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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
 

 ) 
Grid Resiliency Pricing Rule )   Docket No. RM18-1-000 
 )   

  
 

INITIAL COMMENTS OF ENTERGY SERVICES, INC. 
 

Pursuant to the Notice Inviting Comments that was issued by the Commission on October 

2, 2017, Entergy Services, Inc. (“Entergy Services”),1 on behalf of the Entergy Operating 

Companies2 and Entergy Nuclear Power Marketing, LLC (“Entergy Nuclear”), hereby submits 

initial comments concerning the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (“Notice”) released by the 

Department of Energy on September 29, 2017 and published in the Federal Register on October 

10, 2017.3 

I. INTRODUCTION 
 
A. Background and Summary of Proposed Rule 

 
As described in the Department of Energy’s Notice, the Proposed Rule is intended to 

support “fuel-secure generation units” by allowing “the full recovery of costs of certain eligible 

units physically located within the Commission-approved organized markets.”4  The Notice 

describes “fuel-secure generation units” as “frequently relied upon to make our grid reliable and 

resilient,” cites concerns about the retirement of “many coal and nuclear plants,” and declares 

                                                           
1 Entergy Services is a service company affiliate of both the Entergy Operating Companies and 
ENPM and acts as their agent with respect to certain actions, including proceedings at the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. 
2 The Entergy Operating Companies are Entergy Arkansas, Inc. (“EAI”), Entergy Louisiana, 
LLC (“ELL”), Entergy Mississippi, Inc. (“EMI”), Entergy New Orleans, Inc. (“ENO”), and 
Entergy Texas, Inc. (“ETI”). 
3 Grid Resiliency Pricing Rule, 82 Fed. Reg. 46,940 (initially issued September 29, 2017 and 
proposed October 10, 2017) (to be codified at 18 C.F.R. § 35.28(g)(10)). 
4 Id., 82 Fed. Reg. at 46,945. 
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that “continued loss of fuel-secure generation must be stopped.  These generation resources are 

necessary to maintain the resiliency of the electric grid.”5  In particular, the Notice focuses on 

shortcomings in the organized markets, explaining that these markets “do not necessarily pay 

generators for all the attributes that they provide to the grid, including resiliency.”6  Citing a 

recommendation by the DOE Staff Report “to correct distortions in price formation in the 

organized markets,”7 and pointing to the Commission’s price formation proceedings,8 the Notice 

outlines a proposed rule that would require Commission-regulated regional transmission 

organizations (“RTOs”) and independent system operators (“ISOs”) to “establish a tariff that 

provides a just and reasonable rate” to be paid to eligible fuel-secure generation units.9   

The Proposed Rule outlines five criteria that generation resources must satisfy in order to 

qualify for potential compensation.  A resource must (1) be physically located within a 

Commission-approved ISO or RTO; (2) be capable of providing “essential energy and ancillary 

reliability services, including but not limited to voltage support, frequency services, operating 

reserves, and reactive power;” (3) have a 90-day fuel supply on site so that it can “operate during 

an emergency, extreme weather conditions, or a natural or man-made disaster;” (4) be in 

compliance with all applicable environmental rules and regulations; and (5) not be “subject to 

cost of service rate regulation by any state or local regulatory authority.”10  For resources that 

satisfy these criteria, each Commission-approved ISO or RTO must have tariff provisions that 

“provide[] a just and reasonable rate” for electricity purchased from the resources and for cost 

                                                           
5 Id., 82 Fed. Reg. at 46,942 and 46,945. 
6 Id., 82 Fed. Reg. at 46,942-43. 
7 Id., 82 Fed. Reg. at 46,943. 
8 Id., 82 Fed. Reg. at 46,944-45. 
9 Id., 82 Fed. Reg. at 46,948. 
10 Id. 

20171023-5112 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 10/23/2017 8:44:39 AM



3 
 

recovery and a return on equity for the resources dispatched during grid operations.11  The 

Proposed Rule further defines “[c]ompensable costs” to include “operating and fuel expenses, 

costs of capital and debt, and a fair return on equity and investment.”12 

Under the Notice, the Commission is directed either to consider and take final action on 

the Proposed Rule within 60 days of its publication in the Federal Register or to issue the rule as 

an interim final rule.13  Any final rule adopting the proposal outlined in the Notice is directed to 

take effect within 30 days of its publication in the Federal Register.14  The Notice further 

proposes that, following the issuance of a final rule by the Commission, each Commission-

approved RTO or ISO would be required to “submit a compliance filing, including a revised 

tariff pursuant to section 205 of the Federal Power Act, within 15 days of the effective date of 

the final rule,” and that any tariff changes in response to a final rule become effective within 15 

days of the compliance filing due date.15 

B. Entergy’s Interest in the Proposed Rule 
 
Entergy Services, the Entergy Operating Companies and Entergy Nuclear are indirect 

subsidiaries of Entergy Corporation, which is an integrated energy company primarily engaged 

in electric power production and retail distribution operations.  Through its subsidiaries, Entergy 

Corporation owns and operates or controls power plants with approximately 30,000 MW of 

electric generating capacity, including nearly 10,000 MW of nuclear power and approximately 

2,200 MW of coal.16 

                                                           
11 Id. 
12 Id. 
13 Id., 82 Fed. Reg. at 46,945. 
14 Id. 
15 Id., 82 Fed. Reg. at 49646. 
16 Entergy Corp., Annual Report (Form 10-K), at 233 and 241 (Feb. 24, 2017). 
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In 2013, the Entergy Operating Companies integrated into and became transmission-

owning members of the Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc. (“MISO”).  Currently, 

the Entergy Operating Companies own transmission and generation assets located in MISO.  

They also participate in MISO’s energy and capacity markets.  The Entergy Operating 

Companies deliver electricity to 2.9 million retail customers,17 and rates for that service are 

subject to the jurisdiction of the States of Arkansas (for EAI), Louisiana (for ELL), Mississippi 

(for EMI), and Texas (for ETI), and the Council of the City of New Orleans (for ENO).  For 

purposes of serving their retail customers, the Entergy Operating Companies own and lease a 

diversified portfolio of generation resources, including gas/oil, nuclear, coal, solar and 

hydroelectric resources.18   

Entergy Nuclear is a wholesale power marketer and public utility that is a market 

participant in the markets administered by ISO New England Inc., New York Independent 

System Operator, Inc. (“NYISO”), and MISO.  Entergy Nuclear markets the capacity, ancillary 

services, and energy output of generating facilities owned by affiliate companies, including a 

fleet of four nuclear reactors located in the Midwest, New England, and New York.  Together, 

these nuclear reactors have a capacity of approximately 3,500 MW. 

With respect to the price formation underpinnings of the Proposed Rule, Entergy Nuclear 

has previously explained that it is imperative to get energy price formation right in geographic 

areas with states that are predominately unbundled, meaning states in which entities serving 

retail customers purchase most of their needs from merchant suppliers.19  This is critical in order 

                                                           
17 Id. at 233. 
18 Id. at 241. 
19 See Price Formation in Energy and Ancillary Services Markets Operated by Regional 
Transmission Organizations and Independent System Operators, Docket No. AD14-14-000, 
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to ensure that these wholesale markets, including those in New York and New England, 

efficiently and cost-effectively provide for fuel diversity, fuel security, and resource adequacy by 

informing both investment and retirement decisions for merchant generation. 

C. Summary of Comments 

Entergy Services appreciates the Department of Energy’s recognition that both nuclear 

and fossil energy facilities play key roles in a diverse electricity system.  As the Commission 

determines how to address the Proposed Rule, however, Entergy Services urges it to keep in 

mind the following important principles: 

First, the organized wholesale electricity markets have brought great value to the industry 

and customers, and they generally have succeeded in providing reliability through transparent 

and independent transmission planning and congestion management through market price 

signals.  The Commission should be careful to consider the potential impacts of the Proposed 

Rule and preserve the benefits of the RTOs and ISOs. 

Second, cost allocation must be done correctly.  Customers who already pay for 

resiliency and fuel diversity should not have to pay twice for these attributes, and they should be 

exempt from new wholesale market charges for resiliency and fuel diversity. 

Third, in recognition of the regional differences approved in the development of each 

RTO or ISO market, the Commission should permit regional differences in how RTOs and ISOs 

provide compensation for grid resiliency.  For similar reasons—namely, the variations in State 

approaches to resource adequacy and resource mixes—any Final Rule resulting from the 

Proposed Rule, and any RTO or ISO filings that follow, should not preempt lawful state or local 

decisions about which resources provide value to customers in their jurisdictions. In recognition 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
Post-Technical Workshop Comments of Entergy Nuclear Power Marketing, LLC (filed Mar. 6, 
2015). 
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of regional differences and the record before it, in promulgating any final rule, the Commission 

initially should apply the proposed rule to only the eastern RTOs with mandatory centralized 

capacity markets. 

Fourth, RTOs and ISOs should have sufficient time to work with stakeholders to develop 

proposals and compliance filings to meet any Final Rule requirement and parties should have 

adequate opportunity to review and respond to the RTO and ISO compliance filings.  At a 

minimum, parties should be entitled to the normal 21-day protest deadline for rate filings. 

II. COMMENTS 

Entergy Services supports and agrees with the Department of Energy’s recognition that 

fuel diversity is important and ultimately benefits customers.  As the Commission considers the 

Proposed Rule and the Department of Energy’s objective of supporting fuel diversity, Entergy 

Services urges it to take into account the principles described below.  

A. The Commission Should Preserve the Value of the RTO and ISO Markets 
 

As described above, the Entergy Operating Companies integrated into MISO in 

December 2013.  Recently, the Operating Companies, in compliance with obligations to their 

state and local regulators, have undertaken a process to examine the benefits of participation in 

MISO and estimate the benefits and costs of continued participation in the RTO.20  This analysis 

                                                           
20 See Project to Evaluate the Costs and Benefits of Entergy Texas, Inc.’s Participation in MISO, 
Entergy Texas, Inc.’s Report on Costs/Benefits of MISO Membership, PUCT Docket No. 46397 
(filed Aug. 24, 2017); Application Requesting that the Council of the City of New Orleans 
Extend its Finding that it is in the Public Interest for ENO to Participate in the Midcontinent 
Independent System Operator, Inc. Regional Transmission Organization, Application, CNO 
Docket No. UD-17-02 (filed May 24, 2017), Supplemental Direct Testimony (filed Aug. 23, 
2017); Application of Entergy Louisiana, LLC Regarding Continued Participation in the 
Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc. Regional Transmission Organization, 
Application, LPSC Docket No. U-34447 (filed Apr. 21, 2017), Supplemental Direct Testimony 
(filed July 21, 2017); In the Matter of a Show Cause Order Directed to Entergy Arkansas, Inc. 
Regarding Its Continued Membership in the Current Entergy System Agreement, or any 
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shows that customers of the Entergy Operating Companies have realized meaningful benefits 

from MISO participation to date.  Additionally, the Operating Companies’ projections of future 

costs and benefits show that Operating Company customers will continue to receive meaningful 

net benefits for the foreseeable future from their participation in MISO.  As it considers the 

proposed rule, the Commission should exercise care not to erode the types and level of benefits 

of RTO participation that the Entergy Operating Companies and their customers experience as 

members of MISO.   

Membership in MISO provides value for customers in the form of energy-related benefits 

achieved through the more efficient commitment and dispatch of the resources available across 

the region.  Customers also received capacity-related benefits through reduced planning reserve 

requirements, and other types of benefits.  In terms of quantifiable benefits, the Operating 

Companies estimate their savings from participation in MISO from 2014 to 2016 at over $600 

million.  Other qualitative benefits include: (1) price and informational transparency that allows 

Market Participants to increase market efficiency, make sound resource investment decisions, 

and enhance system reliability; (2) enhanced transmission planning coordination that aligns 

investment costs with expected benefits; and (3) a centralized approach to seams management 

that optimizes power flow between areas. 

The Operating Companies’ projections of future benefits are based, in part, on the 

assumption that MISO will continue to operate efficient and reliable markets with meaningful 

price signals that allow for effective resource investment decisions.  In this respect, MISO has 

made significant progress in reducing uplift costs and ensuring that energy prices reflect the true 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
Successor Agreement Thereto, and Regarding the Future Operation and Control of Its 
Transmission Assets, MISO Review Report, APSC Docket No. 10-011-U (filed Dec. 16, 2016), 
Second Supplement MISO Review Report (filed July 12, 2017).  
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marginal cost of supply.  For example, in March 2015, MISO implemented Extended LMP, a 

form of fast-start pricing that is consistent with the requirements in the Commission’s December 

2016 Notice of Proposed Rulemaking that is referenced in the proposed rule.21  In May 2017, 

MISO implemented the second phase of Extended LMP that expands the resources that are 

eligible to set prices.22  ESI supports MISO’s efforts in these and other areas to work with 

stakeholders to ensure proper price formation.23  The Commission should consider whether the 

proposed rule has the potential to reverse the strides that MISO has made in energy price 

formation in its markets. 

Given the flexibility the Commission has afforded each RTO to develop its markets to fit 

the needs of its members, a one-size-fits-all approach to the current proposed rule could degrade 

markets in any particular RTO.  As the proposed rule is currently not well-defined, it has the 

potential to produce conflicts with current market rules and otherwise create unintended 

consequences.  As such, the Commission should avoid any Final Rule that directly or indirectly 

damages the RTO and ISO markets and reduces the benefits of those markets.    

                                                           
21 See Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc., Docket No. ER12-668-000, 
Informational Compliance Filing Regarding Extended Locational Marginal Pricing (filed Aug. 
29, 2016); Notice, 82 Fed. Reg. at 46,944 & n.36. 
22 See Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc., Informational Forum presentation at 9 
(May 2016), available at https://www.misoenergy.org/Library/Repository/Meeting%20Material/
Stakeholder/Informational%20Forum/2017/20170523/20170523%20Informational%20Forum
%20Presentation.pdf 
23 See, e.g., Price Formation in Energy and Ancillary Services Markets Operated by Regional 
Transmission Organizations and Independent System Operators, Docket No. AD14-14-000, 
Comments of Entergy Services, Inc. (filed Apr.6, 2016) (commending MISO for, inter alia, 
“ma[king] strides toward maximizing market surplus for consumers and suppliers through new 
platforms and products such as Extended Locational Marginal Pricing (Extended LMP) and the 
Ramp Capability Product”). 
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B. The Costs of Compensating Fuel-Secure Generation Units Should Be Fairly 
Allocated to Customers that Benefit from those Units 
 

Under the Proposed Rule, a resource does not qualify as a “grid reliability and resiliency 

resource” if it is subject to cost of service rate regulation by a state or local regulatory 

authority.24  This may prevent over-recovery of costs by generators by ensuring that they do not 

receive two forms of cost-of-service revenues, but it fails to address a potential issue of double 

payment by certain customers.  The Proposed Rule is silent as to how the costs of the “reliability 

and resiliency rate” will be allocated, and as the Commission considers this issue, it should apply 

its own “cost-causation” principles. 

Many customers already pay for resiliency and fuel diversity through cost-of-service 

rates or other lawful State-based programs.  For example, MISO is predominately composed of 

traditional vertically-integrated utilities subject to state and local regulation.  Most of the MISO 

member states and localities exercise plenary and exclusive jurisdiction over decisions regarding 

the type and amount of generation constructed within their boundaries by the utilities they 

regulate and the costs those utilities are allowed to recover in retail rates.  In this way, state and 

local regulators ensure diversity of fuel resources consistent with each area’s needs and those 

regulated utilities’ customers bear the cost burden and the reliability and resiliency benefits of 

those local regulators’ decisions.  Even when state and local commissions do not specifically 

make findings regarding reliability or resiliency, their review and approval of cost-of-service 

rates for generation units that provide reliability and resiliency attributes results in customers 

paying for those benefits.  In any rule adopted by the Commission to establish reliability and 

resiliency rates, it must ensure that those customers that already are charged for resiliency and 

fuel diversity, through cost-of-service rates for example, will be exempt from those wholesale 

                                                           
24 See Notice, 82 Fed. Reg. at 46,948. 
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market charges.  To do otherwise could impose double charges for these services on those 

customers that are already supporting diverse and fuel-secure resources.   

An appropriate exemption for customers who already pay for resources that satisfy the 

first four “grid reliability and resiliency resource” criteria is therefore necessary to satisfy the 

Commission’s cost-causation principle: “all approved rates [must] reflect to some degree the 

costs actually caused by the customer who must pay them.”  K N Energy, Inc. v. FERC, 968 F.2d 

1295, 1300 (D.C. Cir. 1992).  The Commission should acknowledge that grid reliability and 

resiliency attributes may have limited geographic range or limited application depending on 

transmission constraints.  Further, typically when customers pay for cost-of-service rates for 

fuel-secure resources pursuant to a state or locality-driven process, the jurisdiction approving 

these rates requires that the resources be capable of serving those customers.  It would be unfair 

to require customers to pay for additional grid reliability and resiliency resources when they 

derive little or no benefits from the added resources, and the Commission should therefore 

require RTOs and ISOs subject to a Final Rule in this proceeding to consider the need for an 

exemption for these customers.25 

C. The Commission Should Recognize Regional Differences and Respect Lawful 
State Decisions Regarding Generation Resources 

 
As the Commission evaluates the need for resiliency and reliability resources and 

additional compensation for those resources, it also should be mindful of the regional differences 

                                                           
25  The Commission previously has recognized the need to apply cost-causation principles in 
allocating the costs of System Support Resources that provide full cost-of-service compensation 
to resources needed to maintain transmission system reliability: it rejected a pro rata allocation 
methodology in favor of one based on the reliability benefits received.  See Midcontinent Indep. 
Sys. Operator, Inc., 148 FERC ¶ 61,071 at PP 59-69 (2014), aff’d, 150 FERC ¶ 61,104 at PP 73-
89 (2015), appeal pending, Verso Corp. v. FERC, D.C. Cir. No. 15-1098 (filed Apr. 17, 2015). 
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between the wholesale electric markets that the Commission has allowed to develop over time.26  

As discussed above, some regions already provide compensation for grid resiliency and promote 

fuel diversity through the actions of state and local regulators.  In this regard, federal action 

should not preempt lawful state decisions about which resources provide value to the customers 

in each state.  The Federal Power Act expressly leaves decisions about generation, including the 

mix of resources, and siting to states.27  By taking into account these regional differences, the 

Commission may be able to identify markets in which there is a more urgent need for 

compensation of resiliency resources.  

For example, there may be a more urgent need for compensation of resiliency resources 

in RTOs with mandatory centralized capacity markets as compared to RTOs that do not rely on 

centralized capacity markets to support merchant generation.28  While not entirely clear, the 

proposed rule appears to take into account regional differences and, as a result, limits the scope 

of the application of the rule to those generation resources physically located within RTOs with 

                                                           
26 See, e.g., Midwest Indep. Transmission Sys. Operator, Inc., 139 FERC ¶ 61,199 at P 38 (2012) 
(“[T]he Commission has consistently rejected a one-size-fits-all approach to resource adequacy 
in the various RTOs due, in large part, to significant differences between each region.”), order 
on reh’g, 153 FERC ¶ 61,229 (2015); Am. Transmission Sys., Inc., 140 FERC ¶ 61,226 at P 35 
(2012) (“RTOs are not required to adopt a one-size-fits-all approach.  RTOs, rather, are required 
to adopt tariff terms and conditions that are just and reasonable.”), petition for review denied sub 
nom. FirstEnergy Serv. Co. v. FERC, 758 F.3d 346 (D.C. Cir. 2014); Wholesale Competition in 
Regions with Organized Electric Markets, Order No. 719, 125 FERC ¶ 61,071 at P 234 (2008) 
(requiring RTOs and ISOs “to modify, where necessary, their market rules governing price 
formation during periods of operating reserve shortage,” but “not mandat[ing] any specific 
approach to this reform.  Rather, because each market design is different, the changes to market 
rules should reflect each region’s market design.”), order corrected, 126 FERC ¶ 61,261 (2009), 
order modified on reh’g, 128 FERC ¶ 61,059 (2009), order on reh’g, 129 FERC ¶ 61,252 
(2009). 
27 FPA § 201(b), 16 U.S.C. § 824(b).  
28 In Docket No. AD13-7-000, discussed in the Notice, 82 Fed. Reg. at 46,944 and n.28, the 
Commission established the proceeding to consider how centralized capacity market rules were 
supporting the procurement and retention of resources necessary to meet future reliability and 
operational needs.  
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centralized capacity markets, that is, the eastern RTOs of NYISO, PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. 

(“PJM”), and ISO New England, Inc.29  The Commission has previously relied on regional 

differences to reject requests for mandatory centralized capacity markets in MISO, finding that 

the “market and regulatory framework, with the largely vertically-integrated nature of the MISO 

region, has provided the basis for resource sufficiency in MISO for a significant period of time, 

and therefore there appears to be no need . . . to require a mandatory auction to manage resource 

adequacy.”30   Also, the Commission has “generally accept[ed] the role for state regulatory 

authorities in resource adequacy requirements.”31  If the assumption regarding potential 

application of the rule to the three eastern RTOs is incorrect, the Commission should find that it 

is premature to apply any rule adopted pursuant to the Proposed Rule to MISO because a 

sufficient record does not exist to show an urgent need to compensate reliability and resiliency 

resources in MISO.      

D. The Commission Should Allow a Reasonable Comment Period 
 

The Department of Energy proposes that RTOs submit compliance filings 15 days after 

the effective date of any Final Rule and that the tariff changes take effect 15 days after the 

compliance filings are due.  These proposed implementation dates are unreasonable and 

unworkable.  They could lead to premature proposals that do not meet the Proposed Rule’s 

purpose of improving the competitive wholesale electric markets in the RTO and ISO regions 

and otherwise could have unintended consequences.  In the recent Fast Start Pricing Proposed 

                                                           
29 The scope of the final rule appears to be limited to those RTOs and ISOs “with energy and 
capacity markets.”  Notice, 82 Fed. Reg. at 46,948.  In addition, the DOE staff report on which 
the Notice heavily relies to support its Proposed Rule identifies only three regions as having 
capacity markets: PJM, NYISO and ISO New England. U.S. Department of Energy, Staff Report 
to the Secretary on Electricity Markets and Reliability, at 2 (Aug. 17, 2017).  
30 Midwest Indep. Transmission Sys. Operator., Inc., 153 FERC ¶ 61,229 at P 46 (2015). 
31 Id. at P 116. 

20171023-5112 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 10/23/2017 8:44:39 AM



13 
 

Rule which proposed concrete changes to RTO pricing rules for a discrete and well-defined set 

of resources, the Commission proposed that RTOs make compliance filings 90 days after the 

effective date and specifically requested comment “on whether 90 days is sufficient time for 

RTOs/ISOs to develop new tariff language in response to any Final Rule.”32   If the Commission 

identifies a reliability or resilience service that must be provided in RTO markets, it should direct 

the RTOs, with their respective stakeholder groups, to work collaboratively to develop designs 

specific to their respective regions to rectify the situation.  Such process typically takes more 

than 15 days after the effective date to ensure the rules developed meet the stated purposes and 

do not have unintended effects on other tariff provisions or undercut other efforts under 

development.  Furthermore, any tariff changes made pursuant to this Proposed Rule should 

provide at least the same due process protections available for any FPA section 205 filing, that is, 

60 days’ notice to the public of the proposed changes.33   Once the compliance filings are 

submitted, at a minimum, parties should be entitled to the normal 21-day protest deadline for rate 

filings.34   In sum, if the Commission adopts any rule pursuant to this Proposed Rule, it should 

allow a reasonable period for RTOs to coordinate with their stakeholders in order to submit a 

workable proposal in their compliance filings that does not create unintended consequences in 

the RTO markets. 

                                                           
32  Fast-Start Pricing in Markets Operated by Regional Transmission Organizations and 
Independent System Operators, FERC Docket No. RM17-3-000, 157 FERC ¶ 61,213 at P 67 
(Dec. 15, 2016). 
33 FPA § 205(d), 16 U.S.C. § 824d(d). 
34 18 C.F.R. § 35.8 (Absent an instruction by the Commission otherwise, “any protest or 
intervention to a rate filing … must be filed … on or before 21 days after the subject rate filing”). 
In the absence of an adequate comment period, parties might challenge whether the Commission 
has provided the required “meaningful opportunity for comment” under the Administrative 
Procedure Act.  See, e.g., North Carolina Growers’ Ass’n, Inc. v. United Farm Workers, 702 
F.3d 755, 770 (4th Cir. 2012) (noting that “instances actually warranting a 10-day comment 
period will be rare,” and “generally characterized by the presence of exigent circumstances in 
which agency action was required in a mere matter of days”). 

20171023-5112 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 10/23/2017 8:44:39 AM



14 
 

III. COMMUNICATIONS 

Correspondence and communications regarding this proceeding should be addressed to 

the following persons, and it is requested that the names and addresses listed below be placed on 

the Commission’s official service list established for this proceeding: 

Andrea Weinstein 
Vice President 
Federal Regulatory Affairs 
Entergy Services, Inc. 
101 Constitution Avenue, NW 
Suite 200 East 
Washington, DC  20001 
(202) 530-7342 
aweinst@entergy.com 

Jennifer Amerkhail 
Assistant General Counsel 
Entergy Services, Inc. 
101 Constitution Avenue, NW 
Suite 200 East 
Washington, DC  20001 
(202) 530-7316 
jamerkh@entergy.com 
 
 

      Karis Anne Gong Parnham 
Senior Counsel 
Entergy Services, Inc. 
101 Constitution Avenue, N.W. 
Suite 200 East 
Washington, DC 20001 
(202)-530-7338 
kparnha@entergy.com 

 
IV. CONCLUSION 
 

For the foregoing reasons, Entergy Services, Inc. respectfully requests that the 

Commission consider these comments in determining its further actions on the Secretary’s 

Proposed Rule. 

Respectfully Submitted, 
/s/__________________________  
Jennifer Amerkhail 
Karis Anne Gong Parnham  
Entergy Services, Inc.  
101 Constitution Avenue, NW  
Suite 200 East  
Washington, DC 20001 
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