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1 PROCEEDINGS

2 MR. KAHAL: My nameis Matt Kahal.

3 | am a consultant to the Louisiana Public Service

4 Commission staff.

5 This morning, what we haveis a LPSC

6 staff-sponsored technical conference, even though

7 Entergy very kindly made arrangements for the room.

8 Tomy left is MelissaWatson. Médlissais the staff

9 counsel for the Louisiana Public Service Commission
10 who's been assigned to our work on this RFP under
11 Louisiana Public Service Commission rules.

12 The staff has the responsibility for
13 doing some oversight on the RFP process that

14 electric utilities in Louisiana conduct.

15 We want to thank Entergy for making

16 these arrangements. This afternoon, after the
17 conclusion of the LPSC technical conference,

18 Entergy's going to be conducting its own bidders

19 conference. And to the extent | think that there's

20 something of adivision of labor here, the division

21 of labor isthat the LPSC technical conferenceis



22 redly designed to address the technical issues
23 associated with the RFP, technical, regulatory
24 issues.

25 It's mostly going to be Entergy's



1 show. They're going to provide an overview of how
2 they plan on conducting their solicitation, answer

3 questions and so forth.

4 The afternoon, | think, more goesto

5 | guesswhat | would call bidding mechanics, the

6 electronic submission process and things of --

7 procedural stuff of that sort that is sort of

8 less-- it's going to be very important to you-all

9 interms of your participation in this, but is, you
10 know, not -- since I'm not a bidder, I'm saying that
11 up-front, it'skind of less interesting to me. But

12 so that will be their show this afternoon.
13 Thisisthe state commission's

14 technical conference thismorning. And thank
15 youall for coming.

16 I would like to start this off by

17 doing introductions for everyone in the room. There
18 will be asign-up sheet that will be circulated, and
19 wed appreciate it if you'd put your name and
20 affiliation on the sign- up sheet, e-mail and phone

21 numbers, just so in case we need to contact you.



22 Asfar astheintroductions go, I'd
23 like Entergy to -- the Entergy people to introduce
24 themselvesfirst and | would also ask when they

25 introduce themselves, if they could aso identify



1 their function with the RFP. And then well go
2 around the room to the market participants.
3 MR. MOHL: Okay, Matt. Thanks.
4 Just couple housekeeping items here.
5 We will be serving lunch today, and we'll probably
6 betaking abreak at some point this morning because
7 we do have a court reporter here who's going to need
8 to take abreath. But you will be served lunch.
9 Also, be sure to see Laura Berryman,
10 if you haven't done so already, to get parking
11 stamps. She's got stamps that will validate your
12 parking. AsMatt said, please use the sign-up
13 sheet. And if anyone doesn't know, restrooms are
14 down and to the right.
15 With that, my name is Bill Mohl.
16 I'm the vice president of commercial operations for
17 Entergy Services. Basically, inthat role, I've got
18 executive responsibility for the RFP itsalf.
19 MR. WALZ: My nameis Tony Walz.
20 I'm the director of planning analysis. | have

21 responsibility for long-range planning for the



22 Entergy utility group, and I'll be responsible for
23 the evaluation of the proposals.
24 MR. DEGEORGE: I'm Charles DeGeorge.

25 I'm manager of supply, planning and analysis. I'll



1 beinvolved in conducting the economic evaluation of
2 the RFP.

3 MR. STRENGTH: I'm Mark Strength.

4 1I'm the manager of supply procurement. We have, |
5 guess, line responsibility for development and

6 execution of the RFP itself.

7 MS. BENSON: I'm Betty Benson, and |

8 don't work for Entergy. 1'm one of the independent

9 monitors, and my colleagues -- I'm going to ask them
10 to introduce themselves -- from Potomac Economics
11 are also therest of the independent monitor team.

12 My particular responsibilities have

13 to do with the process related to the entire RFP,

14 and I'll be talking to you alittle bit more about

15 what that entailslater so | can | ask you folks

16 to... David?

17 MR. PATTON: I'm David Patton. I'm

18 president of Potomac Economics. We're the

19 evaluating independent monitor. | have Robert

20 Sinclair and Michagl Chiasson here with me from our

21 firm, and we're dealing primarily with the economic



22 evaluation of the -- of the bids.
23 MR. SUFFERN: I'm Matt Suffern with
24 Entergy legal regulatory.

25 MR. MORAN: I'm Tom Moran. I'mthe



1 VP of credit risk management for Entergy. I'm

2 involved in developing the RFP and most of the

3 evaluation.

4 MR. BURTON: And I'm Cory Burton. |

5 work for Mark Strength in supply procurement.

6 (Audience members introduce
7 themselves.)
8 MR. KAHAL: Thank you, everyone.

9 Another logistical question. | think thet we

10 have-- do we have atelephone call-in setup --

11 MR. MOHL: Yes, we do.

12 MR. KAHAL: -- working now?

13 Is there anybody on the phone.

14 (Pause.)

15 MR. KAHAL: Okay. | guess nobody

16 calledin. Okay.

17 MR. MOHL: Wedid get that sent out,
18 soif you did have anybody that wanted to

19 participate via phone, we did get that e-mailed out.
20 We didn't have any specific requests, but we tried

21 to distribute that.



22 MS. DALRYMPLE: Wegot it posted on
23 the website.
24 MR. MOHL: Soif there's anyone back

25 at home that you wanted to participate, you could



1 ask themto look at the website and call in.

2 MR. KAHAL: Right. If any of you

3 have any colleagues that wanted to call into this,

4 you could -- you might want to let them know that
5 thecal-in is working.

6 | want to start out just talking for

7 afew minutes, because most of the presentation is
8 going to be done by -- by Entergy. But -- and I'm
9 sure that most of the questions that youall have,
10 you're going to be directing toward Entergy; but
11 feel freeto also direct questionsto us, the LPSC
12 staff people, asto what regulatory attitudes might
13 be about some of these things and how we feel
14 about -- so fed free to address questions to us
15 also.

16 | want to be begin with an apology.

17 Normally, our standard practice is to have these
18 technical conferences located at the commission
19 officesin Baton Rouge, and normally, that's what we
20 would do. Given what happened to me and to

21 Mélissastravel yesterday, we think maybe we should



22 have donethat. We had a great dea of difficulty

23 getting here.

24 But we realize that with what's

25 going on, travel to Baton Rouge has gotten pretty



1 difficult, and we know that alot of the people who
2 attend these technical conferences arein the

3 Houston areaanyway. And so out of -- out of

4 practicality, we decided to coordinate this with

5 Entergy's bidding conference and do it all in one

6 place. We thought that would be more convenient.
7 If it does create a hardship for any

8 of you having it here, we apologize for that.

9 Let mejust give you aone- or
10 two-minute quick tour of the regulatory framework
11 that we havein Louisiana. Probably, alot of you
12 aready are familiar with it, but some of you may
13 not be. So thisis going to be at the 30,000- foot

14 level, and so if you have guestions about that,

15 about our regulatory requirements, just ask

16 questions.

17 In addition, the general orders that

18 govern this process, they're available on the

19 website. I'm not sure | could find them, but | know
20 Mélissacan, so that will tell you the exact

21 requirements.



22 This RFP, from our standpoint -- |
23 redizeit's a systemwide RFP, but from our vantage
24 point and with Louisiana representing almost 50% of

25 the Entergy system, Louisiana has competitive



1 procurement rules; that is, with certain exceptions,

2 werequire our utilities to use the competitive

3 wholesale market for obtaining power supplies.

4 Now, that doesn't prevent the

5 company from building on its own, and, in fact,

6 thereisaproposa for -- on the part of the

7 company to do just that; but the rules do require

8 that even in the event where a company does propose
9 to build its own capacity, the market should have a
10 full and fair opportunity to compete against that

11 and beat it and come up with something better.
12 In addition, of course, | think that

13 even in the case of the self-build, it'sonly a

14 relatively small portion of what Entergy's actually
15 seeking. They're seeking up to 2,000 megawatts of
16 capacity inthisRFP. Their self-build proposd is
17 for about 500 of that requirement.

18 Our competitive procurement rules

19 require competitive procurement for anything that's
20 over 35 megawatts, for anything that's -- any

21 resource that's longer than one year. So this RFP



22 isdefinitely covered under our rules.
23 This process also requires an
24 independent monitor in the event that the RFP alows

25 for affiliate bidding, which this RFP does. | might



10

1 add that the last RFP thet Entergy did in 2004 did

2 not alow for affiliate bidding. This one does.

3 Or in the event of a self-build

4 proposal, there also must be an independent monitor,
5 and that's why the Potomac folks and Betsy are here,
6 athough Entergy, | guess, as a matter of policy,

7 has aways used an independent monitor in its RFPs.
8 Our competitive bidding rules, which

9 we affectionately call the market-based mechanism
10 order, works in tandem with another general order,
11 the 1983 general order, which requires that any

12 capacity resource, be it a purchase power contract
13 other than economy energy or a self-build power
14 plant, must be certified by the Louisiana

15 commission.

16 Now, obviously, that doesn't really

17 matter, | guess, if, you know, one of the -- let's

18 say one of the contracts they acquirein thisRFPis
19 assigned to another company, such as Entergy

20 Arkansas or Entergy Mississippi. But if any portion

21 of that goesto a Louisiana company, Entergy



22 Louisianaor Entergy Gulf States, it must be
23 certified by this commission.
24 The way we view thisisthat this

25 RFP process that we're conducting now isreally the
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1 front end of acertification process. That is, it's

2 our desiretorealy get al of the issues and

3 controversies and disagreements and things like

4 that -- we want al of that to be worked out and

5 vetted through a proper competitive process, so that
6 by the time we get to an actual certification

7 proceeding where they have to make afiling and an
8 application for commission approval, by the time

9 they make that filing, we, as the staff of the
10 commission, we want to be totally comfortable with
11 what Entergy is submitting; and so that way,
12 approval can take place relatively quickly.
13 We just got through a process like

14 that with Cleco and | have to tell you, you know,

15 they had an RFP process that was about a year-long
16 process in which there was lots and lots of staff
17 involvement and oversight and so forth. And by the
18 time they filed, there was very little controversy.

19 | mean, there was no doubt, either

20 on our part or on the part of any intervenorsin the

21 case, asto whether the projects -- and they were



22 contracts and a power plant -- should be approved.
23 Now, Entergy being Entergy and
24 uitilities being utilities, when they make these

25 filings, generally file for more than just approval



12

1 of the power plant. They're going to aso probably
2 filefor rate-making treatments and stuff like that,
3 where we can argue about numbers and argue about how
4 much money they should get. | mean, that's fine,
5 and, you know, we're usually able to work that out.
6 And that may not be of interest to
7 youal. Youadl just -- if you succeed in doing a
8 deal with Entergy, your interest isin having a
9 regulatory process that goes smoothly, aregulatory
10 process that goes quickly, and let us worry about
11 therate-making and stuff like that. That's really
12 not your problem.
13 We have a so gotten feedback from
14 commissionersin Louisianathat they don't really
15 want a protracted process of approval of these
16 resources and these certification cases. We had one
17 case that, unfortunately, went on for about two
18 years. They don't want to seethat. They want to
19 seethese things get done redlly in a matter of a
20 few months, and so do we, and so should you.

21 That's the rationale for the way



22 that we set thisup. It'skind of informal, the
23 process that we're dealing with now. Thisisnot a
24 docketed proceeding or anything like that. It's

25 informal oversight.



13

1 Infact, | don't know if it really

2 comes through in the language of the RFP, but from
3 our standpoint, as the LPSC staff, we view thisasa
4 stakeholder process. We want your input. We want
5 your thoughts. You see ways of improving the RFP,
6 you see ways of facilitating market participation in
7 this, you know, let us know; and we'll work with

8 you.

9 That's not to say that we're here to

10 carry your water. We're here for the rate payers,
11 but effective participation and an effective
12 competitive process, we believe, isin concert with
13 theinterests of the rate payers.
14 Also let me just say one other thing

15 with regard to the way this process works. It'sa

16 whole lot better if we have your input up front now.
17 | don't mean necessarily today, but while we're

18 dedling with this RFP, which isin draft form.

19 We'd much rather have your input

20 today than for you to come back eight months or a

21 year from now when we're in the middle a



22 certification case, and then at that point tell us
23 there's something about this process that you didn't
24 like.

25 It's your right to do that, but



14

1 that'sreally not the most efficient way, because,

2 redlly, at that point, by the timewe'rein a

3 certification case, there's a sense in which these

4 contracts or projects have alot of momentum, and
5 they're hard to stop.

6 Melissaand | will sign thesigr+-in

7 sheet aswaell. You should always fed free to

8 contact me informally, if there's things about this
9 process that trouble you or you have questions, and
10 feel freeto contact the independent monitors as
11 well. That'stheir job.
12 The draft RFP that Entergy filed on

13 January 3lstisadraft. It'sto befinalized, |

14 think, April 17th. We're kind of comfortable with
15 that schedule. If anybody has any thoughts on that
16 schedule, though, let us know.

17 The draft itself, staff has had the

18 opportunity to have at least some limited input up
19 to this point on the RFP, so some of our opinions
20 and reactionsto it have gotten incorporated into

21 the draft that was filed on January 31st.



22 And | know that the indeperdent
23 monitors, both Betsy and the Potomac folks, have had
24 alot of input into the fashioning of this draft;

25 butitisjust adraft, and it's still subject to



15

1 change, if there are thingsin it that you find are

2 either unclear or flawed.

3 There's a question-and-answer

4 process that's described in the RFP. If you would

5 rather submit your questions to us and have us

6 submit them to Entergy rather than submitting them

7 directly to Entergy, that'sfine. We're happy to do

8 that. We're going to have our own questions that we

9 submit to Entergy.
10 Hopefully, Entergy will be ableto
11 post the answers on the website relatively quickly.

12 There'sa comment process that Entergy is

13 conducting, but if you decide to file, to submit --

14 | don't want to use the word "file." It'stoo
15 formal-sounding.
16 If you decide to submit written
17 comments, we would appreciate it if you would submit
18 them to us as well, Melissa and me, because we are
19 going to submit our own comments, and when we submit
20 our own comments, we want your input so we can

21 incorporate your comments into our comments.



22 | may be overstating it, but I'd
23 liketo think that the LPSC staff, the regulators,
24 can have some influence over this processin the

25 shaping of the RFP.
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1 The RFP document as it stands now
2 reflects aprocess, redly, that went on last year.
3 There was a collaborative process. | know that some
4 of you in thisroom did atterd some of those
5 collaborative meetings and were involved.
6 There were some agreements reached
7 inthat collaborative that related to this RFP on
8 certain issues. Staff filed areport with the
9 commission in December of 2005, describing that
10 process, the collaborative process, documenting the
11 meetings, documenting what went on, and documenting
12 the agreements that were reached.
13 Those agreements, | believe, are
14 reflected in this RFP document, but, you know, there
15 are obvioudly still, probably, details to be worked
16 out on that.
17 If any of you don't have a copy of
18 thisreport -- it was circulated to all the parties,
19 but if any of you don't have a copy of this report
20 and would like it -- isit available on the website?

21 | don't know. If not, | mean, we can e-mail it.



22 MS. WATSON: | think it was filed.
23 MR. KAHAL: It'son the website?
24 MS. WATSON: | think. I'll haveto

25 veify.



17

1 MR. KAHAL: WEell check and seeif
2 thisison the website, if you'd like a copy of
3 this. But it identifies some agreements between
4 collaborative participants; and, redlly, the
5 protagonist on this was Calpine.
6 This whole process came out of a
7 dtipulation that was reached between Entergy and the
8 staff in Calpine, although there are many other
9 merchants that participated in these meetings as
10 well.
11 And there were agreements reached
12 that are reflected in this RFP, and it -- it's
13 influenced the shaping of this RFP.
14 There's one thing, | think, new
15 about what we're doing here today, and that is,
16 we've had technical conferences on other Entergy
17 RFPs. Asl underdand it, there are going to be
18 representatives of the Entergy transmission business
19 unit, isthat right, Bill, here today?
20 MR. MOHL: Yes, that's correct.

21 MR. KAHAL: And they're going to be



22 available-- | don't know what their presentation is
23 going to be, but they're going to be available here
24 to answer questions.

25 And | think that's going to be



18

1 extremely helpful, because we've had alot of

2 meetings where transmission questions have come up
3 and Bill and his group has said, "Well, thisis what
4 wethink is going on in the transmission side, but

5 we don't redlly talk to them because of the

6 order 888 separations and so forth."

7 And so there'skind of been a

8 certain degree of speculation asto exactly what the
9 transmission group is doing and how they're doing
10 it, and now you can hear it right from the horse's

11 mouth. We don't have to speculate or guess as to
12 how they're doing it, because the transmission side

13 isan extremely important part of this process, and,
14 fortunately, we've had alot of input on that from
15 the Potomac folks.

16 o, redlly, thisis your chance to

17 be asking the transmission folks questions that you
18 might have as to things like how and on what

19 schedule they do their system impact studies, you
20 know, what'sin their databases for the models that

21 they use and so forth.



22 Let mereay to you certain concerns
23 that commissioners at the Louisiana Public Service
24 Commission have expressed. | was asked to give a

25 progress report on the RFP at the monthly meeting



19

1 that was held yesterday in Baton Rouge.

2 The commission and certain

3 commissioners are focusing very closely on the issue
4 of reliability must-run. This is something that

5 staff has been focusing on.

6 Theissueis asfollows, and then

7 there's some information on thisin the RFP: The

8 Entergy system has an annual power supply output of
9 about 115 million megawatt-hours ayear. Of that,
10 about 22 millionis oil and gas, almost all of which
11 isfrom the company's high-cost units; that is,

12 units with high heat rates, these older units which

13 the commissioners affectionately called clunkers.

14 The commission and staff -- and

15 this comes from us as well as the commissioners --
16 arevery, very interested in facilitating the market

17 being able to compete against those older units, the
18 market being able to substitute relatively efficient
19 gas-fired generation with the wonderful heat rates
20 that these new CCGT units have for the 11,000 or so

21 heat rate units from these older steam units.



22 And we measure progress in getting
23 that generation down, so that's a major, major
24 concern that the commission has voiced with regard

25 to this RFP and wants to see this RFP try to address



20

1 it, wantsto see, to the extent possible, that the

2 market has a chance to substitute its generation for
3 Entergy'sinefficient generation.

4 Now, part of my message to the

5 commissionisit'sal well and good to take bids,

6 but one of the things | think that's going to have

7 to be done to make progressin thisareaisto

8 upgrade the transmission system.

9 | don't know how we reduce the

10 generation from these units, because a lot of these
11 units have to run because there's transmission

12 reliability must-run constraints.

13 A second area that the commission is
14 very interested in, and it's kind of related to the
15 first areq, islast year staff completed and

16 submitted to the commission aretirement study,
17 looking at the feasibility of retiring some of

18 Entergy's old generation and substituting new

19 generation capacity from the market.

20 To be clear about Entergy's RFP, the

21 2,000 megawatts that they're talking about is 2,000



22 megawatts needed to meet the requirements that
23 they'veidentified their -- | guess their criterion
24 issomething like a 17% reserve margin. That's

25 under the assumption that nothing is retired.
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1 Beyond that -- and there's some

2 brief statementsin this RFP that beyond that --

3 that'sthefirst priority isto meet that need, but

4 beyond that, Entergy iswilling to go beyond its

5 2,000 megawatts to the extent that market bids are
6 sufficiently attractive that they warrant and

7 justify on an economic basis shutting down some of
8 the existing capacity.

9 Now, Entergy hasn't said how much,

10 and they shouldn't say how much, because it's
11 bid-dependent. So we have two messages: One to
12 Entergy isto actively and vigorously pursue that,
13 and our message to the market is, sharpen your

14 pencils, because we'd like to seereal attractive

15 bidsthat alow that to happen.

16 And with that, I'll turn this over

17 to Entergy. Bill, your folks, | know, have

18 presentations.

19 MR. MOHL: Yes.

20 MR. KAHAL: Do you guysjust want to

21 run through your presentations, or do you want to



22 take questions during your presentation, or
23 afterwards?
24 MR. MOHL: Let mejust addressa

25 couple issues.
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1 Asfar asthe presentation goes,

2 wed like to get through the presentations and what
3 we'vetypically donein the past is asked folks to

4 fill out the questions and then we'll have a Q& A

5 session afterwards.

6 However, if there's something on a

7 dlide aswe're going through it that you just need

8 clarification on, fed freeto ask. If it'sgoing

9 to be amore detailed or comprehensive question,

10 just so we can ensure that we get al the

11 information to all the bidders and get that question
12 inwriting, we'd liketo get it in writing. WEell
13 respond as best we can.

14 And | think we caveat that that to

15 do things on the fly sometimes, they're not thorough
16 or we may make a mistake, so the official answer
17 will be provided in writing on the website

18 afterwards, and we'll endeavor to have that done by
19 very early next week.
20 Just a couple comments, Matt, before

21 we start with the presentation. Y ou had indicated,



22 you know, the approval of the asset is one thing and
23 the approval of the rate-making is another, and |
24 just kind of wanted to clarify that we've aways

25 been pretty specific that nothing closes until we
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1 get both of those issues resolved.

2 So | just want to make that a point

3 of clarification, that everything is contingent on

4 cost recovery.

5 MR. KAHAL: WEell al have our

6 reservation of rights, Bill, so --

7 MR. MOHL: | just wanted to make

8 surethat was clear.

9 | would also echo Matt's statement

10 on participation in this process. Y ou know, we've
11 been doing this since the fall of 2002. It's been
12 an evolving process, and we've tried to make

13 modifications.

14 | think the recent market

15 collaborative was an indication of our desire to

16 work with folks, but | can't emphasize enough how
17 important it is for you to get your issues out up

18 front as opposed to after the fact.

19 Y ou know, we may not aways agree on
20 issues, but we are making a sincere effort here to

21 try to make sure that you understand where we're



22 coming from and we address all of your questions.
23 So whether it's through staff,
24 whether it's through the IMs, whether it's through

25 the Q& A process, | really encourage you to
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1 participate, ask questions, voice complaints, point

2 out issues; it would certainly be appreciated.

3 Asfar asthe format, just briefly,

4 what we intended to do was we've got a presentation
5 we go through, then we'll go through a Q& A session,
6 then well break for lunch, we'll see how were

7 doing.

8 We have got several representatives

9 from the TBU group who are scheduled to be here
10 sometime around lunch. Right now, we've got them
11 dotted for 1:00 o'clock. They're going to go over
12 abrief discussion of the system impact study

13 process, and just alittle forewarning is, you know,
14 asit relatesto TBU questions or OASIS questions,
15 well likely punt alot of those to them for when

16 they're here, so they can address those issues

17 directly.

18 Aswe'vetried to makeit clear,

19 we're no different than you guys in terms of dealing
20 with them, so as Matt pointed out, sometimes things

21 aren't perfectly clear.



22 | think with that, then, we will go
23 ahead and kind of get started through the
24 presentation.

25 Okay. Thisisjust thelist of
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1 agendaitemsthat | just kind of went over. Well

2 have various participants from Entergy and the IMs
3 participate in this overall presentation. We've

4 dready kind of gone through our introductions.

5 | would point out that thisisa

6 little bit different. Y ou know, we've made a change
7 in the independent monitors, and that, again, was

8 part of the market collaborative process. There

9 were concerns expressed about continued use of

10 Lexicon, and so that was part of the agreement we
11 reached.

12 And we actually decided to break it

13 into two phases, so Betsy Benson isreally hereto
14 help usout with alot of the process-oriented

15 issues. | think she'sreally your main contact as

16 it relatesto direct communication with the IM.

17 Betsy wasinvolved in the Cleco RFP and has

18 certainly helped us work through some of the issues.
19 And then, of course, we have the

20 Potomac group, who's really focused on the economic

21 evauation. Okay.



22 Ondide5-- I'm not going to read
23 through this. Y ou know we've been through these
24 procurement processes. As Matt indicated, we're

25 looking for up to a couple thousand megawatts out of
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1 this RFP, athousand megawatts of load-following,

2 and athousand megawatts of solid fuel.

3 Weve got avariety of different

4 mechanisms we use to go out and purchase resources
5 inthe market. Typicaly, these RFPsinvolve

6 resourcesthat are one year of term or longer. And

7 asyou seeinthis RFP, were redlly just seeking

8 long-term resources.

9 Aswe go further through this, we
10 will be supplementing this RFP with another RFP in
11 thefall of 2006 to look at more intermediate-term
12 resources, which would be very similar to what we
13 didinthefall of 2004 RFP, which actually didn't
14 get completed until early '05.

15 In this RFP, we'll be looking for
16 either purchase-power type resources based on life
17 of unit or acquisitions or ownership positions of

18 the generating facilities.

19 Those of you who continue to do

20 business with us on a short-term basis, we've also

21 got aprocessthat's really handled by our energy



22 management organization asit relates to daily,

23 weekly, hourly, monthly type purchases. As many of

24 you are aware, that group is headed up by John

25 Hurstell.
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1 We're not addressing any of those

2 types of purchasesin this conference. Those are
3 handled on alittle bit lessformal basis by our

4 operationsfolks.

5 As Matt mentioned, one of the things

6 that were looking at in this RFP is a self-build

7 option at our Little Gypsy site. Aswe discussed
8 before, we think it's prudent to make sure we have
9 options on ago-forward basis to make sure we're
10 prepared to have the ability to install resources
11 which best meet the needs of our customers.
12 Those resources will be
13 market-tested through this, and, actually, we're
14 required to submit those proposals to the IMs and
15 the staff ahead of the receipt of any proposals that
16 come from the market itself.

17 A lot of you may wonder -- you know,
18 | think you get both sides of the table in terms of
19 this process overal. AsMatt mentioned, thisis
20 redlly in conjunction with the market-based

21 mechanisms order. Although thisis a system RFP,



22 we've been very careful to make sure that we meet
23 the requirements of the market-based mechanisms
24 order.

25 And you can see that there's
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1 numerous notification requirements, review

2 requirements, independent monitor. A lot of issues
3 regarding code of conduct, especially asit relates

4 to competitive affiliates and any self-build teams

5 that we may have as it relates to a proposed

6 self-supply option, as well as documentation of how
7 we're going to evaluate alot of thisinformation.

8 And so we've endeavored in this RFP

9 to redlly try to become more transparent in some of
10 our evaluation processes. I'll bethefirst to

11 point out that we're not going to give out all of
12 theinformation we use to evaluate a resource. We
13 don't think that's in the best interest of our

14 customers. But we do really want to try to make

15 sure you understand the processes that we are going
16 through and the approach we're taking to evaluation.
17 The other thing | would mention is

18 that we spend alot of time with staff in this
19 process, and so some of the stuff that, you know, we
20 may not be able to go into detail with you on, for a

21 variety of reasons, we really do spend alot of face



22 timewith Matt and Méelissa and their team to make
23 sure they understand it and that the IMs are
24 comfortable with it and understand it, as well.

25 One other nuance with thisRFP is
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1 that we actually are collecting bid fees. We've

2 tried to avoid that asit relates to the

3 limited-term products because we just view it as

4 being somewhat prohibitive when people are trying to
5 bid oneto three years.

6 Sure, as you can appreciate, aswe

7 look at longer-term resources, there's alot more

8 involved in the evaluation process, so we're really

9 trying to defer some of those costs that we have,

10 specifically with the independent monitor, as it

11 relatesto bid fees.

12 Both Matt and | have mentioned on
13 several occasions the market collaborative. As Matt
14 indicated, as aresult of the Perryville

15 acquisition, we agreed to enter into a collaborative
16 process with market participants and the staff. And
17 you can see that we've got alist of companies that
18 actually participated in that collaborative.

19 And, actually, that collaborative

20 was very beneficial. | think we at least got a head

21 start on alot of the issues that we've faced on the



22 RFP or problems that people have had with the RFP.
23 | won't go through the list of names here, but as
24 you can see, many of those folks are in the room

25 today.
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1 | thought we'd briefly hit some of
2 theissues or some of the resolutions reached by the
3 participants. Thisisakind of a Reader's Digest
4 version of Matt's report and, hopefully, consistent
5 with hisreport.
6 One of the things was the timing of
7 the next RFP. We had hoped to get the RFP out in
8 late 2005, but due to the events of Katrinaand Rita
9 we were sidetracked in the latter half of the year,
10 but we were till able to get that notice put out
11 the end of November and got the RFP posted on
12 January 314t of thisyear aswe have -- aswe
13 promised. We did change IMs, as | mentioned.
14 We also worked with the market
15 participantsin that processto redly try to be
16 more transparent as it relates to some of our
17 transmission evaluation processes. And asyou'll
18 see, we've tried to provide more information to you
19 to allow you to evaluate your proposal similar to
20 the way we will evaluate it at -- within the RFP

21 evaluation process.



22 Again, | just want to point out
23 that, you know, we are not affiliated with TBU and
24 s0 we use the information provided by TBU on the

25 OASIS sitein our evaluation process. And
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1 Mr. Kellough, who is our manager of transmission

2 engineering, has also provided some tools that would
3 help you calculate upgrade costs and that type of

4 thing.

5 So, hopefully, you'll have alittle

6 bit better idea how we're looking at it and be able

7 to at least make some calculations that would be

8 comparableto ours.

9 Credit and collateral requirements,

10 we had numerous participants want some changes in
11 how we handled credit and collateral. Through the
12 collaborative process, we tried to implement some
13 new policies and procedures, which Mr. Moran will
14 address later today.

15 We agreed that we'll consider some

16 different forms of collateral, at the request of the

17 merchants; and our methodology for evaluation of
18 credit exposure and that type of thing isalso

19 something we revisited.

20 Asaresult of that, | think we're

21 alsolooking at some of our credit requirements that



22 well put in place for the next RFP, which will be
23 the limited-term or intermediate-term RFP, which
24 will bein place later this year.

25 Debt imputation. Debt imputation is
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1 ahot topic, and so it's something that we don't

2 think we can completely ignore. But we did agree

3 that we are not going to have any debt imputation as
4 we go through our initial screening process of

5 proposals. And that's one of the items that we will

6 follow up with staff on in more detail, is how it

7 actualy will apply in the later phases of

8 evaluation.

9 Again, we understand thisis a
10 concern for many counterparties, so we want to be

11 moreinclusive than exclusive, so we're not going to
12 usethat in our first screening phase, but we will

13 haveto addressit in the latter phases of
14 evauation.

15 RFP planning information, we had

16 severa folks who wanted us to provide more
17 information, and so | believe we accommodated that.
18 Wetried to be consistent or at least provide, at a

19 minimum, the same amount of information that Cleco
20 had provided in their RFP. Several members referred

21 to that as a good standard approach.



22 In fact, | think we probably have
23 even gone beyond that. So, again, please review
24 that, and, hopefully, that provides you sufficient

25 information to understand some of our planning
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1 processes, our resource needs, et cetera.

2 Power plant retirement, this has

3 been an ongoing issue as far as retirement of our

4 units. ThisRFP is not specifically designed to

5 handle retirement of the units, but as Matt

6 indicated, we are going to evaluate opportunities to
7 potentialy displace some of our units.

8 There's a separate evaluation or

9 separate project or docket going on at the LPSC

10 whichisreadlly attempting to try to combine some of
11 the generation aspects of retirement as well asthe
12 transmission system itself and some of the needed
13 upgrades.

14 But we are trying to take alook at

15 opportunities to displace some of your units, and,
16 again, that will be something that we will discuss
17 in probably more detail with staff and will probably
18 have more information with that as we go through
19 this process.

20 We've also had a status report on

21 the "Downstream of Gypsy" project. Asyou can



22 imagine, with "Downstream of Gypsy," we've been
23 impacted by Katrina as well, so that's brought into
24 question some of the needs for resources in that

25 areaaswell.



1 The last issue was probably one of

2 the biggest issues that we've had in the discussions

3 in the market collaborative, and that's product

4 types. A lot of merchants have stressed interest in

5 more intermediate-term products. Asyou're aware,

6 we've redly been fairly disciplined in our

7 after-approach to products in that we looked at one-

8 to three-year proposals and we've looked at

9 life-of-unit proposals.

10 What we agreed to as aresult of the

11 collaborative isthat in this RFP, you'll have the

12 ability to bid proposals of intermediate terms;

13 however, as Mr. Walz will later discuss, those

14 proposals will be normalized to make them consistent
15 with life-of-unit processes.

16 Now, we did agree that we are going

17 tolook at the next RFP, limited-term RFP, which
18 will occur in the fall of this year, and potentially

19 consider some longer-term products besides the one-
20 to three-year, which we've historically went out to

21 procure.



22 As| indicated, while, you know,
23 everyone may not have gotten everything they wanted,
24 | think it was indicative of an effort that we could

25 work together and come to an agreement on alot of
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1 issues which have been kind of outstanding.

2 Asfar asthis RFP, there's a couple

3 of things | want to go through. Obvioudly, we've

4 got aself-build option of Little Gypsy that we will
5 be proposing in the Amite South region of our

6 system.

7 One thing | wanted to point out is

8 we included the potential for a combined-cycle

9 salf-supply project in Arkansas when we posted the
10 draft RFP. That is now off the table, so there's no
11 self-supply project for Entergy Arkansas. We will
12 be reviewing the bids for that, and we'll have no
13 self-supply option to be compared against.

14 As Matt mentioned, the competitive

15 affiliates are alowed to participate in this RFP.

16 | mentioned the issue on the proposal submittal

17 fees.

18 We've aso removed any minimum

19 requirement for bidders to participate in the RFP,
20 so there's no minimum credit requirements for folks

21 to be able to participate.



22 Now, as we move through the process,
23 obvioudly, there will be various credit and
24 collatera requirementsin order to proceed through

25 the process. But, again, in an effort to try to be
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1 more inclusive than exclusive, we've removed that

2 minimum requirement.

3 Last item isjust to make it

4 perfectly clear that proposals from QFs will not be

5 provided any form of preference. We view that

6 everyone has the same opportunity to bid into this

7 process and that it'sin the best interest of our

8 customers to procure those resources that are the

9 most economical. So we are not going to give any

10 preferenceto QFs. It will be alevel playing field
11 for all participants.

12 | thought 1'd quickly just go

13 through the fall 2004 RFP results. Thisisat the

14 request of staff to give alittle bit of a
15 postmortem on where we stand, kind of to-date as far
16 asRFPs.

17 You can seethe fall 2004 RFP was

18 redly only for limited-term resources. We had very
19 good response. Once again, we had 83 proposals, 15
20 bidders, 18 different resources representing about

21 7400 megawatts of capacity. Thisjust provides a



22 comparison so you can get afeel for, you know, how

23 that compares to previous RFPs. And so it'sbeen a

24 very good response.
25 One of the things that we've redly
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1 tried to do in an effort to be alittle more

2 efficient is break these RFPs up alittle bit. We

3 found that early on when we tried to do all the

4 different products, it's, to be honest, alittle bit

5 overwhelming to handle al those different types of
6 products and it's difficult to select, you know,

7 products of varying terms simultaneously.

8 So by breaking thisout into a

9 long-term RFP and then having a separate RFP for
10 limited-term, | think is going to alow usto be

11 ableto respond to it alittle more quickly, get

12 things closed alittle more quickly and really make
13 the best resource choices for our customers.

14 So out of the fall RFP, if you look

15 on page 15, you can see that we picked up about
16 1250 megawatts. | believe that was through six
17 different contracts with counterparties, so, redly,
18 it was a very successful RFP. We had great

19 participation, executed contracts with numerous
20 counterparties.

21 You can seein total since the



22 inception of the RFP process, we've executed 17
23 different contracts with 11 different counterparties
24 for about 3500 megawatts.

25 Page 16 isjust alittle bit of
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1 genera information that shows kind of the trend

2 where Entergy's been heading as a system in terms of
3 amount of energy we've been purchasing versus the
4 amount of energy we've been generating. And you can
5 see, you know, we've seen a steady increase. The

6 trend is definitely headed in the right direction in

7 termsof our purchases.

8 When you look at 2004-2005, 2005 is

9 alittle bit higher, but you have to remember we had
10 some significant events occur on the system that had
11 animpact on the amount of generation we had,
12 specifically asit relates to some of the
13 hurricanes. So as we move forward, you know,

14 hopefully well see that trend continue to improve
15 and be able to do more business with you folks.
16 With that, I'm going to turn it over
17 to Betsy Benson, and Betsy's going to give a little
18 bit of an overview of the independent monitors and
19 some of the safeguards that we've put in place.
20 Some of them are similar to what we've done in the

21 past. Some of them may be alittle bit different or



22 revised from previous practice.
23 MS. BENSON: Thanks, Bill.
24 Hello everybody. It'sniceto see

25 some of you that | know, and | look forward to
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1 getting to know some others of you, as well.

2 | wanted to, just before talking a

3 little bit about the process aspects of the RFP, to

4 just reinforce something that Matt noted briefly,

5 and that is that since about mid December, my

6 colleagues at Potomac Economics -- Dave Patton, Bob
7 Sinclair and Mike Chiasson -- and | have actually

8 been working very closely with Entergy on the draft
9 RFP document that was posted on the website on
10 January 314, not only from a procedural standpoint
11 but aso from the standpoint of the methodol ogies
12 that have been put in place with respect to the

13 evaluation of the bids that will come in.

14 Evaluation methodologies with respect to the

15 technical and economic and transmission aspects.
16 So we, | think, share, al of us at

17 this point, an interest in making sure that the

18 process that Entergy undergoes during these next
19 monthsisfair and as transparent asit can possibly
20 be, because | think we al recognize that without

21 the market's belief that the processis such, it



22 redly is not going to be the kind of competitive
23 environment that we all need.
24 | probably will, to some degree,

25 aso echo anumber of points that both Matt and Bill
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1 made, but that's only because we really believe

2 them.

3 And as we go through here, | just

4 want to emphasize again that this document that is
5 posted on the website, which is a pretty complex

6 document of many different documents, isin draft
7 form, and | would, again, urge you-all to please

8 read it and to take seriously the opportunity to

9 comment through the website, ask questions, express
10 concerns.

11 In the market-based mechanism RFPs
12 that I've been involved in before here -- in
13 Louisiana-- | guess we're not in Louisianatoday --
14 in Louisiana, which | think most of you know with
15 Cleco, | will say that -- and I've seen from the

16 Entergy documents that those bidders who took
17 advantage of the opportunity really did have an
18 influence on helping shape the document.
19 Obvioudly, Bill has also noted here
20 today that there are lots of efforts that Entergy

21 has undertaken since the end of its last RFP which



22 have aso helped shape the document.
23 Please, however, don't be like one
24 bidder that | spoke with several years ago who

25 indicated to me that he really didn't care about the
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1 document while it was in draft form, he only cared

2 about it when it wasin final form, because that was
3 redly the only thing that he would go from.

4 Whilethat, on itsface, | guess, is

5 logical, what he really was missing, of course, was

6 the opportunity to have an influence on what the

7 document says. So please do take advantage of that.
8 It's already been indicated that

9 Entergy has set up its independent monitoring

10 activitiesalittle differently thisyear. They
11 have retained two different independent monitors.
12 My principal responsibilities are for process,

13 Potomac Economics. My colleagues in the back, who
14 will be available to respond to questions later on,

15 should you have any, will be principally responsible
16 for the evaluation aspects.

17 | also wanted to indicate, however,

18 that this bifurcation has not relieved either one of

19 usfrom the responsibility of understanding the RFP
20 process and evaluation as an organic whole. Indeed,

21 we are obligated to do so under the regquirements of



22 the market-based mechanisms order. So, in fact, we
23 both accept that responsibility very serioudly.
24 | think you know the basic

25 responsibilities. Weredly are responsible for
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1 overseeing the development, the evaluation and the
2 selection, contract negotiation from beginning to

3 end with respect to the RFP.

4 | want to note in particular this

5 dide, comments on the scope of work for the

6 independent monitors, which has been developed and
7 which is posted on the RFP website.

8 Along with the RFP documents, |

9 would urge you to read it. It's quite a complete
10 document, describing what it isthat our

11 responsibilitieswill be. Itisalso in draft form.

12 Should you wish to make comments on it, again, |
13 would urge you to do so. Wethink, of course, that
14 it'sexcellent at this point, but we always are

15 looking for input, should you wish to make any.
16 In terms of the process safeguards

17 themselves, | think you're familiar with many of
18 thesein terms of the subject matters. There are

19 extensive codes of conduct, some of which, of
20 course, exist due to responsibilities of regulatory

21 bodies. Othersthat have been put in place with



22 respect to affiliates, affiliate rules, transmission
23 issues.
24 All of those codes of conduct are --

25 well, there's actually alink on the RFP website for
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1 them, should you wish to peruse them to get a sense
2 of the specific responsibilities that individuals
3 working on the evaluation of the RFP will be
4 responsiblefor.
5 Additionally, however, thisis
6 somewhat of a complex animal because as was noted
7 earlier, there needs to be a separation between the
8 proposal evaluation teams themselves and any
9 activity, in this case, between the proposa
10 evauation and any activity related to self-build.
11 And as has been noted here, and you
12 know if you've looked at the RFP, Entergy is
13 proposing a project at the Little Gypsy site, so
14 thiswill work in avery similar fashion to the way
15 in which Entergy will deal with affiliates.
16 Essentially, there will be separations; information
17 will be completely separated.
18 And one of the responsibilities that
19 I've had in working with Entergy over the past
20 couple of monthsisreally to make certain that we

21 have those protocols set up in such away that we do



22 have that separation.
23 So the actual assignment to the
24 evaluation team is one of the responsibilities that

25 | will be monitoring over the course of the RFP.



1 | would also like to call your
2 attention to, if you really want to see specificaly
3 how data and information will be handled, please
4 read Appendix G in the RFP, which is the appendix
5 that deals with data confidentiality. And it's
6 redly avery thorough discussion of how data will
7 be handled, both in the course of the regular RFP
8 and aso in terms of self-build proposals, since
9 there will not be a self-supplied proposal.
10 So, again, I'll be available to take
11 questions later, but | wanted particularly to note
12 Appendix G for your review.
13 In terms of communicating now
14 through the rest of the RFP, the principal and,
15 indeed, at this point, the only real contact that
16 you can have with Entergy ESI isredly through the
17 RFP administrator.
18 Is Laura still in the room?
19 Lauraintroduced herself before, but
20 thisisthe person who is at the end of the RFP

21 websitelink. She sat down again. And she's an



22 individua who's done this-- Laura, how many times?
23 Three times previously?
24 MS. BERRYMAN: Thisismy third.

25 MS. BENSON: She's very experienced
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1 at this. And she's, asfar as| know, been someone
2 that at least a number of you've gotten to know

3 eectronically. Whether you've gotten to know her
4 directly, | don't know.

5 But she's the individual who really

6 handles al the questions and answers, and Matt had
7 noted earlier that the question-and-answer process
8 issomething that is underway.

9 A number of you have already taken

10 the opportunity to submit questions, and with the
11 exception of one question that Laura just discussed
12 with me thismorning, | think al of them have been
13 turned around and are posted on the website.

14 So that really is the mechanism that

15 weuse. Weuseit for a couple of reasons.

16 Obvioudly, the confidentiality is one reason. We
17 dso useit to make certain that every bidder has
18 the opportunity to receive the same information,

19 both in terms of the questions and the answers that
20 go out.

21 And Bill had noted earlier in the



22 conversation the fact that we are asking you to
23 submit your questions in writing here today, but
24 we're also attempting to make certain that the

25 responses here today, while accurate, will also --
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1 some of them may need to be redone on the website
2 simply because of the technical nature of the
3 question or the complexity of the question.
4 So the website -- | guess my final
5 pointinthis-- isreally what governsin terms of
6 responses to questions.
7 And Entergy will endeavor, and |
8 will endeavor with them, to make certain that we
9 have very quick turnaround on these questions and
10 answers.
11 | guess the corresponding sign to
12 thisiswe want to make it clear to you that any
13 unauthorized contact with anybody from ESI
14 associated with the RFP is something that you may
15 not do, and they know that they may not do it with
16 you, but please do not make an attempt to learn
17 something, if you will, off kilter.
18 Again, | think most of you have
19 participated in the RFP in the past, so you know how
20 that works and, essentidly, | think it works quite

21 well.



22 | wanted to aso just note a couple
23 of thingsin addition to these things which are
24 written down, and that is that the comment and

25 question deadline that is set up inthe RFPis
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1 March 17th, which is three weeks from tomorrow, so
2 please take serioudly that deadline.

3 If you have adifficulty with a

4 deadline, obvioudly you're free to express that as

5 well. | mean, again, emphasize that thisisall in

6 draft form. But in attempting to move this process
7 forward, what Entergy has doneis establish a

8 deadline for substantive questions and answers, and
9 that deadlineis March 17th.
10 Thefinal RFP, then, is scheduled to

11 beissued on April 17th. And from that point, then,
12 we go to the next bullet point on here. There opens
13 what is called the RFP hotline, which is essentialy
14 the process monitored, again, by Laura, that deals
15 with technical questions about actually submitting
16 your bids.
17 And | will refrain from discussing

18 anything more related to that until -- actually, I'm
19 not going to do it, but Entergy will do it this
20 afternoon when they talk about the actual bid

21 submission procedures.



22 In terms, in generd, of the data
23 segregation and how Entergy handles this, when you
24 submit a notice that you are going to submit a bid,

25 you will get abidder identification number; you
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1 will get a proposal identification number, depending
2 upon the number of proposals that you submit; and
3 you will get aplant identification number, or

4 numbers, depending on the number of plants off which
5 you intend to source.

6 So the reason that I'm telling you

7 this, and thiswill be described in greater detail,

8 isthat to the extent possible, we work very hard to
9 limit access to identifying information only to

10 those with aneed to know. And identifying

11 information actually only needsto be known by a
12 very small number of people, including myself and
13 the RFP administrator. There's some other --

14 there's some other possibilities as we move further
15 in the process, but we'll talk about that later.

16 The point being that we limit data

17 distribution only to those RFP teams which are

18 separate teams on a need-to-know basis, so every
19 team does not have al the information from your
20 proposals.

21 The proposals are set up to separate



22 transaction information, to set up fuel information,
23 to set up credit information, to separate economic
24 information; and al that information goesto

25 separate teams. No team has access to al that
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1 information, and that's done for a very purposeful
2 reason.

3 Overseeing this when the bids come

4 in are the RFP administrator, but also I'm

5 overseeing it to make certain, beyond what gets

6 wiped out electronically in terms of redaction, that
7 everything that identifies a bid specificaly is

8 redacted.

9 And you'll notice in the documents,

10 which are al the Appendix C documents, which
11 actually contain all of the forms that you submit,
12 that it references throughout the RFP -- and, again,
13 | know thiswill be gone into in more detail this
14 afternoon, but | think it's worth noting just a

15 couple of times -- that you are asked, please, to
16 take care not to, in various other places of your

17 proposal, mention your plant by name.

18 If you do, however, do that, know

19 that | will be reading them to make certain that
20 those things come out of there, because we're

21 generally not interested in revealing that



22 information to the extent that it's not necessary

23 for peopleto receive.
24 So it is Entergy's expectation that

25 they won't have alot of discussion with bidders
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1 during theinitial evaluation process. However, |

2 will say | know and you know that there are reasons,
3 sometimes, where you need to get clarification or

4 additional information.

5 And the Entergy evaluation people

6 will retain the right to contact bidders, but they

7 will do so, again, viathe RFP administrator and

8 they are, again, asking that you direct any

9 questions that you may have during this process to
10 the RFP administrator.

11 And | will be looming there as well,

12 | guess, which isthe point of that last bullet
13 point.

14 The questions ard answers, | think,

15 basicaly, I've readly kind of identified the

16 fundamental reason for that. You can read this

17 dlide, but | want to just mention to you that this

18 collaborative process which Matt mentioned, which
19 Bill mentioned, redly isin high gear now between
20 now and the next three weeks, so please do take

21 advantage of that.



22 | guess thislast thing says you
23 must submit questionsin writing. Please submit
24 your questions in writing today so we'll have a

25 record for it. And as Bill has noted aready, we
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1 will post the responses to these questions on the

2 website, aswell as, we hope, adequately responding
3 to them today.

4 And | think thislast point isjust,

5 again, another point that Bill made, which is that

6 the written responses may be somewhat different in

7 form to what you receive today, smply because there
8 may be the need to add additional information.

9 So | will leave you with just one

10 final request, that, again, you please take

11 seriously the opportunity to collaborate on this,

12 not only in terms of the RFP documents -- and there
13 are many of them -- but also in terms of the

14 independent monitors scope of work.

15 And | look forward to responding to

16 any questions that you have, as| know my colleagues
17 from Potomac do later in the presentation, so thank
18 you very much.

19 MR. MOHL: Okay. Thanks Betsy. |

20 think we're still okay to keep going with that. 1'm

21 goingtoturnit over to Tony Walz to talk alittle



22 bit about our resource plan.
23 MR. WALZ: Thank you, Bill.
24 The objective for mein this section

25 isto offer an explanation of some aspects of the
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1 strategic supply resource plan, which is our

2 long-range resource plan in the Entergy system, as

3 it relates to the particular products that we're

4 seeking in this RFP.

5 The system's SSRP, a strategic

6 supply resource plan, isreally a set of principles

7 and planning objectives that result in along-term

8 resource strategy for the Entergy system generation
9 portfolio.
10 There are six basic supply

11 objectivesthat drive the resource needs of the
12 Entergy operating companies, and those are:

13 Rdiability, having enough capacity to meet the peak
14 demand of our customers; production cost for the

15 baseload role, and we define basel oad requirements
16 asthe load expected to exist in 85% or to

17 be exceeded in 85% of the hours annually; production
18 cost for the load-following supply requirement;
19 generation, portfolio enhancement; and then of

20 particular importance in this RFP, risk mitigation -

21 price stability, which relates to avoiding



22 volatility in price, both for purchase power and of
23 fuel sources; and then risk mitigation for supply
24 diversity, which involves mitigating the risk around

25 supply disruptions resulting from concentrated
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1 risks.
2 The system has an overall
3 requirement, reliability requirement, of roughly
4 25,000 megawatts, and that's including our reserves.
5 Asyou seein thistable, the portfolio presently
6 includes about 23,400 megawaitts for 2007. The
7 remaining requirements in 2007 are 1500 megawatts.
8 That's what we need, remaining to procure, and
9 that's growing over time with our load. Our load's
10 increasing at about -- resulting in an increase of
11 requirement of about 500 megawatts per year.
12 It's important to recognize that the
13 SSRP anticipates 1500 to 3,000 megawaitts of
14 short-term and limited-term products that will be
15 acquired, procured through the ongoing RFP efforts.
16 Our planning process, as shown in
17 thischart, looks to our load shape to guide our
18 assessment of the functional requirements. And this
19 dlide provides a view of the 2006 functional
20 requirements.

21 Baseload resources -- and, again,



22 we're defining that as the requirements needed to
23 meet our load levels that are expected to be
24 exceeded in 85% of the hours. Our requirement for

25 baseload is alittle over 10,000 megawatts. The



1 portfolio includes just under 7500 megawatts of

2 baseload, leaving, roughly, a deficit of 3,000

3 megawaetts.

4 We're expecting baseload resources

5 to run in most hours; and, accordingly, those

6 resources would be expected to have an availability
7 and adispatch cost consistent with that

8 expectation.

9 The Entergy system aso hasa

10 significant requirement for load-following

11 resources. There's over a 10,000- megawatt

12 difference between the upper end of our baseload and
13 our peak load; and, in particular, we have a need
14 for what we are defining as high-capacity

15 load-following resources, and that's defined by the
16 load expected to be exceeded in 50% of the hours.
17 Thisiswhere we would expect CCGTsto fit in.
18 We have arequirement of alittle

19 over 1700 megawatts for high-capacity

20 load-following. The portfolio presently includes

21 about 1,000 megawatts.



22 AUDIENCE QUESTION: What do you
23 define as "intermediate"?
24 MR. WALZ: It'sthedifference

25 between the 50% mark and about 15%.



55

1 AUDIENCE QUESTION: Okay.

2 MR. WALZ: This dslide summarizes

3 some of the key considerations in the procurement

4 design of the products in this RFP. Again, weve

5 got atota reliability need in ‘06 for long-term

6 control resources of about 1400 megawaitts, and our
7 need is growing with load, roughly 500 megawatts a
8 year.

9 Again, the SSRP anticipates that we

10 will include 1500 to 3,000 megawatts in the

11 portfolio in limited-term and short-term products

12 acquired from ongoing RFPs. In terms of the type of
13 resources we're seeking, we're seeking both basel oad
14 and load-following. The baseload requirement, we
15 have, again, about a 3,000-megawatt deficit going
16 into '06, and we're seeking CCGT resources to

17 address load-following requirements.

18 Another key consideration in the

19 design of these productsin this solicitation is the

20 desireto address fuel stability issues and to

21 reduce our correlation to gas-fired generation, and



22 that's afact, obvioudly, in the solid fuel product.
23 Finally, just to summarize the two
24 products that we're seeking, they're CCGT resources,

25 primarily designed to provide or address our
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1 load-following supply requirements and the

2 production cost associated with load- following, also
3 portfolio enhancement objectives and, of course,

4 reliability.

5 And then there's the solid fuel

6 product, which is primarily designed to address our

7 production cost baseload supply requirements and

8 fuel price stability, aswell asrisk mitigation in

9 the supply diversity objective.
10 We are thinking about these two

11 products as distinct products, and do not intend to
12 compare them against each other in the RFP
13 evauation. So we are looking for both products.

14 And we think of them separately because they address
15 distinct and different resource objectives, planning
16 objectives.

17 The solid fuel resource provides us

18 with the baseload production cost that we're looking
19 for aswell as the risk mitigation around our fuel

20 diversity. The CCGT resource can't do that, but it

21 offers usthe production cost economics with a



22 load-following role.
23 MR. MOHL: Okay. Thanks, Tony.
24 | think with that, I'll turn it over

25 to Mr. Strength, who will walk through some of the



57

1 various detailed aspects of this RFP.

2 MS. BENSON: Actualy, |

3 neglected -- | apologize. | neglected to emphasize

4 one thing that's on the dlide, but | wanted to just

5 mention it.

6 In addition to contacting Laura, if

7 any of you wishes, you may contact me directly, and

8 my contact information is listed in the RFPin

9 Section 1.2. Thank you.
10 MR. STRENGTH: The purpose of my few
11 minutesisjust to go over afew highlights and key
12 dates, and well go, briefly, over the product
13 packages and the product descriptions as well.
14 Betsy's mentioned the March 17th

15 deadline to get your written feedback, particularly
16 related to the product packages here, if there's any
17 clarifications we need to meet. The final RFPison
18 or about April 17th.
19 You'll notice there's two different

20 deadlines, as Tony mentioned. CCGT proposalsis

21 kind of on one track, and solid fluid proposals are



22 onthe other track. CCGT final proposals are due
23 May 5th, close of business; and solid fuels are due
24 May 19th. The May 19th date is one week |ater

25 than's what in the current draft right now. It was
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1 May 12th, but it's now been moved to May 19th.
2 The other difference in this RFP,

3 athough we're still using the same electronic

4 bidder registration, during this time frame, you

5 also have to register your proposals at that same
6 time. Cory'sgoing to go into the details on that

7 later, but that's one key point we wanted bidders to
8 be aware of.

9 Also, as we've mentioned before,
10 thisis for long-term resource proposals, but as
11 you'll seein the product descriptions, if you bid
12 something less than the desired delivery term, it's
13 not rejected as nonconforming.
14 We've got the list of potential RFP
15 participants. Everybody's welcome to participate
16 and we'll point out again, Entergy competitive

17 dffiliates are allowed to participate in this
18 process aswell.

19 The next dide goes through alittle
20 bit of an overview of thetimeline. Perhaps, it's

21 easier to visudize this than what's in the written



22 document. It shows some of the key dates. Weve
23 got the final RFP issued about April 17th and right
24 after that, bidder registration opens up and goes

25 through the end of the week that ends on the 21st.
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1 For payment of proposal submittal

2 fees, all those are due -- we'll talk about that,

3 aso, in detail later, but all those are due prior

4 to the actual submission of the proposal, so those

5 aredue on the 27th. And then you'll see that we've
6 got the two separate timelines for the CCGT proposal
7 due date and solid fuels.

8 Further down the timeline, it gives

9 you an idea of the communications well have for
10 selection of the preliminary short list for both

11 typesof products, when we think we'll get the final
12 selection and execution of definitive agreements.
13 I'll point out that all these dates
14 are subject to change; however, probably, those

15 toward the right half of the graph are more subject
16 than those on the front end.
17 Tony's talked about a couple of

18 different types of products that we're looking for,
19 and thisjust gives agenera description of what

20 we're talking about when we talk about

21 load-following, when we talk about baseload solid



22 fuel.
23 Y ou know, load-following, what we're
24 really talking about here is the unit's ability to

25 cycleon adaily basis and be able to dispatch
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1 across arange of the unit's capability. AGCis

2 helpful, certainly contributes to that

3 load-following role, but it's not required.

4 And another key attribute when we

5 talk about load- following is a sufficient and

6 adequate fuel supply that can meet the dispatch

7 requirements associated with the schedule.

8 On solid fuel, we typically tend to

9 think of that as cod, lignite, nuclear, pet coke,

10 but we've also included in this definition other
11 thermal technologies that we may not be as aware of,
12 aslong asthat provides a guaranteed fuel price;

13 and we've aso included renewablesin this
14 description.

15 Again, as Tony mentioned, basel oad

16 resources we expect to be available and run in most
17 hours.

18 WEe're going to go through alittle

19 bit of overview of the product packages. There's
20 five of those, PPAs and acquisitions. And I'll

21 point out that these are just overviews and that the



22 term sheetsreally contain the key terms and
23 conditions for each of these, so you're encouraged
24 to read those for the specific requirements.

25 Thefirst couple of product packages
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1 arewhat we call load-following CCGTs, A and B. The

2 primary difference here is who provides the fudl.

3 Product Package A, the seller provides the fuel.

4 Again, were talking about a day-ahead type

5 scheduling, also with intraday rights.

6 We prefer astart date -- | guess

7 the start dates are alowed to no later than

8 June 1st of 2009, although we prefer it to start as

9 early as June 1<t, 2007. We prefer a 20-year

10 delivery term, although wel'll accept other delivery
11 terms.

12 The capacity quantity here, what
13 we'reredly looking for, again, is load-following,
14 and we envision at least kind of a one-on-one type
15 configuration to give us that dispatch range;

16 however, we redlize certain people may have
17 preexisting obligations or host load requirements,
18 and we'd be willing under this product to take a

19 portion of aunit. However, we're not obligated to
20 assume any of those type of host load requirements

21 or responsibilities.



22 The pricing for thisis made up of
23 an option premium, and you'll see that you have
24 three different options on pricing the option

25 premium. Oneisafixed amount for the entire term.
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1 You can also bid a base year in an escalation

2 amount, or the third option iswhat we'll call

3 proposal-defined option premium, where you can
4 specify a specific dollar amount for each year of

5 the delivery term.

6 Y ou've got to bid the fixed heat

7 rate, andit'stied to agas price index. And we

8 ask you to tie that to either Henry Hub or the

9 Houston Ship Channel.
10 The variable O& M payment and fixed
11 startup payment are also bidder inputs. You're also
12 alowed to escalate those via an escal ation index.
13 | think it's CPI or PPI that's in the package.
14 Again, Product Package B, the

15 primary difference has to do with the fact that this
16 isatolling arrangement where the buyer's going to
17 providethefuel. The key hereisthat we redly

18 need the facility to have a sufficient metering for
19 both the fuel supply and electrical output that we
20 can segregate our portion of the facility or our

21 unit.



22 That's particularly important for
23 facilities that have more than one unit, so we need
24 sufficient metering there to make it work.

25 Again, scheduling rights, day ahead,
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1 intraday, same delivery terms, same type of start

2 date. Here, again, since were tolling, we're

3 looking for the full unit, whether that be a

4 one-on-one or atwo-on-one, or whatever the

5 configuration. But it'sthe full capacity of the

6 unit were looking for.

7 Same type of options when you bid in

8 the option premium. Here, we look for a guaranteed
9 heat rate type -- several points along the curve,

10 and it's guaranteed within a bandwidth of plus or

11 minus 3%. Similar to what we've hed in our previous
12 type of RFP arrangements. Again, very low on a
13 fixed start- up payment as well.

14 Product Package C isjust an

15 outright acquisition of a CCGT, 100% ownership of
16 thefull unit, and it's based on asingle fixed --

17 one single fixed payment that's inclusive of al the
18 unit and ancillary attributes. Same start date;

19 looking for June 1st, 2007, or up to June 1st of

20 2009.

21 One more. Product Package D isthe



22 baseload solid fuel. Thisisalong-term, 30-year
23 delivery term product. We envision scheduling --
24 probably basel oading the schedule would be expected,

25 but with the ability to change that on an intraday



1 basis as necessary.

2 These need to be start dates on both

3 this PPA and the acquisition no later than

4 December 31st of 2012. Capacity quantity here,

5 you'll notice is 50 megawatts, so we envision that's

6 aportion of aunit. It's not necessarily the full

7 unit, obvioudly.

8 Option premium, here again, you have

9 the same ahility to bid in the option premium how
10 you choose. There'sthree different ways. Looking
11 for the bid in the fixed heat rate multiplied by the
12 fue price, and there's avariable O&M component in
13 thisaswell.

14 On the fuel, the seller provides the

15 fuel under these types of contracts. And in the

16 casethat it's not one of the coal, pet coke,

17 lignite or nuclear, if it's some other type of

18 technology, we would expect requesting a guaranteed
19 fuel priceto be bid in, and a guaranteed energy

20 price, if it'sarenewable.

21 And the last product packageis



22 Product Package E, and it's an outright acquisition
23 of abaseload solid fuel unit or a partial ownership
24 podition in the generating unit. End of 2012 would

25 be the expected required commercial operation date.
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1 And, again, thisiswould be a single fixed payment.
2 As Matt and Bill have alluded to,

3 all the definitive agreements here are conditioned

4 upon appropriate regulatory approval. And realizing
5 thetiming of the RFP and some of the start dates

6 here, we've got the potential for a short-term

7 bridge agreement in the term sheets to allow for us
8 to negotiate commencement of delivery prior to the
9 actual full approva of the contract.
10 Here, since this stresses again that

11 we're not posting model contracts or PSAS, so the
12 term sheetsrealy contain the detailed terms and

13 conditions that we would expect to negotiate and
14 execute final definitive agreements from, and we
15 really encourage you to read those details and ask

16 questions or submit those questions. Okay .

17 MR. MOHL: Okay. Thanks Mark.
18 We doing okay over there?

19 THE REPORTER: Uh-huh.

20 MR. MOHL.: All right. Let'sgo

21 ahead and introduce Charles DeGeorge, who will



22 discuss the proposal evaluation process.
23 MR. DEGEORGE: The portion that I'll
24 bediscussing is the evaluation process that we will

25 beusing in this RFP.
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1 The primary objectiveisto identify

2 the proposals that have the greatest benefit to the

3 Entergy system customers. And the highest benefits
4 areredlized through proposals that simultaneously

5 meet the supply objectives that Tony described, also
6 minimize total production cost, as well as satisfy

7 thereliability criteria

8 The evaluation process has been

9 designed to be fair, impartial and consistently
10 applied. An overview of the processis shown in

11 thisdiagram. AsBetsy mentioned, only the

12 information that the economic evaluation team needs
13 to perform the evaluation will be provided to the
14 economic evaluation team.
15 All of the conforming proposals will

16 gointo Stage 1, and you'll see that we show EET,
17 and that stands for the economic evaluation team.
18 During that stage of the process, the EET will

19 receive information from TAG, which isthe
20 transmission analysis group, on the deliverability

21 evaluation of the proposals.



22 That information will be combined
23 with the economics of the proposals to develop a
24 preliminary short list. From there, we'll move into

25 Stage 2, where we will evaluate the proposals on a
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1 net system benefit basis, and we will also receive

2 information from the FET, or the fuel evaluation

3 team, to develop the fina short list.

4 On page 47, we talk about the

5 separate evaluations that Tony aluded to. The two
6 evaluationswill be performed simultaneously, to the
7 extent possible, but they will be separate and

8 didtinct processes. They will proceed on different

9 schedules, and the tools and assumptions may differ.
10 Primarily, thisis due to the fact

11 that we see the solid fuel evaluation requiring a

12 longer evaluation period that will allow time for

13 proposals that are in the development stage to be
14 further refined, acknowledges that the different

15 projects may be in various stages of development,
16 and then aso factor in the development risk in this
17 portion of the evaluation.
18 Stage 1 of the screening analysis

19 will be conducted using a spreadsheet model. We
20 will be ranking and comparing the proposals on a

21 comparable basis with the figure of merit being



22 levelized dollars per megawatt hour over the
23 relevant time period. We will be using a 20-year
24 period for CCGT proposals and 30-year period for

25 solid fuel proposals.
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1 Operating assumptions will reflect

2 point-of-view assumptions that are consistent with
3 theroles each of the products are intended to fill,

4 and that would be the high-capacity load-following
5 rolefor the CCGT proposals and a baseload role for
6 the solid fuel proposals.

7 This stage of the evaluation will

8 include a consideration of deliverability, benefits

9 and costs. Also note that the transmission and

10 deliverability is designed to be inclusive, meaning
11 that we will include additional proposals rather

12 than to exclude them from moving further on. And
13 I'll have additional dlides later on that will

14 describe the deliverability in more detail.

15 The result of this Stage 1 screening

16 analysiswill be apreliminary short list, separate;
17 onefor the CCGT proposals, and one for the solid
18 fuel proposals.

19 Moving on to Stage 2 of the

20 evaluation, the detailed evaluation, in this stage

21 we will use product costing simulations to assess



22 the proposal's ability to complement the existing
23 portfolio resources.
24 Figure of merit in this stage of the

25 evaluation will be the net present value benefit of
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1 the proposal divided by the megawatts added. Again,
2 we will be evaluating this over the relevant time

3 periods; 20 years for the CCGT proposals, 30 years
4 for the solid fuel proposals.

5 We will also consider a detailed

6 fuel evaluation during this stage of the process,

7 and that deals with the supply and transportation

8 reliability of the fuel.

9 Aswas discussed earlier, we will

10 not consider debt imputation during Stage 1, but in
11 Stage 2 we will consider the effects of imputed debt
12 for PPA proposals. We will evaluate the PPA

13 proposals both with and without this consideration
14 of imputed debt.

15 As Bill mentioned earlier, we have

16 made provisions for a normalizing term adjustment,
17 if necessary. All the CCGT proposals will be

18 normalized to cover the time period January 1, 2007,
19 through December 31st, 2026. For solid fuel

20 proposdas, the term will go all the way to

21 December 31st, 2036.



22 If aproposal begins later than the
23 begin date or ends prior to the termination date,
24 other resources will be used to fill in the void.

25 We also have provisions to consider any terminal
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1 value of the proposals.
2 The result of this Stage 2
3 evauation will be afina short list, one for the
4 CCGT proposals and a second for the solid fuel
5 proposals. And | would mention that a description
6 of the evaluation processis provided in detail in
7 Appendix E1.
8 Moving on to talk about the
9 deliverability evaluation in more detail, Lee
10 Kellough will be leading up this portion of the
11 evaluation. Heisresponsible for the transmission
12 assessment group, and the information described in
13 the next few dides with regard to the
14 deliverability evaluation is covered in detail in
15 Appendix E2.
16 Overal, the proposals are
17 ultimately expected to qualify aslong-term network
18 resources on the Entergy system.
19 As Bill noted earlier, through the
20 market collaborative, there was a desire for

21 additional transparency in the transmission



22 evaluation, and so we have made provisions in this
23 RFP for the bidders to have access to the same
24 information that our TAG, our transmission

25 assessment group, will use; and that information
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1 will be the load flow models and upgrade cost

2 estimator.

3 This information, both the bidder as

4 well asthe TAG, will use to identify whether

5 potential constraints may exist for a proposal, to

6 estimate the transmission cost associated with any

7 upgrades, and to identify any potential mitigation

8 dternatives.

9 The bidders will also have an

10 opportunity to provide their best recommendation to
11 alleviate each of the potential constraints. In

12 turn, TAG will consider the validity and the cost of
13 any bidder-proposed mitigation alternatives in

14 developing delivery cost adders for each of the
15 proposals.
16 For each of the candidate proposals,

17 the TAG will submit an SIS, a system impact study,
18 to Entergy's transmission business unit. And as

19 Mr. Kellough pointed out earlier, thereis a

20 separation between the TAG and the transmission

21 business unit.



22 These will be submitted formally
23 through the OASIS process and we have allowed
24 time-- you will have noticed from the dide that

25 Mr. Strength presented on the timeline, we have
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1 alowed time for these system impact studies to be
2 submitted and the results to be available in order

3 to factor those into the economic eval uation.

4 However, if for any reason we do not

5 receive the results in time, the economic evaluation
6 team will rely on the information developed by the
7 TAG in order to develop the preliminary short list.
8 Theinitia transmission analysis,

9 al the conforming proposals will be submitted

10 through this process or evaluated in this process,
11 and this portion of the process is designed to be
12 inclusive, meaning that we're not going to use it to
13 exclude anybody. We will use it to include any
14 proposals that we may have not included based solely
15 on economics.

16 What the TAG will do during this

17 portion of the evaluation will be to identify which
18 proposals exhibit relatively fewer potential

19 congtraints. They will also identify which of the
20 four major planning regions that a proposal is

21 located in, and then they will identify atotal



22 benefit that may be derived from a proposal.
23 And that benefit could be due to one
24 or more of the following things: The ability to

25 relieve ardiability must-run constraint, the
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1 ability to provide counterflow on a constrained

2 transmission element or interface, and the ability

3 to delay approved transmission projects.

4 Thisinformation will be provided to

5 the EET, the economic evaluation team, and will be
6 used to develop the preliminary CCGT short list and
7 preliminary solid fuel short list.

8 In the detailed transmission

9 evaluation portion that TAG will provide, we will
10 look at the leading proposals at that point in

11 developing the candidate proposals. TAG will, for
12 this subset of proposals, identify any potential

13 dternativesto aleviate constraints that could

14 preclude aresource from qualifying as along-term
15 network resource.

16 There are four mitigation

17 dternativesthat TAG will consider. First inthe

18 long term would be transmission upgrades. In the
19 short-term as well as long-term, delisting of

20 existing network resources will be considered. And

21 then only in the short term will counterflow



22 portfolio section and active transmission management
23 be considered. And these will be used along with
24 the delisting only to bridge the gap until a

25 long-term mitigation alternative can be put in
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1 place.

2 The outcome of this evaluation will

3 be adevelopment of adelivery cost adder for each
4 of the viable mitigation alternatives. TAG will

5 then determine -- and, again, if the SISresults are

6 received in time, TAG will factor this information
7 into development of the delivery cost adders.

8 At the end of this process, TAG will

9 determine the lowest-cost mitigation alternatives or
10 combination of mitigation alternatives to qualify a
11 proposal as along-term network resource, and this
12 associated delivery cost adder will be provided to
13 EET in developing the preliminary short list for
14 CCGT proposals and solid fuel proposals.

15 With that, I'd like to turn it over
16 to Mr. Moran to talk about credit.
17 MR. MORAN: Thank you, Charles.
18 Aswe were developing the credit

19 requirements for thislong-term RFP, as Bill had
20 mentioned earlier, it was part of the market

21 collaborative effort, and there were severa things



22 that we were trying to include as we put this
23 together.
24 First, to echo what we'd said

25 before, we're trying to be as inclusive as possible
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1 to get as many possible bidsin here as we can, so

2 we'retrying not to exclude or prohibit anybody from
3 bidding in this RFP process on the basis of credit.

4 That does not mean there's no credit or collateral

5 requirements, but as we go through the economic

6 phasein evaluating, it's not until we get to the

7 short list phase that the credit requirements will

8 comeinto play.

9 We've aso been urged in the

10 collaborative process to have some flexibility in
11 collateral types; and in this RFP, we are going to
12 look at some different types of collateral.

13 Specifically, we will consider liens and the quality
14 of those liens as part of the package, putting

15 collateral together.

16 The other thing in a sense of trying

17 to keep the requirements the same for al of the

18 bidders, from the initial submission stage through
19 the preliminary short list, al through to the

20 letter of intent stage, the requirements will be the

21 same for each of the bidders, and well go through



22 that as we go through the next dides here.
23 The credit requirements at the time
24 of the proposal, when you submit the proposal, there

25 will be no requirements at that point. There will
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1 be none at the point of the preliminary short list.

2 Therewill be aletter of credit requirement for all

3 bidders upon the execution of a letter of intent.

4 And after the letter of intent, as

5 we get to the definitive agreement stage, the

6 requirements are going to be: For solid fuel

7 proposals, there will be a $20 million collateral

8 requirement per 100 megawatts for solid

9 pharmaceutical, whether long-term PPA or

10 acquisition. And for a CCGT, that requirement will
11 be $10 million.

12 | alluded to the forms of collateral

13 that we'll look at to fulfill this requirement per

14 100 megawatts, and they may include a combination of
15 guarantees, letters of credit, cash, liens on assets

16 and the quality of those liens being part of the

17 package; and we'll al'so consider other acceptable
18 solutions that have been suggested by the bidders.
19 | do encourage everyone here and

20 aso with their credit teamsto look at the more

21 detailed explanations we have laid out in the



22 document in Appendix F, and encourage you to go
23 through those with your teams as you're putting your
24 hidstogether.

25 In alittle bit more detail on the
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1 timeline, at the time that the bids are submitted,

2 wewill -- on the credit evaluation team, we will

3 assign abidder credit rating based on public

4 ratings, if they're available; but if not, we will

5 assign arating to each entity and for al the

6 proposals, and we will do that as they are received.
7 Based on these ratings, and you can

8 seethisin detail in Appendix F, there will be a

9 maximum uncollateralized supplier exposure for each
10 bidder based on that rating.
11 At the preliminary short list stage,
12 and during the due diligence period, as bids make
13 their way through to the preliminary short list, we
14 will discuss with bidders what forms of collateral
15 they propose to use to support the 10 to $20 million
16 amounts that will be required for each bid. Well
17 talk about it at the short list stage.
18 At thefinal short list, and then as
19 we go to the letter of intent, each bidder,
20 regardless of ther rating, will need to put up a

21 $2 million letter of credit that will be returned



22 upon execution of the definitive agreement.
23 In the letter of intent itself, we
24 will lay out specifically what types of

25 collatera -- of the package that we looked at here,
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1 what will be expected to be part of the final

2 package for collateral in the definitive agreement.

3 And in the definitive agreement,

4 welll lay out specifically what dollar amount, and

5 welll work together on what dollar amount will be
6 acceptable for each. So, for example, when we get
7 totheletter of intent stage, we may say that there

8 would be some combination of a guarantee and alien
9 and aletter of credit that may be acceptable.
10 In the definitive agreement, welll

11 lay out specifically what the dollar values for each
12 of those components would be.

13 Again, thisis an overview of what

14 the requirements are. We'd recommend that, with
15 your credit teams, that you look at the Appendix F
16 and go through it before you put your bids together
17 and also to let us know if there's any questions on
18 that.

19 And | believe Cory Burton will

20 follow me now.

21 MR. MOHL: Thanks Tom.



22 | think Cory's going to go through
23 an overview of the submittal process at this point,
24 and then helll go into more detail on an actua

25 proposal submittal example alittle bit later onin
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1 theday.
2 MR. BURTON: Thank you. All right.
3 Here'sjust a high-level example of

4 the process that we'll be going through. Again,
5 once the RFP is posted April 17th, which will be a
6 Monday, you'll have the balance of that week, that
7 Tuesday through Friday, to go ahead and download
8 that bidder registration form off the website, fill
9 itinand senditin.
10 If you've done thisin the past, you
11 know it'sal done electronically. So once you send
12 it back in, we have an automated process to make
13 sureall the fields were filled out appropriately,
14 dl the contact information is there, et cetera
15 If it's filled out correctly, then
16 we will send you a confirmation notice with all of
17 your bidder 1D, plant ID, proposal ID information.
18 If there's afield missing or something was entered
19 incorrectly, we will send you a regjection notice
20 that will explain which fields were improperly

21 filledin.



22 Once that registration is confirmed
23 and you get that confirmation e-mail, everybody will
24 need to go ahead sign and execute the bidder

25 registration form and fax that back to us. At that
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1 point, we will send you invoices, one or more,

2 depending on the number of proposals you submit, for
3 the proposal submittal fees.

4 Y ou will then have up until Thursday

5 of the following week to remit those fees. You

6 cannot submit a proposal until you've paid all of

7 your fees up ahead of time.

8 All right. That getsusto the

9 bottom section, to the proposal submission. Well

10 have one week for the CCGTs. Two weeks later will
11 bethe solid fuel proposal submission period.

12 Again, you'll download the form off the website,

13 fill it out, submit it electronically.

14 Again, we have a process that will

15 check it to make sure everything was filled out

16 appropriately. If so, you'll get a confirmation, at

17 which point you're basically done, if you've signed
18 up for the signature ID function. If it's rgected,

19 then, of course, it will show you on the regjection

20 e-mail which fields were filled out incorrectly. Go

21 ahead and make the changes and submit it again until



22 you get your confirmation.
23 If you're having any problems with
24 the software itself, with the downloading, things

25 likethat, you can contact our RFP administrator.
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1 She can help you with any type of technical issues

2 there.

3 We would encourage you not to wait

4 until the last minute to get this done. Don't wait

5 until that Friday at 4:30 to send it in because

6 there could be aminor glitch one way or ancther, so
7 please get that stuff in as quickly as possible.

8 Once we have compl eted the proposal

9 submission period, on our side, we separate the

10 proposa submission form information. There will be
11 sectionsfor transmission, fuel, and other aress.

12 Like, for example, transmission, our transmission
13 group only needs to see the transmission

14 information; same thing for the fuel groups.

15 It'sall donejust so everything's

16 fair and impartial. Each analysis group only sees
17 what they need to see and nothing more. And the
18 independent monitors will review what each

19 evauation team actually gets to see.

20 Again, we mentioned that this will

21 bethefirst time we have proposa submittal fees.



22 Inthe bidder registration phase, once you send us
23 the executed form, we will remit those invoices to
24 you electronically within two business days, and

25 you'll have until, | believe, Thursday of that
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1 following week to get that back to us.
2 Again, the fees are by plants, and
3 soif you register two proposals off the same plant,
4 thefirst proposal will be priced at $5,000. Any
5 additional proposal made off that same existing
6 plant will be priced at $1,000.
7 I'll go into more detail after the
8 Q&A and the TBU group runs their programs. |f
9 you've done this electronic function in the past,
10 you're certainly still welcometo stay. | highly
11 recommend it for people who haven't gone through
12 thisprocess.
13 I'll run through a bidder
14 registrationform as well as a proposal submission

15 form at that time.

16 Thank you.
17 MR. MOHL: Okay. Thanks, Cory.
18 Matt, if it'sall right with you, |

19 would suggest maybe we -- | think we're ready to
20 have lunch brought in, and it's about noon. And

21 that would give everyone a chance to take a break,



22 get abiteto eat and aso put some of their
23 questions together, and then we can pick this back
24 up at, say, 12:30 or so.

25 MR. KAHAL: Bill, that'sfine. |
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1 don't know if you had a preference between having
2 questions first from the market participants or

3 gaff.

4 MR. MOHL.: I'd like to take your

5 questionsfirst, right after lunch.

6 MR. KAHAL: Okay. I'm finewith

7 that. | just wanted to warn everybody we have a

8 fairly long list of questions.

9 MR. MOHL: Sure. Sure. And then if

10 we have to, we've got the TBU folks to accommodate.
11 But | think after that stimulating presentation,

12 everyone probably needs to get up and get a cup of
13 coffee and something to eat.

14 S0 let's go ahead and do that. And

15 Laurawill be sure that everyone has some of the
16 formsto put your questions and answers down, and

17 well pick back up at 12:30.

18 (Recess taken, 11:59 am. to
19 12:49 p.m.)
20 MR. KAHAL: Folks, in order to move

21 things aong, please continue eating, but while



22 you're eating, I'm going to be posing my questions,
23 and some of these are more in the line of comments,
24 to these guys. And the only thing | would ask of

25 them is not to talk when their mouth is full.



1 Just one other housekeeping matter.

2 Some of you may have comein alittle late this

3 morning, including some of the Entergy transmission
4 folks. Some of you may have just come in for lunch;
5 I don't know. But if you have not signed the

6 sign-in sheet, please do. It'sour way of taking

7 attendance.

8 | don't know where the sign-in sheet

9 is. I guessLauraisin charge of it back in the

10 back. So at some time before you leave today, if

11 you would sign the sign-in sheet, I'd appreciate it.
12 MR. MOHL: Maitt, the only other

13 thing I'd add is|if y'all have questions, please

14 write them down and give them to Lauraas well, so
15 we can address them alittle bit later.
16 MR. KAHAL: Right. And asl

17 mentioned before, some of you have a preference for
18 submitting your questions confidentially. | mean, |
19 know Entergy has said it will give questions
20 confidential trestment. We don't want confidential

21 treatment for our questions, but if you do, if you'd



22 rather submit them to the staff and have us submit

23 them to Entergy, that'sfine. It'skind of

24 unnecessary, since they indicated they'd treat them

25 confidentially anyway, but however you want to
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1 handleit.

2 Bill, I'm going to start in. You

3 have your whole group up there, and you can pretty
4 much decide who wants to answer these questions.
5 MR. MOHL: Okay.

6 MR. KAHAL: Thefirst question |

7 haveis. Ontheintermediate RFP, have you guys
8 decided on timing, both timing and sort of the

9 design parameters?
10 MR. MOHL: We have decided that we
11 will issue that draft RFP on September 30th. We
12 have not finalized the product types that will be
13 included in that RFP.

14 MR. KAHAL: Okay. If you're going
15 to submit the draft on September 30th, does that

16 mean you'll be giving the 60-day notice on --

17 MR. MOHL: Yeah. Wewill follow --
18 MR. KAHAL: -- June 30th, | guess?
19 MR. MOHL: Well be following the

20 MBM guidelines to make sure that we meet al the

21 noetification requirements.



22 MR. KAHAL: Okay. Thank you.
23 And by the way, all these questions,
24 Bill, we will get them typed up and actualy turned

25 into real questions and submitted to you --
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1 MR. MOHL: That'sfine.

2 MR. KAHAL: -- after we get back to
3 theoffice. That will probably be on Monday.

4 These questions are in no particular

5 logical order. That's acasualty of our

6 transportation problems yesterday, so | apologize
7 for thelack of logical order to these.

8 But your past strategic supply plans

9 have had the AEIWBL tranches for 2006, 2009. |
10 can't remember how many megawatts that is. It was
11 severa hundred. Isthat still part of your SSRP,
12 or how isthat being treated?

13 MR. MOHL: Yeah, I'll defer to Tony
14 and let him describe what we've got in there.

15 MR. WALZ: The question ison the
16 subsequent tranches of the baseload resources?
17 MR. KAHAL: Yes.

18 MR. WALZ: Yes, they're still being
19 considered in the SSRP, so those are sort of

20 placeholder transactions until they're actually

21 completed.



22 MR. KAHAL: Right. And for those,
23 do you have to get Arkansas commission approval?
24 MR. WALZ: That's correct.

25 MR. KAHAL: And that hasn't been
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1 granted yet, right?

2 MR. WALZ: No, it has not.

3 MR. KAHAL: | guessthisis probably

4 morein Tony's area, but the transmission people

5 also might want to comment on this allittle bit

6 later. But the question isthat -- we've had some

7 discussions about this, but what's the company's

8 current outlook with regard to the E& L load, the

9 effect of this on the Amite South constraints, and
10 also the return to service of the Michoud plant?
11 Have decisions on that been made? Y ou guys

12 completed your assessments, and where does that
13 stand?
14 MR. WALZ: The evaluation of whether
15 to return, and when, Michoud unitsis an ongoing
16 effort, so adecision will be made for this summer.
17 That's still an option for the summer that hasn't
18 been decided.

19 MR. KAHAL: Okay. That soundslike
20 you need to make that decision within the next two

21 to three months.



22 MR. WALZ: For thissummer, we
23 would, yes.
24 MR. KAHAL: Yeah. Okay. Because my

25 assumption isthat the returning it to service would
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1 beasignificant capital investment.

2 MR. WALZ: I'm not sure that that's
3 accurate.
4 MR. KAHAL: Neither am|. That's

5 why | was asking. Okay.

6 MR. WALZ: I'm just not that close

7 to the numbers.

8 MR. MOHL: Matt, | guess the answer

9 to the other part of your question is: Right now,

10 we expect that load to be about half, 50% of normal.
11 So, you know, typically, we peak at somewhere around
12 12, 1300 megawatts, and so we're going to be

13 somewhere in the 50 to 60% range on a comparable
14 basis for the summer.

15 MR. KAHAL: Bill, your IRP indicates
16 over the next severa years your incremental needs
17 are going to be somewhere around 5,000 megawatts,
18 going out until the end of the decade. Redlly, this
19 IRP does anticipate resources that may not come

20 online until the end of the decade, so it's

21 basicaly over thistime frame.



22 Your RFPisfor 2,000. Canyou
23 explain the difference between your identified need
24 and the size of this RFP?

25 MR. MOHL: Sure. Asin the past, we
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1 take more of an incremental approach to purchasing
2 theresources, and so it's not practically feasible

3 for usto go pick up 5,000 megawatts at this point

4 intime.

5 Our intent and what we think isa

6 reasonable approach isto take that in

7 1,000-megawatt increments. Obvioudy, we said we'd
8 consider potentia displacement of other resources,

9 but although it's not been formally approved by the
10 operating committee, we're anticipating another
11 long-term RFP in 2007 to seek additional long-term
12 resources.
13 MR. KAHAL: Okay. Soit'smorea

14 matter of just what's manageable in terms of what
15 you cando --

16 MR. MOHL: And you've got to keep in
17 mind we'll be managing up to four, five, six

18 long-term transactions, and so we think it makes

19 more sense to take that on in reasonable size

20 transactions and limit the number and then go out to

21 the market again.



22 And | would aso mention that we,
23 you know, will continue to supplement our portfolio
24 with the limited-term resources and short-term

25 resources, as we have in the past.
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1 MR. KAHAL: The next question | have

2 ison debt imputation. And I'm not going to put you
3 on the spot on debt imputation, but thisis partly a

4 question, partly acomment on debt imputation,

5 because it's a much debated issue among this group,
6 and it's an issue over which staff has got some

7 serious concerns as well.

8 | think that we're happy with the

9 way you're handling it for now, but | think it would
10 be useful -- and thisisjust something that we're

11 going to request, that you provide kind of a

12 numerical example of how you're going to deal with
13 debt imputation, because there are alot of sort of
14 discretionary parameters involved, so we can just
15 work through an example some people would know.
16 Well be making that as a request.
17 Just as acomment on debt

18 imputation, and part of the reason why we have some
19 concerns about it is our recent experience with
20 Cleco, in their RFP where Cleco aso employed debt

21 imputation. Staff asked them to do their vauation



22 analysis with and without because it wasn't
23 something that we reached final agreement on.
24 The outcome of the RFP, the bid

25 rankingsin the RFP at the end of the day were not
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1 affected by debt imputation. However, one problem
2 that weranintois-- and thisis something that we

3 stressed with Cleco, isthat for their self-build,

4 we said, "Whatever you do on your self-build, when
5 you stick your self-build into the RFP process, do

6 not low-bdl it; that is, make sure that you have

7 at-construction estimates that you're entirely

8 comfortable with that you can meet.”

9 And | think they took that to heart.
10 They came back and they submitted construction cost
11 estimates that they, quote/unquote, "bid into their

12 RFP." They subsequently obtained EPC estimates for
13 the project that turned out to be about 1 to 2% --

14 it was very, very close -- about 1 to 2% lower than
15 their construction cost estimate that they bid into

16 the RFP. So far, so good.

17 Then the hurricanes came along. The

18 current hurricanes had the effect of changing pretty
19 dradticaly or significantly, let me say,
20 construction cost estimates. And they found that

21 after they reassessed the cost situation because of



22 the cost pressures resulting in the construction
23 market and so forth, that they ended up with an EPC
24 contract that was about 5% higher than their bid.

25 Y ou know, thelesson is -- and this,
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1 I think, reinforces what alot of people from the
2 market have been saying, and that is that our

3 approach isto give self-build cost-of-service

4 treatment and, you know, there are certain risks
5 that rate payers are exposed to. And soit'sa

6 balancing act and it's something that we're

7 struggling with. It's something to be mindful

8 abouit.

9 MR. MOHL: We're well aware of that.
10 Infact, we know that construction -- you know,
11 labor costs have gone up, even some commodity costs
12 have gone up, asit relates to inputs to build a

13 facility.

14 MR. KAHAL: Exactly. And we don't
15 fault Cleco for that. | don't think they could have
16 reasonably anticipated that. But, you know, it's --
17 there are just somerisks thet, you know, you face
18 from self-build that you might avoid under PPAS.
19 MR. MOHL: And back to your

20 reference on debt imputation, | mean, it's one of

21 issueswell plan to work with you very closely on



22 to make sure you know what the position is and work
23 through it, and we'll be more than happy to post

24 that example.

25 MR. KAHAL: Okay. Geat. We
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1 appreciate that, and we'll be making that as an

2 explicit request.

3 We're going to aso have some other

4 reguests. We're going to be requesting some data to
5 update -- | guess some of the stuff that wasin

6 Appendix H.

7 Tony, | think that's your part of

8 the RFP.

9 Y ou had data going through 2004. |

10 think that we're going to ask for some data that

11 goesthrough 2005. Particularly, we're interested
12 in datathat deals with the operation of your

13 existing gas units. And you can look at that and

14 decide, you know, whether we're crossing the line
15 into confidentiality or not and then we can deal

16 with that.

17 On the solid fuel, | have aquestion

18 about your solid fuel bidding procedures. The solid
19 fuel, do you alow bidders to submit bids for

20 portions, entitlement portions of a unit? For

21 example, can abidder bid in 200 megawatts out of a



22 400-megawatt unit.
23 MR. MOHL: Yes.
24 MR. KAHAL: Okay. | couldn't tell

25 from the RFP.
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1 MR. MOHL: Well check that, but |

2 think we tried to be careful to make sure we

3 specified that was part of the process, by percent

4 ownership or under a PPA.

5 MR. KAHAL: Okay. But | guess,

6 then, would you be precluding joint ownership? |

7 mean, in other words, if somebody has a 400- megawatt
8 unit and said, "We want to sell you a 50% undivided
9 share," isthat something they could do?
10 MR. MOHL: Yeah, | don't know if

11 it's specified in percentage, but | think we said we

12 would allow and consider joint ownership.

13 MR. KAHAL: Joint ownership of
14 interest.

15 MR. MOHL: Yes.

16 MR. KAHAL: Okay.

17 | guess this applies more to the

18 CCGT. The PPA versustall, these are options that
19 you havein your RFP. Does Entergy have a
20 preference between PPA versustoll?

21 MR. MOHL: Wédll, frankly, wedo. To



22 the extent we can get atoll and it'sin alocation
23 that works in with our gas supply portfolio, it just
24 provides us more optionality in terms of operation

25 of the facility.
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1 Y ou know, typically under a PPA, you

2 don't have the same dispatch flexibility, and

3 there'salot more prior notification required to

4 schedule those resources.

5 MR. KAHAL: And isthat accounted

6 for as part of the evaluation process?

7 MR. WALZ: Matt, it would probably

8 be accounted for as a qualitative consideration, but

9 not necessarily as an economic one.
10 MR. KAHAL: Right. So there'sno

11 scoring formula or anything like that for it?
12 Y eah, I've got asimilar question

13 with regard to preferences. Your RFP indicates a

14 preference for Amite South and WOTAB resources. Can
15 you explain how you factor that into the bid
16 ranking?
17 MR. DEGEORGE: | guessit'sintwo

18 stages. In Stage 1, what we'll get isinformation

19 from the TAG in which of the four regions a proposal
20 islocated; and in that stage, we're trying to be

21 inclusive. So based on strictly looking at the



22 economics, if aproposal in one of the constrained
23 regions had not been included, we would consider
24 whether or not being in one of those regions

25 warranted including it.
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1 In the Stage 2 analysis, when we're
2 doing production cost simulations, the resource will
3 be modeled within the constrained area and the
4 production costing smulation will consider the
5 merit based on the location.
6 MR. KAHAL: And, Bill, | read your
7 RFP asindicating that solid fuel projects and CCGT
8 projects do not complete with each other. And |
9 guessfor the group, | just wanted to confirm that
10 that's correct; and secondly, to invite comments
11 from the group on this at some point, whether they
12 think that's proper or not.
13 MR. MOHL: Sure. I'll defer to Tony
14 and let him go over that specificaly and why we're
15 approaching it that way.
16 MR. WALZ: Itiscorrect, and the
17 reason isthat we view the two products as
18 responding to different planning objectives. We see
19 the solid fuel project as meeting or addressing
20 baseload production cost economics as well as fuel

21 diversity objectives, and we see the CCGT as



22 responding to load-following production cost

23 objectives.
24 S0 because they are two distinct

25 products responding to two different sets of
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1 objectives, we're not planning to compare the two.

2 MR. KAHAL: Bill, when the RFP lays

3 out the procedural schedule that you have, you know,
4 you give this date for the LPSC technical

5 conference, but you have sort of a placeholder for

6 the technical conferences of other regulatory

7 jurisdictions. Have any of the other regulatory

8 jurisdictions scheduled technical conferences?

9 MR. MOHL: No, Matt, they haven't at
10 thistime.
11 Asyou may be aware, the Arkansas

12 Public Service Commission just recently issued some
13 resource planning guidelines. We've been in contact
14 with our regulatory staff to try to schedule some

15 discussions with Arkansas. But at thistime, | have
16 not met with them, and they've not given us any

17 schedulein terms of an official technical

18 conference.

19 MR. KAHAL: Right. So at this

20 point, any meetings that you would have be like

21 bilatera meetings just with the staff?



22 MR. MOHL: Yeah. It's probably
23 appropriate for us to spend some time with them
24 one-on-one and just educate them about the RFP

25 process and what we've got in place. And then if
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1 they feel there's a need for atechnical conference,

2 then they would decide that.

3 MR. KAHAL: Okay. Good.

4 I'm really proving my point here

5 that there's no logical order to these questions.

6 1I'm going to throw another one at Tony, and thisis

7 just ared question | have about the way you've

8 laid out the plan and your planning needs, and that

9 is. There doesn't seem to be any role, asfar as|

10 cantell, in the RFP, and I'm really uncertain about
11 therole, infact, in your plan, for having
12 quick-start combustion turbines.

13 You're certainly not seeking that,

14 and just, you know, based on my limited knowledge of
15 your system and so forth, I would have thought that
16 that would be something that you would have a need
17 for, because | know you don't have much quick-start
18 capacity.

19 | mean, that was one of the -- what

20 | thought was one of the redlly favorable attributes

21 of Perryville, was that it gave you some of that,



22 because the quick start allows you to respond
23 quickly to load without having to commit a unit.
24 MR. WALZ: Wéll, Matt, you're right.

25 We've not envisioned seeking that in this RFP.
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1 We're focused on the basel oad and the load- following
2 resources because we believe they have the greatest
3 influence on our production costs, and also because
4 we think that's where we have the greatest need.

5 We have alot of resources in the

6 intermediate category that are capable of providing

7 peaking reserve type capacity, so, you know, at this
8 point in time, we're not specifically seeking

9 combustion turbines.

10 Although, you know, we would put

11 thoseinto aload -- assuming that the heat rates

12 were attractive, we'd consider those as a type of

13 load-following resource.

14 MR. KAHAL: Tony, have you guys

15 analyzed the benefits of having quick-start

16 capacity, or more than you have? Because | think
17 you only have, maybe, about 2 or 300 megawatts of
18 it.

19 MR. WALZ: | don't think we've done

20 any specific analysisto address that.

21 MR. KAHAL: Okay. Well, thismay be



22 something we can talk about further at this point,
23 but it'smy impression there's alot of this stuff
24 out there in the market that, you know, might be

25 giving you attractive bids. Infact, | think that
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1 you probably have acquired some of it in your past

2 RFPs.
3 MR. MOHL: Yes, that's correct.
4 MR. KAHAL: Thisnext itemisgoing

5 to be part comment, part question again, and it has
6 to do with statements in your RFP that as part of
7 your best and finals process for the short list,

8 which you guys seem to insist is one word, but,

9 anyway --

10 MR. MOHL: That was Kristin
11 Darymple.

12 MR. KAHAL: | know it'sKristin.
13 The language in the RFP says that

14 the best and finals cannot be an increasein price,

15 and certainly the staff is strongly in favor and is

16 going to be very vigilant about, you know, ensuring
17 there's no gaming going on in the process, of people
18 putting in low-ball bids to get on the short list,

19 you know, and then gaming that by then raising bids.
20 But it does raise a couple of

21 questionsthat | have. Oneis-- and thisis based



22 upon my reading of -- | guessit's Appendix E1, and
23 that isit appears, at least for your solid fuel --
24 1'm not really sure about your CCGT. But solid

25 fud, it seemsto allow biddersto put in cost
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1 estimates and then update them later. | mean,

2 that's how | read it.

3 And if that is the case, I'm not

4 sure how that fitsin with this because that would

5 seem to allow them increases as part of best and

6 finas. Could you clarify that, how that's going to

7 work?

8 MR. MOHL: Sure. You know, one of

9 the things that we're continuing to work on is the

10 issue that you brought up earlier, is we've noticed
11 since the hurricanes in discussions with our fossil
12 operations folks that the cost of labor has
13 fluctuated significantly.

14 So our intent is, to your point,

15 that we don't want gaming, so we don't want somebody
16 low-balling a bid, getting on the short list and

17 then turning around and increasing their bid.

18 However, were trying to work

19 through how we can structure it such that we allow
20 for real increasesin issues such as labor or stedl.

21 And so to be perfectly honest, we don't have that



22 completely worked out, but that's the direction
23 were headed. Now, how we get there, we obvioudy
24 will have some more discussions with you, but that's

25 theintent.



102

1 MR. KAHAL: Right. | understand it,

2 and | agree with you that | think that there can be

3 legitimate reasons why a bid changes.

4 MR. MOHL: Right.

5 MR. KAHAL: And it'samatter of

6 policing what's legitimate and what isn't.

7 MR. MOHL: Right.

8 MR. KAHAL: You know, and what's

9 legitimate and what's gaming.

10 MR. MOHL: Right. And, you know,

11 there's indexes you can use --

12 MR. KAHAL: That's what the

13 independent monitors are for, | think.

14 MR. MOHL: That's exactly right. |

15 think we're on the same page. We just honestly have
16 to work through alittle bit better way to structure
17 that.

18 We don't intend for somebody to put

19 abid in and then have their labor costs go up and
20 tell them, you know, "Too bad, so sad." But on the

21 other hand, we don't want -- which we've experienced



22 inthe past, we don't want somebody coming in and
23 then changing the terms of the deal after they're on
24 the short list just to extract more vaue from us.

25 MR. KAHAL: Right. But | think you
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1 can understand, though, sort of the disconnect

2 between the strong language that's in the body of

3 your RFP --

4 MR. MOHL.: | can appreciate that.
5 MR. KAHAL: -- and what'sin

6 Appendix E1.

7 MR. MOHL.: | can appreciate that.

8 We will work to get that clarified and improved.

9 MR. KAHAL: Again, you know, I'm

10 shamelessly jumping around, but this is another

11 process question, and that is that there's

12 discussion in the RFP about the comment process.
13 We'vetaked about it a bit this morning.

14 The question | have for you, for the

15 Entergy panel is whether -- you know, the bidders
16 submit their comments to you, they submit them to
17 us, we submit our comments, maybe some of the other
18 regulatory commissions as well. |s Entergy going to
19 respond in writing to these comments that are

20 submitted?

21 MR. MOHL: Yeah, | believe we've --



22 | think early on we did not, but | believeit's our
23 intention to respond to the comments.
24 MR. KAHAL: And we would erncourage

25 that because | think it creates a paper trail on the
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1 process.
2 MR. MOHL: Sure.
3 MR. KAHAL: And it helps close the

4 loop on issues.

5 MR. MOHL: | understand.

6 MR. KAHAL: You may want to look at
7 what SWEPCO did in their RFP because they did

8 respond -- | mean, theirs was kind of more

9 limited --
10 MR. MOHL: They did or didn't?
11 MR. KAHAL: They did. They

12 responded to bidders comments and staff comments.
13 MR. MOHL: Right. Well, we will

14 make every effort to do that.

15 MR. KAHAL: Thisis maybe abit of a
16 Tom Moran question. | don't know. Isthere any

17 restrictions on bankrupt entities participating in

18 the RFP, any special requirements?

19 MR. MORAN: We would not preclude
20 any bankrupt entities from bidding in, but they'd

21 have the same collateral requirements, the 10 and



22 the $20 million thresholds that they'd have to meet
23 with some mix of the acceptable collateral, but they
24 would not be precluded from bidding.

25 MR. KAHAL: Istherean
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1 authorization issue or something with bankrupt

2 entities or, you know, do they have to get

3 permission from a bankruptcy judge or --

4 MR. MORAN: Weéll, | would think they
5 would need to go through the bankruptcy court in
6 order to get any bid proposed to us, but as long

7 as-- from a-- they have the authority to give us

8 the bid, we would not preclude themfrom bidding.
9 MR. MOHL.: | think you're right,

10 Maitt. 1 think it would require bankruptcy court
11 approval to make that bid.

12 MR. KAHAL: Right. But | guessfrom
13 your standpoint, what I'm hearing is you kind of
14 regard that as their problem and, you know, abid's
15 just abid and it's kind of up to them to jump

16 through their own hoops. Isthat fair?

17 MR. MOHL: That's correct.

18 MR. KAHAL: With regard to the

19 $2 million collateral that's required for entering
20 into LOls, Bill, is this something new, or has this

21 been used in previous RFPs?



22 MR. MOHL: Thisisactualy
23 something new, and | can let Tom address that issue,
24 but that's part of some of the new credit

25 requirements.
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1 MR. MORAN: Right. Andthatis

2 actually the first stage where we have any specific

3 requirement from one of the bidders. And the point
4 where that's going to come into play is when we sign
5 theletter of intent.

6 It'sthe final short list stage, so

7 redly it will only affect the bidders who were

8 looking to get to a definitive agreement with. It's

9 not at an interim stage. And to answer your first

10 question, yes, it isanew requirement that we have
11 not had in the past.

12 MR. KAHAL: Wél, thisisgoing to

13 be atouchy question: Inthe event of default that
14 triggersthe letter of credit, the turning into cash

15 to you guys, whose money do you think thisis? Do
16 you think it's yours, or do you think it's ours?

17 MS. FREESE: Matt, can we think

18 about that? | know you can't.

19 MR. KAHAL: It's multiple choice,

20 Karen.

21 MS. FREESE: | suspect that that's



22 going to have issues around how that money was
23 treated in developing the company's revenue

24 requirement and how it would be accounted for in

25 the RFPs.
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1 MR. KAHAL: Okay. We just wanted to
2 raiseit. That'sall.

3 MS. FREESE: | hear you.

4 MR. MOHL: You just liketo stir it

5 up, don't you?

6 MR. KAHAL: Yes, | do.

7 Just let meraise -- and thisis, |

8 think, morein the line of comment. It's closer to

9 being acomment than a question. Retention of

10 information on the RFP, it's addressed on page 37 of
11 the main RFP document. And there's areference to
12 Entergy -- ESI intendsto retain all proposal

13 information through all regulatory approvals.

14 Just kind of acomment: We're going

15 to interpret "proposal information” very broadly to
16 relate to any documentation relating to all

17 decisionsin evauations of proposals; that is, not

18 proposal information just being what's submitted to
19 you guys.

20 So, you know, we're asking you to

21 keep avery complete paper trail through the



22 regulatory approvals.
23 MR. MOHL: Okay.
24 MR. KAHAL: Along with thison

25 page 37 -- and, again, thisis closer to being a
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1 comment than aquestion. I'll try to find a

2 creative way, maybe, to turn thisinto a question,

3 but the reservation of rights on the company having
4 therights to procure resources outside the RFP

5 process, just the comment that we're not

6 particularly wild about that, you know.

7 MR. MOHL.: It'svery clear in

8 Louisiana how that works, so | don't think that will
9 beanissue. However, other jurisdictions provide a
10 little more flexibility. We may want to take
11 advantage of that.
12 MR. KAHAL: Right. Well, | mean, we
13 provide some flexibility too.
14 MR. MOHL: No. No. | didn't mean
15 that asan insult. But they do allow -- obvioudly,
16 that's how we got Attalla done.

17 MR. KAHAL: Exactly. Andjustto

18 clarify for the group, we have no say over, you

19 know, if something is going entirely to another
20 jurisdiction.

21 MR. MOHL: Right.



22 MR. KAHAL: We wish you the best of
23 luck. That'sal we can say.
24 MR. MOHL: No. | understand.

25 MR. KAHAL: Let me pick on the
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1 independent monitors for a moment.

2 MR. MOHL: Oh. Good.

3 MR. KAHAL: I'm not puting them on

4 the spot. AsBetsy indicated, there's adraft of a

5 work plan, | guess, scope of work, for the

6 independent monitors. I'velooked at it. I've

7 looked through it. | think it's extremely

8 comprehensive. Hey, if there's something missed,

9 you know, | wouldn't know what it is because it

10 looks pretty comprehensiveto me. But it's still

11 out there for comment, as Betsy indicated.

12 But a couple things to add to that

13 or to clarify with that. Oneisthat the

14 independent monitors don't work for staff, but they
15 work with staff.

16 Y ou know, in fact, staff expectsto

17 work very closaly with the independent monitors. If
18 the circumstances arise, we would hope that staff

19 and the independent monitors could gang up on these
20 guys. If we have a problem with what they're doing,

21 that can be an effective way of getting things done.



22 We are going to try to work out with
23 the independent monitors some sort of reporting
24 protocol so that the independent monitors keep some

25 sort of a paper trail on what they're doing. And so
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1 they're involved on more of a day-to-day basis than
2 we are as staff, so that we sort of track progress
3 and have a system of identifying problems and that
4 sort of thing.
5 That's probably not really indicated
6 in their scope of work, but we're going to try to
7 sit down and work that out with them.
8 In addition, just to clarify for
9 everyone here, the independent monitors will
10 potentialy be participating in regulatory
11 proceedings. The independent monitors will not be
12 testifying on behalf of Entergy as Entergy
13 witnesses.
14 In fact, Betsy has submitted
15 testimony in arecent Cleco proceeding as an
16 independent monitor. Her testimony was submitted on
17 behalf of -- not on behalf of staff. It was
18 submitted by staff. She'sreally kind of an
19 independent witness, with staff being the entity
20 that entered her testimony in.

21 | think -- Betsy, correct meif I'm



22 wrong -- but the utility had no review rights of the
23 testimony or your report that you put in; is that
24 correct?

25 MS. BENSON: That's correct. And,
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1 actualy, technically or specifically, my testimony

2 was submitted at the request of staff.

3 MR. KAHAL: Right.

4 MS. BENSON: And | think that's the

5 way it worked, aso, with your independent monitor

6 inthe past, so no. Inthiscase, Cleco didn't see

7 it beforeit wasfiled.

8 MR. KAHAL: Right. | mean, another

9 issueis-- and thisis, you know, particularly with
10 the recently enacted energy policy act, the FERC now

11 hasjurisdiction over asset acquisitions.

12 That'sright, Kim?
13 MS. DESPEAUX: That'sright.
14 MR. KAHAL: Soif you do some asset

15 acquisitions through this process, you're going to
16 have to submit that to FERC. | think they're going
17 to probably take a close look at it; thet would be
18 my assumption. And there's going to be a need,

19 probably, for independent monitor testimony at the
20 FERC.

21 We haven't worked out how that's



22 going to work. We absolutely do not want it being
23 done on behalf of the utility, so it might be
24 through, you know, an LPSC intervention. | don't

25 know. We haven't gotten there.
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1 Another issue, and it's of great

2 interest to us. It may not be of so much interest

3 to therest of thisroom. We're very much

4 interested in the process for allocating and

5 assigning these resources to the individual

6 operating companies.

7 It's discussed in afashion in the

8 RFP, | guess. What's not really made clear in the

9 RFPiswhat our roleis going to bein that, if any,

10 and how we can have input into this before, you
11 know, the -- the word comes down from the operating
12 committee from Mt. Sinai or wherever they live, and,
13 you know, things become sort of stuck in concrete.
14 So we're going to ask -- Bill, |

15 think that we're going to ask how we can deal with
16 that.

17 MR. MOHL: Sure. We can talk about

18 that. |1 mean, | think we made a concerted effort

19 last time to make sure that -- you know, the

20 operating committee makes those decisions, but |

21 think we sat down and went through it with you in



22 quite abit of detail, and so we will continue to do
23 that. And if you've got feedback, you know, well
24 certainly take that into consideration.

25 So, | mean, | would just include
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1 that as part of our ongoing collaborative process.

2 MR. KAHAL: Okay. Great. Good.

3 Tony, aquestion for you, and it

4 relatesto -- or isit Charles? I'm not sure. But

5 it relates to the PROSY M modeling that's going to be

6 done, | guess, after, maybe, the initial screening.

7 The PROSYM model -- and, you know, |

8 think that we want to discuss the PROSY M modeling a
9 lot more with you and with the -- particularly with

10 Potomac folks offline later, but the PROSY M model,

11 hasthe PROSY M model been benchmarked?

12 MR. WALZ: Benchmarked to

13 interpret --

14 MR. KAHAL: Benchmarked to actuals?
15 MR. WALZ: | point out that the way

16 wereusing PROSY M isto determine the relative
17 benefits of the resources. So from our standpoint,
18 what'simportant is. Isit capturing those benefits
19 relative between proposals? And we're very
20 confident that it is, in fact, doing that. We've

21 had experience with it in prior feesaswell asa



22 number of other uses in the company.
23 MR. KAHAL: Inthat regard, | guess
24 one of the critical issues that | would think would

25 be, you know, whether PROSYM is capturing in its
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1 economics the locational attributes of, you know,
2 one proposal versus-- | mean, that could be a big
3 driver.
4 MR. DEGEORGE: PROSY M does represent
5 the constrained regions. It represents the four
6 planning transmission regions, and the proposals
7 will be modeled within the constrained regions. So
8 to the extent that there isalocationa value, we
9 fed like the model is capable of determining the
10 interaction with the existing resources and the
11 transmission constraints.
12 MR. KAHAL: Yeah. Let mejust
13 combine that, kind of, with afinal set of questions
14 and comments | guess | have on this whole thing, and
15 thatis. Istherethe potential for market
16 resources that you might acquire through this
17 process?
18 And it could be, you know, something
19 existing from the market or it could be, you know,
20 something new that's built. | mean, your Little

21 Gypsy repowering isan example of this.



22 Can it mitigate the RMR issue, and
23 can the modeling protocols that you put in place
24 measure that RMR mitigation benefit? Y ou know, are

25 you there yet in being able to do that sort of
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1 thing?

2 MR. WALZ: Theanswer isyes, it'sa

3 possibility that a proposal could mitigate an RMR,

4 and we'll evaluate that.

5 MR. KAHAL: Using PROSYM or --

6 MR. WALZ: Well adjust the RMR

7 requirements within PROSY M to account for that. So
8 yes, we will consider that in PROSY M.

9 MR. KAHAL: Yeah. | mean, afina

10 comment is ssimply that the commission, the Louisiana
11 commission hasjust jumped al over that issue.

12 WEe're looking for comments, | think,

13 from the group on this issue about whether we have
14 an RFP process that can properly accommodate the
15 potential RMR mitigation benefits associated with

16 obtaining new resources from the market, and that we
17 want to make sure that this RFP is set up to

18 properly do that and account for that.

19 Any thoughts that this group has,

20 any creative ideas that this group has, any of you

21 have on how we should go about doing that, we would



22 certainly welcome that. We would welcome hearing
23 your thoughts on that.
24 Bill, that's al I've got.

25 MR. MOHL: Okay. | think what I'd
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1 liketodois-- weve got two visitors here.

2 MR. KAHAL: Bill, I'm sorry. There

3 were acouple of questions that were submitted to us
4 from the group --

5 MR. MOHL: Okay.

6 MR. KAHAL: -- that | would like to

7 poseto you guys.

8 Thefirst questionis. Isn'titin

9 the best interest of Louisianarate payers to

10 combine the retirement study, transmission analysis,
11 hurricane recovery and short-term to

12 intermediate-term products into one comprehensive
13 RFP processto achieve the lowest cost set of

14 dternatives?

15 And | guessacaveat to that is:

16 Isn't that the right thing to do, even if it means a

17 delay in this process? Other people, obvioudly, ask

18 harder questions than | do, but...

19 MR. MOHL: WEéll, again, | think our

20 point of view isit'sreally not practical to roll

21 dl that into one and to get it done. And our point



22 of view is, a this point in time, we're so far --
23 or very far down the road on the long-term RFP.
24 1t'sgoing to be beneficial to understand what comes

25 out of that long-term RFP before we also commit to
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1 other intermediate-term resources.
2 Asit relates to the impacts of the
3 hurricanes and that type of stuff, we've largely
4 taken alot of that into consideration in our
5 forecasts and our resource planning. However, there
6 still continues to be some uncertainly about what's
7 going to happen with that load in that area, and
8 that's just going to be an ongoing concern. But
9 right now, we believe we've got our arms around it
10 sufficiently to be able to plan for that and to meet
11 those requirements.
12 MR. KAHAL: Yeah. | mean, let me
13 continue with this line of thought here. | mean,
14 these questions, | think, to some extent, are
15 intended to be rhetorical, but they're raising
16 important points. | guess we can debate the
17 practicality.
18 The questionis-- and I'll just
19 read it, you know, because to some degree, | think
20 it parallels our concerns and we're struggling with

21 the best way to go about it.



22 The question isasfollows. Since
23 transmission is the key element of this process,

24 shouldn't the results wait for the TBU to complete

25 itsanalysis?
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1 And | think that the analysis that's

2 being referred to is this ongoing -- | don't mean to

3 put Doug on the spot, but this ongoing phase -- what
4 we call aphase three transmission analysis that's

5 intended to address transmission constraints,

6 including RMR constraints. And | can't even begin
7 to explain what the statusis of that study right

8 now.

9 And also: Wouldn't it be beneficial

10 for Louisianarate payers for transmission analysis
11 to be done on a statewide basis, perhaps to include
12 Cleco and SWEPCO -- or, presumably, this means on
13 someregiona basis, including having the SPP's

14 involvement in the regional planning analysis?

15 Obvioudly, that's areference to the
16 ICT.
17 Y ou know, Kim, staff supported the

18 ICT proposal that you put forward.
19 MS. DESPEAUX: Yep.
20 MR. KAHAL: -- even though | think

21 that the cost benefit results were not what we would



22 call robust, in part because we believed that there
23 was a planning benefit to having SPP participation.

24 Does anybody want to take that hot

25 potato?
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1 MS. DESPEAUX: | will tell you, just

2 kind of responding directly to the last point you

3 made on the ICT proposal, we did submit a pleading
4 yesterday in response to another pleading, but in

5 that, we urged FERC to act by April, in order to

6 redly try and get SPP integrated into the current

7 planning cycle with the summit coming up in July.

8 And so we asked FERC to act quickly

9 in order to kind of gain the advantages of that

10 process, the more regiona process. Whether welll
11 see an order, I'm not sure.
12 MR. KAHAL: | think that we're al

13 concerned about timing. |1 mean, you know, I'm
14 struggling with this. | mean, theideal, | guess,

15 would beto -- the ided in a sense, in some

16 theoretical sense, is to have transmission and

17 generation planning integrated. We don't seem to be
18 ableto do that very well. | think that order 888

19 codes of conduct make that very, very difficult.

20 So we've tried to conduct our own

21 studies herein Louisiana, and they aren't broad



22 regiona studies; we'll admit thet. Y ou know, we're
23 focused on our own problems. We're focused on the
24 Amite South. We're focused on loca stuff you have

25 herein WOTAB and so forth.
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1 So this question istrying to get at

2 theideal, and | think we want to talk about this

3 some more at some point. We are concerned that if
4 we have to wait, you know, six months, a year or

5 something to get all the regulatory approvals for

6 the SPP, get them on board, gets this regiona

7 process done, we're looking at delaying this RFP,

8 maybe, ayear, if we do that.

9 In the meantime, we're also getting

10 heavy pressure from the commission, you know, to
11 move -- the commission believes and | believe that
12 there are cost savings from the kind of process that
13 we'reinvolved in, the kind of RFPs that you're
14 conducting.
15 Maybe we're not maximizing the

16 benefits by having this separate process for RFPs
17 and then, you know, in a parale universe,

18 transmission planning. We're kind of stuck with
19 that for right now.
20 MR. MOHL: Well, | think the other

21 thing that's important --



22 MR. KAHAL: Wedon't have afinal
23 answer. We're struggling with that.
24 MR. MOHL: WEéll, the other thing

25 that's important to note is we're not filling our
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1 plate completely in this RFP. And, to us, it's

2 important to get some additional resources and as
3 quickly as possible to benefit our customers, and

4 that doesn't mean that we're done.

5 So there's still adequate time to

6 work through some of these other issues. | think

7 weve al seen how long this -- this can be very

8 long and drawn+out, to try to come to complete

9 agreement on alot of thisstuff. And, you know,
10 we'rejust going to have to continue to work at it
11 on astep-by-step process, and hopefully we do get
12 there at sometime. But there's going to be other
13 opportunities.

14 MR. KAHAL: Yeah, | thinkitis

15 important to emphasize this. Thisis not once and
16 done, but thisis part of an ongoing continuous

17 process.

18 But | think that waiting, you know,

19 waiting a substantial amount of time is going to be
20 kind of problematic. Frankly, Bill, I think that

21 we're alittle uncomfortable with the time schedule



22 that's even included in this RFP that suggests that
23 you're not going to get to closing on deals until
24 sometimein 2007.

25 MR. MOHL: Right. Well, | mean, you
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1 know, what we've gone through, even with stuff that

2 isdready built, | mean, and there's -- obvioudly,

3 there's been some things that have happened with

4 certain situations such as Perryville, if you have a

5 bankruptcy.

6 But evenin aclean transaction --

7 or what | refer to as clean is something like

8 Attalla. That takesayear and ahaf. And, you

9 know, now, especially with the requirement that
10 these will require FERC approval, that's going to

11 even take that much longer.
12 So | think timeis of the essence.

13 You know, it's kind of funny because we'rein the
14 market collaborative and late last year everyone's
15 pushing usto move forward and they said we were
16 waiting too long. And now that we're out there,
17 people want -- we've got it out and now people want
18 towait. You know, there's no -- nothing's perfect,
19 and we've got to take it step-by-step.
20 MR. KAHAL: You know, | think that

21 the regulatory commissions really don't understand



22 this problem that you can't do joint generation and
23 transmission planning.
24 MR. MOHL: Yeah.

25 MR. KAHAL: Or at least that it's
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1 extremely difficult to doit.

2 These questions will be submitted in

3 writing. Needless to say, we invite more thinking

4 and comments on thisissue, which isacritical one

5 for where we want to go.

6 Y ou know, to state what | said

7 earlier, the problem is that these guys have some

8 20-some million megawatt-hours of generation from
9 unitsthat are clearly out of the market, and that's

10 what were trying to overcome and trying to solve.
11 And we can't solve it overnight, but we want to move

12 asaggressively as we can on doing something about

13 that.

14 With that, that's about al I've

15 got.

16 MR. MOHL: Okay.

17 MR. KAHAL: | appreciate the time.
18 MR. MOHL.: All right. Thank you,
19 Maitt.

20 | think well move to the TBU

21 portion of the presentation, and we're fortunate



22 enough to have two individuals representing TBU here
23 today. Doug Powell, who some of you may have talked
24 to, isamanager of transmission planning; and

25 Ms. Kim Despeaux, who's our associate general
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1 counsdl for federd regulatory affairs. | would

2 note that Ms. Despeaux's been in various magazine
3 articleslately.

4 MS. DESPEAUX: Don't believe

5 everything you read.

6 MR. MOHL: But, anyway, | think

7 they're going to walk through, briefly, the system
8 impact study process, and then be prepared to

9 address questions that relates to that process.

10 So with that, I'll turn it over to
11 Doug.
12 MR. POWELL: | know thisisgoingto

13 be alittle tough to read, but well zoom in.

14 Thisisaflowchart on our long-term

15 transmission service process, from arequest --

16 starting from arequest, going all the way through
17 facility study.

18 What 1'd like to do today is redly

19 just focus, and well focus on the front end of

20 that, which is where we provide the study results

21 back to the requesting customer, and show you how



22 that process works. And then once we go through
23 this, then well talk alittle about how we do
24 displacement, delisting, batching of studies at the

25 request of the customer and how those processes work
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1 aswsdll.
2 Y ou can see from this process that
3 the requesting customer has to make a request on
4 OASIS that comesin our SOC, which isin Pine Bluff.
5 They'll look at that request, make sure al the data
6 isthere. If they determinethat it isalong-term
7 request, they'll evaluate, make sure that, you know,
8 everything is proper, what resources they're
9 requesting, where the load is, source to synch type
10 information.
11 That information then is -- after
12 it'svalidated, if it's okay, then it will go and
13 get set up for getting a study queue, if it'sa
14 long-term study. And what that means is the
15 requesting customer hasto sign a long-term study
16 agreement. That is sent to the customer. It's
17 aso -- we get the information in our planning
18 department.
19 You can look at the timelines here.
20 Thetimelines are what isin the tariff. We've got

21 arunning total of the timeline, and then for each



22 process, there's what's as defined in the tariff.
23 And you can see that first processis approximately

24 30 days.

25 Oncewe determineit'savalid
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1 request, goes back and the study request is sent to

2 the customer for them to sign. Then they have

3 15 daysto return that back to us and say that they

4 would like to go through with the study request.

5 In executing that SISA agreement, if

6 itissigned and sent to us, then well start the

7 study process.

8 There'salot of thingsthat -- of

9 information, welll talk alittle about that, on how
10 studies are performed, batching, delisting and

11 displacement type things in the next presentation.
12 But all those kind of information has to come back
13 with the study agreement. It usually comes back as
14 aseparate letter with the study agreement on how
15 the customer wants his process study.
16 And the 60-day study processis

17 running very close. During the storm, we got a

18 little behind on the 60 days. We have caught up, so
19 we're running alittle under the 60 days right now
20 on that study process.

21 The information, what we'll dois



22 we'll go through our study process, produce the SIS
23 report. It showsif the request isvalid, it shows
24 that the request is available out there or it's

25 denied, and that it has to go to the facility study.
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1 If it'savailable, then it will go

2 to the requesting party, and they have 15 daysto

3 confirm or retract their request. In that 15-day

4 process, if it's not available, it can go into a

5 study mode. It goes through a similar type of

6 process where the requesting customer hasto sign a
7 facility study.

8 And these kind of group into big

9 groups here. What we try to do in the facilities

10 study processis for requests that have alot of

11 detailed information, alot of facilities that have
12 to be estimated, we'll actually produce a

13 preliminary facility study estimate in order to move
14 the process along, so the customer has a chance to
15 look and see what kind of cost he may be looking at
16 if the facility hasto be upgaded before we go into
17 the detailed study process where you're looking at
18 some designs, soil borings, you know, those kind of
19 issues which is more detailed, much more costly.
20 So we actually provide that

21 preliminary estimate to give the customer some ideas



22 of what they're looking at in costs.
23 And you can see that that'sa
24 similar type of process. Once they get the

25 preliminary estimate, the customer has 15 daysto
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1 say, "Hey, move forward with the detailed study,"”
2 and it goes through the detailed study process,
3 where they'll give an actual detailed cost with some
4 design issues that have been looked at in more
5 detail, right-of-way issues, if you're looking at
6 those kind of things, if you're having to build a
7 new line or expand aline.
8 Those are kind of what we have in
9 our particular process and what has to go through in
10 requests.
11 What I'd like to do next istalk a
12 little about -- and we'll go to the next dlide. In
13 the transmission studies for new long-term network
14 service, you have two options. You can do it
15 incremental, or you can do it delisting and
16 displacement.
17 The incremental is designating that
18 the new resource is going to be an incremental
19 resource on top of what's existing. We also ask the
20 customer in this processto give us alist of how

21 those resources will be dispatched. So if that new



22 resource is going to be the cheapest and it's one
23 he's going to depend on, it will actually move up to
24 thetop in hislisting of where he's going to want

25 that to be dispatched. So those are the kind of
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1 information we'll ask.
2 The delisting or displacement, the
3 customer can request if he wants this resource to --
4 in the long-term arena, it actually is what
5 resourcesit could displace, and helll actually take
6 that one from his pool of network resources.
7 As| said, on the incremental study,
8 thisiswhere the customer has asked if it's going
9 to be anew resource, it's going to be incremental.
10 Oneof thethings, if it's along-term resource, he
11 doesn't have enough load to cover this new resource,
12 and well ask him for how he wants that in his
13 dispatch order.
14 And so then we'll add the load based
15 on our projected forecast, or for network service
16 customersthat have provided us a tenyear forecast,
17 well use those loads to incrementally increase
18 the-- thisresource, or we'll be backing off some
19 of hisold and existing resources in that process.
20 Andthe ddligtingisalittle

21 differentissue. Likel said, delisting is for the



22 long term. Delisting, we can actually get from the
23 customer which units he would like to delist, so as
24 we put this new resource on or group of resources

25 on, which units he wants to back off of.
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1 And you do it in two ways. You can

2 just do it in the order that you want it dispatched,

3 or apermanent delisting, or adelisting based on

4 the length of service that this new resourceis

5 going to be able to perform.

6 Like | said, the displacement is an

7 evauation or generation in the short term. In this

8 casg, for this RFP, it's my understanding these are

9 dl long-term resources, and we'll be looking at

10 thosein the delisting, if the customer requests it.
11 Again, performing this, there's

12 different waysthat we can do it. We can get it

13 from the customer or the customer can ask us to look
14 at his resources and see which ones are the better

15 onesto delist in order to make this service
16 available.

17 WE'l go down through our list, look

18 at the distribution factor on each one of the units,

19 and we could actually tell him which units would be
20 the best unitsto ddlist, if that's what he would

21 liketo do.



22 One of the things that we talked a
23 little on the rollover rights, the customer has the
24 right to say that this new resource -- he wants to

25 roll it over at the end of theinitial request. |f
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1 he asksfor athree-year request, he wants to roll

2 that over, we'll actually study that in our process

3 to make sure that that rollover is available.

4 Or he can elect that hisold unit or

5 his existing network resources will -- want to hold

6 thoserights at the end of the period, meaning that

7 hewantsto divert back to the old resource and that
8 resource will become the network service.

9 What that does is that, in planning

10 the transmission system, it allows usto see what

11 units we should be planning for based on the

12 customer'srequest. And, again, it would be based
13 on when the service expires.
14 One of the things that we've done a

15 lot for customersis batching. We expect the

16 network service customer or the native load customer
17 to be running his own studies, his own transmission
18 studies. With the models thet are posted out on the
19 OASISfor himto look at, run those studies, try to
20 determine what the best batching of those resources

21 are, how he thinks they can best be set up as new



22 resources with aminimal transmission cost involved.
23 So based on those studies, we expect
24 the customer to come in, put them in the OASIS, let

25 us know how he wants to batch them. The only thing
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1 that we require, if he's going to do batching of

2 certain sets of units and certain delistings, they

3 have to be in the queue following each other.

4 S0 he's got six resources that are

5 out there, he wants those all batched, each one of

6 those have to have arequest, they haveto bein

7 order for usto be able to batch those together.

8 Questions? | guess, questions?

9 AUDIENCE QUESTION: Do either of the
10 two studies you're talking about focus on the extent
11 to which anew project would relieve an RMR

12 requirement, and over what time frame it would?
13 MR. POWELL: The requesting party
14 could request that and he could actually request

15 that, "Based on these resources, we'd like to see if
16 the RMR unit X can be" -- and we'll put that at the
17 bottom of the dispatch order, so welll try to remove
18 it out of the request and try to remove any RMR
19 requirementsto that unit, so it can be requested by
20 the customers.

21 AUDIENCE QUESTION: Would that be



22 part of the system impact study?
23 MR. POWELL: It would be part of the
24 system impact study. It would be part of this

25 regquest. Soin hisinformation to us on how he
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1 wantsto study those, he could ask that.
2 MR. KAHAL: Could I ask anyone who
3 isposing aquestion to identify themselves, so we

4 know who's asking?

5 AUDIENCE QUESTION: I'm David
6 Patton.
7 MR. POWELL: That was David. Okay

8 any other questions?

9 MR. KAHAL: Doug, | just have one:

10 The didesyou used, can they be made available.

11 MR. POWELL: Yes. Wewere going to
12 post them on our transmission OASIS posting, and it
13 would be the public site.

14 MR. KAHAL: Okay.

15 MS. DESPEAUX: And if you need them
16 to be available somewhere el se, we can do that.

17 MR. KAHAL: Wéll, | think they

18 probably should be on the RFP website as well.

19 MS. DESPEAUX: Okay. We can do

20 that.

21 MR. POWELL: All right. Yes.



22 AUDIENCE QUESTION: I'll addressthe
23 questiontoyou. I'mwith DTE. I'mjust alittle
24 confused about the whole process, as the RFP lays it

25 out and related to the transmission here. The RFP
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1 saysthat we're not supposed to submit requests for
2 studies. Thismorning it was stated that

3 information would be provided or made available to
4 usto determine constraints and costs for upgrades

5 and that sort of thing.

6 How does thisreally work? | don't

7 see how that process works.

8 MR. MOHL: Maybe| can help with
9 that.
10 First of all, one of the things

11 we'vetried to make clear asfar asthe system

12 impact study request, those will be made by Entergy.
13 They will not be made by the individual customers.
14 Because were aload-serving entity, well be

15 requesting that they be qualified as along-term

16 network resource. So you won't have to submit your
17 request for system impact study.

18 What we've tried to do to give you a

19 better idea of how we will be evaluating these

20 resources isthat we have provided the OASIS

21 information -- the study, in effect, on the RFP



22 website, and we've aso included a tool that will
23 alow you to calculate the cost of various upgrades
24 that are identified, if you would use their study

25 through a software such as MUST in identifying the
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1 various constraints.

2 So it will require some effort on

3 your part to aso take alook and run the study, but
4 effectively, you should be looking at the same thing
5 that we are.

6 So it'sreally two separate

7 processes. We're trying to give you something in

8 advance that alows you to evaluate it the same way
9 wewill. When| say "we," that's us on the

10 generation side of the business that are looking for
11 theresources. And then we will submit those
12 proposals-- you know, the candidate proposals to
13 TBU for an evauation for an actual system impact
14 study, and those will be submitted in a batch-type
15 mode.
16 So | redlize it can be alittle bit

17 confusing, but it's two different processes.
18 AUDIENCE QUESTION: I'm Mike King.
19 Inyour RFP, you state that we must --
20 MR. MOHL: Canyou guysdo mea

21 favor? When you ask a question, can you would state



22 your name and then give the question, just so we've

23 got it on the record?

24 AUDIENCE QUESTION: I'm Mike King,

25 and my questionis. Inthe RFP on page 11, that
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1 we're supposed to submit arequest form to the TBU
2 unit for interconnection study prior to submitting a
3 bid?

4 MR. MOHL: That'sonly if you

5 don't -- if you're not currently connected or

6 aready don't have an interconnection agreement in

7 place.
8 AUDIENCE QUESTION: Okay.
9 MR. KAHAL: So how does that

10 conflict with -- seems that's a conflict to what

11 you're saying that we were not supposed to ask for.
12 MR. POWELL: That'sfor a

13 brand-new -- delivery point for a brand-new unit
14 being installed. Y ou need to bein the

15 interconnection queue there, but we will actualy do
16 the study. If they request that, "Hey, we've got a
17 new resource out here, it's not connected yet," it's
18 not in your interconnection queue, they identify it,
19 we will actually run the study and the impact study
20 without that being done.

21 But before it could be granted, an



22 interconnection study would have to be completed and
23 an IOA would have to be signed. So that'skind of a

24 separate --

25 AUDIENCE QUESTION: A separate
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1 process?

2 MR. POWELL: Yeah, aseparate

3 processthere. But not having something in the

4 interconnection queue does not prevent them from

5 adding that resource to their list of requested

6 impact studies.

7 MR. MOHL: Do you understand that

8 when they talk about the queue, it's a different

9 quele as opposed to the system impact study queue?
10 Did you have a question?

11 AUDIENCE QUESTION: I'm Joe Deruntz
12 with AEP. I'vegot readly two questions. How are

13 you going to batch the request to TBU? And when you
14 run these preliminary studies and then have gotten

15 back to the system impact studies, have they been

16 comparable, or isthere abig disparity? | mean...

17 MR. MOHL: Wéll, first of all, when

18 we batch them, we'll batch them as a group, say, of
19 CCGTsthat we -- so they get run on an individual

20 basis and aren't stacked one on top of the other,

21 okay? So we'll make specific reference that --



22 AUDIENCE QUESTION: Soitwill be
23 one and not the other and not do them all lumped
24 together?

25 MR. MOHL: Correct.
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1 AUDIENCE QUESTION: Okay.

2 MR. MOHL: Correct. The answer to

3 your other questionis: Y ou know, we believe

4 generally we're -- our analysis is comparable, but

5 that's why we're asking for system impact studies as
6 well, so that we have the opportunity to use the

7 actual TBU studiesin our final determination.

8 MR. POWELL: And aTBU study will be
9 the one that the facilities require as part of the
10 final decision.

11 AUDIENCE QUESTION: Bill Randle.
12 Doug, you indicated that these studies could either
13 bedone as an incremental or delisted.
14 MR. POWELL: That's correct.

15 AUDIENCE QUESTION: Andisit right
16 to say for developing the short list for this

17 incremental overload, that everything is going to be
18 incremental? And are there other parametersin
19 terms of adispatch order or something like that are
20 inthat study request?

21 MR. POWELL: | guesswhat we've



22 looked at from network service customersis, we give
23 them an option, if they do want to delist. If they
24 want it, we say, "Look, you know, based on our

25 studies, it's better to do adelisting for that
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1 particular unit in order to make the transmission
2 service."
3 If it's not, it's going to be an
4 incremental based on top, but that incremental could
5 have adispatch order that does a simulation, you
6 know, because if you've got more network resources
7 than you've got load, then that unit could still be
8 left there as a network resource, but not be used in
9 the normal dispatch.
10 So, you know, a customer can elect
11 to have, you know, twice as much network resources
12 for hisloads, but you only -- in running the study,
13 we would have to try to run the study based on a
14 dispatch that makes that particular new resource --
15 and it could be the first one in the stacking order,
16 it could be the tenth one in the stacking order on
17 dispatching.
18 And if we do that in summer peak,
19 versus off-peak conditions, you would see how that
20 onewould berun. But that'stheway -- if it'sa

21 permanent delisting or a period delisting, we give



22 them that option as well.
23 AUDIENCE QUESTION: Maybe my
24 question is better posed to the customer. For

25 filling your incremental load, how would you be



140

1 submitting those system impact studies?

2 MR. MOHL.: It just depends on the

3 resource. There may be an opportunity to request a
4 délist, if there was a delist opportunity to qualify

5 that.

6 | think we specified some criteria

7 inthe RFP itself as to how we would look at that

8 and what resources would qualify as delist. We

9 specifically exclude our baseload resources from
10 that, obviously, because of the benefit they

11 provide.

12 AUDIENCE QUESTION: I'm just

13 actually -- well, couple of questions. Firstis--

14 and this goesto the way the studies are done. If

15 there'sasubmittal for a 20-year PPA, and there's
16 also an acquisition opportunity, theoretically when
17 those are submitted, is there any difference in the
18 way those would be evaluated?

19 MR. POWELL: Now, from a studies

20 process, they would provide us the -- you know, the

21 stacking order of the dispatch, and if it's a new



22 unit or if it's-- you know, if it's a purchase,
23 they would be studied the same way. There'sno
24 difference in the way we do the study.

25 Does that answer your question?
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1 AUDIENCE QUESTION: Did they say
2 they're going to give you the stacking order?
3 MR. POWELL: Yeah. Inlooking at
4 any network service customer or native load
5 customer, when we do our studies, if it'san
6 incremental, we need to know what the stacking order
7 is. You know, if it's aresource that they want at
8 the higher-end incremental, we'll actualy try to
9 make sure that the way the resources turn on is how
10 they think they're going to run.
11 And so looking at our transmission
12 service, that's where we start from, that particular
13 order of dispatch, you know, because we're looking
14 at both off-peak and onpeak type conditions, and
15 we'll want to know how those turn on to see what's
16 happening at off-peak -- you know, or seasonal type
17 of studiesaswell.
18 And well be looking -- and only
19 look ten years out because that's as far asout as
20 our models go, but we'll be looking at, based on

21 what models are out there, severa different years,



22 if it'salong-term contract like a 20-year

23 contract.
24 AUDIENCE QUESTION: Okay. Soyou

25 have-- redlly, there's severa technologies and the
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1 same technology, you shouldn't -- there shouldn't be
2 redly any difference in the way that they anadyze
3 an acquisition versus a 20- year PPA?

4 MR. POWELL: No.

5 AUDIENCE QUESTION: And my next
6 questionwas: Interms of projectsthat are

7 included in your tenyear cases that you use with
8 thistype of study, are they projectsthat arein

9 the construction program, or just projects that have
10 been identified by Entergy and are in your plan?
11 MR. POWELL: The only projects that
12 are out there that are in our models are the ones

13 that have been approved or in our construction plan.

14 AUDIENCE QUESTION: Which go out
15 threeyears?
16 MR. POWELL: The construction plan,

17 it could go out three years or, you know, depending
18 on what -- you know, if it's a three-year project,

19 we could be working on it right now. That project
20 would be included.

21 If it'saone-year project, you



22 know -- but if it's a project that's going to start
23 three years from now and it's not approved, it would
24 not, even though we've identified it aready,

25 because the requesting customer network resources
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1 may do away with the need for that.

2 AUDIENCE QUESTION: Thisgoesa

3 little bit off, but I think it's relative enough.

4 Intermsof the ICT, if the ICT is approved in the

5 next, you know, month or two, would they be involved
6 in any of this analysis work?

7 MR. POWELL: They would actually be

8 running the impact study.

9 AUDIENCE QUESTION: They would be
10 doing all the impact study?
11 MR. POWELL: Right.
12 AUDIENCE QUESTION: Thisis Mike
13 King. Back to submitting this interconnection study
14 request form. If we don't have an agreement already
15 in place, how isthe confidentiality handled prior
16 to the bidding process for that request?
17 MR. POWELL: From atransmission
18 perspective, al that information on the
19 interconnection study processis held confidential.
20 Even in the queue, the name and location is also

21 confidential. So until the IOA is signed, that's



22 all confidential.
23 AUDIENCE QUESTION: All right.
24 MR. POWELL: And it followsthe

25 order 2003 A, B -- | think we were on B.
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1 MS. DESPEAUX: Maybe C.
2 MR. POWELL: Maybe C. That'sright.
3 MR. KAHAL: Bill, I guess!'ll

4 address this question to you: With regard to your
5 Little Gypsy repowering self-build, is that going to
6 go through the exact same process that's been
7 described here and is described in Appendix E2? Or
8 isthere some difference asto how that's handled
9 with respect to transmission?
10 MR. MOHL.: Little Gypsy should be an
11 equivalent replacement of an existing network
12 resource, so no additional requests would be
13 required. There's no increasein capacity. It's
14 the same amount of capacity.
15 MR. KAHAL: In other words, | guess
16 you're saying, then, that the repowering project --
17 | mean, at least for valuation purposes, smply
18 stepsinto the existing firm transmission rights of
19 Little Gypsy unit 3?
20 MR. MOHL: That's correct.

21 MR. KAHAL: Would that be the same



22 for some alternative project that competes with
23 Little Gypsy? Let's say somebody comes along and
24 says, "l can do better than that. | can build a

25 plant in, you know, the same area, not maybe not at
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1 that site. Can | have Little Gypsy 3's transmission
2 rights?' | mean, how would that be looked at?

3 MR. MOHL: Good question. | guess,

4 you know, we'd have to take alook at that to see.

5 But, | mean, obviously, we're comparing the market
6 alternativesto, you know, our self-build option.

7 MS. DESPEAUX: Right. And that's

8 kind of like adelist. That would be an aternative

9 to usg, if it made sense economically.

10 MR. POWELL: All right. Any more
11 questions?
12 AUDIENCE QUESTION: My nameis

13 Arthur Maxwell with BTEC.

14 Looking at some of your previous

15 studies on constraints, must run units, I've seen

16 where it's been suggested that capacitor lines be

17 put in ard certain plants have been asked to go must
18 run.

19 Has any consideration been given to

20 condensing unit technology and simple cycle units

21 that was-- | understood in the beginning that, you



22 know, you're looking at a couple hundred megawatts
23 of combined cycle power. Well, that limits the type
24 of unit you're going to put in the site. | mean,

25 it'splain to see there's only afew units out there
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1 that will generate that one-on-one.
2 But then it became unclear, if you
3 were going to entertain smaller units, maybe ssmple

4 cycle condensing units might relieve some of that

5 congtraint.

6 MR. POWELL.: [ think that's a Bill

7 question.

8 AUDIENCE QUESTION: Well, generation

9 and transmission.

10 MR. MOHL: Yeah, tough question. |
11 think as Tony indicated, we really haven't

12 specifically evaluated the specific need for

13 quick-start CTsasit relatesto that. And, again,
14 from aplanning perspective, we're alittle bit at a
15 disadvantage based on the fact that we actually

16 can't communicate with our TBU group.

17 MR. POWELL: Yeah. Our transaction
18 plans are strictly based on firm transmission

19 servicethat's out there today and in rolling those
20 over, we're looking at those, and that's how we plan

21 the system, based on what firm transmission service



22 has been granted.
23 AUDIENCE QUESTION: Just aquick
24 follow-up then: Could | assume that if we were

25 submitting proposals for the specific RFP projects,
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1 that as part of that, if we submitted something that
2 might pose some relief for aconstrained area, that
3 it would not be unwelcome?

4 MR. MOHL: | don't know enough about
5 what you would propose to really say if it would be
6 conforming or not. But if you wanted to ask

7 specific questions as afollow-up, | could probably
8 better answer that question. | hate to make a

9 commitment now, not knowing enough about --
10 AUDIENCE QUESTION: Undergood.
11 MR. KAHAL: Yeah. Let meadd to

12 that, before you get to the point of making

13 proposals, | think that what would really be

14 constructive isif you'd give us awrite-up on your
15 ideas and we can see if we can work them into this
16 process before they finalize their RFP.

17 MR. MOHL: Exactly. That'sright.

18 MR. KAHAL: | mean, you can send

19 them to them, but if you'd send them to us, we'd
20 appreciate it aso.

21 MS. BENSON: Or both.



22 MR. KAHAL: Both.
23 AUDIENCE QUESTION: Yes, maam.
24 Maybe I'll do that.

25 AUDIENCE QUESTION: Yes, | wasa
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1 little bit confused -- I'm sorry, Gary Chapman.

2 When you're evaluating the bids, are you going to do
3 this sort of sequentialy, from the standpoint of

4 filling incremental requirements first and then

5 looking to delist, and it's sort of both for supply

6 aswaell astransmission planning, or isit going to

7 be more of an all-at-once type of process?

8 MR. DEGEORGE: Wéll, | think it's

9 important to look at the two different processes.

10 Firdt, thereisthe securing transmission service

11 for the proposals. In that port of process, we're

12 going to consider the potential of delisting

13 existing network resources in order to get

14 transmission service for the proposals.

15 In terms of whether it's considered

16 incremental or more than incremental for the system
17 needs, we will also consider the possibility of

18 displacing resources to the extent that they are

19 economic.
20 AUDIENCE QUESTION: | don't know if

21 | got that. Isit-- areyou goingto do --



22 MR. MOHL: We are going to look at
23 delisting, if we think there's a potential
24 opportunity to delist. And we specified that

25 criteria, | think, in the RFP itsalf. And if it
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1 doesn't, then we would just look at it on an

2 incremental basis.

3 MR. POWELL: All right. Thank you
4 very much.

5 MR. MOHL: Thank you. Okay.

6 Let'ssee. We've got afew

7 additional questions | will try to address here. |

8 think we've got one credit question as well.

9 The questionis: Will ESI accept an

10 offer from a CCGT that has both baseload and

11 load-following capacity? For example, will a

12 nonttolling CCGT proposal of 100 megawatt baseload
13 plus 100 megawatts of load- following capacity be
14 thrown out as a nonconforming proposal?

15 | guess the way | would answer that

16 is. What we're looking for from CCGTsis

17 load-following capacity and the ability to cycle
18 those units and follow load. So at this point in

19 time, we're not specificaly interested in looking
20 at a7x24 for 100 megawatts of CCGT.

21 However, we would be interested in



22 looking at the 100 megawatts of load-following
23 capacity under a, you know, purchase agreement,
24 assuming we had some flexibility in how to dispatch

25 that.
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1 The glossary lists the Entergy

2 dffiliates that are not Entergy competitive

3 affiliates. Please provide examples of Entergy

4 affiliatesthat are Entergy competitive affiliates.

5 Off the top of my head, there are

6 two. Entergy Asset Management, and then Entergy
7 Wholesale Operations, EWO, are two examples of
8 competitive affiliates.

9 It says. Do members of the TAG work
10 for the TBU? If not, why not? Will TAG provide
11 their cost estimate of transmission upgrades?

12 | think we've made it pretty clear

13 that TAG isapart of the generation side of the

14 business. They, in fact, do not work for TBU. Why
15 not? There's specific codes of conduct and

16 standards of conduct that apply to that, which

17 actudly prohibit us interacting with those folks.

18 And 0 let me just make it perfectly

19 clear: The members of TAG are members on the
20 generation side of the business. They do not work

21 for TBU. We are under the same restrictions as any



22 other third party in communicating with TBU.
23 It says: Will TAG provide their
24 cost estimate of transmission upgrades?

25 As | indicated, we provide atool on
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1 the RFP website that will allow you to estimate

2 those upgrades in afashion that's comparable to

3 what TAG will do. We, however, are not going to

4 post all of our estimates of each proposal or make

5 those public in any fashion.

6 It says. Appendix C,

7 Product Package A and B term sheet section, no QF
8 put. It says. This language does not seem to

9 recognize that a QF may be put in power to satisfy
10 the host steam demand. Can ES| amend the language
11 to alow aminimum load put when the unit is not

12 dispatched by ESI or dispatched below the minimum
13 load output of the unit?

14 What | would suggest is that you

15 just bid the amount that's above that QF put for us
16 to purchase, to keep it smple. | think asweve

17 said in some of our earlier presentations, we may or
18 may not be willing to take on that obligation to

19 meet the host load requirement. But | think away
20 around that isjust to bid the excess above and

21 beyond.



22 These next three questions are
23 probably -- I'll just say it in advance: I'll read
24 the questions, but | think we're just going to have

25 to get back to you in writing. | haven't looked
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1 through the RFP.

2 It says. What is the proper process

3 and timing for getting ESI's agreement per RFP

4 Section 2.9 to inform another party, for example, a

5 cogens thermal host, of abidder's intent to submit

6 abid?
7 We will respond in writing to that.
8 What is the proper process and

9 timing for partiesto disclose to ESI their intent
10 to enter into contribution or indemnity arrangements

11 or agreements to allocate their respective

12 obligations?
13 Again, we will respond in writing.
14 It says: If aparty werein

15 discussionsto sell afacility to another party

16 during the RFP process, what steps and mechanisms
17 arerequired so that the bid's viability would

18 survive atransfer of ownership and not be in

19 violation of paragraph 11, "Assignability," of the
20 proposal submission agreement?

21 We will respond in writing to that.



22 You know, one thing that we do provide as it relates
23 to some specia situationsis we've got a special
24 consideration section of the bid proposal where you

25 may be able to detail this type of thing, and that
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1 may be a proper way to address this last one.

2 But | need to sit down and get with

3 the attorneys and make sure we get a comprehensive
4 response back on these questions.

5 | believe we've got one question for

6 credit, and I'll let Tom Moran address that.

7 MR. MORAN: Sure. Thequestionis:

8 The RFP bid winners will incur significant credit

9 exposure to accounts receivable due from Entergy,
10 plus mark to market. Since Entergy Servicesis an
11 unrated company with no financial statements of

12 their own, we want to know if they will provide any
13 collatera in support of this exposure.

14 Now, to arswer that question,

15 Entergy Services acts as the agent for -- just to

16 clarify here, asthe agent for the operating

17 companies, and the operating companies themselves do
18 have financial information and ratings for each of
19 those entities. That being said, we do not provide
20 any collateral support from Entergy for that

21 exposure.



22 However, as forms of acceptable
23 collateral, we are looking for other solutions, and
24 an offset of the AR may be one of those solutions

25 that we would entertain.
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1 MR. MOHL: Tom, let mejust clarify

2 onething. When we actually enter into the

3 agreement, the agreement itself will not be with

4 ESI, but it will be with the specific OPCO. So

5 right now, we're ESI as agent for the operating

6 companies, but when we get down to a letter of

7 intent or a definitive agreement, that will bein

8 the name of the specific operating company or

9 companies.

10 MR. MORAN: Along thoselinesisthe
11 next part of this question, having to do with the

12 agency agreement: Can entities be added, deleted or
13 changed without approval from the supplying

14 counterparty?

15 And as Bill said, when we enter into

16 the contract, we'll be specifying which operating

17 companieswill be aparty toit.

18 MR. MOHL: Right. And any

19 assignment language would be, you know, as mutually
20 agreeable by the parties.

21 MR. MORAN: The last part of the



22 questionis. Arethefive utilitiesjointly or
23 severaly liable for amounts due from Entergy

24 Services?

25 One thing to point out in this
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1 question isonly the four utilities are part of the
2 RFP. Entergy New Orleansis specifically excluded.
3 And the utilities are not jointly liable. They're

4 severdlly liable.

5 Again, well answer that in writing

6 aswell.

7 MR. MOHL: Yes. Thanks, Tom.

8 AUDIENCE QUESTION: | have one more

9 question. Becky Turner. | wasjust curious on the
10 normalization process that you talk about for a

11 shorter-term PPA versus an acquisition. Can you
12 give us, you know, what you intend to do to

13 formalize those?

14 MR. MOHL: Sure. I'll let Tony take

15 that question.

16 MR. WALZ: WEe're going to evaluate
17 every proposal within the category across the same
18 planning horizon. So all the CCGT proposals will be
19 evauated over the same time period. All of the

20 solid fuels will be evaluated over the same period.

21 If you have a proposal that begins



22 delivery after the start of that time period or a
23 proposal that ends delivery before the conclusion of
24 thetime period, we'll make an assumption about how

25 that power, comparable power, will be supplied.
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1 And that assumption will be a supply
2 option that provides comparable functionality, can
3 serve asimilar role as the resource that we're
4 evaluating.
5 AUDIENCE QUESTION: Soisit far to
6 say that that would be capped in your build
7 economics?
8 MR. WALZ: It would be capped at
9 that, | think isfair to say.
10 AUDIENCE QUESTION: Chuck Holt. 1
11 just have afollow-up on that question.
12 So, for example, on asolid
13 fuel-based bid that may not have an operational date
14 for, you know, a few years out, during that interim
15 period, the replacement wouldn't necessarily be --
16 it might be gas-fired, it might be combined cycle,
17 or what?
18 MR. WALZ: First off, keep in mind
19 that we have start dates that have to be met for
20 each type of proposal, so you can't go out beyond

21 that.



22 AUDIENCE QUESTION: Right.
23 MR. WALZ: And, again, the
24 predelivery resource, the resource that we're going

25 tofill in, will be something that we -- and I'm not
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1 going to get into specifically what it is, but it

2 will be something that we think provides comparable
3 functionality and is our best aternative for doing

4 that. And it will be the same thing applied to

5 every proposal.

6 | feel like | haven't answered your

7 question, but I'm not sure what 1've missed.

8 AUDIENCE QUESTION: Wéll, do you
9 mean -- John Cooper. Do you mean you'll replace
10 combined cycle with combined cycle, or will you pick
11 one resource and apply it to baseload, combined

12 cycle?

13 MR. WALZ: No. It will be different

14 types of resources for the different products.

15 AUDIENCE QUESTION: Okay.
16 MR. MOHL: Yes, in the back.
17 AUDIENCE QUESTION: Stephen Lehner.

18 You mentioned in the RFP that you're in acquisition
19 discussions with a combined cycle asset in Arkansas,
20 and that that --

21 MR. MOHL: | believel clarified



22 that at the beginning, that that's no longer the

23 case.
24 AUDIENCE QUESTION: That's no longer

25 thecase. Okay. | just wanted to -- thank you.
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1 MR. MOHL: Any other questions?
2 AUDIENCE QUESTION: | havea

3 question for Matt, | think, if that's okay.

4 MR. MOHL: You bet.

5 AUDIENCE QUESTION: Theré'sa
6 LPSC --

7 MS. BENSON: Do you want to state

8 your name for the record?

9 AUDIENCE QUESTION: I'm sorry. Bill
10 Randle.
11 There's a LPSC technica conference

12 scheduled for March 21st?

13 MR. KAHAL: That's correct. That

14 conference on March 21st deals with a rulemaking

15 regarding whether -- the primary issueis really

16 whether QFs are exempt from the commission's MBM
17 order.

18 AUDIENCE QUESTION: How doesthe
19 timing and -- how does that meeting and the results
20 of it factor into this RFP, if at all?

21 MR. KAHAL: | think that we don't



22 know. | think that at the time of the technical
23 conference, our plan is going to be -- isto really
24 query the parties to that case.

25 Y ou know, there have been maybe four
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1 or five parties, | think, that have, you know,

2 submitted comments in that on how they want to

3 handleit.

4 We're going to have the technical

5 conference where people can put their positions on
6 the table and so forth, and we may query the parties
7 on whether they want an opportunity to refresh their
8 comments based on things that transpire at the

9 technical conference.

10 We will then submit a staff report,

11 alow comments on that, and then the staff

12 recommendation will go to the commission.

13 So that will -- you know, |

14 anticipate that might be completed sometime,

15 roughly, over the summer. But we would ask for
16 guidance from people at the technical conference as
17 to how they want to handle the schedule on that.

18 And then, | guess, we haveto -- |

19 can't predict what the outcome of that is going to
20 be, so | guess| don't really see that affecting the

21 RFPitsaf. The RFPitsalf is going to produce



22 whatever it produces.
23 What | understand the position of
24 some of the QFsto be -- | don't want to put words

25 in anyone's mouth, but suggesting it'sfineif an
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1 RFP produces certain results and resultsin certain

2 identified market prices.

3 The position of the QFsisthat if

4 that's the case, then they believe that they're

5 entitled under PUPRA to capacity contracts based

6 upon the pricesthat are revealed as part of the RFP
7 process.

8 That's one policy position that's

9 been argued. For example, Occidental made that
10 argument and was arguing that it was entitled to a
11 long-term capacity contract at the prices that came
12 out of an earlier RFP for the Perryville project.

13 That was an argument that they made, and that's kind
14 of what's going to be debated.
15 That's kind of the best answer |

16 think I can give you right now.

17 AUDIENCE QUESTION: Thank you.
18 MR. MOHL: Maitt, just to clarify, |

19 mean, right now, our position is everyone has to bid
20 inthe RFP if they want to participate. Would you

21 agree?



22 MR. KAHAL: There's no question that
23 that's your position, and --
24 MR. MOHL: But, | mean, right now is

25 that the message we're sending to everybody, is they
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1 needto bid?
2 MR. KAHAL: Right. Andit'sthe
3 staff position that the MBM order is clear and that
4 the MBM order does not provide an exemption, and at
5 issue is whether to change that order.
6 So for the moment, until the order
7 ischanged, we're going with the order asit exists.
8 Andthe questionis. Asamatter of policy, maybe
9 asamatter of law as well, should the commission
10 change that general order? Y ou know to provide what
11 you might call specia privileges for the QFs.
12 MR. MOHL: Thanks. Okay. Let's
13 take ten minutes. Well take a break, and then
14 well have Mr. Burton walk through some of the

15 bidder registration and the bid submittal process.

16 (Recess taken, 2:27 p.m. to
17 2:46 p.m.)
18 MR. KAHAL: [ invited al of you

19 guys, you know, to get in touch with us, being
20 staff, if you have any thoughts, gripes, bitches,

21 whatever; and in order to do that, you need our



22 e-mail addresses and phone numbers. Probably some
23 of you guys have it, from proceedings that you've
24 been involved in with us.

25 But in case you don't -- I'm looking
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1 for my attorney here. But, anyway, my phone number
2 is(410) 992-7500, and my e-mail address -- |

3 apologize. We're kind of business-card-challenged

4 here, but my email addressis

5 mkahal @exeterassoci ates.com.

6 MS. WATSON: And | can be reached at

7 the Louisiana Public Service Commission, (225)

8 342-9888. And thee-mail addressis

9 melissawatson@la.gov. And if you arein any way
10 familiar with the LPSC's website, which is

11 www.lpsc.org, you can find me on there, and it has a
12 link directly to my e-mail.
13 But | was wanting to get the sign-in

14 sheet and possibly follow up with an e-mail to those
15 who signed in and left their e-mail addresses, with
16 contact information where you can get in touch with
17 Matt and myself. And possibly, if any of you would
18 beinterested in the commission's orders, the
19 market-based mechanisms order and the 1983 order, |
20 can link those as well, so you can have access to

21 that information.



22 MR. BURTON: All right. Well go
23 ahead and get started now on walking you guys
24 through an actual bidder registration form, proposal

25 submission form, just the whole process. Just keep
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1 inmind, al thisinformation is provided in detail

2 in Appendix D aswell.

3 We walked through this earlier.

4 Again, just rea quick, the registration isthe

5 first phase. Once the RFP has been posted to the

6 website on April 17th, at that point you can go

7 ahead and download the bidder registration form and
8 the proposal submission form aswell. But the

9 bidder registration form will be due by that Friday.
10 You'll go ahead and fill it out,

11 submit it, and, of course, like | said, you'll get

12 the confirmation or rgjection, and we'll need you to
13 execute that document at that phase there. And once
14 you've done that, within two business days welll

15 send you an invoice for the proposals that you

16 registered, and wel'll require paymert the following
17 Thursday.

18 Just want to hit a couple of the

19 highlights here. Youall have these packets.

20 Again, just to go through the dates, registration

21 will be the 18th through the 21st of April. Make



22 surethat you do register al proposals during that
23 time. If you register two proposals and then after
24 that bidder registration period is over, you want to

25 submit three, you're not going to be able to do so
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1 at that time. So figure out ahead of time how many
2 proposals you want to register, because you won't be
3 able to submit more than that number.

4 We have the website information

5 here. Again, once you go out to that website,

6 you'l just be able to click on the Word document

7 there, you'll saveit to your loca drive. Make

8 sure the macros are enabled.

9 What I've found is that once you do

10 saveit, go ahead and close out that Word file and

11 then open it back up. That way, everything resets
12 itself asfar as the macros go.

13 A couple other points we want to

14 make. Again, make sure you enable the macros. Once
15 you do submit your bidder registration form, it

16 takes about 30 minutes for our automated process to
17 work, and you should expect an e-mail back during
18 that time. If not, make sure that you've filled out

19 your e-mail address correctly in the form.

20 WeTre not going to send the

21 confirmation or rejection, necessarily, back to the



22 e-mail addresses that you sent the form. In the
23 bidder contact information, you're going to fill out
24 an e-mail address there, and that address will be

25 the ore that gets the reply.
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1 Again, we'll have the RFP hotline

2 avalable. LauraBerryman will run that, and it

3 will be open during regular business hours to answer

4 any technica gquestions you might have, if you have
5 problems with the documents.

6 Again, | won't go over this because

7 wedid it earlier, but you'll have a proposal

8 submission fee. Again, it's $5,000 for the first

9 proposal for agiven plant, and $1,000 for every

10 additional proposal tied to that specific plant.
11 Here's an example of one, and this

12 isactualy in Appendix B asanillustration. Let's
13 say you have two plants that you want to register,
14 plant X and plant Y, and for plant X you have two
15 proposals.
16 First one, like | said, we priced at
17 5,000; the second one will be priced at $1,000 --
18 I'msorry. You have three proposals for plant X,
19 and so the third one would also be priced $1,000.
20 And then you have the other plant,

21 two proposasthere. Again, the first one priced at



22 5,000, any additional one priced at $1,000. And
23 what we'll end up doing is you'll get a proposal 1D
24 for each proposal you register, and we will invoice

25 you based on the number of proposals you submit.
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1 So, inthis particular case, this

2 bidder would receive five invoices, because we

3 can't -- it'sjust easier to do it this way instead

4 of just sending you one invoice for $13,000, because
5 you may decide after the fact that, "Hey, you know
6 what? | realy don't want to submit proposal 2 for

7 plant Y, so I'm going to only send in $12,000."

8 WEell, we don't know which proposal

9 you didn't want to include in that particular

10 scenario, soit'sjust simpler to define each

11 invoice separately and pay it accordingly.

12 WE'l go to a sample bidder

13 regidtration form asit exists now. Keep in mind

14 that these fields-- you'll fill in the gray boxes

15 here, and next to it, it has this little symboal.

16 That meansit'sarequired field. So, for example,
17 here, welll just go through afew of these fields

18 for you. Name of bidder, you put Company A or XYZ.
19 That will work.

20 And go ahead and tab out of that to

21 thenext field. Basically, sincethisisarequired



22 field here, go ahead and tab out of it. A warning
23 box will pop up, saying, "L ook, it'sarequired

24 field." Make sure you fill it out before you send

25 itin.
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1 Even if you don't fill this out on
2 thefront end, you'll still be ableto send it in,
3 but you'll get argjection e-mail later on, stating
4 that you didn't fill out that field. Soit'sjust a
5 pop-up warning mechanism to say make sure you get
6 that field filled out properly.
7 Okay. And, again, you'll fill out
8 the remaining contact information there. The reason
9 we need your federal tax ID or your taxpayer ID is
10 for theinvoice.
11 Let's scroll on down to the plant
12 regidtration. All right. Here, you just put in the
13 name of your plant; just plant A, for example. Put
14 in the county or parish, aswell asthe state. All
15 right.
16 Actualy, we'll just register one
17 plantinthiscase. But if you have multiple
18 plants, obvioudly, you'll fill out plant 2, plant 3
19 and so forth.
20 All right. Let's scroll down to the

21 proposal registration. All right. Proposal



22 number 1, go ahead and click on product type. You
23 have your drop-down box with the five different
24 products which you can bid in. So you just select

25 one of those, and in this case, in plant number,
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1 that's going to tie back to the plant registration.

2 We'veonly registered one, so the only plant you can
3 tieit tois plant number 1 that you registered.

4 If David had put in plant number 2

5 there, awarning box would have popped up and said,
6 "Look, you haven't registered a plant number 2 yet."
7 S0, again, it'sjust a check to make sure that you

8 filled it out correctly.

9 And you're alowed to fill out up to
10 25 proposals and up to ten plants. Go ahead and

11 scroll on down to the signature. There we go.
12 We do allow you guys to elect a

13 signature ID option. What this does is it takes the
14 place of ahandwritten signature. It'sjust as

15 officia and legdl. It'sajust asimpler way for

16 you guysto go ahead and fill out your information,
17 and it'sdefaulted to "yes." Redlly, where this

18 comesinto play iswith the proposal submission

19 formsthe following week or two weeks later for

20 solid fuels.

21 But if you use the signature ID,



22 then once you fill out your proposal submission form
23 you don't have and sign and execute anything else.
24 You'l typein your signature ID along with your

25 proposa information and you're done. Otherwise,
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1 you're going to haveto print it, sign it and fax it

2 onin. Soit'seaser for you guys.

3 And then down here, would be the

4 name and title of the person who has the authority

5 for thissignature ID.

6 All right. Once you've filled out

7 dl that information, you'll go ahead and e-mail it

8 back in to the e-mail address we provide. It's not

9 availablejust yet. At that point, you'll get the
10 confirmation or rejection e-mail.
11 Okay. And the reason why we have
12 bidder ID, plant ID, proposal 1D and signature ID,
13 it'sall done to protect you guys and, you know, we
14 don't need to know your bidder names, you know, your
15 full plant names. It helps distinguish on the

16 evauation groups between the information they need
17 to have and information they don't need to have.

18 It'sal doneto makeit al fair and impartial.
19 MR. STRENGTH: Cory, back up a
20 couple of dides and show the confirmation.

21 MR. BURTON: Did we skip that?



22 Okay.
23 MR. STRENGTH: Yes.
24 MR. BURTON: Okay. Here'san

25 example. If you filled out your bidder registration
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1 form correctly, you'll get an email that looks

2 pretty smilar to this. And I'm sorry it's

3 difficult toread. Hopefully, it's easier to read

4 onyour printout there.

5 The main take-aways there: One, we

6 highlight that you still need to -- even if you have
7 asignature ID, the back page of the bidder

8 registration form has a place where you've got to

9 s€ign your name and you'll put in your bidder ID.
10 And on that confirmation, you'll see here, we will
11 have assigned you that bidder ID, so you plug that
12 in. Andyou'll aso have plant identification

13 numbers, based on the plants you registered, as well
14 asproposal IDs.

15 So, again, once you get this, you

16 dtill have to fax in the signature page there.

17 Okay.

18 If you don't fill it out correctly,

19 you get argection e-mail that looks like this.

20 And it will show you, like, "Field 6 is blank," so

21 welll point you to the field where there's an error



22 and basically state what you need to do to correct
23 that issue. Once you correct it, just resubmit it
24 and hopefully everything will be fine and you'll get

25 aconfirmation e-mail at that point.
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1 Okay. One thing on proposals, if

2 you end up submitting your form and you do get

3 confirmed, but then later on during the week you

4 redlize, "Oh, | want to do afew more things with my
5 form,” whether delete something or add to it, just

6 understand that the last form you send in that gets

7 confirmed supersedes any previous form you send in.
8 All right. Now, that gets us to the

9 electronic proposal submission process. Again, we
10 have two different periods for that: CCGT May 1st
11 through the 5th, and then the few weeks later we

12 havethe solid fuels. We would ask that if you are
13 submitting a solid fuel proposal, wait until the

14 15th. Don't do it early. It just keepsthings

15 cleaner for us just to separate them out.

16 Again, we can't emphasize enough,

17 make sure you submit the correct e-mail address in
18 your form because that will be the link between you
19 and the automated system.

20 Again, you can register up to the

21 number of proposals registered. Evenif you



22 registered, say, five proposals and you paid for
23 five proposals and you realized once you get to the
24 proposal submission period you only want four, you

25 can submit just four and you'll be refunded your
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1 money on the one that you didn't submit.

2 Again, make sure you keep your

3 bidder, plant and proposal ID. That's going to be

4 your link. Whatever you put in the submission form,
5 it al hasto match up with how you registered it on
6 the bidder registration.

7 And, again, we can't emphasize

8 enough, because there's a window of time when you
9 candothis, doit early, as early as possible.
10 Again, you can aways add to it or take away later,
11 but you don't want to get stuck up against the back
12 end of the time period and not have everything
13 complete.
14 Same process as the bidder

15 registration forms. You'll just download the form
16 from the website, saveit to your local drive, fill

17 it out and send it back in. If you have the

18 signature ID, you'll just put that onthe form

19 there, and you're done, aslong as you get that
20 confirm.

21 If you don't have the signature 1D,



22 once you get confirmed of that registration, you'll
23 dtill haveto sign it and fax the proposal.
24 We're going to run through one of

25 the products -- it's Product Package A, the non-toll
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1 PPA -- and just show you what it looks like and how
2 wetab through it.

3 Again, you'll have these ID codes at

4 thispoint. You'll have been assigned that

5 information. Again, if it has this symbol next to

6 it, it'sgoing to be arequired field. Andif you

7 tab past that field without entering in information,

8 awarning box will pop up and tell you to fill it

9 out.

10 Right here, if you do elect a

11 signature ID, you'll plug that information in right
12 there. Of course, that avoids you having to sign

13 it, and you'll do it al electronicaly. If you

14 don't have the signature ID, you'll fill out this

15 information right here. You'll just have to print

16 it, sgnitand faxitin.

17 All right. Down to the meat of the

18 project here. Here's where you're enter in all the

19 more detailed information of the facility itself.

20 Some of these have drop-down boxes; most of which,

21 though, you'll just type in the information



22 yourself. Wedo alow for agreat deal of
23 explanation on alot of these fields. We understand
24 that's necessary for certain things.

25 Go ahead and scroll on down to --
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1 let'ssee. You have your economics section there.
2 You're putting in your capacity, quantities, mins,
3 maxes, delivery terms, things like that. Scroll on
4 down to option premium.

5 On this one, you have a choice of

6 three different methods of how you want to select
7 your option premium there. And you pick the one you
8 want, and then you fill out the appropriate fields
9 accordingly. Okay. And then there's also a fuel
10 section, transmission section as well, filling out
11 the same type of thing.

12 Okay. Did y'all want to go through

13 this piece anymore? Okay.

14 David, switch back to the
15 PowerPoint.
16 Okay. Onceyou fill out your

17 proposa submission form, again you'll send it to

18 the e-mail address that we give you, and allow about
19 30 minutes or so. But you filled out the form

20 correctly, you should get a confirmation e- mail that

21 looksjust like this, whereit lays out al of your



22 1D information.
23 Again, if you've used the signature
24 D, you're done. If you don't elect the signature

25 ID option, then at this point, that's when you'll
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1 sign that signature page and fax it back in.

2 Here'sthe rgection e-mail, very

3 similar to the bidder registration. If there'sa

4 problem with the form, we will identify the fields
5 at issue and explain what needs to be corrected.

6 All right. We already went through

7 this. Go ahead. Okay.

8 Key take-aways on the bidder

9 registration process. Make sure you get it done
10 during thistime frame here, certainly well in
11 advance of when it isdue. And even when you get
12 the confirm on the bidder registration, you will
13 haveto sign and fax the form and send it in.
14 And, of course, bidder registration

15 isnot officialy complete until you've made the
16 proposal submittal fees.

17 And for the proposal submission

18 process, again, you have your two different time
19 frames based on the type of products you are

20 submitting. Again, the key difference thereis

21 whether or not you use the signature I1D; and get it



22 done early, if you can.
23 That'sit. Again, heré'sthe
24 website information, and we will have the hotline

25 available during those days.
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1 Any questions?

2 AUDIENCE QUESTION: Cory, it's been
3 requested that we could possibly show the point on
4 the form where they can submit their transmission
5 ideas?

6 MR. BURTON: Sure. This section

7 here? Yeah, theresavariety of questions here

8 where you can provide information on the status of
9 your transmission service and various other details
10 there.
11 AUDIENCE QUESTION: And that

12 includes the potential delisting, displacement,
13 et cetera or other options that the bidders may have
14 for their best estimation for aleviating

15 transaction constraints?

16 MR. BURTON: Thisone here?

17 MR. STRENGTH: No, one more.

18 MR. BURTON: Scroll down alittle?
19 MR. STRENGTH: Very last bullet.

20 MR. BURTON: Okay. Right. And that

21 oneadlowsyou -- | think that's an unlimited



22 character field, so you can explain in as much
23 detail asyou want any suggestions, options you may

24 have regarding that issue.

25 Y ou want to scroll down to special
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1 considerationswhilewe're at it? Okay. We didn't
2 touch on thisearlier, but if you have specia
3 considerations and if you've been through this
4 process before, thisis familiar. If you have
5 gpecia considerations, then you'll click on this
6 box here and go ahead and fill out these boxes, if
7 you have any other caveats that aren't addressed in
8 the main portion of the form. Okay.
9 Any questions?
10 MS. BENSON: | have aquestion.
11 Will you accept questions on this prior to
12 April 18th that come in through the website? In
13 other words, people -- | mean, I'm hoping your
14 answer will be yes.
15 MR. BURTON: Oh, sure. Just like
16 people have any other questions regarding that.
17 MS. BENSON: They don't have to wait
18 until April 18th.
19 MR. BURTON: Of course not. No.
20 MS. BENSON: Good.

21 AUDIENCE QUESTION: Would you cover,



22 again, just what defines a different proposdl, if
23 you've got a unit that you're going to submit
24 several proposals from and maybe there are, | don't

25 know, variations on how you would submit quantity,
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1 does each variation require a different proposal

2 here?

3 MR. BURTON: Yes.

4 AUDIENCE QUESTION: Okay.

5 MR. BURTON: Yeah. For amaterial

6 change such as quantity, then, yes, you would
7 need -- on the bidder registration form when you

8 fill out up to 25 proposals, that's where you would

9 address that.

10 AUDIENCE QUESTION: Okay.

11 MR. BURTON: Anything else?

12 MS. BENSON: And term would also be

13 another key consideration, right?

14 MR. BURTON: Sure.

15 MS. BENSON: Yes, just to make it
16 clear.

17 MR. BURTON: Okay.

18 MR. STRENGTH: Thanks.

19 MR. MOHL: Okay. I've got one

20 additional question that we received that I'll just

21 go ahead and address.



22 The question is. For baseload
23 stable fud or solid fuel bids using coal, nuclear,
24 pet coke or lignite, can ESI make available the

25 forward curvesfor these fudls, or at least the
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1 starting point fuel price?
2 We do not intend to make our price
3 curves public. We consider that proprietary

4 information. Never have shared it and don't intend

5 to shareit.
6 Matt, any other comments, issues?
7 MR. KAHAL: No, Bill, that'sit. We

8 don't have anything further.

9 MR. MOHL: Okay. Anybody else?

10 Weéll, | really appreciate y'al

11 coming out today. | know it's been along day.

12 Hopefully, it's been helpful. Again, encourage you
13 to submit additional questionsin writing. We will
14 take the questions you've given us, well also do
15 our best to take the transcript and pull some of the
16 questions out of it so that we can post those, and
17 we will endeavor to have that done by early next
18 week.

19 So thanks again. Have asafetrip

20 home, and | look forward to hearing from you.

21 MR. KAHAL: Andwelook forward to



22 receiving whatever comments you-al have, aso, and
23 whatever creative suggestions you have for improving
24 the process and dealing with these cost problems

25 that we have on the system.
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