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

 2 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 3 I want to call the meeting to

 4 order at 1:00 o'clock, on Friday,

 5 November 9th [sic], 2012, in the lovely City

 6 of New Orleans, where we're having great

 7 weather.  I thank the Commissioner from

 8 Louisiana for the weather.

 9 COMMISSIONER SKRMETTA:  

10 It's okay, anytime -- between

11 October and May.

12 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

13 Let me first note the absence --

14 or the presence of a quorum and note for the

15 record that the City of New Orleans is

16 represented by Phil Movish and that Arkansas

17 is represented by Dr. Keith -- Dr. Keith

18 Berry, both pursuant to valid proxies.

19 Let me ask, is Brandon on the

20 phone?

21 (No response.)

22 He said -- told me he'd try to get

23 in by phone.

24 The next item is to state for the

25 record those in the audience who are
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 1 attending, and remind you to speak up and

 2 speak slowly in order for the court reporter

 3 to get your name.

 4 MR. DAVIS:  

 5 Jason Davis, SPP staff.

 6 MR. SHIPLEY:  

 7 Don Shipley, SPP staff.

 8 MR. HARWARD:  

 9 Matt Harward, SPP staff.

10 MR. GRENFELL:  

11 Bob Grenfell, Entergy Mississippi.  

12 MR. VANDERLOO:  

13 Jeremy Vanderloo, Entergy

14 Services.  

15 MR. BOOTH:  

16 Bill Booth, City of New Orleans.

17 MR. HILTON:  

18 Shane Hilton with Cleco Power.  

19 MR. WHITMORE:  

20 Terry Whitmore, Cleco Power.

21 MR. CRUTHIRDS:  

22 Dave Cruthirds with The Cruthirds

23 Report.

24 MR. RAMEY:  

25 Todd Ramey from MISO.
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 1 MR. FERGUSON:  

 2 Walter Ferguson from Entergy.

 3 MR. CASE:  

 4 Jim Case, Entergy.

 5 MS. MONTGOMERY:  

 6 Melinda Montgomery, Entergy.  

 7 MR. SONTI:  

 8 Shyama Sonti, MISO.

 9 MR. THOMAS:  

10 Mark Thomas, Entergy.

11 MR. BROWN:  

12 Matthew Brown, Entergy Services.

13 MS. PROFETA:  

14 Pat Profeta, Entergy.

15 MR. SCHNITZER:  

16 Michael Schnitzer, Entergy.

17 MR. HOLSCLAW:  

18 Jim Holsclaw for MISO.  

19 MR. KESSLER:  

20 Michael Kessler for MISO.  

21 MR. WATTS:  

22 Jamie Watts, counsel to MISO.

23 MR. HURSTELL:  

24 John Hurstell, Entergy.

25 MR. JETT:  
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 1 Paul Jett with Duke-American

 2 Transmission Company.

 3 MR. BITTLE:  

 4 Ricky Bittle with Arkansas

 5 Electric Co-op.

 6 MR. SKINNER:  

 7 Doug Skinner, Cleco.

 8 MR. BARFIELD:  

 9 Carol Barfield, Marathon

10 Petroleum.

11 MR. DARCE:  

12 Noel Darce, Louisiana Public

13 Service Commission.  

14 MR. ZIMMERING:  

15 Paul Zimmering, Louisiana Public

16 Service Commission.  

17 MR. BROUSSARD:  

18 Dennis Broussard, Entergy.

19 MR. WARWICK:  

20 Brian Warwick, Entergy.

21 MR. THUMM:  

22 Brian Thumm, ITC Holdings.  

23 MR. WHITELOCKE:  

24 Simon Whitelocke, ITC.

25 MR. HARLAN:  



     6

 1 Dave Harlan, Veriquest Group.

 2 MS. DESPEAUX:  

 3 Kim Despeaux with Entergy.

 4 MR. BERNSTEIN:  

 5 Glen Bernstein for Entergy.

 6 MR. LONG:  

 7 Charles Long with Entergy.

 8 MR. MCCULLA:  

 9 Mark McCulla with Entergy.  

10 MR. VONGKHAMCHANH:  

11 Kham Vongkhamchanh with Entergy.

12 MR. GREFFE:  

13 Richard Greffe, Texas Commission

14 staff.

15 MR. FINZER:  

16 Bert Finzer, Arkansas PSC.

17 MR. NICKELL:  

18 Lanny Nickell, Southwest Power

19 Pool staff.

20 MR. GREEN:  

21 Tony Green, Southwest Power Pool

22 staff.  

23 MR. BRIGHT:  

24 Ben Bright, Southwest Power Pool

25 staff.  
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 1 MS. CARLISLE:  

 2 Lynn Carlisle, MISO.

 3 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 4 Let me note for the record

 5 Commissioner Presley is on line now.

 6 MR. HEINTZEN:  

 7 George Heintzen, Conway

 8 Corporation.

 9 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

10 Do you want to repeat that?

11 MR. WILSON:  

12 Bob Wilson, Arkansas Cities.  

13 MR. ALLEN:  

14 Chad Allen, Mississippi

15 Commission.  

16 MR. RICHARDSON:  

17 James Richardson, Mississippi

18 Commission.  

19 MS. TURNER:  

20 Becky Turner, Union Power

21 Partners.  

22 MR. ERBACH:  

23 Don Erbach, Entegra.

24 MR. TAYLOR:  

25 William Taylor, Calpine.  
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 1 MS. VOSBURG:  

 2 Jennifer Vosburg, NRG.  

 3 MR. BARTA:  

 4 Bill Barta, Henderson Ridge

 5 Consulting.  

 6 MR. ESTES:  

 7 Evan Estes, LS Power.

 8 MS. WELLS:  

 9 Connie Wells, Entergy.  

10 MR. TYNES:  

11 Keith Tynes, East Texas Electric

12 Cooperatives.

13 MR. RITTS:  

14 Fred Ritts, ETEC.  

15 MS. ETHEREDGE:  

16 Yarrow Etheredge with Entergy.  

17 MS. RAUCH:  

18 Laura Rauch, MISO.  

19 MR. BERNSTEIN:  

20 Rob Berntsen, MISO.

21 MR. BIHM:  

22 Kevin Bihm, Louisiana Energy and

23 Power Authority.  

24 MR. PATTERSON:  

25 Kirk Patterson, LPSC staff.  



     9

 1 MS. GOLD:  

 2 Hillary Gold, Entergy.  

 3 MR. MCELHANEY:  

 4 Steve McElhaney, South Mississippi

 5 Electric.  

 6 MR. GARY:  

 7 Ron Gary, Lafayette Utilities

 8 System.  

 9 MS. HOYT:  

10 Karen Hoyt, Lafayette Utilities

11 System.  

12 MS. LANE:  

13 Alison Lane, MISO.  

14 MS. LAW:  

15 Jana Law, Roberts Law Firm.  

16 MR. SULLIVAN:  

17 Jim Sullivan, the Sullivan Group.  

18 MS. WETTERLIN:  

19 Carolyn Wetterlin, Xcel Energy.

20 MR. OLSON:  

21 Carl Olson, Entergy Texas.  

22 MS. CYR:  

23 Paula Cyr, Entergy.

24 MR. WANG:  

25 Francis Wang, Entergy.  
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 1 MR. GARBACZ:  

 2 Chris Garbacz, Mississippi Public

 3 Utilities Staff.  

 4 MR. CASE:  

 5 Darron Case, Entergy Mississippi.

 6 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 7 Is that everybody in the audience?  

 8 Will those on the phone please

 9 identify themselves?

10 VICE-PRESIDENT PRESLEY:  

11 Brandon Presley, Mississippi PSC.  

12 MS. LANE:  

13 Sarah Lane, Tenaska.

14 MS. LEE:  

15 Tina Lee with KGen Power.  

16 MR. LAVERTY:  

17 Eric Laverty, MISO.  

18 MR. ZWERGEL:  

19 David Zwergel, MISO.  

20 MR. RALSTON:  

21 Al Ralston, Entergy.  

22 MS. ELLIOTT:  

23 Tia Elliott, Indiana Commission

24 Staff.

25 MR. NEWELL:  
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 1 This is Gary Newell, representing

 2 MEAM and MDEA.  

 3 MR. LYONS:  

 4 Christopher Lyons with Exelon.

 5 MR. CLAREY:  

 6 Patrick Clarey, FERC staff.

 7 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 8 Anybody else?

 9 (No response.)

10 That was short.  

11 All right.  Let's move on.  I want

12 to note for the record that we have a guest,

13 Commissioner Kari Bennett, from the great

14 state of Indiana.  

15 Welcome.

16 COMMISSIONER BENNETT:  

17 Thank you.  

18 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

19 Who I believe is the

20 president-elect of OMS for next year.

21 COMMISSIONER BENNETT:  

22 That's correct.

23 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

24 The first item on the agenda is

25 approval of the minutes of the last meeting.  
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 1 Any questions or comments?  

 2 (No response.)

 3 Hearing none, do I hear a motion

 4 to approve them?  

 5 VICE-PRESIDENT PRESLEY:  

 6 Yes.

 7 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 8 There's a motion.  Is there a

 9 second?  

10 COMMISSIONER SKRMETTA:  

11 Second.  

12 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

13 There's a motion and a second.

14 All those in favor, say aye.  

15 (All ayes.)

16 The ayes have it.  

17 Next on the agenda is a report of

18 FERC activities from Patrick Clarey.  

19 Patrick?

20 MR. CLAREY:  

21 Thank you, President Anderson.  I

22 just have a couple of items to update y'all

23 on since last meeting.  

24 In August, FERC -- 

25 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  
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 1 Patrick, can you speak up?  It's a

 2 little hard to hear.  There's some

 3 background noise or something.  

 4 MR. CLAREY:  

 5 Sure.  

 6 In August, FERC concluded five

 7 regional technical conferences regarding

 8 better coordination between the natural gas

 9 and electricity markets.  The conferences

10 explored gas-electric interdependence, as

11 well as ways to improve coordination and

12 communication between the two industries. 

13 The regions included the Northeast,

14 Mid-Atlantic, Southeast, Central and West

15 regions.  And FERC certainly appreciates all

16 the participation by stakeholders in the

17 region, and, President Anderson, thank you

18 all and ERCOT for your participation, as

19 well.  

20 In September, FERC granted

21 Southwest Power Pool's Petition for

22 Declaratory Order and conditionally accepted

23 the proposed Western-Southwest Power Pool

24 Joint Operating Agreement.  

25 Also in September, Chairman
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 1 Wellinghoff announced the creation of a new

 2 FERC office that will help the Commission

 3 focus on (inaudible) --

 4 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 5 We lost you, Patrick.  Patrick,

 6 can you hear me?  

 7 MR. CLAREY:  

 8 Yes.  Can you hear me now?

 9 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

10 You're very -- no.  I don't know

11 if it's a bad connection or more of the

12 ghosts in the --

13 MR. CLAREY:  

14 Let me try to dial back in.

15 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

16 Okay.

17 MR. CLAREY:  

18 If you want to go to the OMS

19 update, I'll try to dial back in --

20 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

21 Well, now you've come back.

22 You've come back now.  Go ahead.  Continue.

23 MR. CLAREY:  

24 Sorry about that.  

25 In September, FERC Chairman
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 1 Wellinghoff announced the creation of a new

 2 FERC office that will help the Commission

 3 focus on potential cyber and physical

 4 security issues.  The new office will be

 5 called the Office of Energy Infrastructure

 6 Security, and will be headed by Joseph

 7 McClelland, former head of our Office of

 8 Electric Reliability.

 9 In October, the Commission

10 approved -- conditionally approved Southwest

11 Power Pool's integrated market design

12 subject to certain compliance filings.  

13 And, finally, at the October open

14 meeting, the chairman announced that current

15 FERC general counsel, Mike Bardee, will be

16 the new head of the Office of Electric

17 Reliability.  (Inaudible.)

18 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

19 Patrick, we lost you again.  Why

20 don't we do this:  Why don't you dial back

21 in, and I'll pick you back up after the OMS

22 update, if that's all right.

23 MR. CLAREY:  

24 Fine.  Thank you.

25 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  
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 1 Next up will be the report from

 2 Kari Bennett.

 3 COMMISSIONER BENNETT:  

 4 Good afternoon, everyone.  Thank

 5 you very much for -- 

 6 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 7 Is it on?  Is your mic on?  

 8 COMMISSIONER BENNETT:  

 9 I'm going to keep on talking until

10 this works.  How's this now?  Is that

11 better?  Am I coming through?  All right.

12 Let me know.  I can't tell when I'm on or

13 off, so if it stops, let me know, and I'll

14 wait until we get it back on.  

15 First of all, thank you very much

16 for giving me some time on the agenda today.

17 I'm going to make my remarks brief, but I

18 certainly am very open to answering any

19 questions or having any discussion that

20 folks may want to have about any recent

21 developments.

22 In addition to myself, Bill Smith,

23 who's the executive director for OMS, is

24 here today.  I think he's actually stepped

25 out, unless he snuck back in and I can't see
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 1 him behind a pillar.  Our OMS regular board

 2 meeting call is this afternoon, so he was

 3 going to do a little bit of that call and

 4 come back in.  For those of you who don't

 5 know Bill and want to get to meet him,

 6 please let me know.  I'll be here through

 7 the balance of the day today and will make

 8 sure you get introductions.

 9 What I want to do is just give you

10 a little bit of an update of what's been

11 going on with OMS for the past several

12 months.  We've been trying as much as

13 possible to attend each other's meetings,

14 and so this is that continuing effort to

15 make sure that we're staying up-to-date with

16 each other through these -- all of these

17 discussions that we're having about Entergy

18 integration.  

19 As Commissioner Anderson

20 mentioned, right now I'm actually the

21 vice-president of OMS.  Starting in January,

22 I'll be the president.  And so I thought,

23 since we recently went through elections for

24 OMS, I would let you know who our executive

25 team is for right now and also for the
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 1 coming year.  Many of you know Commissioner

 2 Kenney from Missouri.  He is the current

 3 president of OMS and will take on the role

 4 and status of president -- the immediate

 5 past president starting next year.

 6 Commissioner Callisto from Wisconsin is

 7 currently our at-large member, and starting

 8 next year, he'll be our vice-president.

 9 Commissioner Jacobs from Iowa is our

10 secretary, and she will continue on as

11 secretary in 2013.  Same for Commissioner

12 Boyd from Minnesota; he is our treasurer,

13 and he will remain in that role, as well.

14 And then Commissioner Isiogu from Michigan

15 is going to be our at-large member starting

16 next year.  So that's our executive team for

17 this year and also what you can expect from

18 a leadership role next year, as well.

19 We had our annual meeting on

20 October 16th, and that's where we did our

21 elections for the coming year.  We did have

22 Chad Allen, Bill Booth and Richard Greffe

23 all able to attend that annual meeting, and

24 I think that they may have also gotten to

25 see a lively MISO hot topic Advisory
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 1 Committee the next day, as well.

 2 After the annual meeting, we did

 3 take the time to do an OMS planning meeting

 4 for 2013, and what we wanted to do with that

 5 planning meeting was not to thoroughly

 6 discuss all of our planning issues, but make

 7 sure we identified those key issues that we

 8 were going to be spending time on during

 9 2013.  And so I thought I'd give you a

10 flavor for the issues that we're talking

11 about, and they're probably going to sound

12 fairly familiar to everybody here.  

13 The first issue has to do with

14 regional planning.  As many folks here know

15 who have been following the Entergy

16 proceedings, OMS did go through the process

17 of developing an enhanced transmission

18 planning proposal that ended up getting

19 accepted by MISO and the MISO TOs, and I

20 think was part of the Arkansas filing.  So

21 the next step with that is, overall, to work

22 on implementation of that transmission

23 planning enhanced process for OMS.  

24 Our next topic is Order 1000.

25 We're going to continue to have plenty of
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 1 work to do on both the regional and

 2 interregional planning processes associated

 3 with Order 1000 and also discussions about

 4 elimination of the federal right of first

 5 refusal selection of transmission

 6 developers, all of those sorts of things.  

 7 And then I saved for last, not

 8 because it's the least but because it really

 9 deserves the most discussion at this venue,

10 everything having to do with Entergy and

11 E-RSC integration.  I thought I'd just go

12 through a few of the topics, and I will be

13 mindful of the fact that I understand that

14 there are still open dockets, so this is

15 just meant to be general and informational

16 in nature.

17 We did make changes to the OMS

18 bylaws this past April.  From that first

19 discussion and joint meeting that we had in

20 February, we changed our bylaws to make it

21 explicit that New Orleans as a city

22 regulatory jurisdiction was eligible to be a

23 member of OMS, and we also changed the

24 geographic balance considerations for our

25 Executive Committee in anticipation of, you
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 1 know, potential integration with E-RSC in

 2 the future.  Obviously, as we continue

 3 forward down this path, we anticipate and we

 4 welcome discussion about any other changes

 5 that we should consider with our bylaws,

 6 governance, administration, operations, all

 7 of those other sorts of things that may

 8 warrant discussion about revision going into

 9 the future.

10 I already mentioned the enhanced

11 transmission planning process.  I'm looking

12 forward to working with E-RSC on

13 implementation of that.  

14 The other piece I wanted to touch

15 on briefly was the 205 filing rights

16 regarding cost allocation methodologies and

17 resource adequacy.  Recognizing that we do

18 still have open dockets, we do understand

19 that this is still a topic of ongoing

20 interest and discussion, and I think what we

21 want to do today is, just responding to the

22 Arkansas Commission's Order 72, let

23 everybody know that OMS stands ready to work

24 with all of the interested parties, E-RSC,

25 individual commissions, MISO, transmission
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 1 owners, all of the stakeholders that are

 2 involved in this process.  We know this is a

 3 very important issue, and we're committed to

 4 actively pursuing this discussion going

 5 forward.

 6 I guess we do still have an issue

 7 regarding makeup of the Advisory Committee,

 8 but I think that that's a discussion that

 9 we'll have to continue to have into the --

10 into the future with E-RSC.

11 Our next OMS planning meeting is

12 going to be on December 13th.  We're going

13 to have it in Carmel, and it's going to be

14 in conjunction with the MISO Board of

15 Directors meeting week.  It's going to

16 immediately follow the Advisory Committee --

17 the MISO Advisory Committee meeting, and

18 we're going to use that as a time for us to

19 continue to develop our 2013 plans on those

20 key topics that I just talked about.  Now

21 that we've identified those priority topics,

22 we really need to dive in to each of them

23 and start making specific plans and some

24 assignments to, you know, individual

25 commissioners and staff.
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 1 I want to let everybody know here

 2 that you are more than welcome to

 3 participate in that planning process, but

 4 also that, you know, we have OMS board

 5 meetings on a monthly basis.  We also have

 6 our Executive Committee meetings monthly.

 7 Our work group meetings are ongoing, but

 8 the -- all of the work group chairs have a

 9 monthly meeting, as well.  Most of those are

10 done by teleconference.  They are open

11 meetings to everybody.  So if you're not on

12 the list right now to get our e-mails,

13 please send an e-mail to Bill Smith or to

14 Julie Mitchell on OMS staff or go to the OMS

15 website.  And, please, you know, for

16 anything that you're interested in, we

17 welcome E-RSC and any of the state

18 commissions' participation.

19 With that, I think I'll ask if

20 there are any questions or any points of

21 discussion that people have.

22 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

23 Are there any questions?  

24 (No response.)

25 I actually have one.  What's the
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 1 current status of a commissioner from an

 2 E-RSC state or from an Entergy state on the

 3 Advisory Council?  Is that still in flux?  

 4 COMMISSIONER BENNETT:  

 5 Oh, on the MISO Advisory?  

 6 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 7 Yes.  

 8 COMMISSIONER BENNETT:  

 9 I think that it's a topic that

10 could potentially warrant further

11 discussion, but this is what I understand

12 the current status of the situation:  This

13 was actually a proposal, I believe, that

14 MISO made, probably primarily through the

15 Arkansas filings, that a -- right now, OMS

16 has three members on the MISO Advisory

17 Committee, and I think that the commitment

18 was made -- and I'm going to look at Rob a

19 little bit to correct me if I'm inaccurate

20 in anything that I said.  I think MISO made

21 the offer in the Arkansas filing to add a

22 fourth OMS spot, with that fourth spot being

23 reserved for an E-RSC member to sit on the

24 Advisory Committee.  And that offer I think

25 is still, you know, through the Arkansas
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 1 testimony, on the table.

 2 We did go through a stakeholder

 3 discussion within the MISO stakeholder

 4 process, and the response from the rest of

 5 the stakeholders was maybe a little bit

 6 different from what we may have initially

 7 expected.  Rather than a, yes, we like that,

 8 or, no, we don't like that, it was a, that's

 9 a great idea, we all want an extra spot on

10 the Advisory Committee, too.

11 So I think, you know, it's an open

12 discussion at this point and something that

13 we probably ought to take an opportunity to

14 discuss and revisit when the time is

15 appropriate.

16 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

17 Any other questions?

18 (No response.)

19 All right.  Thank you.

20 COMMISSIONER BENNETT:  

21 Thank you.

22 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

23 Looking forward to working with

24 you, Commissioner Bennett.

25 Report from the ITC?
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 1 MR. SHIPLEY:  

 2 Good afternoon.  This is Don

 3 Shipley with SPP.  I'll give a brief report

 4 on the metrics we talked about at the SPC

 5 meeting this morning.  I think there's a

 6 couple of things that's noteworthy in the

 7 metrics presentation.  If you look at the

 8 bar graphs and you see in September 2012,

 9 we've had a significant reduction in TLR

10 activity as compared to September of 2011.

11 And in coordination with that, the LAP

12 number reduced fairly dramatically from

13 1,044 to 834 -- 835 in September 12.

14 One of the main reasons that we

15 attribute to that is the coordination

16 efforts that we've gone through since last

17 fall on outage coordination.  The

18 stakeholders, Entergy and the ICT has worked

19 very hard to come up with processes and

20 procedures to coordinate generation outages

21 as well as transmission outages that are

22 less impactful and create congestion events,

23 not that we completely avoid congestion, but

24 through careful coordination, we've been

25 able to reduce some of the fall congestion
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 1 events that we've experienced in the past.

 2 And that's directly attributed to all the

 3 efforts from all of the participating

 4 parties, network customers and Entergy and

 5 ICT.  So that's a positive this year that we

 6 can see as a result here in the fall as we

 7 go to our outage season.  

 8 The next slide?

 9 You'll see the same kind of

10 relationship in this slide, which is

11 appropriate, because of the gigawatts

12 curtailed and re-dispatched.  That's the

13 actions actually that are taking place from

14 congestion as activities are in place.  So

15 you'll see a reduction between September '11

16 and September '12 that dramatically reduces

17 the amount of curtailments and gigawatts

18 re-dispatched.  Same sort of relationship

19 and ratio.

20 Next slide?

21 Then this slide here is a

22 depiction of our ten worst performing

23 flowgates based on congestion activities.

24 And this is something that we started

25 earlier this year of combining these first
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 1 three slides to show TLR and LAP at the same

 2 time, not just individual.  The slides that

 3 follow really are a representation of the

 4 individual elements of these three slides.  

 5 So in this slide, we've got a

 6 combination of the ten worst performing

 7 flowgates regardless of TLR or LAP.  These

 8 are our ten worst congested flowgates.  The

 9 top flowgate there, 1966, is a result of the

10 activity we had this summer.  It was our

11 biggest hitter for congestion management

12 activities this summer, Sheridan -

13 Mabelvale.  

14 And the significant point of that

15 issue:  Coming out of summer, we reviewed

16 the project that's listed there, Sheridan

17 South Economic Project.  It originally was a

18 2015 date, and it had already been moved to

19 2014.  And we did some investigations with

20 Entergy and then independently, as the ICT,

21 to determine if we could further expedite

22 that, maybe ahead of the summer of 2014.  

23 What we found, there are 17 total

24 outages that are required for that project

25 to be complete.  That's a massive



    29

 1 coordination effort of material; there's a

 2 lot of breaker work; there's a lot of

 3 coordination to the rest of the interconnect

 4 in that area.  

 5 So through our analysis and

 6 working with Entergy and then just looking

 7 at the massive amount of effort that it will

 8 take in coordination, we're comfortable that

 9 the 2014 time line is the appropriate time

10 line for this project to be completed.

11 There's not a lot of opportunity to expedite

12 it too much further.  Now, Entergy and the

13 ICT continue to look for opportunities that

14 maybe an outage here or there to be

15 expedited that would give us some -- some

16 benefit, but, overall, the project is not

17 going to be able to be complete until the

18 current time line of 2014.  All the

19 coordination and activities that are

20 available to us to expedite it have already

21 been used.  

22 So that's an analysis after the

23 summer, because this was our big point this

24 summer, this particular flowgate.  So I

25 think that's the highlights for the metrics.
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 1 If there's particular questions or anything

 2 that anyone has, Commissioner.

 3 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 4 Are there any questions, either

 5 from the members of the Committee or from

 6 the audience?

 7 (No response.)

 8 Doesn't appear so.

 9 MR. SHIPLEY:  

10 Okay.  Thank you.

11 MR. NICKELL:  

12 All right.  Well, I've got a

13 couple of presentations, one being the WPP

14 update, and I will try to breeze through

15 that rather quickly.  

16 Next slide?  

17 Cost/benefit estimates.  We do try

18 to provide this in every report.  So now,

19 based on 3.63 years of WPP operations, we

20 have observed an estimated benefit of a

21 little over $72 million.  The cost is almost

22 29 million, so that then produces a net

23 benefit of a little over $43 million.

24 Next slide?

25 The metrics since the last E-RSC
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 1 meeting -- and, basically, we've presented

 2 the metrics for two quarters, the quarter

 3 from June to August and then from September

 4 to November.  You can see that on an average

 5 basis, that the number of offers has

 6 slightly increased; the number of megawatts

 7 offered has slightly increased; and,

 8 accordingly, the offers accepted and

 9 megawatts awarded have also increased.  And,

10 generally speaking, that's due to milder

11 weather and conditions.

12 Next slide?  

13 We'll kind of dive down into the

14 details of those quarters, give you a weekly

15 presentation of those statistics.  I will

16 point out week 180, zero megawatts offered,

17 zero megawatts accepted, that was because we

18 actually had to cancel the WPP for that

19 particular week due to Hurricane Isaac and

20 knowing that -- or at least expecting at the

21 time that there would be significant outages

22 and a lot of work and effort deployed to

23 deal with that situation.  And then, of

24 course, the following week, which is week

25 181, although we did reinstitute the WPP
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 1 process, zero offers were accepted, and we

 2 believe that's largely due to, again, kind

 3 of the remnants of that particular activity.

 4 Next slide?

 5 And then I point out week 188.

 6 You'll notice that there were zero offers

 7 accepted that week, as well.  That

 8 particular week, we observed about a

 9 3,000-megawatt decrease in load, and based

10 on the prices of the offers or the bids that

11 were offered, there just wasn't any

12 accepted, just simply because it couldn't

13 compete.  And then, of course, you'll notice

14 the market basically reacted to that, and

15 the next week, even though there was a

16 slight increase in load, actually eight

17 offers were accepted that particular week.

18 And then the WPP activity for the

19 last four years, both in aggregate, which is

20 slide 7, and then the next slide, which is

21 slide 8, will show you the average weekly

22 result for those four years, as well.  And,

23 clearly, the offers submitted and the

24 offers -- well, the number of offers

25 submitted, the number of megawatts offered
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 1 had decreased, but by the same token, the

 2 offers accepted and number of megawatts

 3 awarded have increased on an average.

 4 And that concludes the WPP metrics

 5 report.

 6 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 7 I have a question.  On this slide

 8 7, what do you attribute pretty dramatic

 9 decrease in offers in 2012, at least -- of,

10 course, this is year-to-date.  That may

11 account for --

12 MR. NICKELL:  

13 Yeah.  It is year-to-date and it's

14 aggregate, so it might be better to look at

15 the average statistics.

16 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

17 Yeah, okay.

18 MR. NICKELL:  

19 And, again, even the average

20 statistics, I believe, are showing a

21 decrease, but, you know, I think a lot of

22 that is the reduction in terms of market

23 participants actually participating and

24 just, I think, getting smarter with how

25 they're bidding in the process.
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 1 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 2 Okay.

 3 MR. NICKELL:  

 4 Okay.

 5 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 6 The ICT report?  

 7 MR. NICKELL:  

 8 Yep.  So we'll go on to the next

 9 one.  

10 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

11 Let me -- any questions from the

12 audience?

13 (No response.)

14 Hearing none, any questions from

15 my colleagues, just to be explicit?

16 (No response.)

17 Hearing none, we'll go to 5C, the

18 report of the ICT.

19 MR. NICKELL:  

20 Okay.  So we -- of course, we had

21 a meeting this morning with the working

22 group and Stakeholder Policy Committee, so a

23 lot of this -- we actually went through a

24 lot of this in more detail.  I will gladly

25 take questions if you want to dive that down
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 1 into more detail on any of this, but try to

 2 keep it at a fairly high level, unless you

 3 have questions.

 4 So just a summary of our -- a

 5 summary of our activities over the last

 6 couple of months.  First of all, if you

 7 recall, in July, when we had the -- maybe

 8 that was August -- when we had the last

 9 E-RSC meeting, there was a lot of discussion

10 and concern that was communicated about the

11 congestion over the summer, and as Don

12 Shipley mentioned, a lot of that experienced

13 on the Sheridan South constraint.

14 As a result of that, we committed

15 to the stakeholders and to you that we would

16 investigate all of that activity, try to

17 point out what the causes were, and then try

18 to identify any solutions that we would

19 recommend, given the fact that the

20 transmission expansion that would resolve a

21 lot of that would not be in place until

22 2014.  So we did that.  We researched all of

23 that.  We proposed a series of

24 recommendations for both ATC improvements

25 and IDC improvements.  
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 1 So what we really did -- if you

 2 remember, we spent a lot of time over the, I

 3 guess the last year or so, trying to

 4 identify and recommend congestion management

 5 process improvements.  What we really did

 6 is, we realized that those improvements

 7 weren't going to make a whole lot of

 8 difference, weren't going to provide a whole

 9 lot of benefit for the work, and we started

10 kind of re-focusing our efforts on improving

11 the transmission service administration

12 process, which is the AFC calculation and

13 model.

14 So that's what we did.  We

15 proposed a series of those recommendations.

16 There are a couple of joint task force

17 meetings between the AFC Task Force and the

18 Reliability Coordinator Task Force.  They

19 reviewed our recommendations, discussed

20 them, and then, of course, final

21 recommendations and next steps have been

22 delivered, in fact, this morning.  I say

23 "final" in the sense that it's kind of SPP's

24 last opportunity to make those

25 recommendations.  It doesn't mean they're
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 1 final in the sense that nothing is going to

 2 be changed about the recommendations.  The

 3 next steps, of course, will be in the

 4 stakeholders' hands and in MISO's hands

 5 going forward.  

 6 Also, researching hubbing

 7 concerns, and I've got a little more

 8 information on that later in the

 9 presentation, and then, of course, preparing

10 for transition of ICT services.  So that's

11 kind of a summary of our activity over the

12 last couple of months.

13 I will at least describe at a high

14 level -- like I said, if you want to dive

15 into any of these and cover them in more

16 detail, I'll be happy to do that.  But the

17 recommendations that we made to improve

18 congestion until such time as we get the

19 Sheridan South upgrade in place:  One is to

20 improve IDC granularity.  That will allow us

21 to better manage the congestion in terms of

22 curtailing the appropriate schedules and

23 getting the relief that we expect to get.

24 Secondly, reduce the counterflow percentage

25 in the AFC models.
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 1 Currently, in the AFC models, we

 2 assumed that all reservations flowing in the

 3 opposite direction will actually be used,

 4 and so, therefore, it's a 100 percent

 5 counterflow assumption in the AFC

 6 calculations.  In realtime, that's not what

 7 we've observed, and so, therefore, we are

 8 actually reducing the counterflow

 9 percentage.

10 Now, that actually is a result of

11 a tariff change that was approved by FERC

12 late last year, and that tariff change

13 allows Entergy to basically analyze the

14 amount of schedules that are actually

15 flowing in the counterflow direction and

16 recommend a counterflow percentage to be

17 used in those models.  We reviewed that and

18 have agreed with it, and so we have actually

19 made that particular change already, at

20 least in the study horizon.  We haven't yet

21 made it in the planning horizon, but that's

22 coming very soon.  So that will help

23 somewhat manage better and reduce the amount

24 of transmission service that -- you know,

25 that's actually impacting the congestion.
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 1 Allow the reliability coordinator

 2 to zero out firm AFCs.  If the reliability

 3 coordinator believes, based on his

 4 experience, that there's an adverse

 5 condition that's going to result in

 6 congestion, yet the AFCs are basically

 7 demonstrating plenty of transmission service

 8 to be sold, then the reliability coordinator

 9 will have the discretion to zero out those

10 firm AFCs until such time as the adverse

11 operating condition is believed to no longer

12 exist.

13 Adopt TRM -- that's transmission

14 reliability margin -- in the AFC

15 calculation.  And, basically, that's just a

16 margin.  It's a hold-back, if you will, to

17 recognize what you don't know could happen

18 in the future.  So generation outages,

19 transmission outages, load forecast changes.

20 It those kinds of things.  It's actually a

21 fairly common practice by other transmission

22 providers.  To date, Entergy has not

23 utilized a TRM, a reliability margin, and so

24 we've recommended that they actually adopt

25 one.



    40

 1 And then, finally, the generation

 2 dispatch issue has been an issue for a long

 3 time.  Basically, Entergy, if they do not

 4 get generation dispatch models from the

 5 load-serving entities and from the

 6 transmission providers, then they have to

 7 use a default calculation or method for

 8 determining that.  And we actually recommend

 9 that Entergy follow the NERC reliability

10 standard, which allows them to ask

11 transmission service providers for their

12 generation dispatch, and once asked, those

13 transmission providers are obligated to

14 provide it.  So we recommend that Entergy do

15 that.  And then, also, in the tariff, the

16 load-serving entities are obligated to

17 provide their load dispatch information, so

18 we recommend that Entergy pursue that, as

19 well.

20 Now, having said that, we

21 recognize that that information in terms of

22 full disclosure will depend upon whether or

23 not Entergy can maintain some level of

24 confidentiality about it.  So we are willing

25 to basically ask FERC to release Entergy
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 1 from their obligation to disclose that

 2 information in order to motivate and incent

 3 more accurate provision of that data.  

 4 So that's a summary of our

 5 recommendations.  Some of these have been

 6 talked about numerous times over the years.

 7 Some of them are new, and -- but we are

 8 basically re-emphasizing the need to make

 9 some of these changes.

10 Next steps.  Clearly, as I said

11 earlier, the stakeholders need to continue

12 to discuss these, need to make sure that --

13 some of these can be fairly significant.

14 They can result in some fairly significant

15 changes in the AFC that's available, and,

16 certainly, transition issues need to be

17 discussed and vetted.  And then, of course,

18 work with Entergy and MISO to make the

19 appropriate tariff changes and make sure

20 that the methodologies are appropriate.  So

21 that's where we're at on those

22 recommendations.

23 Next slide, Ben?

24 So before I go on to the next

25 part, I think I want to stop right here and
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 1 just ask if there's any questions about

 2 those recommendations.

 3 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 4 Any questions from the members of

 5 the Committee?  There is one.

 6 DR. BERRY:  

 7 This is Keith Berry.  On the TRMs,

 8 is that a percentage, fixed percentage, or

 9 does it vary by time of day, year or

10 flowgate?

11 MR. NICKELL:  

12 It depends on how you calculate

13 it.  Some transmission providers use a

14 percentage and will withhold or reserve a

15 certain percentage of the flowgate capacity

16 in order to protect for unknown events.

17 Others, including SPP, we actually -- within

18 the SPP system, we utilize a calculation

19 that contemplates what the effect of a

20 reserve-sharing event would be on a

21 particular flowgate.  And so for each

22 flowgate, you'll get a different answer.  

23 But you model that event, you

24 calculate what the impact of that event is

25 on each flowgate, and that determines the
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 1 megawatts of TRM that you would withhold on

 2 that flowgate.  So it would be different for

 3 each flowgate.  So there's a number of

 4 different methodologies out there.

 5 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 6 Are there any other questions?

 7 (No response.)

 8 All right.

 9 MR. NICKELL:  

10 Okay.  Hubbing concerns.  Now,

11 this is something that we brought up this

12 morning.  As we -- as we did our

13 investigation and our analysis of the summer

14 congestion, I heard multiple times from our

15 staff that there is a lot of hubbing that

16 goes on.  And let me be clear.  When I say,

17 "hubbing," I'm not talking about necessarily

18 anything that's being done wrong or illegal.

19 So if some of you have connotations about

20 what hubbing is, all I'm really talking

21 about is where you're buying from one entity

22 and selling to another.  Okay?  I'm not

23 trying to make any assessment of whether or

24 not it's intentional and whether or not

25 you're doing something wrong.  But we know
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 1 it happens, and we know that it has -- it

 2 can have impacts.

 3 The IDC doesn't capture the true

 4 impact of the activity.  It can skew the AFC

 5 models, and it can mask constraints.  And we

 6 do believe that more research is needed to

 7 determine the impacts or the extent of the

 8 impacts on congestion.  We believe that

 9 possible solutions need to be vetted through

10 the stakeholders' community.  And we also

11 believe that there's a tremendous

12 opportunity, with MISO taking on the ICT

13 function and including the independent

14 system monitor in that service -- there's a

15 tremendous opportunity for the market

16 monitor to perform that review.  Okay?

17 And then the last slide, just

18 trying to give you a depiction of a

19 potential hubbing scenario.  They don't all

20 look this way.  This is kind of an extreme

21 example in how it can skew the results in a

22 congestion management event.

23 So you'll notice that there's

24 three balancing authorities, BA 1, 2 and 3.

25 There's only one flowgate in this little
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 1 simple model.  And 1,000 megawatts of

 2 generation is being delivered out of

 3 balancing authority 1 to balancing authority

 4 2.  Balancing authority 2 has

 5 1,000 megawatts of generation,

 6 1,000 megawatts of load, so, therefore,

 7 they're selling.  Because they're buying

 8 from BA 1, that allows them to reduce their

 9 generation but also turn around and sell it

10 to balancing authority 3, because balancing

11 authority 3 has 1,000 megawatts of load that

12 needs to be served.

13 Now, the reservation in schedule

14 were both reserved from BA 1 to BA 2 for one

15 leg and then from BA 2 to BA 3 for the other

16 leg.  In the evaluation of the impacts of

17 those reservations in schedules, you'll note

18 that I'm assuming that schedule 1, which is

19 from BA 1 to BA 2, has an impact of

20 4.9 percent.  BA 2 to BA 3 has an impact on

21 the flowgate of 2.6 percent.  In neither

22 case -- because the IDC has a threshold of

23 5 percent that it uses to identify schedules

24 that need to be curtailed, in neither case,

25 the IDC will not curtail these schedules.
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 1 It doesn't curtail schedules with less than

 2 a 5 percent impact.  So because of that,

 3 even though the true impact of a BA 1 to BA

 4 3 transaction has a 7-and-a-half percent

 5 impact on the flowgate and is actually

 6 producing 75 megawatts of flow, neither --

 7 neither schedule gets curtailed.  

 8 So that's kind of the -- it may be

 9 an extreme scenario, but it's not terribly

10 unlikely.  But that's -- that's just

11 illustrative of what can happen because of

12 the way the IDC calculates impacts and the

13 way it prescribes curtailments, where you

14 can have flow on a flowgate that you cannot

15 effectively reduce because of the way it was

16 scheduled.

17 So, again, don't have any

18 recommendations for you on that.  It's a

19 concern.  It's something that's existed for

20 years in the industry, but I would recommend

21 that MISO and Entergy look into this and the

22 market monitor actually be utilized to

23 research it.  Okay?

24 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

25 Any questions?  
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 1 Richard?

 2 MR. GREFFE:  

 3 Lanny, I have to confess, this

 4 hubbing issue was a new one that I had not

 5 heard about, and I'm not sure I fully

 6 understand it.  But -- and, again, if there

 7 are some aspects that -- well, let me just

 8 ask it this way:  If parties are scheduling

 9 all of their load generation and

10 transmission service the way they're

11 supposed to, do these hubbing concerns still

12 exist?  Or is this a case where, you know,

13 perhaps there are some transactions that

14 aren't really made known to a BA, or how is

15 this coming about?  Again, I'm not asking

16 for any -- any accusations against anybody.

17 MR. NICKELL:  

18 Yeah.  You know, Attachment M, I

19 believe it is, of the Entergy tariff tries

20 to mitigate this as much as possible,

21 because it actually requires that, on the

22 reservation, you have to identify a

23 generator as the source and a load as the

24 sink, and then you're limited as to how much

25 you can actually reserve and schedule into
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 1 that load.  You can't schedule more -- if

 2 you've got 1,000 megawatts of load, you

 3 can't schedule more than 1,000 megawatts.

 4 So that somewhat mitigate -- or at least

 5 minimizes the potential impact of that

 6 activity, but, again, in the example I

 7 showed you, all of those rules were

 8 followed.

 9 This particular BA had

10 1,000 megawatts of load.  It wasn't

11 importing more than its load.  Likewise, it

12 wasn't exporting more than its generation.

13 But you still had -- you still had a

14 reliability concern because you had

15 megawatts induced on the flowgate that you

16 couldn't do anything about, according to the

17 way the IDC calculates impacts and the way

18 that it prescribes curtailments.  

19 So, now, I don't know if I

20 answered your question.

21 MR. GREFFE:  

22 Well, I think you did.  Again, I'm

23 still just trying to be sure I understand

24 this.  Because what it appears, that there

25 are flows that take place that simply aren't
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 1 represented by the transactions that are

 2 scheduled.

 3 MR. NICKELL:  

 4 The IDC doesn't do a good job of

 5 linking those transactions together and

 6 saying, you know what, that BA 1 to BA 2 and

 7 BA 2 to BA 3 really looks like BA 1 to BA 3,

 8 and, therefore, let me prescribe a

 9 curtailment based on BA 1 to BA 3.  It just

10 doesn't know how to do that, but that's, in

11 reality, what should happen.

12 MR. GREFFE:  

13 My second question, then, is:  If

14 and when Entergy joins MISO and is part of

15 the day-2 market, do these kind -- does this

16 particular concern go away since everything

17 would be scheduled through the RTO?

18 MR. NICKELL:  

19 Of course, Todd -- there he is --

20 Todd can better answer this question.  But,

21 you know, SPP has a market, as well, and we

22 calculate what's known as market flows, and

23 I think, through the market flow

24 calculation, a lot of this issue is avoided,

25 but it doesn't avoid it to the extent that
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 1 there are transactions leaving the market

 2 footprint or being imported into the market

 3 footprint.  You could still have it.  It's

 4 just -- it's not as -- potentially as bad as

 5 this could be, I don't think.  

 6 Now, Todd, you may want to weigh

 7 in.

 8 MR. RAMEY:  

 9 Yeah, I think that's fair.

10 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

11 Will you identify yourself for the

12 record?

13 MR. RAMEY:  

14 I'm sorry.  This is Todd Ramey

15 from MISO.

16 Just to join in the conversation

17 about hubbing here, you know, this really

18 was an issue that was addressed by NERC over

19 a decade ago.  It's an artifact of a couple

20 of things.  One, it's the result of multiple

21 balancing areas trying to conduct commercial

22 transactions with a goal of increasing the

23 efficiency of the use of a region's

24 generator as a certain region's load, and in

25 a current day-1 type environment today,
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 1 where you're using point-to-point

 2 transactions to move or to schedule power

 3 from one balancing area to another, you end

 4 up with these kind of potential disconnects.

 5 As Lanny said, this happens today,

 6 and it's probably, in those cases, not

 7 associated with any kind of strategic intent

 8 at all.  This first transaction may be a

 9 yearly transaction that happens every hour

10 of the year.  Circumstances an hour may be

11 such that this second transaction made sense

12 for a much smaller subsidiary, maybe an hour

13 to non-firm type transaction.  So it's an

14 artifact of the way the power is moved and

15 scheduled and commercial transactions are

16 conducted in an environment where you have

17 many balancing areas and relying on

18 point-to-point transmission service to make

19 commercial transactions happen.

20 So your question was, does this

21 become less of a concern under day-2 market

22 operations.  It does.  Two reasons:  We

23 consolidate balancing areas, so if these

24 three balancing areas become part of one

25 balancing area in the market, you no longer
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 1 need point-to-point transmission service to

 2 move power from the generator here in the

 3 old balancing area 1 to serve the load over

 4 here.  The market will dispatch that based

 5 on the economics of the generation, the load

 6 and transmission system, to do that in the

 7 least-cost manner.  

 8 And the second reason is, is that

 9 day-2 markets, by intent and design,

10 specifically disconnect the physical aspects

11 of utilizing resource and the transmission

12 system to serve the load in the commercial

13 aspects of those transactions.  So day-2,

14 you split that.  You combine balancing

15 areas.  

16 This hubbing issue, where

17 you're -- you can have disconnects between

18 the reliability data that the reliability

19 coordinators are looking for and the

20 commercial interests of the parties in the

21 region are trying to make their transaction

22 more efficient, you can get a bit of a

23 disconnect.  Day-2 markets address that and

24 really kind of give you the right answer

25 from a reliability perspective, and it
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 1 allows the market participants to pursue

 2 bilevel transactions, just as they tried to

 3 do here, but no longer tied to specific

 4 point-to-point transmission services.

 5 MR. NICKELL:  

 6 And the only thing that I -- Todd

 7 is actually right.  The only thing that I

 8 would argue about is it addresses it for

 9 transactions within the market footprint.

10 MR. RAMEY:  

11 Right.

12 MR. NICKELL:  

13 You can still have this occur

14 between two or more markets.  

15 MR. RAMEY:  

16 That's true.  So point-to-point is

17 still used under day-2 market operations,

18 but it's limited to imports and exports

19 across the larger balancing area work.

20 MS. TURNER:  

21 This is Becky Turner with Union

22 Power Partners.  One thing that I just

23 wanted to mention:  In this case, it could

24 be from balancing authority 1 to 2, that

25 could be a network type transaction, and
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 1 then you could use point-to-point to move it

 2 off system.

 3 But with that said, with this

 4 example, Lanny, if the granularity that

 5 we've talked about before, if that was

 6 actually improved, wouldn't this be harder

 7 to accomplish in terms of being able to hub

 8 and take power off system?

 9 MR. NICKELL:  

10 It might affect some aspects of

11 hubbing within a BA, but I don't think it

12 affects BA to BA type transactions.

13 MS. TURNER:  

14 Okay.  Thank you.

15 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

16 Any other questions?  

17 (No response.)

18 Any questions from the Committee?

19 (No response.)

20 MR. NICKELL:  

21 Well, I believe that's my last

22 slide, so --

23 MR. BRIGHT:  

24 Actually, that's not.

25 MR. NICKELL:  



    55

 1 Oh, I'm sorry.

 2 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 3 You have the transition.

 4 MR. NICKELL:  

 5 Boy, I'm trying to get out of here

 6 quick, aren't I?

 7 ICT services transition.  So we've

 8 been engaged with MISO and Entergy, and I

 9 believe both MISO and Entergy will follow up

10 with their version of the transition

11 presentation.  But, you know, MISO has

12 definitely been involved in our task force

13 meetings and reviewing the ICT

14 recommendations.  In fact, numerous times

15 they've been asked, what would you do when

16 you take over, that sort of thing.  So

17 they're well aware of what we've

18 recommended.  I think they're prepared to

19 take that on and continue to push that ball

20 forward, and I would certainly encourage

21 that they do that.  And the reliability

22 coordinators have been communicating

23 successfully, and then, of course, the

24 tariff administration process, we've also

25 been communicating on that.  We do have a
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 1 meeting tomorrow with both Entergy and MISO

 2 for our final readiness review.  So that's

 3 kind of a quick update on the transition.

 4 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 5 Okay.  Any questions or comments

 6 from either the audience or the Committee?

 7 (No response.)

 8 Apparently not.  Thank you.

 9 MR. NICKELL:  

10 Thank you.

11 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

12 At this point, I want to go back

13 to the FERC report, if possible.

14 Is Patrick on the line?

15 MR. CLAREY:  

16 I am.  Is that better?  

17 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

18 You might speak up a little

19 louder.

20 MR. CLAREY:  

21 Is that better now?

22 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

23 A little better.  

24 MR. CLAREY:  

25 Okay.  Let me just start from the
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 1 beginning of the short report.  

 2 In August, FERC concluded five

 3 regional technical conferences on exploring

 4 better coordination between the natural gas

 5 and electricity market.  We'd like to

 6 thank -- the regions in the conferences

 7 included the Northeast, Mid-Atlantic,

 8 Southeast, Central and West regions.  We'd

 9 like to thank all for participation from the

10 stakeholders in the region in this effort,

11 especially like to thank ERCOT for its

12 participation.  

13 In September, FERC granted

14 Southwest Power Pool's Petition for

15 Declaratory Order and conditionally accepted

16 Southwest Power Pool's Western joint

17 operating agreement, subject to a compliance

18 filing.  

19 Also in September, Chairman Jon

20 Wellinghoff announced creation of a new FERC

21 office.

22 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

23 Patrick, can you slow down a

24 little bit?  And, actually, I think we've

25 heard this part of it.  I think where you



    58

 1 faded out was where you were talking about

 2 the changes in staff.  I think where we lost

 3 you was the general counsel moving to head a

 4 new office.

 5 MR. CLAREY:  

 6 Okay.  At the October meeting, we

 7 announced --

 8 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 9 You might also -- there's a lot of

10 background noise.  Perhaps -- I'm not sure

11 if you could modulate your volume just a

12 notch down.

13 MR. CLAREY:  

14 Okay.  We'll try that.

15 The staff changes I mentioned, in

16 October, Chairman Wellinghoff appointed our

17 former General Counsel, Mike Bardee, to be

18 the head of the new -- of the Office of

19 Electric Reliability, which was formerly

20 headed by Joe McClelland.  And taking Mike

21 Bardee's spot is Deputy General Counsel

22 David Morneoff.  David will step in as

23 acting General Counsel.

24 Well, that concludes the personnel

25 changes and the FERC report.  Sorry about
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 1 the phone issues.  I'd be happy to take any

 2 questions.  

 3 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 4 Any questions from the floor?

 5 (No response.)

 6 Or from the Committee?  

 7 (No response.)

 8 There doesn't appear to be.  

 9 Thank you, Patrick.

10 MR. BRIGHT:  

11 I have all of Patrick's notes.  

12 We'll make sure those get in totality in the

13 minutes.

14 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

15 I appreciate it.  

16 Patrick, you can mute your phone

17 now.  There.  Thank you.

18 Next on the agenda is a report

19 from Entergy, the construction plan update

20 and the IMM -- the IMM monitoring plan

21 update.

22 MR. LONG:  

23 All right.  I'm going to give just

24 a quick update on where the construction

25 plan is, the construction plan process is
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 1 between the last meeting -- the last E-RSC

 2 meeting and this, so we'll just update where

 3 some statuses have changed.  We're not going

 4 to go through the entire construction plan.

 5 We just highlighted some of the more

 6 interesting -- more interesting projects or

 7 the ones where statuses changed.  I will

 8 also update you on the draft construction

 9 plan and how it's working out with the base

10 plan.

11 So in Arkansas, we had a few

12 projects completed -- a couple of projects

13 completed since the last meeting.  Quitman

14 to Bee Branch, which had some congestion

15 during the summer.  We found an easy fix for

16 that one.  Jim Hill to St. Francis line was

17 a project we worked on with AECI.  And then

18 the North Little Rock Westgate to North

19 Little Rock Levy line was approved for

20 construction.

21 In Mississippi, we got three

22 good-size projects on the -- in the

23 construction phase.  Ray Braswell to

24 Wynndale is south of Jackson.  Getwell to

25 Church Road is in the Southhaven area up in
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 1 the north part of the state.  And then Ray

 2 Braswell to West Jackson is in the Jackson

 3 area.

 4 In ELL/EGSL, we've got Iron Man to

 5 Tezcuco, which is a 230-line in the Amite

 6 South load pocket that's under construction.

 7 In northeast Louisiana, Improvement Plan

 8 Phase 1 is in construction.  And then the

 9 Southeast Louisiana Improvement Plan Phase

10 2, which is the new 230 line from Peters

11 Road to Oakville, was completed a couple or

12 three days after the storm.  We actually

13 used it during restoration, so it worked out

14 great.

15 Continuing, we've got Champagne to

16 Plaisance over in -- near the border with

17 Cleco.  We've got some end equipment

18 upgrades done -- I'm sorry -- approved.

19 Mount Olive; we've got to add a shunt

20 reactor at Mount Olive to control voltage.

21 It's been changed to approved.  Sorrento,

22 we've got a new auto transformer and then a

23 line upgrade associated with that that's

24 been approved.  And then, as I said, the

25 Peters Road to Oakville was completed.
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 1 In Texas, we added Ponderosa to

 2 Grimes, a 230 line.  We also got that

 3 approved a week or two ago.  And then we've

 4 got two cap banks out in the western area

 5 that we've gotten approved.  Jasper to

 6 Rayburn, we've got some -- an upgrade to it

 7 to get it up to 100-degree C.  It's been

 8 approved.  And then we've got Cedar Hill to

 9 Plantation to Conroe, which is the

10 Conroe/Woodlands area, is in construction.

11 All right.  Update 3 to the

12 construction plan was posted October 26th.

13 And I'll just remind you, too.  Somebody

14 asked this morning about the status of

15 projects and keeping up with which ones are

16 approved, which ones are proposed and that

17 kind of thing.  We make monthly postings out

18 on OASIS that give you that information.  We

19 try to highlight where stuff has changed.

20 So if you're curious about a product and

21 when they got approved, you can go back and

22 look through those reports.  And I'll tell

23 you, by now, there's so many, I can't -- I

24 don't know, but they're out there for your

25 information.  
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 1 We targeted mid-November, which is

 2 early this year.  We usually do it, I think,

 3 at the end of the year.  With the

 4 transition, both SPP and Entergy are

 5 targeting a mid-November posting for the

 6 construction plan and a base plan.  We do

 7 have the draft base plan from the ICT.

 8 We're reviewing it now.

 9 In update 3, we had a few projects

10 added.  One of them is in Hot Springs.  We

11 have to upgrade some breakers out there for

12 fault-interrupting capability.  And we've

13 got about four or five projects we added in

14 Texas, a couple of them on the 69 system in

15 the Lovells Lake area, where we started to

16 see some overloads we hadn't seen before.

17 Lewis Creek to Egypt reconductor, we've got

18 that out there for 2014 summer now.  Porter

19 to Forest is a new line to pick up a

20 proposed distribution substation in the

21 area.  That's in that Woodlands area, as

22 well.  And the Grimes to Ponderosa actually

23 kind of allowed us to get this project,

24 which is a better project, and it eliminates

25 the need to do another SVC in the western
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 1 region, which is a good thing.  And then

 2 we've also got Egypt to Panorama reconductor

 3 out there now for 2018 summer.  

 4 That's all I've got.  Questions?

 5 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 6 Are there any questions from the

 7 Committee or from the audience?

 8 (No response.)

 9 Thank you.

10 And then the update on the IMM

11 monitoring.  

12 MR. BROWN:  

13 Good afternoon.  My name is

14 Matthew Brown on behalf of Entergy Services

15 for the Entergy operating companies.

16 We presented some slides at the

17 last meeting addressing sort of where we

18 were with the contract, the proposed

19 contract, with Potomac Economics to perform

20 the independent monitoring services, and I

21 have a very brief update for you all today,

22 and I don't have any slides, but I think

23 I'll be presenting sufficiently little

24 information, because we've, I think, largely

25 covered everything at the last meeting.
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 1 But, hopefully, the lack of slides wouldn't

 2 be an issue for you.

 3 The -- I guess just a recap

 4 briefly.  We did present some slides at the

 5 last meeting walking through the different

 6 types of functions, different monitoring

 7 functions that the independent monitor would

 8 perform.  As you'll recall, under that

 9 proposed contract, Potomac would serve as an

10 independent system monitor for the Entergy

11 transmission system.  It's generally

12 expected that the monitoring would continue

13 until such time as the operating companies'

14 transmission assets are fully integrated

15 into the MISO market, which is expected in

16 December of 2013, and at that point, any

17 further monitor -- or the further monitoring

18 would occur as part of Potomac's general

19 role as a market monitor for -- for MISO's

20 day-2 market.

21 The scope of the monitoring

22 functions would change some upon the closing

23 of the ITC transaction.  Under the proposed

24 contract, Potomac would monitor the

25 transmission system, including transmission
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 1 planning functions, the transmission service

 2 issues, operations and the actions of

 3 transmission customers, including the

 4 operating companies and other customers, as

 5 well.  Potomac will provide regular reports

 6 to the E-RSC and to the FERC.  And just so

 7 everybody can keep in mind that this is in

 8 addition to and separate from the monitoring

 9 functions that Potomac will perform under

10 the ICT contract with respect to the weekly

11 procurement process.  So these are

12 additional and separate from those

13 monitoring functions.

14 So moving to the update and kind

15 of things that have happened since the

16 August E-RSC meeting.  At the

17 September 25th E-RSC working group meeting,

18 Entergy provided an overview of the draft

19 contract.  We circulated a copy of the draft

20 contract or the draft monitoring plan a few

21 days before that.  Folks had an opportunity

22 to look at it.  At the September 25th

23 meeting of the working group, we gave a

24 presentation.  There was some discussion

25 around some of the provisions of the
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 1 proposed contract, and we got some good

 2 feedback during that meeting.  We also gave

 3 folks an opportunity to submit written

 4 comments if they wanted to do that, and we

 5 had one party that did submit formal written

 6 comments on the proposed contract and the

 7 monitoring plan.

 8 Let's see.  We took that feedback

 9 back.  We talked to Dr. Patton and worked

10 through some of the proposed changes that

11 were suggested by the stakeholders, and we

12 made some of those changes to the contract,

13 and we provided a red line version of the

14 contract of the monitoring plan to the E-RSC

15 working group.  And then I'm pleased to

16 report that we made the filing at the FERC

17 on November the 1st, and we made the filing

18 at the LPSC on November the 5th.  And so the

19 contract and plan have been filed with both

20 of those regulators, and we've requested an

21 effective date of December 1st, which would

22 coincide with the date that MISO takes over

23 as the ICT; however, the monitoring wouldn't

24 commence until we received the applicable

25 regulatory approvals.
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 1 Any questions?

 2 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 3 Any questions from the Committee

 4 or from the floor?

 5 (No response.)

 6 Apparently not.  

 7 Thank you.

 8 Next up is Jennifer.

 9 MS. VOSBURG:  

10 Thank you, Commissioners.  I do

11 not have a formal presentation today since

12 Lanny had done a pretty good overview of the

13 ICT update.  What I wanted to talk about and

14 give an update is kind of where we are right

15 now and in looking forward.  

16 There's been a lot of work, of

17 course, with the ICT transition with the

18 SPC, and we had some good discussions this

19 morning about where we are and how we're

20 going to -- two aspects of the transition of

21 the ICT to MISO.

22 First is the more practical

23 applications as we, you know, move

24 day-to-day operations from SPP over to MISO

25 on operation issues during the transition,
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 1 and Aldie and MISO was very clear that it

 2 sounds like they'll set up weekly calls with

 3 the stakeholders and the market

 4 participants, that, as that transition

 5 occurs, if there's any issues that come up

 6 with I'm having a problem with the software

 7 or I don't know who to call for this or

 8 we're having an issue, that those can be

 9 addressed quickly and on time.  And I think,

10 you know, that's a very good plan to have so

11 we can address day-to-day operational issues

12 as we transition, things like, I've got a

13 generator interconnection request I've got

14 to do, I used to send it to person "X," now

15 who do I send it to, making sure we have all

16 of that.  

17 The second issue, though, is more

18 with the SPC, the Stakeholder Policy

19 Committee.  How do we sit back, now that we

20 have a different group, now that we have a

21 little bit more clarity with MISO, how do we

22 work and move forward on the SPC issues as

23 some of these recommendations that you heard

24 today about AFC and reliability, things

25 that, you know, we've been talking about for
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 1 quite a while.  And I think the initial

 2 discussion we had this morning was we'll

 3 take December's meeting and we'll kind of

 4 have to start having a planning session.

 5 What in the next 14 months do we think we

 6 can actually get done; is there any

 7 low-hanging fruit that we can get to

 8 quickly; and is there any type of

 9 adjustments we need to be making to the task

10 force structure -- not to SPC; SPC is tariff

11 (inaudible) -- but to be able to make sure

12 that the task force is structured in the

13 right way that we're meeting all the needs

14 of the stakeholders and addressing issues.

15 So we're going to take December to get that

16 planning, work with the working group, and

17 then be able to come back in January and hit

18 the ground running again.  

19 MISO has been having a number of

20 training courses ongoing for stakeholders,

21 both from the ICT perspective, where to find

22 information, getting us -- you know, walking

23 us through the process to get on their

24 exploder list.  That being said, we're still

25 finding a few little gaps that we're going
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 1 to have to close in.

 2 As we see more and more MISO task

 3 force and committees addressing issues that

 4 impact MISO South, we need to make sure that

 5 we're doing a better job of getting that

 6 information out to the E-RSC stakeholders.

 7 There was a resource adequacy meeting that

 8 was addressing something.  We need to make

 9 sure that that is highlighted to Entergy

10 stakeholders or that they know in advance,

11 y'all need to be on this distribution list.

12 Because what we don't want to have happen is

13 there's things going on in MISO Classic that

14 we're not necessarily have enough visibility

15 on, and it's going to come back and it's

16 going to be decided before we get into it.

17 So we worked with them, and MISO agreed that

18 they're going to help us with that.

19 You know, I think, again, a lot of

20 going forward is going to be, as we

21 transition, best use of resources.  I think

22 that joint meetings that we've been doing

23 with SPC and the E-RSC working group will

24 continue going forward.  It just helps us to

25 be able to have all the discussions at the
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 1 same time.  But there's a lot going on

 2 between the actual integration efforts that

 3 are going on, so we're trying to make the

 4 best use of resources.  And I think we had

 5 some really good discussions this morning,

 6 agreeing with Mark about the -- some of the

 7 AFC issues and how do we get that balance to

 8 address some of the issues that we've been

 9 seeing over the years, as well, and what we

10 can do in the meantime.  

11 I think the focus right now is

12 where we are right now, but moving forward,

13 making any midterm adjustments that we need

14 and finding any low-hanging fruit as we move

15 to MISO.

16 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

17 Let me ask a question:  Generally,

18 are you satisfied with the process and that

19 there won't be -- or there will be minimal

20 disruptions?

21 MS. VOSBURG:  

22 I mean, it is a change, and I

23 recognize and I hope that we're all setting

24 our bars appropriately, that, you know,

25 there's going to be a few things you're
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 1 going to -- okay, who do I call for this;

 2 I'm used to calling this person.  And so

 3 we'll have to -- we'll have to work through

 4 some of those issues, and I think -- I am

 5 pleased with MISO's recommendation that

 6 they'll have weekly calls or something set

 7 up where we'll know at a set time; in

 8 addition, if you have an immediate need, you

 9 can go to them and say, okay, I have this

10 issue, how do I -- where do I need to go,

11 and that they've been very upfront about

12 making sure that we work through that

13 process clearly.

14 Personally, just working through

15 some of the other issues, and the FTR

16 working group is something that's near and

17 dear to me, we've been pleased with how that

18 process has worked with the discussions and

19 the level of both bringing us together with

20 other parties, as well as facilitating those

21 discussions.  It's going to be a different

22 group, and it's going to be a different

23 style, and, you know, MISO is going to have

24 to -- thankfully, they've had the last year

25 to kind of get used to us and our styles,
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 1 and they still answer the phone, so that's

 2 good.  So we've got a little bit of a

 3 heads-up on that going into it, but it's

 4 going to be a learning curve.  It's still

 5 just going to be a learning curve.  Like

 6 Richard was saying, just -- who schedules

 7 the meetings, I mean, some of that basic

 8 stuff, but we'll work through those issues.

 9 COMMISSIONER SKRMETTA:  

10 Mr. President?

11 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

12 Eric?

13 COMMISSIONER SKRMETTA:  

14 Jennifer, might I suggest that you

15 get the stakeholders to try and do dry run

16 simulations in advance to go through the --

17 you know, the flow chart of what and who and

18 work out these things, you know, in that

19 sort of manner and do as an exercise.

20 Instead of, you know, just getting phone

21 numbers, actually go through dry runs of

22 requests that are, you know, normal and

23 abnormal, and then try and work it out in a

24 way as a simulation so we can, you know, be

25 addressing issues in a way that help you and
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 1 then we go from there.  So --

 2 MS. VOSBURG:  

 3 That's a very good idea,

 4 Commissioner.  I'll follow up with MISO on

 5 that.  I know they've had some training

 6 courses, but there's -- like you said,

 7 there's nothing like actually doing it,

 8 doing a live process.

 9 COMMISSIONER SKRMETTA:  

10 Sometimes you got to pull the plug

11 and see what happens.

12 MS. VOSBURG:  

13 Yeah.

14 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

15 Any other questions?

16 (No response.)

17 All right.  Thank you, Jennifer.

18 The next on the agenda is a report

19 from MISO.  Let me ask a question:  Does

20 anybody need to take a break or just want to

21 keep on going, or for at least another

22 segment before we break?  

23 COMMISSIONER SKRMETTA:  

24 Doesn't matter to me.  

25 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  
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 1 Okay.  Next on the agenda is MISO,

 2 the reports from MISO.

 3 MR. RAMEY:  

 4 Thank you.  Once again, this is

 5 Todd Ramey from MISO.  First, to the

 6 Committee, thanks for inviting me back to

 7 give you another status update on our

 8 stakeholder process through our FTR work

 9 group to review the rules around auction

10 revenue right and financial transmission

11 right allocation rules to make sure that the

12 rules that are in the tariff are going to be

13 effective in ensuring that the loads in the

14 Entergy region have access to the

15 transmission rights that they'll need to

16 make sure that they have sufficient hedges

17 as they transition into our market

18 operations.

19 This is the third time I've given

20 a status update to the Committee.  I was

21 first before you in June, and in June, I

22 laid out a time line or a work plan that we

23 had developed with the FTR work group

24 designed to work us through that process and

25 make a determination whether tariff
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 1 improvements were needed and to get to that

 2 answer and to work towards making a filing,

 3 if needed, that would allow sufficient time

 4 for the FERC to review and give us an order

 5 on the sufficient time to accommodate the

 6 needs of the Entergy region stakeholders as

 7 they prepare to transition to the market

 8 operations at the end of 2013.  

 9 Next slide, please?  

10 Okay.  I think I mentioned before,

11 we identified this need earlier in the year

12 and we kicked off a process in February to

13 start these conversations and ask these

14 questions.  Our most recent FTR work group

15 was week before last, October 31st, in

16 Carmel.  We have had a strong participation

17 throughout the year from stakeholders from

18 the Entergy region in this process.

19 You can go ahead and move on to

20 the next slide.

21 At the risk of delving into a

22 level of detail that maybe is more detailed

23 than we're used to going over with this

24 Committee, we did have a MISO stakeholder

25 through that process in our meeting last --
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 1 or week before last, present a motion

 2 related to a design detail of the current

 3 process.  This is a design feature called

 4 infeasible long-term transmission rights.  

 5 One of the requirements of FERC

 6 Order 681 that requires loads have access to

 7 long-term transmission rights, as defined as

 8 rights that have a life of up to ten years,

 9 is that once an LTTR is deemed feasible and

10 is granted, MISO must make sure that the

11 megawatt value and the dollar value of that

12 right is maintained for a ten-year period.

13 Every year we re-execute a simultaneous

14 feasibility test through our annual

15 allocation process to test ongoing

16 feasibility of the transmission rights that

17 are outstanding.  We update the model as the

18 network model changes or the actual network

19 changes, transmission lines or transformer

20 addition, to be incorporated into the annual

21 model that we rerun our tests on.  There's a

22 rule that says, if in a prior year, you were

23 granted a long-term right, changes in the

24 model cause any portion of those prior

25 long-term rights to be found infeasible
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 1 going forward, that the holder of that

 2 right, which is now an infeasible long-term

 3 right, is entitled to a payment that's equal

 4 to the cash value of that long-term right as

 5 determined by the value in that year's

 6 annual FTR auction.

 7 Despite my efforts to keep this

 8 simple, I've already failed I think.  But,

 9 anyhow, there's a notion that, related to

10 the MVP filing -- recall the justification

11 for the MVP filing was that the current

12 Entergy transmission system and current MISO

13 system were not jointly planned; they are

14 not jointly built; there's not a clear

15 recognition that the standards under which

16 those two systems were planned and built

17 were entirely compatible.  So in order to

18 minimize any impacts of differences in the

19 planning and build-out of those two systems,

20 the MVP filing offered a notion that a

21 transition period of five years for MISO, as

22 the transmission planner for the larger

23 combined region now, to make that assessment

24 and to allow sufficient time for

25 enhancements, wherever needed, to bring
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 1 these two systems more in comparability.

 2 The same notion was offered here

 3 by a market participant, in that the things

 4 that can cause prior feasible rights to

 5 become infeasible in a subsequent year could

 6 include things like transmission outages.

 7 So a transmission outage that meets criteria

 8 for inclusion in that year's simultaneous

 9 feasibility test, the transmission outage

10 itself could cause a prior year's feasible

11 right to be deemed infeasible going forward.  

12 The motion that was presented was,

13 since these systems -- we don't know that

14 they're comparable, we don't know that

15 what -- MISO's planning process over the

16 transition period, which is aimed at

17 bringing these systems into comparability in

18 terms of their planning aspect, could have a

19 disparate impact on the effect of the value

20 of these infeasible rights from the MISO

21 South, the Entergy region, versus the

22 current region.  

23 So a motion was presented,

24 discussion.  It was voted on per the MISO --

25 current MISO stakeholder governance guide,
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 1 and the vote of the members passed this

 2 motion.  So they essentially asked MISO to

 3 consider this issue jointly with the other

 4 issues that have been discussed in terms of

 5 potential changes needed to accommodate the

 6 entry of the Entergy region into MISO.

 7 Let me add a little more context

 8 to this.  Last year's auction revenue or the

 9 annual process, the value of these

10 infeasible rights was about $6 million for

11 the current MISO footprint.  That's

12 $6 million that is essentially funded by all

13 LTTR holders.  That $6 million compares to a

14 total value of that auction of about

15 $450 million.  So the size of this question

16 for the most recent year was about

17 1.5 percent of the total auction value of

18 our annual process.  This was a

19 recommendation, that we keep separate uplift

20 accounts for the transition period.  One

21 pool for the current MISO footprint can

22 maintain a separate infeasible allocation

23 pool for the Entergy region for the

24 transition period.

25 Next slide, please?  
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 1 Okay.  So the main items that

 2 we've been discussing for most of this year.

 3 New provisions to seek additional baseload

 4 entitlements under deficient conditions.

 5 This was the initial identified concern for

 6 the Entergy region, that the current rules

 7 may not allow sufficient mapping of historic

 8 firm transmission rights to an entitlement

 9 to ask for a conversion to a financial

10 transmission right.  We reviewed that early

11 on and agreed that this was an area we

12 needed to look at.

13 Another area that we've looked at

14 is new provisions to include resources with

15 a high utilization factor.  This means units

16 that are on line many hours of the year, but

17 don't necessarily get dispatched up, such

18 that they have high capacity factors.  Our

19 current tariff rules that identify units

20 that are likely or reasonably were

21 considered by transmission providers as

22 counterflow sources when that transmission

23 provider was reviewing and granting

24 long-term firm service, the current rules

25 only look at capacity factor.  The existence
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 1 of several reliability must-run units in the

 2 Entergy region was also discussed, and we've

 3 proposed some rules that would allow these

 4 resources also to participate in the first

 5 step, the base load ARR allocation step.  

 6 Then the final area that we had

 7 under discussion is that, under the current

 8 Entergy tariff, there is a provision for a

 9 form of financial transmission rights.

10 They're called flowgate financial rights.

11 Under the current Entergy tariff, they're

12 granted to participant-funded transmission

13 upgrades.  They're -- through their funding

14 of transmission upgrades directly, they're

15 granted these financial rights called

16 financial flowgate rights.  We need a

17 process to transition those rights into the

18 equivalent product that are in the MISO

19 tariff, which is an auction revenue right.

20 Next slide?  

21 So in terms of next steps, we're

22 on schedule.  The schedule we laid out in

23 February and I reviewed initially with this

24 Committee in June was that we were planning

25 to complete the stakeholder process and work
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 1 towards a potential filing late in the year.

 2 We're on pace for that.  Our next steps

 3 here:  November 12th there is a conference

 4 call scheduled of our FTR work group, where

 5 the final proposals will be discussed, and

 6 we're moving forward with those final

 7 proposals for action from the stakeholders,

 8 voting process and a survey process to

 9 collect formal input from stakeholders on

10 their view of those proposals.  Support for

11 those final proposals will be captured

12 through e-mail.  So we are going to conduct

13 these votes of members and surveys of MISO

14 South non-members through an e-mail voting

15 process.  And, again, we think that we're on

16 track for a FERC filing very close to the

17 end of this year.

18 Is there another slide, please?

19 MR. BRIGHT:  

20 No.

21 MR. RAMEY:  

22 That's the last one.  Okay.

23 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

24 Any questions from the Committee?

25 (No response.)
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 1 Any questions from the audience?

 2 MR. BOOTH:  

 3 Bill Booth for New Orleans.

 4 What's MISO's position on this bifurcation

 5 of FTR/ARR infeasibility uplift?

 6 MR. RAMEY:  

 7 I should have mentioned that this

 8 motion was forwarded by a current MISO

 9 member and was acted on and voted by the

10 membership, the MISO members at that time.

11 In order to make sure we collected input

12 from the Entergy region non-members, we,

13 subsequent to that vote, distributed a

14 survey to collect that information from the

15 Entergy region.  The stakeholders are not

16 yet members of MISO, so we've done that, and

17 I think -- 

18 Shyama, have we collected those

19 surveys?  

20 Yes.  I think that we just

21 received those surveys and we're compiling

22 that.  

23 In terms of MISO's viewpoint, we

24 don't think that this is a -- necessarily, a

25 discriminatory proposal.  We think that it
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 1 does have merit in the sense that it ties to

 2 the same business case essentially that was

 3 used to support the MVP transmission cost

 4 allocation split, supporting a transition

 5 period for that.  So we haven't made a final

 6 determination.  We've committed that we will

 7 let all stakeholders know what MISO's

 8 position on that particular motion was

 9 before this November 12th FTR work group

10 conference call.  To the extent that that's

11 important for you as you consider how you

12 want to move or vote on these other items,

13 we want to make that clear.  But right now,

14 we don't view this as an unreasonable

15 request.  We don't view it as discriminatory

16 or problematic at this point.

17 MR. BOOTH:  

18 I thought your presentations

19 during the FTR working group meetings

20 suggested that MISO didn't agree with the

21 approach.

22 MR. RAMEY:  

23 Well, I -- what you heard me say

24 was it wasn't part of MISO's proposal.  We

25 didn't think that the business case was
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 1 strong enough from our viewpoint that we

 2 include it as part of our proposal.  What we

 3 said was, if stakeholders want to have this

 4 conversation and bring this motion forward

 5 on their own, MISO would review the results

 6 of that vote and would make a determination

 7 whether or not we'd include it in our final

 8 proposal.  

 9 So we didn't quite say that we

10 disagreed with the premise.  We said that we

11 didn't feel the business case was strong

12 enough that we thought it was compelling to

13 include it as part of our straw proposal.

14 So what they did was, they made a motion and

15 asked us to consider, based on membership's

16 vote, whether or not we include this as part

17 of the final proposal.

18 MR. BOOTH:  

19 Is MISO going to do some kind of a

20 calculation or forward-looking evaluation of

21 what it thinks the uplift would be just so

22 MISO South can get a sense of how that's

23 going to increase costs and increase net

24 benefits?  

25 MR. RAMEY:  
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 1 Right.  That's one of those

 2 questions of projecting what's going to

 3 happen two to three years from now that I

 4 can't do.  So in order to provide some

 5 context around that question, I provided

 6 some of the information earlier about, you

 7 know, the current footprint, this uplift

 8 account is in a percent and a half, it's

 9 maybe been in prior years as high as 4

10 percent of the total value of the FTR pool

11 that is uplifted.  

12 And the design is intended to

13 provide benefit to long-term transmission

14 rights holders, so that, should an event

15 like a transmission outage have a

16 significant negative impact of the

17 feasibility of my individual market

18 participant's rights, that I don't bear the

19 full cost of that in that year.  That cost

20 is spread among LTTR holders as kind of the

21 joint insurance pool that LTTR holders have.  

22 So I can't answer what the answer

23 is going to be for the MISO South region.

24 The first year this would become relevant

25 would be for the planning year 2015-2016.
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 1 MR. BOOTH:  

 2 So what, in terms --

 3 MR. RAMEY:  

 4 The first planning year that the

 5 MISO South customers will be part of the

 6 annual process is the 2014-2015 congestion

 7 planning year, and, by definition, in the

 8 first year, there will be no infeasible

 9 rights for the new membership, so there will

10 be no uplift pool to consider until that

11 following year '15-'16 time frame.

12 MR. BOOTH:  

13 For the MISO North pool, what did

14 you say it was in millions of dollars?

15 MR. RAMEY:  

16 It was about 6 -- just over

17 $6 million in most recent annual process, so

18 it's been compared to the total auction

19 value of about 450 million.

20 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

21 Are there any other questions?  

22 Richard Greffe?

23 MR. GREFFE:  

24 This question is actually a bit of

25 a detail about the -- about the supplemental
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 1 rules for increasing the base load

 2 entitlements.  

 3 MR. RAMEY:  

 4 Okay.

 5 MR. GREFFE:  

 6 My understanding is Entergy is

 7 proposing to have six ARR zones, and my

 8 question is:  Are the supplemental rules

 9 evaluated or calculated, if you will, on a

10 market participant basis or on ARR zone

11 basis?

12 MR. RAMEY:  

13 I'm going to ask Shyama Sonti, who

14 is my manager of my FTR team, if he can

15 respond to that.  

16 Did you hear the question, Shyama?

17 It was, for the supplemental rules to

18 address the LTTR entitlement gap, how are

19 those rules applied?  Are they applied at an

20 ARR zone level first, or are they applied at

21 a market participant level?  

22 MR. SONTI:  

23 Yes.  Again, my name is Shyama

24 Sonti.  I'm the manager of the FTR and

25 present department MISO.  I've been engaged
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 1 with the FTR work for the last nine months.

 2 To address your question, that has

 3 been -- that process is going to work at a

 4 ARR zone level of identifying the gap and

 5 then working through the gap.

 6 MR. GREFFE:  

 7 Okay.  Good.  Thank you.

 8 MR. RAMEY:  

 9 If I'm authorized to call on

10 Jennifer, I will.

11 MS. VOSBURG:  

12 Todd, just one follow-up on the

13 proposal about the uplift.  I mean, I do

14 appreciate the fact that y'all quickly

15 pushed that out to the Entergy stakeholders,

16 and I think that's kind of one of the

17 follow-ups that we were talking about as

18 issues that are coming up in other

19 committees that could impact us down here,

20 to make sure that we have visibility on that

21 quickly.  So thank you for doing that,

22 because that is -- that is something that

23 we're very sensitive to, about trying to

24 make sure we don't start doing a whole lot

25 of this is us and that's you.
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 1 MR. RAMEY:  

 2 Right.

 3 MS. VOSBURG:  

 4 Just because we're trying to --

 5 culturally, trying to bring everybody

 6 together.  So just, you know -- please, just

 7 continue to do that as y'all see that, not

 8 just from FTR, but other issues where it

 9 might be our friends in MISO North are

10 going, we don't want a part of that.  I

11 think that's going to be very important for

12 the stakeholders down here to have a

13 heads-up about.

14 MR. RAMEY:  

15 Sure.  

16 MR. WILSON:  

17 Dave Wilson.  As much as learning

18 the process, you say it was a majority vote

19 in favor within the MISO North group, I

20 gather?

21 MR. RAMEY:  

22 Right.  

23 MR. WILSON:  

24 Are those results posted?

25 MR. RAMEY:  
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 1 They'll be part of the meeting

 2 minutes.  I don't recall -- 

 3 Did we collect a roll call vote on

 4 that, Shyama?

 5 I think we did, yeah.  So, yeah,

 6 we'll make the specific voting details by

 7 member available as part of the meeting

 8 minutes.  

 9 MR. WILSON:  

10 What kind of majority was it?  51

11 or 80 or --

12 MR. RAMEY:  

13 Oh, no.  It was 30 in favor, 3

14 opposed, with a couple of extensions.  

15 MR. WILSON:  

16 And, as yet, --

17 MR. RAMEY:  

18 Majority.  

19 MR. WILSON:  

20 Okay.  And, as yet, you don't have

21 the results from the survey solid?

22 MR. RAMEY:  

23 That's right.  That's right.  

24 MR. WILSON:  

25 Thank you very much.
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 1 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 2 Are there any other questions?

 3 (No response.)

 4 I don't see any.  

 5 Any questions from anybody

 6 listening in on the phone?  

 7 (No response.)

 8 None.  All right.

 9 MR. RAMEY:  

10 Thank you.

11 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

12 The Order 1000 compliance report.

13 MR. RAMEY:  

14 I'll turn it over to my colleague.

15 MR. BERNTSEN:  

16 My name is Rob Berntsen.  I work

17 in the regulatory affairs section with MISO.

18 Primarily, for the last year, I've spent

19 most of my time working in the midwest area,

20 so this is a nice-to-meet-you in some of

21 you, but it's also to give you a

22 good-to-see-you-again.  

23 I'm going to do a quick overview

24 of our recent Order 1000 filing and give you

25 an update on some of the specifics with
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 1 regards to that.  I think we've all been

 2 swimming in Order 1000 in one way, shape or

 3 form over the last year and a half.  This is

 4 just a reminder of the different areas that

 5 FERC asked all the RTOs to better coordinate

 6 and work on to try to improve the

 7 opportunities for transition build-out.  So

 8 you've got four main buckets:  Regional

 9 planning, interregional planning, cost

10 allocation and the federal right of first

11 refusal.  

12 If you go to the next slide.

13 This is a status update of where

14 MISO is with regards to working in each of

15 these different areas.  The key here is --

16 you can see the status there we've got on

17 the regional piece, most of these filled in

18 in terms of completing our work.  We've got

19 a lot of work left to do on -- in the

20 interregional component of it.

21 The other thing to note here is,

22 if we had shown you this slide a month ago

23 or a couple months ago, it wouldn't have

24 looked a whole lot different, especially on

25 the regional component of it, because we
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 1 spent a lot of time working on a multiyear

 2 project with regulators and policymakers --

 3 excuse me -- and stakeholders within MISO to

 4 develop our regional planning process and

 5 cost allocation methodologies that Todd

 6 Ramey mentioned were included in our MVP

 7 filing some time ago with FERC.

 8 Next slide, please?  

 9 Again, this is just a reminder of

10 what Orders 890 A and B and Order 1000 are

11 requiring us to do according to FERC.  We

12 feel that with regards to most of these or

13 all of them, we are compliant.  We were

14 compliant when they came out with Order 890

15 A and B, and FERC has asked us to expand and

16 enhance in these areas, and through the work

17 that we've done in Order 1000 and through

18 the work that we've done, we feel that we're

19 on our way to being almost completely

20 compliant with these.

21 Next slide, please?  

22 There were three main areas where

23 we -- in our Order 1000 filing, we made some

24 proposed changes.  State involvement in the

25 planning process was one of these.  We're
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 1 not going to spend a whole lot of time on

 2 this, because we do have some open dockets,

 3 as Commissioner Bennett mentioned before,

 4 but would just echo what she said, that we

 5 worked very hard in our stakeholder process

 6 with OMS and our stakeholders to enhance and

 7 modify the role of OMS and regulators in

 8 our -- in our planning process.  So in our

 9 filing to FERC the 25th of October, we

10 included OMS's plans for changing and

11 enhancing the regional planning process.

12 Next slide?  

13 The other we've made some proposed

14 changes in concerns the right of first

15 refusal.  This was a -- I think any RTO

16 would admit this is a very complicated and

17 tough, at times, process to work through.

18 We actually dealt with compliant with Order

19 1000 in a couple of different forums.  On a

20 planning side, it was through our Planning

21 Advisory Committee.  For the right of first

22 refusal, we actually created a new task

23 force designed specifically to deal with

24 this issue.  And through these different --

25 different processes, we had a couple of
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 1 different proposals on how to deal with the

 2 right of first refusal.

 3 The first one -- well, the one we

 4 ended up going with was an inclusive

 5 evaluation approach, which we'll talk about

 6 here in a second.  There was another one

 7 called the sponsorship proposal.  That

 8 essentially would have allowed developers to

 9 sponsor a project throughout the footprint,

10 and if that project was chosen through our

11 planning process, that sponsor would have

12 been selected to build it.  We thought that

13 that perhaps didn't go far enough in terms

14 of what FERC was looking for in terms of

15 competition and increasing that in the

16 planning process, so we ended up going with

17 this inclusive evaluation approach.

18 So the three boxes up here that

19 are green just essentially reflect what our

20 planning process is today.  It's the three

21 boxes down here in blue that identify the

22 new processes that we've put in place to

23 deal with the right of first refusal.  So

24 what will happen is, after our board of

25 directors approves the set of projects in
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 1 our expansion planning process, we'll then

 2 enter into a request for proposal process.

 3 At this point, we'll offer the states within

 4 our territory the opportunity to -- once we

 5 get to the review process, we'll offer the

 6 states the opportunity to actually choose

 7 the developer if they want to do so.  If

 8 they don't want to, then MISO will take on

 9 that task and actually choose the developer

10 to build these projects.

11 As part of the request for

12 proposal, though, we are going to have

13 criteria that basically look at the project

14 design and life cycle costs, developer

15 implementation.  So this kind of thing --

16 construction.  This kind of -- these kind of

17 questions will look at the abilities and the

18 strengths of the developer to actually build

19 these lines.  

20 Another criteria that we'll look

21 at is developer operation and maintenance

22 abilities and their strengths there.  So

23 you're looking at things like vegetation

24 management programs, their actual in-service

25 experience and types of equipment they have,
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 1 those different types of things with

 2 operation and maintenance.  

 3 And then, finally, as part of the

 4 request for proposal stage of this, there

 5 will be an analysis done on how much the

 6 developer has actually participated in

 7 MISO's planning process and also participate

 8 in the different analyses that are conducted

 9 throughout that process.

10 So here, what we're looking for is

11 trying to get a little bit of weight in the

12 final determination of who is going to

13 develop the project based on whether or not

14 the developer has been engaged and

15 participated in the process or whether or

16 not they just kind of showed up at the end

17 when they realized that there was a line

18 that MISO was being -- was recommending

19 being built here and put a proposal in for

20 that.

21 Another component to Order 1000

22 was that FERC asked that there be a

23 reevaluation process put into it, and what

24 they -- what they asked for here is to make

25 sure that reevaluation could occur if there
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 1 were system reliability threats based on an

 2 in-service date that the developer had

 3 chosen and was perhaps not meeting the time

 4 lines for it.  MISO has -- has complied with

 5 that.  I think we have a six-month time

 6 frame we're looking at, so if the developer

 7 is running up to six months behind on what

 8 the in-service date would be, that kicks in

 9 a trigger where we have the right to

10 reevaluate the project with our

11 stakeholders.

12 We expanded that a little bit to

13 also look at project costs and developer

14 qualifications with regards to that.  So if

15 the -- during status reports and milestone

16 reports, if the project costs look like

17 they're going to exceed extensively or in

18 some way what were initially submitted to

19 MISO during the planning process, then we've

20 got the right to go back and reevaluate

21 projects with stakeholders, as well.  

22 Same with developer

23 qualifications.  If the developer that's

24 chosen ends up selling their company or has

25 a subsidiary that's actually going to
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 1 develop it or if they go bankrupt, something

 2 like that that actually changes with regards

 3 to developer qualifications, we'll also have

 4 the opportunity to reevaluate that.

 5 So, obviously, the goal of

 6 reevaluation is to determine if a project

 7 that was previously approved by the board of

 8 directors could or needs to be reevaluated.

 9 I think that's pretty -- pretty obvious.

10 And then the result of doing reevaluation

11 could be that the project is changed;

12 hopefully, not canceled, but there is the

13 potential that that could happen.  We could

14 look at trying to reassign who the actual

15 developer is, or, based on reevaluation,

16 there could be actually no change in the

17 project or the project developer.  

18 One other piece here, before -- 

19 If we can go back to the other

20 slide real quick, the previous slide.  

21 One thing that we also included in

22 here that I forgot to mention is that we

23 did -- we did propose to make one change to

24 our current cost allocation methodologies

25 with regards to baseline reliability
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 1 projects.  BRPs, as we call them, are a

 2 category of transmission lines that, under

 3 our current cost allocation methodology, can

 4 be partially cost-shared.  And there was a

 5 concern in the stakeholder community as we

 6 went through this process that those

 7 reliability projects would tend to be more

 8 local and focused on NERC criteria, could

 9 the -- having the right of first refusal

10 removed on those projects could introduce

11 some uncertainty as regards to the utility

12 within that particular area being able to

13 meet and maintain their reliability

14 requirements.  So after a long discussion

15 about how to deal with this, ultimately,

16 MISO chose to propose that we actually shut

17 off cost allocation for these BRP projects

18 moving forward.

19 Okay.  Now we can go forward two

20 slides.

21 So I've been focusing on the

22 regional components of our Order 1000

23 filing.  This slide here deals with our

24 interregional process and what we're trying

25 to accomplish with our -- with our seams
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 1 neighbors.  And as we've gone out and talked

 2 to different RTOs or companies on our

 3 borders, this is the process that we

 4 originally proposed to use with those folks

 5 in order to get to compliance or the ability

 6 to submit a proposal to FERC on these

 7 things.

 8 The first five steps here

 9 essentially deal with the planning

10 components of it, so you've got -- in step

11 1, you're proposing model and data exchange;

12 2, identification of certain issues; and, 3,

13 to study those; and then, 4, you perform the

14 actual interregional studies and kind of

15 moves on in that process; step 6 is dealing

16 with cost allocation and trying to work with

17 our neighbors to develop those cost

18 allocation methodologies.

19 Go ahead.

20 We've had pretty -- we've had a

21 lot of success so far working on

22 interregional components with our neighbors

23 in terms of introducing the methodology that

24 I just discussed with them and getting

25 agreement on that methodology.  In fact, I
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 1 think with SPP, we've probably had our most

 2 success in coming to, at least, a process on

 3 planning.  Cost allocation, I think we're

 4 still working through.  There's eight or ten

 5 different criteria that were important in

 6 that process.

 7 MR. BRIGHT:  

 8 I would say we made a lot of

 9 progress last week.

10 MR. BERNTSEN:  

11 Yeah.  Last week I think the

12 staffs got together and we were able to work

13 out most of the issues with regards to cost

14 allocation.  There might be some metrics

15 issues that we're still trying to hammer

16 out, but doing pretty well with SPP.  

17 We've got some more work to do

18 with our other neighbors, though.  We've

19 just started talking with Southern and how

20 to -- how to find compliance there.  PJM, we

21 just held our first kick-off meeting

22 October 24th of this year.  And then MAPP,

23 also, we've -- actually, according to this

24 slide, it looks like we've been working with

25 them for quite a long time, since 2001,
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 1 so -- it should be 2012.

 2 So that's just a quick overview of

 3 the actual filing itself with regards to the

 4 regional components.  We filed that

 5 October 25th.  The -- the filing for the

 6 interregional components needs to be done in

 7 April, I believe.  I suspect there will

 8 probably be a number of us looking for

 9 extensions for a multitude of reasons, but

10 April time frame, I think, is the goal for

11 having those submitted, and, again, we're

12 making progress on that.

13 Any questions?

14 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

15 I have a question, really

16 informational.  In the evaluation process,

17 do you consider the financial -- the

18 financial ability of the TSP or the

19 perspective TSP to build it?  And I guess

20 this leads to -- I guess, the question is:

21 Under your tariff, do TSPs get QUIP or other

22 progress payments, so perhaps the

23 financial -- financial impact isn't all that

24 important?

25 MR. BERNTSEN:  
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 1 Is this in the RP process or the

 2 reevaluation --

 3 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 4 Well, no, in the selection

 5 process.

 6 MR. BERNTSEN:  

 7 Selection process?

 8 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 9 Well, I guess the question on the

10 tariff is with respect to any TSP.

11 MR. BERNTSEN:  

12 I know in the RP process and the

13 reevaluation process, you're looking at

14 project cost substantially, so you're

15 looking at things like are we -- incentive

16 rates, that kind of thing.  I guess I'd ask

17 Laura Rauch, who has headed up a lot of

18 this, if she's got a more complete answer

19 with regards to QUIP and those kind of

20 things.  

21 MS. RAUCH:  

22 From the standpoint of the overall

23 financial health of developers, we certainly

24 will be looking at that.  One qualification

25 will have to be that the developer
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 1 demonstrate that they can finance the

 2 project through its introduction and, even

 3 after, adequately operate and maintain it

 4 from a manpower and a financial point of

 5 view.  From a construction work in progress,

 6 we do have that option for existing

 7 transmission owners.  For non-transmission

 8 owners or developers who are not

 9 transmission owners, it's slightly

10 different.  

11 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

12 Okay.

13 MS. RAUCH:  

14 But we certainly would look at the

15 financial qualifications and the ability to

16 build for everyone.

17 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

18 Are there any other questions from

19 members of the Committee?

20 (No response.)

21 Any questions from the audience?  

22 MR. ESTES:  

23 Yeah.  This is Evan Estes with LS

24 Power.  I'd just ask you to talk a little

25 bit about implementation for the regional
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 1 portion and for MISO and then also for

 2 Entergy, if it's going to be a part of MISO,

 3 and just what the time frame is exactly.

 4 MR. BERNTSEN:  

 5 Well, you know, we made our filing

 6 on the regional piece on October 25th, so I

 7 think we're waiting to hear back from FERC

 8 on that in terms of whether it's compliant

 9 or not.  So that's the big first step.  And

10 then after that, we have specific time lines

11 for -- 

12 MS. RAUCH:  

13 First MTEP cycle post the FERC

14 order.

15 MR. BERNTSEN:  

16 Okay.  So first MTEP cycle post

17 the FERC order.

18 MR. ALLEN:  

19 Rob, this is Chad Allen from

20 Mississippi.  You said there's a portion

21 here where, on the developer selection, that

22 the states can choose the developer.  Is

23 that part of it?

24 MR. BERNTSEN:  

25 Yes.  
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 1 MR. ALLEN:  

 2 During the reevaluation process

 3 and the developer is reassigned, is that

 4 done at the MISO board level or at -- it

 5 would just go back to the states if they

 6 chose to select the developer, or how does

 7 that work?

 8 MR. BERNTSEN:  

 9 On the first one, as we go through

10 the process, there's -- it's a bifurcated

11 process, so once the RFPs are done, the

12 option for the states to actually choose the

13 developer is there.  If they don't want to

14 do that, then MISO will take that on and

15 choose a developer.

16 On the second process, if there's

17 a reevaluation done and a new developer is

18 chosen, I would imagine we go back and -- 

19 MS. RAUCH:  

20 From a reevaluation point of view,

21 we have two paths that can potentially go

22 forward.  We don't approve projects until

23 there's a need to approve them, so whenever

24 any project is delayed, there's some sort of

25 impact to the system, whether it's
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 1 reliability, economic.  As such, we want to

 2 get the projects in-service as quickly as

 3 possible, so if the developer fails, just to

 4 make sure that there's less delay in the

 5 process, we would go and offer the right to

 6 build to the incumbent transmission

 7 developer.  If, for any reason, the

 8 incumbent transmission developer doesn't

 9 accept that offer, then we would go through

10 the developer selection process again, and

11 the state would have the option to

12 participate.  However, we don't think that

13 there would be a situation where an

14 incumbent would turn down that offer.  Of

15 course, --

16 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

17 Let me ask a follow-up question.

18 If it's a multistate project in the states,

19 would they still have a role in selecting

20 the developer?

21 MS. RAUCH:  

22 States would be able to select the

23 developer for the portion of the project

24 within their jurisdiction.  

25 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  
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 1 Okay.

 2 MS. RAUCH:  

 3 So they could certainly work

 4 together for multistate projects, or they

 5 could do it separately, or they could share

 6 the responsibility with us for those.

 7 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 8 All right.  Thank you.  

 9 Any other questions?

10 (No response.)

11 Thank you.

12 The ICT transition update.

13 MR. RAMEY:  

14 Okay.  I think this is the --

15 maybe the third version of IC transition

16 readiness that you will hear this afternoon.

17 This is MISO's perspective.  

18 As you all know, MISO will be

19 transitioning as the ICT later this month

20 beginning effective December 1st of 2012,

21 transitioning from the service being

22 provided today by SPP.  As such, we've been

23 actively engaged over the past several

24 months getting the personnel in place,

25 systems and processes to begin performing
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 1 those services.  Operational processes to

 2 perform ICT functions have been updated and

 3 established.  The transmission planning

 4 process is in transition from SPP to MISO.

 5 The weekly procurement function has been

 6 contracted.  The oversight of that process

 7 actually will be administered by our

 8 independent market monitor, Potomac

 9 Economics.

10 In terms of current status, we

11 have been in parallel operations for the

12 primary functions under ICT for the

13 reliability coordination, outage

14 coordination, tariff administration and AFC.

15 We have developed and coordinated cutover

16 plans with SPP and Entergy.  We have

17 completed the data requests that came to us

18 from NERC when they were on site several

19 weeks ago to evaluate MISO's readiness and

20 requiring their authorization of being

21 MISO-ready to perform reliability

22 coordination services for the Entergy

23 region.  As I said, we have submitted the

24 data that was requested, and we fully expect

25 to get that final NERC certification within
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 1 a matter of days.  And our stakeholder --

 2 your stakeholder process will be

 3 transitioned to MISO effective December 1st,

 4 as well.

 5 Next slide, please?  

 6 In terms of milestones, I

 7 mentioned parallel operations.  Parallel

 8 operations really is implemented once we

 9 have completed the process and we have

10 people in place and systems in place to

11 perform these functions.  Reliability

12 coordination services, we entered parallel

13 operations on September 4th.  Third week of

14 October, we began parallel ops. for tariff

15 administration, AFC.  The WPP process began

16 being shadowed by our IMM October 8th, as

17 well.  

18 In terms of milestones for the

19 planning functions, MISO has proposed a

20 schedule for the 2014 to 2018 base plan and

21 construction plans.  We've submitted those

22 proposed schedules to Entergy, and they're

23 apparently being reviewed by Entergy.  Our

24 schedule included three stakeholder planning

25 summits.  And in terms of the current
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 1 planning process, SPP is currently finishing

 2 up the 2013-2017 base plan, with

 3 expectations of having that wrapped up next

 4 week.  We're also planning to take over

 5 generation interconnection and TSR impact

 6 studies.  We have a stakeholder meeting to

 7 begin those detailed discussions next week,

 8 as well.

 9 This last slide here really is

10 just a snapshot of our high level dashboard

11 that we use internally or have been using

12 internally to track our progress against our

13 work plan to get ready for ICT services.

14 All areas are -- in green status have been

15 for some time.  So in terms of our

16 expectations of a smooth transition, we

17 believe we've prepared and coordinated and

18 will continue to coordinate with Entergy to

19 ensure that transition at the end of the

20 month is a smooth one, certainly from the

21 customers' perspective, as well as ensuring

22 a zero impact event in terms of system

23 operations or reliability.

24 Finally, I mentioned the

25 transition of supporting the stakeholder



   116

 1 process, the ICT stakeholder process.  One

 2 of the most significant things you'll see is

 3 a transition of the meeting materials and

 4 meeting notifications from the SPP website

 5 to the MISO website.  In support of that,

 6 I'd like to introduce Alison Lane, who's got

 7 some information that will be of interest to

 8 the stakeholders just in terms of where to

 9 go to find information.  

10 MS. LANE:  

11 Thank you, Todd.  

12 Really, I'm mostly here to give

13 you a commercial.  If you -- if you have the

14 opportunity -- and you probably received at

15 least one notice that all the materials have

16 been posted on our website, and there's also

17 now -- the e-mail distribution lists are

18 available to subscribe.  So if you have the

19 opportunity, you can browse our website and

20 find your way.  If you prefer -- we've had

21 one little tour so far.  We've got another

22 on Friday and three scheduled for next week,

23 and they're just 30-minute WebExes, when we

24 walk you through so you can find everything

25 you need, and then we also will be happy to
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 1 help you get familiar with some of the other

 2 things on our website.  And we've already

 3 had -- we've already had some success.

 4 We've got about 30 people registered for

 5 various distribution lists that we have.

 6 It's important for you to do this at your

 7 earliest convenience, because, starting

 8 December 1st, all your messaging will be

 9 sponsored by MISO.  

10 Does anybody have any questions?

11 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

12 Yes.  Have you actually -- have

13 you reached out to the members of the

14 Committee, their offices and the working

15 group staffs to actually -- I mean,

16 typically, for example, my assistant doesn't

17 have time to go register and all that.  You

18 need to spoon-feed that to our staffs to get

19 that done so there is no gap on December 1.

20 MS. LANE:  

21 I appreciate that.  We've been --

22 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

23 So have you entered our e-mail

24 addresses, our staff's e-mail addresses, our

25 executive assistants' e-mail addresses, that
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 1 sort of thing?

 2 MS. LANE:  

 3 I will be sure to get that

 4 information and do that.  We've sent one

 5 communication.  This actually became

 6 published on Monday, and we've sent one

 7 communication through the SPP-sponsored

 8 e-mail distributions, but we will do a

 9 special outreach.

10 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

11 I'd recommend you pick up the

12 phone and actually -- actually call and walk

13 them through what needs to be done.

14 MS. LANE:  

15 We'll be happy to do that.

16 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

17 Thank you.

18 Any questions from members of the

19 Committee?

20 (No response.)

21 Or the audience?  

22 (No response.)

23 All right.  Thank you.

24 MR. RAMEY:  

25 Thank you.
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 1 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 2 Anybody want to take a break or

 3 just keep on going?  I think we're making

 4 pretty good progress, but it's --

 5 COMMISSIONER SKRMETTA:  

 6 Whatever you want to do.  

 7 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 8 All right.  Let's just continue.

 9 Report of the working group.

10 MR. GREFFE:  

11 Commissioners, a while back, you

12 asked the working group to take a shot at

13 developing a process to address the function

14 that the E-RSC has for adding transmission

15 projects to the Entergy construction plan,

16 and we've made an effort to do that, and

17 I'll try to walk through that in the next

18 two minutes.  This is a very high level --

19 still a very high level at this point in

20 time, and there are lots and lots of details

21 that have to be added before we could

22 actually process a project through a set of

23 steps like in here.

24 Just a couple of points before I

25 start.  What we have in this presentation is



   120

 1 pretty much the work group's perception or

 2 vision right now.  We've spent a fair amount

 3 of time talking to Entergy about some of the

 4 issues in here, but we haven't asked them to

 5 sign off or agree on anything, so they may

 6 or may not agree with everything in here.

 7 We presented this to the stakeholders this

 8 morning, and they didn't have a great deal

 9 of response to it, but this was really the

10 first time we had had a chance to talk with

11 them about it, so we can certainly get

12 further feedback.

13 Moving on to slide 2, this is

14 really a flow chart overview, process

15 overview of what we've thought about up

16 until now, and the rest of the slides, we'll

17 talk about each one of the boxes in the top

18 row.  I'm not going to address the "no"

19 options down there, because those are

20 further details.  The thing is structured

21 really as a set of questions that we would

22 ask with regard to a potential new project.

23 Moving on to slide 3, which

24 describes really the first square on the

25 left side of the flow chart.  The way we had
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 1 kind of viewed this is that a project would

 2 be proposed to the E-RSC by an E-RSC

 3 director.  And by that, really I'm talking

 4 about each of you.  The way we're

 5 structured, the E-RSC member is your state,

 6 but we're really talking about the

 7 directors, E-RSC directors, in that each of

 8 you would be in a position to propose a

 9 project to the rest of the directors, and

10 the ICT would also be able to propose a

11 project.

12 This is sort of effectively a

13 filtering mechanism, but I think it's

14 consistent with the notion that you all

15 would be fairly selective in the kinds of

16 projects that you wanted to sponsor.

17 Clearly, you don't have time to be -- I

18 assume, to be moving a lot of projects and

19 reviewing and approving lots of projects.  

20 So that is kind of a key starting

21 point, is that projects would be proposed

22 either by a director or by the ICT.

23 Certainly, stakeholders might propose

24 something to you.  Anybody who proposes a

25 project would be -- obviously, have kind of



   122

 1 a burden of proof to demonstrate what kind

 2 of information is available about the

 3 project already, what studies have been

 4 done, whether they're engineering or

 5 cost/benefit, what the justification for the

 6 project is.  All the information that could

 7 be obtained really needs to be produced so

 8 that the E-RSC can evaluate whether to go

 9 forward.

10 We believe that any proposal would

11 also need to address the cost allocation

12 issues.  It could be, well, that the cost

13 allocation would be simply consistent with

14 what the tariff currently says, but if the

15 party who's proposing it wants to offer or

16 propose a different cost allocation

17 mechanism, that should be identified up

18 front with at least some description of what

19 that method would be.

20 The last bullet is, it's our

21 belief that we're really not propose -- the

22 E-RSC would probably not be working on

23 projects that would change the Entergy

24 construction plan, including in-service

25 dates, and that Entergy would need to agree
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 1 if, in fact, there were going to be changes

 2 to its construction plan.  And we'll talk a

 3 little bit more about some of that a little

 4 bit later.

 5 Slide 4, this is kind of

 6 self-evident.  I think each one of the

 7 Commission -- the E-RSC directors would use

 8 whatever process he or she feels is

 9 appropriate at his own commission or council

10 to talk about these proposed projects and

11 develop whatever support is needed for the

12 project within that state or council.  This

13 would be up to the individual member and not

14 something that the E-RSC would have any

15 particular role in in terms of timing or how

16 it's done.  

17 Slide 5.  Early on, I think that

18 the E-RSC would want to make a preliminary

19 determination as to whether or not to go

20 forward with a proposed project for the

21 basic reason that going forward could incur

22 some costs, and those costs could end up

23 being shared amongst the various members,

24 and so that's -- that's the main reason I

25 think why an early decision by the E-RSC to
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 1 go forward would be useful.

 2 And as the other -- the other

 3 bullets mentioned, one point here is that,

 4 if there is a need for additional studies,

 5 whether they're engineering studies or

 6 cost/benefit studies, the likely parties to

 7 do that would either be Entergy or the ICT.

 8 I'm not sure exactly how we would determine

 9 which parties should do that.  The ICT has

10 the ability to do some studies in current

11 tariff arrangements.  And, notably, of

12 course, in the last bullet, Entergy would

13 have an opportunity to recover any costs

14 incurred one way or the other for these

15 additional studies.

16 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

17 Richard, let me ask a question.

18 MR. GREFFE:  

19 Sure.

20 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

21 My recollection is that the

22 Committee continues to have this authority

23 during the transition period.  

24 MR. GREFFE:  

25 Yes, that's my --
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 1 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 2 And so even after we -- so that

 3 if -- and I'm not prejudging anybody else's

 4 decisions, but if all the operating

 5 companies join MISO, at that stage, wouldn't

 6 MISO be the one to do the studies?

 7 MR. GREFFE:  

 8 Yeah.  I think that would

 9 certainly be another option, depending on

10 how things move forward.  If we don't have

11 an ICT anymore, then the ICT would not be

12 doing the studies.

13 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

14 I would think that, at that point,

15 the -- you almost wouldn't want Entergy

16 doing the studies.  It would be MISO.

17 MR. GREFFE:  

18 Yeah.  The point I'm dancing

19 around is what authority the E-RSC would

20 have to direct either Entergy or MISO to do

21 studies.

22 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

23 I understand.

24 MR. GREFFE:  

25 And then we'd, of course, have
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 1 to -- 

 2 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 3 (Talking over one another.)

 4 MR. GREFFE:  

 5 I think I'm on slide 6, the

 6 engineering evaluation.  I think this is

 7 fairly self-evident, in that the E-RSC would

 8 want to make sure that there are adequate

 9 engineering studies done on any proposed

10 project.  You can't just simply rely on

11 screening studies.  As any transmission

12 project requires, there needs to be an

13 adequate level of technical information that

14 would identify the cost in a reasonably

15 certain manner and identify impacts on

16 neighboring systems.  

17 One of the criteria we put in here

18 is not to have an impact, an adverse impact,

19 on reliability, and I probably should have

20 said it at the beginning.  I think we're

21 really talking about something other than

22 reliability projects here.  Those are --

23 those are pretty much addressed with the

24 current processes.  But we don't want to add

25 projects in a way that interferes with the



   127

 1 reliability issues.

 2 On -- moving to slide 7, we

 3 assumed there would need to be a

 4 cost/benefit analysis.  Again, the type of

 5 projects we're talking about here are

 6 certainly what we would call economic

 7 projects, possibly policy projects, possibly

 8 remedy projects, and I guess that's the term

 9 I came up with.  The example in here is

10 persistent TLR issues that we've talked

11 about over the past with Entergy.  It might

12 be that there would be a transmission

13 project proposed strictly to deal with

14 persistent TLR issues.

15 So the E-RSC would really be able

16 to select projects for whatever reason and

17 conduct -- evaluate its -- do its

18 cost/benefit evaluation based on various

19 different criteria, not simply limited to

20 production cost savings, not simply limited

21 to the impact on Entergy alone.

22 Slide 8, as I mentioned before, I

23 think, it's our assumption that the default

24 cost allocation is really going to be what's

25 in the tariff, but at least under the
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 1 current Attachment X, the E-RSC has the

 2 ability to propose an alternative cost

 3 allocation, and it could certainly do so if

 4 it wants to.  We assume that any evaluation

 5 of alternative cost allocation might include

 6 an evaluation of the system agreement

 7 impacts.  We understand, in essence, too, it

 8 might go away, but it might not go away.

 9 And, obviously, participation of

10 any non-Entergy party would need to be

11 considered in this, as well, both in terms

12 of costs and benefits and cost allocation.

13 Participation of non-Entergy parties would

14 be something that we'd have to get arranged

15 formally through contracts and agreements.

16 Finally, this would be the point

17 in time where, if we got through all of the

18 boxes and answered all of the questions, the

19 E-RSC would be in a position to make a vote.

20 A unanimous vote would be required to direct

21 Entergy to put the project into its

22 construction plan and, if necessary, file an

23 alternative cost allocation mechanism under

24 Section 205.

25 There's a long bullet there at the
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 1 bottom which basically says, if FERC

 2 accepts -- FERC does not accept the cost

 3 allocation, proposed alternative cost

 4 allocation mechanism, then the project

 5 couldn't go into the construction plan.

 6 FERC might propose an alternative cost

 7 allocation, which the E-RSC would then have

 8 to evaluate and decide if it wants to agree

 9 with, or E-RSC could consider an

10 alternative -- yet another cost allocation

11 mechanism that might receive FERC approval,

12 or, ultimately, it could abandon the

13 project.

14 That's pretty much the end of the

15 process.  We added one observation on the

16 last slide, which is probably self-evident,

17 that smaller, more localized projects would

18 certainly get through this process probably

19 faster and easier.  Bigger projects

20 involving more parties are clearly going to

21 take more time.

22 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

23 You know, I have a couple of

24 observations, and I think the working group

25 did a good job with this initial cut at it,
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 1 and I look forward at the next meeting to

 2 hearing from stakeholders and Entergy about

 3 this process.  My own view on this is that

 4 it would be a fairly extraordinary decision

 5 by the E-RSC or by a member even to propose

 6 projects; however, I think it's important to

 7 have a process that's in place, because one

 8 of the concerns about the Entergy system

 9 going into MISO, and, actually, any day-2

10 market, is that rather than the current

11 impacts, which -- you know, of congestion or

12 constraints, which I'm not going to minimize

13 at all, in a day-2 market, that gets

14 translated into real congestion costs that

15 will sometimes surprise you when they occur.

16 And the concern I have is that the

17 individual states and/or the Committee, you

18 know, have the ability to address those

19 issues in a timely fashion, particularly if

20 there's a feeling that Entergy is not

21 addressing them or if -- or if Entergy

22 caused the problem and let it -- they knew

23 about it and let it persist, even after --

24 even if somebody else acquires their

25 transmission system, you know, so that, one,
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 1 there's a mechanism to put that project on a

 2 localized -- on a localized basis on the

 3 fast track, and, two, I think to inform

 4 the -- that state's retail regulator as to

 5 the prudence with which Entergy operated the

 6 system even before they operated it.  

 7 So, I mean, this is important,

 8 because, as we've seen in Texas and in

 9 ERCOT, you know, congestion costs, you know,

10 sort of jump up, and although the individual

11 stakeholders are not free from their

12 responsibility to adequately hedge that

13 risk, I think, you know, it's going to be a

14 bit of a learning curve in the early years

15 with the stakeholders in the Entergy system

16 about that risk.  Because if it's not -- not

17 adequately modeled or if you don't get

18 enough ARRs, whatever the reason is, you

19 suddenly have costs that were unexpected and

20 that will get your -- your retail consumers.

21 MR. GREFFE:  

22 Certainly; certainly, yeah.

23 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

24 Well, I look forward to discussing

25 this at future E-RSC meetings.  
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 1 Any other questions from my

 2 colleagues?

 3 (No response.)

 4 Any questions from the audience?

 5 (No response.)

 6 All right.  Thank you, Richard.

 7 The next item on the agenda is one

 8 that I added, the role of the E-RSC states

 9 in MISO's Advisory Committee, and I'm not

10 proposing that we discuss it today, but,

11 rather, my thought, at the next E-RSC

12 meeting, that we be prepared to discuss it.

13 I think one reason we can't discuss it today

14 is, this is still an issue that's before at

15 least -- at least two of the jurisdictions,

16 but, also, I think we'll have greater

17 clarity by the time that we meet again.  

18 But unless there's any objection,

19 I just wanted to kind of get that out there

20 and we can talk about it and, hopefully,

21 have a member from MISO -- or from the OMS

22 here, and, of course, MISO, to -- you know,

23 to talk about it if any of my colleagues

24 have concerns.

25 The next item or items, we have
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 1 some action items.  I guess there's the

 2 E-RSC-MISO service agreement that we need to

 3 approve today.  Have my colleagues had a

 4 chance to look at it, and are there any

 5 questions?  

 6 I assume the working group has --

 7 is satisfied.

 8 MR. GREFFE:  

 9 Yes, sir.  This was a pretty

10 simple exercise where we put it on the

11 computer, and every place it said "SPP," we

12 put in "MISO," and there were a couple of

13 references to the ICT agreement between MISO

14 and Entergy.  But this is otherwise

15 identical to the existing services agreement

16 and -- including the dollar rates in the

17 back for services, so nothing new here at

18 all.

19 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

20 The only comment I had, actually,

21 is in the notice provision, whether -- and I

22 realize the last paragraph of that section

23 allows you to change it by written notice,

24 but whether we want to just provide -- I

25 don't think it's going to be
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 1 controversial -- that the notice goes to

 2 whoever is the president, you know,

 3 irrespective, and that way, if it slips

 4 through the cracks, they don't send me

 5 something when it really ought to have gone

 6 to Eric or Brandon or --

 7 MR. GREFFE:  

 8 It's interesting you should

 9 mention that, because the current version,

10 the notice simply says, "E-RSC president,"

11 and then it gives the address for the

12 Arkansas Public Service Commission.  So we

13 didn't really know how to address that

14 issue.

15 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

16 Well, I think whoever is the

17 president, the address will be easily

18 obtainable.  I just threw that out there.  I

19 don't -- I don't think this is a

20 particularly big deal, but I just would

21 remind the working group that -- and,

22 frankly, the ICT, which, going forward, be

23 MISO, that, as far as I'm concerned, they

24 need to give themselves notice of whoever

25 the E-RSC president is at the time, if there
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 1 is -- if that's required, and the working

 2 group.

 3 Is there any discussion on the

 4 agreement?

 5 (No response.)

 6 If not, I'd entertain a -- 

 7 I'm sorry, Richard.

 8 MR. BRIGHT:  

 9 Is somebody on the phone trying

10 to --

11 MR. GREFFE:  

12 I think it's Brandon, Commissioner

13 Presley.

14 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

15 Brandon, are you on the phone?

16 VICE-PRESIDENT PRESLEY:  

17 I was just making a motion that we

18 approve it as presented.

19 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

20 Ah, you read my mind.  

21 Is there a second?

22 COMMISSIONER SKRMETTA:  

23 Second.

24 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

25 There's a second.  All those in
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 1 favor, say aye.

 2 (All ayes.)

 3 Opposed?

 4 (No response.)

 5 The ayes have it.  Great.  Thank

 6 you.

 7 Next, there are two -- and I'm --

 8 Richard, could you walk us through the

 9 budget update?

10 MR. GREFFE:  

11 Actually, Ben is going to do that.  

12 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

13 Oh, okay.

14 MR. BRIGHT:  

15 I'm going to do part of it, and I

16 think Richard is going to do part of it.  

17 Moving to slide 2.  And so this --

18 what I have here is just the budget that you

19 approved in November of last year for 2012,

20 and then on the next slide is the current

21 status of all of the financials that we have

22 processed on behalf of the E-RSC through the

23 end of October.  And so, again, we were

24 probably about a meeting late doing this.

25 We probably should have done this in August,
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 1 and I apologize for that.  So this just

 2 lists all of the different meetings and

 3 travel and things going on.  

 4 So, obviously, we're in the

 5 process of closing out the SPP's ownership

 6 of this budget or ownership -- management of

 7 this budget.  How about that?  So what we'll

 8 have left to go against this is any travel

 9 and meeting expense that we have for this

10 meeting, and then we will have any travel

11 that might happen in December.  I think

12 tentatively there was a meeting scheduled.

13 I'm not sure if that's going to continue to

14 happen.  

15 And so we can continue to run it

16 through the end of the year, if that's your

17 wish -- let me say that -- and then just

18 kind of make it a clean break at the end of

19 the year.  We can do that as a transition

20 service under the ICT contract, if that's

21 the wish.  If not, we can certainly stop at

22 the end of November.

23 So looking at -- looking at this

24 budget, doesn't seem to be anywhere that

25 we're over budget.  The one thing that we
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 1 have outstanding is, right now, we are

 2 undergoing the annual audit with the

 3 auditor, Patricia Salmon, that you guys

 4 approved last year.  The tax filings are due

 5 mid-November, so that should be coming out

 6 pretty quick.  We'll work to get that

 7 invoice in and paid and get that taken care

 8 of.  

 9 So I guess I just want to ask if

10 there's any questions about where we stand

11 today.  Again, everything looks like it's in

12 pretty good shape.

13 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

14 Let me ask my colleagues, do you

15 have any thoughts or feelings about who

16 should sort of manage this?  Should it go

17 over to MISO immediately or just wait till

18 the end of the year to have a clean

19 close-out?

20 COMMISSIONER SKRMETTA:  

21 Do we have any input from MISO on

22 how they feel about it?  Because, I mean,

23 SPP has offered to do it.  My question is,

24 you know, what is MISO's position on it?  I

25 see a lot of heads popping, but... 
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 1 MR. GREFFE:  

 2 Well, if I, perhaps, could respond

 3 to that.  

 4 COMMISSIONER SKRMETTA:  

 5 Sure.

 6 MR. GREFFE:  

 7 I guess my perception is that, as

 8 part of the services agreement that you all

 9 just approved, that MISO would take over

10 management of the budget function, and as

11 far as I know, that's their position, also.

12 It's just a mechanical matter of handing the

13 accounting from one party to the other.

14 COMMISSIONER SKRMETTA:  

15 Aldie, do you have anybody to talk

16 about that?  

17 MR. WARNOCK:  

18 I think we're ready when y'all are

19 ready.

20 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

21 Well, then I suppose just relieve

22 SPP, the sooner the better.  I will warn you

23 that we expect to get paid, you know,

24 promptly.

25 COMMISSIONER SKRMETTA:  
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 1 I get paid?  I'm sorry.

 2 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 3 Reimbursed -- reimbursed promptly.

 4 MR. BRIGHT:  

 5 I will say that I personally have

 6 had a phone call with Alison and some of the

 7 accounting folks at MISO, and we've talked

 8 about that process and how we process those,

 9 and so I think they've agreed to keep doing

10 it in that same way.  So that's perfect.  I

11 just want to throw it out there, since it

12 was an annual budget, if you wanted us to do

13 it.  It's perfect for us to get out of it at

14 the end of the month.

15 COUNCILWOMAN HEDGE-MORRELL:  

16 My question is, if you're doing an

17 audit -- excuse me -- if you're doing an

18 audit, wouldn't you want the audit to be

19 complete before you switched the account?

20 COMMISSIONER SKRMETTA:  

21 Have MISO do new accounts, and

22 then let them audit and close on your

23 books, -- 

24 MR. BRIGHT:  

25 Yeah.
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 1 COMMISSIONER SKRMETTA:  

 2 -- and then they can open up with

 3 a fresh set of books, much like I used to

 4 balance my checking account.

 5 MR. BRIGHT:  

 6 Used to balance?

 7 COMMISSIONER SKRMETTA:  

 8 Yeah.  Just every once in a while,

 9 open up a new account.

10 MR. BRIGHT:  

11 Sure, absolutely.  

12 COUNCILWOMAN HEDGE-MORRELL:  

13 Your secret's out.

14 MR. BRIGHT:  

15 Okay.  That's fine.  And, again,

16 we're undergoing that audit right now, so it

17 actually lines up pretty good.  We'll have

18 some -- a few things that are outstanding,

19 and we're going to make sure that's taken

20 care of.  

21 Okay.  With that, I'll turn it

22 over to Richard, and he can talk about the

23 approval of a 2013 budget.

24 MR. GREFFE:  

25 Yes.  There's the one single --
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 1 the one single slide that talks about a

 2 budget for 2013.  This budget is the same as

 3 the budget for 2012, with exception of

 4 travel.  Where it shows E-RSC travel and

 5 work group travel, we increased it by

 6 5 percent, simply recognizing that airfares

 7 are something that nobody can control once

 8 you make a decision to go on a trip.  The

 9 other numbers for meeting expenses are the

10 same.  We plugged in the same values to the

11 annual audit for administrative support and

12 other administrative.  I would have to say

13 those are a bit tentative right now because

14 we will have to identify a new auditor.  The

15 current auditor is located in Little Rock,

16 and you probably wouldn't want to use that

17 auditor once all the books move over to

18 Carmel, Indiana.  So the exact value for

19 that auditor, that cost might be a little

20 different.  Administrative support, again,

21 that will be MISO's admin.  They've agreed

22 to the same rates, but we haven't really

23 nailed down exactly how many hours they're

24 going to be spending.  It could be exactly

25 the same as SPP did.  It's going to be an
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 1 estimate no matter what it is.  So -- and

 2 then, also, there's the item on here for the

 3 E-RSC consultant.  Since you all will be

 4 selecting somebody to replace the previous

 5 consultant, we're not sure exactly what the

 6 cost of that will be.  

 7 So that's kind of a long way

 8 around to say there are a few items here

 9 that are tentative, and you could approve

10 the budget today with the recognition that

11 we might need to make some adjustments at

12 the next meeting, or you could also just

13 hold off approving until we have more

14 specific numbers.

15 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

16 My own thought would be that we

17 delay a kind of formal approval until the

18 next meeting.

19 COMMISSIONER SKRMETTA:  

20 Is there any potential harm by

21 failing to approve anything now, or is it --

22 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

23 My recollection is, in the bylaws,

24 there's a provision that we're supposed to

25 adopt a budget around this time, but I'm not
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 1 sure there's any, if there's unanimous

 2 agreement, --

 3 COMMISSIONER SKRMETTA:  

 4 Is there -- is there an

 5 opportunity at a future meeting to address

 6 any modifications to any budget we have to

 7 pass now?

 8 MR. GREFFE:  

 9 I think you could.  I think it

10 would be very simple to do that.  And the

11 things that we're talking about, I don't

12 think are -- with the possible exception of

13 the consultant, I don't think there's

14 material changes in any of the other

15 categories.

16 COMMISSIONER SKRMETTA:  

17 Mr. Chairman, I would go ahead and

18 move to adopt -- 

19 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

20 Okay.

21 COMMISSIONER SKRMETTA:  

22 -- the budget as opposed, with the

23 caveat that we, you know, have the

24 opportunity to review it.

25 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  
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 1 Is there a second?

 2 COUNCILWOMAN HEDGE-MORRELL:  

 3 Second.

 4 VICE-PRESIDENT PRESLEY:  

 5 Second.

 6 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 7 Brandon?  

 8 A second.  Thank you.  

 9 All those in favor -- any

10 discussion?  

11 (No response.)

12 No discussion.  All those in

13 favor, say aye.

14 (All ayes.)

15 No?

16 (No response.)

17 Unanimously approved, subject to

18 adjustment at a subsequent meeting.  

19 With respect to the next item, the

20 future meeting dates, I would like to defer

21 this until -- and perhaps send around an

22 e-mail in December with some perspective

23 dates.  I think I want to look at, not only

24 my calendar, but the calendars in the other

25 jurisdictions, you know, so that at the next
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 1 meeting, I hope we're freer to talk about a

 2 variety of issues without having to dance

 3 around any ex parte restrictions.  So that

 4 means with you all's pleasure.

 5 MR. GREFFE:  

 6 President Anderson, one date I

 7 might throw out, and this is strictly for

 8 your consideration.  It's my understanding

 9 that MISO is holding its AC and Board of

10 Directors meeting here in New Orleans on

11 February 20th and 21st, with their board

12 meeting concluding in the morning of the

13 21st.  

14 COMMISSIONER SKRMETTA:  

15 Say the date again.

16 MR. GREFFE:  

17 February 20th and 21st.

18 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

19 Okay.  Well, I may have to call in

20 from out of the country.

21 MR. GREFFE:  

22 Oh, I wasn't aware of that.

23 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

24 But other than that...

25 MR. GREFFE:  
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 1 Other than that, it's a great

 2 idea.

 3 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 4 I can call in from the beach with

 5 my rum and tonic, I suppose.  I might be

 6 more agreeable.

 7 MR. GREFFE:  

 8 Maybe we can all meet where you're

 9 going.

10 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

11 Take plenty of sunscreen.  That's

12 actually a good date, except for me.  It

13 would certainly be convenient for MISO and

14 the other stakeholders, but --

15 MR. GREFFE:  

16 Yeah.  That would give us -- it

17 would be a Thursday afternoon and Friday

18 morning type arrangement.

19 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

20 You know, if worse comes to worse,

21 I suppose I can always proxy somebody, so

22 it's not the end of the world.

23 Okay.  Will y'all look at your

24 calendars, and we'll follow up on that.

25 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  
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 1 Before I ask if there's any other

 2 business or adjourn the meeting, I wanted to

 3 give Lanny Nickells a chance to say a few

 4 words -- Nicholas, rather.

 5 MR. NICKELL:  

 6 Nickell is good.  Thanks,

 7 Commissioner Anderson.

 8 So it's been six years since we

 9 started this little experiment, and after

10 six years, I feel somewhat compelled to

11 leave you with our closing remarks, at least

12 as SPP's last meeting in its official role

13 as the ICT, and kind of, at least, describe

14 where we've been, provide you some vision of

15 what the future should hold, and then just

16 kind of express some gratitude to various

17 people.

18 I mentioned this morning at the

19 close of our Stakeholder Policy Committee

20 meeting and working group meeting that this

21 was somewhat of a bittersweet feeling,

22 bitter in the sense that we've staffed --

23 we've worked long hours with you guys, the

24 stakeholders, with the Commissioners, with

25 Entergy.  We've tried to push the ball
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 1 forward, and we feel that we've pushed the

 2 ball forward a little bit.  And bitter in

 3 the sense that we'd like to -- we'd,

 4 obviously, like to continue to do that.

 5 We'd like to see the ball being pushed

 6 forward and be a part of that solution.

 7 Sweet in the sense that it's going to be a

 8 lot of work to keep pushing that ball

 9 forward, and so, in that regard, I do

10 congratulate MISO for their opportunity to

11 continue to push that ball forward, and we

12 would love to help in any way we can.

13 But, first, I guess just a few

14 words in support of the ICT, the construct.

15 SPP has always believed that the ICT

16 construct is superior, was superior to the

17 status quo that existed before the ICT.

18 Now, we may have various opinions and

19 disagreements as to how much superior it

20 actually is, but we've definitely, through

21 the much appreciated help of the

22 Commissioners, FERC, the stakeholders and

23 Entergy, we do believe that the ICT

24 construct has wrought several improvements,

25 if nothing else, at least in the
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 1 transparency of the processes that are

 2 utilized, and we also believe in the

 3 operations and planning, as well as

 4 transmission service administration related

 5 to the Entergy transmission system.

 6 Yes, we've experienced

 7 limitations, and those limitations have been

 8 frustrating to all of us, frustrating to

 9 stakeholders, frustrating to you as

10 commissioners, frustrating to SPP as the

11 ICT, but -- and we've experienced growing

12 pains along the way.  But I do believe we've

13 also learned from those experiences, and I

14 think those learnings, that education has

15 been valuable to, not only SPP, but to each

16 of you, and I think it will also be valuable

17 to our successor.

18 Would we have done things

19 differently knowing what we know now?  Sure,

20 I do believe, through our learnings, that

21 we've identified some things that, if we

22 could do it all over, we'd do it a little

23 different.  We'd probably remove some of

24 those limitations, or at least argue to

25 remove some of those.  But we've definitely
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 1 learned and we believe that, despite all of

 2 this, we -- at least, I know SPP would -- we

 3 would still, six years ago, if we had known

 4 what we know now, we would have still

 5 supported the creation of that ICT construct

 6 as a step toward expected improvements, but,

 7 ultimately, as a step toward Entergy's

 8 participation in a properly configured RTO.  

 9 Now, we still maintain that SPP

10 has offered and can continue to offer the

11 best RTO option that will bring benefits to

12 the stakeholders, as well as to Entergy and

13 its ratepayers; nevertheless, Entergy has

14 made the choice, and based on that choice,

15 we will -- we will do what we can to help

16 deliver the best benefits we can to the

17 ratepayers, to the stakeholders and make

18 sure that the RTO works as it's envisioned.

19 Nevertheless, we will also -- SPP does

20 operate a market.  We will be engaged as a

21 seam with MISO in the operation of Entergy's

22 assets, and we will do whatever we can to

23 ensure that SPP's members and stakeholders

24 are protected.

25 So going forward, I strongly
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 1 encourage all of you to continue to work

 2 with the ICT, and, in this case, after the

 3 end of this month, it will be MISO, to

 4 continue to strive to make improvements.

 5 Don't just wait for the RTO participation to

 6 solve everything.  Two reasons:  One, the

 7 RTO participation for Entergy is at least a

 8 year away; and, two, there's a continued

 9 need for appropriate tariff and transmission

10 service administration.  There's a continued

11 need for transmission planning and

12 transmission expansion.  And you can't

13 afford to wait for the RTO to solve all of

14 that, so you need to continue to make

15 improvements, and I would definitely

16 encourage you to do that.

17 Again, there's a continuing need

18 for transmission expansion.  That's been a

19 need for a long time.  SPP certainly

20 supports the need for transmission

21 expansion.  But without appropriate

22 recognition of benefits, benefits not only

23 to Entergy, but benefits to the region, and

24 without proper cost allocation to those that

25 do benefit from the transmission expansion,
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 1 it doesn't matter if you've got an ICT

 2 construct or an RTO construct.  Without

 3 that, transmission expansion will be

 4 thwarted and there will be resistance,

 5 particularly in the area of economic

 6 expansion.  

 7 So stakeholder-driven projects,

 8 Commission-supported projects, much like

 9 what we experienced with the Acadiana Load

10 Pocket, that's -- that's the kind of

11 coordination, collaboration and support that

12 we ought to strive toward.  And with SPP

13 being a neighbor and the operation of its

14 market, we definitely want to work with MISO

15 and Entergy in the development of

16 interregional projects that are mutually

17 beneficial.

18 So SPP stands ready.  We stand

19 ready to work with Entergy and with MISO and

20 with the stakeholders and with Entergy's

21 commissioners to ensure that reliable and

22 equitable operating and planning solutions

23 are afforded to both regions in the future.  

24 Personally, I would like to thank

25 the Commission, the Commissioners, for your
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 1 engagement.  Your engagement has been

 2 nothing short of extraordinary, and I think

 3 that has gone a long way to moving the ball

 4 forward.  I appreciate the stakeholders.

 5 The stakeholders' involvement and engagement

 6 has been spectacular.  You've done a great

 7 job, a tremendous job of explaining your

 8 concerns, your issues, and we appreciate

 9 that.  I appreciate Entergy giving SPP the

10 opportunity to be the ICT.  I took on the

11 role of administration of this particular

12 contract a year and a half ago, and I've

13 learned a lot.  It's been a tremendous

14 learning experience for me, and I appreciate

15 that.  I do appreciate the opportunity.

16 Lastly, and, in my opinion, as

17 important, if not more important, I'd like

18 to thank staff.  SPP staff has worked

19 diligently to try to make the ICT work and

20 to provide benefits to the stakeholders.

21 Don, I think you've been around

22 since the start of the ICT.  Thank you for

23 your help and your support.  

24 Tony, same to you.  

25 Ben, tremendous, tremendous work,
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 1 and I appreciate that.

 2 And there's a whole number of

 3 other folks that I could call out and thank.

 4 I won't do that, because I'd like to get

 5 y'all out of here as quickly as possible.

 6 But, again, thanks for the opportunity.

 7 Thanks for your help, your support, and,

 8 again, thanks to staff.

 9 (Applause.)

10 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

11 I'd just like to add a word that,

12 MISO, just in terms of putting these

13 meetings together, you've got a high --

14 you've got a high hurdle to clear, so -- and

15 as my staff will tell you, I have a real low

16 threshold for snafus.

17 COMMISSIONER SKRMETTA:  

18 Say it ain't so.  

19 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

20 Huh?

21 COMMISSIONER SKRMETTA:  

22 Say it ain't so.

23 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

24 Don't make your problem my

25 problem.
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 1 Any other questions or comments?  

 2 Richard?

 3 MR. GREFFE:  

 4 If no one else does, I think -- 

 5 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 6 There is one other.  

 7 MR. GREFFE:  

 8 Okay.  Sorry.  I'll wait.

 9 MR. MCCULLA:  

10 It's Mark McCulla from Entergy.

11 On Entergy's behalf, I would like to thank

12 SPP for the job that they've done over the

13 last six years.  I know it's been a

14 challenge.  We don't always agree.  It's a

15 tough stakeholder process to go through, and

16 I think they've done a very professional

17 job.  And on behalf of the whole staff of

18 Entergy, we thank you quite a bit for the

19 job that you've done.

20 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

21 Any other?

22 Richard?

23 MR. GREFFE:  

24 I really would like to add my

25 thoughts on behalf of the work group, that
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 1 we have relied substantially on the

 2 expertise and the knowledge from the SPP

 3 folks and, in particular, their willingness

 4 to work with us and help out whenever they

 5 could, so we sincerely appreciate that.

 6 If I could switch to one more

 7 topic.  All of you need to be back here at

 8 9:00 o'clock tomorrow morning.  We have a

 9 closed meeting.  Just so there's no mystery

10 about that, we're going to interview

11 consultants to replace ESPY.  No other

12 business on the agenda other than that, but

13 we'll start that at 9:00 o'clock.

14 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

15 And there will be a call-in number

16 for -- just for E-RSC members and staffs and

17 commissioners, correct?

18 MR. GREFFE:  

19 Yes, yes.

20 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

21 So that my colleagues who are not

22 able to be here in the flesh will be able to

23 call in.

24 MR. GREFFE:  

25 Right.  And we will be in this
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 1 room, although it's going to be the back

 2 half of this room rather than the front

 3 half, but it will be right back here.

 4 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

 5 Any other questions, comments,

 6 observations?

 7 COMMISSIONER SKRMETTA:  

 8 Move to adjourn.

 9 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

10 Do I hear a second?

11 (Inaudible.)

12 Second.  I think I heard that.

13 COMMISSIONER SKRMETTA:  

14 I heard it, too.

15 PRESIDENT ANDERSON:  

16 Okay.  I'll see y'all in the

17 morning.  Thank you.

18 (MEETING ADJOURNED AT 3:43 P.M.) 

19  

20  

21

22

23

24

25
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