioner Fields, that 2 

    word -- the market became very key 3 

    discussion for us.  And as we'll talk 4 

    about in a little more depth, the idea of 5 

    creating markets was not what the Midwest 6 

    ISO was created to do.  It was the 7 

    reliability coordinator.  But what we 8 

    began to slowly learn, in order to do that 9 

    job most effectively, there were certain 10 

    tools that were more efficient, more 11 

    cost-effective, developed in better 12 

    returns for customers, and there were some 13 

    that were not as efficient.  And the 14 

    market tools started to offer those 15 

    opportunities, structured appropriately at 16 

    the wholesale level, recognizing there was 17 

    a retail component at the state level. 18 

              In 2005, the energy market, day 19 

    two, began at the Midwest ISO.  FERC had 20 

    ordered the Midwest ISO to develop an 21 

    energy market that included the energy 22 

    market day two and the ancillary service 23 

    market.  We came to the mutual conclusion 24 

    that doing both was kind of an25 
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    overwhelming task, and let's kind of take 1 

    a bite at this whale one step at a time, 2 

    not gulp it all at once.  So we postponed 3 

    all the way until 2009.  In January, we 4 

    began the ancillary service market. 5 

    That's a key component and really expanded 6 

    and delivered a lot of additional benefits 7 

    to customers in our footprint through the 8 

    regulatory process of oversight.  From 9 

    2005, we took a year to get the market day 10 

    two established.  Then we began with 11 

    stakeholders, with our state commissions, 12 

    understanding and developing and getting 13 

    our arms around that next three-year 14 

    journey to actually start that in 2009. 15 

              The next slide is that step 16 

    back.  I particularly wanted to look at 17 

    the order 888/889 and what that meant to 18 

    us and what it still means today, and I 19 

    think it's applicable to the discussions 20 

    you're having here.  For the lawyers in 21 

    the room and for Nora, I apologize, but 22 

    I'm going to break it down to the very 23 

    simplest thing what that said to me, along 24 

    with over 2,000, is that this utility25 
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    cannot take its generation and give it 1 

    preference by using its transmission to 2 

    discriminate against someone else's 3 

    generation.  It was open access.  That was 4 

    not something that we were afraid of.  In 5 

    fact, we had stories of different 6 

    utilities that we did not think was 7 

    necessarily playing us fair with their 8 

    neighbors as they should have.  This 9 

    allowed, from a wholesale standpoint, a 10 

    way to start cracking that open and making 11 

    sure that customers ultimately benefited 12 

    from how the transmission system was not 13 

    being used discriminatorily but in an open 14 

    fashion.  And so we embraced parts of 15 

    order -- those early orders as we were 16 

    working to develop what became in an era 17 

    of a big debate -- and I'm going to use 18 

    those famous three-letter words -- the 19 

    SMD, the standard market design. 20 

              While that debate went on, we 21 

    decided that, as states, we needed to make 22 

    sure we had a voice.  And while FERC was 23 

    discussing something called RSACs, 24 

    regional state advisory committees, our25 
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    perspective was we were going to become a 1 

    regional state committee, not advisory to 2 

    FERC but a partner with FERC.  We 3 

    regulated retail just as effectively as 4 

    they hoped to regulate wholesale.  And it 5 

    was the partnership of the two regulatory 6 

    bodies, the state at the retail and FERC 7 

    at the wholesale, that was going to 8 

    develop the Midwest ISO. 9 

              In this second box, there's 10 

    characteristics of what the RTO should be. 11 

    The word "independence" is the very first 12 

    one, and it's a critical one.  SPP, 13 

    Midwest ISO will be having discussions 14 

    with Entergy.  Just as we had with our 15 

    current members, there are things 16 

    sometimes companies would like, and when 17 

    you have a large pool of companies, 18 

    there's never going to be one day that 19 

    they all agree on the same thing.  When 20 

    you guys end up doing an order, you're 21 

    usually sure somebody is going to be 22 

    unhappy, and somebody might be happy, and 23 

    you're in the middle.  We really carry a 24 

    pretty well similar idea.25 
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              As a state regulatory group, our 1 

    organization of MISO states -- LeRoy 2 

    Koppendrayer from Minnesota Commission 3 

    chair didn't want to get real complicated 4 

    with acronyms, and we were going through 5 

    all these gyroscopes of what kind of name 6 

    should we call it and what would the 7 

    initials look like, and he said, guys, 8 

    we're just an organization of MISO states. 9 

    Just call us that.  So we're now OMS, the 10 

    Organization of MISO States. 11 

              Market monitor is a key example 12 

    of how the states were collectively 13 

    influencing management who was trying to 14 

    build a market-monitoring system based on 15 

    some Eastern RTO models.  We did not like 16 

    the idea as state commissions of having 17 

    the market monitor who oversee the markets 18 

    actually working for management of the 19 

    RTO.  So we built and insisted on a 20 

    construct that they were outside of 21 

    management's control.  Management strongly 22 

    wanted an internal system.  They thought 23 

    it was necessary for the functioning of 24 

    their market design.  Bottom line, the25 



 63

    result was an external market monitor.  It 1 

    was a model that has currently been more 2 

    adopted by even some Eastern 3 

    organizations.  It's one that the states 4 

    have a very close relationship of being 5 

    able to call the market monitor directly, 6 

    having a dialogue, asking questions.  He 7 

    reports directly to our board of directors 8 

    during their monthly board meetings and is 9 

    open to the Q and A and not always in 10 

    agreement with management, but would work 11 

    closely to ensure that the design with his 12 

    recommendations gets full recommend -- 13 

    consideration. 14 

              The next slide is simply a broad 15 

    statement of what we do.  As we started 16 

    out, it was that open access, and that 17 

    just makes sure all parties have equal 18 

    opportunity.  The reliability coordination 19 

    was the second discussion.  That one 20 

    yields to reduced risk of outages, but, 21 

    more importantly, while we started that 22 

    conversation, we quickly got to that 23 

    market operation discussion.  Notice the 24 

    words we use:  "The efficient market25 
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    operations."  It was in that context that 1 

    we really started finding ways to deliver 2 

    value for our end-use customers.  At that 3 

    point, it was critical.  Today it's vital. 4 

    It's part of the DNA of what the Midwest 5 

    ISO tries to accomplish.  The implications 6 

    of that starts with just two words:  Lower 7 

    cost.  It's pretty hard to deny that, in 8 

    today's climate, energy costs are going to 9 

    increase.  It's a fact of life that's 10 

    uncomfortable for all involved, but, 11 

    ultimately if we can do things that 12 

    minimize that, we have to be mindful of 13 

    the impact we have on our customers. 14 

              Just a short word about regional 15 

    planning, because, again, you'll see "cost 16 

    effective" as the first words.  We have 17 

    developed an interesting philosophy at the 18 

    Midwest ISO on how we think about planning 19 

    from a regional perspective.  In a 20 

    traditional regulatory language -- don't 21 

    answer this; it's a trick question -- how 22 

    many believe we should build the 23 

    least-cost transmission system?  And that 24 

    conversation is traditional regulatory25 
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    words.  We, instead, and RTOs have 1 

    sometimes been accused of the only thing 2 

    we think about in solving any problem is 3 

    building more transmission.  So what our 4 

    philosophy tells us to focus on is not 5 

    least-cost transmission, but what is the 6 

    least-cost delivered energy possible and 7 

    build that system.  It's a big 8 

    distinction.  It's a big focus change, and 9 

    it guides everything we do in our planning 10 

    process with our stakeholders and with our 11 

    state commissions. 12 

              The next slide -- and, again, I 13 

    want to deliberately think about the word 14 

    "markets," because I want to take away 15 

    from my learning some of the fears that we 16 

    had and understand that you certainly 17 

    should be skeptical, you certainly should 18 

    ask hard questions, and you should 19 

    certainly expect answers.  It's only in 20 

    understanding and taking it apart that you 21 

    can accomplish the goals you're after, the 22 

    way we hope that we develop goals both at 23 

    the Midwest ISO and from our state 24 

    commissions.25 
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              Again, the wholesale -- and 1 

    here's a list of the market types that we 2 

    got.  The whole purpose of each one of 3 

    these is they were developed with simply a 4 

    tool to deliver that lower cost, efficient 5 

    delivery of energy.  And if the market 6 

    design couldn't help that accomplishment, 7 

    it needed to be rethought, reworked and 8 

    offered in a different format. 9 

              Why that's so important to us -- 10 

    in the next slide is a strategic plan. 11 

    It's that secret, back-room deal our board 12 

    of directors and management worked out 13 

    together.  It begins with three words: 14 

    Drive, value, creation.  Our employees 15 

    hear that constantly.  If your birthday is 16 

    this month, our CEO will have a nice 17 

    little issues and answer conversation, and 18 

    he'll -- guys, you're the best there is; 19 

    we know you do good work; how good can you 20 

    get; how much better can you be.  And at 21 

    the end of the meeting, before they leave, 22 

    before you go out today, when you go home, 23 

    did you do something to help customers get 24 

    more value out of what we did because of25 
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    your being here today?  That really 1 

    permeates the organization.  It's part of 2 

    any of the strategic elements we try to 3 

    advance.  It always goes back to that 4 

    drive, value, creation. 5 

              The next slide. 6 

              The skeptical regulators should 7 

    say nice words.  We like hearing it, but 8 

    we really want to know, are you worth the 9 

    price?  Because you do cost more than 10 

    before you were there.  I'll show you the 11 

    numbers.  About $250 million a year. 12 

    That's a pretty big price tag.  The bottom 13 

    line, where the typo shows up -- I don't 14 

    know how the court reporter will get 15 

    that -- but those were words of a chairman 16 

    that I worked with at my commission, and 17 

    basically said, I don't know that you're 18 

    worth what we're paying; prove it to me. 19 

              And we have been through a 20 

    period of studies, economic models, 21 

    debates over what the assumptions should 22 

    be and a lot of discord, and one thing 23 

    every model delivered:  Disagreement. 24 

    There was -- nobody believed what somebody25 
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    else's model said, and it was just a 1 

    battle of models and a lot of discord, and 2 

    none of them was acceptable to the 3 

    regulators, to many stakeholders.  And so 4 

    they said, we want you to show us what 5 

    you're worth, but we don't want another 6 

    study. 7 

              What developed out of that is 8 

    what we call the Midwest ISO's value 9 

    proposition.  It is a look at different 10 

    pieces of what the Midwest ISO does, the 11 

    different market designs, the different 12 

    tools and what they deliver or don't 13 

    deliver.  Again, its value is through 14 

    improved grid reliability, and we looked 15 

    at that bucket.  We looked at increased 16 

    efficiencies, and we broke it apart.  What 17 

    we did is identify at the wholesale level 18 

    what the Midwest ISO delivers.  What it is 19 

    not is a retail look at the savings 20 

    customers get.  Respectfully, that's state 21 

    jurisdiction territory.  That's the 22 

    balance that we, as the OMS, wanted to 23 

    create.  It's the performance that we 24 

    expect from the RTO.  And it really is the25 
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    partnership, again, of the two 1 

    organizations, wholesale and retail, that 2 

    make the value deliverable. 3 

              The next slide is going to be an 4 

    eye strain.  I don't expect you to be able 5 

    to see it.  We're not going to talk about 6 

    the details, except to say that at the 7 

    bottom is a group of blue bars.  This is 8 

    on our website.  This is the second 9 

    version.  Each of those are those discrete 10 

    areas that were identified, different 11 

    methodologies for different pieces, and it 12 

    came up with a range of dollar bills.  One 13 

    of the aspects of this is that, as we 14 

    developed it, the OMS created a work team 15 

    of technical modeling work group, and that 16 

    was the real geeks in each commission that 17 

    really understood modeling and went 18 

    through a methodology on each piece and 19 

    changed it, modified it, came up with how 20 

    it would be done.  Did the same in our 21 

    open stakeholder meetings. 22 

              The next slide packages that in 23 

    a different visual.  The reliability 24 

    enhancement was our first creation piece.25 
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    It produced a value.  The numbers you can 1 

    argue with, but in the range, that is half 2 

    of what the various market pieces actually 3 

    developed when they delivered their value. 4 

    That was a surprise to the skeptics in the 5 

    state regulatory world, but it was a 6 

    validation that through hard work that we 7 

    have done, all the meetings we had went 8 

    through, paid off.  Put it in red instead 9 

    of hiding it in the pretty color codes in 10 

    the earlier chart.  This is our cost. 11 

    We're an administrative agency with a 12 

    bunch of IT folks, engineers and 13 

    economists.  We don't produce anything 14 

    except this value, so we're building and 15 

    people.  When you net it, there's the 16 

    benefit.  Over here is a second area of 17 

    additional benefits that ultimately show a 18 

    billion plus a year for the 250 million 19 

    investment. 20 

              When the chairman, who didn't 21 

    want to see another study, had all of this 22 

    presented, he said I could argue with 23 

    every number you show.  And the response 24 

    was, Mr. Chairman, if we got it25 
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    half-right, would there still be benefit? 1 

    And, begrudgingly, we got a snarl, but it 2 

    had a curl on one end of the lip, and it 3 

    said, you appear to be delivering the 4 

    value I expect, and I'll keep watching. 5 

              The next slide is just a -- all 6 

    it is is some of the technical tools that, 7 

    during that development stage, to make the 8 

    markets work to deliver this value is a 9 

    lot of hardware, a lot of software, a lot 10 

    of brainware to develop.  Before the 11 

    market, the Midwest ISO, in isolation, 12 

    could look at individual utilities, their 13 

    collective systems, and some were 14 

    five-state-wide, and all there was was a 15 

    blinder.  I would use the description 16 

    there was a knot hole in the construction 17 

    fence, and you could see one spot in that 18 

    utility, 44 places to see.  Today there's 19 

    over 200,000 data points collected.  It's 20 

    a massive, open, transparent process that 21 

    changes from just a select blinder view to 22 

    a wide view with a lot of depth.  The 23 

    various tools have been developed to make 24 

    that visibility of the Midwest ISO25 
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    possible. 1 

              We skip quickly to 17, and at 2 

    the time, Mr. Chairman, I wasn't sure how 3 

    much we would have to discuss, so I put 4 

    extra slides in.  We'll skip through some 5 

    of them in the interest of time, and if 6 

    that's 17... 7 

         MR. BRIGHT: 8 

              That one? 9 

         MR. HADLEY: 10 

              Those individual balancing 11 

    authorities were multiple, 26 or so in the 12 

    Midwest footprint.  Every one of them 13 

    coordinated the transmission and the 14 

    generation on their own system, oftentimes 15 

    fighting each other up and down for the 16 

    dispatch curtailment.  When we came in the 17 

    room and turned on these lights, literally 18 

    somebody had to speed a generator up. 19 

    Meanwhile, a factory shut down in another 20 

    place or a grain dryer comes on somewhere 21 

    else, and it's constantly balancing.  Each 22 

    one of these did their own thing. 23 

    Sometimes at odds with each other and 24 

    efficiencies that we just showed in our25 
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    value was when we consolidated all of 1 

    those and the Midwest ISO became the 2 

    balancing authority for the region. 3 

    That's what occurred with the ancillary 4 

    service market in 2009. 5 

              Again, skipping forward to slide 6 

    20, that's the magic that has to be hit to 7 

    keep the electrons and the lights on. 8 

    It's coordinated through the Midwest ISO 9 

    now. 10 

              I think, in the interest of 11 

    time, we'll go to slide 22.  This has laid 12 

    out what the Midwest ISO costs.  It's a 13 

    very disciplined, open and transparent 14 

    process with our stakeholders that begins 15 

    in the fall.  Meetings, meetings, meetings 16 

    meetings.  They're identified, budgets are 17 

    made out, proposals are made, stakeholders 18 

    have con -- or feedback to the board and 19 

    to management.  There's a committee that 20 

    has stakeholders, including state 21 

    commissions, as party to it that makes a 22 

    recommendation.  Everybody is 23 

    cost-conscious, but, generally, our 24 

    stakeholders want this to be more, because25 
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    they want us to perform more functions. 1 

    And it's those extra functions that we 2 

    have to be disciplined about, make sure 3 

    they're part of the strategic plan to 4 

    evolve, not just to spend money.  We want 5 

    to ensure the value proposition is part of 6 

    what the budget reflects.  The stakeholder 7 

    process that does this with the 8 

    organization of MISO states.  When certain 9 

    parties was asking Congress and the GAO to 10 

    look in RTOs and their benefit value, the 11 

    GAO reported the list of meetings that 12 

    each RTO has.  Openness and transparency. 13 

    They go from, 1 about 52 or 57 up through 14 

    a chain of 300-plus, and then there's a 15 

    big jump to the Midwest ISO, where there 16 

    was 611 open meetings.  So our CEO likes 17 

    to say the very best thing about the 18 

    Midwest ISO is our stakeholder process, 19 

    and the very worst thing about the Midwest 20 

    ISO is that stakeholder process.  It's a 21 

    hard way to do business, but it's the only 22 

    fair way to do business; in the light of 23 

    day, open dialogue, examine the hard 24 

    issues, ask the hard questions and develop25 
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    what gives value at the end of the day. 1 

              The last slide is part of what 2 

    that reflects.  We just advanced to the 3 

    end of the presentation.  Click all the 4 

    way through that. 5 

              At those meetings, there are 6 

    different types of reports.  There are 7 

    different metrics, similar to what you 8 

    went through earlier here.  They are 9 

    displayed every month.  They're 10 

    identified. 11 

              What we know about the Midwest 12 

    ISO, as I leave you for some open 13 

    questions, is it's known, it's measurable, 14 

    it's open, it's transparent, and we 15 

    deliver value.  At future meetings, we 16 

    hope to have specific questions you're 17 

    more interested in and be able to dive 18 

    into what that really means.  Thank you 19 

    for your time today, and we'll be willing 20 

    to answer any questions if we have time. 21 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 22 

              Anybody have a question for 23 

    David? 24 

         VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:25 
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              David, I'm Jimmy Field from 1 

    Louisiana.  I don't know a lot about these 2 

    ISOs, RTOs.  I was going to ask you a 3 

    couple of basic questions. 4 

         MR. HADLEY: 5 

              Certainly. 6 

         VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD: 7 

              Why would y'all be interested in 8 

    taking on Arkansas, Texas, Louisiana 9 

    Mississippi, the City of New Orleans when 10 

    you're all the way up in Canada?  Where is 11 

    your headquarters?  Where is your office? 12 

         MR. HADLEY: 13 

              Our primary office is in Carmel, 14 

    Indiana, which is the north end of 15 

    Indianapolis, Indiana. 16 

         VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD: 17 

              Okay. 18 

         MR. HADLEY: 19 

              We have a secondary office in 20 

    St. Paul, Minnesota, Minneapolis/St. Paul. 21 

    We have developed a west, central and east 22 

    for management purposes, and the dispatch 23 

    of the systems come west from that area. 24 

    It easily could be done for this25 
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    footprint.  It's exactly what we do now. 1 

              Why we were interested in doing 2 

    it is because we think we have a product 3 

    that can make a real difference in the 4 

    problems you're facing here.  We think we 5 

    have some solutions that are already 6 

    available for you, and we think, at the 7 

    end of that examination period, the value 8 

    that we identified can be shown to develop 9 

    value for this footprint, as well.  And we 10 

    think that that's in the public interest, 11 

    which is what we were created to do, drive 12 

    that value. 13 

              At the end of the day, if that 14 

    examination says it doesn't work, we would 15 

    not be interested.  It's only if that, in 16 

    fact, is what we can do.  That's our 17 

    charter, that's our mission, that's what 18 

    we think you're asking, and that's what we 19 

    should be able to prove. 20 

         VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD: 21 

              Well, good.  You know, we'll 22 

    have this cost/benefit analysis with 23 

    reference to the SPP by the end of 24 

    September, and maybe y'all can take a look25 
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    at that and see -- and see if you think 1 

    you can do a better job for us. 2 

         MR. HADLEY: 3 

              Certainly, it was -- it's been a 4 

    process you've been engaged with here. 5 

    When the Arkansas Commission, in their 6 

    wisdom, made the decision that the Midwest 7 

    ISO should be examined by Entergy and look 8 

    at what that benefit might have because of 9 

    some of the objections that they were 10 

    hearing in their proceedings, we became 11 

    aware of that and we asked, how can we get 12 

    involved, what can we offer.  And this was 13 

    our first invitation.  As Entergy 14 

    reported, we've had several dialogues with 15 

    them; there will be a lot more, trying to 16 

    understand what they need, what services 17 

    we provide and how they deliver a value, 18 

    and then, with the stakeholders, how that 19 

    all works together so that it can be 20 

    examined in the way that you're 21 

    comfortable with. 22 

         VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD: 23 

              Thank you. 24 

         MR. HADLEY:25 
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              Thank you. 1 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 2 

              What is -- this might be more 3 

    for Entergy.  What is the status of the 4 

    cost/benefit study of Entergy as a whole 5 

    joining MISO? 6 

         MR. McCULLA: 7 

              This is Mark McCulla with 8 

    Entergy.  We're working with CRA, close to 9 

    signing a contract with them.  We've got a 10 

    list of addendum studies that we're going 11 

    to work on with them to do.  One of those 12 

    is for all of Entergy joining MISO and one 13 

    of them is for EAI joining MISO.  Those 14 

    studies, we're going to go over at the 15 

    next working group meeting with the E-RSC 16 

    working group. 17 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 18 

              Okay.  And then, like, the 19 

    stakeholder input processes, as well? 20 

         MR. McCULLA: 21 

              Yeah.  The output of those 22 

    studies are going to -- you know, they're 23 

    going to be disclosed just like the 24 

    existing studies subject to any25 
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    confidential data. 1 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 2 

              Sure. 3 

         MR. McCULLA: 4 

              We expect those to begin -- they 5 

    couldn't begin right away with the other 6 

    studies going on, so it's looking like 7 

    probably the end of this month that 8 

    they'll start on those.  We're going to 9 

    prioritize them to get some done sooner so 10 

    we can start seeing some results.  But we 11 

    would expect that we could probably 12 

    complete those before the end of this 13 

    year. 14 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 15 

              Okay.  Any other questions? 16 

         MR. BOOTH: 17 

              I have a quick question. 18 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 19 

              Bill Booth. 20 

         MR. BOOTH: 21 

              Mark, will the study that CRA's 22 

    going to do look at the cost of congestion 23 

    and whether or not Entergy will receive 24 

    FTR allocations under MISO's tariff?25 
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         MR. McCULLA: 1 

              It's going to be a very similar 2 

    study to what we're doing with SPP, 3 

    probably the same basic case. 4 

         MR. BOOTH: 5 

              Just a production cost study? 6 

         MR. McCULLA: 7 

              Just a change study on joining 8 

    MISO as opposed to SPP. 9 

         MR. BOOTH: 10 

              So it's not going to 11 

    specifically target congestion? 12 

         MR. McCULLA: 13 

              Well, but there will be a 14 

    qualitative analysis done, as well.  I'm 15 

    not sure exactly what we'll get into 16 

    there.  We haven't really looked into that 17 

    yet. 18 

         MR. BOOTH: 19 

              One other question:  What is the 20 

    -- what's the transfer capability between 21 

    Entergy -- it goes through Ameren, 22 

    correct?  The main interconnections would 23 

    be between Entergy through Ameren to MISO? 24 

         MR. McCULLA:25 
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              There is a tie, a three-party 1 

    agreement on transmission tie, that goes 2 

    up into Ameren and Associated Electric. 3 

         MR. BOOTH: 4 

              And that's through Ameren? 5 

         MR. McCULLA: 6 

              Right. 7 

         MR. HADLEY: 8 

              Bruce, if I might also add, 9 

    there's a -- part of the change that has 10 

    occurred in this open access is -- the 11 

    question that you're asking, there's a 12 

    whole lot of point to point kind of 13 

    interties, as we also have reciprocal 14 

    flow-rate agreements with SPP and PJM. 15 

    That's part of a seams management that we 16 

    cooperatively work with, and should 17 

    Entergy become a full member of the 18 

    Midwest ISO or of the SPP, those seams 19 

    agreements make that issue -- the whole 20 

    system delivers, so it changes the whole 21 

    concept a little bit, and that's one of 22 

    the things to explore a whole lot further. 23 

    And we've had that conversation at a high 24 

    level with the Entergy folks, trying to25 
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    understand exactly how that would work. 1 

    And should that be an interest, we could 2 

    certainly have a subject matter expert 3 

    further explore that with you. 4 

         MR. BOOTH: 5 

              Well, the other thought is -- I 6 

    understand that Ameren is considering 7 

    joining PJM, and I wonder if that's 8 

    something that CRA considers, too, in the 9 

    cost/benefit analysis. 10 

         MS. DESPEAUX: 11 

              Bill, we haven't -- we haven't 12 

    evaluated whether that would be another 13 

    addendum study.  It's certainly something, 14 

    if you guys want us to look at and 15 

    consider, we can.  We just haven't, to 16 

    this point in time, thought about 17 

    participating in a PJM. 18 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 19 

              Any other questions? 20 

              Sam? 21 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 22 

              Yeah.  I was looking at your 23 

    numbers, David.  And these were 2009 24 

    figures, right?  And the markets -- your25 
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    day-two markets were initiated when?  In 1 

    2005? 2 

         MR. HADLEY: 3 

              (Nods head.) 4 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 5 

              So this is after four years of 6 

    operation of those markets.  Are these -- 7 

    these figures on the left-hand side, are 8 

    those production-cost savings or 9 

    production-cost savings plus something 10 

    else? 11 

         MR. HADLEY: 12 

              Plus something else. 13 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 14 

              Okay.  And I don't understand 15 

    really what's on the right-hand side of 16 

    that page, frankly.  So if you could help 17 

    educate me a little bit, that would be 18 

    helpful. 19 

         MR. HADLEY: 20 

              Internally, we walk through this 21 

    value proposition in a four-hour workshop, 22 

    and we kind of take it apart.  We can do 23 

    parts of that to help as needed.  What the 24 

    right-hand side -- there are some things25 
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    that are very quantitative and some things 1 

    that are qualitative. 2 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 3 

              Right. 4 

         MR. HADLEY: 5 

              The qualitative pieces are even 6 

    another box. 7 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 8 

              Okay. 9 

         MR. HADLEY: 10 

              Like the impact of demand 11 

    response or integrating renewables or 12 

    other types.  When we think about the 13 

    footprint diversity, the numbers that go 14 

    into that help show that, because it's 15 

    100 degrees here in the footprint, up here 16 

    it's only 88.  And the weather patterns 17 

    move through the system, and it's only 18 

    rarely that it's 100 degrees everywhere. 19 

    And so we can take advantage of the 20 

    generation and the transmission with the 21 

    limitations of constraints to move power 22 

    where it's needed.  And so that's an 23 

    example of No. 7 -- 24 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER:25 
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              Okay. 1 

         MR. HADLEY: 2 

              -- for diversity.  And there's a 3 

    specific methodology that's repeatable, 4 

    and you can look through it.  We can take 5 

    it step by step.  Each one had those 6 

    specific characteristics. 7 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 8 

              Okay.  Can you give me some idea 9 

    what are the -- I'm more familiar with SPP 10 

    since I spend a lot of my time working on 11 

    SPP issues.  Can you tell me what the big 12 

    issues are facing MISO for the next 12 13 

    months, or, actually, between now and 14 

    2013? 15 

         MR. HADLEY: 16 

              There's a -- there's probably a 17 

    list that looks almost like your list 18 

    here.  The first list is, because of our 19 

    transmission system, the age, what it's 20 

    being asked to do today on a regional 21 

    scope rather than individual utility to 22 

    the customers, transmission planning, 23 

    transmission cost allocation.  The 24 

    organization of MISO states identified25 
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    that last year as the No. 1 issue for 1 

    them.  In the stakeholder process, they 2 

    wanted a larger voice, and they decided 3 

    they would take that on.  We went through 4 

    18 months of working through and getting 5 

    to a cost allocation that's now before 6 

    FERC.  A lot of give and take, a lot of 7 

    learning.  Part of what occurred in that 8 

    was a look at how we do planning.  So the 9 

    ice pick, the eastern interconnect 10 

    planning that's going on, a number of the 11 

    state commissioners in the Midwest, 12 

    because of what they have gone through, 13 

    are in leadership positions with the 14 

    learnings that they had in our process. 15 

    So that's two coupled together that are 16 

    large. 17 

              Continuing to find ways to make 18 

    the value proposition deliverable is big. 19 

    Hitting underneath that would be scope and 20 

    scale.  We are a voluntary organization. 21 

    Entergy can decide -- subject to some help 22 

    from their state regulators, Entergy could 23 

    decide voluntarily to join the Midwest 24 

    ISO.  Bill asked the question about25 
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    Ameren.  Yes, Ameren could leave.  One of 1 

    the threats from a management perspective 2 

    is, if you have a large member say, if you 3 

    don't do this, I'll leave, and a new 4 

    member saying, if you don't do this, I 5 

    won't come, and trying to maintain that 6 

    independent value that we pride ourselves 7 

    in.  There have been times we have told 8 

    our largest member no, and they've gone to 9 

    FERC and made very harsh filings.  That's 10 

    part of what our job has to be.  So 11 

    maintaining that independence, while, at 12 

    the same time, if the utilities aren't 13 

    able to prosper, you can't end up with the 14 

    value that we want to deliver to end-use 15 

    customers.  So it's managing that give and 16 

    take.  That's why I'm so happy to talk 17 

    about the public interest part because 18 

    that's almost what state commissions have 19 

    to do.  We've got parallel missions, 20 

    different wholesale versus retail, but 21 

    it's working together that lets us deliver 22 

    that.  So maintaining that relationship is 23 

    important, Sam, to make this work. 24 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER:25 
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              So you see -- you see the cost 1 

    allocation issue continuing to unfold over 2 

    the next two to three years, then, in 3 

    MISO -- that's one of the things I'm 4 

    hearing you say -- and to get a more 5 

    complete handle, I guess, on how you do 6 

    planning in an integrative way across the 7 

    region.  What's y'all's admin. fee right 8 

    now?  Do you know? 9 

         MR. HADLEY: 10 

              It's a longer conversation.  I'm 11 

    not going to get in -- 12 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 13 

              Okay.  That's all right.  That's 14 

    all right. 15 

         MR. HADLEY: 16 

              There are federal schedules -- 17 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 18 

              Yeah. 19 

         MR. HADLEY: 20 

              -- that are schedules 17, 18 and 21 

    19.  They're laid out.  We can make those 22 

    available. 23 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 24 

              That's okay.  That's all right.25 
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    Thanks. 1 

         SECRETARY ANDERSON: 2 

              I have a question. 3 

         MR. HADLEY: 4 

              Yes, Commissioner? 5 

         SECRETARY ANDERSON: 6 

              What's the average time line or 7 

    time that it takes to generation to get 8 

    through your interconnection study process 9 

    from the time they apply, assuming that 10 

    they want to pursue it and hope to apply 11 

    and then don't really follow up? 12 

         MR. HADLEY: 13 

              That was -- so Sam's question, a 14 

    year ago, a major issue that the Midwest 15 

    ISO resolved a year ago.  The queue is if 16 

    individuals have a business model and they 17 

    wanted to apply, you take them first come, 18 

    first serve, no discrimination.  So I 19 

    think we would have probably needed -- I 20 

    don't remember the numbers; I may 21 

    exaggerate, but just marginally -- 238 22 

    years to have completed that queue, and 23 

    it's largely because we have wind with the 24 

    state mandates.  So a lot -- every -- for25 
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    those of you who are in the regulative 1 

    business in 2000, everybody built natural 2 

    gas plants.  It was kind of the rush to 3 

    gas.  The rush to wind filled our queue up 4 

    not -- and some developer would say, I'm 5 

    going to get five spots and I'll figure 6 

    out which one later, and that blocked 7 

    everyone else.  So we went through a major 8 

    reform with our states and our 9 

    stakeholders to change that. 10 

              What we have done now is 11 

    create -- well, so we have 12 

    72,000 megawatts of wannabe building in 13 

    our footprint, which today we're going to 14 

    get near the summer peak of 110,000.  So a 15 

    pretty huge amount of new generation 16 

    wanting to be built.  It's not all going 17 

    to be built, so we created a fast track 18 

    and groups and then a slow track.  And the 19 

    fast track was the idea, if your 20 

    application is filled out with -- you've 21 

    contracted for your parts, you've got the 22 

    landowner locked up, you've got a 23 

    contract, you've got everything ready to 24 

    go, we can move you forward in a group.25 
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    If you are over here and you have not 1 

    quite got your contracts ready, you don't 2 

    want to lose your space in the queue, but 3 

    you want to just take some time out, so we 4 

    do that without discriminating.  FERC 5 

    approved that.  It's moving through the 6 

    project a lot faster.  Subject to check, 7 

    18 months, perhaps, is the -- and it's 8 

    reported every month how many is in the 9 

    queue, how many joined, how many were 10 

    processed.  It's an open document. 11 

         SECRETARY ANDERSON: 12 

              So of the priority -- or of the 13 

    expedited list, those who are ready, 14 

    willing and able and meet the criteria of 15 

    demonstrating ready, willing and able -- 16 

         MR. HADLEY: 17 

              Yes.  It's been very 18 

    well-received by developers as a major 19 

    advance. 20 

         SECRETARY ANDERSON: 21 

              -- it's about 18 months, give or 22 

    take?  Does that include -- does that 23 

    include having their air permits? 24 

         MR. HADLEY:25 
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              That's part of the complete 1 

    application. 2 

         SECRETARY ANDERSON: 3 

              Is that part of the -- 4 

         MR. HADLEY: 5 

              Yes. 6 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 7 

              I have a question for you: 8 

    There's a lot of challenges with the large 9 

    number of QF puts in the Entergy region. 10 

    How are QF puts handled in MISO? 11 

         MR. HADLEY: 12 

              You stumped me.  I would have to 13 

    get you an answer back. 14 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 15 

              Okay. 16 

         MR. HADLEY: 17 

              I have got an answer, but I 18 

    don't think I want to say it, because I'm 19 

    not comfortable I'm correct, -- 20 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 21 

              Certainly. 22 

         MR. HADLEY: 23 

              -- and I'd rather not answer 24 

    incorrectly.  And so I can get you a25 
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    written answer or whatever you need for 1 

    that.  Would a written answer be the best? 2 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 3 

              Sure. 4 

         MR. HADLEY: 5 

              Okay. 6 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 7 

              That would be helpful, and I 8 

    could pass that along.  And then, what 9 

    is -- has -- what's the status of MISO's 10 

    cost allocation for transmission upgrades? 11 

         MR. HADLEY: 12 

              It is -- the status of it is 13 

    currently before FERC.  We've asked that 14 

    it be treated so that, starting 15 

    July 16th of this year, those projects 16 

    that are approved by our independent 17 

    process and our board, moves them in our 18 

    planning process to appendix A, which 19 

    already business case has been made.  That 20 

    would be the effective start date, so 21 

    we're waiting on the order.  It's before 22 

    FERC at this point. 23 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 24 

              Okay.  Any other questions?25 
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              Jennifer? 1 

         MS. VOSBURG: 2 

              And I don't know if this -- 3 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 4 

              I've got a thought:  What if we 5 

    take a ten-minute break and we come back 6 

    and have some more questions? 7 

         MS. VOSBURG: 8 

              It's just one quick one. 9 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 10 

              Okay.  Well, there are a couple 11 

    of others out in the room. 12 

         MS. VOSBURG: 13 

              Oh. 14 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 15 

              So let's take a ten-minute 16 

    break, and then David will be back for 17 

    more questions. 18 

    (Recess.) 19 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 20 

              Okay.  We're going to get back 21 

    started.  We had a couple more questions 22 

    for Mr. Hadley.  And I believe Jennifer 23 

    Vosburg, as she makes it back to her seat, 24 

    she had a question, and I think Kip Fox25 
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    had some questions. 1 

              And during the break, I visited 2 

    with Mr. Hadley, and I asked him if he 3 

    could provide something in writing both to 4 

    the Working -- well, to all the 5 

    stakeholders of how QFs are handled in the 6 

    MISO region.  And, also, Commissioner 7 

    Field and I were curious about how their 8 

    cost allocation -- what is in their cost 9 

    allocation provision up at -- pending at 10 

    FERC, so I'd be curious to get those, as 11 

    well. 12 

              But, Jennifer, you had a 13 

    question. 14 

         MS. VOSBURG: 15 

              And, Commissioner, I don't know 16 

    if this goes to the -- 17 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 18 

              We need your microphone on up 19 

    here.  There it goes. 20 

         MS. VOSBURG: 21 

              And I don't know if this goes to 22 

    Entergy or to the E-RSC, but trying to -- 23 

    as from the stakeholders' point of view, 24 

    you know, we're very familiar now with SPP25 
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    just from being in the many meetings and 1 

    discussions with Carl.  What opportunities 2 

    will the stakeholders have for additional 3 

    learning and understanding of the MISO 4 

    market and kind of their stakeholder 5 

    process?  Are we anticipating any 6 

    additional presentations from MISO to the 7 

    stakeholders so we can -- you know, we 8 

    have different levels of familiarity with 9 

    MISO amongst the group -- to get us more 10 

    comfortable and understanding as this 11 

    option moves forward? 12 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 13 

              Entergy?  I mean, clearly, I 14 

    think that was a concept of why we had 15 

    this here today, to -- obviously, from, my 16 

    guess, Arkansas, Louisiana and Texas, 17 

    we're very familiar with SPP, but not as 18 

    much about MISO, so... Kim? 19 

         MS. DESPEAUX: 20 

              Jennifer -- and I'd like to 21 

    suggest that we work with MISO.  I 22 

    actually think that's a very good idea, 23 

    subject to MISO being willing, but to have 24 

    a separate meeting where we could visit25 
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    about it and all of us better understand 1 

    how their market rules and the stakeholder 2 

    process, Jennifer.  So I think that's a 3 

    really good idea, and we'll work with 4 

    David to try and set that up. 5 

         MR. HADLEY: 6 

              I think we should think of it as 7 

    a process -- as a process on how do we 8 

    best do that. 9 

         MS. BROWNELL: 10 

              Mr. Chairman, Patrick Clarey 11 

    from the FERC works both on SPP and MISO 12 

    issues, so he might -- I'm speaking for 13 

    him because he's not here, so I can offer 14 

    him.  He might be good to run a tutorial 15 

    since he was involved with both from -- 16 

    well, with MISO from the inception and 17 

    more recently with the SPP, so he could 18 

    probably be helpful in delineating some of 19 

    the differences and similarities. 20 

         MR. HADLEY: 21 

              That is one of the better 22 

    approaches that FERC had when they put 23 

    those embedded folks out there.  They've 24 

    been an extremely huge asset to the25 
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    states, as well as to the Midwest ISO. 1 

    They do a great job. 2 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 3 

              I think Kip had a question.  Kip 4 

    Fox with AEP? 5 

         MR. FOX: 6 

              Thank you very much, Chairman. 7 

    One quick question for you, David, I 8 

    guess:  Could you describe the injection 9 

    withdrawal process that we've kind of 10 

    talked about in the cost allocation to 11 

    give folks a better idea of that type of 12 

    cost allocation?  And then I have kind of 13 

    a follow-up question after that. 14 

         MR. HADLEY: 15 

              Okay.  I'm going to let part of 16 

    that answer be as we follow up with a more 17 

    detailed conversation with a subject 18 

    matter expert.  Clair Moeller, our 19 

    vice-president of that, can really do a 20 

    fantastic job. 21 

              Injection withdrawal was a 22 

    concept that the state commissions 23 

    embraced in their conversation along the 24 

    way to finding a solution.  They25 
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    identified key opponents that they wanted 1 

    to correct, things like no free riders, 2 

    that the right pers -- the right 3 

    beneficiary pays the cost, and they had 4 

    this list of what they wanted to fix, and 5 

    injection withdrawal was the process for 6 

    that. 7 

              Toward the end of the learning 8 

    curve for all of us, it met a lot of 9 

    resistance across the stakeholder 10 

    community.  And in a give and take, the 11 

    idea of, if you are going to have -- if 12 

    you're going to connect to the 13 

    transmission system, the interconnection 14 

    piece, that needs to stay mostly with the 15 

    developer, the generator.  The idea of 16 

    what is paid for by the system moved from 17 

    the injection withdrawal discussion, and 18 

    the -- I hate to use the word "trading," 19 

    but the idea of give and take.  It was 20 

    very important that the location signal be 21 

    there with that price.  If you want to 22 

    build something in his backyard and it 23 

    costs a gazillion dollars and you could 24 

    build it over here for half that, you25 
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    should have to bear the diff -- the price, 1 

    and then you'll make wiser selections. 2 

    Then the overall system cost will be lower 3 

    for everyone else. 4 

              So then there's a move away from 5 

    the injection withdrawal concept.  And 6 

    what's filed at FERC is not the injection 7 

    withdrawal, while it still accomplishes 8 

    the goals the state commissions laid out. 9 

         MR. FOX: 10 

              And kind of a follow-up 11 

    question, what is the process Entergy 12 

    would have to go through to become a 13 

    member in MISO?  Could you kind of briefly 14 

    go over -- describe that process? 15 

         MR. HADLEY: 16 

              Very briefly.  The membership 17 

    question was one that Entergy asked us 18 

    this past Friday.  And it was a homework 19 

    assignment that is being handled by Cheryl 20 

    Bredenbeck in our staff, who has been 21 

    through the integration of Mid-America, 22 

    who has been through the integration of 23 

    Dairyland Electric Cooperative, who is 24 

    currently working with Big Rivers in25 
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    Kentucky and with Eastern Kentucky 1 

    Cooperatives to try to -- so she's got 2 

    that system down.  They will be a written 3 

    time line process to which Entergy will be 4 

    reviewing.  We can make that available 5 

    from a time line standpoint.  There's a 6 

    lot of questions as to what that length of 7 

    time takes.  We have certain times where 8 

    you can get into the system because of how 9 

    things are set up.  If you miss a window, 10 

    it moves you to another time. 11 

              So in the case of Mid-America, 12 

    they really were anxious, and they pushed, 13 

    pushed, pushed to try to get an early 14 

    window.  In the case of Big Rivers, they 15 

    had some questions; they've got some 16 

    training to develop; they want to take a 17 

    little longer; they've got to go before 18 

    their Kentucky Commission in a current 19 

    proceeding, and it's taking a little 20 

    longer, but it's just a comfort level 21 

    that's necessary. 22 

              So we'll get that time line.  It 23 

    can be done in eight months.  It can be 24 

    done in 18 months.  It's a process.  And25 
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    it certainly can take longer, but it is 1 

    getting comfortable and being able to 2 

    understand how your system interconnects 3 

    with our system so that those values can 4 

    be delivered.  It's critical. 5 

         MR. FOX: 6 

              Thank you. 7 

         MR. HADLEY: 8 

              Well, so, Mr. Chairman, we'll 9 

    offer that as a follow-up also, a time 10 

    line for integration. 11 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 12 

              All right.  Thank you. 13 

              Any other questions? 14 

              (No response.) 15 

              All right.  David, thank you for 16 

    agreeing to come speak.  I think there may 17 

    be some more questions for MISO in the 18 

    future, and we appreciate the follow-up 19 

    information. 20 

         MR. HADLEY: 21 

              Thank you very much.  And I hope 22 

    it's the first of a long conversation. 23 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 24 

              All right.  Well, thank you.25 



 104

              Next, what we have is the 1 

    presentation from ESPY.  As you know, 2 

    early on, the E-RSC asked stakeholders to 3 

    present information or present 4 

    enhancements to the ICT that they believe 5 

    could be put into place to make -- improve 6 

    it whenever it ends, and Entergy has to 7 

    make its filing on September 17.  A number 8 

    of stakeholders expressed concerns about 9 

    the independence of SPP as the ICT for 10 

    making decisions as opposed to Entergy 11 

    making these.  As you recall, in the 12 

    meeting in Charleston, Commissioner 13 

    Brandon Presley raised the issue of 14 

    independence, as well, and so the E-RSC, I 15 

    believe it was in about three meetings 16 

    ago, asked ESPY to perform an analysis, if 17 

    we call it that, and as a result, Nora 18 

    Brownell is going to give a copy of that 19 

    report that has also been given to the 20 

    stakeholders. 21 

              So, Nora? 22 

         MS. BROWNELL: 23 

              Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Just 24 

    to review the -- I don't think this is on.25 



 105

    Sorry.  I'm usually noisy enough so that I 1 

    don't need these, and no one need comment 2 

    there. 3 

              We -- ESPY was asked to 4 

    interview stakeholders to analyze various 5 

    documents from the FERC to determine what, 6 

    if any, changes should be made to enhance 7 

    and expand the ICT and ensure their 8 

    independence.  We interviewed a number of 9 

    people:  Arkansas Cities, Calpine, 10 

    Constellation, GDF SUEZ, EPSA, Entergy, 11 

    Cajun, Cottonwood, Louisiana Energy Users 12 

    Group and LAGen NRG, and presented to them 13 

    and to the working group our findings. 14 

    We've gotten comments back, and I'll just 15 

    summarize what some of those suggestions 16 

    were. 17 

              First of all, there were two 18 

    clarifications that need to be made, 19 

    fact-based clarifications.  It was not 20 

    simply ICT who identified AFC errors.  It 21 

    was a number of the stakeholders, and we 22 

    thank them for that clarification.  We 23 

    also stated that the ICT perform system 24 

    impact studies and facility studies for25 
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    the interconnections.  The ICT only 1 

    performs the system impact studies. 2 

    Entergy performs the facility studies. 3 

              Generally, while there were some 4 

    disagreement about the specificity with 5 

    which we presented the findings, people 6 

    agreed that the perception was that the 7 

    ICT was not as independent as they would 8 

    like and that they needed more authority. 9 

    Entergy disagreed with the findings. 10 

    There were a range of findings, but there 11 

    were consensus around certain things. 12 

    What we found is that, in fact, from a 13 

    governance perspective, ICT is truly 14 

    independent.  But we have a number of 15 

    suggestions that would, I think, 16 

    strengthen that and strengthen the ICT. 17 

              With the -- so here are some of 18 

    the issues:  With the E-RSC taking on a 19 

    leadership role in the ICT stakeholder 20 

    process, there was some overlap between 21 

    what ICT was doing and the E-RSC was 22 

    doing, so we recommended that those 23 

    working groups come together.  That has 24 

    already happened.  There are -- number25 
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    two, there are, in the eyes of the 1 

    stakeholders, enough accountability and 2 

    metrics to determine whether we're getting 3 

    the desired outcome.  So we recommend that 4 

    the ICT functions be given performance 5 

    measures so that we can on a regular basis 6 

    look at whether we're achieving our goals 7 

    and whether this investment is, in fact, 8 

    solving the problems that have been 9 

    identified since its inception. 10 

              And I would add that it's 11 

    important to remember that the ICT is four 12 

    years old.  WPP should be three, but I 13 

    think it's about a year and a half.  And 14 

    this is part of an evolutionary process, 15 

    so things that were envisioned by FERC or 16 

    the stakeholders at that time have 17 

    certainly been informed by greater 18 

    experience and, hence, the kind of 19 

    recommendations that we are making. 20 

              The third aspect that had raised 21 

    huge concern over the stakeholder group 22 

    was the lack of transparency and feedback 23 

    from discussions between Entergy and ICT. 24 

    There is a perception that meetings are25 
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    had, decisions are made and the 1 

    stakeholders are only given outcomes that 2 

    are not part of that process.  So we're 3 

    making suggestions for greater 4 

    transparency. 5 

              In the scope of authority, we do 6 

    believe and the stakeholders certainly 7 

    supported that changes to the Entergy OATT 8 

    attachments are appropriate.  The ICT 9 

    oversight role should be expanded to 10 

    calculate the ATC and AFCs.  The number of 11 

    errors that have continued to plague the 12 

    system, I think, really needs to be 13 

    evaluated, and the conclusion of the 14 

    stakeholders would be that it is better 15 

    managed by ICT. 16 

              Attachment 5, the lack of 17 

    transparency and lack of confidence that 18 

    the WPP is immune to errors is -- causes 19 

    huge skepticism and criticism of the WPP. 20 

    So we need to assure that the -- if the 21 

    WPP continues to be performed, that the 22 

    ICT be the entity to perform the WPP 23 

    market instead of just overseeing it.  In 24 

    other words, again, greater actual control25 
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    rather than mere passive oversight. 1 

              In Attachment W, ESPY recommends 2 

    the dispute resolution provision in the 3 

    agreement to be expanded beyond budgeting 4 

    and funding.  The stakeholders were very 5 

    clear that they don't think that this -- 6 

    its expansive enough and there are other 7 

    issues that could be more readily 8 

    resolved.  We further recommended that the 9 

    annual stakeholder survey be fielded and 10 

    conducted by a third party.  Stakeholders 11 

    believe that somehow their answers are not 12 

    as confidential as they would like, that 13 

    the evaluations are not as independent as 14 

    they should be, so that we're recommending 15 

    that, as most corporations do, a third 16 

    party be engaged to handle that.  We also 17 

    believe that will increase the number of 18 

    responses.  So the next steps will be 19 

    we'll have discussions at the next working 20 

    group meeting to finalize this report and 21 

    have the final report presented to you on 22 

    September 9th. 23 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 24 

              All right.  Thank you.25 
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              Any questions or comments from 1 

    stakeholders? 2 

              (No response.) 3 

              Any from E-RSC members? 4 

         CHAIRMAN PRESLEY: 5 

              Mr. Chairman, this is Brandon 6 

    Presley.  I just want to thank the ESPY 7 

    for their work on this.  I know this, I 8 

    think, has been a concern of a lot of the 9 

    -- not only the committee members, 10 

    stakeholders and others, and I just thank 11 

    ESPY for their work, and I think we -- 12 

    they've got a good start on where we're 13 

    trying to go.  Thank you. 14 

         MS. BROWNELL: 15 

              Thank you. 16 

              Thanks to the stakeholders for 17 

    being so very candid with us. 18 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 19 

              Well, thank you.  And what do 20 

    you foresee would be the next step after 21 

    the working group discusses this at the 22 

    next meeting? 23 

         MS. BROWNELL: 24 

              Well, we'll develop the final25 
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    presentation.  If there are any changes, 1 

    whatever, although we've been in 2 

    communication with the working group, 3 

    present it to you, and then I think it 4 

    gets folded into a series of filings that 5 

    will ultimately be made with the FERC.  I 6 

    think FERC has certainly recognized in the 7 

    conversations that they've had in the 8 

    public meetings that we all have that 9 

    they're willing to listen to what the 10 

    E-RSC -- in fact, they're looking forward 11 

    to what the E-RSC recommends and certainly 12 

    what the stakeholders recommend.  So I 13 

    don't -- I don't believe they think that 14 

    the ICT was ever going to be etched in 15 

    stone like the evolution of RTOs and ISOs. 16 

    This was viewed as a living document, and 17 

    we're hoping that this work informs that. 18 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 19 

              I'd like to offer a challenge 20 

    both to the working group, as well as ESPY 21 

    and Entergy.  Can -- for instance, this 22 

    Attachment W, can those changes be filed 23 

    on September 17th?  So I just offer that 24 

    out as a challenge to see if we have the25 
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    time to where the E-RSC can consider that 1 

    on our September 9th meeting.  I offer 2 

    that out as a challenge and test, see if 3 

    that would be an opportunity to do that, 4 

    anything that needs to be filed with FERC. 5 

         MR. BROWNELL: 6 

              We'll start those conversations 7 

    as soon as we leave here, and we'll give 8 

    you and your colleagues an update as to 9 

    whether that's possible, whether that's 10 

    desirable in terms of other things that 11 

    are going on.  Certainly, we're happy to. 12 

    Speed is certainly welcome in this 13 

    process. 14 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 15 

              That's right.  Especially 16 

    difficult in this industry that sometimes 17 

    moves very slowly. 18 

              Any other questions? 19 

         SECRETARY ANDERSON: 20 

              There's time and there's utility 21 

    time. 22 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 23 

              Ken said there's time and 24 

    there's utility time, so...25 
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              Any other questions or comments? 1 

              (No response.) 2 

              All right.  Thank you. 3 

              Next on our agenda? 4 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 5 

              Let me -- let me ask a question. 6 

    If we aren't able to work through whatever 7 

    the recommendations are in a way where we 8 

    reach agreement and we're not able to make 9 

    that 17th date, what are we looking at 10 

    then?  And I'm not presupposing anything. 11 

    I'm just -- September 17th is not very far 12 

    from now. 13 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 14 

              Not very far away.  I think the 15 

    question would then -- 16 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 17 

              September 9th, actually. 18 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 19 

              Yeah, September 9th.  The 20 

    question would then -- it would be a -- if 21 

    something needs to be filed at FERC, I 22 

    guess, ultimately, Entergy could do that 23 

    at any time, so... 24 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER:25 
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              Okay.  And I would imagine that 1 

    at our seventh -- at our next working 2 

    group meeting, we'll need to have some 3 

    discussions prior to that meeting with 4 

    Entergy to -- at least, I'll need to -- to 5 

    get a better handle on objections so we 6 

    can try to start working through that. 7 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 8 

              All right.  Thank you. 9 

              So anything further on that? 10 

              (No response.) 11 

              Appreciate the work on that. 12 

              Next, John Hurstell, a report on 13 

    the QFs. 14 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 15 

              Actually, I was elected 16 

    yesterday. 17 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 18 

              Oh. 19 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 20 

              Yeah.  Yesterday afternoon we 21 

    had a good discussion, I -- at least from 22 

    my perspective, a good discussion, again, 23 

    on the QF issue.  This was an issue that 24 

    was raised, I think, at the May meeting in25 
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    Baton Rouge.  And Commissioner Field had 1 

    asked folks to put their heads together 2 

    and start talking about the QF issue. 3 

              And so yesterday we had a 4 

    workshop.  Entergy had approached me to 5 

    see if there would be interest in the 6 

    working group kind of facilitating a 7 

    workshop dealing with QFs, and we heard -- 8 

    we got some background information.  John 9 

    was the point person for Entergy, and 10 

    David Cheshire was the point person for 11 

    the QFs, and Entergy's proposal was -- we 12 

    learned about their day-ahead mechanism, 13 

    whereby there would be a commitment of 14 

    some sort by the QFs a day ahead to offer 15 

    their resources, make their resources 16 

    available at a certain bid price.  Then we 17 

    heard a presentation by David, which was 18 

    kind of a hybrid approach.  I think -- and 19 

    this is just me speaking for myself, not 20 

    anybody else that was in the room.  I 21 

    think they were good proposals, both of 22 

    them were.  Both of them had some upsides 23 

    and both had some downsides. 24 

              And one of the recommendations25 
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    from David was that the working group work 1 

    with -- the E-RSC working group and the 2 

    ICT working groups pull together a kind of 3 

    a small task force to start seeing if they 4 

    can narrow some of the differences on the 5 

    QF issue.  And I had talked with Bruce Rew 6 

    about that as a possibility, and I'm going 7 

    to try to push that if y'all say it's the 8 

    right direction to go so that we can just 9 

    peel off a smaller group to try to work 10 

    through the QF issue and see if we can't 11 

    come to some kind of common ground.  You 12 

    know, there will certainly be costs 13 

    associated with any sort of solution, 14 

    assuming we can arrive at one, but at the 15 

    end of the day, you know, if we're able to 16 

    reduce the reliance that we have on the -- 17 

    some of these legacy units, I think we're 18 

    probably better off.  But we'll just have 19 

    to go through that process. 20 

              We're still early on, 21 

    Commissioner Field.  That's what I'm 22 

    telling you.  We're still early in the 23 

    process, but we are making -- we're 24 

    talking.  And that's always a good thing.25 
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         VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD: 1 

              Right.  Now, Sam, let me ask 2 

    you:  Just explain to me, you're 3 

    suggesting that we have a task force, or 4 

    David suggested we have a task force made 5 

    up of a couple of people from Entergy and 6 

    some of the QF representatives? 7 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 8 

              Right.  And have regulatory 9 

    participation, also.  So I'd be reaching 10 

    out and touching some folks on the E-RSC 11 

    working group to be part of that and talk 12 

    to some of the stakeholders about who 13 

    would need to be involved in that on their 14 

    end, too.  So that's what I'm suggesting. 15 

    I think it's a good suggestion, frankly. 16 

         VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD: 17 

              I think it is, too.  The 18 

    regulatory aspect is important because we 19 

    have a QF order and probably have to be 20 

    modified from my brief discussions with 21 

    John and David privately, and whatever 22 

    they come up with is going to have to 23 

    modify the avoided costs order. 24 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER:25 
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              Right.  And so retail ratepayers 1 

    are going to wind up feeling some of that. 2 

         VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD: 3 

              Right. 4 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 5 

              If we come up with any kind of 6 

    solution, so... 7 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 8 

              And, ultimately, because -- 9 

    John, what percentage of the QF is in 10 

    Louisiana? 11 

         MR. HURSTELL: 12 

              Well, that's the point I wanted 13 

    to make, is that this is not -- this is 14 

    dissimilar from most of our issues, 15 

    because most of our issues deal with 16 

    transmission where everybody pays.  This 17 

    is something where it's going to primarily 18 

    be Louisiana. 19 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 20 

              Louisiana. 21 

         MR. HURSTELL: 22 

              I'd say then Texas, and then 23 

    Arkansas would have a relatively small 24 

    piece of it, and New Orleans and25 
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    Mississippi really have none.  And, of 1 

    course, the third parties, the people like 2 

    NRG and Cleco, they won't be affected by 3 

    it at all. 4 

              Now, while we fully support the 5 

    idea, we think the ICT is a good forum to 6 

    work through this.  I'm not downplaying 7 

    that idea.  I just think we ought to keep 8 

    in mind that it's eventually going to have 9 

    to wind up in your laps in terms of 10 

    approving it on individual commissions. 11 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 12 

              It's one of those, it's a 13 

    state-specific issue but it has an impact 14 

    on everybody, but, you know, ultimately, 15 

    each state would have to adopt an order on 16 

    their particular QFs, because in Arkansas, 17 

    we just have one, so... 18 

         MR. HURSTELL: 19 

              Exactly. 20 

         VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD: 21 

              Well, David, keep that in mind, 22 

    that there's got to be a benefit -- we've 23 

    got to -- we have to be able to show -- if 24 

    we make the policy to increase what the25 
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    QFs receive from Entergy, then there's got 1 

    to be an offset of some magnitude from 2 

    mothballing some of the units or taking 3 

    less from the older, inefficient units.  I 4 

    hope y'all can work something out that 5 

    maybe will make sense for the ratepayers, 6 

    as well, even though it might cost more 7 

    initially. 8 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 9 

              We have a microphone.  So, 10 

    David? 11 

         MR. CHESHIRE: 12 

              This is David Cheshire.  In the 13 

    workshop yesterday afternoon, I presented 14 

    some example economics that did show that 15 

    there could be some pretty significant 16 

    savings over -- over and above the 17 

    incentive, so, obviously, that needs to be 18 

    developed. 19 

         VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD: 20 

              Good. 21 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 22 

              Ken? 23 

         SECRETARY ANDERSON: 24 

              With the focus on the QFs, is25 
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    this -- is the thought process here, Sam, 1 

    that because we can't do anything about 2 

    the WPP effectively, that that's the next 3 

    best approach to see if you could tackle 4 

    the legacy units?  Because it seems to me 5 

    the real problem -- I mean, the 6 

    fundamental problem is that the way the 7 

    WPP is designed, you know, like 8 

    structurally, is at least as big of a 9 

    problem, which is going to cost them a lot 10 

    more to -- or maybe it's not even fixable. 11 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 12 

              Yeah.  The WPP, I think it's 13 

    just not seeing the level of participation 14 

    everybody had hoped that we would see 15 

    through that process. 16 

         SECRETARY ANDERSON: 17 

              Well, again, is that because of 18 

    the way -- as opposed to being a real 19 

    bid-in, it's because of the limitations 20 

    around it -- 21 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 22 

              I think it has more to do with 23 

    just the limitations of that process, 24 

    Commissioner, than anything else.  One of25 
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    the things we heard yesterday, that I 1 

    heard from the -- 2 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 3 

              If you're on the phone and 4 

    you're just answering a phone, could 5 

    you -- 6 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 7 

              David made it pretty clear that 8 

    one of the things that they're proposing 9 

    is that they would make a firm commitment 10 

    of resources that would be available to 11 

    Entergy.  That's not firm commitment 12 

    unless we get a better deal.  It's a firm 13 

    commitment was what I clearly heard, and I 14 

    think that's significant. 15 

         SECRETARY ANDERSON: 16 

              Okay. 17 

         MR. HURSTELL: 18 

              Sam, can I -- 19 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 20 

              John? 21 

         MR. HURSTELL: 22 

              Commissioner, I don't think 23 

    the -- the WPP really isn't the issue in 24 

    this.  The issue is the variability in the25 
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    QF put.  And the WPP is designed to give 1 

    us flexible capability for all the reasons 2 

    that we need.  QF put is only one of them. 3 

    And what we're struggling with right now 4 

    is trying to find -- strike a balance 5 

    between getting QFs to stop delivering on 6 

    a highly variable basis and, instead, 7 

    deliver on a fixed basis like any other 8 

    IPP. 9 

              Right now, a QF can offer us or 10 

    could offer in the WPP -- they can offer a 11 

    fixed price and make a commitment, but 12 

    they want to retain that option, and I 13 

    understand that.  And what they're 14 

    essentially saying is, if you give us a 15 

    premium, we will take away your 16 

    variability.  And I think that's the 17 

    fundamental difference between David and 18 

    myself, in that he's saying give us a 19 

    premium and we'll take away the 20 

    variability.  What we're saying is, is 21 

    that, well, the variability has a cost; we 22 

    want to recognize that cost in what we pay 23 

    the people who have the variable 24 

    deliveries.  So I think the process that25 
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    Sam laid out is probably a very -- may be 1 

    a very effective process to come to an 2 

    agreement as to how we may do this. 3 

         VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD: 4 

              Would we need to authorize it as 5 

    an E-RSC? 6 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 7 

              Y'all just make it clear that I 8 

    have your blessing to go ahead and pull 9 

    that together, and I think that's fine. 10 

    Just keep it informal, if you'd like, 11 

    Commissioner. 12 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 13 

              Is that a motion? 14 

         VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD: 15 

              That's a motion. 16 

         CHAIRMAN PRESLEY: 17 

              I second that. 18 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 19 

              It's a motion, and Commissioner 20 

    Presley seconds that we authorize and 21 

    direct the working group to proceed with a 22 

    QF task force to take a look at the QF 23 

    issue. 24 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER:25 
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              Thank you. 1 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 2 

              All those in favor say aye. 3 

              (All ayes.) 4 

              All those opposed? 5 

              (No response.) 6 

              Nora, you don't have a vote. 7 

         MR. BROWNELL: 8 

              Habit dies hard, Mr. Chairman. 9 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 10 

              With that, the motion carries. 11 

    And I appreciate the work on that. 12 

    Obviously, the reliability -- RMR units 13 

    have been a big concern of all the 14 

    stakeholders, and John Hurstell's done a 15 

    great job of educating us about the impact 16 

    and educating us on the need to run the 17 

    RMR units with the QF put.  Hopefully, 18 

    this will be beneficial to everybody, 19 

    particularly the ratepayer. 20 

              Next, we have -- is Sam has put 21 

    together a presentation about the 22 

    relationship to the ICT working groups, as 23 

    well as the E-RSC working group. 24 

              Sam?25 



 126

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 1 

              Yes.  Just in the way of 2 

    background, you know, I've heard over the 3 

    last few months that we need to remember 4 

    that the ICT has a number of working 5 

    groups that are out there dealing, at 6 

    least in part, with some of the issues 7 

    that we've been dealing with since January 8 

    at the E-RSC working group level.  And so 9 

    I started thinking about how we could 10 

    better utilize the resources that are 11 

    available both at the E-RSC working group 12 

    level, as well as at the ICT working 13 

    group.  And right now, this is kind of the 14 

    structure -- and so what I promised at the 15 

    last meeting with the stakeholders was 16 

    that I would attend the stakeholder policy 17 

    committee meeting in Houston a couple of 18 

    weeks ago and talk about this.  Now, Bruce 19 

    Rew had also begun thinking about the 20 

    scope, I think, of the working groups 21 

    under the ICT and thinking about whether 22 

    or not they need to be revisited and maybe 23 

    redefined, because we are four years down 24 

    the line from where they started, and25 
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    we've also got the E-RSC working group 1 

    going and just a need to kind of regroup. 2 

              So what I'm showing you here on 3 

    this slide is basically the current 4 

    structure under the ICT.  You've got the 5 

    stakeholder policy committee, and it has 6 

    three working groups under it:  The 7 

    LTTIWG, the NTTIWG and the WPPIWG.  That's 8 

    Long-Term Transmission Issues working 9 

    group, Near-Term Transmission Issues 10 

    working group and the WPP Issues working 11 

    group.  And then you have a users group 12 

    that reports to the NTTIWG, from what I 13 

    understand.  So that's the current 14 

    structure. 15 

              Go ahead, Ben. 16 

              The next slide, we talk about 17 

    kind of the functional structure.  And I 18 

    don't know if I've still got it captured 19 

    correctly or not.  With the creation of 20 

    the E-RSC and the working group, there's 21 

    kind of a dotted line that connects both 22 

    the ICT to the work you guys are doing and 23 

    the work that we're doing, as well.  But 24 

    you've still got that old ICT working25 
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    group structure with the stakeholder 1 

    policy committee that are out there.  You 2 

    know, we've seen -- I've heard a lot of 3 

    critiques of the current ICT process and 4 

    the progress or lack of progress within 5 

    the working groups, and I don't -- that's 6 

    just a comment.  That's what I've heard. 7 

    I'm not saying whether that's correct or 8 

    not.  But -- so I got to thinking maybe 9 

    what we need to do is to kind of merge. 10 

    And keep in mind, this is -- this is a 11 

    ongoing discussion.  We've had a 12 

    conference call with some of the 13 

    stakeholders a couple of weeks ago, and 14 

    I've spoken with Entergy, also, about 15 

    this. 16 

              So let's go to the next slide. 17 

              What I tried to do here -- and 18 

    I'm not a PowerPoint guy; I don't do these 19 

    things well at all, so... You know, you've 20 

    got the E-RSC over there, and what I 21 

    suggested to the SPC was that, why not 22 

    kind of divvy up responsibilities over the 23 

    issues that are facing both the working 24 

    group and the SPC in two ways:  You've got25 
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    your policy issues, which are kind of the 1 

    ones that the E-RSC working group has been 2 

    focused on mostly, and then you have what 3 

    I would characterize as technical issues. 4 

    That would be issues that would be better 5 

    handled by the SPC and its -- whatever its 6 

    working groups are.  And then you have the 7 

    SPP as kind of the resource there that's 8 

    common to all of us.  And what I suggested 9 

    was that the SPP staff would serve the 10 

    secretaries of the E-RSC, the SPC and the 11 

    working groups.  Issues would go to either 12 

    of those groups, either the SPC or the 13 

    E-RSC working group, depending on the 14 

    nature of the issue.  Pretty simple.  I've 15 

    had people say, well, what about all the 16 

    issues that we've got out there right now; 17 

    how would we divvy those up?  And my 18 

    suggestion was that -- 19 

              (Brief Interruption.) 20 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 21 

              Somebody likes your idea. 22 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 23 

              Yeah.  Get the hell out of 24 

    dodge, right?25 
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              So I said, well, you know, if 1 

    you can come up with a chairman for the 2 

    technical issues working group, I could 3 

    sit down with them and Entergy and the 4 

    ICT, and we could just go through that 5 

    list and divvy up the issues accordingly, 6 

    however we thought they might fit best. 7 

              And then recommendations that 8 

    would be assigned to the SPC or its 9 

    working groups, my suggestion -- this is 10 

    my suggestion.  Our working group hasn't 11 

    said this is a good idea or not.  I know 12 

    there's some concern about it.  But my 13 

    suggestion would be that recommendations 14 

    that are assigned to this technical issues 15 

    working group would go to the E-RSC 16 

    directly, and, if necessary, the E-RSC 17 

    would then ask the input of its working 18 

    group, the E-RSC working group.  So that's 19 

    one way to do it.  And the reason I 20 

    suggested we do that, and as a practical 21 

    matter, it may not work, but was to try to 22 

    move the issues along so it doesn't get 23 

    hung up at our working group level.  It 24 

    will go directly to y'all, and y'all can25 
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    tell us what you'd like for us to do, if 1 

    anything, once you get a recommendation. 2 

              So let's go on to the next side. 3 

              So here's kind of -- issues that 4 

    I've been hearing as a result of my 5 

    initial discussions.  There's a question 6 

    about what the role of the ICT would be, 7 

    what it is under the tariff, should that 8 

    role as defined in the tariff continue or 9 

    should it be changed, and if it needs to 10 

    be changed, how and when, timing-wise? 11 

    And then the ICT working groups in the 12 

    future.  There's a question about whether 13 

    the ICT working group should be chaired by 14 

    the ICT or the stakeholder reps.  My -- 15 

    you know, I bring the baggage that I have 16 

    with me from the SPP RTO process, and I 17 

    see how that works there, and you've got 18 

    stakeholders that chair the working groups 19 

    in that process, and it seems to work 20 

    pretty well.  And you've also got the SPP 21 

    staff serving as secretaries to each of 22 

    those working groups, and they can -- they 23 

    often help guide the discussions of issues 24 

    at the working group level in a way that's25 
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    helpful to actually try to get to a 1 

    conclusion.  And I could see that working 2 

    the same way here, although there's 3 

    questions about, how do you deal with data 4 

    requests, how do you deal with 5 

    confidential information, and how would 6 

    deadlines associated with data requests be 7 

    determined.  And, again, if the ICT 8 

    working groups are chaired by 9 

    stakeholders, then what's the role of the 10 

    ICT?  I've heard that a couple of 11 

    different ways. 12 

              So that's kind of where we've 13 

    left -- where we're at right now, I think, 14 

    and I'm going to look around. 15 

              Jennifer, is that a fair 16 

    characterization of kind of where we're at 17 

    right now? 18 

         MS. VOSBURG: 19 

              (Nods head.) 20 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 21 

              And Greg? 22 

         MR. CAMET: 23 

              (Nods head.) 24 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER:25 
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              Okay.  And I think we're going 1 

    to have a -- we're going to get together. 2 

    There's a small group that will be getting 3 

    together today in this room after y'all's 4 

    meeting is over to kind of continue that 5 

    discussion.  I'd like to think that we can 6 

    bring something to you definitive here in 7 

    the next -- maybe at y'all's next meeting 8 

    and go with that.  But I'd really like to 9 

    hear some feedback from you guys and see 10 

    if you think that this is a -- one way, 11 

    anyway, to try to better leverage existing 12 

    resources and make some more progress on 13 

    all the issues we've got in front of us. 14 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 15 

              Certainly.  Well, I will start 16 

    out.  I appreciate y'all's work on this. 17 

    Obviously, the working groups for the ICT 18 

    were in place long before the E-RSC came 19 

    into existence.  If -- which we'll talk 20 

    about that this afternoon after lunch. 21 

    But if the E-RSC has the authority, I 22 

    suppose we'll end up receiving through a 23 

    FERC filing, as well as the collective 24 

    regulatory input, on the majority of25 
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    matters advisory, I think it makes a lot 1 

    of sense to have the stakeholders use the 2 

    process.  State regulators can then offer 3 

    their input to Entergy, and Entergy then 4 

    can do what they would need to do to 5 

    implement those recommendations if they 6 

    chose to do so.  And I think it makes a 7 

    lot of sense to fold that in if the E-RSC 8 

    will be in the position that I assume it 9 

    will be in come September, November time 10 

    frame. 11 

              Other thoughts from 12 

    commissioners? 13 

         SECRETARY ANDERSON: 14 

              I agree. 15 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 16 

              Brandon, do you have any 17 

    thoughts? 18 

         CHAIRMAN PRESLEY: 19 

              I'm in agreement, also. 20 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 21 

              Okay.  One question I have is: 22 

    What is Entergy's view on this proposal 23 

    that's out there, one?  And then, two, 24 

    what is -- would tariff filings be needed25 



 135

    at FERC for this? 1 

         MR. CAMET: 2 

              This is Greg Camet for Entergy. 3 

    I think, in general, we don't have any 4 

    objection to restructuring the stakeholder 5 

    process to take into account the new E-RSC 6 

    process and thinking about whether to fold 7 

    certain working groups within the 8 

    stakeholder policy committee.  There 9 

    are -- other than that, there are certain 10 

    aspects of the proposal that we do have 11 

    concerns about, specifically, certain -- 12 

    certain parts of the ICT is required under 13 

    the tariff to lead certain parts of the 14 

    stakeholder process; for example, with 15 

    respect to transmission planning, there's 16 

    specific deadlines and specific steps that 17 

    have to be -- that have to be accomplished 18 

    during that process. 19 

              And so what we need to do is 20 

    talk to the stakeholders and the ICT to 21 

    get an understanding about what the scope 22 

    of the proposal actually is, because we 23 

    don't completely have all of that 24 

    information at the time and then figure25 
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    out where we can go, how can we 1 

    accommodate some of those concerns, but 2 

    also meeting the tariff requirements.  And 3 

    so I think right now, where we understand 4 

    the desire to restructure and make the 5 

    stakeholder process more efficient and 6 

    coordinate it better, what we need to 7 

    figure out is how that fits in with the 8 

    existing tariff requirements and how it 9 

    fits in with, you know, ultimately, the 10 

    ICT's role in being an independent 11 

    decision-maker in administering the 12 

    stakeholder process.  And I think this -- 13 

    the meeting later today will help with 14 

    that, and then I think it will take some 15 

    more work beyond that to finally figure 16 

    out where -- where we can end up. 17 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 18 

              Yeah.  President Suskie, when we 19 

    were talking in Houston after I made the 20 

    presentation, there was a -- they said, 21 

    well -- I said, how quickly can y'all move 22 

    on this?  And Entergy -- Mark needed to 23 

    take the proposal back to Entergy, and I 24 

    understood that completely, and I wasn't25 
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    pressing for them to take any action then. 1 

    But they were talking about, well, there's 2 

    another SPC meeting scheduled for October 3 

    and, frankly, I mean, this is why y'all 4 

    aren't making the progress you need to. 5 

    That's, you know, three months from now. 6 

    You need to move on things and move on 7 

    them quickly.  And I said, frankly, 8 

    there's a September 17th deadline looming; 9 

    to the extent that there need to be any 10 

    tariff changes made to the attachments 11 

    that deals with this, y'all might want to 12 

    think about some sort of surgical 13 

    approach.  And Jeff Price, with Wright & 14 

    Talisman, had suggested the same thing. 15 

              So, I mean, it's a moving 16 

    target; it's an ongoing discussion, but I 17 

    think we can reach some resolution 18 

    certainly by y'all's next -- hopefully, by 19 

    y'all's next meeting.  It may not have 20 

    tariff language, and may decide you don't 21 

    need to change the tariff, frankly.  But 22 

    by y'all's next meeting, I'd like to bring 23 

    something to you for you to say okay. 24 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE:25 
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              I know in conversations I've had 1 

    with FERC staff, I think they'd prefer one 2 

    filing on September 17th than a series of 3 

    filings.  And so I'll ask Kim, do you 4 

    think it's possible, if tariff language 5 

    needs to be filed, we could have something 6 

    on the 9th of September? 7 

         MS. DESPEAUX: 8 

              Well, depending on the 9 

    agreement, and I'm hopeful that following 10 

    this meeting -- or after this meeting and 11 

    during the discussion, if we can come up 12 

    with a proposal that makes sense, that 13 

    still keeps the ICT as the independent 14 

    reviewer, if you will, the independent 15 

    decision-maker, then we're certainly 16 

    willing to work towards that to see what 17 

    we can get filed by September 17th. 18 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 19 

              And would you see any concern 20 

    if -- and I'll admit I don't think -- I 21 

    don't know all the scenarios off the top 22 

    of my head, but if the ICT comes up with 23 

    something, then at some point, it comes to 24 

    the E-RSC as a report or something along25 
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    those lines? 1 

         MS. DESPEAUX: 2 

              I think that's right.  Or if the 3 

    E-RSC -- you know, one of the other things 4 

    we talked about is, if the E-RSC wanted to 5 

    have a view on the issue that the ICT is 6 

    being asked to decide on, if it wanted to 7 

    come up or if you guys wanted it to come 8 

    up through the E-RSC process first so that 9 

    your views, which I'm sure will be 10 

    important to the ICT, can then be 11 

    reflected into the ICT's independent 12 

    decision-making on the tariff. 13 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 14 

              Because I think it would be good 15 

    if -- you know, if we could have all of 16 

    this filed at FERC on the 17th of 17 

    September, all the necessary -- obviously, 18 

    you can always have a 205 filing later, 19 

    but I think the idea is what authority 20 

    does E-RSC have, what role do we play. 21 

    Clearly, I think the consensus is cost 22 

    allocation and construction would be the 23 

    authority that E-RSC would have, but other 24 

    matters would be advisory.  And along25 
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    those lines, if there's an issue, I assume 1 

    Entergy stakeholders, as well as ICT, 2 

    would like to see the opinion of the 3 

    E-RSC. 4 

         MS. DESPEAUX: 5 

              I should have clarified, I do 6 

    see the ones related to cost allocation, 7 

    if we agree -- you know, reach agreement 8 

    on that, those would come directly to the 9 

    E-RSC to make a decision, not going to the 10 

    ICT.  It is the other ones that are not 11 

    included in that decisional authority. 12 

         VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD: 13 

              I just think we need to keep in 14 

    mind that we can set policy, but I don't 15 

    believe we have the technical knowledge to 16 

    do what the ICT does.  And they have to 17 

    take those issues and they can report to 18 

    us, but I don't feel like we have the 19 

    technical knowledge to make those 20 

    decisions.  We can make the policy 21 

    decision once we're given the input over 22 

    it. 23 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 24 

              I agree.25 
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              Anything else, Sam? 1 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 2 

              No, sir. 3 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 4 

              With that, lunch is upstairs in 5 

    a room that -- I cannot pronounce the name 6 

    of the room, but it's on the second floor. 7 

    How do you pronounce that room? 8 

         MR. BRIGHT: 9 

              Lagniappe. 10 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 11 

              Lagniappe?  Sorry.  It's on the 12 

    second floor.  Let's be back here at 13 

    1:00 o'clock. 14 

    (Recess.) 15 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 16 

              We'll go ahead and get back 17 

    started again.  I wanted to kind of take 18 

    one thing a little bit out of order or, 19 

    actually, kind of add something.  I think 20 

    I probably should have brought this up in 21 

    No. 5, or it could possibly go under 22 

    No. 11, is I want to ask Entergy -- Kim, 23 

    on this slide -- and I know I'm totally 24 

    surprising you with this; I apologize --25 
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    is with this slide in the -- and I was 1 

    thinking with the September 17th 2 

    deadline, -- 3 

         MS. DESPEAUX: 4 

              Uh-huh. 5 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 6 

              -- in this slide, how do you 7 

    foresee that these are incorporated in the 8 

    upcoming schedule with the -- and I think 9 

    of all the analysis of how you -- we broke 10 

    down the recommendation.  Y'all did the 11 

    best job of putting them in categories. 12 

    How do you see these going forward? 13 

         MS. DESPEAUX: 14 

              I see the ones where we have the 15 

    current authority, I don't know that we'll 16 

    need to change anything, but we may 17 

    elaborate on just as part of the filing. 18 

    The extension -- 19 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 20 

              I don't know if your 21 

    microphone's working.  Or if we could get 22 

    some volume, one or the other. 23 

         MS. DESPEAUX: 24 

              It's the volume problem here25 
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    probably. 1 

              The ones that did not need 2 

    tariff modifications, which we thought 3 

    were the green ones, we may not have to 4 

    propose any changes to the tariff, but we 5 

    may identify those as kind of additional 6 

    enhancements that may have already 7 

    occurred.  Some of them have already 8 

    occurred.  Actually, there's quite a few, 9 

    when you think about the metrics reporting 10 

    and that.  And so there's a number of 11 

    those that have already been implemented. 12 

              On the extension period ones, I 13 

    think there were some that certainly the 14 

    E-RSC authority, we would propose to 15 

    include, and I think there were other 16 

    tariff changes as part of that that we 17 

    need to include or revise the tariff on. 18 

    The ones in the pink box, the longer term, 19 

    we're not proposing to include any of 20 

    those in the November -- or the 21 

    September 17th filing, nor the bottom box. 22 

              And then over on the right, 23 

    which really dealt with E-RSC decisions 24 

    that could be accommodated once you have25 
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    the -- assuming you have additional 1 

    decision-making authority, those would be 2 

    something that you could implement without 3 

    additional authority. 4 

         UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: 5 

              I'm sorry.  Those of us on the 6 

    phone can't hear you at all.  Is there any 7 

    way you could maybe speak up or move the 8 

    mic closer? 9 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 10 

              Okay.  And, Kim, the -- 11 

         MS. DESPEAUX: 12 

              Hold on.  Can I walk up there? 13 

    Do you mind if I walk up -- 14 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 15 

              Sure.  Ms. Despeaux will just 16 

    walk up and speak right into the 17 

    microphone. 18 

         UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: 19 

              Thank you very much. 20 

         MS. DESPEAUX: 21 

              Yeah, I apologize.  That's 22 

    probably too close, but I apologize for my 23 

    voice. 24 

              But I was saying that under --25 
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    there were -- we had broken it down into 1 

    really five buckets.  The first bucket was 2 

    the ones that we believed the ICT had the 3 

    authority to implement currently, and 4 

    we've actually done a number of those. 5 

    They don't require tariff modifications, 6 

    but we may highlight those, what we've 7 

    already agreed to and implemented in the 8 

    September 17th filing.  For those 9 

    modifications that were part of the 10 

    extension period, on the E-RSC decisional 11 

    authority, that's certainly one that we 12 

    would propose to include in the 13 

    September 17th filing, whatever is 14 

    ultimately decided. 15 

              Then if, you know, under -- with 16 

    this slide, we were proposing the cost 17 

    allocation and the addition to the 18 

    construction plan be the two pieces of 19 

    decisional authority.  And then there were 20 

    a number of the proposed modifications 21 

    that would -- you guys could automatically 22 

    implement once you reached a decision on 23 

    those issues.  And so we think those top 24 

    three buckets, if you will, the two top25 
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    ones and then the one to the right, will 1 

    be reflected in the filing to the extent 2 

    we've reached agreement or there's been 3 

    some consensus on those.  And I don't have 4 

    the list in front of me now -- 5 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 6 

              Sure. 7 

         MS. DESPEAUX: 8 

              -- to know whether we've reached 9 

    a consensus on all of them, but I think 10 

    there were a number of them that we have 11 

    reached a consensus on, and we will 12 

    include those in the applic -- filing, the 13 

    September -- 14 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 15 

              On September 17th. 16 

         MS. DESPEAUX: 17 

              Uh-huh. 18 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 19 

              And I guess, just with that, if 20 

    Entergy could work with the working group 21 

    to, you know, make sure there's -- 22 

         MS. DESPEAUX: 23 

              Yeah. 24 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE:25 
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              Because we have not gone back to 1 

    this in a while, like an update of what -- 2 

    which of those can and should be filed on 3 

    September 17th and which ones would be 4 

    done at a later date. 5 

         MS. DESPEAUX: 6 

              We can definitely work with the 7 

    working group, and if you guys want, we 8 

    could -- we could report out of the 9 

    September 9th meeting, if that would be 10 

    helpful. 11 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 12 

              That would be great if we could 13 

    even, you know, put up a slide of where 14 

    we're at on all 24 -- 15 

         MS. DESPEAUX: 16 

              All 24.  Yeah, we can do that. 17 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 18 

              -- and the status of them. 19 

         MS. DESPEAUX: 20 

              Okay. 21 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 22 

              That would be helpful along 23 

    those lines.  All right. 24 

              Next, we go to item No. 11 on25 
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    the -- on the agenda.  Sam was going to 1 

    give this presentation, and he put it on 2 

    me to give the presentation, so I just 3 

    said, yes, sir. 4 

              Essentially, where we're at -- 5 

    this will give an update for the 6 

    stakeholders that, essentially, there 7 

    appears to be consensus that the E-RSC 8 

    would have authority.  And Entergy has 9 

    agreed on two areas, the right to direct 10 

    specific transmission construction 11 

    projects and the right to direct cost 12 

    allocation methodologies employed for 13 

    those projects.  And is -- would you say 14 

    these slides are accurate?  Now, the 15 

    bottom -- I did not write this slide 16 

    myself, I must admit. 17 

              Bill, you have a question? 18 

         MR. BOOTH: 19 

              Is that cost -- is that 20 

    allocation for only the projects that the 21 

    E-RSC would direct, or is that cost 22 

    allocation for transmission overall? 23 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 24 

              I think it's cost allocation25 
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    overall for transmission. 1 

         MR. BOOTH: 2 

              Overall. 3 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 4 

              Would that be correct, 5 

    Ms. Despeaux? 6 

         MS. DESPEAUX: 7 

              Yes. 8 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 9 

              And as a result, those are kind 10 

    of the essential things.  Anything outside 11 

    of those two items would be advisory 12 

    collective regulatory input. 13 

              I don't necessarily agree with 14 

    that second bullet down there. 15 

         SECRETARY ANDERSON: 16 

              What second bullet? 17 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 18 

              Or the second block on that 19 

    slide. 20 

         MS. BURROWS: 21 

              Well, Bill's question went to 22 

    that issue, because there's been some 23 

    debate about whether that's overall or 24 

    just for those projects, so...25 
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         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 1 

              Kim? 2 

         MS. DESPEAUX: 3 

              Yeah.  And I would have -- I 4 

    think what we were talking about was the 5 

    right to add to our construction plan.  We 6 

    would still develop a construction plan. 7 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 8 

              Yeah, you still have a right. 9 

         MS. DESPEAUX: 10 

              Yes. 11 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 12 

              That would -- of course, I -- 13 

    Entergy still has a right to add projects. 14 

         MS. DESPEAUX: 15 

              Yes. 16 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 17 

              The E-RSC would have the right 18 

    to ask you to add -- 19 

         MS. DESPEAUX: 20 

              Additional ones. 21 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 22 

              -- on top of that.  That's one 23 

    thing I read that I didn't think that was 24 

    accurate.  And, as a result, so that's25 
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    where the authority of the E-RSC is, cost 1 

    allocation, as well as the right to direct 2 

    adding projects.  Entergy still has the 3 

    right to -- would have the right to do 4 

    both, to make a 205 filing for cost 5 

    allocation yet still retain the right to 6 

    direct additional projects to be added to 7 

    the construction plan. 8 

              Then the -- essentially, the 9 

    question becomes, well, how do we work out 10 

    the legalese of accomplishing this through 11 

    a FERC filing?  And we've had a number of 12 

    discussions among the states -- working 13 

    group among the states.  I know Sam, Lori 14 

    and I from the Arkansas Commission came 15 

    down and had a great visit with the 16 

    Louisiana Commission attorneys and 17 

    Commissioner Field about how do we 18 

    implement this. 19 

              On Friday, there was a working 20 

    group conference call with individuals 21 

    from FERC's office of general counsel, and 22 

    I think there was a lot of better 23 

    understanding of kind of FERC's -- at 24 

    least, the general counsel's philosophy of25 
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    what would happen, how it would be 1 

    accomplished.  These are kind of a three 2 

    types options that exist.  You could do 3 

    one, two, or all three of them or a 4 

    combination.  But, essentially, at this 5 

    point -- Noel, correct me if I'm right -- 6 

    the LPSC lawyers are working on a draft so 7 

    that we can circulate it among the working 8 

    group, hopefully to have approval at least 9 

    of everybody with the exception of 10 

    Louisiana on September 9th. 11 

         MR. DARCE: 12 

              That's correct. 13 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 14 

              And what the ideas are.  The 15 

    next meeting of the E-RSC will be 16 

    September 9th.  The LPSC does not meet 17 

    again until September 15th. 18 

         VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD: 19 

              15th. 20 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 21 

              And we know Entergy has the 22 

    September 17th deadline for the extension 23 

    of the ICT.  And right now, the thinking 24 

    is that the working group and the states'25 
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    regulators will work on finalizing the 1 

    details of whatever written agreement 2 

    there is, likewise what language would be 3 

    filed at FERC.  On September 9th, E-RSC -- 4 

    those members that could vote on it would 5 

    vote to proceed.  That would have to be 6 

    unanimous.  And then Commissioner Fields 7 

    with Louisiana, they don't meet again till 8 

    the 15th, but under our bylaws, you can 9 

    vote 10 days after a meeting.  So that's 10 

    kind of essentially as the process goes 11 

    forth as I would see it. 12 

              Does anybody have anything they 13 

    want to add along those lines? 14 

              Mr. Booth? 15 

         MR. BOOTH: 16 

              Would the E-RSC working group 17 

    have an opportunity to review a draft of 18 

    the filing? 19 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 20 

              Certainly.  I think the idea is 21 

    the filing would be here on September 9th, 22 

    of what we would recommend Entergy would 23 

    file on September 9th. 24 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER:25 
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              Bill, I'm not going to -- let me 1 

    see if I understand your question.  You're 2 

    asking if Entergy will make available a 3 

    draft of what they intend to file to the 4 

    working group sometime prior to the 5 

    filing, right? 6 

         MR. BOOTH: 7 

              (Nods head.) 8 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 9 

              Okay. 10 

         MR. BOOTH: 11 

              Maybe prior to the 9th so that 12 

    we can review it by -- 13 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 14 

              Yeah. 15 

         COURT REPORTER: 16 

              I'm sorry, Mr. Booth.  Could you 17 

    speak into the microphone, please? 18 

         MS. DESPEAUX: 19 

              If you're asking about the 20 

    September 17th filing, I'm not sure that 21 

    we're going to have it ready for the 9th. 22 

    I'd have to talk to our lawyers, but we 23 

    certainly don't mind sharing a draft with 24 

    you.  But I just don't -- I don't think I25 
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    can commit at this point that it's going 1 

    to be ready, though, for the 9th. 2 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 3 

              Kim, could you get back in 4 

    touch -- 5 

         MS. DESPEAUX: 6 

              Certainly. 7 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 8 

              -- with me on when that will be 9 

    ready for us to start looking at it? 10 

         MS. DESPEAUX: 11 

              Yeah, yeah. 12 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 13 

              Okay.  Thank you. 14 

              Thanks, Bill. 15 

         MR. BOOTH: 16 

              Sure. 17 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 18 

              So the idea is that, on the 9th, 19 

    we at least have some type of 20 

    near-finalized version, and then... 21 

         MS. DESPEAUX: 22 

              President, can I ask you, is it 23 

    a near-finalized version of what we're 24 

    proposing on the decisional authority?  Is25 
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    that -- is that what -- I mean, we can go 1 

    over where we are on the 24, the list of 2 

    24, and then a near-final version of the 3 

    language for the decisional authority, 4 

    whether that's going to be an MOU or 5 

    contract or tariff language. 6 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 7 

              Yeah.  I would think on the 8 

    decisional authority on the 9th, because I 9 

    think most of it's pretty much been 10 

    drafted on the decisional authority on the 11 

    9th, what authority the E-RSC would have, 12 

    if it's possible to get the other items, 13 

    you know, those of the 24 enhancements 14 

    that would need tariff, that would be 15 

    great if that could be done by the 9th. 16 

         MS. DESPEAUX: 17 

              Uh-huh. 18 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 19 

              And then so the Louisiana 20 

    commission knows what they would vote on 21 

    September 15th, and we would know what 22 

    we're voting on September 9th when we go 23 

    back to our states. 24 

         MS. DESPEAUX:25 
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              Okay. 1 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 2 

              Anything to add in regards to 3 

    that item? 4 

         SECRETARY ANDERSON: 5 

              Just that I've already had a 6 

    conversation with my colleagues on the 7 

    Texas commission, and we spoke in 8 

    concepts, not in -- they're -- they fully 9 

    support and have authorized me to approve 10 

    any arrangement along those lines, so... 11 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 12 

              And I would say that's the same 13 

    with the Arkansas commission, as well. 14 

         VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD: 15 

              I have to admit that I'm not as 16 

    well-respected in my jurisdiction.  I've 17 

    got some work to do, so -- but we 18 

    certainly will try to accommodate the 19 

    majority and, you know, I think we can do 20 

    it. 21 

              Now, let me ask you this:  If it 22 

    didn't get done in September -- we're 23 

    going to meet in Austin, the beautiful 24 

    city of Austin, I understand, in October.25 
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    If something doesn't come up, if we don't 1 

    get it done, then we could vote on it 2 

    then? 3 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 4 

              Yes, certainly.  I mean, Entergy 5 

    could do a filing at any time.  They do 6 

    have to do their extension of the ICT the 7 

    17th of September.  That's their deadline, 8 

    because the 18th of November is when ICT 9 

    expires. 10 

         MS. DESPEAUX: 11 

              Yeah.  I think it's actually the 12 

    last day -- Bruce may have to help me.  I 13 

    think it's the 16th, and we have to have 14 

    it in place for the November 17th, I 15 

    think, is -- and we have -- then, under 16 

    the FERC general rules, you have 60 17 

    days -- you have to file 60 days ahead of 18 

    that. 19 

         VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD: 20 

              I just have a little concern of 21 

    what Bill asked about how much lead time 22 

    we might have on Entergy's position and if 23 

    they're not even sure they can get it to 24 

    us by the 9th, that might create a25 
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    problem.  So I just wanted to throw it 1 

    out, if we can't pull it all together, we 2 

    certainly could probably do it in October. 3 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 4 

              I assume, at least, you could 5 

    for sure have the decisional authority 6 

    language by the 9th. 7 

         MS. DESPEAUX: 8 

              Absolutely.  We have proposed 9 

    some.  For certain, we understand there 10 

    may be requests for modification, other 11 

    ideas.  We actually proposed a couple of 12 

    alternatives.  And so, yeah, we anticipate 13 

    we would have the E-RSC decisional 14 

    authority language by the 9th, just 15 

    working, Commissioner, with your groups, 16 

    the working group, and that to make sure 17 

    we're all on kind of one view on that. 18 

         VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD: 19 

              Good. 20 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 21 

              And I think they're saying 22 

    anything beyond that may not be done by 23 

    the 9th.  But we can do that in October, 24 

    and then that filing can be made at FERC25 
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    after the October meeting. 1 

         VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD: 2 

              That's fine. 3 

         MR. BOOTH: 4 

              Does it make sense to file for 5 

    an extension? 6 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 7 

              I think instead of delaying, 8 

    let's see what we can get done by 9 

    September 9th.  So we can delay and be 10 

    here a year from now, because we've been 11 

    talking about this since -- for over a 12 

    year now.  That would be my take. 13 

         SECRETARY ANDERSON: 14 

              Mr. Chairman, I have two 15 

    questions, and they were triggered by my 16 

    review of Attachment X, I guess T and K. 17 

    But, admittedly, these were put out quite 18 

    sometime ago, and there's been a lot of 19 

    discussion since then.  But there are two 20 

    issues that are not reflected in those 21 

    attachments that there have been, I think, 22 

    considerable discussion about, you know, 23 

    at the E-RSC, and I think they're related 24 

    to the -- or they're closely related to25 



 161

    the two areas that we agree and Entergy 1 

    has agreed that the committee ought to 2 

    have authority over.  One has to do with 3 

    the planning horizon, whether you call it 4 

    study, planning or planning horizon, which 5 

    I think we all agree that three years is 6 

    too short.  After that, it gets to be 7 

    debate, but I think that the -- whether 8 

    it's in T or K or X, that that needs to be 9 

    included, that authority needs to be 10 

    included, because it is, in my mind at 11 

    least, directly related to the adding of 12 

    projects -- the adding of projects into 13 

    the construction plan. 14 

              The other related area that, 15 

    again, we've discussed and has been a 16 

    concern that I have heard, not just from 17 

    the stakeholders but from other members of 18 

    the committee, is what I'll call the 19 

    in-service dates in the construction plan. 20 

    Now, what I'm really -- what I'm really 21 

    talking about is less our ability to say, 22 

    no, it's not 2019, it's 2015, it's our 23 

    ability to give some direction over the 24 

    priority of when projects are done.  I25 
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    just noted in the report today, and I'm 1 

    not -- I'm not suggesting that I have a 2 

    problem with it.  I'm just saying that 3 

    right now there's a project in Texas 4 

    Entergy has listed for 2019.  You know, if 5 

    I convinced, you know, four of my 6 

    colleagues that it ought to be 2015 or 7 

    reorder the priorities of the construction 8 

    plan to get earlier in-service dates, that 9 

    that ought to be part of it, because 10 

    there's -- to my mind, there's no point in 11 

    adding -- well, I guess -- and this is -- 12 

    again, is tied back to the planning 13 

    horizon, but there's no point, I think, 14 

    adding a project to the construction plan 15 

    if the in-service date keeps getting 16 

    pushed out by Entergy.  I'm not saying 17 

    that -- you know, because of other 18 

    priorities.  So, obviously, the language 19 

    on this latter point would have to be 20 

    carefully done, because there are a lot of 21 

    good reasons why in-service dates will 22 

    slip, not the least being difficulties at 23 

    local commissions with respect to siting. 24 

    And I'm the first to admit that.  But some25 
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    ability, in addition to actually adding a 1 

    project to the construction plan, of 2 

    ensuring that it receives the priority 3 

    that it deserves -- that the five of us 4 

    agree that it deserves. 5 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 6 

              So, essentially, you're talking 7 

    about language in Attachment T that 8 

    clarifies that -- 9 

         SECRETARY ANDERSON: 10 

              T, or K, or X or, you know, 11 

    wherever it appeared, wherever it needs to 12 

    appear in the three attachments.  In those 13 

    two areas -- again, I don't think that's 14 

    really outside of what we've been talking 15 

    about in the two areas of cost allocation 16 

    or ability to add projects.  It seems to 17 

    me they're tied to both. 18 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 19 

              Ms. Despeaux? 20 

         MS. DESPEAUX: 21 

              Yes, if I could respond.  On the 22 

    first issue, which I believe we have 23 

    talked about the planning horizon and my 24 

    understanding was, is that that affected25 
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    the base plan, whether the base plan was 1 

    going to be three years, five years or 2 

    something beyond that, and we're looking 3 

    at that currently.  And that does affect 4 

    cost allocation, because whatever is in 5 

    that base plan is then rolled in or shared 6 

    among all the transmission users.  So I 7 

    agree on that, and that is what we had 8 

    contemplated. 9 

              On the prioritization -- I mean, 10 

    on the adding to the construction plan, I 11 

    would have concerns with somehow being 12 

    required to move projects up or move other 13 

    projects back in terms of being able to 14 

    meet our NERC, SERC reliability 15 

    requirements.  We have to be able to 16 

    prioritize construction plans in order to 17 

    comply with our various reliability 18 

    projects.  We have agreed to add projects 19 

    to the construction plan and can provide 20 

    to you guys, you know, the soonest we 21 

    think we could get them, it would be 22 

    feasible to get them implemented.  But, 23 

    once again, we have to work within kind of 24 

    the -- you know, our other obligations on25 
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    actually implementing and pursuing the 1 

    construction plan.  And so that would be a 2 

    concern I would have with turning over 3 

    that authority to the E-RSC just in terms 4 

    of us having to meet our other 5 

    obligations. 6 

         SECRETARY ANDERSON: 7 

              How would, then, you assure that 8 

    projects that are added to the 9 

    construction plan, added to the base plan, 10 

    ever get built -- or get built in a timely 11 

    fashion? 12 

         MS. DESPEAUX: 13 

              Well, I think what we would do 14 

    and, you know, maybe the ICT could help, 15 

    as well, is that we would come to you when 16 

    there was a project that was being 17 

    considered, and we would provide you an 18 

    estimate of when we think we could get 19 

    that project completed, how long it would 20 

    take us to complete that, taking into 21 

    account the various siting authorities and 22 

    that, which is what we do today in terms 23 

    of developing the construction plan.  And, 24 

    you know, we would -- I'm sure we would25 
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    have a discussion about that and -- but 1 

    sometimes projects do slip.  I mean, we've 2 

    got -- we do have instances where a 3 

    project has slipped for either equipment 4 

    reasons or because of the siting issues or 5 

    wetlands issues.  I mean, there's a number 6 

    of issues that can affect that.  And so we 7 

    would definitely work with you.  We would 8 

    have the view of the ICT, who may also 9 

    have an independent view on how quickly 10 

    those could be implemented.  But we do 11 

    have an obligation on all the projects in 12 

    making sure we have all the projects in 13 

    order to meet the reliability 14 

    requirements.  And so if there's -- I 15 

    mean, I would be happy to have further 16 

    discussions with you to see if there's 17 

    something that we could agree upon that 18 

    would address your concerns, additional 19 

    processes.  But that is one concern that 20 

    we would have. 21 

         SECRETARY ANDERSON: 22 

              And I recognize that.  It's just 23 

    that I -- again, in the discussions we've 24 

    been having, that seemed to be a concern,25 
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    not just my concern, but I heard -- I 1 

    heard other members of the committee 2 

    express that concern, as well, so I wanted 3 

    to get that out on the table for -- 4 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 5 

              You know, if there's a 6 

    transmission constraint that's identified 7 

    and said it needs to be built, and then 8 

    Entergy say, oh, we're going to put it off 9 

    ten years, well, that's the concern to 10 

    make sure that things are being built in a 11 

    timely manner when they need to be built. 12 

         MS. DESPEAUX: 13 

              Right.  I understand that.  And 14 

    we're committed to the same thing, and -- 15 

    but, for me, it's the -- 16 

         CHAIRMAN PRESLEY: 17 

              Mr. Chairman, could Ms. Despeaux 18 

    speak up a little bit?  I was hearing her 19 

    fine there for a little bit. 20 

         SECRETARY ANDERSON: 21 

              Brandon, she's basically telling 22 

    me no. 23 

         CHAIRMAN PRESLEY: 24 

              Thank you, Commissioner25 
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    Anderson.  I just would echo, just for the 1 

    record, you know, the same concerns 2 

    Commissioner Anderson expressed.  I think 3 

    I brought that up at one of our previous 4 

    meetings about the time frame and the 5 

    schedule.  I sure don't think that we need 6 

    to be in a situation where these type 7 

    issues are just kind of left undone.  And 8 

    as we go forward, if we're trying to move 9 

    forward with a clean slate and as far as 10 

    the committee is looking at and all the 11 

    things in which we feel there are holes 12 

    that need to be plugged or wrinkles that 13 

    need to be ironed out, I think this 14 

    continues to be one of mine, and I just 15 

    echo the comments of Commissioner 16 

    Anderson. 17 

         VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD: 18 

              Mr. Chairman? 19 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 20 

              Yes. 21 

         VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD: 22 

              I think -- I think that we have 23 

    an understanding.  The committee would 24 

    like to have that authority.  And I think25 
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    that if Entergy comes forward and says, 1 

    well, these are the reasons we cannot move 2 

    this project up, because we've got some 3 

    NERC issues here, we have to have this by 4 

    a deadline, we just need to be accountable 5 

    to the ratepayers and our constituents 6 

    that there's a valid reason for you not 7 

    building a project and it's these, and 8 

    it's in writing, and we understand and you 9 

    make a full explanation.  But I do agree 10 

    with Commissioner Anderson.  If he's able 11 

    to convince four of us, hey, this is what 12 

    needs to be prioritized, we need to know 13 

    why y'all can't do it, and if you can't do 14 

    it, then you can explain at that time. 15 

         MS. DESPEAUX: 16 

              Yes.  And I would -- I would 17 

    agree with that process.  And, I mean, if 18 

    all five of you agree that it's critical 19 

    that a transmission project be built, I 20 

    mean, we are going to do everything we can 21 

    to build it as quickly as we can.  But we 22 

    do have to take into account these other 23 

    obligations that we have in our compliance 24 

    requirements.25 
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         SECRETARY ANDERSON: 1 

              You know, the other option is 2 

    you can bring in a third party -- a 3 

    third-party TSP to build it and operate it 4 

    as part of the system, what other ISOs or 5 

    RTOs have been doing, including ERCOT, new 6 

    entrants, but that's not for this tariff 7 

    filing, but that's certainly an option. 8 

         MR. POWELL: 9 

              Just talking about construction 10 

    schedules -- Doug Powell again -- you 11 

    know, the big drivers that we've been 12 

    seeing and issues that we've been running 13 

    into is the permitting, the wetlands 14 

    permitting, the environmental permitting, 15 

    the right-of-way type issues.  Those could 16 

    take very long processes.  And it really 17 

    depends on where the transmission line is, 18 

    how long it is, what -- how many 19 

    landowners are involved, how many 20 

    stakeholders have issues.  We've seen that 21 

    in all states. 22 

         SECRETARY ANDERSON: 23 

              And I recognize that.  That's 24 

    why in my preliminary remarks was that25 
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    there are a lot of reasons why projects 1 

    are delayed, not the least being delay at 2 

    individual -- individual commissions, 3 

    so... 4 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 5 

              And, clearly, if the E-RSC said, 6 

    hey, we would like to see this in-service 7 

    by the -- you know, 2016, and you don't 8 

    have the wetlands permit, I mean, you 9 

    can't build it; I mean, there's a reason 10 

    for it.  I think the idea is, when you 11 

    have a construction plan, make sure it's 12 

    funded and it's followed through with in a 13 

    timely manner. 14 

         SECRETARY ANDERSON: 15 

              And -- and I think the 16 

    suggestion from Commissioner Fields, I 17 

    agree with.  I mean, I think that -- and 18 

    this could be in the -- obviously, not 19 

    in -- it would probably need to be in the 20 

    tariff language that if there's a good 21 

    reason like that, like a wetlands or any 22 

    other environmental permit that you're 23 

    still working through, that's a good 24 

    reason why it can't be built on any25 
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    particular day or why other -- if it's not 1 

    authority by date, if it's authority by 2 

    priority, it would be the same thing, is 3 

    that if it slips behind another project 4 

    because of a legitimate reason like 5 

    environmental -- environmental permits or 6 

    you're still fussing with fish and 7 

    wildlife over something, that would -- 8 

    that would meet the criteria for not being 9 

    able to get it done ahead of other 10 

    projects.  I'm not trying to be 11 

    unreasonable here.  It's just -- I'm just 12 

    making sure that a project that's added 13 

    gets the -- or even a project in your -- 14 

    even projects in your construction plan 15 

    that five of us agree are -- really are 16 

    priorities, that they need to get the 17 

    attention they deserve and not slip 18 

    unnecessarily. 19 

         MS. DESPEAUX: 20 

              No, and I understand your 21 

    concern.  Our concern, once again, is that 22 

    just making sure that -- I mean, we are 23 

    the ones held accountable for all these 24 

    reliability requirements and making sure25 



 173

    we get stuff constructed in a timely 1 

    fashion.  And with that responsibility, 2 

    liability and accountability, I just -- I 3 

    would have concerns with allowing the 4 

    E-RSC to re-prioritize the projects in a 5 

    way that would cause us concerns or 6 

    issues.  But I don't intend -- I mean, you 7 

    know, we don't intend -- if you guys all 8 

    agree on a project, we are going to move 9 

    forward as quickly as we can. 10 

         SECRETARY ANDERSON: 11 

              Okay.  Thank you. 12 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 13 

              Okay.  Anything else on the 14 

    E-RSC authority under the Entergy OATT? 15 

              (No response.) 16 

              All right.  And so we anticipate 17 

    that that will be addressed on 18 

    September 9th back here in New Orleans. 19 

              The next issue we have is some 20 

    action items on the budget.  Ben Bright is 21 

    going to inform us that our E-RSC working 22 

    group has sent us over budget with the 23 

    number of meetings. 24 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER:25 
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              Go team. 1 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 2 

              Go team. 3 

              Ben? 4 

         MR. BRIGHT: 5 

              Yeah, hang on.  All right.  So I 6 

    think the last time we brought the budget 7 

    up in front of this group was in the April 8 

    meeting.  And so I -- again, I think we 9 

    agreed to do this quarterly, so we didn't 10 

    meet in July, so here we are again in 11 

    August.  So just what I have up here on 12 

    the screen first was the budget that was 13 

    approved back on December 16th, I think, 14 

    of 2009.  It was the 2010 budget for the 15 

    E-RSC.  And then the next slide is where 16 

    we are actually through August 6th.  Those 17 

    are the things that have been authorized 18 

    and billed.  So as far as travel expenses, 19 

    we seem to be doing okay.  Meeting 20 

    expenses, we're at a point where we are 21 

    about $48,000 -- a little over $48,000 22 

    over budget in meeting expenses.  There's 23 

    a number of reasons why that's occurred. 24 

    When we originally did the budget, we did25 
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    not take into account an E-RSC working 1 

    group.  That notion was brought along 2 

    later, and we've met several times with 3 

    that group.  I'll go to the next slide. 4 

    Also, we've had more E-RSC meetings than 5 

    we originally anticipated in the budget. 6 

    A couple of the cost/benefit update 7 

    meetings have also been funded by the 8 

    E-RSC.  And then just transcription costs 9 

    were not something that we budgeted for 10 

    last year; it's something that we've added 11 

    in. 12 

              So with that, we are about 13 

    $48,000 over budget.  We still have a 14 

    March working group meeting bill that 15 

    somehow has fallen between the cracks 16 

    between SPP and getting authorized, but I 17 

    think that actually happened on Friday. 18 

    It's just not reflected in this budget. 19 

    And then, also, what I did is looked at 20 

    the meetings that we have coming up for 21 

    the rest of the year and took into account 22 

    kind of what our average costs have been. 23 

    And this one is a little more expensive, 24 

    and I can't remember exactly -- I'm not25 
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    exactly why -- I have it written down 1 

    somewhere why this one was a little bit 2 

    more.  And so what that came down to would 3 

    be needing our remaining spend for, 4 

    including the short fall, is around 5 

    $118,000.  We have about $20,000 of our -- 6 

    almost $21,000 of our original $50,000 7 

    budget that hasn't been spent yet.  So we 8 

    need -- you know, our short fall right now 9 

    is around $97,500 for the remainder of the 10 

    year, just on meeting expenses, so that's 11 

    just these rooms and food and that kind of 12 

    thing.  And so, I guess, you know, we're 13 

    going to continue to have meetings, I 14 

    assume.  This doesn't also take into 15 

    account the QF task force and any kind of 16 

    meetings that may come out of that that 17 

    was addressed earlier.  I didn't know 18 

    about that before today. 19 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 20 

              So my review of this is that, 21 

    with the current -- because we're 22 

    getting -- when we adopted the budget, 23 

    didn't contemplate the E-RSC working group 24 

    and the number of meetings that even the25 
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    E-RSC has, that your calculation is 1 

    between now and the end of the year, it's 2 

    $97,000 over budget.  So we would need to 3 

    amend the travel budget, I propose, by say 4 

    $100,000 to cover all these meeting 5 

    expenses. 6 

         MR. BRIGHT: 7 

              (Nods head.) 8 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 9 

              Then on the SPP -- going back 10 

    to, I guess, your third slide -- SPP costs 11 

    are 8,500 short -- $8,500 -- so we would 12 

    need to amend that amount by $9,000. 13 

         MR. BRIGHT: 14 

              Okay.  And then we can just 15 

    manage -- we'll manage that number for the 16 

    rest of the year, what's left.  So there's 17 

    still about $20,000 of that $50,000 18 

    original budget that hasn't been 19 

    recognized yet, so we'll just manage to 20 

    that if we can get through the short fall. 21 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 22 

              So, in other words, it's -- I 23 

    would say what would be appropriate, and I 24 

    would move that we amend the meeting25 
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    budget -- E-RSC meeting -- increase it by 1 

    $100,000 and increase the SPP admin. cost 2 

    by $9,000.  That's what we would need to 3 

    do in that small cushion to cover those 4 

    anticipated costs. 5 

         VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD: 6 

              I'll second Chairman Suskie's 7 

    motion. 8 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 9 

              We have a motion and a second. 10 

    Any discussion? 11 

         VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD: 12 

              I would like to ask this 13 

    question of Ben and Jack and David:  On 14 

    the -- like, the QF task force, if that's 15 

    not a real large group, do you think it 16 

    might be effective to do some video 17 

    conferencing and try to eliminate some of 18 

    the meetings expenses and so forth? 19 

         MR. BRIGHT: 20 

              We can -- we can certainly look 21 

    at that. 22 

         VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD: 23 

              Y'all all know each other now. 24 

         MR. BRIGHT:25 
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              Absolutely.  And I don't -- 1 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 2 

              Too well. 3 

         MR. BRIGHT: 4 

              Kip Fox with AEP has also 5 

    offered -- they have meeting space in 6 

    Dallas, which generally Dallas is a good 7 

    place for us to meet.  He's offered up 8 

    some of their meeting space, especially 9 

    for their E-RSC working group, which is a 10 

    smaller group, and it might -- you know, 11 

    there might be a conference room there big 12 

    enough to handle the stakeholder part of 13 

    that, as well.  We'll just have to see. 14 

    We've looked at that going forward.  And 15 

    the two times we've looked for, it's been 16 

    booked -- their facilities have been 17 

    booked.  But we'll continue to look at 18 

    that, as well.  And, you know, again, we 19 

    can also maybe look to Entergy if we meet 20 

    in New Orleans.  I don't know if they may 21 

    be able to get some better deals than what 22 

    we currently get, but I think we need to 23 

    look at that, as well, going forward. 24 

         VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:25 
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              Good.  Thank you. 1 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 2 

              All right.  Any questions from 3 

    anybody?  Any other comments or questions? 4 

              (No response.) 5 

              We have a motion and a second. 6 

    All those in favor, say aye. 7 

              (All ayes.) 8 

              All those opposed? 9 

              (No response.) 10 

              The motion carries. 11 

         MR. BRIGHT: 12 

              The other thing that I wanted to 13 

    bring up is for 2011, what I'd like to do 14 

    is -- on the September meeting is bring 15 

    back a 2011 budget for your review, and 16 

    then maybe we can get that either 17 

    approved, hopefully, in the October 18 

    meeting.  And we'll just -- I put a slide 19 

    in here, kind of the assumptions that 20 

    we'll use in putting that together.  I 21 

    just wanted to make sure that was okay. 22 

    Ten meetings for both the E-RSC and the 23 

    E-RSC working group, and then continue 24 

    with some consultant expense, which I25 
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    can -- I can consult with you guys on, on 1 

    what that needs to be, and just the other 2 

    things.  I don't know if there's anything 3 

    we else we need to add in the budget at 4 

    this point.  So I'll be open to that if 5 

    anybody had any suggestions. 6 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 7 

              I think anybody who wants to 8 

    have input on just a draft of the proposed 9 

    budget -- obviously, this is the first 10 

    year we've had a budget.  What did this 11 

    meeting alone cost?  $11,000? 12 

         MR. BRIGHT: 13 

              Yeah.  Generally, these meetings 14 

    are -- the meeting expense is somewhere in 15 

    that range. 16 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 17 

              You know, just to have this 18 

    meeting here today, so... 19 

         MR. CRUTHIRDS: 20 

              How much? 21 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 22 

              $11,000.  Just for just meeting 23 

    here today, so -- and if AEP wants to let 24 

    us borrow their building and save money,25 
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    we appreciate that greatly. 1 

         UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: 2 

              Pay your electric bill on time. 3 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 4 

              But thank you very much on that. 5 

         VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD: 6 

              Just a point of information, 7 

    we're scheduling ten E-RSC meetings.  We 8 

    have 11 commission meetings.  I thought I 9 

    was underpaid at the state level. 10 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 11 

              You get paid with the 12 

    friendships and fun time we spend 13 

    together. 14 

         VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD: 15 

              That's right. 16 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 17 

              But under -- we have no E-RSC 18 

    resolutions for consideration, so we'll go 19 

    to item No. 14, my favorite.  In our 20 

    bylaws, it says we should have elections 21 

    at this particular meeting.  And, also, 22 

    likewise, we do have some limitations on 23 

    serving as president of the E-RSC.  And I 24 

    think Commissioner Presley has a motion.25 
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         MR. PRESLEY: 1 

              Mr. Chairman, I do have a 2 

    motion.  I'll just do it all at one time, 3 

    if that's fine, or we can take them 4 

    individually by office, whichever one you 5 

    prefer. 6 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 7 

              All at once will be fine with 8 

    me. 9 

         MR. PRESLEY: 10 

              Well, I nominate -- I move that 11 

    we elect Ken Anderson of Texas as 12 

    president, Jimmy Field of Louisiana as 13 

    vice-president, Paul Suskie of Arkansas as 14 

    secretary. 15 

         VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD: 16 

              I second that motion. 17 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 18 

              Moved and seconded. 19 

              Any discussion? 20 

              Ken, you can't talk. 21 

         SECRETARY ANDERSON: 22 

              So I can't withdraw? 23 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 24 

              You can't withdraw.25 
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         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 1 

              But with that, any discussion? 2 

              (No response.) 3 

              All those in favor, say aye. 4 

              (All ayes.) 5 

              Those opposed? 6 

              (No response.) 7 

              The motion carries unanimously. 8 

              And, next, before we go into 9 

    closing, does anybody have any 10 

    announcements they need to make along 11 

    these lines? 12 

              (No response.) 13 

              We're actually going to get out 14 

    about an hour and 15 minutes early, it 15 

    looks like.  The next E-RSC meeting will 16 

    be September 9th.  Are we at the same 17 

    location? 18 

         MR. BRIGHT: 19 

              Straight upstairs. 20 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 21 

              Straight upstairs.  It will be 22 

    in this building on the second floor. 23 

    That one obviously will be an important 24 

    one, because that will be eight days25 
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    before Entergy's filing deadline at FERC 1 

    to extend the ICT.  On September 30th, as 2 

    Doug Roe indicated, FERC is going to 3 

    announce the results of the FERC-funded 4 

    E-RSC CBA about Entergy as a whole joining 5 

    the SPP RTO.  And then our new president 6 

    will have the opportunity to welcome us to 7 

    the republic of Texas in Austin on 8 

    October 21st.  And he doesn't know, but 9 

    when you're president of the E-RSC and 10 

    they come to your state, you've got to put 11 

    together some really nice plans for 12 

    everybody, so... 13 

         SECRETARY ANDERSON: 14 

              Well, do you want Mexican or 15 

    barbecue? 16 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 17 

              Both. 18 

         SECRETARY ANDERSON: 19 

              You can start thinking about it 20 

    now and tell me in September. 21 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 22 

              Well, that will be actually an 23 

    action item on September 9th. 24 

              So with that, does anybody have25 
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    any announcements or anything they want 1 

    to -- Sam? 2 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 3 

              Yeah.  The group that's talking 4 

    about restructuring and better 5 

    coordination between the working groups, 6 

    let's gather back here at 2:00 o'clock. 7 

    Take a 15-minute break.  That's it. 8 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 9 

              All right. 10 

         MR. LOUDENSLAGER: 11 

              Oh, and stakeholder meeting 12 

    September 1st. 13 

         MS. BURROWS: 14 

              In Dallas. 15 

         VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD: 16 

              I'd just like to thank Chairman 17 

    Suskie, Quarterback Suskie, President 18 

    Suskie, whatever it is -- just thank him 19 

    for the leadership he's shown this initial 20 

    year.  It was critical to get everybody 21 

    involved and sold on what we were doing 22 

    and for Entergy to cooperate.  And I 23 

    just -- I think he's done a very good job 24 

    of leadership, and I'd like to just have25 
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    everybody thank him. 1 

              (Applause.) 2 

         PRESIDENT SUSKIE: 3 

              For the record, I'm not going 4 

    away, though, so -- but I enjoyed working 5 

    with y'all.  I think it's amazing what you 6 

    can accomplish when people get in the room 7 

    and share a common vision and ideas and 8 

    break down communication barriers, and I 9 

    look forward to the next hearing. 10 

              With that, we're adjourned. 11 

         (MEETING ADJOURNED AT 1:46 P.M.) 12 
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