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

 2 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 3 Good morning.  I'm going to call

 4 this meeting to order at 9:12, and I guess

 5 the first order of business will be the

 6 roll call of the members.

 7 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

 8 Yes.  Arkansas, Texas,

 9 Louisiana, New Orleans has a

10 representative.  

11 And is Commissioner Brandon

12 Presley from Miss -- or Chairman Brandon

13 Presley from Mississippi on the phone?

14 CHAIRMAN PRESLEY:  

15 Yes, I am.

16 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

17 Okay.  We have a quorum.

18 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

19 Good.  I'm going to welcome

20 y'all here.  We're going to try to run

21 this meeting not only on time but against

22 schedule because of the festivities that

23 are taking place in the city this

24 afternoon.

25 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  
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 1 You can say it, Ken.  Craziness.

 2 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 3 So those of you, including

 4 myself, who have a plane flight out this

 5 evening, we want to make sure we get to

 6 the airport.  Let me, I guess, first --

 7 the first thing will be to ask the members

 8 of the audience to identify themselves

 9 just for the record, and then we'll go to

10 the folks who are listening in on the

11 meeting by telephone.

12 MS. SCHMIDT:  

13 Kristine Schmidt, ESPY Energy

14 Solutions.  

15 MR. REW:  

16 Bruce Rew, SPP ICT.  

17 MR. MONROE:  

18 Carl Monroe, SPP.  

19 MR. BRIGHT:  

20 Ben Bright, SPP staff.  

21 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

22 Sam Loudenslager, Arkansas

23 Public Service Commission staff.  

24 MR. GREFFE:  

25 Richard Greffe, Texas Commission



     4

 1 staff.  

 2 MS. VOSBURG:  

 3 Jennifer Vosburg, Louisiana

 4 Generating NRG.  

 5 MR. HENLEY:  

 6 Rick Henley, City Water & Light,

 7 Jonesboro, Arkansas.  

 8 MS. TURNER:  

 9 Becky Turner, Entegra Power

10 Group.

11 MR. BROUSSARD:  

12 Dennis Broussard, Entergy

13 Transmission.  

14 MR. ZIMMERING:  

15 Paul Zimmering, special counsel

16 for the Louisiana Commission.  

17 MR. HUNTWORK:  

18 Nathan Huntwork with Phelps

19 Dunbar for Cleco Power. 

20 MR. MAHONY:  

21 Emon Mahony, Arkansas attorney

22 general.  

23 MR. ALLEN:  

24 Tom Allen, GDF SUEZ.  

25 MR. SHUMATE:  
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 1 Walt Shumate, consultant.  

 2 MR. TAYLOR:  

 3 William Taylor, Calpine.  

 4 MS. LEE:  

 5 Tina Lee with KGen Power.  

 6 MS. CLYNES:  

 7 Terri Clynes, ConocoPhillips.  

 8 MR. HAMMETT:  

 9 Bill Hammett, Entergy

10 Mississippi.  

11 MR. WILSON:  

12 Dave Wilson, Arkansas Cities.

13 And shortly to my right, Todd Pederson

14 with West Memphis, Arkansas.  

15 MR. JETT:  

16 Paul Jett, American Transmission

17 Company.  

18 MR. BIHM:  

19 Kevin Bihm, Louisiana Energy and

20 Power Authority.  

21 MS. BORNHOLDT:  

22 Mary Bornholdt, Entergy

23 Services.  

24 MR. ROE:  

25 Doug Roe, FERC staff.  
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 1 MR. CLAREY:  

 2 Patrick Clarey, FERC staff.  

 3 MR. HUDSON:  

 4 Dowell Hudson, SPP.  

 5 MR. BITTLE:  

 6 Ricky Bittle with Arkansas

 7 Electric Coop.  

 8 MR. WHITMORE:  

 9 Terry Whitmore, Cleco Power.  

10 MR. CRIPPS:  

11 Matthew Cripps, Cleco Power.  

12 MR. VONGKHAMCHANH:  

13 Kham Vongkhamchanh, Entergy.  

14 MR. DAVIS:  

15 Mark Davis, East Texas Electric

16 Cooperative.  

17 MS. BARFIELD:  

18 Carol Barfield, Marathon Oil.  

19 MS. McMURRIAN:  

20 Katrina McMurrian, Sullivan

21 Group.  

22 MR. KELLOUGH:  

23 Lee Kellough, Entergy.  

24 MS. LARINO:  

25 Jennifer Larino, "New Orleans
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 1 City Business" newspaper.  

 2 MS. GALLUP:  

 3 Terri Gallup, AEP.  

 4 MR. SCHNITZER:  

 5 Michael Schnitzer, NorthBridge

 6 for Entergy.  

 7 MS. DESPEAUX:  

 8 Kim Despeaux for Entergy.  

 9 MR. BROWN:  

10 Matthew Brown, counsel for

11 Entergy Louisiana and Entergy/Gulf States

12 Louisiana.  

13 MS. CARLISLE:  

14 Lynn Carlisle, South Mississippi

15 EPA.  

16 MR. OWENS:  

17 Andrew Owens, Entergy Louisiana.  

18 MR. OLSON:  

19 Carl Olson, Entergy Texas.  

20 MR. MOELLER:  

21 Clair Moeller, Midwest ISO.  

22 MR. HADLEY:  

23 Dave Hadley, Midwest ISO.  

24 MR. RILEY:  

25 Rick Riley, Entergy.  



     8

 1 MR. BERNSTEIN:  

 2 Glen Bernstein for Entergy.  

 3 MR. CAMET:  

 4 Greg Camet, Entergy.  

 5 MR. HURSTELL:  

 6 John Hurstell, Entergy.  

 7 MR. McCULLA:  

 8 Mark McCulla, Entergy.  

 9 MS. BURROWS:  

10 Lori Burrows, Arkansas

11 Commission staff.  

12 MR. LONG:  

13 Charles Long with Entergy

14 Transmissions.  

15 MR. CRUTHIRDS:  

16 Dave Cruthirds with "The

17 Cruthirds Report."

18 MR. LUCAS:  

19 Antoine Lucas, SPP staff.  

20 MR. MITTENDORF:  

21 Brad Mittendorf, Southern

22 Strategy Group.

23 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

24 Anybody else in the audience?  

25 (No response.)
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 1 Will those on the telephone

 2 please identify themselves?

 3 MR. DASPIT:  

 4 Larry Daspit, Entergy

 5 Communications.  

 6 MR. RITTS:  

 7 Fred Ritts for East Texas Coops.  

 8 MR. NEWELL:  

 9 This is Gary Newell representing

10 Lafayette, MEPA, MEAM and MDEA.  

11 MS. HARRIS:  

12 Brenda Harris, Oxy.

13 MR. SHIELDS:  

14 Robert Shields, AEC.  

15 MR. PALIZA:  

16 Roberto Paliza, Paliza

17 Consulting. 

18 MR. WATSON:  

19 Mark Watson with Platts.  

20 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

21 Is there anybody else?

22 (No response.)

23 Allrighty.  Let's move forward.

24 First, let me say that I guess this is my

25 first meeting to preside over the
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 1 Committee.  I've got big shoes to fill,

 2 and I want to thank Paul.  

 3 Let's move forward.  I guess the

 4 next item on the agenda is approval of the

 5 minutes of the August 10th meeting.

 6 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  

 7 I move we approve the minutes as

 8 presented.  

 9 CHAIRMAN PRESLEY:  

10 This is Brandon Presley.  I

11 second that motion.

12 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

13 It's been moved and seconded.  

14 Any discussion?

15 (No response.)

16 Then all in favor, say aye.

17 (All ayes.)

18 Opposed?  

19 (No response.)

20 The ayes have it.  The minutes

21 are approved.  

22 The next item on the agenda are

23 reports from FERC.  FERC is Patrick

24 Clarey.

25 MR. CLAREY:  
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 1 Thank you.  I have a very short

 2 report, basically just one item of notes

 3 since our last meeting.  

 4 On August 27th, we issued a

 5 supplemental notice of a technical

 6 conference regarding our NOPR  on demand

 7 response.  Specifically, the conference

 8 will address the use of a net benefits

 9 test for determining when to confiscate

10 demand response providers and to

11 allocating any allocation of such costs.

12 The conference will be staff-led and will

13 be held at our headquarters on

14 September 13th.

15 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

16 All right.  And then next is a

17 report by Doug Roe regarding the

18 cost/benefit.

19 MR. ROE:  

20 Thank you, President Anderson.  

21 This is officially my last CBA

22 update before the September 30th final

23 presentation at the Astor Crowne Plaza

24 down the street.  At this point, we are

25 beginning to put the pieces of the puzzle
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 1 together.  CRA is finalizing the

 2 quantitative results and has completed all

 3 of the GE maps for this --

 4 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  

 5 I'm sorry.  We're not really

 6 hearing him on the phone.

 7 MR. ROE:  

 8 All right.

 9 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

10 All right.  Speak up a little

11 bit.

12 MR. ROE:  

13 Okay.  So backing up a step, CRA

14 has completed all the quantitative runs.

15 Meanwhile, Resero Consulting has completed

16 the qualitative analysis and has drafted a

17 report on its findings.  Today I'll be

18 sending Ben and SPP the final quantitative

19 results that will be posted to the website

20 and exploded out to the stakeholders.  

21 Lastly, stakeholders should also

22 be aware that we're going to schedule our

23 final CBA update conference call on

24 September 17th and not September 15th, and

25 that will be at some point in the
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 1 afternoon.  You should also expect a

 2 notice from Ben today by e-mail about the

 3 time, and that will include WebEx

 4 information.  And, also, as we learned

 5 from last time, if you plan on attending,

 6 please register through the SPP website so

 7 no one gets cut off.  

 8 So with that said, we're, you

 9 know, in the homestretch.  We hope to hear

10 everyone on the 17th conference call.  And

11 we very much look forward to seeing

12 everybody on the 30th at the final

13 presentation.  And as always, never

14 hesitate to contact me if you have any

15 questions, and thank you for your time.

16 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

17 All right.  Thank you.

18 The next item on the agenda is

19 report from SPP -- or reports, plural.

20 MR. REW:  

21 Good morning.  I'm Bruce Rew

22 with the Southwest Power Pool.  We've got

23 a couple of short presentations that we're

24 going to give.

25 First, I'm going to give an
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 1 update on the Stakeholder Policy Committee

 2 recent activities.  The Stakeholder Policy

 3 Committee recently voted to change its

 4 structure.  What we're going to do is

 5 merge the working groups that were the

 6 Near-Term Working Group, the Transmission

 7 Long-Term Working Group and the WPP into a

 8 Procurement Process Working Group and into

 9 the functions of the Stakeholder Policy

10 Committee.  As part of that, they're going

11 to also elect a stakeholder

12 representative, which will be the primary

13 spokesperson for the stakeholders and will

14 have a formal coordination with the

15 Entergy Regional State Committee and,

16 specifically, the working group itself.

17 We believe that this change that was

18 recently approved will enhance the

19 stakeholder value, providing greater

20 responsibility and interaction with the

21 Stakeholder Policy Committee and the

22 Entergy Regional State Committee, and

23 provide direct application to those tasks

24 that are being performed and evaluated

25 through the Stakeholder Policy Committee.  
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 1 So going on to slide 4, the task

 2 forces, instead of having the standing

 3 working groups, those three working groups

 4 that we had permanently established, the

 5 Stakeholder Policy Committee will charter

 6 task forces which will be specific and

 7 limited duration for those activities that

 8 SPC deems necessary for it to look at.  So

 9 those task forces will then bring

10 recommendations to the Stakeholder Policy

11 Committee, and the Stakeholder Policy

12 Committee will act on those

13 recommendations.  Again, this will enhance

14 the interaction with the stakeholders and

15 have very specific charges and tasks that

16 they're working on, which should provide a

17 high level of engagement and participation

18 for those involved and interested in those

19 specific things that are being worked on.

20 One thing that we're also doing

21 is we're adding a -- the stakeholder

22 representative.  And this will be one

23 stakeholder member that will be elected

24 annually to represent the stakeholders for

25 the SPC, and they'll work directly with
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 1 the Stakeholder Policy Committee chairman,

 2 which is from the ICT staff, to develop

 3 the agenda and ongoing activities.  That

 4 person will also be a member of this

 5 four-person E-RSC Coordination Committee

 6 that I'll provide a little additional

 7 information in just a minute.  So this

 8 will have a spokesperson for the

 9 Stakeholder Policy Committee that will

10 have the responsibility of ensuring that

11 the activities that we're focusing on are

12 consistent with the desire of the

13 stakeholders.

14 So for the coordination, we will

15 present those formal positions to the

16 Entergy Regional State Committee.  The

17 working group itself will receive any

18 formal positions that are adopted by the

19 stakeholder policy committee.  The E-RSC

20 or the E-RSC working group can submit a

21 response or a position back to the ICT.

22 We're looking at about a three-week period

23 when the formal position is provided by

24 the SPC in which we'll receive comments to

25 provide input into the ICT forming its
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 1 position.  So that's that period of time

 2 where, if the E-RSC desires, to provide us

 3 comment which would be beneficial in

 4 helping the ICT understand its position,

 5 and you're certainly welcome to do that.

 6 Any stakeholder may appeal the

 7 SPC decision.  This is discussion on

 8 minority position if there are

 9 stakeholders that feel like there's

10 alternative or other information that

11 should be presented to the E-RSC and that

12 is available to them, and we recognize

13 that.  And then as part of that, the SPC

14 and E-RSC Working Groups are planning on

15 coordinating their meetings to maximize

16 the efficiency and effectiveness of those

17 groups.  We'll probably meet back-to-back

18 with possibly a little joint meeting

19 between if there's something you feel like

20 should be discussed in joint session

21 formally.

22 So I briefly mentioned this

23 coordination committee.  This is a

24 committee that will consist of four

25 members.  It will be the ICT
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 1 representative from the Stakeholder Policy

 2 Committee chairman, the elected

 3 stakeholder representative, a

 4 representative from Entergy itself and

 5 then someone that the E-RSC appoints,

 6 either E-RSC member or E-RSC Working Group

 7 or some other designee from the E-RSC.  So

 8 this committee then would plan on meeting

 9 monthly.  It would most likely be just by

10 a conference call.  But we would continue

11 to give updates on the action items that

12 are ongoing and set agendas for upcoming

13 meetings and making sure that we have

14 continued progress in the activities that

15 we're monitoring and focused on.  And that

16 committee would also work with developing

17 any reports that are necessary for the SPC

18 and the E-RSC to continue those issues and

19 action items that are being worked on.

20 So one thing that I'll point

21 out, we do need, at some point, a

22 representative to be appointed by the

23 E-RSC.  We are in the process of meeting

24 next Friday, and at that point, we'll have

25 the stakeholder policy committee designee
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 1 appointed.  So we hope that the E-RSC, you

 2 know, within a relatively short time,

 3 could announce that appointment so that we

 4 could form this committee and get that

 5 engaged.

 6 Okay.  The next slide is just

 7 giving you an update, a real brief update

 8 on some of the SPC activities.  We are

 9 going to have a WebEx next Friday, the

10 17th.  And this is just to review the

11 charter that was approved, but

12 specifically to focus on transitioning

13 those three working group activities into

14 the SPC.  Last Friday we posted some

15 action items that those three working

16 groups are working on, and we'll focus the

17 WebEx next Friday on discussing those and

18 then determining if we need to form any

19 specific task forces or at least

20 prioritizing those activities so that we

21 can continue making progress on those.

22 Then our next face-to-face meeting will be

23 just prior to the scheduled E-RSC meeting

24 October 20th in Austin.

25 Just to give you an example of
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 1 some of the things that the ICT is working

 2 on is -- we've been working on some of the

 3 base plan upgrades, looking at the current

 4 practice of how we evaluate those.  Got a

 5 lot of activity on the AFC and ATC

 6 process, looking at the inputs and how we

 7 can continue to improve those.  And then

 8 on the WPP, we're looking at ways to

 9 improve the WPP.  For example, is there a

10 way for us to extend the 16-hour window

11 that's currently in there and lengthen

12 that.  So that's just an example of some

13 of the activities that we'll be discussing

14 next Friday.  

15 I think that completes my

16 presentation on the Stakeholder Policy

17 Committee.  I'll be glad to answer any

18 questions before we transition to a

19 different topic.

20 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

21 I have some questions.  Have the

22 stakeholders been involved in setting this

23 up, and what are their opinions?  I'm

24 looking at Jennifer Vosburg, because I

25 know she'll have an opinion on it.
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 1 MR. REW:  

 2 Well, the Stakeholder Policy

 3 Committee is run by the stakeholders.

 4 There is a team that was put together that

 5 worked through proposed changes to the

 6 charter, and that team was primarily

 7 stakeholders.  We did have an ICT

 8 representative and Entergy representative

 9 there, but it was that team that put

10 together the revised charter and submitted

11 to the SPC, which was approved.  

12 Jennifer, you can add to that.

13 MS. VOSBURG:  

14 This is Jennifer Vosburg with

15 NRG.  As Bruce said, there was a task

16 force that was created to make some

17 changes to the charter, that the initial

18 draft of the charter was sent out to the

19 Stakeholder Policy Committee in advance

20 for people to comment.  We did -- comments

21 were received and a WebEx was held with

22 all the Stakeholder Policy Committee

23 invited.  Actually, we went through the

24 entire process.  Some additional edits

25 were made to the charter, and then the
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 1 approval of the charter was made by the --

 2 of the SPC.  So, yes, Commissioner, we had

 3 very good attendance and participation by

 4 the stakeholders.

 5 MR. REW:  

 6 And it was unanimous approval by

 7 the stakeholders of the changes.

 8 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

 9 Thank you.

10 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

11 Any other questions?

12 (No response.)

13 MR. REW:  

14 Okay.  Next on the agenda,

15 President Anderson, is the update on

16 metrics.  We do not plan on going through

17 that.  Carl and I will be glad to answer

18 any questions that you have on metrics.  

19 The next presentation will be by

20 Antoine Lucas on the WPP update, as

21 requested at the last meeting.

22 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

23 Does any member have any

24 question about the metrics?

25 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  



    23

 1 Bruce, if I could ask you,

 2 because maybe I don't understand it as

 3 well as y'all do and your technical

 4 people, maybe when you show the metrics,

 5 if you could give us a reason.  Was there

 6 a -- suppose there's an increase in TLRs

 7 or something or congestion or

 8 curtailments.  Was there a cause, you

 9 know, natural cause?  Was it heat?  Was it

10 something was out of -- a line was down or

11 so forth and so on?  Just a little

12 explanation to go along with the actual

13 data that y'all recovered, I think, would

14 be helpful for the members.

15 MR. REW:  

16 Yes.  At the Stakeholder Policy

17 Committee, we are putting together a

18 presentation that will kind of do a summer

19 review of those TLR events that were the

20 primary TLR events and some of the causes.

21 And we'd be glad to do that at the

22 October 21st meeting if you wanted us to

23 do an update on that.

24 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  

25 That would be helpful.  Thank
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 1 you.

 2 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

 3 I do have one question.  Slide

 4 1F -- I'm going to be parochial here --

 5 slide 1F is the top three -- well, top

 6 four flowgates are all three in Arkansas.

 7 In particular, you see the top one there

 8 is in TLR 18.7 percent of the time.

 9 That's a little less than a fifth of the

10 time.  And you see a 15 percent and

11 12.5 percent.  The proposed solutions is

12 the first one is potential project being

13 evaluated.  Do we know where we're at on

14 that project?  And I don't know if this is

15 an Entergy question or not.  Being

16 parochial, that's Arkansas and that's a

17 500 kV line, so...

18 MR. LONG:  

19 We are pursuing a project at

20 West Memphis and looking at what the

21 constraints are as terminal equipment.  It

22 appears to be terminal equipment.  We're

23 still doing some investigating of TVA to

24 make sure their equipment on the other end

25 of the line is capable of supporting an
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 1 upgrade.  But, you know, I think it's very

 2 likely we'll have a line in the

 3 construction plan within a few weeks to

 4 build it.  It should take somewhere

 5 between six months and a year to do it.

 6 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

 7 Okay.  And then what about the

 8 Sheridan-Mabelvale, 500 kV?  And it's also

 9 under the Entergy's alternative economic

10 study process.

11 MR. LONG:  

12 Right.  That's still being

13 evaluated in the study process.  I know

14 they were having some issues getting the

15 cases to kind of show that constraint

16 based on the economics of the system, but

17 we're still working on that and making

18 progress on it.  So as soon as we get the

19 flows to match what we've been seeing in

20 the real world, then we'll be able to

21 evaluate those problems.

22 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

23 Will those on the telephone mute

24 their phones?

25 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  
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 1 You need to mute your phone.

 2 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 3 Will those listening in on the

 4 meeting mute their phones?  Whoever is

 5 going down a rabbit trail needs to mute

 6 their phone.

 7 All right.  Go ahead.  I'm

 8 sorry.  Proceed.

 9 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

10 Okay.  The next one, the

11 alternative economic study process is on

12 flowgate 1966?

13 MR. LONG:  

14 Right.  It's still being

15 evaluated in the economic study process.

16 We're actively evaluating those projects.

17 The Keo to West Memphis, the next one for

18 Independence - Dell, is closely related to

19 the top flowgate.  We are also going to

20 check on that one to make sure that we

21 don't just move a limit around.

22 One note on these -- I think

23 this is the -- yeah, this is the July.  We

24 did discover, after we did some digging

25 around on what's been going on in Arkansas
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 1 this summer, and it turns out that there

 2 has been maybe some abnormal plant --

 3 generating plant outages in TVA,

 4 especially in July.  And we were seeing

 5 very, very heavy flows in west to east

 6 across north Arkansas and sinking into the

 7 TVA area.  

 8 So I think some of these are --

 9 we're pursuing the first one because it

10 was just so prevalent, but I think some of

11 the others that we see in Arkansas are

12 likely to be -- kind of be an anomaly

13 based on those unusual generation patterns

14 in TVA.  They had some nuclear plants on

15 half-power, coal plants also not able to

16 produce full output in July.  

17 So we'll continue to evaluate

18 them.  We're pursuing the first one and

19 the ones in the alternate economic study

20 process.  We're going to continue to

21 pursue those.  And we'll watch the Keo to

22 West Memphis to see if it shows up.  We

23 sort of anticipate that one not to be a

24 big issue.

25 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  
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 1 Okay.  Thanks.  That's the only

 2 question I had.

 3 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

 4 It might be helpful -- I think

 5 what probably would be helpful for the

 6 working group -- I assume it would be

 7 helpful for the E-RSC itself -- that at

 8 the October meeting, to have Entergy come

 9 in and give a good presentation on their

10 alternative economic study process.  The

11 first time I heard about it was at the

12 summit, I guess it was last month.  So it

13 might be something that y'all would find

14 interesting, to see how they actually

15 evaluate these flowgates.

16 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

17 That was actually a question I

18 had for Kim when she does her -- 

19 MS. DESPEAUX:  

20 Yes.

21 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

22 -- presentation, so...

23 MS. DESPEAUX:  

24 Yes.

25 MR. REW:  
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 1 Okay.  With no other questions,

 2 I'm going to transition in to the WPP

 3 update with Antoine Lucas.  

 4 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 5 Yes.  Go ahead.

 6 MR. LUCAS:  

 7 Okay.  Well, before I get

 8 started, I just ask you to excuse my dress

 9 code.  Although I'm happy to be here in

10 New Orleans, my luggage went on to San

11 Diego, so I've been on a rabbit trail

12 myself.  I'm just going to give a brief

13 update on the WPP and where we are.  And

14 for those I haven't met yet, I'm Antoine

15 Lucas, manager of the WPP for Southwest

16 Power Pool.  

17 We're currently in the

18 18th month of operations for the WPP.

19 Over that 18 months, we've seen varying

20 levels of activities in the process.

21 We've had -- you know, as we reported in

22 our quarterly report, we've had periods of

23 really high activity, and then we've had

24 periods of much less activity.  But one of

25 the things that has been consistent over
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 1 those 18 months has been the significant

 2 operational experience that we've gained

 3 in running the model.  And I know it

 4 sounds like an intangible benefit, but as

 5 we talk a little bit more through this

 6 presentation, you'll see why I think it's

 7 so important and so significant.  It's

 8 something that we expect to be the

 9 catalyst for a lot of the changes that

10 we'd like to see in the process going

11 forward to extract more value out of the

12 process.  

13 Also, in order to get more value

14 out of the process, we wanted to have a

15 continued focus on model improvements, as

16 well as process improvements, and that has

17 also transitioned since the process has

18 been going -- has been going on.  As you

19 can imagine, when we first implement a

20 process, software issues and model issues

21 pretty much rule the roost.  And you work

22 on process issues when you can.  Now, at

23 the working group, so many of those

24 challenges, we're able to focus a lot more

25 on improving the process overall.  And
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 1 another thing that we think is going to

 2 allow us to extract more value out of the

 3 process is just to have continued focus on

 4 the issues and the concerns of

 5 stakeholders and making sure that we can

 6 take in as much information and get a

 7 really good understanding of what the

 8 needs are of the customers.

 9 Okay.  So, again, on that

10 operational experience comment, that's

11 what really is, you know, leading us to

12 the items that you see here.  A lot of the

13 things that we're looking at to try and

14 make improvements to the process and

15 increase the value of the WPP.  Also, as

16 mentioned before, of these four items, the

17 first item is the only one that's really

18 related to model changes.  The other three

19 are related to process changes, which are

20 things that we expect to, you know,

21 increase stakeholder participant

22 confidence in the process so we can get

23 the participation up and also try and get

24 new participants into the process.  So

25 it's looking after the current
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 1 participants but also trying to get

 2 additional participation.

 3 As Bruce mentioned earlier, the

 4 on-peak offer extension -- on-peak offer

 5 period extension is a really big issue

 6 that we've been focused on since day one.

 7 And we've tested this thing over and over

 8 and over again, and we finally have gotten

 9 to a point where we think we have a

10 proposal or process that we plan to

11 present soon to stakeholders that may give

12 us the opportunity to expand the offer

13 period in the WPP, which we think should

14 be able to bring about more benefit.  

15 The third bullet is also a topic

16 that's been a pretty hot topic since day

17 one in the process and that's process

18 transparency.  We all know currently

19 there's not a lot of transparency in the

20 WPP, but the reason for that is really due

21 to the structure of the process.  As SPP,

22 we really support transparency, but we

23 also recognize that the structure of this

24 process versus the structure of other

25 centralized markets is really an inhibitor
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 1 to that.  But what we do have to look at

 2 is, you know, there's a big gap between no

 3 transparency and total transparency.  And

 4 we're re-evaluating, again, based on the

 5 experience that we've gained over 18

 6 months, what level of transparency, you

 7 know, may be able to be provided that can

 8 produce benefits to ratepayers and also

 9 assist stakeholders in their ability to

10 produce proposals that help with the needs

11 of the system.

12 And then -- then the last thing

13 here is a WPP informational session.  This

14 is something that we want to do, number

15 one, for the current participants in the

16 WPP to, you know, just ensure that

17 everyone understands how the process

18 works, everyone understands how the

19 constraints and the model works, everyone

20 understands, you know, when they're

21 constructing an offer that's going to the

22 WPP, that they have a really good

23 understanding of each parameter that goes

24 into this thing so that, again, we have

25 the most informed participants that we
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 1 can.  And the second piece is -- and the

 2 second piece is intended to, you know, get

 3 the word out about the WPP to get those

 4 who are not currently participating in the

 5 process to participate in the process to

 6 bring additional value.  

 7 So that brings me to the next

 8 slide, which we think about, what is the

 9 additional opportunity out there?  We went

10 and did a study just to try and determine

11 how much IPP generation is still out there

12 in the Entergy footprint.  I know there's

13 been a lot of talk about, you know,

14 there's not much IPP generation in

15 Entergy's footprint anymore.  Well,

16 currently, there's still 28 independent

17 power producers in the Entergy footprint

18 with capacity of nearly 20,000 megawatts.

19 And there are 15 -- about 15 qualified

20 facilities, QFs, with capacities above

21 2,000 megawatts.  And up to this point,

22 we've only had about -- we've had about 15

23 different generators participate in the

24 WPP and nowhere near the capacity in the

25 process.  So there's still a lot of room
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 1 for penetration and growth to get

 2 additional participation and get

 3 additional value.  Now, again, that's the

 4 total that's out there, and everyone has

 5 different deals and different requirements

 6 and things like that, but these are all --

 7 this is the potential that is available to

 8 participate in the WPP if they choose to

 9 do so.

10 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

11 So just so I understand, that

12 out of the 28 IPPs, only 15 have

13 participated in the WPP?

14 MR. LUCAS:  

15 15; yes, 15 different

16 generators.

17 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

18 Okay.  Out of 28?  

19 MR. LUCAS:  

20 Well, -- 

21 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

22 And so just to --

23 MR. LUCAS:  

24 -- 15 out of -- some have been

25 QFs in that number 15, so it's really 15
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 1 out of 43.

 2 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 3 So it's 15 out of 43?

 4 MR. LUCAS:  

 5 Right.

 6 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 7 Do you know how many IPPs versus

 8 QFs?

 9 MR. LUCAS:  

10 No.  I don't have it broken down

11 that way.  There's much few -- many fewer

12 QFs.  I'd say, out of 15, probably only

13 three or four QFs, maybe.

14 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

15 Okay.

16 MR. LUCAS:  

17 I can get you exact numbers

18 later.

19 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

20 Okay.

21 MR. LUCAS:  

22 Next slide.

23 Okay.  So here are the metrics,

24 and I had this split up between 2009 and

25 2010.  And as you can see, in 2009, over
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 1 nearly the same number of months, there

 2 were more offers submitted in 2009 and,

 3 you know, more megawatts offered in 2009

 4 than 2010.  But already here in 2010,

 5 there have been more megawatts awarded

 6 than there were in 2009.  And, again, if

 7 you look at the numbers, they -- there's

 8 no real -- there's no real pattern.

 9 There's -- but the numbers are what they

10 are.

11 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

12 Do you know why, between August

13 and September of 2010, what I consider

14 probably one of the hottest years I've

15 been around, you only had one offer

16 accepted?

17 MR. LUCAS:  

18 Yeah.  It was one of the hotter

19 periods, which going into the summer, we

20 expected to have a really deep level of

21 participation.  But what we found is that

22 a lot of the participants -- 

23 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  

24 I'm sorry.  We're not hearing

25 that.
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 1 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 2 Can you speak up, please?

 3 MR. LUCAS:  

 4 A lot of the participants that

 5 participate on a week-to-week basis -- and

 6 this is just us going out and doing

 7 research on information that's public to

 8 everyone -- is we found that in

 9 transmission service, you know, the full

10 capacity of those resources had already

11 been locked up on a longer term basis than

12 weekly, so monthly -- monthly deals, which

13 I guess you would expect load-serving

14 entities want to really make sure that

15 their load is covered when they have high

16 loads like they have been.  A lot of deals

17 were made on a longer term basis than

18 weekly.  So there was essentially not much

19 capacity left to be offered into the WPP

20 just over that period.

21 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

22 Do you think that's a trend that

23 will continue?

24 MR. LUCAS:  

25 Well, --
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 1 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

 2 I mean, are they locked up into

 3 2011?

 4 MR. LUCAS:  

 5 No.  These are -- from what

 6 we've seen, it's been primarily just

 7 monthly deals, month to month.  So, you

 8 know, last summer we didn't have this

 9 particular issue occur.  This summer it

10 did.  So that would, to me, suggest it's

11 not necessarily a trend.  But, again, this

12 was a much, much hotter summer than last

13 summer was, and, you know, again, I'm

14 attributing that to, again, load-serving

15 entities making sure that they're covered

16 for that really high load as far in

17 advance as possible, and, again, suppliers

18 actually locking up bills for a longer

19 term versus a shorter term, which is what

20 the WPP would have been.

21 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

22 I'd be curious, do the

23 stakeholders in Entergy have any thoughts

24 on basically why we have this

25 multimillion-dollar quasi-market, whatever
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 1 you want to call it?  And, essentially, my

 2 reading of the FERC order's approving the

 3 ICT said that this was a major part of it;

 4 it was going to alleviate a lot of

 5 problems and complaints, and in August and

 6 September 2003, there's only been one

 7 offer in the WPP.  Then I know we're about

 8 to get to how it's lost money since it's

 9 been started.  I'm kind of curious as to

10 why it's not working.

11 MR. HURSTELL:  

12 Well, in terms of the August

13 bid, why so few -- and probably the -- the

14 merchants probably are a better source of

15 information.  But I know one of the things

16 that we expected was that when prices

17 became volatile and the ability to jump to

18 pretty high numbers, which is what was

19 happening in August, merchants may be

20 reluctant to sell to us for a week at a

21 moderate heat rate when there was a chance

22 that on a particular day prices could

23 shoot up to pretty high levels and they

24 could make a lot more money selling for

25 one day, if prices shoot up for one day,
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 1 as opposed to selling at moderate prices

 2 for a week.  But that's just an assumption

 3 on our part.  But, clearly, it's just a

 4 case -- it's -- the bids weren't there.  I

 5 think there could be other reasons.  And

 6 the merchants are probably a better source

 7 of information as to why the bids weren't

 8 there then. 

 9 MS. TURNER:  

10 Becky Turner with Entegra.  I

11 think Antoine's assumption is a better

12 one.  You know, it's very difficult for us

13 to hold back megawatts when there are

14 markets for us to sell into.  I mean, it's

15 a very short-term market, and we have to

16 lock up our megawatts for 48 hours.  So

17 when you put it in there, you basically

18 have 48 hours that you can't sell to

19 anybody else.  So, I mean, it really is a

20 market of last resort.

21 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

22 Becky, when you say to sell to

23 somebody else, who are you referring to?  

24 MS. TURNER:  

25 Other load servers, TVA,
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 1 Southern, SWEPCO, NRG, you know, just

 2 other bilaterals.

 3 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

 4 Okay.

 5 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 6 Yeah?

 7 MR. LUCAS:  

 8 Tina has a question.

 9 MS. LEE:  

10 Tina Lee with KGen Power.  Just

11 to respond to that, I think this chart

12 would also be helpful if you analyzed the

13 model violations, as well, because when

14 you get a number of violations and nothing

15 is picked up, you kind of -- you lose

16 confidence in the WPP process, and as

17 Becky said, you move on to your next best

18 option versus getting nothing in the WPP.

19 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

20 One thing I just noticed looking

21 at the chart that is interesting is the

22 rate of -- making your point -- the rate

23 of bids versus acceptances is -- at least,

24 2009 was pretty low and then continues to

25 be pretty low in 2010 as a percentage.
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 1 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  

 2 How does that rate of acceptance

 3 compare to other WPPs?  Well, is it normal

 4 that you -- as I understood Becky Turner

 5 to say, that when you bid in, you have to

 6 hold that bid and honor that bid for 48

 7 hours; is that correct?

 8 MS. TURNER:  

 9 That's correct.

10 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  

11 Is that how other short-term

12 markets work?

13 MR. HURSTELL:  

14 I don't think there are on the

15 weekly markets.

16 MR. MONROE:  

17 Yeah.  But there's not a lot of

18 weekly markets out there to compare it to.

19 That's the -- going to be the larger

20 issue.  For day-ahead markets, they're

21 usually only, you know, four hours at the

22 most or something like that.  But for a

23 weekly market, you're talking about doing

24 that seven times over, so seven times

25 four, 21.  So it's a little bit more than
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 1 what you would expect.  But that's -- you

 2 know, there's no really -- anybody else

 3 doing a more public weekly market, and

 4 that's why we said there's not another WPP

 5 to compare it to.

 6 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  

 7 All right.  Thank you.  

 8 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 9 Is there any other questions

10 from the audience?

11 Jennifer, why would I...

12 MS. VOSBURG:  

13 Just a question:  On the 28

14 IPPs, is that per entity or per facility?

15 I'm just trying to figure out how you come

16 up with the 28.

17 MR. LUCAS:  

18 Well, what we did is we just

19 went through the Entergy EMS system to

20 determine all of the plants located in

21 Entergy's footprint classified as IPPs.

22 MS. VOSBURG:  

23 Thank you.

24 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

25 So the answer to that question
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 1 is that it's...

 2 MS. VOSBURG:  

 3 It's by plant.  

 4 MR. LUCAS:  

 5 By plant.

 6 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 7 By units?

 8 MR. MONROE:  

 9 By unit.

10 MR. LUCAS:  

11 Okay.  If there are no other

12 questions on this slide, we'll move on.

13 So -- 

14 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

15 I'd be interested just to have

16 the -- this is information, too -- know

17 how many actual -- how many companies that

18 represents.  You don't have to tell us

19 today, but just if you could provide that

20 information to us on line.

21 MR. LUCAS:  

22 Okay.  I can do that.

23 Okay.  So the WPP savings

24 estimate calculation we talked about

25 before, but I thought it may be of benefit
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 1 just to run through it again.  How we

 2 actually -- how do we actually estimate

 3 savings in the WPP?  You know, again, as

 4 explained before, we run a base case,

 5 which is termed our run-zero, where we

 6 solve for the optimal -- the most optimal

 7 method of serving Entergy's load with only

 8 resources available to Entergy to

 9 determine, you know, what would it cost

10 Entergy if Entergy had to serve load with

11 only their field resources.  

12 And then we make -- then we run

13 a change case, a run-one, where we include

14 third-party resources in with that mix of

15 Entergy's resources, optimize the results

16 and then determine what is the difference

17 in production costs assuming, you know, if

18 production costs reduce, then that's the

19 level of savings for the run.  If they

20 stay the same, there's no savings.  If it

21 increases, there's a hold harmless value.  

22 So point 3 is just noting that

23 the implementation cost of the WPP is, you

24 know, a capital cost that's going to be

25 amortized over some period of time.  I'm
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 1 not sure exactly what that period of time

 2 is, but I just wanted to make that note

 3 clear as we go into the actual

 4 cost/benefit slide next.

 5 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

 6 Does -- who knows what that

 7 period of time is?

 8 MR. McCULLA:  

 9 This is -- 

10 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

11 Well, doesn't it really depend

12 on how long there's an ICT?

13 MR. McCULLA:  

14 This is Mark McCulla with

15 Entergy.  I believe the last time we

16 presented the estimate in savings, I think

17 we used a five-year amortization.  And I

18 believe what Antoine's using here was 18

19 months.  So it probably needs to be a

20 longer period for this analysis.  But,

21 typically, you would use a longer period

22 of time than just one year or 18 months.

23 It depends on the type of project, though.

24 MR. LUCAS:  

25 Okay.  So based on that, the
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 1 total cost of the WPP to this point is

 2 about $29.3 million.  And, again, based on

 3 that discussion we just had, that cost is

 4 broken out between 24.8 million in

 5 implementation costs.  And the ongoing

 6 costs are approximately 4 and a half

 7 million because the annual costs are 3

 8 million annually.  So if you take, as Mark

 9 just mentioned, five years amortizing that

10 24.8 million, it's about 5 million a year

11 for implementation, and then ongoing costs

12 up to this point, 4 and a half million.

13 But the estimated benefit is that

14 25.8 million.  So, again, looking at total

15 dollars, the net benefit is a negative

16 3.5 million.  If you're looking at the

17 benefit on a yearly basis using the

18 five-year amortization, then the WPP is

19 actually in the black.

20 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

21 Go ahead, Paul.  Sorry.

22 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

23 This is -- I just want to raise

24 a concern.  When we started this before

25 Charleston, I went through and read all
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 1 the FERC filings, the FERC orders related

 2 to the ICT, and then I read FERC's order

 3 that came out, I believe, in March or

 4 April -- it may have been April 2009 right

 5 before Charleston, where FERC made

 6 reference to -- in the Charleston meeting,

 7 FERC made clear the WPP was supposed to

 8 resolve a lot of the problems.  So we are

 9 two months and nine days away from the ICT

10 ending unless FERC extends it.  And

11 ratepayers have lost money on something

12 that was supposed to save a lot of money.

13 It's just a concern of mine.  I mean,

14 was -- and the design was changed

15 midstream before FERC approved it.  It's a

16 concern I have.  What is the purpose of

17 the WPP?  Just to break even or lose

18 3 million?  

19 Kim, I mean, just -- I'm a

20 little perplexed by it.

21 MR. SCHNITZER:  

22 Mr. Chairman, let me -- let me

23 try and respond.  I think the first is

24 just to make the observation, which I

25 think Antoine and Mark had just talked



    50

 1 about, is that for any project that

 2 requires an upfront capital investment,

 3 that the kind of cash flow pattern looks

 4 negative for a while and then crosses

 5 over, hopefully, and produces a benefit.

 6 So I don't think there's any particular

 7 surprise that 18 months worth of numbers

 8 would show us what's on this slide.  And I

 9 don't -- I don't believe that it was

10 anyone's expectation at the time that the

11 WPP was conceived and approved that it

12 would only run for 18 months.  So I -- you

13 know, if the crux of your question is,

14 gee, we thought this was going to produce

15 big benefits in the first 18 months,

16 including full amortization of the capital

17 and it hasn't, I don't know -- I don't

18 know that that expectation would have been

19 a reasonable one at the time.  So I

20 just -- just to start right there.  

21 But then to your broader

22 question, what was the purpose of the WPP,

23 we have spoken -- there have been

24 conversations at great length in the E-RSC

25 meetings over the last year about -- with
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 1 Mr. Hurstell kind of leading those --

 2 about how the system, Entergy system,

 3 dispatched and meets its energy needs and

 4 in this flexible capability kind of piece

 5 that is required and is the remaining

 6 displacement opportunity, which is to say

 7 the WP was designed to improve the

 8 opportunity to displace the older, you

 9 know, gas-fired units, the higher heat

10 gas-fired units.  That was -- that was its

11 principal purpose at the outset, with the

12 recognition being that the opportunity for

13 displacement was a -- not a block product

14 because Mr. Hurstell and the folks at ESPY

15 already buy up a lot of that through other

16 procurement sources.  

17 So it was going to be this kind

18 of going up and down, low-load factor kind

19 of commitment-type of opportunity was what

20 was designed to be realized, and we have

21 had, I would say, big success in the

22 realization of that.  But that was the --

23 that was the original intent, which

24 provided an opportunity for merchants to

25 compete against the high heat rate Entergy
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 1 units to provide this flexible capability.  

 2 Mr. Hurstell -- I'm trying to

 3 remember which location we were at, you

 4 know, when he went through the economics

 5 of how much it costs to provide flexible

 6 capability from the Entergy unit versus

 7 the bids that we often get from the

 8 merchants.  And so I don't know how better

 9 to respond than to say that was the

10 principal purpose.  That remains the

11 principal purpose, to provide that

12 opportunity.

13 I don't believe that at the time

14 the WP was conceived that the consensus

15 gas forecast would have been three to four

16 dollars.  And I think, as Mr. Lucas said a

17 couple of presentations ago, these savings

18 calculations are highly dependent on the

19 actual gas prices, which have not been

20 high.  And I'm not saying it's a bad thing

21 that gas prices have not been high over

22 the last 18 months.  But in terms of

23 expectations for the savings that would be

24 realized for the WPP, they are also gas

25 price-dependent.  And higher gas prices --
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 1 I can't remember -- Antoine, last time you

 2 had a backcast, I think, that under a

 3 higher gas price assumption, that the

 4 benefit number would have been

 5 significantly larger, if I recollect

 6 right.

 7 MR. LUCAS:  

 8 Yeah, it's about three times.  I

 9 think, at the time we started doing the

10 testing, the fuel price was ranging

11 anywhere from $12 to as high as $15.  Now

12 it's around $4, so...

13 MR. SCHNITZER:  

14 But having said that, you know,

15 it's hard to extrapolate.  But it looks

16 like that this will break even in a -- I

17 don't know -- 20, 21-month kind of a time

18 frame, and I, frankly, would be

19 hard-pressed to find a lot of capital

20 projects that break even that quickly.  I

21 think transmission investments, you know,

22 are often undertaken on an economic basis

23 if they're forecast to break even in six

24 or seven years.  So your comment earlier

25 that this -- alluded to this running at a
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 1 loss, I think, is not really the way I

 2 would think this performance ought to

 3 be -- ought to be characterized given it

 4 has a capital component to it of some

 5 substance.  That's a long answer.  I don't

 6 know if it respond -- 

 7 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

 8 I understand.  Clearly -- and I

 9 think I just offer this as to -- two

10 things that happened from when this was

11 first proposed:  One, the time of the

12 bidding process changed and when it was

13 implemented was delayed.  And so then I

14 think the deal with -- the idea is that

15 regulators and stakeholders want to ensure

16 that we are looking out for customers and

17 getting lowest possible price.  Well,

18 we've got two changes there.  What do we

19 do huge to improve this or do we scrap it

20 altogether?  I think those are some of the

21 questions we've got to ask ourselves when

22 we go bring up to FERC.  What do we need

23 to do with this?  Why don't we go forward?

24 MR. SCHNITZER:  

25 I think those are -- I think
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 1 those are fair questions.  And -- but,

 2 again, I think the -- you know, the way to

 3 think about them, standing where we are,

 4 and just looking at this 18 months, is

 5 that on an 18-month basis, you're running

 6 $25.8 million worth of benefits in

 7 incremental costs on the order of 4 and a

 8 half million dollars.  So you have a

 9 situation now, from where we stand right

10 now going forward, if the past is

11 prologue, that you're looking at benefits

12 to go versus to go across of, you know, 26

13 minus 4 and a half million dollars per --

14 over the next 18-month interval.  

15 And if that -- and I think it's

16 appropriate to ask whether that can be

17 improved.  And as Mr. Lucas has

18 indicated -- but I think that's what those

19 numbers suggest going forward are the

20 economics -- or might be the economics of

21 the next 18 months.

22 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

23 And I know the E-RSC has asked

24 the working group to look at some low-cost

25 improvements to the WPP to see how we can,
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 1 you know, try to find ways to make this --

 2 if you want to call this a market -- but

 3 make this improve and work better for

 4 customers to get the lowest cost, you

 5 know, generation.

 6 MR. SCHNITZER:  

 7 I think Entergy absolutely

 8 shares that goal, and I think it's been

 9 participating with the ICT in some of

10 these process enhancements that are being

11 discussed.

12 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

13 That's all I have.

14 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

15 It appears to me one of the

16 improvements would be just to shorten the

17 period of time in which a decision is

18 made, whether or not to accept the bidding

19 of the current 48 hours to something less.

20 Can that be built into the system or --

21 MR. LUCAS:  

22 The whole weekly horizon or just

23 the time in which the decision is made?

24 From the time that --

25 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  
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 1 Well, it sounds like the time

 2 the decision is made.  But I'll just let

 3 that go.  

 4 I believe Jimmy has a --

 5 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  

 6 My question was similar to

 7 yours, Mr. President.  Basically, if -- it

 8 was indicated, at least by one bidder,

 9 that if they have to hold that bid for 48

10 hours, it's a deterrent to them bidding

11 into the process -- into the WPP.  So I

12 would like to know, would that be an

13 encouragement if that was a 24-hour

14 period; and, if so, could I get indication

15 from the audience would it be -- would it

16 encourage you to bid more into the WPP if

17 there was only a 24-hour period that you

18 had to hold your bid?  

19 MS. TURNER:  

20 Commissioner Fields, anything

21 that would shorten that time would be

22 desirable.  But, still, you -- what you

23 need to understand is that because we

24 don't have the long-term output

25 arrangements, the long-term sales from our
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 1 plant, to the extent that we can sell

 2 forward on a monthly basis or, you know,

 3 week-ahead or two weeks ahead of the

 4 delivery time, those -- those type of

 5 sales are more desirable by us.  And,

 6 again, it's very hard for us just to hold

 7 back megawatts for this process.  But to

 8 shorten the time definitely would be

 9 better.  48 hours is a long time for us.

10 MR. LUCAS:  

11 The only caution that I have on

12 that, and I understand shortening that

13 duration, is that it's a -- it is a really

14 complex process and it spits out a ton of

15 data as far as the results go, and we

16 spend a lot of time trying to make sure

17 that that final product is the right

18 product.  And any time you shorten that

19 window, it really does shorten our time

20 and our opportunity to really be able to

21 scrub those results and try and make sure

22 that the product that you're getting is

23 accurate and reasonable.

24 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  

25 My next question, whether that
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 1 would be -- to shorten the time period,

 2 could the ICT and Entergy live with that

 3 shorter time period, say the 24 hours?

 4 MR. LUCAS:  

 5 It could be done, because the

 6 runs typically take about, you know, an

 7 hour, an hour and 15 minutes each to run,

 8 so it's about two and a half hours of

 9 actual run time.  That's if you don't have

10 any issues that cause you to have to go

11 back and rerun the data or re-create the

12 data.  But, again, it's not -- we don't

13 see it as a process where we -- you know,

14 the button gets pushed and whatever the

15 answer that comes out, that's the --

16 that's it.  We spend a lot of time trying

17 to make sure that answer is feasible and

18 that it's producing a solution that is a

19 benefit before we actually, you know,

20 approve or deny those results.  And,

21 again, by reducing that time frame, it

22 really shortens that time and that

23 opportunity to do the due diligence to

24 say, yeah, this is a good result or this

25 is a result that will be beneficial to
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 1 ratepayers.

 2 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  

 3 To do that, Antoine, so you --

 4 do you contact Entergy, or do you know

 5 their production cost on their units?  How

 6 do you make that determination on whether

 7 that bid should be accepted?  Or does

 8 Entergy make that decision?

 9 MR. LUCAS:  

10 Well, the ICT is actually

11 responsible for accepting or denying the

12 transmission service.

13 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  

14 Okay.

15 MR. LUCAS:  

16 So, you know, Entergy is --

17 they're operating the process, and they're

18 doing analysis of the results.  The ICT is

19 independently doing analysis of the

20 results, as well.  But, in the end, as far

21 as the tariff goes, the ICT is responsible

22 for accepting or denying the transmission

23 service that goes along with those --

24 those bids.

25 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  
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 1 Who controls the input into the

 2 model, whether the bid is accepted by ICT

 3 or Entergy?

 4 MR. LUCAS:  

 5 Entergy is the owner and

 6 operator of the process.  We are

 7 oversight.

 8 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

 9 And do stakeholders feel there

10 is a good transparency in what goes into

11 that?  But, you know, obviously -- as

12 we've stated, there's obviously concerns

13 about this process, and then there's --

14 obviously transparency continues to be a

15 problem, a concern.  Are we really doing

16 things that are being open and

17 transparent, which is what FERC has been

18 addressing for about 15 years now?  

19 MS. TURNER:  

20 Commissioner Suskie, I think the

21 transparency -- what we see in the problem

22 with transparency is when the bids are not

23 selected, there's no feedback.  And I

24 think that -- honestly, I think the

25 benefits of this process you're going to
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 1 see are going to be more of your shoulder

 2 months.  The summertime, July and August,

 3 there are other markets to sell into, to

 4 sell into forward, and so it's difficult

 5 for any seller to hold back during those

 6 peak periods.  But the shoulder months, I

 7 think you will see benefits.  In the

 8 winter months, you'll see benefits,

 9 because there will be competition to sell

10 to Entergy.  

11 But I think the transparency is

12 on the back end.  If you're not selected,

13 you have no feedback.  You don't know do I

14 need to lower my price; is it a

15 transmission issue; is it something else?

16 So you don't know what to change to be

17 more competitive.

18 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

19 Sam?

20 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

21 Yeah.  At the last working group

22 meeting, we talked about that issue.  And

23 where I think we're heading is a

24 recommendation that the bidders be

25 informed -- kind of check the box, one of
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 1 three things:  Why your bid wasn't

 2 accepted, either it wasn't in conformance

 3 with what the requirements are, the price

 4 was too high or there's a lack of

 5 transmission availability.  You know, you

 6 don't want to provide too much

 7 information, but they need some

 8 information to know how they could offer

 9 their next bids.  Because right now

10 they're kind of shooting in the dark, from

11 my vantage point.  So that's what we're

12 looking at, is at least giving them some

13 simple feedback in those three areas.

14 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

15 Well, I hope the working group

16 continues to explore that idea and others

17 to improve the process, because it --

18 while it is a valid issue with respect to

19 whether actually we're in the red or black

20 on this, depending on the amortization

21 period of capital costs, nevertheless,

22 whatever -- putting aside that issue, it

23 appears, just looking at the chart, that

24 there's -- that the difference between

25 bids and offers that are actually accepted
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 1 is pretty -- is pretty dramatic.

 2 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

 3 I've got a question for

 4 Mr. Lucas.  The slide that you went over

 5 some future improvements that y'all are

 6 evaluating, what's the time line that

 7 you're looking at for implementing the

 8 first two items?

 9 MR. LUCAS:  

10 The first item is -- we've done

11 -- we've done the studies and we've done

12 the testing on it, and we're pretty much

13 at a point where, at our next stakeholder

14 meeting, we're going to present those

15 results to the stakeholders and get the

16 discussions on, you know, what they think

17 about those results and actually discuss

18 the way forward.  So the heavy lifting has

19 been done on that.  The next step is going

20 to the working group and then a decision

21 will be made.

22 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

23 That's on the QF put model?

24 MR. LUCAS:  

25 That's on the QF put model.
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 1 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

 2 Okay.

 3 MR. LUCAS:  

 4 The on-peak offer extensions,

 5 same thing.  That's going to be on the

 6 agenda for the very next meeting, which

 7 is, I guess, in a couple of weeks, for us

 8 to actually roll out that proposal again

 9 to the working group and get feedback.

10 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

11 So are you anticipating that in

12 two weeks at the next WPP working group

13 meeting, that there will be a vote or

14 something on those two improvements, and

15 you'll be able to implement them very

16 quickly after that?  Or --

17 MR. LUCAS:  

18 Well, --

19 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

20 -- am I moving too fast?

21 MR. LUCAS:  

22 I'm not -- well, I'm not sure if

23 it actually goes -- if it actually goes to

24 a vote.  I think for the first one, the QF

25 put modeling, that being a software
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 1 change, or software enhancement, I think

 2 that's actually, by the tariff, Entergy's

 3 decision to make.  The on-peak offer

 4 extension is another one that I think

 5 falls in that category.  But I think we're

 6 all unanimously in favor of expanding the

 7 hours if we can find a logical or

 8 reasonable process to do that and not risk

 9 having to reject results due to the issues

10 that were solved during testing that

11 caused us to reduce the hours in the first

12 place.  So --

13 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

14 And those are both kind of

15 low-cost improvements?

16 MR. LUCAS:  

17 Those -- those, once they're

18 approved, could go in almost immediately.

19 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

20 Okay.  Thanks.

21 MR. LUCAS:  

22 So then the second one is no

23 cost at all.  But the first one, I think

24 the cost associated with it had to already

25 be undertaken just to be able to test it,
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 1 which was a small cost.

 2 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

 3 Okay.  So just to make sure I'm

 4 clear, Entergy is the one that will have

 5 to approve those changes?

 6 MR. LUCAS:  

 7 Is it my understanding,

 8 according to the tariff, that those

 9 changes are Entergy's decision.

10 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

11 Is that right?

12 MR. McCULLA:  

13 I think that's right.

14 MR. HURSTELL:  

15 I think that's right.  I do have

16 a comment I'd like to make on that.

17 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

18 John, can you speak up?  

19 MR. HURSTELL:  

20 On the transparency -- if you

21 could go back to the slide where you

22 showed the number of offers.  That would

23 be fine.  

24 First of all, I'd like to point

25 out that I agree with what Becky Turner
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 1 said about the summer months not being the

 2 prime time for the WPP.  If you look in

 3 the shoulder months, you know, we

 4 accepted, you know, 14 out of 24 offers,

 5 12 out of 25.  Those are some pretty good

 6 numbers as compared to the earlier year.

 7 And I think bidders are getting more

 8 knowledge about whether they can compete

 9 and what they have to do to compete.  

10 But the transparency issue,

11 particularly the request to provide some

12 information as to, well, would I have

13 gotten the bid if I had lowered the price?

14 Well, think about what that would mean,

15 like, in July of '09, if you get 60 offers

16 and you accept 16.  To provide any

17 feedback to the other 44 offers, then they

18 would have to rerun the model 44 times,

19 because you'd have to say, okay, if Acme

20 Generator offers a 10,000 heat rate and

21 they don't get accepted, they have to then

22 say, well, would they have been accepted

23 at a 9,000 heat rate?  And you have to run

24 a model at 9,000.  And then if it still

25 doesn't accept them, then they say, well,
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 1 maybe if you'd have offered more

 2 flexibility, would it have been accepted?  

 3 So in terms of providing

 4 meaningful feedback, I'm not sure it's

 5 going to be physically possible to provide

 6 that kind of meaningful feedback to every

 7 offer that comes in.  Now, we're more than

 8 willing to work with folks to find out

 9 what can we provide that would enable

10 merchants to provide better offers, but we

11 have to consider that what they're

12 competing against is our cost.  Our cost

13 is essentially fixed by the heat rates of

14 our units.  So if we provide them -- I

15 don't even know what we could provide

16 them, but if we could provide them enough

17 information to let them bid specifically,

18 then they're going to raise their bids to

19 just below our cost, and all of the

20 savings that we see here would be wiped

21 out.

22 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

23 But I don't think that's --

24 excuse me for interrupting, but from the

25 -- from what I heard Sam say, that's not
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 1 even close to what they're talking about

 2 in terms of providing information.

 3 They're providing -- they're talking about

 4 providing a -- almost a -- was it price,

 5 or was it transmission or --

 6 MR. HURSTELL:  

 7 Well, -- 

 8 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 9 -- something else.  I mean, it's

10 not -- we're not suggesting that it's --

11 that you have to get specific and say,

12 well, if your heat rate was "X" instead of

13 "Y."

14 MR. HURSTELL:  

15 Well, but that's the price,

16 Mr. President.  And the issue then becomes

17 is when we -- when these guys get the

18 information out of the model, all they get

19 it does it run or not or will it accept

20 it.  It doesn't say, well, you have to

21 lower your price by so much in order to be

22 accepted.  So what comes out of the model

23 is just a yes or no, do we take this --

24 take this bid.  So if you're going to do

25 any analysis to provide them information,
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 1 you've got to rerun the model, and that's

 2 all I'm saying.  It's possible.

 3 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 4 Okay.  But if that's all they're

 5 doing is looking at a spreadsheet that

 6 says yes or no, then why does it take 48

 7 hours?  That...

 8 MR. SCHNITZER:  

 9 Mr. President?

10 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

11 Yeah, I'm sorry.  Go ahead.

12 MR. SCHNITZER:  

13 I'm happy to respond to that.

14 And I think the answer to your question,

15 which is also a clarification to one of

16 Sam's kind of categories, which you

17 echoed, is that sometimes, I guess, it

18 bears reminding that the WPP is a

19 simultaneous optimization of the

20 generation with the transmission system.

21 So it's looking for the best dispatch

22 assisted with system requirements and

23 operational constraints that minimizes the

24 production costs.  And so it's -- there

25 really isn't a bright line between price
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 1 and transmission.  The model will look at

 2 every offer and say, well, if I

 3 re-dispatch to another unit, I could run

 4 this unit; if I do that, does it improve

 5 overall production costs?  So that's --

 6 that the nature of what this software

 7 does.  I think if you ask the MISO folks

 8 when they're up, that's sort of what

 9 day-two markets do.  They take a set of

10 offers and they ask, what's the best use I

11 can make of these offers given my

12 transmission constraints to minimize

13 production costs.  That's what this model

14 does.  So it's more -- much more than a

15 spreadsheet.  It's not simply racking up

16 the offers, you know, and sorting them

17 from high to low.  It's this transmission

18 and operational constraint dynamic, which

19 is -- which is the core of it.

20 And I know it's frustrating to

21 sort of be told that there isn't a lot in

22 the outputs themselves that can shed light

23 on these questions, but I think it's a

24 little bit in the nature of the beast.

25 And so I'm not sure, Sam, for instance
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 1 that, you know, checking a box that it's

 2 transmission is also -- it is a feasible

 3 thing to do, because there are always

 4 trans -- if there's a re-dispatch

 5 opportunity, there is transmission.  The

 6 question is:  Is it economic to provide

 7 that transmission?  That, of course, is a

 8 harder question.  So I don't know if

 9 that's helpful, but that's my

10 understanding of what we're dealing with

11 here.

12 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

13 Commissioner Fields?

14 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  

15 I guess I have an inquiry along

16 these lines.  Now that we've had the WPP

17 for 18 months, can it be of assistance --

18 is it -- can be of assistance to the ICT

19 and to Entergy to make analysis on whether

20 certain transmission would be economical

21 if you repeatedly are having to turn down

22 because it is too much congestion or

23 something?  It seems like that it could be

24 used as a tool to determine whether some

25 economic upgrades might be feasible.  Is
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 1 that not correct?

 2 MR. SCHNITZER:  

 3 Commissioner, I think -- I think

 4 there could be a potential to use the WPP

 5 in that fashion, as that kind of a -- that

 6 kind of a tool.  It would have to be

 7 capped down a little bit by if you then

 8 decide that something is economic, is that

 9 premised on the availability of certain

10 weekly offers, and do you feel comfortable

11 with that, you know, as that's going to

12 continue?  But I think the basic concept

13 that you described is a valid one and it

14 could be used in that fashion.

15 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  

16 It does seem like it would be

17 another tool because we didn't have it 18

18 months ago; now we have it.

19 MR. SCHNITZER:  

20 Correct.

21 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  

22 So y'all have more information,

23 the ICT has more information of why these

24 offers are being rejected.  So if it is

25 transmission-related, that can be
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 1 considered.

 2 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

 3 I think that's a good point,

 4 Commissioner Field, I really do, because,

 5 you know, we're in the process now of kind

 6 of looking at some potential projects, and

 7 I think we need to keep that in mind, your

 8 point.  The other thing I'd say is, you

 9 know, the working group said, well, we

10 know bidders need some sort of feedback on

11 why their bids aren't accepted.  And I

12 went through the three things that we've

13 talked about, and I would propose that

14 Entergy's got and the ICT has got another

15 take on what kind of information could be

16 provided to the bidders, the losing

17 bidders or the non-accepted bidders.  The

18 working group would be open to hear that,

19 open to be educated, certainly, so...

20 But the current situation just,

21 in my mind, makes no sense at all, where

22 an unaccepted bidder isn't given any

23 reason for why their bid wasn't taken,

24 so...

25 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  
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 1 It just seems to me it's a very

 2 odd way to run what's supposed to be a

 3 market.  You don't know why you were

 4 rejected.  You -- it's, I'd say, at least,

 5 a shadow box, the decisions made and the

 6 inputs that go into it.  And as a

 7 regulator, it concerns me that power is

 8 bought and sold, and you're telling me if

 9 I want to know whether you made a prudent

10 decision in the selection of this bid over

11 that bid or the selection to run your own

12 units versus a bid, and you're just like,

13 oh, that's going to be difficult, it takes

14 hours to run.  It's kind of concerning to

15 me.  How do you review and audit -- maybe

16 a market monitor, somebody that can come

17 in and see this is open, transparent and

18 that's best for ratepayers?

19 MR. HURSTELL:  

20 I apologize if I've been

21 confusing about this, but we can

22 definitely answer the question you just

23 asked.  Because if you give us two -- if

24 there are two offers made and we tell --

25 and we have to decide which one to accept,
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 1 and we run them through the WPP, we can

 2 show you the production cost results that

 3 say, you should accept offer A as opposed

 4 to offer B.  That's not an issue.  

 5 The issue then becomes is what

 6 change would B have had to make in order

 7 for us to have accepted B?  That's a whole

 8 different question.  We -- we can deal

 9 with the what was offered and demonstrate

10 to you that we made the right decision.

11 The difficulty comes in in trying to

12 redesign the B bid to tell them what you

13 would have had to have done in order to be

14 successful.  Because they could have

15 changed their heat rate; they could have

16 changed their gas price; they could have

17 changed the flexibility that they offered;

18 they could have changed the startup costs

19 that they offer.  There are many different

20 parameters.  And you could have probably

21 changed any one of those parameters, and

22 it could have resulted in a selection.

23 So I want to be clear, is in

24 terms of supporting the decisions that we

25 make, we can do that and that's not an
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 1 issue.  The problem comes in --

 2 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

 3 Who oversees when you make that

 4 decision now?  Who provides input of

 5 whether or not it was correct in what you

 6 did?

 7 MR. HURSTELL:  

 8 Well, the ICT buy team looks

 9 over it.  But any regulator could come in

10 and look at the process as to whether we

11 made the right decision.  On any decision

12 we make, regulators can obviously do that.

13 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

14 Can a bidder look at that?

15 MR. HURSTELL:  

16 No.

17 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

18 And that's a market?

19 MR. HURSTELL:  

20 Well, it's not a market.  The

21 market -- we're one buyer.  It's a

22 procurement process.  If it's -- we don't

23 get to bid on market price.  We have our

24 costs.  And the merchants are trying to

25 bid low enough to get selected, but high
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 1 enough to where they're just selected.  So

 2 it's not a market.  We keep -- it keeps

 3 being referred to as a market, but it's

 4 not a market, because we have one buyer

 5 and we're buying against our cost.  But

 6 we're willing to work with the working

 7 group to see what information can we

 8 provide, because we'd love to see better

 9 offers come in.

10 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

11 Well, I definitely want the

12 working -- speaking for myself -- the

13 working group to continue to look at this

14 issue, because it just seems to me that,

15 for example, in the examples you just

16 used, those are all price.  It could be

17 summarized as your price.  It didn't --

18 that's the reason you didn't get accepted.

19 So that seems to me to be -- perhaps, I'm

20 being simplistic, but not that difficult

21 of an -- of an explanation back.

22 Any other questions, comments on

23 this?  

24 MS. TURNER:  

25 Well, I had a question on the
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 1 next slide, Antoine.  The next one.  The

 2 next one, where you had the -- I think

 3 you're going the wrong direction.  There

 4 you go.  The extension -- go back one.

 5 On-peak offer period extension; are you

 6 talking about extending the 16 hours to 18

 7 hours, or are you talking about a

 8 24-hour-type period?

 9 MR. LUCAS:  

10 Actually, the process that

11 we're -- that we're looking at, without, I

12 guess, boring everybody to death with the

13 details of it, is using the information

14 that we receive on Tuesday, when we do our

15 dry run, our test run, and, you know,

16 using that data to build a relationship

17 between hours 7 through 22.  And if that

18 relationship extends out into the off-peak

19 hours, it pretty much gives us a pretty

20 good indication that the model has just a

21 good a chance of coming to a good solution

22 in those off-peak hours as well as the

23 on-peak hours.  Without going into a lot

24 of detail, that's essentially what we're

25 doing.
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 1 MS. TURNER:  

 2 So would the model run for 24

 3 hours?

 4 MR. LUCAS:  

 5 It would be possible, depending

 6 on the data for that specific week, you

 7 know, the load, forecast, the resource

 8 availability, the flexibility profile.

 9 These are all things that change every

10 week, but each week we would basically be

11 running a test against each of those

12 off-peak hours versus the on-peak hours

13 trying to determine, you know, the

14 difference essentially between those

15 off-peak hours and the on-peak hours that

16 we're already using.  

17 So to answer your question,

18 yeah, some weeks, according to this --

19 this test, it could be all 24 hours.  Some

20 weeks it may only have one hour.

21 MS. TURNER:  

22 So -- okay.  To make sure I

23 understand, are you just looking at each

24 hour during the off-peak, what the

25 price -- I call it the period price
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 1 against a global period price -- and

 2 comparing that to an offer that came in

 3 that could have served that same load?  Is

 4 that what you're talking about?

 5 MR. LUCAS:  

 6 No, it's not price-based.  It's

 7 prior to making a run.  It's just based on

 8 inputs.  If you remember, the reason we

 9 shortened the hours was because of

10 violations of certain soft constraints,

11 mainly flexibility.  And we're just

12 looking at, you know, what factors cause

13 flexibility constraints and then scanning

14 those hours to determine if, you know,

15 those factors are prevalent during those

16 off-peak hours.  If they aren't prevalent

17 during those hours, then you have a good

18 chance that you can solve and not have

19 material violations that would cause us to

20 reject the entire results.  

21 So it's just trying to put a

22 little bit more -- there's nothing magical

23 about hours 7 through 22.  So we're trying

24 to, you know, use some logic to extend

25 those hours based on what we currently
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 1 have success with, which is hours 7

 2 through 22.

 3 MS. TURNER:  

 4 Okay.  Thank you.

 5 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 6 Mr. Booth?  

 7 MR. BOOTH:  

 8 I think from the working group's

 9 perspective, if we could get a list of the

10 type of information that suppliers would

11 like to see, it would help us when we're

12 working with Entergy on what kind of

13 information Entergy could supply with

14 respect to the WPP.  So that's an

15 invitation for any suppliers that want to

16 participate to provide the working group

17 with the types of information they'd like

18 to see.

19  My other question is:  The RTOs

20 typically post clearing prices.  They

21 don't post them immediately, but they wait

22 a period of time so that the data is not,

23 you know, as commercially sensitive.  And

24 I know the clearing prices are not in

25 respect to a specific generating unit.  Is
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 1 there some kind of price signal that

 2 Entergy might be able to publish a period

 3 after the market closes that, at least,

 4 gives suppliers an indication of where

 5 their bids are relative?

 6 MR. HURSTELL:  

 7 We're willing to look at

 8 anything you guys want us to consider.

 9 Remember, though, that we are not a

10 market.  It's our customers' buy.  So if

11 you have -- if our cost of generation is

12 $50 a megawatt hour and you bid 51, you're

13 not going to get accepted.  If you bid

14 49.9, you will be accepted.  Now, I'd

15 prefer that you bid 45, 46.  But I'm

16 hard-pressed to think of a reason why it's

17 in our customers' best interest to tell

18 you that our cost is exactly 50 so that

19 you know you can bid 49.9.  Because if we

20 do that, then those savings numbers from

21 the WPP will go down significantly because

22 then all the savings go to merchant

23 generators.  But we'll work with the E-RSC

24 working group, and we'll make sure they're

25 fully informed of the effects.  And we'll
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 1 come to some sort of joint agreement, I'm

 2 sure.

 3 MS. TURNER:  

 4 Well, --

 5 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

 6 Well, I would assume that if

 7 49.99 declares the price, another merchant

 8 would say, I'll go 45, then another

 9 merchant says, I'll go 40.  

10 MS. TURNER:  

11 Exactly.

12 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

13 It's not like everybody's going

14 to bid 49.99.  They're going to bid what

15 they're going to get to have some

16 competition.  And I think it's a paradigm.

17 You look at it as what is it compared to

18 your price.  I think the comparison is

19 what is it compared to those participating

20 in the process price.  And that's the

21 difference in a market and whatever this

22 is designed to do.

23 MR. HURSTELL:  

24 And, again, that's -- this is --

25 I'm still having trouble with the fact
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 1 that this isn't a market, and that's -- 

 2 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

 3 And therein may lie the 

 4 problem, --

 5 MR. HURSTELL:  

 6 Yeah.

 7 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

 8 -- that ratepayers are buying a

 9 tremendous amount of power for something

10 that's not a market, where you get the

11 lowest possible price.  You send the price

12 signal, you encourage people to

13 participate in it, not during the hottest

14 summer in years to say, I'm not going to

15 participate, I'm gone, I'm going

16 elsewhere; or I can participate in a

17 market and make money.

18 MR. HURSTELL:  

19 Well, just remember a lot of the

20 times the reason why they're not selling

21 it weekly is because we've already bought

22 it in monthly.  So, you know, we buy a

23 significant amount of energy in the

24 monthly markets and in the daily markets.

25 This is just one of the opportunities that
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 1 merchants have to sell.

 2 MS. TURNER:  

 3 Just one comment, and I think,

 4 John Suskie, you summed it up.  This is a

 5 market with many, many sellers and, as

 6 Mr. Hurstell said, one buyer.  And so the

 7 price signals are -- I think, would

 8 encourage and, you know, the (inaudible)

 9 going to compete.  So, again, when you

10 have many sellers and one buyer,

11 competition is a good thing.  It lowers

12 the price; it doesn't raise it.

13 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

14 Any other questions or comments?  

15 Mr. Booth?

16 MR. BOOTH:  

17 Yeah.  I just want to follow up

18 on what John said earlier, that if the

19 production cost is 50, Entergy's price is

20 50, and somebody bids 49.9, I'm not sure

21 it's going to be clear whether that unit

22 is going to be dispatched because there

23 may be a transmission issue.  And the

24 generating supplier is not going to

25 understand why with respect to the
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 1 original problem.  There's got to be some

 2 type of feedback to suppliers.

 3 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 4 Well, I think the working group

 5 is going to continue to work on it, so,

 6 hopefully, we'll make some meaningful

 7 progress, because I'm not convinced that

 8 we can't -- or I think there is -- there's

 9 progress to be made here.

10 Any other issues before we move

11 on on this?  

12 And let me -- before we move on

13 with the next agenda item, again, I want

14 to remind the listeners on the telephone

15 to mute their phones.  We continue to get

16 a lot of information about garage doors

17 and other -- it's very interesting, but

18 not useful for purposes of this meeting.

19 The next item on the agenda is

20 budget update.

21 MR. BRIGHT:  

22 All right.  So in the last

23 meeting, we went back and re-amended the

24 2010 budget to better reflect the actual

25 expenses on year-to-date and what we
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 1 project going forward.  And so what I

 2 brought today, then, is a draft 2011

 3 budget for the E-RSC members to take a

 4 look at, ask questions about, and we can

 5 discuss where we're at with that then.  So

 6 what I included here first were the

 7 assumptions that went into that budget.  I

 8 know I worked with Sam and Commissioner

 9 Suskie, and I'm sure you guys --

10 hopefully, you guys have all talked about

11 this.  

12 So what we assumed for next year

13 was six E-RSC meetings like this meeting

14 we're at today, ten E-RSC working group

15 meetings, and I will say that in last

16 week's E-RSC working group meetings, I

17 think we had some pretty good discussion

18 about the budget around those meetings.

19 And as a working group, I think we're

20 committed to looking at moving some of

21 those meetings into either Houston or New

22 Orleans, where we can utilize some Entergy

23 facilities and -- so significantly lower

24 the costs around those meetings.  So I'll

25 say that.  But that isn't being reflected
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 1 in this budget, and so you can take a look

 2 at how we think we can do that going

 3 forward.  Okay?  That was just last week

 4 we had that conversation.  So it includes

 5 the travel for the E-RSC's staff

 6 consultants and for SPP support, which is

 7 just generally me, I think; transcription

 8 services for the E-RSC meetings; annual

 9 audit we have to do; SPP administrative

10 costs, which, again, is, you know, setting

11 up these meetings; our accounting services

12 doing the budgets and, well, me, again;

13 consultant for the E-RSC.  I know right

14 now we have ESPY doing that role, and then

15 also a optional technical conference,

16 which we talked about last year, just in

17 case that anybody would like to have some

18 kind of subject matter expert on some

19 topic come in here and do some education,

20 we have some money built into that.  

21 So looking at that just for 2011

22 is really what I focused on.  I included

23 2012 and 2013.  And if I remember

24 correctly, I think I just put a 3 percent

25 inflation on those.  And if you check my
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 1 math, it might be 5 percent, but I think

 2 it's 3.  

 3 So just E-RSC travel, I broke it

 4 down between E-RSC and the travel being

 5 between the E-RSC and the working groups.

 6 And, again, so E-RSC travel.  And what I

 7 budgeted for for those meetings were a

 8 number of people that we generally get

 9 expenses for and average it out to be

10 around $750 a trip and went forward with

11 that.  Meetings we talked about.  They're

12 generally around 11,000.  And then

13 transcription services.  And then, again,

14 the working group travel and meetings,

15 we'll work on that at meetings and try to

16 get that down considerably.

17 And so I guess I don't have to

18 go through this line by line.  Everybody

19 can read it.  Does anybody have any

20 questions or concerns about this?  I'm

21 happy to answer.

22 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

23 Well, it's certainly my hope

24 that we can reduce the number of committee

25 meetings down to the six for regularly
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 1 quarterly meetings, as well as perhaps two

 2 other meetings.  Obviously, a lot will

 3 depend on the progress we make.  But at

 4 least right now, my present intent would

 5 be after the October meeting in Austin,

 6 the next meeting would not be until

 7 January in New Orleans, so... it's also my

 8 intent to -- that adoption of this budget

 9 be an action item at the October meeting

10 in Austin.

11 MR. BRIGHT:  

12 Okay.

13 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

14 Any questions from my

15 colleagues?

16 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

17 I have one question:  I know

18 early on, Kim had helped us where we get

19 the logistics worked out to where there's

20 expenses, they're sent to Entergy and so

21 forth.  I know with the SPP RSC, the

22 amount of money that's budgeted for the

23 SPP expenses are just put into an account

24 and it helps out a lot with the logistics.

25 MR. BRIGHT:  
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 1 That's just part of our

 2 administrative costs.  So it's not

 3 really -- I don't know that it's put into

 4 an account.  It's just part of the

 5 administrative costs that gets paid like

 6 any other budget.  I don't know.  I

 7 believe...

 8 MR. MONROE:  

 9 No, they have their own

10 accountant.    

11 MR. BRIGHT:  

12 I agree they have their own

13 accountant.

14 MS. BURROWS:  

15 He's talking about the timing;

16 not about the amount, the timing of it.

17 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

18 So the question being is it an

19 option that -- or is it even necessary or

20 helpful that, you know, whatever the

21 budget is be put into an account and then

22 for the RSC or the SPP to administer it,

23 that money, to spend it as we go along the

24 way, or is it problematic?  I know it's

25 just different the way that E-RSC does it
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 1 and the RSC does it.

 2 MS. DESPEAUX:  

 3 Yeah.  And I would say I believe

 4 last time we had this conversation was

 5 over the Christmas holidays --

 6 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

 7 Yes, a long time ago.

 8 MS. DESPEAUX:  

 9 And -- yeah.  And we had

10 concerns about just turning over a bucket

11 of money to somebody else to administer.

12 We felt like we had tried to set up the

13 process, and if it's not working now, I do

14 need to know about it to see what we can

15 do on our end to try and make sure we were

16 expediting the payments as quickly as we

17 could so that we weren't disadvantaging

18 anybody that was expending money in terms

19 of time frame.  So if -- if there's an

20 issue with it taking too long, then you

21 let me know and we will kind of re-double

22 our efforts and see what we can do to

23 improve the process.  But we did have,

24 just from a controls and governance

25 standpoint, have concerns about just
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 1 moving a pot of money out to an account

 2 that we did not administer.

 3 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

 4 I just raised that because I

 5 knew that was an issue we talked about

 6 last year.

 7 MR. MONROE:  

 8 And your concern is about the

 9 timing of the payments, how long it takes

10 to get repaid? 

11 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

12 Yeah.  I'm just wondering, is

13 that an issue?  Because I know we brought

14 that up when we first got started.

15 MS. DESPEAUX:  

16 And if it is an issue, please

17 let us know.  I haven't heard anything,

18 but that doesn't mean it's not.

19 MR. MONROE:  

20 We'll take that as a concern,

21 and we'll look at the process to see if

22 there are ways to improve that, too.  

23 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

24 Appreciate it.

25 MR. BRIGHT:  
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 1 All right.  So if there's no

 2 more questions on this -- again, the

 3 additional information I'd put in here was

 4 just the working group looking at

 5 scheduling meetings in Houston or New

 6 Orleans to utilize some Entergy meeting

 7 space.

 8 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

 9 Since our last working group

10 meeting, I've been trying to raise this

11 issue to try to reduce the expenses that

12 Entergy is responsible for.  And right

13 now, I think what we're going to move

14 toward -- I've talked with Entergy, and

15 I've talked with -- Stone, Pigman stepped

16 up -- I thank both of them.  Our working

17 group meetings, which are closed and

18 precede meetings with the stakeholders,

19 we're going to start doing those -- well,

20 the sequence of meetings, we're probably

21 going to alternate.  One month will be at

22 DFW, and the next month we'll be down here

23 in New Orleans.  And when we're in New

24 Orleans, Entergy will make available

25 conference space, room big enough for
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 1 about 50 to 60 people, which will help out

 2 on those expenses.  And then Stone, Pigman

 3 made available to the working group for

 4 our closed meeting one of their conference

 5 rooms.  So every other month, the meeting

 6 expenses should be significantly reduced.

 7 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 8 Okay.  Good.  Anything else on

 9 the budget?

10 MR. BRIGHT:  

11 That's it.

12 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

13 Why don't we take a ten-minute

14 break?  And we'll start again promptly in

15 ten minutes.  Thank you.

16 (Recess.) 

17 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

18 All right.  Why don't we go

19 ahead and get started.  Again, for those

20 audience -- those folks who are coming in,

21 make sure you have signed up on the

22 sign-up sheet.  

23 COURT REPORTER:  

24 And I have that.

25 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  
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 1 You have that.  The court

 2 reporter has the sign-in sheet or sheets.  

 3 All right.  Next up on the

 4 agenda, the reports from Entergy.  I think

 5 the first item is the construction plan.

 6 MR. LONG:  

 7 I'm going to break the mold and

 8 not sit over here, because I can't see my

 9 own slides, so I'm going to walk over

10 here.  

11 We were asked the -- you know,

12 there's some remaining date differences

13 between the ICT's need-by date identified

14 in the base plan and Entergy's

15 construction plan, so this is to go

16 through a few of those and just kind of

17 show the overall -- why there's a

18 difference at all and then go into a few

19 details on the few projects that there

20 remain differences on.  

21 And just a little bit of

22 background.  The ICT's need-by date -- you

23 know, they do the same basic analysis we

24 do.  They look at 10 years of cases,

25 off-peak and on-peak cases, through
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 1 various activities that they do, like

 2 their base plan development and

 3 reliability assessments.  And when they

 4 see an overload or a voltage -- a bus

 5 voltage violation in some future year,

 6 2012 or whatever it is, then the need-by

 7 date is set at that date, and their load

 8 shows up in year "X" and their need-by

 9 date is going to be year "X."  What they

10 don't consider is construction time and

11 material lead time, outages that are

12 necessary, all the things that go into how

13 you actually would construct the project.

14 And, you know, it's just not necessary for

15 what they need -- need the date for.  You

16 know, the date they have is primarily used

17 in their cost allocation to just determine

18 if an upgrade that's identified as a

19 necessary upgrade for a transmission

20 service is -- you know, they just set that

21 date so that they can compare that to the

22 start date of transmission service and

23 determine whether that upgrade is a base

24 plan upgrade or a supplemental upgrade.  

25 You can go to the next one.



   100

 1 Entergy's proposed in-service

 2 date, we would look at the same kind of

 3 things, ten years of cases, off-peak and

 4 on-peak and, you know, some of the similar

 5 type of analysis that the ICT does, the

 6 difference being, if we see a violation in

 7 year "X," then our proposed in-service

 8 date is set for that year if it's possible

 9 to build the project by that year.  And

10 it's the same basic, you know, analysis

11 that goes in, if you see a thermal

12 overload or a bus voltage violation, then

13 you can identify a project.  If it's

14 determined that we can't build it by that

15 need-by date, then we'll set it to the

16 earliest possible date that we think we

17 can build the project.  We'll take into

18 consideration all the factors that are

19 associated with actually building a

20 transmission line or upgrading equipment.

21 Okay.

22 Also in our -- in our

23 construction plan, especially when you see

24 a project that's a new -- a new addition

25 to the construction plan, the in-service
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 1 estimates, the date estimates, you know,

 2 they're rough, because we don't know all

 3 the details for the project.  We don't

 4 know if there are wetlands or

 5 archeological sites or any of that kind of

 6 stuff early on when we first identify a

 7 project.  So as we -- as we scope the

 8 projects, those things get defined.

 9 Sometimes they get extended forever;

10 sometimes we realize we can do something a

11 little quicker.  

12 And then, also, if we have

13 projects that show up that are, you know,

14 more urgent projects, where the violations

15 are worse or the risk is more, then we'll

16 do things to see what we can do, you know,

17 to expedite those things.  Usually, when

18 you expedite something, you pay more for

19 it.  So we might be able to -- for

20 example, we might be able to get a

21 transformer -- instead of 18 months, we

22 might be able to pay the factory extra

23 money and get it in 12 months or 14

24 months.  We'll do that if it's an urgent

25 need.  And then sometimes we'd like to
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 1 build, you know, some big facility that

 2 would give us, you know, 25 years of load

 3 growth potential or something, but

 4 sometimes that takes a lot longer, so

 5 we'll scale back that design to give us 10

 6 years or 15 years of future capacity.  So

 7 we do those things on urgent projects to

 8 try to move them along a little faster.

 9 And then if it's a project that's not

10 quite as critical and you may -- and it

11 has some kind of influence on another

12 critical project, we may delay that

13 project so we can get the more urgent one

14 done more quickly.  

15 You know, a prime example would

16 be, you know, if you have two projects in

17 an area where you need an outage, those

18 outages conflict with each other so that

19 you can't take them out at the same time,

20 you would delay the less critical project

21 and expedite the more critical project.

22 Okay.  So the dates will be

23 different in those cases where the ICT's

24 need-by date is simply not constructible

25 by that date.  We have -- when we set the
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 1 in-service date on our projects, we'll --

 2 and, generally, they're the same projects.

 3 They're just -- the date difference is due

 4 to things like right-of-way acquisition

 5 where, you know, you get into regulatory

 6 and legal drag that goes along with

 7 right-of-way.  Equipment; some of the

 8 equipment that we buy you can order it

 9 today and you'll get it two years from

10 now; and some, even more than that,

11 specialized orders.  So the lead time is

12 very long; although with the current

13 economy, we have seen shorter lead times

14 in recent months.  

15 And then when we have -- you

16 have to have outages a lot of times to do

17 the work.  So if you need an outage in an

18 area, you may not be able to take that

19 outage where the system is at its max

20 usage.  There may be, instead of 12 months

21 of continuous time to do the project, you

22 may have to do four months, put the line

23 back in-service, and then wait till the

24 fall and do another four months, and

25 continue that until you get the project
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 1 done.  

 2 All right, next.  

 3 And then sometimes, you know,

 4 things will pop up at the last minute.

 5 We'll do an analysis in 2009, and lo and

 6 behold, there's this issue in 2010 you've

 7 never seen before.  And it happens for

 8 various reasons.  It could be -- we had an

 9 example in Arkansas this past year where

10 there was some agricultural equipment

11 that's used in central Arkansas and for

12 years they've used diesel generators to

13 turn these pumps.  Well, they elected

14 to -- they would install electric pumps

15 instead.  So we had several megawatts

16 added on a line that was -- you know,

17 didn't have a lot of capacity left, so lo

18 and behold, we need a project.  And the

19 same thing happens with the ICT.

20 Sometimes they'll identify one, you know,

21 with not enough lead time to actually

22 build the project.  That's the exception.

23 The majority of the projects that we see,

24 we can identify in advance of when they're

25 needed in plenty of time to construct.
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 1 All right.  Just from the -- we

 2 give monthly updates now on the

 3 construction plan, how it's going and what

 4 status all the projects have.  So from the

 5 August update we made to the E-RSC, there

 6 were 120 projects in there.  107 of those

 7 projects, the dates matched.  So the ICT's

 8 need-by date and Entergy's in-service date

 9 matched.  13, the remaining 13, Entergy's

10 date was after the ICT's need-by date.

11 Three of the 13 -- three of those 13 are

12 already completed and in-service, so

13 they're in-service.  They were later than

14 the ICT need-by date, but they're now

15 in-service.  So there's 10 active projects

16 as of a few days ago where construction is

17 ongoing, but there is a difference in

18 the -- of the date.  Seven of the ten --

19 you know, there is seven of the ten that

20 we'll continue to use note B, our local

21 load shedding, if we actually get into

22 those conditions where we need that

23 project, summer heat day, we get a line

24 out, it's the right line out, we could

25 have to shed load and use note B for that.
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 1 It's a low likelihood, but it's possible.

 2 Three of them, three of the ten, we could

 3 use -- re-dispatch our network resources

 4 to fix the violation.  

 5 All 10 of the projects are, you

 6 know, under construction.  They're

 7 proceeding as rapidly -- not all under

 8 construction.  They're all under either

 9 design or construction, and they're moving

10 along as rapidly as they can.  

11 And, also, there are -- three of

12 the ten, we changed gears right at the

13 last minute last year, before the ICT had

14 a chance to really review that, and we

15 think that the base plan comes up this

16 year.  Three of those dates, the ICT will

17 change.  Their dates match the Entergy

18 in-service date.  

19 So 92 percent of the active

20 projects are proceeding on a schedule

21 that's consistent with the ICT need-by

22 date.  And those others are reflected

23 there, and I'll go through each one in a

24 little bit in a minute.

25 Okay.  In Arkansas, we have
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 1 three.  We have a New Holland Bottoms to

 2 Hamlet line.

 3 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

 4 Do you mind if I ask one

 5 question?

 6 MR. LONG:  

 7 Sure.

 8 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

 9 Go back when either you have the

10 re-dispatch or use of note B.  Is there

11 ever a cost -- determination of what it

12 costs to re-dispatch or to use note B?

13 MR. LONG:  

14 We don't use -- in a long-term

15 planning model, it's just one peak.  For

16 instance, generally, it's the one peak

17 hour of the summer that we see where we

18 need to re-dispatch.  So we don't look at

19 an hourly run of a load flow case to see

20 what the re-dispatch cost will be.  And

21 the note -- you know, the note B stuff,

22 there's -- we don't identify a cost for

23 that.

24 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

25 But I assume that in your
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 1 system, at least within ERCOT, when we

 2 talk about re-dispatch, we're talking

 3 about an increased cost or some sort.  I

 4 mean, there's an economic cost to

 5 re-dispatch.

 6 MR. LONG:  

 7 In general, that's, you know, on

 8 the average to be true.  There are --

 9 there are -- and I don't remember the

10 specific details, but I know some of the

11 things that we were -- we look at, I know

12 one in particular the re-dispatch costs

13 would be probably a few dollars because

14 the two generators you have to re-dispatch

15 are almost identical units, so -- but we

16 do -- we do have ...

17 Okay.  So in Arkansas, we've got

18 three projects:  New Holland Bottoms to

19 Hamlet, upgrade of the Jonesboro to

20 Hergett line, New Benton North to Benton

21 South line.  In Louisiana, we've got two

22 new lines, the new Willow Glen to Conway

23 230 and the Iron Man to Tezcuco 230.  In

24 Mississippi, three new lines:  New Ray

25 Braswell to Wynndale, Getwell to Church
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 1 Road, and Getwell to Senatobia Industrial,

 2 and that includes New Auto to Senatobia

 3 Industrial, as well.  And in Texas, we

 4 have a new switching station and College

 5 Station, and we have a conversion on an

 6 existing 138 kV line from Lewis Creek to

 7 Jacinto that we're going to convert to 230

 8 and then New Auto at Lewis Creek.

 9 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

10 We have a question from one of

11 the members.

12 COUNCILWOMAN HEDGE-MORRELL:  

13 Let's go back to Louisiana.  I

14 know the Tezcuco line is probably up

15 around Baton Rouge; is that correct?

16 MR. LONG:  

17 It's in the industrial corridor

18 between New Orleans and Baton Rouge.

19 COUNCILWOMAN HEDGE-MORRELL:  

20 Okay.  And Conway is where?

21 MR. LONG:  

22 Conway is, again, industrial

23 corridor just south of Baton Rouge,

24 southeast of Baton Rouge.

25 COUNCILWOMAN HEDGE-MORRELL:  
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 1 So, again, I'm going to ask the

 2 question I'm always asking you guys:  When

 3 are you going to put some generation lines

 4 that come from St. Tammany or Slidell into

 5 New Orleans?

 6 MR. LONG:  

 7 We don't have plans that I'm

 8 aware of to build lines from north of the

 9 lake to south of the lake.  The plans that

10 we have include some lines from the

11 northwest --

12 COUNCILWOMAN HEDGE-MORRELL:  

13 If you have another Gustav,

14 literally you still leave New Orleans in

15 that island situation where there's only

16 one line that can provide service to them

17 if for some reason that Baton Rouge

18 corridor is knocked out.

19 MR. LONG:  

20 I think -- and I'm not probably

21 the one to speak to hardening.  I know

22 there's been some hardening studies done

23 in that area to see what would need to be

24 done to -- a hurricane, being New Orleans

25 is essentially a peninsula, --
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 1 COUNCILWOMAN HEDGE-MORRELL:  

 2 Uh-huh.

 3 MR. LONG:  

 4 -- it would be difficult to

 5 build enough lines into the New Orleans

 6 area such that you would have enough of

 7 them that all of them could be --

 8 COUNCILWOMAN HEDGE-MORRELL:  

 9 But it would seem to me that,

10 for the New Orleans area, you would have

11 to have -- if you had another generation

12 line coming from the St. Tammany/Slidell,

13 then we wouldn't be keeping our fingers

14 crossed like we did with Gustav.  Luckily,

15 that one line could keep us up and

16 running.

17 MR. LONG:  

18 I think New Orleans is such a

19 compact geographical area in a hurricane

20 so large that the lines east of the --

21 north of the lake, east of the lake or

22 west of the city would not -- it's just

23 too small of a geographic area to build

24 enough lines to say we'll never have all

25 of them out.
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 1 COUNCILWOMAN HEDGE-MORRELL:  

 2 I'm -- that's not what I'm

 3 asking.  I'm saying is that under the

 4 scenario that was Gustav, all of the lines

 5 coming from the Baton Rouge -- down that

 6 Baton Rouge corridor, which right now is

 7 approximately 15 lines, were knocked out

 8 is.

 9 MR. LONG:  

10 Right.

11 COUNCILWOMAN HEDGE-MORRELL:  

12 And although New Orleans had no

13 impact from Gustav, had it not been from

14 that one line coming from north of the

15 lake, the city would have been without

16 power as long as Baton Rouge was without

17 power.  So it seems to me, when you're

18 looking at putting generation lines in, it

19 would have behooved Entergy to look at

20 putting one more line on that St. Tammany

21 corridor so that, if that scenario

22 happened again, you would have a means of

23 giving New Orleans power.  That doesn't

24 exist.  

25 And I think the other thing is
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 1 that you can't think of New Orleans as

 2 just a city within a state.  It's a major

 3 port.  It's a hub for this state.  So you

 4 can't have it wiped out just because you

 5 have one corridor of lines wiped out.  I

 6 mean, the impact will not just impact us,

 7 but it will impact the whole United States

 8 in terms of, you know, natural gas and all

 9 kinds of other stuff.

10 MR. LONG:  

11 And, again, I'm probably not the

12 best one to answer the hardening --

13 MS. DESPEAUX:  

14 Can I offer -- and I can just

15 offer it.  Councilwoman, I think, you

16 know, given your questions, which are very

17 valid, maybe the next E-RSC meeting we

18 could have somebody that could come in and

19 respond better to your questions so that

20 we can get them answered.  I think,

21 Charles, as he said, is probably not the

22 right guy, but we do have people like Doug

23 Powell and others that could respond.

24 COUNCILWOMAN HEDGE-MORRELL:  

25 Would you do that?
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 1 MS. DESPEAUX:  

 2 Yes, yes.

 3 COUNCILWOMAN HEDGE-MORRELL:  

 4 Thank you.

 5 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  

 6 If I could comment with Council

 7 Morrell, I want you to know that we have

 8 had discussion with Entergy --

 9 COUNCILWOMAN HEDGE-MORRELL:  

10 Oh, I know, yeah.

11 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  

12 -- from a conditions standpoint

13 to build a redundancy loop, which would

14 come around -- basically come around New

15 Orleans and then tie in Cleco's lines in,

16 like, Houma, Morgan City -- 

17 COUNCILWOMAN HEDGE-MORRELL:  

18 Uh-huh.

19 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  

20 -- and then go on out.  So you

21 have an east-west service into New

22 Orleans, as well as the northwest to Baton

23 Rouge.  So I know that it has been studied

24 to some degree, and it would be good if

25 Doug could bring us up-to-date because it
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 1 would eliminate and would help the whole

 2 state, as well as just New Orleans, so...

 3 COUNCILWOMAN HEDGE-MORRELL:  

 4 Well, I think, you know, it's

 5 just something that we got a little

 6 picture of during Gustav.  And I always

 7 think, if you're forewarned, you ought to

 8 take advantage of that, because it was

 9 such a lucky thing that we were able to

10 keep power on in the city.  I mean, it

11 would have been a catastrophe statewide,

12 as well as citywide, if we were not able

13 to do that and we had been out as long

14 as --

15 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  

16 As we were in Baton Rouge,

17 right.

18 COUNCILWOMAN HEDGE-MORRELL:  

19 Yeah.  Well, we had -- you know,

20 we had gone through Katrina and Ike and

21 all of them, so...

22 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  

23 It was our turn, I guess.

24 COUNCILWOMAN HEDGE-MORRELL:  

25 It was your turn.  
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 1 Thank you.

 2 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 3 What you're really saying is,

 4 when you've got a more robust -- more

 5 robust transmission backbone, you're less

 6 likely to -- while you can never say never

 7 to those kinds of storms, when you've got

 8 more redundancy and more options, you're

 9 less likely to experience it.  We

10 certainly -- that's been our experience in

11 Texas.

12 COUNCILWOMAN HEDGE-MORRELL:  

13 Thank you.

14 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

15 Continue.

16 MR. LONG:  

17 Move ahead.  

18 Okay.  This is the Holland

19 Bottoms to Hamlet line.  It's in -- just

20 northeast of Little Rock and just some

21 kind of dates and what's going on with

22 that project.  Before we built the Hamlet

23 line, the 161 line, we have to have

24 Holland Bottoms, which is under

25 construction now.  So that's one of the
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 1 milestones is we have to have a place to

 2 connect the line.  We have a 500 kV to 161

 3 kV autotransformer.  The Holland Bottoms

 4 station is scheduled to complete

 5 December 2011.  The autotransformer, where

 6 we actually utilize -- where we expand the

 7 Holland bottom stations include a 161 kV

 8 portion.  The transformer is due to be

 9 installed March of '12.  We need 22 miles

10 of right-of-way for the new line up

11 through -- well, north of Little Rock, so

12 we are actively pursuing that.  And we

13 hope to have the right-of-way acquired by

14 August of 2011.  Then we've got to

15 construct the line.  We'll have that

16 completed by June of 2012.  I'm sorry.

17 Hamlet switching station, which is the

18 northwest connection, completed by

19 June 2012, and then the line completed

20 August of 2012.  Then we have to reroute

21 some nearby 161 lines at Hamlet, and that

22 will take place at the same time the new

23 lines are being constructed.  

24 So the risks and the issues that

25 we have with this one is we have 22 miles
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 1 of right-of-way and this is some -- you

 2 know, some growing areas of Arkansas,

 3 where land is -- you know, is certainly

 4 not free.  And the autotransformer

 5 delivery, it's on order.  Sometimes

 6 they're delayed due to factory issues or

 7 shipping issues, so that will be another

 8 risk.  We need that transformer on time.

 9 And then we have an operating guide at

10 Hamlet in the interim we installed last

11 year, year before last to help with some

12 of the local issues with loop flows in

13 that area to protect the local area while

14 we're building it.  Just stop me if anyone

15 has got any questions.  Let's move on to

16 try to save some time.  

17 Okay.  This is the only upgrade

18 that we had a difference on dates, and the

19 reason that this one is experiencing some

20 delays is we have a lot of activity in

21 this area that requires outages.  We have

22 three -- three major construction

23 activities that kind of play here with

24 this upgrade.  We can't take all the items

25 at the same time.  Some things are
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 1 associated with some transmission service

 2 that was granted a couple of years ago.  I

 3 mean, we've got a project in Ebony where

 4 we have to build some -- we're building a

 5 new switching station at Ebony.  And then,

 6 I think, yeah, the Parkin to Twist line is

 7 just a reliability upgrade.  So it's just

 8 an issue getting all the outages

 9 coordinated and scheduled in this area is

10 the reason this was delayed.

11 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

12 We have a question from one of

13 the members.

14 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

15 Yes.  Under these where you show

16 the key dates, what is the difference

17 between the need-by date of the ICT and

18 the in-service date?  You have a date -- I

19 assume that's just your date of getting it

20 in?

21 MR. LONG:  

22 That is.  And I failed to put

23 the other dates in there.  I probably

24 should have, and I just failed to do that.

25 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  
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 1 It is my understanding the

 2 Holland Bottoms, by looking at the

 3 spreadsheet, it's a year behind -- well,

 4 behind what?

 5 MR. LONG:  

 6 The need-by date.

 7 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

 8 Once again, getting very

 9 parochial, not only is that Arkansas, but

10 that's my hometown of North Little Rock.

11 Okay.  And if you could just do that for

12 each one, I think that would be helpful.

13 MR. LONG:  

14 I won't be able to do it because

15 I don't remember them all.  

16 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

17 You don't remember them all?

18 MR. LONG:  

19 I apologize for that.  I just

20 know that the ones that are going on, they

21 are at various stages of -- linked behind

22 the ICT's need-by dates.

23 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

24 I think that would be good to

25 know, to see how far behind it is, but
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 1 anyway.

 2 MR. LONG:  

 3 One more.

 4 Okay.  Then North Benton South.

 5 This is a pretty short line.  It's about 8

 6 miles; however, it's in an area that's

 7 already very developed, and so we have

 8 some right-of-way issues around the City

 9 of Benton.  We have to build two switching

10 stations.  We have Benton North and Benton

11 South.  115 kV stations today are

12 (inaudible) so that any fault on that

13 line, any lightning strikes, that station

14 is going to go out.  So part of this

15 project is to convert those two stations

16 to breaker stations to deliver reliability

17 in the City of Benton and won't be

18 (inaudible).  So we have to build those

19 two stations.  We're scheduled to get

20 those completed in June 2012.  We're

21 working on a right-of-way as we speak, and

22 we hope to have it by next summer.  And

23 then it will take us about a year to build

24 the line.  And this will be another area

25 where we could have some outage.  The
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 1 window of outage will probably not be 12

 2 months, it will be shorter than that.  

 3 So the risks and the issues, the

 4 main one is the right-of-way acquisition

 5 in and around the City of Benton.  Another

 6 note on this one, when the ICT -- this is

 7 something that is prevalent in many of the

 8 projects, but it was originally identified

 9 as just installing a capacity bank, which

10 we could have done in a short time and met

11 the ICT's need-by date.  But it provided a

12 very short-term solution for the area that

13 wouldn't allow for any economic activity

14 in the area much beyond what was already

15 there.  So we elected to build the line

16 and provide a superior product.  It

17 provides a much longer-term solution where

18 it will serve that city and that area

19 around there for many years, whereas the

20 capacitor would have been, you know, a

21 very short-term -- very short-term

22 solution.  So on some of these, we could

23 meet the need-by date.  It would be with a

24 project that we felt like was -- was

25 not -- not the best option.
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 1 Okay.  Next.  

 2 Willow Glen to Conway is a new

 3 line.  This one we're still scoping and

 4 getting under the details of exactly how

 5 we're going to build the line, where it's

 6 going to route, that kind of thing.

 7 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

 8 Charles, this is Sam.  Over

 9 here, sorry.  On the previous one, in your

10 notes, you indicated that the ICT

11 identified the need-by date of 2009, and

12 y'all replaced that capacitor -- that

13 proposed capacitor bank with something

14 else.  When you do that, do you go back to

15 the ICT and visit with them?

16 MR. LONG:  

17 Yes, we do.  And that's another

18 interesting point on this one is, you

19 know, the ICT identified it in 2009, and

20 it was needed in 2009.  So there's not a

21 whole lot of stuff we could get in-service

22 by 2009.  But, in any case, you know,

23 given the -- given the long-term outlook

24 in this area, we felt like the line -- but

25 we did go back and visit with the ICT.
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 1 They agreed with our solution as a

 2 superior solution.  And although it's

 3 beyond the need-by date, it's still the

 4 right thing to do.

 5 Okay.  The -- as we started

 6 looking at this line, I think we

 7 originally had a 2014 in-service date on

 8 this line.  It looks like we've got some

 9 opportunities to route the line in some

10 areas where the right-of-way will be less

11 difficult to acquire.  Primarily due to

12 that, we think we can accelerate this to a

13 2013 date instead of a 2014 date.  We're

14 not absolutely sure on that yet, but

15 things are looking promising.  The

16 right-of-way in this area is a very

17 congested industrial corridor between New

18 Orleans and Baton Rouge.  There is an

19 enormous amount of transmission, pipeline

20 and other facilities in this area, so

21 we're going to have to kind of snake

22 through there and find a route, but we are

23 confident that we can accelerate this one

24 a little bit.  The outages in this area --

25 sometimes we have to coordinate outages --
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 1 COUNCILWOMAN HEDGE-MORRELL:  

 2 Excuse me.  Can I --

 3 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 4 We have a question.  

 5 MR. LONG:  

 6 Go ahead.

 7 COUNCILWOMAN HEDGE-MORRELL:  

 8 When you're picking a route and

 9 it's in a very congested area, why don't

10 you go underground instead of going

11 above-ground?

12 MR. LONG:  

13 Underground transmission is

14 very, very, very expensive.  Like, ten

15 times --

16 COUNCILWOMAN HEDGE-MORRELL:  

17 But if you do a cost/benefit

18 analysis and you look at an area like that

19 corridor between Baton Rouge and New

20 Orleans, and you look at how long the

21 hurricane season is and you look at what

22 the cost is when you have to put those

23 lines back in action -- and sometimes a

24 tropical storm could knock out those lines

25 just as quickly as a heavy storm or
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 1 sometimes just one of these gust things

 2 that come through.  Do you factor all that

 3 in in deciding what is best?

 4 MR. LONG:  

 5 Generally, unless there's some

 6 special circumstance, we're going to only

 7 really look at an overhead line.  If

 8 there's some special need for an

 9 underground transmission solution, we will

10 evaluate that.  In this particular area, I

11 would say going underground would be at

12 least as congested, if not more, than

13 going overhead, because there's an

14 enormous amount of gas pipelines and other

15 product pipelines that feed all these

16 industrial facilities, as well as their

17 own underground distribution networks and

18 that kind of thing.

19 COUNCILWOMAN HEDGE-MORRELL:  

20 You can't tag in to some of

21 those pipelines?

22 MR. LONG:  

23 Well, it's -- no.  The pipelines

24 carry gas.  We need to carry electricity.

25 They carry natural gas.
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 1 COUNCILWOMAN HEDGE-MORRELL:  

 2 Well, we're doing gas somewhere

 3 around anyway.

 4 MR. LONG:  

 5 You can't.

 6 COUNCILWOMAN HEDGE-MORRELL:  

 7 You can't put -- 

 8 MR. LONG:  

 9 No.

10 COUNCILWOMAN HEDGE-MORRELL:  

11 -- electricity next to gas.

12 Okay.

13 MR. LONG:  

14 No.

15 MS. DESPEAUX:  

16 Can I make one more suggestion,

17 that, you know, the point about hardening,

18 which is what -- where your question goes

19 to is really hardening the system, might

20 be something we could also include in the

21 discussion at the next E-RSC to kind of go

22 through some of the analysis that's been

23 done, including underground transmission.

24 So that would be something else we could

25 cover.  We'll make Powell do that, as
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 1 well.

 2 MR. LONG:  

 3 Okay.  Next.

 4 Okay.  Iron Man to Tezcuco.

 5 This one is -- we've got right-of-way

 6 acquirements of about 10 miles.  We hope

 7 to have that complete by September of this

 8 year, which is obviously rapidly

 9 approaching, so still on schedule.  We

10 need a site for the Iron Man substation.

11 We hope to have that by January.  We have

12 some environmental permitting that's

13 underway there.  We hope to have it

14 completed by July of next year.  The

15 right-of-way -- oh, we started

16 right-of-way acquisition in September.  I

17 knew that sounded bad.  Complete line

18 right-of-way acquisition by February of

19 2012, so we've got about a year and a half

20 around that.  And then complete the line

21 in February 2013.

22 Again, it's in an industrial

23 area, the same general area, a little bit

24 southeast of the line we were just talking

25 about.  We've got 175 tracts of --
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 1 individual tracts of right-of-way to

 2 purchase.  We have, again, some industrial

 3 facilities, one in particular, that we'll

 4 have to coordinate with on an outage so

 5 that we can attach that line to the

 6 station that's immediately adjacent to

 7 their facility.  This one, the ICT

 8 originally had as 2011.  That's one of

 9 your dates.  We expect that the ICT will

10 agree that the in-service date that we

11 have of 2013 is appropriate based on new

12 information.  We've got some -- you know,

13 the models update every year, so we think

14 that the ICT, when they do their base plan

15 analysis this year, will agree with the

16 2013 in-service date.  And then in the

17 interim, we've got a generation in the

18 area that can mitigate the issue that

19 we're going to eventually solve with the

20 new line.

21 Ray Braswell to Wynndale is a

22 new -- it's going to be a 230 kV line.

23 We're going to operate it initially at

24 115.  So it's going to go from the Jackson

25 area down south into the Byram area.  We
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 1 need a new substation there.  We need a

 2 new attachment point.  CCN, we hope to

 3 have that by February of '11.  It's --

 4 we're working on that now.  We need the

 5 site, the Wynndale site, which is the

 6 southern termination point for the line.

 7 Hope to have that by May of next year.  We

 8 need 26 miles of right-of-way.  While it's

 9 Mississippi, this does have to be in some

10 areas where we do expect some right-of-way

11 acquisition difficulties.  That's 26 miles

12 of it.  So December of '11 for

13 right-of-way acquisition.  We need to

14 build a new station.  The new station is

15 going to be capable of operating at 230,

16 as well, and capable of a second

17 autotransformer system.  It's going to be

18 a pretty big station.  And then December

19 2013, we'll finish the line.  Issues in

20 this one is right-of-way acquisition and

21 CCN process.  We'll have to go -- the

22 routing and all of that will be subject to

23 the CCN process, so it could cause some

24 delays just because the line is fairly

25 long.  But it does provide some new --
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 1 some new economic growth opportunities in

 2 the Wynndale industrial site, which is

 3 down there in the southern (inaudible) of

 4 the line.  We might can come up with some

 5 quicker, less elaborate projects for this

 6 one.  This is another one where the

 7 benefits outweigh the delay.

 8 Getwell to Church Road is in the

 9 Southaven area.  We've had some shuffling

10 going on up here.  There's another project

11 we'll talk about in a minute.  But we

12 originally had talked about or had planned

13 to upgrade our tie -- one of our 161 kV

14 ties with TVA in the Southaven area.  It

15 turned out that we could not reach

16 agreement with TVA on how we would split

17 the cost of upgrading that line.  So we

18 abandoned that plan, and we accelerated

19 this project, which was originally planned

20 for 2014 or 2015.  We accelerated this

21 project to the maximum extent we could,

22 which is 2013, to allow us to solve some

23 of the same problems that the TVA intertie

24 would have done.  So we've got the Church

25 Road substation, which is a distribution
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 1 substation already under construction

 2 there.  We'll attach to that point and

 3 build a new line.  We expect that station

 4 to be complete in June of 2012.  We'll

 5 attach it to -- we'll make the

 6 improvements at Getwell, expand that

 7 station to accept the new line in June of

 8 2013 along with the completing the line in

 9 2013.  This one has got right-of-way

10 acquisition in the Southaven area, which

11 is a very high-growth area of Mississippi.

12 A lot of economic activity still ongoing

13 up there, and we'll have to coordinate

14 some outages associated with the other

15 project.

16 Getwell to Senatobia is the line

17 that continues from Getwell and goes

18 south.  This one was originally earlier,

19 but since we now have accelerated the

20 northern piece of the line, we can delay

21 this piece of the line.  And these two

22 projects that involve Getwell, we believe

23 that the ICT will agree on the date

24 changes based on the new information on

25 not doing the upgrade at Horn Lake.  So



   133

 1 this one, while one will be accelerated,

 2 we need the outages and all to do that

 3 project, so this one is decelerated and

 4 slowed down.  It's been moved from 2013 to

 5 2015, but it's in time for the issues that

 6 we see.

 7 The Getwell to Church Road, we

 8 need that line first.  It's June of 2013.

 9 The Getwell line terminal that will go

10 south is June 2015.  We need a station at

11 Senatobia industrial.  That's also

12 June 2015.  And then the new 230 kV line

13 goes down by June 2015.  This one, again,

14 especially on the northern end, we expect

15 some right-of-way acquisition difficulties

16 as it leaves the Southaven area, and we'll

17 have to coordinate outages in this -- in

18 this Southaven area for all those

19 projects.

20 CHAIRMAN PRESLEY:  

21 Ken, could I ask a quick

22 question?  

23 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

24 You bet, Brandon.

25 CHAIRMAN PRESLEY:  
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 1 I'm just wondering, and I'm

 2 having a real tough time hearing this

 3 presentation, so I may have to get a recap

 4 from some of the Entergy personnel because

 5 it's hard to hear on the phone.  Was some

 6 of the issues that have been moving it up

 7 the priority list, anything related to the

 8 economic development there in the

 9 Senatobia industrial area, where we've

10 several plants come in?  Was that some of

11 the factors?

12 MR. LONG:  

13 The line that goes south into

14 Senatobia industrial, we had -- we had

15 originally talked about doing this project

16 in pieces, you know, kind of doing the

17 first leg, and then the next leg, moving

18 south down that existing 115 corridor.

19 But we see the opportunity in the

20 Senatobia area that -- for growth in that

21 area.  So what that ultimately steered us

22 toward is this longer 230 line that

23 terminates there.

24 CHAIRMAN PRESLEY:  

25 Okay.  Thank you.  I think I
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 1 heard that answer.  Thanks.

 2 MR. LONG:  

 3 Okay.  Next one?

 4 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 5 You can skip over the Texas

 6 ones, unless -- I'm familiar with those --

 7 unless anybody else is interested, and you

 8 can go to your summary.

 9 MR. LONG:  

10 All right.  Last slide.  

11 Okay.  So just to kind of sum it

12 up, you know, when you think about one

13 project, it can get -- you know, it's

14 complicated sometimes just to imagine one

15 project, but we have 120 of them that

16 we're managing.  So what we did, when

17 we -- we shift gears a little over a year

18 ago.  We started -- you know, we started

19 to plan without the use of note B.  When

20 we did that, we had to kind of back up and

21 manage the overall portfolio of projects

22 together, not just each individual

23 project, just to make sure we had the

24 right priorities on projects and we got

25 them all done as quickly as we could.  So
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 1 that's kind of the way -- you know, we go

 2 about it.  We manage the whole thing as a

 3 group, and we move things around as we can

 4 to meet the individual needs.

 5 If we get -- and we've got long

 6 lead times on some of this stuff.  Some of

 7 this equipment takes two years to get so

 8 that dictates schedules sometimes.  If you

 9 didn't have a transformer to put in, you

10 just have to wait for it to get there.  So

11 sometimes we can -- we can pull resources

12 off of those long lead time jobs and work

13 on some with shorter lead times while we

14 wait on them.  

15 If we get an ice storm or a

16 hurricane, you know, during time of

17 construction, sometimes we have to pull

18 resources that are building things and

19 make them restore things, and that can

20 delay projects.  So if you have a big

21 system event, it -- you know, it can

22 impact your resources.  

23 Some of these places, getting

24 outages is tough.  We have -- you know, we

25 have areas -- you know, 20 years ago when
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 1 I started looking at all this stuff, you

 2 know, fall and spring, you could take most

 3 anything out and work on it.  But that's

 4 not the case anymore with all the market

 5 activity and the loop flows to go along

 6 with all the folks around us.  There are

 7 areas of the transmission system that just

 8 never unload, so you have to carefully

 9 plan the outages.  And you're coordinating

10 not only with your own transmission work

11 that you have, generators that need to be

12 maintained, the transmission systems that

13 need to be maintained and distribution,

14 and then you have all your neighbors that

15 are trying to do the same thing.  So just

16 getting outages at times is tough.  

17 And then every year, actually

18 multiple times a year, we look at the

19 overall list of projects and we identify

20 ones that we need to adjust, we move them

21 up, we move them back, but the overall

22 portfolio is optimized all the time to

23 build everything, the whole set of

24 projects, as quickly as possible.

25 MS. SCHMIDT:  



   138

 1 This is Kristine Schmidt from

 2 ESPY Energy Solutions.  And I want to get

 3 back to Council Morrell's question about

 4 undergrounding transmission.  And I

 5 understand that Entergy's not evaluating

 6 that as an option, probably because it

 7 doesn't make the most sense in most of

 8 your areas.  But I don't want to leave

 9 Council Morrell under the impression that

10 there is not undergrounding transmission.

11 It is a very common practice in many parts

12 of the country, especially as you go under

13 waterways, rivers, et cetera, but also in

14 densely populated areas.  In New York

15 City, for example, all of their

16 transmission is underground.  And there

17 are issues and rules associated with

18 sharing right-of-ways so that you don't

19 have concerns about putting electricity

20 next or near natural gas.  So there is a

21 tremendous opportunity associated with

22 that, and I think the examples of having

23 dedicated lines into New Orleans or an

24 evaluation possibly by the ICT to study

25 what would it cost to go underground for
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 1 transmission.  The lines that are being

 2 developed these days have polyethylene

 3 protection around them, so as they go

 4 underground they are protected, and they

 5 can have life -- lives of up to 40 years.

 6 So I do think that those transmission

 7 undergrounding projects should be

 8 evaluated.  I don't think it's ten times

 9 as much.  I think some areas it could be

10 four to five times.  It could be up to

11 seven times as much.  But if you look at a

12 40-year life of that line and the fact

13 that you have as many hurricanes as you're

14 prone to have down here, or high winds,

15 it's doubling worth the consideration on

16 the issue.

17 MR. LONG:  

18 Yeah.  And I think -- I think

19 the whole hardening thing with New Orleans

20 is, you know, it's a multi -- I know we

21 did a new study; I'm just not familiar

22 with it.  But it was a multi-prong look at

23 how you keep the transmission system or

24 major portions of the transmission system

25 intact during an event if they're
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 1 underground.  And we have underground.  We

 2 have lines that go under rivers, and we

 3 have a couple of places underground.  It's

 4 just generally more expensive, so it's

 5 generally, you know, the default is going

 6 to be an overhead line is cheaper.  If you

 7 have some compelling reasons other than

 8 just getting from point A to B, then

 9 certainly it's worth looking at, I would

10 agree with you.

11 COUNCILWOMAN HEDGE-MORRELL:  

12 French Quarter is underground --

13 is underground, the entire French Quarter,

14 and -- 

15 MR. LONG:  

16 Well, the distribution network

17 is underground.  The transmission system

18 is not.

19 COUNCILWOMAN HEDGE-MORRELL:  

20 Okay.

21 MR. LONG:  

22 Anything else?

23 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

24 All right.  Thank you.  Did I

25 see a question?  I'm sorry.  
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 1 (No response.)

 2 All right.  Thank you.  In terms

 3 of our next agenda, what time is -- will

 4 they be set up for lunch?

 5 MR. BRIGHT:  

 6 Around 12:00.  

 7 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 8 MISO, how long is your

 9 presentation?  I don't -- I'm sorry.  

10 MR. HADLEY:  

11 15 minutes.

12 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

13 Well, that's what -- about what

14 we've got.  Although, we may -- you can

15 come back for questions.  Oh, I'm sorry.

16 Wait a minute.  We're -- I'm jumping

17 ahead.  I apologize.  Yeah, we've still

18 got two reports from Entergy.  So we'll

19 take up MISO after lunch.

20 MS. DESPEAUX:  

21 And if I could -- Patrick is

22 outside now.  If I could hold off on the

23 first item and come back to that after

24 Patrick and I are visiting about potential

25 ways to deal with the 205 or the
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 1 September 17th filing.  So I might get up

 2 here in a minute and run out to have a

 3 conversation, but I'll certainly be back.

 4 And I can get through my presentation on

 5 the 24th in 15 minutes or less.

 6 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 7 Okay.

 8 MR. BRIGHT:  

 9 This one?

10 MS. DESPEAUX:  

11 Yes, yes.  

12 And on this one, President

13 Anderson and Chairman Suskie had requested

14 that I come in and give an update on the

15 initial 24 proposed modifications, so here

16 is kind of where our tally is on those

17 based on the way we had originally kind of

18 broken them out.  And if you -- yeah,

19 on -- back in March, if you look at this

20 slide, we had broken it out, and there

21 were seven that we thought the ICT had the

22 authority to implement.  There were

23 another seven that we thought could be

24 implemented as part of the extension of

25 the ICT.  And because of the decisional
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 1 authority that was included in the seven

 2 that we could implement during the

 3 extension, there were five additional

 4 items that the E-RSC would then have the

 5 authority to address after they had the

 6 additional, if you will, the 205 authority

 7 and the cost allocation authority.

 8 Then there were four proposals

 9 that we suggested would be better

10 considered, whether we were looking at the

11 longer-term ICT, once we looked at the --

12 beyond the extension to whether or not the

13 ICT or an RTO was appropriate, and we

14 thought the proposals were better

15 considered at that time.  And then there

16 was one of the proposals that Entergy just

17 could not support at that time.  So that's

18 March.  That's where we were in March.

19 Now, if you fast-forward on the

20 next page to where we think we are today,

21 you'll see that the biggest jump has been

22 moving the proposals from those that --

23 oops, sorry -- those that could be

24 included in the extension and moving them

25 up to proposals or variations thereof that
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 1 we're already implementing or that the ICT

 2 has the authority to implement.  And I

 3 think, you know, that's in large part due

 4 to the discussions we've had over the last

 5 few months with this committee, as well as

 6 the working group and the market

 7 participants where we better understood,

 8 you know, what the concerns were and were

 9 able to find ways to address them without

10 waiting for the extension period.  

11 And if you -- on page 4, if you

12 go to page 4, where the -- there were five

13 that moved from proposals that we thought

14 back in March had to wait for the

15 extension, two proposals that are

16 currently being implemented.  The first

17 one, Staff Working Group No. 2, that was a

18 determination -- request for a

19 determination of market-sensitive and

20 confidential information.  And Entergy has

21 now provided a list of that, I believe --

22 people can correct me if I'm wrong, but --

23 has provided a list to the ICT.  

24 Staff Working Group 2 -- or

25 Working Group No. 5 was the request for
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 1 more information on the TLR 5s.  And it's

 2 my understanding that a process is being

 3 implemented now to go ahead and provide

 4 that.  

 5 Staff Working Group 6 was a

 6 report on the construction plan, and we've

 7 already done that.  We're providing that,

 8 I believe, it's on a monthly basis now.

 9 Staff Working Group 7 was

10 related to enhancing the seams agreement.

11 Now, there was -- also included in Staff

12 Working Group 7 was the one-stop shopping.

13 And so we have worked with SPP to enhance

14 the seams agreement.  We filed that.  On

15 the one-stop shopping, we do think that's

16 one of the proposals.  And you'll see it

17 back again in the proposals that should be

18 considered as part of the longer-term ICT

19 option.  

20 And then additional

21 recommendation No. 6, which was a request

22 to have more economic studies beside the

23 five free ones that we currently have

24 included in the tariff, we think that the

25 Bulk Power Study really addressed that
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 1 because it was a request to have studies

 2 on potential upgrades to eliminate RMRs.

 3 And so we think we've covered that with

 4 the Bulk Power Study.  

 5 So we've then gone from seven

 6 that we thought could be implemented or we

 7 needed to wait till the extension to

 8 implement to two.  And the remaining two

 9 both relate to providing the E-RSC with

10 the additional decisional authority.

11 We've talked about the 205s on cost

12 allocation and the ability to add to the

13 construction plan.

14 There were no changes, if you go

15 to the next one.  Remember the block of

16 five that we said could be implemented by

17 the E-RSC once they have the additional

18 authority?  There were no changes in that

19 from the way we thought about it in March.

20 And on the proposals that Entergy would

21 consider in the longer term, we had one

22 proposal that we believe the E-RSC did not

23 adopt, and that was related to having the

24 ICT develop additional markets.  And so we

25 moved that into the kind of that latter
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 1 bucket, which was the proposals that

 2 Entergy did not support or -- and combined

 3 it now with the E-RSC did not adopt.  But

 4 that's our understanding based on the

 5 information that we've seen so far.

 6 And then page 10 is just the

 7 market monitor one.  That's fine.  There

 8 was really no change there.  We just added

 9 the markets -- the addition of the

10 markets.

11 If you go to page 8, I think,

12 you know, you guys -- I don't need to read

13 this.  The one I would say that -- the

14 last one on enhancing the ICT authority to

15 validate ATC and AFC calculations, the ICT

16 already has the authority to validate

17 those, including the inputs.  But we think

18 there might be -- you know, it might be

19 helpful to have further clarity around how

20 we do, you know, the allocation of

21 responsibilities between the ICT and

22 Entergy.  And so if it would be helpful,

23 we'd be willing to work to kind of give

24 better definition to each of our roles in

25 that process.  
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 1 Going on to the next page, the

 2 increase in ICT staffing.  This is one

 3 where I believe Carl is looking at whether

 4 or not there's going to be a need for

 5 additional staffing.  At this point, we

 6 don't have a recommendation, but that's

 7 certainly something that SPP has the

 8 ability to come in and request.

 9 On the -- I think I've already

10 talked about the RMR ones.  Page 10 is

11 the -- related to the E-RSC decisional

12 authority, which we still plan to include

13 for the extension period.  

14 And if you move to page 11, on

15 that one, those are those original five

16 that either -- that really relate to cost

17 allocation or adding projects to the

18 transmission or the construction plan.

19 The one thing I did want to point out is

20 on the three-year planning versus ten-year

21 planning, it's my understanding that the

22 working group may be proposing that we

23 move that from three years to five years.

24 And so, you know, that's something that's

25 continued -- we're continuing to work on.  
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 1 12, I think is, you know,

 2 self-explanatory.  It's very similar to

 3 the list we had back in March, as is 13.

 4 And so looking backwards from March, we

 5 think we've made significant progress over

 6 the last, you know, nine months or however

 7 it is.  And, hopefully, by the end of

 8 October, we'll be able to include the

 9 E-RSC decisional authority, which then we

10 will have covered, you know, the vast

11 majority of the original 24

12 recommendations that have been made.  

13 So we think it's been a very

14 positive year from our standpoint.  And

15 the appendix is just more detail on each

16 of the recommendations, what they were and

17 kind of why we think we put them into the

18 buckets we did.

19 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

20 Any questions, comments,

21 observations?  Jennifer?

22 MS. VOSBURG:  

23 Just a question on the ATC/AFC

24 calculations about kind of giving better

25 definition about who is doing what:  Do
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 1 you have a idea of the process?  Is that

 2 something that would go through the AFC

 3 task force if we get that going?  Or a

 4 time line?  That seems to be a key

 5 starting point.

 6 MS. DESPEAUX:  

 7 I've been advised that it would

 8 be through the working group is what we

 9 were anticipating.

10 MS. VOSBURG:  

11 Thank you.

12 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

13 Okay.  Any others?

14 MS. DESPEAUX:  

15 And if you want, I can go to my

16 next one and get it done with.  I might

17 come back and update you after the lunch

18 break once Patrick and I --

19 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

20 Okay.  We've got about five

21 minutes, so -- 

22 MS. DESPEAUX:  

23 I can get through it in five --

24 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

25 -- the more we can get done
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 1 before lunch, the better.

 2 MS. DESPEAUX:  

 3 Okay.  On the 205 authority, we

 4 understand that it's the LPSC's role to

 5 vote on that during its October B&E

 6 meeting.  And so we're working with

 7 Patrick to decide and figure out how best

 8 to proceed from a FERC filing standpoint,

 9 given the November 17th date.  And -- but,

10 in the interim, based on a brief

11 conversation with President Anderson,

12 Entergy will be getting Sam our comments

13 on the MOU and Attachment X, and we'll

14 work with Sam and the rest of the working

15 group to finalize those before we get to

16 October.

17 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

18 When do you expect to have those

19 comments back to the working group?

20 MS. DESPEAUX:  

21 I would anticipate we can get

22 them back to the working group at the very

23 beginning of next week.

24 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

25 Okay.  Thank you.
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 1 Any -- any questions from the

 2 members?

 3 (No response.)

 4 All right.  Well, I would

 5 propose, then, we break for lunch and be

 6 back here -- I'm sorry.

 7 MR. BRIGHT:  

 8 Oh, I was just going to say

 9 lunch is right out where we ate last time.

10 It's kind of right out here to the left.

11 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

12 Before we break, we have a

13 member who --

14 COUNCILWOMAN HEDGE-MORRELL:  

15 Yes.  As much as I love all that

16 you do here, I have to leave after lunch,

17 and -- but I wanted to go on record as

18 saying that I will be voting for the 205

19 filing rights at our next meeting.

20 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

21 Thank you.

22 COUNCILWOMAN HEDGE-MORRELL:  

23 Okay.  That's it.

24 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

25 Then, with that -- I appreciate
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 1 that.  With that, let's break for lunch,

 2 but be back here promptly at 1:00 o'clock,

 3 because I'll start at 1:00 whether anybody

 4 else is here or not. 

 5 (Recess.) 

 6 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 7 All right.  It is 1:03.  We'll

 8 reconvene this meeting of the E-RSC.  I

 9 believe -- are we done with Entergy's

10 presentations?

11 MR. McCULLA:  

12 Yes.

13 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

14 Okay.  Next up on the agenda is

15 a presentation from MISO.

16 MR. MOELLER:  

17 Thank you.  I'll try to use the

18 podium here so everybody can hear me.  

19 The last time Midwest ISO was

20 here, we left with four questions.  We

21 wanted to make sure that the answers came

22 back accurately and succinctly.  I'll try

23 to be succinct.

24 If you could advance the slide,

25 please.
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 1 One of the big questions was how

 2 the market flow works compared to the

 3 traditional point-to-point kind of

 4 contract path service.  That's a really

 5 important thing.  As the midwest ISO was

 6 standing up its market, the neighbor PJM

 7 had a market.  SPP, as you're all aware,

 8 is busy constructing one.  One of the

 9 important things we all believed was that

10 there was a lot of value -- residual value

11 in the transmission system, that the old

12 way of doing the arithmetic on

13 point-to-point transmission did not

14 unlock.  So we reached joint agreements

15 that said we're all able to use each

16 other's systems to their capacities.  So

17 it's a parallel flow.  Some people like to

18 call it a loop flow like it's bad, but

19 it's actually flow that's always been

20 there.  A thousand megawatt path, you

21 never get your thousand megawatts on.

22 Your thousand megawatts leaks out into all

23 these other places.  And so we're just

24 taking advantage of that.  

25 The big change that allows us to
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 1 do that is the fact that the computing

 2 power and the arithmetic goes so much

 3 faster now than it used to.  So it's kind

 4 of nuts.  The old world of 4,000-megawatt

 5 utilities doing bilateral transactions,

 6 they didn't have the tools to understand

 7 how the system really acted.  Now the

 8 larger ISOs, RTOs and reliability

 9 coordinators compute that.  

10 So to the next slide, please.  

11 Inside the Midwest ISO, we have

12 two examples where this is working quite

13 well.  In the one case, ComEd in Chicago

14 has a 500-megawatt contract path to the

15 balance of PJM, and, yet, they've

16 integrated their 20,000 megawatts of load

17 quite comfortably into the PJM market.

18 And reciprocally, there's only

19 250 megawatts of contract hard wire path

20 between Michigan and Indiana, and, yet, we

21 routinely move 10,000 megawatts of energy

22 back and forth across the interface.  

23 So to slide 4.

24 It's -- we believe the same sort

25 of idea can be applied to Entergy should
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 1 they choose to look to the midwest ISO.

 2 There's about a 1,000-megawatt physical

 3 path.  There's on the order of

 4 4,000 megawatts of capability.  The --

 5 most of the economics of joining the

 6 market is inside that plus or minus

 7 4,000 megawatts capability, so we think

 8 that it is technically feasible, should

 9 they include, it would be a good idea for

10 them.

11 So on to slide 6.  

12 Talk a little bit about QFs.  I

13 read this slide this morning, doing my

14 homework, and I recognized that there's a

15 lot of words here, but it doesn't say

16 anything.  So I'll attempt to embellish a

17 little bit.  

18 Inside an organized market, for

19 new qualifying facilities, there's a

20 possibility upon request that a utility

21 gets an exemption from those QF rules

22 because the QF can sell right into the

23 transparent wholesale market.  So that's

24 for a going-forward kind of relationship

25 that the QFs upon request essentially
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 1 disappear.  They become IPPs instead of

 2 QFs.  

 3 In the case of existing QFs,

 4 it's a contract by contract kind of

 5 investigation as to how the pricing was

 6 set.  Those are typically regulated by the

 7 retail jurisdictions.  In most retail

 8 jurisdictions where there were qualifying

 9 facilities and on market has been laid on

10 top of it, that wholesale market clearing

11 price at the generator's bus bar has been

12 determined to be the avoided cost.

13 So, you know, a little back-up

14 on how that works.  The utility brings its

15 portfolio generation and long-term

16 contracts with it to the day-ahead mark.

17 They make their bids for -- to buy and

18 their offers to sell.  And, essentially,

19 that offer says, if it's below this price,

20 I can save some money for my customers and

21 I'm going to buy it.  If it's above this

22 price, I'll hold that cheap energy for our

23 use and I'll sell it at a margin.  That

24 margin varies depending on the clearing

25 price, and then, typically, that margin is
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 1 shared with customers.  So in a

 2 traditional, vertically integrated way, if

 3 you were perfectly the average utility and

 4 your costs are exactly average, you

 5 essentially disappear from the market.

 6 It's only when you can buy cheaper or sell

 7 higher, and we make that decision with a

 8 computer program every five minutes.  So

 9 we essentially recalculate that price on

10 five-minute intervals.  

11 So our qualified facility would

12 look somewhat like a wind turbine in the

13 must-buy.  Because the way you show up as

14 a must-buy is you say, I'm willing to take

15 whatever price it is.  Price-taker;

16 price-taker outcompetes everybody else.

17 And so the avoided cost will always be

18 whatever that price is that the market

19 sets.  So that's kind of how that works

20 around qualifying facilities inside the

21 market.

22 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

23 There's a question.

24 MR. MOELLER:  

25 Yes, sir?
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 1 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

 2 I have a question on the QFs in

 3 MISO.  So if any QF that wants to sell,

 4 they have to go and put into the market?

 5 MR. MOELLER:  

 6 The -- there's a couple of ways

 7 it can happen.  The utility can represent

 8 that generation or the -- they can change

 9 their contract and generation can present

10 itself in its own right.

11 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

12 Okay.  Is there -- I believe my

13 recollection is in SPP -- out west is a

14 SPS Xcel region, that they -- because of

15 lack of transmission, they cannot sell

16 into the -- or be a part of the energy

17 imbalance market.  

18 Carl?

19 MR. MONROE:  

20 I'd put it a different way.  I'd

21 say they're -- that what the utility does

22 is -- in a market like SPP's, they -- the

23 utility itself has a must-buy from the QFs

24 absent anything else.  And so in that

25 area, that must-buy still is applicable.
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 1 They -- FERC said there wasn't enough

 2 transmission capacity to make that a

 3 viable market area that then they could

 4 get out of that obligation to must-buy.

 5 Now, the QFs can still, if they want to,

 6 sell into a market.  Now, the only issue

 7 they have is there is something in the

 8 language that says that if they do that,

 9 if they sell to a third party, then that

10 may release the utility from their

11 obligation to buy it.  So it's really when

12 are you released from -- when is the

13 utility released from its obligation to

14 buy, and then if they're released from

15 that obligation to buy, then what option

16 does the QF have?  Well, they can sell to

17 a third-party, they can sell to that

18 utility, or they can sell it in the

19 market.

20 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

21 And then my question is:  Are

22 there any locations in MISO where the

23 local utility has not been relieved of its

24 responsibilities to purchase the QF?

25 MR. MOELLER:  
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 1 Not all utilities have asked to

 2 be relieved.  So, typically, it's a

 3 (inaudible) state-concurrent sort of

 4 thing.  And the places where it's been

 5 asked for it's been achieved, but not

 6 every place has asked for the change.

 7 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

 8 So nobody has been denied that

 9 request?

10 MR. MOELLER:  

11 Not that I'm aware of.

12 MR. BOOTH:  

13 In MISO, there's the Wisconsin

14 and the upper Michigan area.  Do you know

15 if Entegris or WPL or any of those

16 companies that are in the narrowly

17 constrained area have filed for relief

18 from the PURPA QF department?

19 MR. MOELLER:  

20 I do not know.  In the case of

21 those narrowly constrained areas, what's

22 important about that is the definition of

23 narrowly constrained is from the market

24 monitor who says it's possible for a

25 utility to exercise market power.  To
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 1 date, that market power -- there's never

 2 been a finding that the market power has

 3 been exercised by those utilities, so it's

 4 an administrative procedure more than it's

 5 an electric one.  So there hasn't been a

 6 problem in terms of actual capacity on the

 7 system.

 8 MR. BOOTH:  

 9 Right, but it's based on the

10 number of hours in a year that interfaces

11 are constrained, 500, 560 hours, something

12 like that.

13 MR. MOELLER:  

14 Yes.  Let me try again.  The

15 definition has to do with the owners of

16 the generation that can sell for that 560

17 hours, not the relative constraint on the

18 system.  So what it says is, there's

19 plenty of energy to go around, there's

20 plenty of generation to go around, it's

21 appropriately priced, but one load-serving

22 entity in that area theoretically could

23 crank up their price, gouge the customer.

24 And so the market monitor notes that and

25 watches them more carefully so that they
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 1 can mitigate and essentially physically

 2 reduce the offered price based on that.

 3 MR. BOOTH:  

 4 Thank you.

 5 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

 6 Question:  So then,

 7 theoretically, if Entergy, particularly

 8 Entergy, the southern part of the

 9 footprint, has a lot of QF, if they were

10 to join MISO or even, I guess, SPP, and if

11 they had a day-two market, then at that

12 point they could be relieved of the QF

13 problems Mr. Hurstell has explained so

14 well?

15 MR. MOELLER:  

16 Yeah.  So the contracts that are

17 in place would have to be reviewed.  I

18 can't speak to them.  I've never looked at

19 them.  But the states would have the

20 authority to adjust the pricing so that

21 the local price is the definition of

22 avoided cost.  When the avoided cost gets

23 to zero, obviously the marginal cost is

24 going -- is lower than what the QF is

25 likely willing to operate at, and that
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 1 would be the mechanism that would remove

 2 that energy from the system.

 3 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

 4 Okay.  Thanks.

 5 MR. MOELLER:  

 6 There's nothing in the market

 7 that changes any retail relationships or

 8 state laws.  It's just a wholesale thing,

 9 platform, that provides a transparency at

10 the wholesale level.

11 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  

12 So in most cases, it would --

13 the utility would come in and ask to be

14 relieved of the QF obligation to "X"

15 because they're now in a market that meets

16 the requirements set out by FERC to be

17 relieved in that particular instance?

18 MR. MOELLER:  

19 Yes, sir.  So what that says

20 is -- that relief says you don't have to

21 sign any new contracts with QFs.  You

22 still have to administer your old contract

23 with your old QF and the change is how

24 it's priced.  So to meet the definition of

25 avoided cost, instead of it being
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 1 untransparent and arithmetic in a back

 2 room to determine that cost, instead shows

 3 up in that every-five-minute calculation

 4 of what the value of that energy is at

 5 that time.

 6 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  

 7 But the utility still has the

 8 obligation to buy all that the QF puts?

 9 MR. MOELLER:  

10 Dependent on the definition of

11 the contract and what the state

12 commissions with jurisdiction would do.

13 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  

14 Okay.

15 MR. BOOTH:  

16 I'm sorry.  One more follow-up

17 question.  

18 MR. MOELLER:  

19 Sure.

20 MR. BOOTH:  

21 I'm thinking of two different QF

22 paradigms.  One is where the state has a

23 rule and calculates the avoided cost and

24 the QF's puts to the system without any

25 contract in place -- 
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 1 MR. MOELLER:  

 2 Right.

 3 MR. BOOTH:  

 4 -- with a load-serving entity.

 5 The second paradigm is sort of a more east

 6 approach, where a QF enters into a

 7 bilateral contract, a PURPA contract, with

 8 a load-serving entity.  So what you're

 9 describing is the first paradigm?  It's

10 not -- there's no bilateral contract

11 between generator and the load-serving

12 entity?  You're talking about where the

13 state establishes a process?

14 MR. MOELLER:  

15 That's correct, although there

16 are some cases where the pricing in that

17 bilateral contract are

18 state-jurisdictional.

19 MR. BOOTH:  

20 Right.  New York had the

21 six-cent law.

22 MR. MOELLER:  

23 Right.  So the question becomes

24 how do you price either under the contract

25 or under the rate schedule.  
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 1 MR. BOOTH:  

 2 But if FERC grants relief to the

 3 transmission under the load-serving

 4 entity, it's only with respect to the

 5 first paradigm?  It's not in respect to an

 6 existing contract?  That contract stays in

 7 place?

 8 MR. MOELLER:  

 9 That's correct.  It's

10 prospective.

11 MR. BOOTH:  

12 Okay.  Thanks.

13 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

14 Yeah.  I'd like to ask Carl:

15 Now, if -- say the same thing.

16 Theoretically, say Entergy was in SPP

17 before the day-two markets were up.  How

18 would QFs be treated?

19 MR. MONROE:  

20 Before the day-two, --

21 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

22 Yeah.

23 MR. MONROE:  

24 -- I would assume that if they

25 were in -- if they were to put the
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 1 facilities under the tariff today, that

 2 they would be treated as any other entity

 3 that did that before, and they would have

 4 the right to petition to FERC to relieve

 5 them of that obligation to buy the QF

 6 puts.  Now, if they do have contracts --

 7 of course, FERC is not going to advocate

 8 those contracts.  I agree with that, if

 9 they have contracts.  But in most of the

10 cases in SPP, they didn't have the

11 contracts, so it was taking it under the

12 QF put.  So they would petition FERC, and

13 FERC would have to rule on whether they'd

14 grant that.  Of course, there's the

15 precedent where -- in SPP where they have

16 allowed the utilities to be out of that

17 obligation; then there's precedent where

18 they weren't based on transmission

19 constraints.  And, you know, depending on

20 what the parties brought up as issues to

21 FERC, FERC might look at those two cases

22 as precedental.

23 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

24 So whether or not the SPP

25 day-two market is up or not, it wouldn't
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 1 alter the potential that Entergy could be

 2 relieved of the QF put?

 3 MR. MONROE:  

 4 It didn't seem that FERC used

 5 that as -- when FERC looked at that,

 6 particularly in their ruling on these, as

 7 they were looking at a viable wholesale

 8 market, not a day-two market.  So

 9 that's -- they ruled on that.

10 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

11 All right.  Thank you.

12 MR. MOELLER:  

13 So if I could move on to

14 transmission planning.  I understand that

15 got quite a bit of discussion last time.

16 Transmission planning at the Midwest ISO

17 is my bread and butter, so I theoretically

18 know what I'm talking about here.

19 In transmission, there's kind of

20 a false debate between economic projects

21 and reliability projects.  Reliability

22 projects tend to be getting my generation

23 to my load, and economic projects, me

24 giving my generation to somebody else's

25 load.  It's really a forgetfulness on our
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 1 part that the reliability criteria are

 2 constrained on how you design the system.

 3 Transmission moves energy from someplace

 4 to someplace.  What's important to figure

 5 out, where the best places are to do that

 6 in order to make sure that the wholesale

 7 price in our case, as it would be

 8 reflected into retail, is the lowest

 9 price.  All transmission and little

10 generation is probably too expensive.  All

11 generation and no transmission is probably

12 too expensive.  We believe that the middle

13 of that is probably the right place to

14 look for it.  It's easy to draw; it's not

15 so easy to find.  

16 If you could advance the slide,

17 please.  

18 So there's been an objective

19 change in terms of what the objective of

20 planning is inside the Midwest ISO.  And

21 we're moving away from the capacity-based

22 planning that only looks at the one-hour

23 on-peak in terms of defining whether or

24 not there are NERC reliability violations

25 that need to be corrected.  You still have
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 1 to do that work, but it's not -- the best

 2 value isn't necessarily the lowest

 3 investment in transmission.  

 4 Virtually nationwide from, like,

 5 1980 to today, the objective that we back

 6 in to as transmission planners is that the

 7 smaller we can make the investment, the

 8 better value it is for the loads.  The

 9 advent of organized markets, the advent of

10 why disparities between zero-cost energy

11 for wind, for example, and 14-dollar gas,

12 makes understanding the transmission

13 system is about delivery of energy.  And

14 to do that reliably, you have to do the

15 capacity planning.  So we've added to the

16 objective function the notion of focusing

17 on that value and what the outcomes are

18 for the wholesale price.  And that's how

19 we get at whether congestion should or

20 should not be clear.  If it's small

21 congestion that doesn't cost a lot, and it

22 costs a lot to build transmission, that's

23 a silly outcome.

24 The other thing that's important

25 is we think we've discovered that one
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 1 element or one flowgate at a time is

 2 insufficient to understand what those

 3 congestion costs are.  So our transmission

 4 planners take a derivative long-term model

 5 of essentially the same thing that the

 6 market dispatch does.  We make some

 7 assumptions inside of our open stakeholder

 8 process about what fuel costs might be in

 9 the future, what inflation rate would be,

10 some of those sorts of things, and we use

11 that dispatch algorithm to value whether

12 or not clearing the congestion makes

13 sense.  That's pretty important work.

14 It's not trivial.  It's very intense.  But

15 I think we're to the place where that

16 technique is starting to show value on a

17 regional level.

18 There are three or four things

19 that have to happen before any

20 transmission actually gets built.  One of

21 them is -- and I'm talking interstate

22 kinds of transmission lines -- one of them

23 is the states have to more or less agree

24 on what the policy is.  It's important if

25 we're working -- Midwest ISO's existing
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 1 states have legislated renewable portfolio

 2 standards about up to about

 3 26,000 megawatts of wind that needs to be

 4 installed.  Part of the value of that is

 5 the fact that there's free energy

 6 associated with it.  So the utility is

 7 mandated to buy wind generation.  So the

 8 cause of the transmission might be the

 9 generators that -- of our PS forces a

10 certain amount of energy be delivering it,

11 but the value of that wind to the degree

12 there's low transmission congestion flows

13 to the whole marketplace.  

14 An example of that currently at

15 the Midwest ISO is what's called the foam

16 projects.  There's about a $500 million

17 invested sequence with Houma, Michigan to

18 connect wind in Michigan based on

19 Michigan's mandate.  Essentially, Michigan

20 is subsidizing the energy price for the

21 whole rest of the market by taking on that

22 obligation to install that wind.  That

23 free energy looks like a glass of water

24 poured on the table if the transmission

25 system has no congestion.  Everybody gets
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 1 wet.  Everybody gets a little piece of

 2 that free energy.  So the beneficiary of

 3 that is different than the causer of that.

 4 And that's part of what we try to tease

 5 apart in our current filing around what a

 6 multiple value project is, is to make sure

 7 that the cost-allocation and the benefits

 8 matches over time.  That's important

 9 because if it doesn't match over time,

10 you're not going to build anything, and

11 then kind of the standard stuff around

12 cost recovery.  

13 The business case and the actual

14 commission to construct happens at the

15 state level.  So while we're a gate that

16 the transmission planners have to get

17 through in terms of is this an appropriate

18 plan, has it been vetted in a public

19 forum, all those things that FERC's RE 90

20 require.  At the end of the day, it's up

21 to each state individually to decide

22 whether these projects are in the public

23 interest.  So, again, there's nothing that

24 we do in our planning process that changes

25 any of the obligations or opportunities
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 1 that the states have to oversee that

 2 process.

 3 I'm going to skip ahead now to

 4 slide 11.

 5 SPP, as you're aware, has what

 6 they call a highway/byway tariff that has

 7 been recently approved.  This is a little

 8 more complicated version, but,

 9 essentially, the outcomes are

10 highway/byway.  The reason it has to be

11 more complicated is our footprint is more

12 diverse in terms of how it was designed

13 and what the low densities are.  If we

14 only looked at the western third of our

15 footprint, we looked very much like SPP.

16 But when you get to Indiana and Ohio, it's

17 a much different problem.  So instead of

18 the luxury of being able to say it's a

19 bright line if it's above a certain

20 voltage, we'll socialize that cost below a

21 certain voltage, we'll keep it local, we

22 had to come up with a series of

23 engineering assessments so that we could

24 understand is this project really regional

25 in nature?  Do benefits flow regionally?
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 1 Or is it a reliability problem close to

 2 home and the cost should stay close to

 3 home?  So essentially, what those four

 4 categories are are us figuring out with

 5 engineering algorithms what highway and

 6 byway means.  We had to do that because of

 7 the less homogeneity of our membership in

 8 the loads that they serve.

 9 So to slide 12.  

10 There was a question about what

11 happens for a new entrant.  So a couple

12 things happen.  Like everything we do in

13 the policy world, it's more complicated

14 than it probably needs to be.  But,

15 essentially, the requests that we've made

16 to the FERC in our July 15th filing --

17 which we won't see an order until late in

18 the year, and then we'll litigate it for

19 another year probably -- essentially says,

20 for this series of projects that are

21 deemed to be valuable to the whole

22 footprint, a new entrant would index in,

23 pay their share over time, but if they

24 left, they would not bear any additional

25 cost obligation.  On the other hand,
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 1 decisions made while that person was a

 2 member, they take the cost obligation with

 3 them.

 4 So, for example, our current

 5 regional planning did not include

 6 contemplation of spreading the benefits of

 7 our regional plan to the Entergy system.

 8 So it is incomplete should Entergy join.

 9 We need to go back, do it again, make sure

10 that the system as designed has perhaps

11 some of Entergy's customers paying for

12 some transmission in the thumb of Michigan

13 and some thumb of Michigan customers

14 paying for transmission in Entergy.

15 That's essentially a smoothing over.  It

16 allows us to try to spread the benefits of

17 that organized transparent market to

18 everyone that participates in it.

19 So to slide 15.

20 I believe the next question had

21 to do with how fast can you make these

22 things happen.  I'm going to say 10 to 12

23 months, and then I'm going to start

24 putting caveats on it.  If there was a

25 decision in September, we could integrate
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 1 a new system on June 1 of the following

 2 year.  But in that middle column called

 3 legal, there are several schedule risks

 4 that are not revealed.  The most important

 5 one -- in fact, the only really scary one

 6 is the grandfathered agreement work.  

 7 What happens in the market is

 8 every generator must be represented by

 9 somebody.  The grandfathered agreements

10 are essentially transmission arrangements

11 that predated the open access transmission

12 tariff.  Everybody knew what they were in

13 1962 when those agreements were signed,

14 and nobody knows what they mean as you

15 transition them into -- into an organized

16 market.  So there can be a lot of

17 turbulence around just which party to the

18 GFA -- excuse me -- grandfather agreement

19 has what kind of obligations.  And often

20 they'd like to change.  It used to be that

21 the utility would represent a captive

22 transmission-dependent utility.  And now

23 they'd like to band up with some of their

24 colleagues in the form of municipal action

25 agency.  All those things are turbulence
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 1 that happens while you sort through those

 2 existing contracts.  So doing the homework

 3 in advance, having those things understood

 4 is pretty important for a fast integration

 5 time line.  

 6 The integrations that have been

 7 done have been fairly small compared to

 8 Entergy.  Entergy Arkansas would be a

 9 typical kind of size that we've done

10 across the last couple of years.  So

11 that's -- MidAmerican Energy was the

12 example that's about that size, about

13 4,500 megawatts.  So, you know, obviously,

14 if all of Entergy sought that, we'd have

15 to do a little homework and make sure that

16 our IT systems are sufficient to get that

17 done.  We're pretty confident that it's

18 scalable.  The algorithm doesn't need to

19 change; just need bigger boxes.

20 And then, lastly, to slide 17.

21 To date, based on the regulatory

22 work going on in Arkansas, we've had

23 several discussions with Entergy Arkansas

24 and Entergy that have been mostly

25 informative and educational to help folks
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 1 understand some of the same issues I've

 2 already reviewed here:  How would the

 3 market integration flow work; is

 4 1,000 megawatts enough; how does this

 5 agreement you have with PJM and SPP really

 6 work, those kinds of things.  So to date,

 7 it's been mostly educational, mostly us

 8 talking and Entergy listening.  They're

 9 probably tired of that.  At this point in

10 time, there hasn't been any other kind of

11 open work that says that now it's time to

12 think about how someone might make a

13 decision.  We haven't had any of those

14 kinds of conversations at this point.

15 With that, I'd be delighted to take

16 additional questions.

17 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

18 Any questions from the

19 committee?

20 (No response.)

21 I have one.  The -- going back

22 to your slide No. 4, or at least what I

23 call slide No. 4, it's one thing to -- for

24 that length to be adequate to take

25 Arkansas -- Entergy Arkansas into MISO.
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 1 Do you think that's -- I mean, there would

 2 have to be a lot more upgrade projects to

 3 really integrate -- or integrate the

 4 entire system -- Entergy transmission

 5 system into MISO, wouldn't it?

 6 MR. MOELLER:  

 7 So let me spend more time

 8 answering that question than you probably

 9 want.  We've done some screening work.  I

10 wouldn't call it a full-blown study at

11 this point, but some of the screening work

12 that we've done indicates that most of the

13 value for Entergy's customers and for the

14 Midwest ISO affiliation happens inside the

15 top 4,000 megawatts of the generation

16 staff.  So the Entergy Arkansas and

17 Entergy total, that 4,000-megawatt number,

18 appears to us to be sufficient to get most

19 of the value.  Now, there will be

20 additional projects in Entergy and between

21 the footprint in Entergy that will improve

22 that, but it looks to us like there's

23 sufficient value based on the existing

24 transmission that additional transfer

25 capability isn't -- you don't have to do
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 1 that before an affiliation would make

 2 economic sense.

 3 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 4 I don't want to spend a lot of

 5 time, but you all price in the buses,

 6 right, in the LNPs?

 7 MR. MOELLER:  

 8 Yes, sir.  There's kind of two

 9 things that happen.  One is that every

10 generator has a commercial pricing note

11 where that generator's LNP is calculated.

12 In terms of the loads, they have some

13 flexibility.  Most utilities only have one

14 or two pricing loads where all of their

15 load is aggregated.

16 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

17 I'm just trying to understand,

18 and this may not be the session for it,

19 this may be too granular, but I'm trying

20 to understand that with a system that is

21 as, at least, currently constrained, I

22 would think that the effect would be at

23 least initially some very high LNPs in

24 parts of the system --

25 MR. MOELLER:  
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 1 In some locations --

 2 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 3 -- until more transmission was

 4 built or more generation.  It's not

 5 necessarily an either/or, but --

 6 MR. MOELLER:  

 7 Yeah, that's correct.  And

 8 that's why we've added the use of

 9 production cost modeling, which is

10 essentially what this would cover, to our

11 transmission planning protocols, is so

12 that we can find those and go fix them.

13 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

14 And I think that's a discussion

15 for another day, but I appreciate the

16 information.

17 MR. BOOTH:  

18 In the MISO market, would

19 Entergy's generators have to bid in to

20 participate in the market, or would they

21 self-sublime and just --

22 MR. MOELLER:  

23 Sure.  There is a couple of ways

24 that they can appear in a market.

25 Virtually -- now, nuclear projects tend to
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 1 show up and be self-scheduled because they

 2 won't move around anyway, right, so

 3 nuclear projects are pretty

 4 self-scheduled.  The balance is possible

 5 for someone to self-schedule generation.

 6 That disappears then from the market

 7 dispatch.  Virtually none of our customers

 8 have found that to be an economic way to

 9 do business, both because they lose

10 opportunity to reduce their cost to their

11 customers, and they lose opportunity to

12 make additional margin for the hours where

13 they're in the money.  And so we haven't

14 seen that kind of behavior, but it is

15 technically possible for them to do

16 self-scheduling.

17 MR. BOOTH:  

18 If it's possible to do that, can

19 a generation owner do that unit by unit?

20 MR. MOELLER:  

21 Yes, sir.

22 MR. BOOTH:  

23 Okay.  What's the transfer

24 capability across Ameren from --

25 MR. MOELLER:  
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 1 The contract path across Ameren

 2 is about 1,000 megawatts, but the

 3 market-to-market -- the entity system to

 4 the Midwest ISO has about 4,000 megawatts

 5 of capability.

 6 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 7 Thank you.  Any other questions

 8 from the committee, from the audience?

 9 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  

10 I just had one.  Thank you.

11 Because of the joint operating agreement

12 between the Midwest ISO and SPP, you can

13 use all of their system, as well?

14 MR. MOELLER:  

15 And they can use all of ours.

16 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  

17 And they can use all of yours.

18 So either both of y'all are having quality

19 as far as accessing those lines?

20 MR. MOELLER:  

21 That's correct.  There is a

22 protocol around, when they're congested,

23 how do you decide who has to reduce to

24 what, and it's essentially -- it uses a

25 prescriptive rights kind of strategy that



   186

 1 says your old parallel flow on the system

 2 used to be "X"; if it's constrained,

 3 you're going to go back down to X.  And

 4 that's worked pretty well.  It's -- it

 5 will be better as SPP increases the amount

 6 of functionality in their market.  Right

 7 now, we're still doing the market flow

 8 work on our side and transmission load

 9 relief procedures on SPP's side.  But over

10 time, as their market matures, they'll get

11 much more flexible and we'll be able to

12 pull out some additional value from the

13 transmission.

14 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  

15 Brandon, did you have a

16 question?  

17 MR. PRESLEY:  

18 No, I don't have a question.

19 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  

20 Thank you.

21 MR. MOELLER:  

22 Thank you.  We're happy to come

23 back anytime.  We're also available if you

24 or your staff would like us to come take a

25 visit and go through in more detail some
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 1 of these questions.  So we're happy to do

 2 that, too.

 3 MR. MONROE:  

 4 President, I'd like to -- this

 5 is Carl Monroe -- I'd like to ask:  Would

 6 it be okay, Clair, if you could clarify

 7 where that 4,000 comes from?  Because I

 8 think that 4,000 -- we can't come up with

 9 that value through either using contract

10 path.  I know we haven't done the transfer

11 analysis to come up with that.

12 MR. MOELLER:  

13 Yeah.  It was a transfer

14 analysis; it wasn't a contract path.  It

15 was based on the flowgate representations

16 in our pro mod production cost models and

17 what those limits are that I presume we

18 share.  I think you guys use that same --

19 MR. MONROE:  

20 I'll need a contact, then, from

21 y'all's to discuss that.

22 MR. MOELLER:  

23 Yeah.  John Longhern would be

24 the guy.

25 MR. MONROE:  
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 1 Okay.  Yeah.  I think there is

 2 a -- there's probably a difference in the

 3 way that we interpret the things that are

 4 in that joint operating agreement.  And

 5 part of the issue that we would have is

 6 that those -- that portion of the joint

 7 operating agreement really deals with new

 8 transmission service, how you allocate new

 9 transmission service, that those

10 facilities are available, as long as

11 they're available for new transmission

12 service.  And we would have to discuss

13 with MISO whether that would be an

14 applicable way of using it when you're

15 integrating a new member, particularly

16 because that -- it does impact a

17 significant amount of our system, and I'm

18 sure AECI would have something to say

19 about the use of their system to do the

20 transfers between the two.  

21 And, also, you have to recognize

22 that there are a significant amount of

23 grandfathered transactions that go across

24 that interfa -- just that particular

25 interface in and of itself where the
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 1 limitation on that transfer may be already

 2 taken up by existing transmission service

 3 that has to be maintained through the --

 4 that transition of integration.  So we

 5 need to have more discussion around

 6 whether, first of all, that joint

 7 operating agreement really supports this

 8 type of use of the SPP facilities and the

 9 AECI facilities and then also, you know,

10 how we would go about representing the

11 existing transmission service that is used

12 over that facility.

13 MR. MOELLER:  

14 We don't disagree there's more

15 discussion required there.  Our

16 interpretation is premised on -- it's the

17 same words that we used with PJM, and

18 that's how we've used that agreement in

19 other litigation, so...

20 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  

21 This is just a comment.  On --

22 when you talk about this free wind energy

23 Michigan is going to install, I guess -- I

24 guess the ratepayers don't take advantage

25 of the fact that they are to pay subsidies
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 1 to the wind industry through paying taxes.

 2 And do you take into account the fact that

 3 the wind energy is not consistent and that

 4 the -- to up-and-down the gas units,

 5 they're going to be less efficient than if

 6 they were running on a all-out basis?

 7 MR. MOELLER:  

 8 Sure.  One of the advantages of

 9 the -- both the physical footprint and the

10 electrical size of the Midwest ISO is that

11 turbulence that the wind causes looks

12 small compared to the total.  Currently,

13 the biggest thing that moves our market

14 around in terms of volatility is net

15 scheduled interchange between us and the

16 neighboring markets.  So, to date, with

17 about 10,000 megawatts of wind, its

18 volatility is much less than the

19 volatility of load.  And so that, again,

20 is part of why that transmission is

21 important in order to minimize that cost.

22 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  

23 Thank you.

24 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

25 Thank you.
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 1 Next on the agenda is a report

 2 from the working group.

 3 MS. SCHMIDT:  

 4 This is Kristine Schmidt from

 5 ESPY Energy Solutions, and we're going to

 6 go out of order.  I'm going to do the

 7 update on the ICT independence

 8 recommendation report, -- 

 9 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

10 Oh, okay.

11 MS. SCHMIDT:  

12 -- and then Sam will go back to

13 the work group activities.

14 At the least meeting, Nora gave

15 you an update on how we conducted the

16 study to evaluate the independent of the

17 ICT, given the concerns and the

18 recommendation that had come forward from

19 the stakeholders on one of the

20 improvements to the ICT process.  Since

21 that time, we have finalized our report

22 and submitted to you in memo format.

23 That's included in your -- inside the

24 packet that was on your table in front of

25 you.  And we made a few minor changes, as
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 1 Nora represented.  There are a couple of

 2 changes to ensure that we have the most

 3 accurate presentation of information.  But

 4 we did not change any of our

 5 recommendations.  The recommendations that

 6 we had at that time stand.  

 7 We also had -- right before that

 8 meeting, had asked for comments from

 9 stakeholders and anybody else that wanted

10 to provide comments on the report, draft

11 report we had put in place.  So included

12 in the memo is a listing of all the

13 entities that provided comments into the

14 report, and then, also, a summary of those

15 comments, to the extent that we could get

16 all the comments summarized.  We did --

17 some of them were editorial as opposed to

18 substantive, so we tried to represent most

19 fairly those sets of comments that came

20 in.  All the comments have been posted on

21 the SPP website and remain out there.

22 What the action item was from

23 our last meeting is that we were going to

24 take these recommendations back to the

25 E-RSC working group, which we did, and we
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 1 talked about these different

 2 recommendations.  So the two-page summary

 3 that you also have included on your -- on

 4 top of your packet is the listing of those

 5 recommendations.  And in bold at the end

 6 of each one is the recommendation that we

 7 offered up to the E-RSC working group on

 8 how best to proceed.  

 9 So the first recommendation we

10 had regarding the independence issue,

11 which was basically recognizing the fact

12 that the E-RSC is engaging and

13 structuring -- or having a larger role in

14 the stakeholder process.  As a result, we

15 were requesting in our original report

16 that we revisit the SPP Stakeholder

17 Process Committee structure and

18 re-evaluate how that should be put in

19 place.  Since that same time that we were

20 presenting that, work was already underway

21 to do exactly that.  And, again, Sam is

22 going to be talking about that shortly,

23 but that effort -- that recommendation is

24 moving forward.

25 The second item is regarding
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 1 putting in place performance measures, and

 2 sanctions and incentives to encourage

 3 performance under those performance

 4 measurements.  What we recommended to have

 5 happen, and we presented to the E-RSC

 6 working group and then also to the

 7 stakeholders last week, is that we've

 8 asked the ICT and Entergy to come up with

 9 proposed performance measures for

10 corresponding rewards sanctions and to

11 submit these for discussion in the January

12 time frame.  I will note that Entergy did

13 not agree with coming up with these type

14 of performance measures, so I think we

15 still have some discussions to go forward

16 on.  

17 The third item is that there was

18 always a question regarding the fact that

19 when issues were raised to the ICT, the

20 ICT would go and discuss those issues and

21 concerns with Entergy.  And then the

22 decision would come back.  And the

23 stakeholders, not being part of those

24 decisions or the deliberations or how the

25 decisions were being made, we're very
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 1 concerned about the lack of transparency.

 2 So one of our recommendations was to put

 3 in place a decision-making process that

 4 gives the stakeholders, again, an

 5 opportunity to either get the decision

 6 reviewed by the E-RSC working group or the

 7 E-RSC.  And as was discussed earlier,

 8 we've already had changes in the

 9 stakeholder planning process that is also

10 taking place, where the stakeholders will

11 have an avenue to come back directly to

12 the E-RSC or the E-RSC Working Group to

13 get decisions reviewed.

14 On scope of authority, the ATC

15 and AFC calculations continues to be a

16 very significant area of concern given the

17 errors that have been -- have been

18 reported over the last few years.  What

19 we -- what we decided to do on this one is

20 recommend that the E-RSC working group

21 hold off on moving forward with changing

22 any of the responsibilities.  I think Kim

23 mentioned earlier that they're going to

24 look to define the roles more specifically

25 on who does what between the AFC
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 1 calculations between the ICT and Entergy.

 2 We think that that's a great step forward,

 3 but we still think that there is an

 4 opportunity for the ICT to take more of

 5 that calculation under control instead of

 6 being the overseer, have them actually

 7 perform the work as opposed to just

 8 overseeing it.  But we do think that this

 9 one needs to wait until after the

10 determination of whether or not Entergy

11 goes into an RTO, which will come out of

12 the CBA study later this month.

13 On the next page, the WPP was

14 discussed quite a bit this morning.  It's

15 not quite clear the exact value and if

16 it's worth moving forward with going

17 forward.  What we think needs to happen is

18 there, at least, needs to be some kind of

19 an economic evaluation to determine

20 exactly has the WPP produced the benefits

21 that have been purported so far, and is it

22 even worth continuing to go forward with

23 that program.  $30 million; is that the

24 best way to be spending $30 million in

25 this economy?  It's unclear.  But if we
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 1 had some kind of evaluation --

 2 determination, do you foresee a need to go

 3 forward with the WPP?  If you do see it

 4 going forward, there needs to be more than

 5 just the four items that Antoine presented

 6 earlier today in terms of increasing

 7 transparency, recognizing the QFs,

 8 increasing the hours, etc.  We think that

 9 there needs to be a structural change

10 where the ICT, again, gets much more

11 involved in the process, not as a reviewer

12 but actually the implementer of that

13 program.

14 The next item is simply a

15 placeholder to recognize in our

16 recommendations that if anything does

17 change on the Attachment V for the WPP or

18 Attachment C on the AFC/ATC calculation or

19 Attachment W, there needs to be some

20 change to the OATT, and that's going to

21 require a 205 filing.

22 The final recommendation in this

23 section was regarding the dispute

24 resolution issue.  In Attachment W, there

25 were some concerns that had been



   198

 1 identified with dispute resolution

 2 regarding certain issues.  It was narrowly

 3 confined previously.  This one, SPP and

 4 Entergy -- and Entergy have worked out

 5 this issue, and as we saw in the draft

 6 filing that Kim sent out last week, they

 7 are planning on resolving that issue in

 8 the contract.

 9 The final recommendation is one,

10 also, that SPP has agreed to go ahead and

11 implement, and that's having a third party

12 conduct the survey.  That will prevent,

13 you know, the perception of any bias and

14 interpretation and, hopefully, will

15 encourage folks to participate in the

16 survey process.  One of the items that we

17 got in the feedback, though, was that

18 don't just take the information and the

19 scores but actually put action plans in

20 place to adjust the recommendations based

21 on the feedback from the surveys.  So

22 we're hoping that we get more

23 participation in the coming years on that

24 survey process.  

25 That's where we are now, and



   199

 1 that's the recommendation that we've given

 2 to the E-RSC working group.  Any

 3 questions?

 4 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 5 Any questions from the

 6 committee?

 7 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  

 8 No questions.

 9 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

10 Any questions --

11 Jennifer?

12 MS. VOSBURG:  

13 And, Commissioners, as Kristine

14 mentioned, there were a number of comments

15 that were filed from the stakeholders on

16 the report, and I think it's important

17 that y'all take the time to read them,

18 review them, to see some of the comments

19 that we made.  You know, one of the things

20 that kind of came out, and I think you've

21 got to stop and look about -- at Kim's

22 presentation earlier about when we had

23 initially had all these, what we were

24 calling enhancements to the ICT, it turns

25 out that they already had the authority
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 1 there.  You know, one of our big concerns

 2 is not as much about giving them

 3 additional authority; it's exercising the

 4 authority that they're given.  And that's

 5 a concern that we continue to have, and

 6 it's not really -- you know, there's no

 7 clear-cut answers in this presentation,

 8 suggestions, as well.

 9 One of the things I think was

10 highlighted when you read the actual

11 report is there's a discussion in there on

12 the ATC and AFC process where they mention

13 that the ICT had come up with something

14 like 99 improvements that had never been

15 implemented or acted upon.  You know, our

16 statement in response to that was looking

17 at this from an ICT perspective is, well,

18 how come that hadn't been elevated?  Why

19 wasn't that included in the quarterly

20 reports or brought up at the E-RSC

21 meetings or at the SPC meetings where

22 something could be done?  And it's that

23 type of activities and actions that the

24 stakeholders look for to make progress.

25 So we want to make sure that's stressed
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 1 when we're looking at improvements to the

 2 ICT or additional authority, that there's

 3 a willingness there to act on the

 4 authority that they have and how are we

 5 going to go about doing that.

 6 Back to the AFC/ATC, I

 7 understand the suggestion and the

 8 recommendation to maybe wait on the change

 9 of authority until after the decision on

10 the RTO, but I know you've heard from

11 these groups over and over the problems

12 that we have with the models.  And

13 progress on that side of it doesn't need

14 to wait until a decision is made this

15 year, next year or the following year on

16 what Entergy is going to do in the future.

17 There is a AFC task force that is created

18 through the Stakeholder Policy Committee

19 that I think the suggestion or

20 recommendation there is that that

21 committee get active again so that, while

22 the future of the world waits, we have to

23 make progress on a day-to-day basis

24 because we're impacted by this on a

25 day-to-day basis.  So we want to make sure
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 1 that's highlighted and cleared up, that

 2 we're not going to stop where we are on

 3 the AFC and ATC, at least that's not our

 4 intention.  We would hope that support on

 5 making those improvements and

 6 modifications go forward now.  

 7 And, lastly, just on the

 8 metrics, one of the things with metrics,

 9 we agree that they're important, but

10 metrics for the sake of metrics can't

11 happen.  The TLRs and the LAPs, yes, we're

12 getting nice, pretty metrics now, but it's

13 more important about the explanation and

14 the reasons why to try to figure out

15 answers and solutions rather than just

16 check the box and have the metrics.  So,

17 you know, really a process to go on to

18 metrics really needs to be kind of focused

19 in on improvements to the system, the

20 reason why we're here to begin with.  You

21 know, punishments, rewards, that's --

22 that's for the policymakers.  But at the

23 end of the day, we're here to improve the

24 transmission system for all of us.  So we

25 ask that you keep that in mind.  
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 1 MS. SCHMIDT:  

 2 If I could just respond to a

 3 couple of points that Jennifer makes.  The

 4 example on the ACT calculation, the fact

 5 that when the ICT does make requests of

 6 Entergy, they don't have any authority --

 7 I shouldn't say that.  In some cases, they

 8 don't have the authority to direct Entergy

 9 to make changes.  One of the examples we

10 had in our report is that they had asked

11 for some business practices to be changed,

12 some language in the business practices,

13 and it's taken months, and we still don't

14 see those business practices being

15 changed.  So that's where the

16 recommendation for the performance metrics

17 came up.  Now, if there is a formal

18 request from the ICT to Entergy to make

19 changes to business practices or anything

20 that's outside of the OATT, that those

21 changes are effected in a timely fashion,

22 you know, whatever is appropriate for that

23 particular change to go forward.  So that

24 is one of the reasons why we think

25 performance measures are very important,
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 1 is to give the ICT the strength and the

 2 ability to actually enforce

 3 recommendations and changes that the E-RSC

 4 and others and the stakeholders really

 5 need put in place.

 6 And I just want to say, for that

 7 example, Entergy agreed to make the

 8 changes to -- may have corrected them by

 9 now, but, at the time we did the report,

10 that had not been corrected.

11 MS. VOSBURG:  

12 And, again, our point is, if we

13 don't know about it, we can't help push

14 along.

15 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

16 Any other questions from either

17 the staff or the -- I mean, from the

18 audience or the members?

19 MR. BOOTH:  

20 Maybe Mark knows.  Has Entergy

21 implemented any of the AFC/ACT

22 improvements that Jennifer was talking

23 about at this point?  I don't want to put

24 you on the spot now.  If you need to get

25 back to me...
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 1 MR. McCULLA:  

 2 Yeah.  We have worked with the

 3 near-term group to implement changes to

 4 the ACT and AFC process.  I'm not familiar

 5 with specifically what Jennifer is talking

 6 about, but -- maybe Bruce might be more

 7 familiar with those particular issues, but

 8 I'm not familiar with those.

 9 MR. BOOTH:  

10 Jennifer, can we -- the E-RSC

11 working group get a list of those -- 

12 MS. VOSBURG:  

13 If I had them, I would give them

14 to you.  This is from the ESPY report that

15 identifies that this came up.  That's my

16 point.  We don't have them.  

17 MS. SCHMIDT:  

18 Actually, the 99 events were the

19 errors that Entergy has since reported to

20 FERC, and many of those have been resolved

21 as required by the rule that, when they

22 make a submission of an error, they have

23 to fix it.  So that's -- the 99 errors is

24 what we were referencing.  The one example

25 we gave to demonstrate the lack of
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 1 completion on the request from the ICT was

 2 the change in the business practices.

 3 MR. CAMET:  

 4 This is Greg Camet for Entergy.

 5 And I just wanted to point out that the

 6 change that we're talking about, if I

 7 understand correctly, the counter flow

 8 change, that was a change proposed by

 9 Entergy.  And what we do every year is we

10 review the counter flow percentage, do an

11 analysis of it and propose any changes to

12 it.  That change was proposed a year ago

13 by Entergy.  It wasn't an ICT-proposed

14 change.  We provided the business practice

15 revisions a year ago, also.  Those

16 documents were circulated to stakeholders.

17 They haven't been implemented at this time

18 because the business practices as a whole

19 are being reviewed and are subject to

20 further changes.  And Entergy -- my

21 understanding is Entergy and the ICT

22 determined jointly that they would wait to

23 release the final set of business

24 practices before implementing any changes.

25 My understanding is the final set of
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 1 business practices, which involved a lot

 2 more than the AFC process -- they involve

 3 a whole series of other changes that have

 4 been agreed to over the past year -- are

 5 going to be released shortly.  Again, the

 6 change was not an ICT-proposed change.  It

 7 was a change Entergy proposed and we

 8 wanted.  We just haven't implemented it

 9 yet, because we reached agreement that

10 none of the business practices changes

11 would be implemented until the final,

12 complete document was released and posted.

13 MR. BOOTH:  

14 And when is that due?

15 MR. CAMET:  

16 I'll have to check on the

17 status.  I believe they're about --

18 they're about to release it, maybe.

19 Dowell Hudson may know more than me, but

20 there are other folks at Entergy working

21 on the final document.  I'm not sure.

22 MR. REW:  

23 I know, Dowell, if you update

24 it -- I know that, you know, there is

25 still some exchange going back and forth
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 1 on that document.  And I think the big

 2 question is when is it due.  There's not a

 3 due date on it.  It's something we're

 4 working on to get accomplished as soon as

 5 we can.

 6 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 7 Hopefully, faster than the seams

 8 agreement?

 9 MR. BOOTH:  

10 Thank you.   

11 MR. HUDSON:  

12 Do you want what I know?  For

13 the last two years, we've been working

14 with business practices.  They've got some

15 filings in front of FERC, as far as some

16 of the changes, requirements for some of

17 the attachments, which is related to some

18 of the changes in the business practices.

19 The business practices to a certain extent

20 have evolved over the last couple of three

21 years due to a change of the vendor.  When

22 they moved from Ariba to OATI, they came

23 up with a new software package, which have

24 required -- as some of the new orders have

25 come out from FERC, those have required
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 1 some changes in the business practices.

 2 So we've had an iteration of multiple

 3 years of going through and making changes

 4 to the business practices and having

 5 things sitting at FERC, being accepted as

 6 far as the tariff is concerned.  

 7 So the effort on the business

 8 practices is this:  As far as we know,

 9 we're through.  And you're waiting -- or I

10 don't know what you're going to do with

11 them.  The last word I had was that you're

12 going to issue them to stakeholders for

13 some type of review.  That discussion --

14 let's see.  What's today?  That discussion

15 on Friday was y'all haven't decided that

16 you're going to give it to the

17 stakeholders.  That's what I was told on

18 Friday.  So whatever y'all's decision is,

19 the business practices as far as the ICT

20 is concerned has been completed.

21 MR. CAMET:  

22 That was just recently, right?

23 MR. HUDSON:  

24 That's just recently on the last

25 change.  But the last changes were only on
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 1 several of the business practices.  We've

 2 completed business practices for the last

 3 couple of years.

 4 MR. BOOTH:  

 5 So you're saying they're ready

 6 to be circulated to stakeholders now for

 7 review, or you're not sure if you're going

 8 to -- 

 9 MR. HUDSON:  

10 As far as the ICT is concerned,

11 they're ready.

12 MS. BROWNELL:  

13 And so I'm just confused.  So as

14 far as the ICT is concerned, they're

15 ready.  And then what are the next steps?

16 That's the first -- who has to then decide

17 whether they're going to be released?  And

18 why would you not release business

19 practices?  How can you have business

20 practices that only a few people have

21 access to?  And then the third question

22 is, as Clair can probably speak to:

23 Business practices change periodically.

24 FERC has change in their rules.  The

25 market recognizes that not everything is
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 1 working perfectly.  But, generally, you

 2 don't hold everything up because these are

 3 viewed as evolutionary, so I wonder why

 4 one wouldn't have published what business

 5 practices existed or do exist already and

 6 then update them on a regular basis with a

 7 notification when, in fact, updates are

 8 coming.  And then the fourth question I

 9 have, and I probably have misunderstood

10 what I've heard over time, which is that

11 sometimes Entergy changes business

12 practices and doesn't necessarily notify

13 either the ICT or stakeholders.  But, I'm

14 sure, that's not correct.  But if you

15 just -- if you could comment on that.

16 MR. HUDSON:  

17 Let me take your last one.

18 MS. BROWNELL:  

19 Okay.

20 MR. HUDSON:  

21 That was what I said.  That's

22 not what I meant.  That's an incorrect

23 statement, and I agree with that.  

24 MS. BROWNELL:  

25 Okay.
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 1 MR. HUDSON:  

 2 Over time, at the very beginning

 3 of the process, we would release the

 4 business practices after the stakeholders

 5 had been part of the process to develop

 6 the business practices.  I mean, if you

 7 remember, we held full three-day, four-day

 8 meetings with all the community involved

 9 that went through every step of the

10 business practices.  Okay?  A couple of

11 years ago, a year or so ago, that process

12 was no longer used.  And so it was an

13 internalized process with Entergy and the

14 ICT -- I'm sorry.

15 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

16 I'd like to interrupt you.  Why

17 was it changed?

18 MR. HUDSON:  

19 I would throw that back to

20 Entergy.

21 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

22 Okay.  Well, that's enough of an

23 answer.  Go ahead.

24 MR. HUDSON:  

25 So what we've got is, we've got
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 1 a process that we're going through where

 2 they come up with some business practices,

 3 send us a draft, we look at the draft, we

 4 give them our suggestions or changes or

 5 get in dialogue with them about what some

 6 of the changes that we would recommend,

 7 and then some decision would be made on

 8 what that final business practice would be

 9 and where it stands today.  And you're

10 correct.  I mean, business practices

11 evolve with changes in the FERC or changes

12 in other areas as far as the business is

13 concerned.  Excuse me.

14 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

15 You know, I -- just observation:

16 And I don't know why you wouldn't have the

17 process you described that used to be and

18 treat these -- I suppose the closest

19 analogy I have is something akin to the

20 operational aspects of the protocols of

21 the market guys in ERCOT, where, you know,

22 it's a -- it is a -- you know, it's a

23 notebook.  It's -- it is a constantly

24 evolving process.  It goes through the

25 stakeholder process to be -- proposed
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 1 changes to be vetted and argued, and then

 2 when they're finally agreed to, or in this

 3 case, accepted by Entergy, then they're

 4 published, and that particular practice or

 5 this particular practice is -- it's

 6 announced that it's been changed.  But to

 7 revise the whole guide and wait for all

 8 the changes to be through, that's a --

 9 you'll never get it because there's always

10 going to be changes, whether they're from

11 FERC or whatever else.  

12 MR. HUDSON:  

13 I don't disagree with you.  As

14 of last Friday, I made that same

15 recommendation again to Entergy's legal,

16 and I was told that Entergy was not

17 contemplating on doing that.

18 MR. CRUTHIRDS:  

19 Contemplating doing what?

20 MR. HUDSON:  

21 Not contemplating on giving it

22 to the stakeholders for review before they

23 question them.

24 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

25 Well, I think we -- that can get
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 1 on the list of working group items.  That

 2 didn't make much sense to me.  I defer to

 3 my colleague.

 4 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

 5 I'd like to ask Entergy:  Why?

 6 MR. CAMET:  

 7 This is Greg Camet, again, for

 8 Entergy.  And I'm not sure why.  I'll try

 9 and figure out.  But my understanding is

10 that the -- except for a limited number of

11 changes, the business practices have been

12 circulated.  Now, I just don't know what

13 conversation and who was on the call with

14 Dowell.  But the business practice

15 ultimately, they always get released; they

16 have to be public.  That's the whole

17 point.  And so I'll just have to track

18 down what the situation is with the

19 current set of changes.

20 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

21 So which limited number of

22 things were not circulated?  What are

23 they?

24 MR. CAMET:  

25 I know there was -- there was
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 1 additional detail requested regarding

 2 planning re-dispatch and a couple of other

 3 topics, but I don't have the complete

 4 list.

 5 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

 6 Planning re-dispatch generally

 7 costs money to ratepayers when you have to

 8 re-dispatch for higher cost generation.

 9 MR. CAMET:  

10 This is -- this is planning

11 re-dispatch.  This is a -- it's a service

12 under the tariff to grant new service, and

13 so you can charge for that service.  So

14 there was a request for additional detail

15 for running how certain studies were going

16 to be performed.  And so that was -- that

17 was one of the items.  I think there were

18 some changes in some of the FERC rules.

19 There were some changes related to

20 software changes, also, but I just don't

21 have the complete list.  They will all be

22 posted at the least.  

23 MR. HUDSON:  

24 The web changes that have come

25 out and some of the issues around the
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 1 (inaudible) discussion that Greg just

 2 mentioned.  

 3 MS. BROWNELL:  

 4 So if I understand it, we've

 5 agreed here that the working group will

 6 look at articulating a process by which

 7 the decisions on business practices are

 8 made and the times at which they will be

 9 posted.  Because I -- what I heard was for

10 a while they were posted, and then they

11 kind of went underground, or whatever you

12 want to call it, and no one really

13 understands when and how and where

14 something will be changed.  So I would

15 think that there ought to be a time line,

16 because it seems to me, based on

17 conversations we've had, unless there's an

18 articulated written process and a time

19 line identified, things just kind of don't

20 happen.  So I would say, for example, that

21 a week after a rule is finalized, it gets

22 posted to whatever the stakeholder group

23 is.  But that's what you're asking the

24 working group to begin to really look at

25 and shouldn't be all that complicated
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 1 because it happens all the time.

 2 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 3 Yes.  And, again, and/or

 4 information as to why stakeholders

 5 wouldn't be involved in the process

 6 earlier as they used to be -- 

 7 MS. BROWNELL:  

 8 Yeah.

 9 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

10 -- as opposed to being informed

11 after the fact.  But that can be part of

12 it.

13 There was a question in the

14 back.

15 MR. WILSON:  

16 This is Dave Wilson.  My

17 question is more to the ICT.  And I do not

18 follow activities of the near-term

19 committee or whichever one has this

20 particular issue.  Why wouldn't that

21 committee have been advised that something

22 that had been a topic of discussion was

23 off the table?  And are there safeguards

24 in the new methods that were -- have been

25 approved to guard against that in the
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 1 future?  Thank you.

 2 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 3 I don't think that was a

 4 rhetorical question.

 5 MS. BURROWS:  

 6 Despite the silence.

 7 MR. REW:  

 8 Dave, I think what you're

 9 responding to is that, you know, a couple

10 years ago -- actually, four years ago,

11 when we first started in the ICT, and then

12 there was a change made in the business

13 practice, I guess, you know, not recalling

14 the specifics about it, I would have to go

15 back and look and see, but I thought there

16 was some, you know, discussion point made

17 on, you know, how those were going to be

18 released.  I'll just have to go back and

19 look at that, because, you know, at this

20 point, I don't -- my recollection is that

21 there was some discussion on that change,

22 that it wasn't, you know, underground.  It

23 was -- and, again, this is the development

24 process, and some of those business

25 practices affect the ICT, so it's not just



   220

 1 Entergy, and they work with us on

 2 proposing those business practices.  And,

 3 you know, we provide our comment feedback,

 4 but, ultimately, they're Entergy business

 5 practices that they're responsible for.  

 6 MS. TURNER:  

 7 I think -- and, Greg, correct

 8 me, but aren't there -- wasn't there

 9 several changes that have been proposed in

10 Attachment C and D that would actually

11 take some of the -- some of the provisions

12 that were in C and D and put them into a

13 business practice?  And those C and D have

14 not been -- FERC has not -- has not issued

15 an order on what was filed.  Is that also

16 the case?

17 MR. CAMET:  

18 That's correct.  C -- Attachment

19 C, D and E are still -- are still pending

20 at FERC.  FERC hasn't issued an order on

21 those attachments.  And they contain a lot

22 of details that are some of the detailed

23 business practices.

24 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

25 Any other questions?
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 1 MS. VOSBURG:  

 2 And I'll just point out the fact

 3 that the stakeholders have these questions

 4 about, so this is going on and we didn't

 5 know it, we're hoping that through the

 6 coordination committee and the new

 7 revisions to the SPC process, things like

 8 this will be addressed where we're all

 9 talking and know who's working on what so

10 there's no surprises, even -- 

11 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

12 Well, hopefully, in the near --

13 under the process that Sam is going to

14 talk about in a minute would help mitigate

15 and hopefully eliminate it down the road.

16 But thank you for bringing it up,

17 Ms. Vosburg.

18 All right.  Why don't we move on

19 to the report of the working group?

20 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

21 The working group met last week,

22 I believe.  Yeah.  We met together last

23 Tuesday, and then we met with the

24 stakeholders on Wednesday.  And I just

25 kind of wanted to bring you up to speed on
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 1 some of the issues that we kind of are

 2 working through right now.  Some of this

 3 you've already heard today and some of it

 4 you may not have.  

 5 But let's go to the first kind

 6 of list of issues on the next page.

 7 Minimization of bulk power costs task

 8 force.  As all of y'all know, the

 9 recommendation from that task force on

10 entering into a contract with ABB

11 Consulting was approved by the E-RSC last

12 Tuesday morning, I believe.  And I -- as

13 you know, there were two consultants, I

14 believe, that were interviewed, and ABB

15 has the ability to address both

16 transmission planning, as well as the

17 economic study for what needs to happen

18 here with that minimization of bulk power

19 costs.  And expect -- I think what I

20 remember was we were expecting to start

21 seeing results from that a few months

22 after the consultants get their feet on

23 the ground and get moving.  The way it was

24 left last week was that SPP was going to

25 go ahead and start talking to the
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 1 consultant about the contract.  And I'll

 2 let Dan provide an update.  It doesn't

 3 look like there's an update.

 4 MR. BRIGHT:  

 5 This is Ben Bright.  I have been

 6 talking to them, and we've been working

 7 through getting -- working through a

 8 schedule through contracting into a

 9 kickoff meeting, and so we're hoping to

10 have a technical kickoff meeting within --

11 in the next couple of weeks.  We're trying

12 to figure out dates between the FERC, CBA

13 and a bunch of other meetings going on, so

14 we're trying to nail down a date to get

15 that set up.  And so I expect the contract

16 process should be pretty easy.  We'll use

17 the RFP responses scope of work.  We

18 already have a master assurances agreement

19 with them, so it's really -- everything

20 has been pre-negotiated from that respect,

21 so it will be pretty easy.  We've got

22 things worked out from -- with Entergy

23 with Mark's group, and so that's really

24 not a problem.  We're working through some

25 NDA issues.  So we've got to get some NDAs
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 1 in place to exchange data.  But other than

 2 that -- we should have that kicked off in

 3 the next couple of weeks.

 4 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

 5 The next issue I just wanted to

 6 touch base with you on, we had a

 7 presentation last Wednesday with the

 8 stakeholders from Entergy on their list of

 9 addendum studies that they've -- that

10 Charles Rivers will be doing for them.

11 There's still some question on the timing

12 of those studies because they're under

13 requirement to get some of the studies out

14 before others.  But they're going to --

15 and I'll just run through kind of that

16 list of studies for you right now.  I'm

17 not going to say much about any of them.  

18 One is the QF sensitivity, which

19 would change some of the assumptions used

20 in the FERC study for that.  Another

21 addendum study is on the hurdle rate,

22 change in hurdle rate that's used in the

23 FERC study.  One would be a modified ICT,

24 which would, again, I think, further

25 reduce the hurdle rate that's used in the
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 1 study.  One would be on carbon

 2 legislation.  One would be a delayed SPP

 3 day-two market implementation, assuming

 4 that it doesn't take place as currently

 5 anticipated, pushed back, which is not an

 6 unusual event.  There's also one on the

 7 hurdle between Cleco and Entergy, that

 8 they are interested in looking at that.

 9 And then, of course, the all-Entergy

10 operating companies in the MISO RTO and

11 EAI-only in the MISO RTO.  The only thing

12 that they're not really looking at that

13 we've heard mentioned before, I think, and

14 Mark will keep me on this, is on the wind

15 build-out.  It's not clear to me, at least

16 at this point, if that's still on the

17 table or if it's just on the back burner.

18 MR. McCULLA:  

19 Yeah.  The wind build-out, we

20 had as a placeholder on our list to run if

21 we felt like it was necessary in the main

22 cost/benefit analysis study being done by

23 FERC.  One of the sensitivities is on a

24 wind build-out case.  So I believe

25 what's -- we don't think we'll need to run
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 1 any GE MAPS runs, production cost runs,

 2 but there's still a question about how the

 3 costs are being allocated for the

 4 transmission cost allocation piece on the

 5 SPP side.  So we believe it would be

 6 important if you're doing the cost/benefit

 7 of a wind build-out to also factor in the

 8 cost allocation of the transmission

 9 associated with that.  So there may be

10 some follow-up work that's necessary, but

11 we don't think it's going to involve any

12 CRA GE MAPS runs.

13 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

14 Thank you.  The other thing we

15 heard was Mark confirmed that it looked

16 like the target completion date for all

17 the GE MAPS runs and the CRA analyses and

18 any reports would be by the end of 2010.

19 Now, they also -- Entergy indicated that

20 the stakeholders would be involved in the

21 process, as they had been with the FERC

22 study.  Monthly calls, meetings, details

23 of the run would be distributed.  Entergy

24 will post the information.  My -- looking

25 at your slide, it says on, you know,
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 1 Entergy OASIS site, but I thought we were

 2 talking about also posting on the SPP

 3 site, where all the other study results

 4 will be.  And Entergy will provide you

 5 guys and the Working Group and the

 6 stakeholders a summary of the study

 7 results as they become available to the

 8 E-RSC.  So that's kind of it on the CBA

 9 addendum studies.  

10 Mark?

11 MR. McCULLA:  

12 If I could just clarify one

13 point.  We have been working with CRA, and

14 they believe they can finish the technical

15 studies on this piece by the end of the

16 year.  So we're shooting for that target

17 by December 15th to have GE MAPS, the

18 production costing runs complete for them

19 to have their qualitative analysis.  There

20 will be some qualitative analysis work

21 done on the MISO side, as well, similar to

22 what we're doing for SPP, and then put a

23 report out on that.  

24 We've also talked about the opco

25 breakdown analysis, and we're trying to
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 1 figure out -- it's a lot of sensitivities

 2 from the FERC study, as well as the

 3 addendum studies.  So we have to determine

 4 which ones are going to do the opco

 5 breakdown.  We don't think those will be

 6 -- all be complete by the end of December.

 7 So that schedule at the end of the year

 8 certainly involves -- we're shooting for

 9 that target with CRA but not certain that

10 the opco breakdowns will be done by the

11 end of the year, as well.

12 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

13 So the next issue was -- in

14 following the presentation last week was

15 Entergy -- or Northbridge made a

16 presentation on how they're approaching

17 the question of allocation of benefits

18 with the results from the CRA studies

19 across Entergy operating companies.  And

20 it was a good presentation, but it

21 probably raised lots of questions.  The

22 working group is going to be on a

23 conference call with them in a couple of

24 weeks to better understand exactly how

25 Entergy is approaching that allocation of
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 1 benefits.  From my perspective, it was

 2 pretty complex, the way that they're doing

 3 it, and it's pretty intense, too,

 4 data-wise.  And as I recall, that post

 5 processing work will probably lag the

 6 results of the GE Maps studies by about a

 7 month.  It will take that long to work

 8 through that.  And so we just need to get

 9 a better handle at the working group level

10 of what's -- what they're doing, and

11 they've left it open.  If we've got things

12 we want to recommend, changes we want to

13 recommend, they're open to that.

14 They're -- this isn't like, here's what

15 we're going to do.  It's here's what we're

16 planning to do; let us know what we need

17 to change if y'all have got some other

18 thoughts about this.  So we're going to

19 talk to them in a couple of weeks about

20 that, and feeling some urgency because of

21 all the deadlines some of the retail

22 regulators have set on getting study

23 results, so we're going to try to get that

24 done as quickly as we can so Entergy can

25 move forward.
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 1 Then Carl gave us an update on

 2 what you've heard mentioned today.  SPP

 3 has started looking at the TLR issue to

 4 try to figure out the causes of the TLRs.

 5 And we got a short presentation on that.

 6 So SPP is working through that issue.  And

 7 then we went and saw the review of the ICT

 8 metrics, which y'all have already seen

 9 today.

10 One thing on the continuing

11 review of the ICT metrics, it seems like,

12 to the extent that the E-RSC moves to more

13 quarterly meetings or moves to six

14 meetings, rather than those metrics being

15 reported monthly, my recommendation is is

16 that Entergy and the ICT just report those

17 data prior to y'all's meeting.  So it may

18 be quarterly rather than on a monthly

19 basis.  It's a pretty intense exercise

20 that they go through to pull those metrics

21 together, and I don't see much value in

22 them generating them on a monthly basis

23 when you're going to be meeting quarterly.

24 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

25 Other than -- I'm just throwing
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 1 this out I think for discussion with my

 2 colleagues.  They can generate a monthly

 3 email to us so that we could continue to

 4 track it, monitor it, and they wouldn't

 5 have to prepare anything with respect to a

 6 particular meeting, for example, through

 7 December for the January meeting if it's

 8 not too tight.  But it would be the last

 9 sort of regularly scheduled month that

10 they would generate a report.  That would

11 give the various members time to digest

12 and look at trends, and then if they have

13 questions, they can ask questions.

14 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

15 So let me --

16 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

17 I mean, that's -- that would be

18 the other alternative.  I don't know how

19 my colleagues feel about it.  It's really

20 what's easier for SPP is to do one that

21 covers a larger or a longer period than to

22 have to generate in advance of a meeting

23 or as opposed to putting it on a regular

24 schedule where they send it and they don't

25 really have to, you know, present at the
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 1 meeting.  They just need to be prepared to

 2 answer questions.

 3 MR. MONROE:  

 4 Yeah, collecting -- I mean, if

 5 you collect three months of data in one

 6 time period, you will have some

 7 efficiencies in producing the report.  The

 8 larger portion has to do with having to

 9 look at the 1F where you have all the

10 flowgates that are listed and having then

11 Entergy go off and say what solutions do

12 they have.  They have a lot of work to do

13 in that area, too.  So it might be that we

14 can do just the report without the 1F

15 stuff every -- every month, but then do

16 the 1F stuff on a quarterly basis.

17 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  

18 That's fine with me.

19 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

20 So you're fine with that?  Do

21 y'all have any feelings about that?  

22 So would you prefer quarterly

23 or, like, something monthly with just --

24 without the 1F stuff?

25 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  
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 1 Quarterly is fine with me, if

 2 it's going to be more efficient and be

 3 more thorough.

 4 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 5 All right.  Quarterly is fine.

 6 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

 7 Okay.  Good.  Thank you.

 8 CHAIRMAN PRESLEY:  

 9 I move for quarterly, also.

10 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

11 Thank you, Chairman Presley.  

12 Next page.  

13 We also indicated to the

14 stakeholders and to Entergy that our

15 recommendation on the planning horizon is

16 to go to a five-year horizon, rather than

17 the ten that y'all heard us recommend, or

18 most of us recommend, back in March.

19 There's no really good reason for doing

20 five as opposed to something else, other

21 than it's longer than three and shorter

22 than ten.  And a couple of the

23 stakeholders came back to us initially,

24 after seeing Entergy's study, and said

25 that five years seemed to make sense to
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 1 them.  What -- I'm not asking y'all to

 2 take this up in a resolution today.  What

 3 I am asking, though, is that stakeholders

 4 get comments back to us if they've got

 5 concerns on the five-year planning

 6 horizon.  Get those back to us within two

 7 weeks, two weeks from this coming Friday,

 8 if you can.  And if that's a problem, just

 9 send me a note and let me know because I'd

10 like to get this issue before y'all at

11 your October meeting so we can kind of put

12 it to bed, put it to rest.

13 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

14 So, Sam, you're saying you want

15 resolution in October on the planning

16 horizon?

17 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

18 Yes, sir.

19 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

20 Okay.

21 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

22 The next item is the ESPY

23 recommendations, which you've already

24 heard discussed today.  Frankly, we're not

25 sure at the working group level about the
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 1 timing of the performance measures.  And

 2 we did say, try to work through those and

 3 come back to us with something, ICT and

 4 Entergy, in January so that we can start

 5 working through that.  

 6 And then regarding the WPP, you

 7 heard my little check box comment this

 8 morning.  We do see that there needs to be

 9 some information that's provided back to

10 the bidders whose bids aren't accepted.

11 It's clear from this morning's discussion

12 that that's going to be an item we're

13 going to have to continue to discuss for a

14 little bit.  It may not be as simple as I

15 approached it, but we'll continue to work

16 through that.  Also, I'm anxious to see

17 what happens with the enhancements that

18 Antoine and his group have worked through

19 through the WPP process.  I think that has

20 the potential to improve the value of the

21 WPP.  

22 The working group did not come

23 to an agreement on the future of the WPP.

24 It really wasn't an item that we

25 discussed, but one of the things that we
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 1 did say was pretty much where Kristine --

 2 where ESPY landed in their report, and at

 3 some point, there needs to be an economic

 4 evaluation done of WPP to see whether it

 5 should continue or whether the plug should

 6 be pulled on it, so...

 7 The other recommendations, I

 8 believe we were in agreement with ESPY on.

 9 One of the recommendations has to do with

10 ATC and AFC.  That's an issue that the

11 AFC/ATC task force needs to address, and I

12 was glad to hear Kim talk about trying to

13 better define responsibilities for the

14 elements involved in that AFC/ATC

15 calculation process, so that's very

16 helpful.

17 Moving on to the next topic is

18 on the SPC/E-RSC working group

19 coordination.  We believe that there needs

20 to be a more definitive interaction

21 between the working group and SPC.  I've

22 heard that a couple times today.  And the

23 way we have kind of come down on how that

24 would happen would be through a

25 coordinated committee, which is basically
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 1 kind of a project manager; make sure all

 2 the issues are being addressed by the task

 3 forces or people that need to be

 4 addressing them, make sure that deadlines

 5 are hit, that you don't have issues

 6 lingering for two years and then people

 7 know what happen to it.  So their

 8 responsibility is to stay on top of those

 9 task forces and the chairmen of those task

10 forces and make sure deadlines are hit and

11 the issues are being addressed in a timely

12 fashion.  

13 The first step in that process

14 is to go through the existing issues

15 before the E-RSC working group and the

16 issues that the LTTIWG and NTTIWG and SPC

17 have been trying to address over the last

18 few years.  We've circulated our matrix of

19 issues -- or we've posted it, I guess, is

20 what we've done.  And the first -- like I

21 said, the first step or first job for the

22 coordinating committee will be to go

23 through not only that matrix, but all the

24 other issues and figure out, all right, is

25 this an E-RSC Working Group issue, are we
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 1 best served to address the issue, or is

 2 somebody else better served to address the

 3 issue, and go ahead and make those

 4 determinations quickly.

 5 That coordinating committee will

 6 be made up of four people.  I anticipate

 7 they'll meet largely over the phone.

 8 Somebody from Entergy, somebody from the

 9 stakeholders, someone from the ICT and

10 somebody from the E-RSC or the E-RSC

11 working group.  My recommendation is that

12 we go ahead and assign Kristine to be the

13 representative on that coordinating

14 committee.  Their contract is good through

15 the end of the year, and that will be a --

16 she's just outstanding at organization,

17 and I think that will provide a lot of

18 benefit.  She's a good resource for that

19 coordinating committee as they step up and

20 ramp up to try to deal with all of the

21 issues, figure who's doing what.  So that

22 would be my recommendation to y'all.  And

23 I'd like y'all to consider that today, if

24 you could.

25 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  
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 1 I'll make that appointment a

 2 motion.

 3 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  

 4 I'll second.

 5 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 6 All in favor?  

 7 (All ayes.)  

 8 Opposed?  

 9 (No response.)

10 Ayes have it.

11 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

12 For the record, Bill Booth was

13 granted earlier today the proxy for New

14 Orleans, so...

15 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  And Chairman

16 Presley voted in favor of it over the

17 phone.

18 CHAIRMAN PRESLEY:  

19 Yes, I did.

20 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

21 Thank you very much.  

22 The last item that I want to

23 just touch on briefly, Jennifer had asked

24 if she could make a presentation on kind

25 of stakeholder issues -- that's my
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 1 characterization, it's not yours, I don't

 2 think, so -- and it's basically what you

 3 already heard Jennifer say, you know.  And

 4 what we're really here to do and what

 5 we're about is to improve transmission and

 6 make transmission more available here in

 7 the Entergy region.  So don't lose track

 8 of some of those issues that have been

 9 long-standing amongst the stakeholders to

10 try to come to resolution on them.  And

11 I'll just name a couple of them.  One is

12 the AFC task force, and the other one is

13 the base case overloads issue.  And I'm

14 pretty certain that those things will get

15 on track here in the next month to start

16 movement again on them, so... 

17 So that was it.  I mean, that

18 was our day last Wednesday in DFW Hyatt.

19 And it was worth (inaudible) shake a stick

20 at.  

21 All right.  Any questions?

22 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

23 Any questions from the members?

24 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

25 I have a question, and I meant
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 1 to ask it this morning when Entergy was

 2 giving its presentation.  But a couple of

 3 questions I had is:  What is the status --

 4 Sam has announced at our last meeting

 5 Entergy -- I think it was Doug Powell --

 6 economic projects, and it's even listed in

 7 some of the -- in the difference between

 8 the in-service date and the need-by date.

 9 What is the status of that?  Who's leading

10 that charge?  I know Sam was kind of

11 surprised to hear about economic projects.

12 MS. DESPEAUX:  

13 Hold on one second.  Okay.  I

14 don't know -- am I on; I think I am.  I

15 don't know that I have any of the right

16 people here, but, yeah, that process is

17 one that we have talked about.  It's the

18 one that takes the ISTEP -- the projects

19 that are -- the ICT includes in the ISTEP

20 and then looks at them from Entergy's

21 standpoint, just from our customers, to

22 see if we think the benefits would exceed

23 the costs.  And we've gone through one

24 round of it last year -- hold on.  Matt

25 knows more on this than I do.
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 1 MR. BROWN:  

 2 Good afternoon.  Matthew Brown.

 3 I've worked a little bit with the group

 4 who is carrying out those study processes.

 5 As Kim mentioned, for the -- I get my

 6 years mixed up because they use different

 7 year designations.  But last year's

 8 version of the ISTEP projects, the study

 9 process was completed.  That was done with

10 substantial transparency to the

11 stakeholder community.  The results of

12 that study process were provided.  The

13 projects that were picked up from last

14 year's process after going through that

15 intensive study process did not show

16 benefits sufficient to justify their

17 costs.  With this latest round from this

18 most recent ISTEP process and the five

19 projects that emerged from this most

20 recent round, we are currently undertaking

21 the study that Doug mentioned -- Doug

22 Powell mentioned last meeting, and I think

23 that there's substantial progress being

24 made on that study.  And I think that

25 we'll be in a position -- and I hate to
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 1 commit without them here to stop me, but I

 2 believe that we'll have substantial

 3 information to report, if not results, at

 4 the next meeting.  The alternative

 5 economic study process that was mentioned

 6 earlier, that's the -- that's the study

 7 process that's being used for this current

 8 round of projects, and I know that there's

 9 substantial progress to report on those,

10 and I would expect that that will be

11 discussed in the presentation that's made

12 at the October meeting.

13 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

14 So these are projects that you

15 do an economic analysis for Entergy's

16 customers that shows, you know, higher

17 than one cost benefit analysis; in other

18 words, it's economic to build this for

19 Entergy customers?

20 MS. DESPEAUX:  

21 Actually, I don't know -- is

22 that right?

23 MR. BROWN:  

24 That's correct.

25 MR. DESPEAUX:  
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 1 The higher than one?  I wasn't

 2 sure about the higher than one.

 3 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

 4 Or at some point.  I assume it's

 5 not lower than one.

 6 MS. DESPEAUX:  

 7 It's not lower than one.  But

 8 it's -- you know, it's really trying to

 9 figure out the production cost savings as

10 to the number of years, you know, kind of

11 the payback period.  I know one of the

12 periods for one was, like, 69 years or

13 something, which the payback period would

14 have been 69 years.  And so that's the

15 kind of thing we're trying to look at is

16 what would be the benefits as compared to

17 the cost.  But it's not -- but it is to

18 Entergy customers, absolu -- our native

19 load customers, not the broader group we

20 anticipate.  Other market participants are

21 maybe looking at these upgrades, as well,

22 to see if they can provide some benefits

23 to them.

24 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

25 Okay.  And then, second, and I'm
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 1 going back to Chairman Presley, if my

 2 memory is correct -- maybe I should look

 3 at the minutes -- but in Alabama, I think

 4 Chairman Presley asked about some type of

 5 comparison of the capacity factors, plants

 6 before they were purchased by IPP plants

 7 and then after they were purchased by

 8 Entergy.  And it's my recollection -- I

 9 may have dreamed this or something -- that

10 he asked that in Alabama.  

11 CHAIRMAN PRESLEY:  

12 That's correct, Paul.

13 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

14 That's correct that he dreamed

15 it or...

16 CHAIRMAN PRESLEY:  

17 I'm sorry to jump in, but just

18 to clarify that, I mean, I received some

19 informal documents from Entergy

20 Mississippi related to a particular plant

21 in Mississippi.  But, you know, the

22 interest from my standpoint was what was

23 the transmission capacity prior to the

24 purchase and afterwards, obviously to see

25 whether or not that -- you know, how that
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 1 shook out and what the results were.

 2 MS. DESPEAUX:  

 3 Chairman Presley, is it the

 4 transmission capacity or the capacity

 5 factor?  

 6 CHAIRMAN PRESLEY:  

 7 The capacity factor.  Also, and

 8 I can barely hear, if that's Kim talking.

 9 MS. DESPEAUX:  

10 That is Kim.  I'm sorry.  I'll

11 try and talk closer to the mic.  I just

12 wanted to confirm that what you were

13 looking for is the capacity factor of --

14 associated with the new acquisition.  

15 CHAIRMAN PRESLEY:  

16 Correct.

17 MS. DESPEAUX:  

18 Before and after the

19 acquisition.  

20 CHAIRMAN PRESLEY:  

21 I'm really having a hard time

22 hearing, but we can have this discussion

23 off this call or something, where I can

24 hear you.

25 MS. DESPEAUX:  



   247

 1 Okay.  I could call -- I would

 2 be happy to call you to make sure I

 3 understand what the information is. 

 4 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

 5 And we'll make sure you have an

 6 agenda item to include that at our next --

 7 at y'all's next meeting.

 8 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

 9 In October.

10 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

11 One thing that I'd like for

12 Entergy to do at the next meeting with the

13 stakeholders and the working group, which

14 I think is scheduled for the 29th of this

15 month, is come to that meeting with a

16 presentation on this alternative economic

17 study process so that we can get a handle

18 on what y'all are doing.  I don't care so

19 much about results, just the process

20 itself.  And then at the E-RSC meeting in

21 October, hopefully y'all will have some

22 results and can make the same kind of

23 presentation to these guys, as well, so...

24 MR. SCHNITZER:  

25 Sam, the first part of that
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 1 question, the September 29th working group

 2 meeting?  I just want to make sure I heard

 3 that right.

 4 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

 5 Yes, yes.

 6 MR. SCHNITZER:  

 7 Thank you.

 8 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

 9 So...

10 MS. TURNER:  

11 I've got a question.  I was just

12 curious, why would the E-RSC working group

13 be prepared to make a recommendation on

14 the number of years for the base plan

15 prior to soliciting comments from

16 stakeholders?

17 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

18 We've already gotten comments

19 back.  They came in in July.  

20 MS. TURNER:  

21 But -- okay.  So you considered

22 those and you're asking again for more

23 comments, but --

24 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

25 Right.  Do you have an issue
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 1 with the five years or -- 

 2 MS. TURNER:  

 3 Well, you didn't say -- I mean,

 4 you just said it was between three and

 5 ten, and that's -- that doesn't really

 6 address, you know, significant issues with

 7 transmission access on the Entergy system.

 8 You know, five years versus ten years,

 9 which is really an interesting standard if

10 you look at all of the other systems

11 across the country.

12 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

13 I'm not going to disagree, but,

14 I mean, our recommendation on ten years

15 was not accepted, so...

16 MS. TURNER:  

17 Not accepted by   who?  By the

18 commissioners?

19 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

20 By the commissioners.  

21 MS. TURNER:  

22 And I guess I missed that

23 meeting.

24 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

25 It was back in March, as I
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 1 recall.  

 2 MS. TURNER:  

 3 And there was a vote on that

 4 back in March?

 5 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

 6 There was a discussion. 

 7 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

 8 There was a discussion.

 9 MS. TURNER:  

10 A discussion.  A discussion.  I

11 remember the discussion, but I didn't

12 remember any decision, per se.

13 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

14 The decision was they didn't --

15 they didn't -- you're right.  They didn't

16 vote on it and told us to go back and come

17 up with another alternative, so...

18 The only other thing that I

19 would add, and this is my last item, is

20 that SPP -- the ICT is looking at various

21 places for a short list of possible

22 economic projects that we could take a

23 look at and try to come up with a cost

24 allocation methodology in order to pay for

25 those projects.  And they're looking at
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 1 work that they've done in the past.  I

 2 assume they're looking at kind of the

 3 flowgate issues that keep popping up,

 4 probably going back to looking at some WPP

 5 issues where transmission might be needed.

 6 The first group of projects I saw didn't

 7 pass the straight-face test, and so I've

 8 asked them to come back with a list of

 9 projects probably -- I don't remember now

10 what I said -- but assuming it's at the

11 end of this month.

12 MR. MONROE:  

13 It's the end of this month.

14 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

15 Yeah.  So I gave a report on

16 that to you guys as we make progress down

17 that path.  I'm not using the words

18 "balanced portfolio," but it's some kind

19 of portfolio, I guess, is how you could

20 characterize it.  So that's what I'm

21 thinking right now.  So that's it for my

22 report.

23 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

24 Any questions or --

25 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  
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 1 I just wanted to ask Kim if she

 2 would, please, when you do the capacity

 3 differential for the plants in

 4 Mississippi, that you do it throughout the

 5 system.  I know we have a couple in

 6 Louisiana, also.

 7 MS. DESPEAUX:  

 8 We will.

 9 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  

10 Thank you.

11 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

12 Anything else?

13 MR. CRUTHIRDS:  

14 The party has started.

15 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

16 The next -- the next item on the

17 agenda are action items.  I think really

18 we've done our one definite action item,

19 but I did want to bring up for

20 discussion -- originally, the plan was to

21 vote on -- whether to -- or to vote on a

22 proposed MOU and Attachment X to specify

23 the filing authority and rights of this

24 committee.  That vote will now -- the

25 formal vote will be postponed until the
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 1 October meeting in Austin.  I did want to

 2 state and give each member of the

 3 committee an opportunity to express their

 4 view, and I thank the councilwoman for --

 5 who earlier expressed her intent to

 6 vote -- vote in favor of the drafts that

 7 we've -- that have been circulated most

 8 recently yesterday.  

 9 On behalf of Texas, assuming

10 there are -- and I realize Entergy has not

11 responded yet to the draft, but as long as

12 the draft -- or as long as the changes are

13 substantially in conformity with what I

14 got yesterday, I will definitely be

15 prepared to vote in favor of the MOU in

16 favor of the Attachment X and as well as

17 changes in bylaws, understanding there's

18 still an open issue.  But I don't expect

19 whatever compromise is ultimately agreed

20 to or changes that I'll have a problem

21 voting in favor of it, so I think you can

22 add -- you can add Texas to New Orleans in

23 being in favor of what is likely to be

24 before us in the form of a resolution in

25 October.
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 1 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

 2 I'll say Arkansas is in the same

 3 position.  Based upon what the working

 4 group has done, as well as involvement

 5 with the stakeholders, Arkansas Commission

 6 will express its vote in favor of those

 7 items that have been put together.  I will

 8 say, if we get through October and we have

 9 not had resolution of this, I think

10 there's an ultimate question about whether

11 or not we want to continue to do this.

12 We've been after this since June 2009, and

13 I think the next 45 days will be very

14 indicative of whether or not we're going

15 to continue to make strides or not.  But

16 Arkansas is in favor of them.

17 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  

18 Mr. President, as y'all know and

19 I've explained, it's up to the Commission

20 to make a decision like this in Louisiana.

21 But I believe, taken as a package, the 205

22 filing rights authority, the MOU and the

23 bylaws, if they're -- continue to evolve

24 in the way I think they have so that

25 they're satisfactory with everyone, that
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 1 we will take it up on -- we meet on

 2 October 15th?

 3 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

 4 13th.

 5 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  

 6 The Louisiana Commission meets

 7 on the 15th.

 8 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

 9 Oh, I'm sorry.

10 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  

11 So I hope to have authority in

12 my hand to be able to vote in favor of

13 them at the -- on the 21st in Austin.

14 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

15 Which means that I think that

16 the working group and Entergy need to

17 reach agreement and each of us

18 individually need to sign off on it really

19 by the end of this month.

20 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

21 Yes, sir.

22 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

23 And my view is that whatever --

24 if -- the working group ought to deliver

25 to the members of the committee the final
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 1 version by the 30th of September.  That

 2 means that whatever is -- whatever the

 3 working group agrees to in consultation

 4 individually with the various members will

 5 be what we informally decide we're voting

 6 for and that that's what will come before

 7 us -- or that that needs to be what is

 8 given to the Louisiana Commission for

 9 approval.  And so after that date, there

10 are no further changes.

11 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

12 Yes, sir.  Will delivery of the

13 documents to Louisiana by the 30th give

14 them adequate time --

15 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

16 That's an excellent question.

17 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

18 -- to take that up at your

19 October meeting?

20 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  

21 Yes, it will.  I see my outside

22 counsel affirming that that will be fine.

23 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

24 Okay.

25 CHAIRMAN PRESLEY:  
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 1 Mr. President?  

 2 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 3 Yes, sir.

 4 CHAIRMAN PRESLEY:  

 5 This is Brandon Presley for

 6 Mississippi.  I just don't want us to be

 7 left out.  I've circulated a copy of a

 8 memo outlining the changes to my

 9 colleagues, and it's my intention to vote

10 in favor of the changes to the MOU, 205

11 filing rights and also the bylaws.

12 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

13 Thank you.  And I apologize

14 for -- out of sight, out of mind.

15 CHAIRMAN PRESLEY:  

16 That's all right.  (Inaudible.) 

17 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

18 All right.  Thank you, Brandon.

19 All right.  With that, I don't

20 believe we have any other action items to

21 take up, I think today. 

22 Sam, is that your...

23 MR. LOUDENSLAGER:  

24 Yes, sir.

25 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  
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 1 All right.  Just a brief

 2 announcement:  The next meeting of the

 3 E-RSC will be in Austin, Texas.  We --

 4 right now it's planned to be a two-day

 5 meeting.  It will be the afternoon of the

 6 20th and the morning of the 21st.

 7 MR. BRIGHT:  

 8 I was going to say, I just found

 9 out from our meeting planner that we will

10 be at the Hyatt Regency in Austin.

11 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

12 Okay.  The Hyatt Regency?

13 That's right on Town Lake, so it's --

14 good.

15 MR. BRIGHT:  

16 And we'll get that posted in the

17 next couple of days.

18 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

19 I also -- if this works with the

20 members, would -- and this is optional --

21 but on the morning of the 20th, for those

22 who get in, I'll arrange for the members

23 of the committee and whatever staff they

24 want to bring, a tour of the ERCOT

25 operations center, if that's -- if they're
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 1 interested in going.  It's voluntary.

 2 Some of the members have expressed an

 3 interest, and it's -- tentatively would be

 4 the morning of the 20th, subject to ERCOT

 5 having an issue with it.

 6 MR. GREFFE:  

 7 We've already been in touch with

 8 ERCOT.  In fact, we have a 10:00 to 12:00

 9 time frame set up for that.

10 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

11 Okay.

12 MR. GREFFE:  

13 We do need to have an idea of

14 how many folks would be attending that.  

15 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

16 Okay.  If the members could, I

17 guess, get with Richard Greffe, those who

18 are interested, as well as the names of

19 their staff.  And we might -- we might

20 need to follow up with some additional

21 information for security purposes.  And

22 that invitation also extends to FERC, any

23 of the --

24 SECRETARY SUSKIE:  

25 Are you sure Texas wants FERC to
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 1 look at ERCOT?

 2 MR. CLAREY:  

 3 We won't say anything.  We won't

 4 say anything.

 5 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 6 They'll have a Texas ranger

 7 behind them the whole time.  

 8 Any other business?  And, of

 9 course, we have a meeting in January in

10 New Orleans.  Any other business or items

11 for discussion?  I can hear the party

12 starting outside.  Those of us who have to

13 get to the airport are probably eager to

14 start the effort.  

15 I appreciate y'all being here

16 and look forward to seeing you in Austin.

17 As I said, if -- I'm probably going to

18 have a dinner for the members that night

19 or one of the nights, so let me know your

20 pleasure in terms of food, barbecue or

21 Mexican.

22 VICE-PRESIDENT FIELD:  

23 Thank you.

24 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

25 All right.  With that, this
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 1 meeting is adjourned.

 2 (MEETING ADJOURNED AT 2:51 P.M.) 
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