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L. INTRODUCTION
PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, PLACE OF EMPLOYMENT, TITLE, AND
BUSINESS ADDRESS.
My name is John “Jake™ A. Chapman. I am Vice President of Special Projects for United
Professionals Company, LLC (“UPC”). UPC’s address is 3850 North Causeway
Boulevard, Suite 1930, Metairie, Louisiana 70002.
PLEASE DISCUSS YOUR EDUCATIONAL AND PROFESSIONAL
BACKGROUND.
[ hold a Bachelor of Accountancy, cum laude, and a Master of Business Administration,
concentration in Finance, both from Loyola University New Orleans. [ have further
completed continuing professional education courses sponsored by the Center for Public
Utilities at New Mexico State University and the Regulatory Training Initiative of the
National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners (“"NARUC™). I am a Certified
Depreciation Professional (“CDP™) by the Society of Depreciation Professionals. I am a
fully licensed Investment Banking Representative (Series 79), Registered Investment
Adviser (Series 65), and I have passed my Securities Industries Essentials (*SIE”) exam,
all of which are conferred or administered by the Financial Industry Regulatory Authority
(“FINRA™). I maintain an active license in Building Construction with the Louisiana State
Licensing Board for Contractors. Since 2012, I have been employed by UPC or one of its
affiliates in roles of increasing responsibility in the areas of investment banking and
corporate finance, asset management and investment advisory services. venture capital,
business development. healthcare finance consulting, program management and

development. and accounting. operations, and compliance. Currently, my primary
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endeavor is working with UPC and its team of consultants in providing utility regulatory
consulting and expert witness services.

ON WHOSE BEHALF ARE YOU APPEARING IN THIS DOCKET?

I am appearing on behalf of the Louisiana Public Service Commission (“LPSC” or
“Commission”) Staff.

WHY ARE YOU SUBMITTING THIS DIRECT TESTIMONY?

UPC was retained by the Commission to review an application (the “Application”) filed
by Entergy Louisiana, LLC (“ELL”™ or the “Company”) in accordance with the

Commission’s General Order dated September 20, 1983 (the 1983 General Order™)’
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seeking certification of, and approval for, ELL’s proposal to conduct an uprate (the
“Uprate™ or “Uprate Project™) at the Company’s Waterford 3 Steam Electric Station
(“Waterford 3” or the “Plant”) located in Killona, Louisiana. Additionally, ELL is
requesting that the Commission determine that the costs associated with the Uprate Project
are deemed eligible for recovery through the Additional Capacity Mechanism (“ACM?”) as
part of ELL’s Formula Rate Plan (“*FRP™), with the Commission expressly making such

authorization despite the Uprate Projects’ projected first-year non-fuel, retail revenue

requirement being below $10 million.

SPECIFICALLY, WHAT IS ELL REQUESTING IN THE APPLICATION?

ELL’s Application includes several substantive prayers for relief, which | summarize as

follows:

LPSC General Order dated September 20, 1983 (/n re: in the Matter of the Expansion of Utility Power Plani;
Proposed Certification of New Plant by the LPSC), as amended by General Order (Corrected) in Docket No. R-
30517 (In re: Possible modifications (o the September 20, 1983 General Order to allow (1) for more
expeditious certifications of limited-term resource procurements and (2) an exemption for annual and seasonal
liguidated damages to block energy purchases) dated May 27, 2009.
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o Find that the Uprate Project serves the public convenience and necessity, is
in the public interest, and is therefore prudent, in accordance with the
Commission’s 1983 General Order. (Prayer for Relief 1)

o Find that, with respect to the Uprate Project, the Company has complied
with, or is not in conflict with, the provisions of all applicable LPSC General
Orders. (Prayer for Relief 2)

o Find that the costs of the Uprate Project are eligible for recovery through
the ACM in ELL’s FRP and, further, that ELL is authorized to include the
costs in its Additional Capacity Revenue Requirement even if the project’s

incremental annual revenue requirement is less than $10 million. (Prayer
for Relief 3)

WHAT ISSUES ARE YOU ADDRESSING IN YOUR TESTIMONY?

My Direct Testimony addresses the LPSC Orders applicable to ELL’s requests in this
proceeding. as well as Staff’s proposed monitoring plan related to the Uprate Project. My
colleague at UPC, Mr. Sisung, in his Direct Testimony discusses Waterford 3 and the
proposed Uprate Project, analyzes ELL’s stated need for the capacity to be provided by the
Uprate Project, evaluates the economic justification of ELL’s proposed Uprate Project, and
discusses the recovery method proposed by ELL to recover the costs of the Uprate Project.
WHAT DID YOU RELY ON IN PREPARING YOUR TESTIMONY?

I reviewed and relied on ELL’s filed Application and supporting exhibits, including the
direct testimony and exhibits of the Company’s four witnesses. I also reviewed and
analyzed the information provided by ELL in response to numerous data requests

propounded by Staff.

II. APPLICABLE LPSC ORDERS

WHAT LPSC ORDERS DOES ELL CONTEND ARE APPLICABLE TO ITS

PRAYERS FOR RELIEF IN THIS PROCEEDING?

L]
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A. Primarily, the 1983 General Order. Although, ELL states that the Market-Based
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Mechanisms General Order (“MBM Order”)* may be relevant.’

Q9. HOW IS THE 1983 GENERAL ORDER APPLICABLE TO ELL’S PRAYERS FOR
RELIEF IN THIS PROCEEDING?

A. The 1983 General Order requires that:

No electric public utility subject to the jurisdiction of the Commission shall
commence any on site construction activity or enter into any contract for
construction or conversion of electric generating facilities or contract for
the purchase of capacity or electric power, other than emergency or
economy powered purchases, as well as the exemption listed in Paragraph
7(a), without first having applied to the Commission for a certification that
the public convenience and necessity would be served through completion
of such project or confection of such contract.*

Q10. DOES THE SCOPE OF THE UPRATE PROJECT AS PROPOSED BY ELL IN
THIS DOCKET NECESSITATE COMPLIANCE WITH THE 1983 GENERAL
ORDER?

A. Yes.

Q11. WHAT INFORMATION IS ELL REQUIRED TO SUBMIT WITH ANY

APPLICATION TO THE COMMISSION PURSUANT TO THE 1983 GENERAL

ORDER?

LPSC General Order, Docket No. R-26172, Subdocket A (Feb. 16, 2004) (/n re: Development of Market-Based
Mechanisms to Evaluate Proposals to Construct or Acquire Generating Capacity to Meeting Native Load.

Supplements the September 20, 1983 General Order), as amended by General Order No. R-26172, Subdocket B

(Nov. 3, 2006), further amended by the April 26, 2007 General Order, and further amended by General Order
No. R-26172, Subdocket C (Oct. 29, 2008), and further amended and superseded by General Order 10-14-2024,
Docket No. R-34247 (Oct. 14, 2024).

Direct Testimony of Patrick A. Sullivan at 4.

1983 General Order at 3.
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Per the terms of the 1983 General Order and of relevance to the proposed Uprate Project:
specific data utilized by the utility in justification of the generation project, an itemized
projection of total costs, and the scheduled completion date with appropriate time schedules
for the percentage of the total project to be completed by specific target dates.’

HAS ELL COMPLIED WITH THESE FILING REQUIREMENTS OF THE 1803
GENERAL ORDER WITH ITS INSTANT APPLICATION?

Yes. In his Direct Testimony, ELL witness Mr. Willis provides the estimated costs to
complete the Uprate Project classified by specific cost components.® Regarding the
scheduled completion date with appropriate time schedules, Mr. Willis represents that the
turbine cooling water heat exchangers replacement, stator cooling water skid replacement,
pressure increase for generator cooling system. current transformer replacement, and
feedwater heater level control valve replacement are currently planned to be completed in
the scheduled fall 2026 refucling outage.” The final component of the Uprate Project, the
high-pressure turbine inner casing replacement is scheduled to be completed during a 2029
outage to coincide with existing high-pressure turbine inspection work already scheduled.®
ELL’s justification for the Uprate Project is included throughout its Application and

supporting testimony, and is particularly supported by the resource planning needs asserted

3 1983 General Order at 4.

Direct Testimony of Jason E. Willis at 14.

Id at 10.

8 Id atl13.
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by Company witness Ms. Beauchamp” and the economic analysis and assumptions offered
by Company witness Mr. Boratko."”

DO YOU BELIEVE THAT ELL’S APPLICATION IN THIS PROCEEDING
MEETS THE FILING REQUIREMENTS SET FORTH IN THE 1983 GENERAL
ORDER?

I do.

DOES THE 1983 GENERAL ORDER OUTLINE ANY ADDITIONAL
REQUIREMENTS INCUMBENT UPON ELL RELATED TO ITS APPLICATION
IN THIS PROCEEDING?

Yes. Should the Commission approve ELL’s Application to initiate the Uprate Project,
ELL “shall notify the Commission immediately when it is determined that project or
contract costs will exceed that stated in the application or the completion date for
commercial operation is extended.”!! I recommend that such requirement as stated in the
1983 General Order be adopted as part of the monitoring plan that I am proposing for ELL
in this proceeding related to the Uprate Project as discussed later in Section III of my
testimony.

TURNING NOW TO OTHER COMMISSION ORDERS POTENTIALLY
RELEVANT TO ELL’S APPLICATION IN THIS PROCEEDING, WHAT IS THE

MBM ORDER?

9

10

Direct Testimony of Laura K. Beauchamp, generally.

Direct Testimony of Daniel C. Boratko. generally.

1983 General Order at 4.
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The Commission’s MBM Order requires electric utilities subject to the Commission’s

jurisdiction to “employ a market-based mechanism [(e.g.. a Request for Proposals or

“RFP™)] to support the addition of generating capacity intended to serve LPSC-

jurisdictional retail customers, whether through the construction of that capacity. the

acquisition of that capacity, or the contracting for that capacity through a Purchase Power
Agreement (“PPA”).!?

DOES THE MBM ORDER PROVIDE FOR ANY EXEMPTIONS?

Yes. Per the terms of the MBM Order:

2. The following generating capacity investments or contracts do not
require the formal use of a market-based mechanism:

(b) modifications to an existing unit which expand the unit’s capacity
either by less than 10 percent or by less than 50 MW ... 1

DO YOU BELIEVE THAT THE SCOPE OF THE UPRATE PROJECT AS
REPRESENTED BY ELL IN ITS APPLICATION IN THIS PROCEEDING
QUALIFIES FOR EXEMPTION FROM THE MBM ORDER?

I do. The scope of the Uprate Project as represented by ELL in its Application in this
proceeding would qualify for exemption from the MBM Order pursuant to Paragraph 2(b)
of the MBM Order as stated in the previous question. The Uprate Project as proposed
would provide an additional 45 MWe of unit capacity (less than 50 MW) and with an

existing capacity of 1,150 MWe, the proposed modifications to the existing Waterford 3

12

Attachment (Rules) to the MBM Order at 3.

Id.
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unit resulting from the Uprate Project proposed by ELL would be less than 10% (115
MWe) of the unit’s existing capacity.
DOES THE MBM ORDER ADDRESS A CONTINUING OBLIGATION OF
PRUDENCE ASSOCIATED WITH AN EXEMPT CAPACITY PROCUREMENT?
Yes. Paragraph 6 states that:
Any capacity investment exempt from the market-based mechanism must
be supported with the appropriate justification at the time the utility seeks
Commission approval or rate recovery for that investment. For any such
exempt capacity addition or PPA, the utility retains the obligation to
prudently implement, construct and/or manage the resource consistent
with the objective to provide reliable service at the lowest reasonable
cost.!
Accordingly, if the Uprate Project is certified, ELL retains the obligation to prudently

implement, construct, and manage the resource consistent with the objective to provide

reliable service at the lowest reasonable cost.

1. MONITORING PLAN

IS ELL PROPOSING ANY MONITORING PLAN ASSOCIATED WITH THE
UPRATE PROJECT?

No. ELL does not propose or offer for Commission consideration any construction, cost,
or prudence monitoring plan in either its Application or Direct Testimony in this
proceeding.

DO YOU RECOMMEND THAT THE COMMISSION IMPOSE UPON ELL A
MONITORING AND REPORTING REQUIREMENT FOR THE UPRATE

PROJECT?

14

Attachment (Rules) to the MBM Order at 4 (emphasis added).
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Yes. I recommend that the Commission impose upon ELL a formal monitoring and
reporting requirement as a condition of any approval granted in this proceeding.

WHAT IS THE BASIS FOR RECOMMENDING A MONITORING PLAN?

My recommendation is grounded in three factors.

First, all cost estimates provided by ELL for the Uprate Project are Class 5
estimates, which by definition carry a wide range of potential cost variance.

Second. the 1983 General Order requires utilities to notify the Commission when
project costs are expected to exceed those presented in an application or when completion
schedules materially change.

Third, the Commission has previously required periodic reporting and ongoing
oversight in certification proceedings involving projects with material cost and execution
risk, consistent with prior Staff testimony regarding construction reporting requirements in
other recent ELL dockets.

WHAT SPECIFIC REPORTING REQUIREMENTS DO YOU RECOMMEND?
[ recommend that ELL be required to file quarterly monitoring reports with the
Commission for the duration of the Uprate Project. At a minimum, those reports should

include:

ey

Updated project cost estimates by major component;

2. Identification of the current estimate classification (e.g., Class 5, Class 4, Class 3);

3. A comparison of updated projected costs to the original estimates presented in this
proceeding:

4. An updated project schedule, including milestone completion status:

5. Identification of any material scope changes or newly identified risks; and,
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6. Whether the scope, design. or operating assumptions of the Uprate Projects have
changed from what was originally estimated by ELL in its Application in a manner that
affects Waterford 3°s licensed thermal power or other NRC-regulated parameters such
that ELL would be required to seek additional NRC review or approval to complete the
Uprate Project.

These reports should be informational and shall not be construed as a finding of prudence

or approval of incurred costs. Nothing in such reports shall limit the Commission’s

authority to disallow costs determined to be imprudent.

DO YOU RECOMMEND ANY SPECIFIC COST OVERRUN TRIGGERS?

Yes. Because ELL has provided only Class 5 estimates in this proceeding, I recommend in

each quarterly report that if the projected total costs of the Uprate Project exceed the Class

5 estimates presented by ELL in its Application in this proceeding by more than 30%

(consistent with a Class 3 estimate accuracy range of -20% / +30%), ELL be required, as

part of its next quarterly report, to file a written justification explaining whether

continuation of the Uprate Project remains reasonable and/or whether the Uprate should be
modified, deferred, or cancelled before incurring significant additional costs.

WHY IS A CLASS 3-BASED TRIGGER APPROPRIATE?

A Class 3 estimate represents a materially higher level of engineering definition and cost

certainty than a Class 5 estimate. Using a Class 3-based threshold ensures that the

Commission’s review is informed by more reliable information while still providing an

opportunity to reassess the Uprate Project before costs escalate beyond reasonable bounds.

DO YOU ALSO RECOMMEND A FINAL PRUDENCE REVIEW?
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Yes. I recommend that the Commission conduct a prudence review of the Uprate Project
upon completion. Such a review should evaluate whether the Uprate was implemented in
a reasonable and prudent manner, consistent with the representations made by ELL in this
proceeding, the requirements of the 1983 General Order, and the Commission’s general
ratemaking standards. ELL should make a filing to support the prudence of its planning,
construction, and implementation of the Uprate Project within 6 months of the completion

of the Uprate.

IV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Based on my review of the record in this proceeding, I make the following
recommendations:

1. The Commission find that ELL, with respect to the proposed Uprate Project as
represented in its Application in this proceeding, has complied with, or is not in
conflict with, the provisions of the 1983 General Order or the MBM Order.

2. The Commission should require ELL to comply with a formal monitoring and
reporting plan for the Uprate Project, including quarterly reports and cost-overrun
justification triggers, as discussed in Section III above.

3. The Commission should expressly require a prudence review of the Uprate Project

upon completion, as discussed in Section III above.

i |
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L INTRODUCTION

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, PLACE OF EMPLOYMENT, TITLE, AND
BUSINESS ADDRESS.

My name is R. Lane Sisung. I am President of United Professionals Company, LLC
(“UPC”). My business address is 3850 North Causeway Boulevard, Suite 1930, Metairie,
Louisiana 70002.

PLEASE DISCUSS YOUR EDUCATIONAL AND PROFESSIONAL
BACKGROUND.

[ hold a Bachelor of Science degree in Accounting from Louisiana State University in
Baton Rouge, Louisiana, and I sat for and passed the Certified Public Accounting
Examination. I attended Loyola School of Law, where I was a member of the Law Review
and received my Juris Doctor degree. 1 then furthered my legal and accounting education
at the University of Florida where I received an L.L.M. in Tax Law. I am a fully licensed
General Securities Representative (Series 7), General Securities Principal (Series 24),
Options Principal (Series 4), Financial and Operations Principal (Series 27). and Registered
Investment Adviser (Series 65). 1 am a member of the Society of Utility Regulatory
Financial Analysts, by which I have been qualified as a Certified Rate of Return Analyst
(“CRRA™). Thave over thirty years of experience in working on financial, regulatory, real
estate, and investment transactions. My current primary endeavor is managing and
providing regulatory consulting and expert witness services for UPC.

PLEASE BRIEFLY DESCRIBE YOUR PRIOR REGULATORY EXPERIENCE.

I have provided consulting and expert witness services in numerous regulatory matters for

state regulators and at proceedings at the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
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(“FERC™), including rate determinations, mergers and acquisitions, prudence
determinations, generator certifications, transmission certifications, tax matters, sale-
leaseback transactions, forensic investigations, revenue requirements, storm damage cost
recovery, and other general rulemaking matters. Attached as Exhibit RLS-001 is an
illustrative list of the utility regulatory dockets in which I have provided services. In
addition to working on specific dockets, I am also currently advising the Louisiana Public
Service Commission (“Commission” or “LPSC”) in matters related to the participation by
its regulated electric utilities in the Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc.
(“MISO™) and Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (“SPP”) Regional Transmission Organizations
(“RTOs").

ON WHOSE BEHALF ARE YOU APPEARING IN THIS DOCKET?

[ am appearing on behalf of the Commission Staff (“Staff™).

WHY ARE YOU SUBMITTING THIS DIRECT TESTIMONY?

UPC was retained by the Commission to review an application (the “Application”) filed
by Entergy Louisiana, LLC (“ELL” or the “Company”) in accordance with the
Commission’s General Order dated September 20, 1983 (the 1983 General Order”)!
seeking certification of, and approval for, ELL’s proposal to conduct an uprate (the
“Uprate” or “Uprate Project”) at the Company’s Waterford 3 Steam Electric Station
(“Waterford 3” or the “Plant”) located in Killona, Louisiana. Additionally, ELL is

requesting that the Commission determine that the costs associated with the Uprate Project

LPSC General Order dated Scptember 20, 1983 (In re: in the Matter of the Expansion of Utility Power Plant;
Proposed Certification of New Plant by the LPSC), as amended by General Order (Corrected) in Docket No. R-
30517 (In re: Possible modifications to the September 20, 1983 General Order to allow (1) for more
expeditious certifications of limited-term resource procurements and (2) an exemption for annual and seasonal
liguidated damages to block energy purchases) dated May 27, 2009.
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are deemed eligible for recovery through the Additional Capacity Mechanism (“ACM”) as
part of ELL’s Formula Rate Plan ("FRP”), with the Commission expressly making such
authorization despite the Uprate Projects’ projected first-year non-tuel, retail revenue
requirement being below the required $10 million floor.
SPECIFICALLY, WHAT IS ELL REQUESTING IN THE APPLICATION?
ELL’s Application includes several substantive prayers for relief, which | summarize as
follows:
o Find that the Uprate Project serves the public convenience and necessity, 1S
in the public interest, and is therefore prudent, in accordance with the
Commission’s 1983 General Order. (Prayer for Reliet 1)
o Find that, with respect to the Uprate Project, the Company has complied

with, or is not in conflict with, the provisions of all applicable LPSC General
Orders. (Prayer for Relief 2)

o Find that the costs of the Uprate Project are eligible for recovery through

the ACM in ELL’s FRP and, further, that ELL is authorized to include the

costs in its Additional Capacity Revenue Requirement even if the project’s

incremental annual revenue requirement is less than $10 million. (Prayer

for Relief 3)
HOW IS STAFF’S TESTIMONY STRUCTURED?
Section Il of my Direct Testimony discusses Waterford 3 and the proposed Uprate Project.
Section III analyzes ELL’s stated need for the capacity to be provided by the Uprate
Project. Scction IV evaluates the economic justification of ELL’s proposed Uprate Project.
Section V discusses the recovery method proposed by ELL to recover the costs of the

Uprate Project. Finally, Section VI of my Direct Testimony summarizes my conclusions

and recommendations.
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My colleague at UPC, Mr. Chapman, addresses in his Direct Testimony the LPSC Orders
applicable to ELL’s requests in this proceeding, as well as Staff’s proposed monitoring
plan related to the Uprate Project.
WHAT DID YOU RELY ON IN PREPARING YOUR TESTIMONY?
[ reviewed and relied on ELL’s filed Application and supporting exhibits, including the
direct testimony and exhibits of the Company’s four witnesses. I also reviewed and
analyzed the information provided by ELL in response to numerous data requests
propounded by Staff.

IL. WATERFORD 3 AND THE PROPOSED UPRATE PROJECT
WHAT IS WATERFORD 3?
Located on the Mississippi River in Killona, Louisiana (St. Charles Parish). Waterford 3 is
a single unit, pressurized water reactor design (“PWR”) nuclear power plant that
commenced commercial operations in September 1985. The Plant is owned by ELL and
operated by an affiliate, Entergy Operations, Inc. ("EOI”). Waterford 3 currently has a
maximum capacity of approximately 1,150 MW. The Plant’s nuclear reactors were
manufactured by Combustion Engineering (now Siemens Energy) and contains turbine
generators manufactured by Westinghouse. Approximately 745 people are employed at

Waterford 3.2

Entergy, “Waterford 3 Steam Electric Station,” available at https://www.entergy.com/nuclear/waterford-3 (last
visited Feb. 10, 2026).
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IS WATERFORD 3 SUBJECT TO ANY FEDERAL REGULATORY
OVERSIGHT?

Yes, extensively. The Energy Reorganization Act of 1974 created the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (“NRC”), the independent federal agency with exclusive authority to license,
regulate, and oversee the safety of commercial nuclear power plants in the United States.
Prior to the NRC, the Atomic Energy Act of 1946 (and later the Atomic Energy Act of
1954) vested this authority in the Atomic Energy Commission AECH

IS WATERFORD 3 CURRENTLY LICENSED BY THE NRC?

Yes. Waterford 3 was first issued an operating license by the NRC on March 16, 1985.
This original operating license was a 40-ycar license and was sct to expire on December
18, 2024. However, the NRC issued (at ELL and EOI’s request) a renewed license to
Waterford 3 on December 27, 2018 that extended the Plant’s licensure for an additional 20
years. Waterford 3’s NRC operating license is currently set to expire December 18, 20444
IS THERE A CHANCE THAT WATERFORD 3 WILL OPERATE PAST
DECEMBER 18, 2044?

Yes. ELL is currently considering a second license renewal (or “subsequent license

renewal”) for Waterford 3 that would be expected to extend the Plant’s NRC operating

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, “History,” https://www.nrc.gov/about-nrc/history (last reviewed/updated
Feb. 20, 2025; last accessed Feb. 10, 2026).

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, “Waterford Steam Electric Station, Unit 3,” https://www.nrc.gov/info-

finder/reactors/wat3 (last reviewed May 6, 2022; last accessed Feb. 10, 2026)

Ln
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license for an additional twenty years to 2064.> However, ELL has not yet commenced
any work on an application for subsequent license renewal for Waterford 30

IS THERE A LIMIT AS TO HOW MANY SUBSEQUENT LICENSE RENEWALS
THE NRC MAY GRANT A NUCLEAR FACILITY?

It is my understanding that neither the Atomic Energy Act nor the NRC’s regulations
impose a limit on the number of operating renewals that may be granted for a nuclear power
plant.’

ARE THE OWNERS AND OPERATORS OF NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS
REQUIRED TO MEET CERTAIN CRITERIA IN ORDER TO MAINTAIN
LICENSURE BY THE NRC?

Yes, continuously. Like any other nuclear power plant in the United States, ELL and EOI
as owner and operator of Waterford 3 must ensure that the Plant remains in constant
compliance with the facility’s operating license and technical specifications, as well as
NRC regulations. The NRC maintains a rigorous inspection and oversight regime that
includes on-site resident inspectors, routine inspections, special inspections, and
performance-based reviews. Owners and operators of the facility must also maintain robust
plant safety systems, education and training programs, reporting procedures, and

emergency preparedness plans.

3

Direct Testimony of Jason E. Willis at 5.

®  ELL Response to Discovery Request Staff 1-22 (attached as Exhibit RLS-002).

Direct Testimony of Jason E. Willis at 5 (referencing the Atomic Energy Act of 1934).
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WHAT IS AN UPRATE?

In this instance, an “uprate” generally refers to a set of upgrades or other modifications to
an electric generator’s plant equipment that are undertaken to increase the facility’s
electrical output. The NRC provides that there are three categories of uprates, and as
explained later these uprates require a license amendment.

First, are Measurement uncertainty recapture power uprates that increase output
less than 2 percent and are achieved by implementing enhanced techniques for calculating
reactor power. This involves the use of state-of-the-art feedwater flow measurement
devices to more precisely measure feedwater flow, which is used to calculate reactor
power. More precise measurements reduce the degree of uncertainty in the power level,
which is used by analysts to predict the ability of the reactor to be safely shutdown under
postulated accident conditions.

Second, are Stretch power uprates that typically increase output up to 7 percent
and are within the design capacity of the plant. The actual value of percentage increase in
power a plant can achieve and stay within the stretch power uprate category is plant-
specific and depends on the operating margins included in the design of a particular plant.
Stretch power uprates usually involve changes to instrumentation setpoints but do not
involve major plant modifications.

Third, are Extended power uprates that are greater than stretch power uprates and

have been approved for increases in output as high as 20 percent. These uprates require
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significant modifications to major balance-of-plant equipment such as the high-pressure
turbines, condensate pumps and motors, main generators, and/or transformers.®
DESCRIBE ELL’S PROPOSED WATERFORD 3 UPRATE.

As contemplated by ELL, the Uprate Project proposed for Waterford 3 would increase the
clectrical output of the facility by 45 MWe without increasing the MWt output (an
“efficiency uprate”).” With a current net electrical output of approximately 1,150 MWe,
ELL’s proposed Uprate Project would increase the electrical output of Waterford 3 to
nearly 1,200 MWe. '

WILL ELL BE REQUIRED TO SEEK NRC APPROVAL OR A LICENSE
AMENDMENT TO IMPLEMENT THE WATERFORD 3 UPRATE PROJECT?
According to ELL, as an efficiency uprate, the Uprate Project is not expected to require an
amendment to Waterford 3’s NRC operating license. ELL explains that when the NRC
licenses a commercial nuclear power plant, it establishes limits on the maximum thermal
power output of the reactor core, expressed in megawatts thermal (“MWt”).!'" Any project
that would increase the licensed thermal power level above the NRC-approved limit would

require the plant owner to seek and obtain an NRC license amendment.

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, “Types of Power Uprates,”

https://www.nrc.gov/reactors/operating/licensing/power-uprates/type-power (last reviewed/updated Mar. 10,

2020; last accessed Feb. 10, 2026) (describing measurement uncertainty recapture, stretch, and extended power
uprates).

Application at 4, Further, MWe represents the net electrical power exported from a generating unit to the

transmission system, measured at the generator terminals, or point of interconnection, and excludes power
consumed by the plant’s auxiliary equipment.

10 Application at 4.

MWt represents the thermal power generated in the reactor core, measured as heat output prior to conversion to

electricity, and excludes any consideration of electrical generation or plant efficiency.
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ELL represents that the Uprate Project is an efficiency uprate because electrical
output would be achieved through improvements to secondary-side equipment. These
improvements include more efficient turbine components and associated balance-of-plant
upgrades that do not increase the licensed thermal power output of the reactor core. Based
on that representation, ELL states that the Uprate Project is not expected to trigger the need
for NRC approval or a license amendment because it does not increase licensed thermal
power. 2
HAS STAFF IDENTIFIED INFORMATION THAT SUPPORTS ELL’S
DESCRIPTION OF THE NRC LICENSING FRAMEWORK?

Yes. When the NRC licenses a commercial nuclear power plant, it sets a limit on the
maximum heat output, or power level, of the reactor core. 3 For Waterford 3, this limit is
3,716 MWt.'* Any “uprate” that would cause Waterford 3 to exceed the limit of its NRC-
licensed maximum power level (i.e., 3,716 MWt) would require ELL to apply for and
receive an operating license amendment from the NRC. For example, the NRC would
require ELL to seek approval before completing one of three types of typical power uprates
designed to increase the maximum licensed thermal output of Waterford 3’s nuclear
reactor. These types of power uprates include measurement uncertainty recapture uprates

(increases output less than 2%), stretch power uprates (increascs output between 2% and

12 Direct Testimony of Jason E. Willis at 11-12. Also, see ELL Response to Discovery Request Staff 1-23
(attached as Exhibit RLS-003).

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, “Backgrounder on Power Uprates for Nuclear Plants” (Fact Sheet),
https.//www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/fact-sheets/power-uprates (last reviewed/updated Jan. 12,

2022: last accessed Feb. 10, 2026) (providing overview of NRC power uprates, including types, review process,
and history of approved uprates).

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, “Waterford Steam Electric Station, Unit 3, https://www.nre.gov/info-

finder/reactors/wat3 (last reviewed May 6, 2022; last accessed Feb. 10, 2026)
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7%), and extended power uprates (increases output up to 20%)."* As planned by ELL, the
Uprate Project would constitute an “efficiency” uprate'® and according to ELL would not
result in an increase to Waterford 3’s reactor power.!” Rather, ELL intends to achieve an
incremental 45 MWe of electrical output at Waterford 3 through the operation of more
efficient low-pressure turbine rotors previously installed during the spring 2025 refueling
outage as well as additional modifications to be undertaken during future refueling outages
in the fall of 2026 and later in 2029 to support the new, more efficient low-pressure turbine
rotors.'® ELL contends that the increased output resulting from the Uprate Project will be
within the design limits of Waterford 3 following the refueling outage scheduled for the
fall of this year when the Uprate Project is placed in service. I

Despite identifying corroborating information, Staff has not independently
evaluated whether implementation of the Uprate Project will require changes to NRC-
licensed thermal limits or other license conditions and relies on ELL’s representations for
purposes of this proceeding. Should the scope, design, or operating assumptions of the
Uprate Project be different than represented or change in a manner that affects licensed
thermal power or other NRC-regulated parameters, additional NRC review or approval

could be required.

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, “Backgrounder on Power Uprates for Nuclear Plants” (Fact Sheet),
https://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/fact-sheets/power-uprates (last reviewed/updated Jan. 12,

2022: last accessed Feb. 10, 2026) (providing overview of NRC power uprates, including types, review process,
and history of approved uprates).

ELL Response to Discovery Request Staff 1-23 (attached as Exhibit RLS-003).
Direct Testimony of Jason E. Willis at 9.
Id. at 11-13.

ELL Response to Discovery Request Staff 1-23 (attached as Exhibit RLS-003).

10
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CAN YOU GENERALLY DISCUSS THE SCOPE OF WORK ASSOCIATED
WITH THE PROPOSED UPRATE PROJECT?

To be clear, the replacement of the three low-pressure turbine rotors that ELL completed
at Waterford 3 during the refueling outage in spring of 2025 is not part of the scope of the
proposed Uprate Project. Per ELL, these rotors had reached the end of their useful lives,
and ELL would have replaced these three low-pressure turbine rotors at Waterford 3 even
if it were not contemplating the Uprate Project.® That said, the scope of the Uprate Project
includes modifications to certain other equipment that ELL contends, along with the three
newly-replaced low-pressure turbine rotors, will allow ELL to achieve an additional 45
MWe of electrical output at Waterford 3. These modifications are scheduled to occur
during two upcoming refueling outages. During refueling outage scheduled in the fall of
this year, ELL intends to replace the turbine cooling water heat exchangers, stator cooling
water skid, current transformer, and feedwater heater level control valve. Additionally,
ELL will also work to increase the pressure for the generator cooling system and begin the
MISO Definitive Planning Phase (“DPP”) Study necessary to increase ELL’s right to inject
additional energy from Waterford 3 onto the transmission grid. This scope of work is
scheduled to be undertaken during the fall 2026 refueling outage should result in 40 MWe
of the total 45 MWe elcctrical output being realized from the Uprate Project (the “Phase 1

Upgrades™).”'

20 ELL Response to Discovery Request Staff 1-9 (attached as Exhibit RLS-004).

21

Direct Testimony of Jason E. Willis at 11.

11
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HOW AND WHEN DOES ELL INTEND TO REALIZE THE REMAINING 5 MWE
ELECTRICAL OUTPUT RESULTING FROM THE UPRATE PROJECT?

During the refueling outage scheduled during 2029, ELL intends to replace Waterford 3’s
high-pressure turbine inner casing to realize the remaining 5 MWe electrical output
resulting from the Uprate Project (the “Phase 2 Upgrades™). The Company states that this
scope of work is planned for the 2029 refueling outage to coincide with existing high-
pressure turbine inspection work already scheduled during that refueling outage that will
require opening up the high-pressure turbine.*

HAS ELL PROVIDED COST ESTIMATES ASSOCIATED WITH THE UPRATE
PROJECT?

Yes, twice. ELL witness Jason Willis provided an itemized budget for the Uprate Project
by component as HSPM Table 1 within his Direct Testimony. ELL then provided an
itemized budget in response to a discovery request by Staff. The table below (Table RLS-

001 (HSPM)) incorporates both budgets provided by ELL:

2 Id at13.

12
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Table RLS-001 (HSPM) |
Source Direct Testimony ELL Response to
of Jason Willis at Data Request
14 (HSPM Table 1) | Staff 1-8%
“As Of" Date lune 2025 November 17,
| 2025 N
Project Component Cost ($MM) Cost (SMM)
Turbine Cooling Water Heat BE )
Exchanger Replacement
Stator Cooling Water Skid Faia Pl
| Replacement
Increase Hydrogen Pressure | -
Current Transformer = =
Replacement
Feedwater Heater Level Control ] =
Valve Replacement
HP Turbine Inner Casing ] pon]
Replacement
MISO DPP Application Fee - ] |
Total o S
Transmission Upgrades (Staff 1-
12}24
MISO ERIS Upgrades Not Yet Identified a5
MISO NRIS Upgrades | _Not Yet Identified I

Q22. DO THE ABOVE ITEMIZED BU DGETS PRESENTED IN TABLE RLS-001 HSPM
AND OFFERED BY ELL REPRESENT A CERTAIN COST ESTIMATE?

A, Yes. All of these costs are Class 5 estimates (-50% to +100%).%

Q23. WHAT TYPES OF COSTS ARE INCLUDED WITHIN EACH OF THESE

PROJECT COMPONENTS?

" " .

ELL Response to Discovery Request Staft 1-8 and Attachments (attached as Exhibit RLS-005).
2 ELL Response to Discovery Request Staff 1-12 (attached as Exhibit RLS-006).

25 ELL Response to Discovery Request Staff 1-8 and Attachments (attached as Exhibit RLS-005).

13
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Q24. DO ANY OF THE ESTIMATED COSTS INCLUDED IN THE ITEMIZED

BUDGETS CONTAIN A CONTINGENCY?
ELL has stated that the only contingency included is an approximate - related to

the Current Transformer Replacement project component.”’

5. HAS ELL INDICATED WHETHER THE UPRATE PROJECT WILL BE

PERFORMED BY COMPANY PERSONNEL OR OUTSIDE CONTRACTORS?
ELL has indicated that most of the work will be performed by outside contractors, with
some tasks being performed by Waterford 3 employees. ELL further states that all work

will be overseen by Company personnel.*®

26

Id.
Id.

Direct Testimony of Jason E. Willis at 15.

14
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Q26. YOUR TABLE RLS-001 (HSPM) ABOVE INDICATES THAT THE ESTIMATED

COSTS RELATED TO TRANSMISSION UPGRADES WERE NOT YET
IDENTIFIED AS OF JUNE 25, 2025 BUT ESTIMATES ARE INCLUDED AS OF
NOVEMBER 17, 2025. CAN YOU PLEASE ELABORATE?

Mr. Willis stated in his Direct Testimony that his cost estimates “do not account for any
transmission upgrades that may be required for the uprate, but any such upgrades are
believed at this time to be relatively minor.”*’ At the time of his Direct Testimony (July
2025), Mr. Willis further stated the necessary transmission studies to be conducted by
MISO to determine whether the uprated capacity at Waterford 3 would require a change to
the facility’s MISO interconnection were to begin in late August 2025 and he expected
them to be completed by the end of the year.*” Since the filing of Mr. Willis’s Direct
Testimony, Staff issued a data request to ELL requesting “all updates on the status of the
MISO Interconnection study related to the Uprate Project... [and] any known and
necessary changes to the scope and estimated costs of the Uprate Project as a result of the
MISO study.”®! At that time (November 2025), ELL then responded that MISO had
provided draft Phase 1 study results that estimated approximately _ for ERIS
upgrades and_ for NRIS upgrades resulting from the Uprate Project. However,
these costs could ultimately increase or decrease as the Phase I study released by MISO at

32

the time was a draft and the process was not yet complete.

29

Id. at 14.
Id at 16.
ELL Response to Discovery Request Staff 1-12 (attached as Exhibit RLS-006).

Id.
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BASED ON THE WIDE RANGE OF COST UNCERTAINTY ASSOCIATED WITH
A CLASS 5 LEVEL ESTIMATE, WHAT DO YOU RECOMMEND REGARDING
THE COSTING OF THE PROPOSED UPRATE PROJECT?
[n his testimony, Mr. Chapman recommends that ELL be required to submit to a
monitoring plan for the Uprate Project. Such plan should include ELL providing
continuing updates of the costs as they are known by ELL, and if projected costs were to
materially increase above the proposed estimate, ELL should provide a justification for the
continuation of the project or the cancellation of the project. Further, to the extent
additional costing information is available at the time ELL submits its Rebuttal Testimony
in this proceeding, such information should be provided.

I11. ELL’S STATED NEED
WHAT IS ELL’S PRIMARY JUSTIFICATION FOR PROPOSING THE UPRATE
PROJECT?
As described in the Direct Testimony of ELL witness Ms. Beauchamp, ELL’s projected
load (plus a planning reserve margin) exceeds the capacity of the Company’s existing and
LPSC-approved resources. This is exacerbated by the Company’s need to serve several
new high-profile loads that have been announced by the Company over the last year, as
well as the Company’s planned deactivation of certain generating units and the upcoming
expiration dates of existing PPAs currently utilized by the Company.** Using ELL’s
Spring Seasonal Accredited Capacity (“SAC”) by MISO, R s e R
R e S R o R B R B S I SR

33

Direct Testimony of Laura K. Beauchamp Direct at 15.
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_4 Further, and specific to the environmental

attributes offered by nuclear generation, Ms. Beauchamp states that “ELL’s customers,
especially in the large commercial and industrial sector, increasingly are seeking carbon-
free generation options to meet their planning objectives, as well as the desires of their own
investors, customers, and the communities in the vicinity of their operations. Having this
access to kind [sic] of clean energy will allow these customers to meet their own
decarbonization and sustainability goals and encourage continued investment within the
state of Louisiana.”*® Ms. Beauchamp finally asserts that, “Satisfying this demand is
essential for fostering continued economic growth in Louisiana. Many businesses that are
considering Louisiana as a possible location have sustainability goals. As a result, a

prerequisite for such businesses locating in Louisiana is access to emission-free energy.”0

Q29. WHAT IS THE SCOPE OF “NEED” THAT YOU ARE EVALUATING IN THIS
PROCEEDING?

A. In this proceeding, my evaluation of need is limited to whether ELL has demonstrated a
need for approximately 45 MW of additional generating capacity, corresponding to the
incremental output associated with the proposed Waterford 3 Uprate Project. 1 am not
making a finding regarding ELL’s broader long-term resource requirements beyond this
incremental amount.

o 1d at16

3 Id at20.

*d.
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DO YOU AGREE THAT ELL HAS IDENTIFIED A NEED FOR THIS
INCREMENTAL 45 MW OF ADDITIONAL CAPACITY?

Yes. Based on my review of ELL’s testimony in this docket and my familiarity with ELL’s
recent certification proceedings, I find that ELL has identified a credible need for an
incremental 45 MW of additional generating capacity to maintain system adequacy in light
of projected load growth, announced large customer additions, planned generation
retirements, and expiring contractual resources.

IS YOUR FINDING OF NEED FOR 45 MW DEPENDENT ON ANY SINGLE
LOAD FORECAST OR CUSTOMER ANNOUNCEMENT?

No. My conclusion that ELL has demonstrated a need for approximately 45 MW of
additional capacity does not depend on any single forecast, customer commitment, or
planning assumption. Rather, I find that the combined effect of multiple factors supports
the existence of a reasonable need for this incremental amount of capacity.

DO YOU VIEW THE NEED FOR 45 MW AS A SHORT-TERM OR LONG-TERM
NEED?

[ view the need for an incremental 45 MW of capacity as a durable capacity need, rather
than a temporary or short-term imbalance. The factors cited by ELL that contribute to this
need extend beyond a single planning year and reflect ongoing capacity adequacy
considerations.

DOES YOUR FINDING OF NEED FOR 45 MW RELY ON ASSUMPTIONS
ABOUT FUTURE CAPACITY MARKET PURCHASES?

No. My determination that ELL has demonstrated a need for approximately 45 MW of

additional capacity does not rely on the assumption that ELL will procure capacity through

18
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future capacity market purchases. I evaluate need based on the requirement for physical
generating capacity sufficient to reliably serve load, independent of short-term market
transactions.

DID YOU CONSIDER THE TECHNOLOGY OR FUEL TYPE OF THE
RESOURCE WHEN DETERMINING WHETHER THERE IS A NEED FOR 45
MW?

No. For purposes of determining need in this docket, my focus is limited to whether ELL
requires an additional 45 MW of generating capacity, regardless of technology, ownership
structure, or fuel type. Consideration of the appropriateness or desirability of a particular
resource is addressed separately from the threshold question of need.

WHAT IS YOUR OVERALL CONCLUSION REGARDING NEED IN THIS
DOCKET?

I conclude that ELL has demonstrated a credible need for approximately 45 MW of
additional generating capacity. This conclusion is limited to the existence of need for that
incremental amount and does not prejudge whether the proposed Waterford 3 Uprate
Project is the most appropriate, economical, or prudent means of meeting that need.

EVALUATION OF THE ECONOMIC JUSTIFICATION OF THE PROPOSED
UPRATE PROJECT

CAN YOU DESCRIBE THE PURPOSE OF THE ECONOMIC TESTIMONY
OFFERED BY ELL IN SUPPORT OF THE WATERFORD 3 UPRATE PROJECT?
Yes. ELL witness Daniel Boratko explains that his testimony is intended to support ELL’s
Application by presenting the results of an economic analysis of the proposed Waterford 3

Uprate Project. That analysis evaluates both the costs required to achieve an incremental

19
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45 MWe increase in output at Waterford 3 and the economic benefits that ELL contends
its customers are projected to realize from that increase.”’

HOW DOES ELL FRAME THE ECONOMIC QUESTION ASSOCIATED WITH
THE UPRATE PROJECT?

ELL frames the economic question as whether the incremental capacity and energy
associated with a 45 MWe uprate at Waterford 3 produces net economic benefits for
customers when compared to the costs required to implement the project. As explained by
Mr. Boratko, ELL’s analysis assesses whether implementing the Uprate is economically
preferable to pursuing alternative sources of capacity that would otherwise be needed
absent the Uprate Project.**

WHAT COSTS DOES ELL INCLUDE IN ITS ECONOMIC EVALUATION OF
THE UPRATE PROJECT?

According to Mr. Boratko, ELL’s economic analysis includes the projected capital costs
associated with the projects required to implement the 45 MWe Uprate, as well as the return
of and on those capital expenditures. Mr. Boratko states that these costs were provided by
ELL’s Nuclear organization and are summarized in Exhibit DCB-1 accompanying his

testimony.>’

Direct Testimony of Daniel C. Boratko at 3.

B Id at4, 6.

% Id. at 4 and Exhibit DCB-1(HSPM).

20
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HOW DOES ELL CALCULATE THE ECONOMIC BENEFITS OF THE UPRATE
PROJECT?

Mr. Boratko explains that ELL’s economic analysis includes two primary benefit
components: incremental energy value and incremental capacity value associated with the
45 MWe increase. Incremental energy value is estimated using projected locational
marginal prices developed through production cost modeling, while incremental capacity
value is calculated based on ELL’s long-term avoided cost of capacity.*’

HOW DOES ELL DEFINE THE CAPACITY VALUE ASSOCIATED WITH THE
UPRATE PROJECT?

ELL defines the capacity value of the Uprate Project based on the avoided long-term cost
of developing new capacity. Specifically, Mr. Boratko states that the capacity value of the
Uprate Project is calculated using ELL’s then-current estimate of the levelized cost of a
new gas-fired combustion turbine, which ELL considers a commonly used proxy for the
lowest-cost source of accredited capacity.*!

WHY DOES ELL CONSIDER IT REASONABLE TO USE AVOIDED CAPACITY
COSTS IN ITS ECONOMIC ANALYSIS?

Mr. Boratko explains that, absent the additional capacity provided by the Uprate Project,
ELL would need to pursue an alternative source of capacity to meet its long-term needs.

For that reason, ELL contends it is reasonable to value the capacity provided by the Uprate

4 14 at 4-5.

414 at s,

21



S

10

11

20

21

Q42.

Q43.

Q44.

LPSC Docket No. U-37677
Direct Testimony of R. Lane Sisung

Project at ELL’s long-term avoided cost of capacity, rather than treating the incremental
output as surplus or discretionary.*

WHAT CONCLUSIONS DOES ELL DRAW FROM ITS ECONOMIC ANALYSIS?
Mr. Boratko testifies that, subject to certain identified uncertainties, ELL’s analysis shows
that implementation of the 45 MWe Uprate at Waterford 3 is projected to result in net
economic benefits to customers. Mr. Boratko further states that the analysis estimates a
positive net present value over the assumed implementation schedule for the Uprate
Project.*?

DID YOU ATTEMPT TO REPLICATE OR REPLACE ELL’S DETAILED
ECONOMIC MODEL?

No. I did not attempt to replicate or replace ELL’s production cost or financial modeling.
Instead, I evaluated the reasonableness and robustness of ELL’s economic justification
using the cost and benefit magnitudes disclosed in the record, consistent with the present-
value framework employed by ELL’s own witness.

HOW DOES ELL’S PRESENT-VALUE ANALYSIS FRAMEWORK INFORM
YOUR EVALUATION OF THE ROBUSTNESS OF ELL’S ECONOMIC
JUSTIFICATION?

My evaluation relies on the present-value framework used by ELL’s economic witness. In
his testimony, Mr. Boratko reports a net present value benefit of approximately $205
million and a present value of project costs of approximately $68.7 million. Because net

present value is calculated as the present value of gross benefits minus the present value of

2 Jd at6.

B Id at 3,7
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costs, and because those costs include return of and on capital, those figures imply total
present-value gross benefits on the order of $270 million, using the same present-value
framework described by Mr. Boratko.

Within that framework, the Uprate Project would cease to be economically
beneficial only if the present value of gross benefits were reduced by roughly $205 million,
if present-value costs increased by a comparable amount, or if some combination of
reduced benefits and increased costs eliminated that net benefit. [ therefore evaluated
whether reasonably foreseeable adverse outcomes, such as reduced capacity value, delayed
or unavailable tax credits, higher interconnection costs, schedule slippage, or higher project
costs, were sufficient, individually or in combination, to erode benefits by that magnitude.
Based on the magnitudes disclosed in the record, I concluded that while several of these
factors materially weaken the economics, they do not, under current planning assumptions,
climinate the entire net benefit reflected in ELL’s analysis.

HAVE YOU REVIEWED ELL’S ECONOMIC JUSTIFICATION FOR THE
WATERFORD 3 UPRATE PROJECT?

Yes. Ireviewed the direct testimony of ELL witness Daniel Boratko and the supporting
economic analysis prepared by Entergy Services. That testimony presents ELL’s
evaluation of the costs and projected benefits associated with increasing Waterford 3’s
output by 45 MWe and also explains the basis on which ELL claims the Uprate Project
produces net economic benefits when compared to alternative means of meeting capacity

needs.
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HOW DOES ELL QUANTIFY THE CAPACITY VALUE ASSOCIATED WITH
THE UPRATE PROJECT?

ELL characterizes the capacity value of the Uprate Project based on its long-term avoided
cost of capacity. In particular, ELL values the incremental 45 MWe using the estimated
levelized cost of a new gas-fired combustion turbine, which ELL treats as a proxy for the
lowest-cost source of new accredited capacity that would otherwise need to be developed
absent the Uprate.

DO YOU FIND ELL’S USE OF AVOIDED NEW-BUILD CAPACITY COSTS TO
BE A REASONABLE FRAME OF REFERENCE?

Yes, in general. I find it reasonable for ELL to evaluate the capacity value of the Uprate
Project by reference to the avoided cost of new physical capacity, rather than treating the
incremental output as surplus or discretionary. If ELL requires additional capacity over
the planning horizon, then comparing the Uprate to the cost of alternative capacity
resources provides a relevant economic benchmark.

DOES YOUR ECONOMIC ASSESSMENT RELY ON FUTURE CAPACITY
MARKET PURCHASES OR PLANNING RESOURCE AUCTION CLEARING
PRICES?

No. My assessment of the Uprate Project’s economic reasonableness does not rely on
assumptions regarding future capacity market purchases or Planning Resource Auction
(“PRA”) clearing prices. As I have previously stated, capacity market transactions are
short-term and financial in nature and do not ensure the availability of physical capacity

when needed to reliably serve load.
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HOW DO YOU TREAT THE ENERGY VALUE COMPONENT OF ELL’S
ECONOMIC ANALYSIS?

I recognize that ELL includes incremental energy value in its economic analysis based on
projected market prices. While energy value contributes to the overall economics, I do not
view incremental energy value, standing alone, as the primary driver of the project’s
justification. In my assessment, the more durable economic value of the Uprate Project is
associated with the provision of incremental, physically available capacity from a highly
reliable generating unit.

HOW DO YOU ACCOUNT FOR UNCERTAINTIES IDENTIFIED IN ELL’S
ECONOMIC ANALYSIS?

[ recognize that ELL’s economic analysis identifies several uncertainties, including the
treatment of federal tax credits and the outcome of interconnection-related processes. My
evaluation does not assume that all favorable outcomes occur exactly as projected. Instead,
[ considered whether the Uprate Project remains economically reasonable under a range of
plausible conditions, recognizing that cost, timing, and regulatory outcomes may vary.
Those uncertainties were evaluated in light of the present-value thresholds discussed
above.

DO YOU CONSIDER COST UNCERTAINTY IN REACHING YOUR
CONCLUSION?

Yes. 1 recognize that certain components of the Uprate Project remain subject to cost
uncertainty, including work scheduled for future refueling outages and estimates that are

preliminary in nature. My conclusion regarding economic reasonableness does not assume
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perfect cost certainty and contemplates the need for continued oversight as the project
progresses.
WHAT IS YOUR OVERALL CONCLUSION REGARDING THE ECONOMIC
JUSTIFICATION FOR THE UPRATE PROJECT?
Based on my review of ELL’s economic analysis and my independent evaluation, I
conclude that the Waterford 3 Uprate Project is economically reasonable under current
planning assumptions. This conclusion is grounded primarily in the value of incremental,
long-lived, physically deliverable capacity provided by an existing nuclear facility, rather
than reliance on short-term market mechanisms or speculative future transactions. Further,
my conclusion is based on the information currently available and does not preclude
additional review should project costs, scope, or underlying assumptions materially
change.

V. PROPOSED COST RECOVERY
HOW IS ELL PROPOSING TO RECOVER THE COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH
THE UPRATE PROJECT?
According to ELL witness Mr. Sullivan, the Company requests that the retail portion of the
costs associated with the Phase 1 Upgrades of the Uprate Project be recovered through the
ACM in ELL’s FRP.** ELL does not intend to seek recovery of the Phase 2 Upgrades
through the ACM and anticipates that those costs would be recovered through whatever

base recovery mechanism is in place when the Uprate Project is fully completed.*

4 Direct Testimony of Patrick A. Sullivan at 6.

¥ Id at8.
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WHAT IS THE ACM IN ELL’S FRP?
The ACM is a limited feature of ELL’s Commission-approved FRP that allows the
Company to recover the Additional Capacity Revenue Requirement (“ACRR”) associated
with certain LPSC-approved (or exempted from LPSC approval) supply-side capacity
resources outside of the FRP bandwidth mechanism during the first year of operation.
After that initial period, the revenue requirement is trued-up and realigned into Base Rider
FRP Revenue, where it becomes subject to the FRP earnings test.*®
IS THE ACM A GENERAL-PURPOSE MECHANISM FOR RECOVERING ALL
GENERATION-RELATED COSTS?
No. The ACM is not a general-purpose recovery mechanism. It applies only to narrowly
defined categories of capacity additions and only under the conditions set forth in Section
3.D of the FRP. The ACM was designed as a limited exception to the FRP bandwidth, not
as a mechanism to ensure immediate recovery for all generation investments that produce
customer benefits.
WHAT LIMITATIONS DOES THE FRP PLACE ON ACM RECOVERY FOR
ELL-OWNED CAPACITY RESOURCES?
For ELL-owned capacity resources, Section 3.D.1 of the FRP limits ACM recovery to the
first-year non-fuel, retail revenue requirement associated with:
a. The modification or replacement of an existing generating facility
having an incremental annual revenue requirement exceeding $10
million;

b. The acquisition of new generating facilities; and/or,

46

See ELL FRP at page 163.8, Section 3.D (available here: https://www.entergylouisiana.com/wp-

content/uploads/ell_frp.pdf).
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¢. The construction of a new generating facility, having an annual revenue
requirement exceeding $10 million (except as otherwise provided for in
Section 3.D.3 of the FRP), and/or unless otherwise authorized by the
Commission.*’
DOES THE UPRATE PROJECT MEET THE $10 MILLION THRESHOLD
APPLICABLE TO MODIFICATIONS OF EXISTING GENERATING
FACILITIES?
No. ELL witness Mr. Sullivan estimates the total annual revenue requirement associated
with the entire Uprate Project to be approximately $6.9 million. The revenue requirement
associated with the Phase 1 Upgrades that ELL seeks to recover through the ACM is even
lower—approximately $4.4 million after accounting for wholesale revenues recovered
through ELL’s FERC-regulated MSS-4 Replacement Tariff.**
WHAT IS ELL’S TEXTUAL ARGUMENT THAT THE UPRATE PROJECT CAN
STILL RECEIVE ACM TREATMENT UNDER THE FRP?
ELL argues that the phrase “unless otherwise authorized by the Commission™ allows the
Commission to authorize ACM recovery for the Uprate Project even though the project
does not meet the $10 million threshold. In effect, ELL seeks to extend discretionary

language expressly tied to the construction of new generating facilities to other categories

of owned capacity resources.*’

47 See ELL FRP at page 163.8, Section 3.D.1 (available here: https://www.entergylouisiana.com/wp-
content/uploads/ell frp.pdf).

#  Direct Testimony of Patrick A. Sullivan at 8.

¥ Id at7.
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DO YOU AGREE WITH ELL’S INTERPRETATION OF THE FRP?

I do not. The FRP’s “unless otherwise authorized by the Commission™ language appears
in subsection (c) describing the construction of a new generating facility, and it does not
appear in subsection (a), which expressly limits ACM treatment for modification or
replacement of an existing generating facility to projects exceeding $10 million.

WHAT IS YOUR INTERPRETATION OF THE FRP BASED ON THAT TEXTUAL
STRUCTURE?

My interpretation is that the FRP includes an explicit $10 million threshold for
modifications/replacements of existing generation and does not provide a parallel “unless
otherwise authorized” carve-out for that category. The Commission’s reserved
authorization language is tied to new construction in subsection (c), not to modifications
in subsection (a)

EVEN IF THE COMMISSION, IN THE EXERCISE OF ITS BROAD
AUTHORITY, WERE TO CONSIDER DEVIATING FROM THE TERMS OF THE
FRP AND GRANTING ACM RECOVERY FOR THIS PROJECT, DO YOU
RECOMMEND THAT IT DO SO?

No. Even if the Commission does have discretion under the FRP to authorize ACM
recovery for the Uprate Project, after reviewing ELL’s proposed justification for such
treatment, I do not recommend that such discretion be exercised in this case.

WHAT JUSTIFICATION DOES ELL OFFER FOR WHY IT SHOULD RECEIVE
ACM RECOVERY DESPITE NOT MEETING THE $10 MILLION THRESHOLD?
ELL primarily argues that ACM recovery is warranted in order to “match” the costs of the

Uprate Project with the customer benefits it contends the project will produce. Mr. Sullivan
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asserts that the increased electrical output from the Uprate Project is expected to be
achieved with no increase in fuel costs and no material change in operating expenses. He
further references ELL witness Mr. Boratko’s analysis estimating an $11.2 million
reduction in fuel expenses flowing through the Fuel Adjustment Clause in the first year of
Phase 1 operations, as well as approximately $13.1 million in nuclear production tax credits
that would flow through to customers pursuant to the Global Settlement Stipulation
Agreement approved in Docket No. U-36959 "
DO YOU FIND THIS “BENEFITS-MATCHING” RATIONALE A VALID BASIS
FOR ACM RECOVERY UNDER THE FRP?
No. The fact that a generation investment produces customer benefits is not, by itself, a
basis for recovery outside the FRP bandwidth. All prudent generation investments are
expected to produce customer benefits; that expectation is embedded in the FRP’s design.
[f the production of customer benefits alone were sufficient to justify ACM recovery, the
$10 million threshold, and other limitations in Section 3.D of the FRP would serve no
purpose. The FRP does not provide that costs should be removed from the earnings test
whenever a project produces favorable fuel, energy, or tax outcomes.

Allowing ACM recovery on the basis that a project produces benefits would
cffectively convert the ACM into a gencral “benefits-based” recovery mechanism, which
is inconsistent with the text and structure of the FRP and would fundamentally alter the

allocation of risks and rewards that was negotiated and approved.

0 1d at 6-7.
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HOW DOES THE FRP CONTEMPLATE CUSTOMER BENEFITS FROM
GENERATION INVESTMENTS BEING REFLECTED IN RATES?

Under the FRP, customer benefits from generation investments, such as reduced fuel costs,
increased market revenues, or tax credit flows, are generally reflected through existing
mechanisms, including the Fuel Adjustment Clause, formula-based earnings calculations,
and tax adjustment mechanisms. These benefits accrue to customers without requiring
costs to be removed from the FRP bandwidth. That structure allows customers to realize
the full benefit of favorable outcomes while preserving the incentive and risk framework
of the FRP. Nothing in the FRP suggests that these benefit-flow-through mechanisms were
intended to trigger or justify removal of costs that are specifically determined to be
included in the earnings bandwidth.

WHAT WOULD BE THE EFFECT OF GRANTING ACM RECOVERY ON THE
BASIS PROPOSED BY ELL?

Granting ACM recovery on the basis that a project produces significant customer benefits
would shift a portion of those benefits back to the Company by insulating the associated
costs from the FRP carnings test. That outcome would erode the bargained-for exchange
embodied in the FRP, under which ELL received formula-based recovery and reduced rate-
case exposure in exchange for accepting earnings risk on investments that fall below the
ACM materiality threshold.

WHAT ROLE DOES THE $10 MILLION THRESHOLD PLAY IN THAT
BARGAINED-FOR FRAMEWORK?

The $10 million annual revenue requirement threshold functions as a materiality screen. It

ensures that only large, discrete capacity investments that could meaningfully distort
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earnings if immediately subject to the FRP bandwidth are eligible for temporary recovery
outside the bandwidth. Smaller projects were intended to be absorbed within the normal
operation of the FRP.

Importantly, that threshold has remained fixed in nominal terms for more than a
decade and has not been adjusted for inflation or changes in construction and financing
costs. As a result, its real economic significance has declined over time. In that context,
the existing threshold alrcady reflects a more permissive standard than originally
contemplated when the FRP framework was negotiated and approved.

WHAT IS YOUR OVERALL RECOMMENDATION REGARDING ELL’S
REQUEST TO RECOVER UPRATE COSTS THROUGH THE ACM?

I recommend that the Commission deny ELL’s request to recover the revenue requirement
associated with the Uprate Project through the ACM. While the Uprate Project may be
economically reasonable and provide customer benefits, that does not entitle it to recovery
outside the FRP bandwidth. Denying ACM recovery preserves the bargained-for exchange
reflected in the FRP, ensures that customers retain the full benefit of favorable project
outcomes, and avoids expanding the ACM beyond the limits expressly negotiated and
approved by the Commission. Further, to be clear, a denial of ACM coverage is not a
denial of recovery, it just means that the costs of the Uprate Project will be recovered within

the normal operation of ELL’s FRP.
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VL CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Q68. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS IN THIS PROCEEDING.

A. Based on my review of the record in this proceeding, I make the following
recommendations:
1. The Commission should find that ELL has demonstrated a need for approximately

45 MW of additional generating capacity.

The Commission should find that the Uprate Project is economically reasonable
under current planning assumptions.

The Commission should deny ELL’s request to recover Uprate Project costs
through the Additional Capacity Mechanism of the FRP.

The Commission should require ELL to comply with a formal monitoring and
reporting plan for the Uprate Project, including quarterly reports and cost-overrun
justification triggers, as discussed further in Mr. Chapman’s Direct Testimony.
The Commission should expressly reserve the right to conduct a prudence review
of the Uprate Project upon completion, as discussed further in Mr. Chapman’s

Direct Testimony.
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Lo e U-35118 Enweray Louisiana, LLC 2014 Test Year Gas Rate Stabilization Filing Filed Staff Report
Service Commission =
Entergy Louisians, LLC Request to Terminate, of i the Alternanve Madify,
Lowisiana Public Gasisn the Fual Tracking Mechanism-A Request Initially Incloded in an April 2. R. Lane Sisung Testimony
Service Cummission itk 201% Compliance Filing in Dockst No 3244 Pursuaat to Order U-33244- Paul Chastan: Testimony
A [LPSC Docket No. U-35130)
Louisiana Public s Almes Erergy S = 2014 Rate Stabilization Clauss Filing for Louisizna Filed Staff Report
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Exhibit RLS-001
Robert Lane Sisung
Illustrative Experience

Trcket i
i il
Client IdentifierMNumber Matter Description
Louisiana Public i - " e i
L U-35200 Utilities Tng. of Louisiana 2018 Formula Rate Plan Annual Filing Filed Staff Report
Servige Commissian
Lamsiana Fublic 3 Entergy Louisiana, LLC's Formula Rate Plan Annual Evaluation Reports for g
B 4 i Fi ua ff Report
Service Commission thsts Test Years Ending December 31, 2018 | et Stalf depon
Louisiana Public 1-15799 om of Cleco Poser LLC for {1} Tmplementanon of Changss n Rates! R, Lane Sisuny Testimeny
Service Commission 2l s be Effective July 1, 2020 and (2) Extension of Existing Formula Rate Plan (Senlement)
y. i o " El han Corpan W TR
Louisiana Public - Application of Southwestern Elecinic Power Company U VEPCO) Br| g [ 1ne Sisung Testimony
e O ring U-35124 Certificanon and Approval of the Acquisition of Cerzin Renewable Reso Paul Chastant Testimony
S R in Accordance witn the MEM Order and the 1983 and 194 General Orders. | st T
Loulsiana Public . r_\p-plical.ion o.l'.F:ntc.rg_v ?.uuistiena. LLEC fer Approval of a. Ch;tr.g.z ir. Funding . .
Grs o i U-35350 for Decommissioning Trusts for Raver Bend and Waterfurd 3 Nuglear . Lane Sisung Testmony
Service Commissicn
Facilities
Lauisiana Public UA35370 Mation for Extension of Entergy Loussiana, LLC's Gas Rawe Stabilization, B Lane Sisung Te:
Service Commission R it | {Sertlemsnt}
250 lc | i
Lonistans Publas 135407 Cleco Pewer LLC Formila Rate Plan- Tune 2019 Monitoring Repart Filed Stafl Repart
Service Comamission
o T-15483 Eatergy Lowisiana, LLC 2019 Test Year Gas Rate Stahilization Filing ‘ Filed Statt Report
wice Commission
|
Leutglana Public. 115538 Utilities In¢. of Louisiana 2019 Formula Rate Plan Annual Filing | Filed Staif Report
Service Commission |
|
|
Louisiana Public FHEERE Applheation of Enteegy Louisigna, LLC for Extension and Mo B Lane Sigsung Testmony
1-33365 % 3 - v
Service Comemission Formula Rate Plan [Sertlement)
|
Lomsiana Public i Entergy Loussiana. LLC's Formula Rate Plan Annuzl Evaluauon Reports for . .
Service Commission o Test Years Endirg December 31, 2019 Fried S Repurt
Jaint Apphication of Cleco Power LLC and SWEPCO for - (1} authorization (o)
Leuisiana Public 35753 cloge the Owpow Mine, (1) awheonzation 10 melude and defer cerain
Service Commissica Ry elerated mine cloxing costs in fuel and related rate making treatments; and|
(i1} expedited (reatment |
Lowistena Public - Application of Entergy Louisiana, LLC for Approval of Ratemaking A

Service Commissign

| Adjussment for Interim Hurricane Laura Finaneing |

LPSC Docket No. U-37677

Direct Testimony of R. Lane Sisung
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Exhibit RLS-001
Robert Lane Sisung
Illustrative Experience

Client

Dacket
Identifier/Number

Maiter Deseriprion

UPC Deliverable

Service Commission

U-35806

[equest for recovery of lost revenues related 1o LPSC Special Crder nos, 21
2020, 2%-2020, and 43-2020 and reques? for accounting order

B Lane Sisung Testimony

Lawsiana Public
Service Commission

Applicanon of Cleso Power LLC for (1) Resovery in Rates of Certain Strom
Damage Costs Incurred as a Result of Hurricanes Laura Delta and Zetx

B Lane Sisung Testimony

Louisiana Public

Application: of Entergy Louissana LC for Awthorization to Tmplement an

T fana L : R. Lane S oy
Servios Commission e 2 Experimental Interruptible Option Rider, Rider EI0, and Related Refict e Sifong Fesnmiony
|
Lonisang Fulis. U-35862 Energy Louisiana, LLC 2020 Test Year Gas Rate Stabilization Filing ‘ Filed Stail Report
Service Commission .
[
i i Southwestern i py for the ifleati if
L.Jul?ﬂlsz }*\lU.u. L3593 ;?p?l.lc.altlon .or Soutl .we-nen Electric Power Company for Certification of] R Latic Sisung Testimiony
Service Commission the Trinity Sulur Project
Louisima Dublic. U002 Utilities Inc. of Louisians 2020 Formula Rate Plan Annual Filing Filed Staff Report
Servics Commissian
Leuissana Public e, Ltilities Ing., of Louisiana Request for Extension of Formulz Rate Plan with B. Lane Sisung Testimony
e U-36003
Service Commission Madi ons Thereto
Louisiana Public i Entergy Losnisana, LLCs Farmula Rate Flan Annual Evaluation Reports for .
! i e
Service Commission Tashe Test Years Euding December 31, 2020 Pt StafTRpct
Lowaizna Public T Entergy Loutsiana, LLC"s Appli for change in [» Rates . ~
Aoy -3 3 4 = P . Lane 5i3 T Ly
Service Commission gL for River Bend and Waterford 3 BLang Siatig ety
Eou:su:ma hﬂ:l.u_-. 5108 L'ﬂl:r_l%y 1_..qu=.=|aua, T_IT_C Application for “Power Through™ Program for P T Siing Tesdiidoy
Bervice Commission custamer sited generation
Lauisiana Publ - Dixie Electric Membership Cerporation, NextEra Energy Marketing, LLC| . .
36133 | i SEiEnony
Service Commi HARHS and Amite Solar, LLC"s Toint Application for Approval of Power Supply B Lane Sisung Tescienony
Lowsiana Public " Jeffersen Davis Eleciric Cooperative and NewtEra Marketing, LLC Joint .
136138 i it "
Service Commission U3l | Application for Agproval of Pawsr Supply Agreemeat R Casit: Sigurig Tostimady
Louisiana Pubdic 6165 SWEPCO Request for Certification of Kingstan Reliahbility Transmission Filed Staff Report

Service Commission

Praject

LPSC Docket No. U-37677
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Exhibit RLS-001
Robert Lane Sisung
Illustrative Experience

Client

Docket

Ildentilier/ Number

Matter Description UPC Deliverable

Louisiana Pukhe

Southwestern Power Company (SWEPCO} Application for recovery of Storm R, [ane Sisung Testmony

Service Commission

3617
Service Commission A8 Casts. Jonathan Bourg Testimony
Lauisiana Rublio: U-36259 SWEPCO certification of Rocking R Solar . Lace Sisung Testumony
Service Commussion
[
Louigiana Public . Entergy Lowsiana, LLC's Gas Rate Srabilization Plan Anmual Evaluation| ;
~362 S ; = i Fill g
Service Commission LEaedes Reports for Test Years Ending December 31, 2021 iled Staff Report
|
Lowiziana Public g .
36300 ication for g :E 5 1 . Sisung Testm
i PR L3630 Armos Application for Infrastructure Expansion Pragram ‘ B Lane Sisung Testamony
Lausstana Public U36338 v Louisiana, LLC's App of (as Rate Plan and R Lane Sisung Testimeny
Service Commission ity Infrastructues Rider Paul Chastant Testimany
|
|
Louisiana Public 25 Lowisiana, LLC's Formula Rate Plan Annual Evaluation Reports for z
-3 Ty -
Servce Commissica R cars Ending December 31, 2021 Filial S121T Repory
Las < Jogt - 2 iz Te: ny
MR P U361 National Water Inrastructure, LLC Rate Case | R-LoneSimag Festimony
Service Comimi | Paul Chastam Testimony
e B y ; ) isition: B CRrrieation
I i i o kil i
- cte bie Faciliti i s ¢ purch:
Service Commission : aii o oL el P PUICRESE  yonarhan Bourg Testimeny
agreements
Laouisiana Pubiic 5 A ©Cleco Power LLC Application for Cernfication of Unsolizited Otfer for Salar S
Servics Cormmission Ueasste Facility at Dolet Hills. Jenathian baxrg Testmtny
Louisiana Public < ; g ; i
S aries Comipiati U-36514 (Concordia Elestric Appheation for Cerufication of Power S E. Lane Sisung Testimeay
Louigiana Publ 3 i
s)::\_g are i 34515 Point Coupee Applicaton for Certification of Power Supply R Lane Sisung Testmony
|
Louis Public iaee
oulsiana L-36514 F. Lape Sisung Tesnmomy

|
SLEMCO Apnlication for Certification of Power Supply ‘

Serviee Commission

{Cleco Power, LLC June 30, 2022 Formula Rate Plan Annual Filing

Filed Staff Report

LPSC Docket No. U-37677

Direct Testimony of R. Lane Sisung
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Exhibit RLS-001
Robert Lane Sisung
Illustrative Experience

Docket

SaleRg Identifier/Number

Matter Description

LPC Deliverable

Louwsiana Public

Entergy Lovisiana, LLC's Application for Approval of the Entergy Future
Ready Resilience Plan

B Lane Sisung Testimany

Ammos Benewal of Louisiana Rate Stablization Plans {Cos of Capial Only)

Paul Chasiznt Tesumony

Entergy Lowsiana, LLC's Gas Rate Stabilization Plan Annual Evaluation
Repars for Test Years Ending December 31, 2022

| Filed Staff Report

ELL Application for Approval of Alternative Process to Secure up to
3,000MW of Solar Resources, Ceetification of the Resources, Expansion of the
Geaux Green Option, Approval of a New Renewzhle T and Relatzd
Relief

| R Lane Sisung Testmony

Applieation of Cleco Power LLC for {1} Implementation of Changes in Rates
w0 be Effective fuly 1, 2024; and (2) Extension of Existing Formula Rate Elan
|

| R. Lane Sisung teatimony

John Mayeaus Testimony

Jonathan Bourg Testimony -
(Serilement)

Application of Entergy Louisiana, LLC for Approval of Rate Case or
Extension of Formula Rate Plan to be effective September 1, 2024

Settlement Affidavit in suppert off
Megotiated Stipul Settlement
Agresment

Cleco Power 2023 Formula Rate Plan Annual Filing

Filed Staff Report

it s U-36623
Service Commission
L-2an5%
Lovigiana Public e
Serviee Commission
Lauisiana Public 36647
Service Commission
Louisiana Publ: .
16033
Service Commission L
i...:mm&nu Publ.lc : 116959
Service Cotnmission
L_,aulsmna ]‘ubl.u: ] 37082
Service Commission
Louisiana Public (237067

Service Comemission

the

Evaluation of Southwestsrn Electric Power Company's decision to retis
oy Power Plant pursuant to Commission Order No. LL36383-A

E. Lane Sisung tastimeny
Jorathan Bowrg Testimony

Louiziana Publiz
Servics Commission

uaTe

Entergy Louisiona, LLC 2023 Gas Rate Stabilization Plan Annual Filing

Filed Stuff Report

1803 Elecrric Cooperative, Tne - 2022 and 2023 Formula Rate Plan Annual

Active-MNothing Filed to Date

Laowsmna Public U
Lt U-37T122

Service Commission

Laouisiana Public 137151

Service Commission

Applicauon of Entergy Louisiana, LLC for Approval o Construct Bayou
Power Station, and for Cost Recovery

| R Lane Sisung Tesumony

Louisiana Pul
Service Commissicn

Applieation of Entergy Louisiana, LLC for Exemption ard'or Cerfication of
the West Bank 230%V Transmizsion Project

Louizizna Public

Service Commission LT

5

Southwestern Electric Power Compary’s 2023 and 2024 Formula Rate Plan
Annual Filings

1 R Lane Sisung Serdement

Active-Nothing Filed to Date

LPSC Docket No. U-37677
Direct Testimony of R. Lane Sisung
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Exhibit RLS-001
Robert Lane Sisung
Ilustrative Experience

Docket

UPC Deliverahle

Service Commuission

Mines

i Mart iption
Client IdentiBer/Nomber atter Descrip
Louistana Public 37183 Application of Entergy Lowssiana, LLC for approval of the Magnelia Capasity) R Lane Sisung Testimony
Service Commission s Credit Purchase Agreement, Cost Recovery, and Related Relie?
Lowsiana Public AT Cleco Power Securitization Financing of Dolet Hills Power and Associated Agtivg

R. Lans Sisung Testimony

Low:siana Public
Service Commigsion

| —
Application of Entergy Louisiana, TLC for Approval of Natural Gas Cost|
i Program

Active
F Lane Sisung Testmony

Service Commission

{Commussion General Order Dated Seprember 10, 2024

Louisiana Public 137371 |Ertegy Louisiana, LLC Test Year 2023 Formuls Rate Plan Evaluation Report | Active-Staff Reports Filed
Service Commission
|
Lowisiana Public . Appheation of Southwestern Electne Power Company Far Appeoval of a; >
37407 y : 1 n Bourg ey
Service Commission Vg Marual Gas Capacity Purchased Agreement anarsian B Testmeny
Louisiana Public e (Cleco Pawes, LLC Formula Rate Plan - Twelve Month Ending ((“TMS") June| = i
== 37421 - R Active-
Service Commission | Lok 0 2624 Monitaring Report eyt Reports Biled
|Ertesgy Louisiana, LLC Application for approval of generation and Active
R U-37428 transmision Tesources in connection with service 1o a single customer for a R. Lane Sisung Testimony
Service Commission ; i . .
project in Nerth Louisiana Take Chaprman Teshmeny
L ouicians Public . Pcmmn. fFIl' {)\.a cation of l&u!. E,wm.u prq—e.u.u: .lemc,a. as| ——
R L-37441 Transmission Faci . Appraval of Transfer of Functional Control of . Lane S Tastimony
b, Transmission Facilities to MISO, and for Expedited Consideration LA AR RERny
Appliation of Seuthwestern. Electric Power Company for Centification and
Louisiana Public 117ans Approval o Construct the Hallsville Natural Gas Plant and o Convert the Active
Service Commission ] Welsh Power Plant Units 1 and 3 to Namral Gas, in Accordance with the]  Jonathan Beurg Testimony
MBM Order and 1983 General Order
T ouisiana Publie Application of Entergy Louisians, LLC for Certification of the Wit Bank Active
i U347 500KV Transmission Project in Accordance with Lowisiana Public Service R, Lane Sisung Testimeny

Take Chapman Testimeny

Clece Power, LLC Application for Auth gon of Phase 1 of the|
Comprehensive Hardening Plan: {II1 Related Rare Recovery und (1D}
Expedited Treatment.

Active
R Lane Sisung Testimony

Louisiana Pubiic
Service Commission

1217494

1803 Electric Cooperative, Inc - 2024 Formula Rate Plan Annual Report

Lowuisizna Public
Service Comimission

1-37456

Entergy Loursiana, LL.C. Test Year 2024 Cas Rawe Stabalization Plan Filing.l
|

Active-Nothing Filed

Stafl Repotts Filed

LPSC Docket No. U-37677

Direct Testimony of R. Lane Sisung
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Exhibit RLS-001
Robert Lane Sisung
Illustrative Experience

Dicket

Client Identifier Number

Matter Description

UPC Deliverable

Loanswana Peblic

U-37502
Service Commission w2

Appheation for Southwestern Electrie Power Company for Extension af
Formuta Rate Plan and Service Quality lenprovement Plan

Active
R, Lane Sisung Testimony
Jenthan Bourg Testimony

Lousiana Pubhe

e I 37527
Service Cemmission

Applicaion of Entergy Louisiana, LLC for Certification of the East Bank
Geismar 230kV Project in Accordance with Louisizna Public Service
{Commussion General Order Dated September 10, 2024

Aglive
R Lane Sisung Testmony
Take Chaprman Testimony

Lowisiana Public
Servicz Commission

Joirt Application for- 1) qualification of cerain Concordia assets
transmission facilities; 2} approval of the ransfer of Concordia’s designated|
transmission facilities to GridLiance; and 3) Commission determination of]

Independent T Company subject to the
Commusson's jussdiction.

Gridliaace as an

Active
R. Lane Sisung Testimony

Lowisiana Public

Joint Apphication for 1) qualificaton of certain SLEMCO assets as
trangtrission facilities; 2} approval of the ramafer of SLEMOD's designated
trapsmission fusilities to CrridLiance; and 3) Commission determination of|
sridLisnce as an Independent Transmussien Company subject o the
[{Commussion's jurisdiction.

Active
B Lane Sisung Tesumony

Certifieaton of Adams Creek - Robert 230kV Project

378
Service Con it
LOIll.Slaﬂa Publi: : 137563
Service Commission
Louisiana Public —

Service Commission

Entergy Louisiana, LLC Annual Evaluation Report for Test Year 2023

Active
R. Lane Sisung Testmeny
Jakz Chapman Testimony

Filed Statf Report

Lauisiana Public
Service Comm:

Entergy Lowsiana, LLC Request for Approval of Demand Response Programs

Active-Nothing Filed to Date

ana Public

s AL U-37677
Service Commission

Entergy Lovisiana, LLC Applicatien for uprate Projeer at Waterford 3 Nuclear
Staticn

Agtive-Nothing Filed 1o Date

Lauisiana Public
Sarvice Commy

SWEPCO Reugst fro Approval of Shore Term Capaicty Agreements

Active-Nothing Filed to Drate

Application of Cleco Power LLC for: (i) public interest firding in favor of the
transfer of fanetional control of certain wansmission a5sels 1o the Midwest
Independent Transmussion System Operator, Ine

Post Integratzon Monilsring

Ensergy Louisiana, LLC and Ertergy Gulf States Louisiana, LLC., ex part |
Toint implementation filing and request for associnted approvals ml:lr:ssingf
certain implementation, integration, and other issues regarding EGSL and|
ELL joining MISC

Past Integraticn Monitoring

Entergy Loussiana, LLC, ex parte Application for Authorizason to Extend the
Midcontinent Indzpendent Systsm Operator Cost Recovery Mechanism

E. Lane Sisung Testimeny

Ll,e'.ns:ann Public U-32631
Service Commizsion

Louisiana Public

U-3247:

Sarvice Commission ?
Loutssans Public S
Service Commissian

Louisiana Public L3t

Service Commissian

Application of Entergy Louisiana, LLC Regarding Contuued Participation in|
the Mideontinent Independent System Operator, Inc. Regional Tra:usmission;
Organization

F. Lane Sisung Testimony
Dr. J. Thomas MeGuckin
Lestimony

LPSC Docket No. U-37677
Direct Testimony of R. Lane Sisung
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Exhibit RLS-001
Robert Lane Sisung
Illustrative Experience

Client

Docket
Identifier/Number

Matter Description

UPC Deliverable

Lowigiana Public

Cleca Power LLC, ex parte. Apphication Regarding the Costs and HBenetits

Sarvica C i u-34808 Continized F in the Mid lependent Systems Operater, R Lane Sisung
MATRES: LTI ) Ing. Regional Transmission Crgarization
siia Publi Investigation of the Mater Beading, Billing, Cellection and Customes-Service|
q‘”“_"‘“':_f £ U-34348 practices of the Greater Ouachita Water Company and thraugh its operating| Staff Report Filed
b contracies Severn Trent Envirenmental Services, far the year 2016 |
: Audit of Purchased Gas Adjustment Filings for Trans Lowsiana Gas
Launsrana Public 5 - . ~ b 3 . .
Service C 2 U-34324 (Company and Lowsiana Gas Service Campany (Regulatory Divisions of Staff Report Filed
Savien ommIGn Attt Energy Corporation) for the period of April 2014 theough March 2016 |
Low:zstana Pubhic e Audit of Fuel Adjustment Clause Filing for Eatergy Louisiana L1C for the - 5
¥ Staff Report
Service Comumission HHre3al Period of Jamuary 2014 through December 2015 Staff Ragont Fited
Louisiana Public s Southwestern Electric Powsr Company Request for Proposals for up to 1,200 . ;
-33085 ¥ S Filed
Service Commission A0 MW of Wind Energy Resources Staif Report Filed
| — |
Lonisiank Fdite X-35071 In re: Investigation of Entergy Services, LLU Naothing Filed
Service Commission
|
IR SWEPCO Natice of lntent to Condit Request For Praposals for Solas|
Q:r“v;:e COM;;]_ 35119 Resources — In Accordance with General Order R-26172, Subdocket C, The|  Application Withdrawn
i i Market Based Mechanism ("MEM") Order
Notics of Inient of Jefferson Davis Elecinie Coopeesuve Inc. and Dixie
Lawnszana Public X35500 T - cajs for Naothing Filed in this Docket
Service Commission G Lomg Term Power Purchase Conteacts andior Generating Capacity Pursuant o Centification Filings Followed
the LBSC"s Markst Based Mechanism Geaeral Order
Louzstana Public . Audit of Federal Environmental Adjustment Clayse filings of SWEPCO for o
i 5 i ad 1
Service Commission 3N \the Period of January 2018 through December 2015 Stafl Report Filed
Louigiana Public 1238511 Auclit of Federal Environmental Adjustiment Clause filings of Cleca Power, Siill Ac
Service Commission LLE for the Perind of January 2018 through December 2019 Sl Astree
) MEM Notice of Intent of Concordia Eleciric Cooperauve, Pamne Couper) ”
E. 3 ] x & T . Nathing F ckel
Eouiziang subly K-3574] Eleciric  Membership  Corporation and  Seuthwest  Louisiana  Elscinic othing Filed [ thig Dockey

Service Comimi

Membership Corporation

Certification Filings Followed

amisiana Public
Service Commission

Investigatory Audit of Total Environmental Solutions, [ne.'s compliance and

t of all drinking water and wastcwater systems, meluding
campliance with 2 Medified Consent Decres

Louisiana Public
Service Commission

X-359H3

SWEPCO RFP - In accordance with General Order R-26172, Subdocker C,
the market Based Mechanism (“MEM") Crder

Statf Report Pencing

Mothing Filed in this Docke
Certification Filings Follawed

LPSC Docket No. U-37677
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Exhibit RLS-001
Robert Lane Sisung
Illustrative Experience

Client

Docket
Identifier Number

Matter Description

UPC Deliverable

Laustana Public

Audit of Fuel Costs of Entergy Louisiana, LLC, for Provision of Electrici

I T = Staff R 1 Filed
Service Commission ane Associated with February 2021 Winter Storm Event R
1'“"'_’"’"" Publie X-35125 SWEPCO Fuel Adjustment Clause Audit (Jan 2019-Dhec 2020} Staff Report Submured
Service Commission |
|
.
Lauisiana Public 36645 SWEPCO Fuel Adjustment Clause Audit (lan 2021-Dec 2022) Staff Report Submitted
Serviee Commissian
o Ty : s Adi Audit (Jan 2021 )
I.o\:mamﬁ Public R Entergy Louisiana, LLC Purchase Gas Adjustment Audit (Jan 2021-Dec) Staft Report Submitied
Service Commissisa
Pt b X-36647(48)  |CenterPoint Purchase Gas Adjustmens Audit (Jan 2021-Dec 2022} Staff Repart Submirted
Service Comemission
|
Louisiana 1"u1.~l.|c X36498 SWEPCO Market Based Mech for ble Cieneraton. NA
Serviee Commission
Lowisiana Public ey . 3 y & :
X-36T18 Cleco Environmental Adjustment Clause Audit iJan 2020-Dee 2022) Staff Report Filed
Service Commissian
Litisisria Piih X-16720 SWEPCO Environmental Adjustment Clause Audit (fan 2021-Des 2023 Still Active
Servics Comm: )
Louisiana Public SWEPCO Reguests for Proposal for the purchase of diverse generation and
S 37003 capacity resources in accordance with the Market Based Mechanism (MEM)) NA
Sarvice Commission It
Crder
Laouisiana Public P =1 " i i .- .
37 vestigative Audit into SW T H it
Servies Comaission X310 [rvestigative Audit into SWEPCO Service Cruality T Report Filed
Laa 1 S ‘ntergy Lovisiana, LLC uest for 5 for -t e 1| . 7
|: “m\,ni Publl. 37450 Ente: :,_\l _ouigiana, [It. Request for Proposals for long-term developmental | Still Active
Service Commission cambined-cycle combustion furbine resources
1'““"'5“? Fub H.374R9 Clece Power, LLC Reguest for Proposals for renewabls energy resources. Atill Active
Servics Commission Y
Laatsiana Public X-37566 Commizsion Minmmum Capacity Obligation Bepostory Sull Active

Service Commisston

LPSC Docket No. U-37677
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Exhibit RLS-001
Robert Lane Sisung
Illustrative Experience

Client

Docket
Identifier Number

Marter Description

LPC Deliverable

Louiziana Public

5 14 X-37588 After Action Review of SPP-SWEPCO's April 2 and 26, 2025 Outages Stafl Report Filed
Service Commission
(Lauittans Publle: X-3T608 After Acticn Review of MISO-ELL-Cleso Power, LLE May 25, 2025 Outages Srill Active
Service Commission
|
|
|
Louisiana Public K3T6ES 180% Electric Cooperative Request for Propasals for long term pomver purchase Siill Active
Service Commission D contracts, generating sapacity, and/or generating resources b
Louisizna P"'bl_i" 2 R-3297% Examination of Long-Term Matural Gas Hedging Proposals Staff Report Filed with Rule
Service Commission
]:Uu|§|ank Puhi.:v : B-34026 Investigation of Double Leveraging Issues for all LPSC-Jurisdictional Utilines Sull Active
Service Commission
Loutsiana Public 2 : - i T ;i
. iy R-34029 Investigatson of Tax Structure Issues for all LPSC-Jurisdictional Utilities Sl Active
Service Commigsion
Rulemaking Docket to Consider Whether or Not the Commussion .‘.iiw'uldI
Lowsiana Public Excrcise  Authority Ower Future Utilicy Ceneration Deactivation  and| g i
34407 : = Staff Report Filed With Rul
Service Commission Beaid \Retirement Decisions and the Rules and Frocedurss that Could Apply o Any! s s 2
h Exerciss of Anthoriny
Eauisiana Public Proceeding to Establish Rules Regarding Electric Utility Tariff Filings and -
-3473 z o Staff B t Filed With Rul:
Service Commission R Related Review, Including Site Specific Rate Filings el e
(Consideration of appropriatz manner to fow through to ralepayers the
Louisiana Public benefits of the reduction i corporate income Laxes 25 a result of the Tax Cuts
q‘f“" “’:: iyl R-34754 and Jobs Act, treatment of the regulataey lability ordered by the Commission  S1aff Report Filed With Rule
G tas be recorded by utilities purswant to the Commission’s Special Order No. 13-
2018,
L ¢ Louisiana Public Service Commission, ex parte Timely Disclosure of Facts
Louvisiana Public F R 5 - s
. . R-34758 and Notsees, Regarding Such Matters as MaxGen Alerts, to Commission and|  Staff Report Filed With Rule
Service Commission .
Commussioners, and Pelated Matess,
Laouisiana Public ? Rules Appheabie 1o El 3 i Sezvice 1o Load % S
3486 3 % ¥ il Filed W
Service Commssion Hdied reside its Hagtoracal Footprint that may be Offered foe [ndustrial Lead il Repart Filed Wrth Rille
Rulernaking to Study the Implications of P, of A aof|
Loutsiana Public Ri04E Rerail Customers to Decermine Whether, and Under What Conditon = Staff Raport Filed With Bule
Service Commission Activity Should ke Allowed in the Louisi;
Jurisdiction
|Rulermaking Pursuant 12 the General Order Dated March 7, 201% in Dockes tof
Lowisiana Public H3siis |Drevelop Rules Under Which Third-Party Aggregators of Retail Customers| Staff Report Filed With Proposed

Service Commission

[Secking Authority to Operated will be Allowed to do Business Within the
PSCs Jurisdiction.

Rule

LPSC Docket No. U-37677
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Exhibit RLS-001
Robert Lane Sisung
Illustrative Experience

Matter Deseription

UPC Deliverable

Rulemzking to L Need for Rate Schedules and Programs Offering
Demand Response Products, Development of Such Rate Schedules and
Programs, Determination of Customer Pattioipation in. such programs,
Alloeatica and Recovery of Program Costs and Whether Such Programs Shall
be Mandatory or Voluntary for Utilines a3 set For in Sex. 3 of the Rule
Adooted in General Order Dated Mareh 7, 2019 in Dockat No, R-34948

Staff Hegart Filed With Rale

Rulemaking to Research and Evaluate Customer Centered Options for all
Electric Customer ©lasses as well as Other Regulatory Environments.

Staff Repori Filad With Pule

‘Rulemaking on Minimum Capacity Obligations for Repulated Elecrric
Liilities |

S1aff Report Filed With Rule

Possible Ameadments to General Order dated April 30, 1993 regarding
ic reliability standards, including the Commission's current pemalty
levels and snforcement mechanizms

el

Active-Nothing Filed to Date

Diirective to Lstablish a Service Cruatity Program [SQP) for Cleco Power, l.]f.‘i

Staff Report Filed

Entergy Louisiana, LLC Reguest to Close LMPS Rate Schedule to New|
Business

Joint Report of Staff and EL1
esued

Status of Elecrric Rates in Louisiana Where Are We and Where Are We
oing? |

Seafl Report Filed

Entergy Louisians, LLC s Notice of Exemption Regarding the Audubon
\Substatior and Related Transmission Facilities Consistent with Lowisiana
Public Serviee Commission General Order Dated October 10, 2013

Staff Report Filed

1 Revise Tanfl No. 2.2.0,
Expeduted Consideration

(iii) Reserve Right for Interim Rats Relief, and (iv

Paul Chastant Testimeny

Entergy Lowisiana, LLC's Natice of P 2 g the ks
Subetation and Related Transmission Facilities Consistent with the LPSC

Snll Astrve

Integrated Rescurce Planning (“IRF} process for Southwestern Elsciric
Power Company {SWEPCO), pursuant to General Order dated April 20, 2012

Staff Report Filed

Clezn Power, LLC, ex parte. In re Request to lmiice 2017 Integrated
Rescurce Planning (“1REY) Precess Pursuant to Ceneral Order Moo R-30021
{Correctedt dated April 20, 2012

Staff Report Filed

it Docket
e Identifier/Number
Lauisiana Public i
Service Commission
J.::vmtemna Public Fo35a67
Servies Commission
Louisiana Publ.u_- : 15263
Service Commission
o Pablle, 37619
Servize Commission
1 ou::mna Public . 533825
Service Commissisa
Louisizna Public
F 14082
Service Commission o
[.m:m:unf Public ) §.34416
Service Commission
Louisiana Publ.]c : 537113
Service Commission
= T-34939
Service Commission I
Lauisiana Public 5
z : S35
Service Commission
Lauisiana PUhi.u: : L-33013
Service Commission
Luuisiam} Fubliz : 41
Service Commissica
Lomizizna Public .
-3
Service Comimission Efanss

Entergy Linsiana, LLC, ex parte. In re; Request to Ininate 2017 Integrated
Resource Planning ("IRP™) Process Pursuant to General Order Noo R-30021
(Corrected) dated April 20, 2012

Siaif Report Filed

LPSC Docket No. U-37677
Direct Testimony of R. Lane Sisung
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Exhibit RLS-001
Robert Lane Sisung
Illustrative Experience

Client Lackel

Identifier Number

Martter Description

UPC Deliverahie

Lauisiana Public

z A il 134715
Service Commission

Integrated Resource Planming (“TRP”) process for Southwestern L-,Ieclru:!
Power Company (SWEPCO}, pursuant to General Order dated April 20, 2012

Staff Report Filed

Lomszana Publie
Serviee Commission

FERC ERI7-2219

Systen ergy Resources, Inc submiis 1aeiff filing {Depreciation and

Decommissioningh.

Nothing Filed. Deprociation
Rates and Decommussioning
Rates Megotiared

Lauisiana Public
Servics Commission

FERC ERIZ-T36

System Energy Resaarces, Inc. submits taniff filing (Change in Deprectation

Naothing Filed Depreciation
Rates and Decommissioning
Rates Negotiated

Laouisiana Public
Service Coanmission

FERC EL-18-142

Reo Arkansas Public Service Commission and Mississippi Public Service
Commission v System Energy Resources, Inc, Docket No, EL17-41-001 and
|Louisiana Public Service Commission v. System Enmergy Resources, Ine., et
{al., Docket No. EL18-142 -000 {Cansalidated) (ROE Complaints)

R. Lane Sisuag Complaint
Affdavit and Testimony

Leuisiana Public
Service Commission

Lowisians Public
Service Commissica

FERC ELL8-204

FERC EL18-152

In the Marter
Bescurces. Ine

of Louisiana Public Service Commission v System Energy!
{Capital Structure Complaint)

[n the Maiter
. Inc
T

of Loussiana Public Service Commission v. System Energy!
and Entergy Services, Inc. (Sale Leaseback and FIN43 ADIT

B Lane Sisung Complaint
Affidavit and Testimony

B Lape Sisung Complaint
Affidavit and Testimany

Loutsiana Public
Service Commussion

FERC ER18-1182

System Energy Resources, Inc. submits tartff Gling per 35.13{2)(2)(iii. UPSA
Amendment to Reflect Tax Cuts 2nd Jobs Act of 2017 1 be effective 6/1/2018

R Lans Sisung Testimony

FERC ER21-24

Lauzsiana Public 46: ERI11

Service Commission

12%; ER21-743

kR‘I'l SERI filings related to IRS Sertlement and wonteésted impacts on EL18-152]
" |(SERI Sale/Leasshack and FINAR ADIT}and ER18-1182 (SERI TCIA)

Lawissana Public
Serviee Commission

FERC EL20-72

LPSC, MPSC, APSC, ONO V. SERI for numercus allegsd Tarifl Formula
violations

T, Lane Sisung Complaint
Affidavit and Testimony

Louisizna Public
Service Cormmissian

FERC ER13.625

SER! Peopesed charge o AFUDC due to partial Sertiement in EL20-72

Mothing Filed

EL24{ LPSC, APSC, CNO V. SERI for Alleged Imprudent Operations and]

Ienprudent 2012 Uprate

B Lane Sisung Complaint
Affidavit and Testimony

Servics Commuission

Louizsiana Public FERC EL21-56;
Service Commissicn f

45
Louisiana Fuk FERILER2LAY

“|SERI Formuls Rate Pratocols Annuab Filings with challenges brought for

2020, 2021, and 2022; and a rex of 2023

Annual Reviews of Fl
Farmular Rate Plan Protoce
Associated complainis

Lowsiana Public
Service Commssion

FERC ER22-24

System Energy Resources, lnc, submits tariT filing (Inclusion of Prepaid)
Pensien)

B Lane Sisung Tesumony

LPSC Docket No. U-37677
Direct Testimony of R. Lane Sisung
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Exhibit RLS-001
Robert Lane Sisung

Illustrative Experience

Client

Docket
Identifier Number

Matter Description

UPC Deliverable

Lauisiana Puklic
Service Commission

FERC ER18-1247

ME5-4 Replacement Taniff

Entergy Louistans, LLC submits wariff filing per 35 13a)i2pu): TCIA and %

Mothirg Filed in this Docket
R21-915 and EL22-6 Addressed
st

Lowisiana Public
Service Commission

FERC ER 21915

Effective Prospectively

Entergy filing to Include NOL ADIT into MS5-4 Replacement Tanll]

E. Lane Sisung Testimony

Louiziana Public
Servics Commissicn

FERC EL

Replacement Tanffs

LPSC Complaint for Refund based on exclusion of NOL ADIT form MS85-4

F. Lane Sisung Complaint
Affidavit and Testimeny

Loutsiana Pul
Service Commiss

an

FERC ERZ1-1720

| Entergy M55-4 Replacement Tanff Storm Cost Relared Filing

Monitored for Retail [opacts

Lauisiana Public
Servics Commission

FERC ERZ1-1997

Louisiana Public
Service Commission

FERC ER22-2132

:El:(crgy M35-4 Replocement Tariff Watertord 3 O

Filing

| fior Betail Iaepacts

Annual Filings

Entesgy MS8-4 Replacement Tariff Annual Protocols and 2022 and 2021

Monitored for Retail Impacts

Lowisiana Public
Service Commissian

FERC ER16-2I7,
ER17-1777

MISO Entergy Attachment O-Depreciation Hates

Menitorad for Reail lmpacta

Louistena Public
Service Commidian

FERC ER18-1260

Monitered for Rerail Impacts

Leuisiana Public
Service Commission

FERC ER18-1721

MISO-Entergy Attachment O - TCIA

Moniteeed for Retail lmpacts

Louisiana Pubt
Service Comi

FERC ER 19-1503

MISO-Entergy Attachment O« CIAC and ADIT isgues

Monivered for Reail Imgpacts

Lauisiana Public

Service Commission

FERC ER20-1449

MISO-Entergy  Adtach

O - w impl

funcrionalization of certain NOL ADI

(functional related

Accounts fram Plant related to Mul

a changa in  the)

Monivored for Resail Impacts

Lowistana Public

Commission

S ERIS.1438,
5-1453; ER14&-
1328

ER

FERC ER18-1513

Enter)

|
Entergy Post Retirernent Henefits Other than Pensions to be ineluded in]
‘Operating Companies; anmal farmula rate updates

017 Post Retirement Benefits Orhier than Pensions

Monrtored for Retail Impacts

Manitored for Retail Tnipacts

LPSC Docket No. U-37677

Direct Testimony of R. Lane Sisung
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Exhibit RLS-001
Robert Lane Sisung

Illustrative Experience

Client

Docket
Identifier/Number

Matter Description

UPC Deliverable

Louigiana Public

FERC ER20-1472;
ERZN-1726

MISO-Entergy Attachment O Inclusion of Prepaid and Accrued pensiom costs,
an Rare Base

Manitored for Retasl [mpasts

Louizsiana Public
Service Commission

FERC ER21-309

MISO-Entergy Anschment (0 Change in Depreciation Bates

Manuored for Retal [mpacts

Lonisiana Public
Sarvice Commission

FERC PL194

(Remuen en Eguity Notiee of [ngquiry

Maomtored for Relail [mpacts

Louiziana Public
Service Commussion

FERC RMO7-19

R F on Whalesale © ion ia Regions with Organized
{Eleerric Markets (Ovder 71%)

Manmored for Retal [mpacts

Louisiana Public
Service Commissian

FERC RM16-23

Louisiana Pubd
Fervice Commission

FERC REMILE-1

Farc Hulemaking on Electric Stoeage Participation in Markets Operated by
|RTO3 and 18O (Drder §41)

FERC Fulemaking on Grid “Resliens

Maonmored tor Retail Lopacts

Monztored tor Retatl Impacts

Louisiana Publ
Service Commission

FERC RMI8-5

|
|
FERC Rulemaking of Distributed Energy Resource Aggregarions in Markets
Operated by ETOS and 130 {Order 2222)

Monitored for Betail Impacts

Louisiana Public
Service Commission

FERC RM13-5

FERC Rulemaking on ADTT trestrment due to Tax Cuts and Jobs Act

Monitored for Redarl Impacts

Louvisiana Pubie
Service Commussion

FERC BM20-10

Flectric Transmission Incentives Policy Under Sectiom 219 of the Federal
Powar Act

Monttored for Retail Impacts

Louisiana Public
Servicz Commission

FLERC RM21-14

RC Rulesnsking on Paticipation of Aggregators of Rewil Demand)
esponse Customers in Markets Operated by RTOs and 1508

Monitored for Resail Impacts

Lowisiana Public
Service Camenission

FERC RM21-17

{Building for the Future Through Eleciric Regional Transmussion Planning
| Allecation and Geresator Interconnestion

Monitorsd for Retul Impacts

|Lovisians Puble
Servics Commission

Louisiana Puklic
Service Commussion

FERC BM 22-7

{Industry Association Dues

| Applications of Permits to Site Interstate Elestiic Transmission Rates

Monitored for Resail Impacts

Monitored for Resail Impacts

LPSC Docket No. U-37677

Direct Testimony of R. Lane Sisung
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Exhibit RLS-001
Robert Lane Sisung
Illustrative Experience

Dacket T
Matter Deseripaon UPC Deliverable
Cllent Ldentifier Number % i
Lrigpa Fihe FERC RM 22.10  |Extremé Weather Conditions Manored for Retail Tmpacts
Service Commusston
LouiziangPublle: FERC RM 2214 [laterconnection Reforms Monstored for Retail Impacts
Service Commission
Lonstans Pubiic FERC AD21-10 |Modemnizing Flectricity Market Man:tored for Retail [mpacts
Servics Commission
s Publbe. FERC ADII-11  |Reliability Technical Conference Manitored for Retail lmpacts
Service Comemigsion
|

Eaign i fuiis FERC AD21-12  |Electrification and the Grid of the Future Manstored for Retail lenpacts
Service Commission
L.a-'ns'.anf il FERC AD21-11  [Climate Change, Extrems Weather and Electric System Reliability | Menitored for Retail lmpacts
Service Commission i

|
L.a\uslam? Tafbhc FERC AD 21-15  |Joint Federal State Task Force on Electric Transmission Manitarad for Reta] Impacts
Service Commission
Louisiana Public - — . S .
Series Copiilssion FERC AT} 212-3 Crymamic Line Ratings Manitarad for Retail Tmpacts
L ke FERC AD22-8  [Transmission Planaing and Oversight Monitored for Retail lmpacts
Service Commission

|
Lovisiana Pubiic FERC AD 733 Esmablishing Interregional Transfer Capability and Cost  Allocation Manitored for Retail lepacts
Reguirements

T__au-qla-\a Public FERC ADTI-S Environmeatal Justice and Equity inn Jurisdictional Infrastructure Permutting Monitored for Recail Impacts
Sera CHMUTISELET Processes
Lawsiana Public o, ¢ . = . . i
5 i FERC AD24-6 NOPR Blankst Authorizations for Investment Compan:es Munitersd for Reail Impacis
Service Commission

|

FERC ERI4-1
i EL11-34L EL1: MISO dispute with SPP and ot Parties on Available Sysiem © Mlomitored for Retal Impacts
rvice Commission EL14-30

LPSC Docket No. U-37677 Exhibit: RES-001
Direct Testimony of R. Lane Sisung Page 17 of 28




Exhibit RLS-001
Robert Lane Sisung
Illustrative Experience

Client

Docket
MdentifierNumber

Matter Description

UPC Deliverable

Louisiana Public
Service Commission

FERC EL16-112
ER17-892

MISO Midwest

ation of the Sub-Regional Export Constraint from MISO South o

Monitored for Retail lempacts

Lawstana Public
Service Commission

FERC ELI3-28

NIPSCO Seam Protocals for Econamie Prajects

Monuered for Retail Impacts

Louisiana Public
Servive Commission

FERC ERI7-387

MISO Inrerregional Cost Allocation Proposal

Monitered for Retail Impacis

Louiziana Publy
Service Comm

FERC EL15-7.
| 10

Challenge to MISC PEA results

Monitored for Resail Impacts

isiana Public
= Commissicn

FERC EL14-12

Lowisiana Public
Service Commission

FERC ERL4-1242

MISO ROE Challenge (Opinion 569}

Monitored for Retail Impacts

MISO Tariff Provisions related to System Support Resources (35R)

Manitored for Retail Tmpacts

Lowsiana Public
Servige Commission

FERC. EL1S:

|
|
|Application of Attachment FF-6 changes

Mamurored for Retall Impacts

Lowistana Public
Serviee Comemission

FERC ER15-1776

Modification of Emergency pricing

Manitored for Reta:l Irmpacts

Louisianz Publy
Service Commission

FERC ER17-2097

for Marke: Monitor mitigation

MIZ0 introduction of Dymamic Narrow Constrained Areas (Dynamic NCA)

Manitored for Retail Impacts

Louisiana Public
Service Commission

FERC ER18-1260;
ER14-T

MISO filing for Tax Cut and Jobs Act (TCIA)

Manitered for Retail Impacts

Lauisiana Public
Serace Commission

FERC ER13-402

MISO Rewource Adequacy Filing
(HUC) utilized 1o allocate excess revenue from PRA.

Lacatiznal Histerie Unit Considerations

Monitored for Retail Impaces

Louisiana Public
Service Commission

FERC ER15-185%

MISO-PIM Overlapping Congestion Charges
|

Maonitoresd for Retail lmpacts

ons with Pseudo-Ties

IMISO-FIM loint Operating Agreement Pros

Monitored for Retail Impacts

LPSC Docket No. U-37677

Direct Testimony of R. Lane Sisung
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Exhibit RLS-001
Robert Lane Sisung
Illustrative Experience

Client

Docket
Identifier Number

Matter Description

UPC Deliverahle

FERC ER13-2

|MIS0 waiver raquest for VLR Testing to include Faney Paint

Monitered for Resail Tmpacts

Service Commission

FERC ERL%-1124;
ER1%-1125

MIZ0 Regional Cost Allecation

Montored for Bedail Impacts

Louisiana Public
Service Commission

MISO Interregronal Cost Allocation Filing

Manatored for Retail Impacts

Service Cammission

FERC ER1%.34

MIZO filing 10 address Pseudo -Tie issues

Monored for Retail Impacts

Lauisiana Public
Service Commission

una Public
Service Commission

L

FERC ER19-4635

MISO filing to address Order 841 Compliznee regarding Elecmric Storage)
Resources.

Muonitored foe Retadl [mpacts

FERC EL1%-60

Overlapping Congestion Charges for pseodo tied load and generation berween,
MISQ and SPP

Muonitored for Retal [mpacts

Lexasiana Public
Service Commission

FERC ER19-79

|
IMISC-LS Power Comglaint

Monitared for Retai] Impacts

Louisizna Public
Service Commissian

FERC ER2(-1246

MISC Filing to Enhence Accreditanon of Load Modifying Resourees

Participating in MISO Markets. |

Menitared for Retail lmpaces

Louisiana Public
Service Commission

FERC ER20-2322

MISO Filing which sesulted in an Order to allow transmission owners and|
affected system operators to unilaterally elect to provide initial funding for
metwork upgrades. if they so chooss

Manitered for Retail lmpacts

Louisiana Public
Serv

FERC ERZL-2801

Tariff Prowisions pricing during emergency conditions:  applicabiliny o
VOLL during distiner emesgency event fypes

Mamstored far Retail tmpacts

Louisiana Public
vice Commission

FERC ERZI-

Jarket Wide Operating Demand Reserve Curve (ORDC) when clc:m\‘lj
eserve less than Operating Reserve Requirement

Monitored for Retail [mpacts

FERC ER21-530

torth/South Cost Allocation of MISOUSPP Seitlement Charges for Regionzl
Directional Transfer Li

Louisiana Public
Service Commussicn

FERC ER21-2677

MIZ0 and SPP Compliance Filing on Pseudo Ties

Manitored for Retas] Impasts

Menitersd for Retail Impacts

LPSC Docket No. U-37677

Direct Testimony of R. Lane Sisung
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Exhibit RLS-001
Robert Lane Sisung
Illustrative Experience

Client

Docket

IdentifierNumber

Matter Description

UPC Deliverahle

Lowistana Public
Commission

MI50 Shart Term Reserve Filing

Maonitored for Reail Impacts

Loaisiana Public
Service Commissian

FERC ER22-15

MISO Short Term Reserve Filing

Maonttored for Retail lmpacts

Louisizna Public
Service Commission

MIESD Order 2.

Compliznce Filing

Monitored for Reail Impacts

Louvisiana Public
Service Commission

FERC ER22-445

Resource Austion

MIS0 SAC Progosal foc Seasomal Rescurce Accreditation for Plonmng

Montored for Resail Impacts

Lauisiana Public
Servics Comnmission

FERC ER22-4%

MIS0 Minimum Capacity Obligation for Planning Resource Auction

Mematored for Resail Impacts

Louwssiana Publs
Service Commission

FERC EL22-7T8

MISE Industrial Customers Comgplaint Challenging ROFRs
|

Momitored for Retail Impacts

Louigiana Public
Servige Commission

FERC ELZZ2-6(

Complaint of Coalition of MIZ0 Transmissien Custamers

Montored for Retail Impacts

Louisiana Public
Commizsion

FERC ERI3-413

MISO Creneration stability Limits

Manitored for Retail Tmpacts

Louisazna Public
Serviee Commission

FERC E

Schedule 2 MISO TO submission (MISO Reactive Power)

Manuared for Retatl Impasts

Lomsiana Publiz
Service Commission

FERC ER22-2763

5t Charles Reactive Power Filing

Manitarad For Retail [mpasts

Louisiana Pul
Service Commission

FERC ER23-630

MESO Artachmens Y filing

Maaitered for Retail [mpacts

ana Public
Commission

FERC ER23-865

Harthury Sabine Cancellation

Meanitzrad for Retail Impacts

Lowisinna Public
Service Commission

FERC ER23-504

cnal Consmruct-LRZ Prices in Shortage Condirians

Momttered for Retail Impacts

LPSC Docket No. U-37677

Direct Testimony of R. Lane Sisung
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Exhibit RLS-001
Robert Lane Sisung

Illustrative Experience

Client

Docket
Identifier Number

Matter Descriprion

UPC Deliverable

Laursiana Public
Service Commission

{Complaint against MIS0's ban or Renewables providing Ancillary services.

Memiteced for Retail Impacs

Louisiana Public
Service Commission

FERC ER23-1140

Entergy Waiver for SAC Values

Monirered for Rerail Impacts

Lowisiana Public
Service Commissica

Diispatchable Intermittent Bamp

Monitored for Retail Impacts

Louisiana Pabl
Servics Commission

FERC ERZ1-1213

MISO changng UCAPSAC ratio.

Manitored for Betail Impacts

Louzsiana Public
Service Comemussion

Laouistana Public
Service Commission

FERC EL23-48

|FERC Rule to Show Cause due to MISO vielating its tariff by not adjesting

[UCAPISAC Ratio after adjusting ke correct for ineorrect vulzge information

FERC ERZ3-1465

MIS0 Request for waiver o delay PRA

Monitored for Retail Impacts

Manitored for Retail [mpacts

Leuisiana Public
Service Commission

FERC ER23-1944

(Cancelling of Teche 3 55K Schedule

Manored for Retail [mpacts

Louigiana Public
Serviee Commission

FERC ER23-2311

MISO Cost Recovery for MVPs

Manitored for Retail [mpacts

Louisiana Public
Service Commission

FERC ER23-2847

MIZ0 ICAF Deferral Clean Up Filing

Maonitared for Retail Impacts

Louisiana Public
Servics Commission

FERC ER23.2977

MISO Reliabilicy Based Demand Curve (REDC)

Maonitersd for Retail Impacts

FERC ER24-37

MISO Annual Caleulation of CONE for each LRZ

Manitered for Retail Impacts

FERC ERZ4-1 141

MISO Forced OFf Asset Refoems

Lewsiama Prblic

Service Commissian

FERC ERZ4-1634

MISO Entergy Attachment O Clean Up

for Rerail Impacts

Monitored for Resail Impacts

LPSC Docket No. U-37677

Direct Testimony of R. Lane Sisung
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Exhibit RLS-001
Robert Lane Sisung
Illustrative Experience

Client

Docket
Identifier Number

Marter Description

UPC Deliverable

Louigiana Public

Service Commission

FERC ER24-1633

MIS0 Resource Adequacy Reform- Direet loss of load (DLOL}

Manitored for Hetas) (mpacts

Louiziana Public
Hervics Commissicn

FERC ERZ4-2046

MISO Compliance with Order 2023 and 2023-A Gen Interconnection

improvements

Meniored for Retail Tmpacts

Lowsiana Puklic
Service Commission

FERC EL24-80

MISO Rule 1o Show Cause on Transmission Chwmer nitial funding

Manitared for Retail lempacts

Lauisiana Public
Service Commission

FERC EL24-51

Montana Dakora Urtlities ¥ MISO and SPP (Charlie Creck M2M Congestion) |

Menitored for Reail Impacts

Louistana Public
fge Comumission

Lensiana Public
Serviee Commission

FERC ER18-1243

FLRC ER14-1736

Southwesr Power Pool, [nc. submits wariff dling per 351
Transformer Projec: Cost Allocation (Part 1) to be effective 1

Menitared for Retail Impacts

Cast Becovery related te SPP tarifl

Monitored for Retail Fmpacts

Lowistana Public
Service Commission

FERC ERLE-194

AEP Attachment O {Dolst Costs 10 Transmission Rates)

Mamitared for Retai] [mpacts

Louisiana Public

Serviee Comemission

FERC ER21-1678

8PP Filing for By-Way Allocation Warver for “Wind Rich Zones™ {Rejected)

Manitersd for Retail Impacts

Lowmsiana Public
Service Comimission

FERC EL19-60

City of Prescott v 8PP and MI2O on Pancaked Rates and Owerlapping!
Congestion related 1o Peeudo-Tied load |

Momitorad for Retan] Impacts

Louisiana Publie
Service Commission

FERC EL17-8%

AFF V SPP and MISO on Pancaked Rates and Chverlapping Congestion
related to Pseuda-Tied load

Maonnered for Retail Impasts

Louisiana Pubtl:
Service Commissien

FERC EL21-90

Basin Electric V. 3PP- Wi Weather 1s5ue related to Multi-Day Reliabrlity
Asgessment (MDRA} Commitments

Monitored for Rerail Impacts

Lowsiana Public
Service Commission

FERC EL 21.77

FERC ER22-331

Teraska Clear Crevk V SPP:
asseciated with re-studiss,

Generator Conrection Cest Allocation lssues

Muodifications o RCAR

Mumitored for Retail Impacss

Monitored for Rerail Impacts

LPSC Docket No. U-37677

Direct Testimony of R. Lane Sisung
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Ilustrative Experience

Client

Docket
Identifier Number

Matter Description

" Deliverable

Lauisiana Public
Service Comrmissian

ZRC ER 22.914

SPP Revisicn o Add Uncertainey Reserve Product

Manitored for et [mpacts

Louiziana Public
Service Commission

FERC ERZZ-1846

SPP Revistons te add the warver of Base Plan Allocation Methodelogy

Mannored for Retail Impacts

Lawisiana Public
Service Commission

SPP Revisions to Bylaws to clarify Membership on Regonal State Committes

Monitered for Rerail Impacts

Louis:ana Public
Service Commussion

FERC ER23-636

subrmits revisions 1o Taritf to add process by w
tom of Deficiency Pavment

Monitorsd for Rerail lmpacts

Louisiana Public
Service Commission

Lowisizns Public

Service Commission

FERC EL23-40

FERC ER23-1216

(Complaint against SPP Increase of PRM ta 15%

Monitersd for Rerail Impacts

SPP Deficrency Payment Recipient Limitations

Monitored for Retail Impacts

Louisiana Publ:

Service Commission

FERC ER22-1214

SPP Deficiency Payment Changes

Monitored for Reil Impacts

Louisiana Public
Serace Comemission

FERC ER22-2650

Monitesed for Reail Impacis

Lousiana Public
Servics Commission

FERC ER23-2427

SPP Mult: Day Beliability Assessy

Monitored for Resail Impacts

Louisiana Public
Service Commission

FERC ER24-1221

SPP Revisions fo At AA LOLE use in PRM

Monitored for Retail Impacts

Louigiana Public
Service Commission

FERC ER24-1317

|SPP Revisions to ELCC and PBA Methodology

Momrored for Retatl [mpacts

igizna Public
e Commission

Louisiana Public
Service Commissicn

FERC ER24-1583

FERC ER24-1658

SPP Sunflowsr Revisiens to Byway

srstoned foe Retail mpacts

SPP Markets +

Manitored for Retail Impacts

LPSC Docket No. U-37677

Direct Testimony of R. Lane Sisung
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Exhibit RLS-001
Robert Lane Sisung
Illustrative Experience

Client

Docket
Identifier Number

Matter Description

UPC Deliverable

Laouisiana Public
Servioe Commission

SPP Siersa/Sustainable FERC/Ete, Complaint on ELCC/PEA Accreditation ‘

Maonitored for Recail Impacts

Loutsiana Public
Service Commissian

FER{ ER24-

SPE Congestion Hedging Improvements

Montored for Retail Impacts

Lauisiana Public
Service Comnmission

FERC ERI4-2025

Interconnection lmprovements

SpP Comgpliance Filing for Order 2023 and W23-A for (j:nerstmi

Maonitored for Retail Impacts

Lamsiana Public
Service Commussion

FERC F1.24-22

AP Rule to show cawse TO Initial Fending

Maonored for Retatl Impacts

Lossiana Public
Service Commission

FERC EC12-145;
EL12-107, ER12-2631

|FERC Approval of GATT Entergy-ITC Transaction

Monitored for Retail lmpacts

FERC ER12-1682

Module B-1 to MISO OATT for Eatergy-ITC Transaction

Monitered for Retail [mpcts

Louisiana Public
Serace Commissica

FERC ER12-2683

Entergy Replacement Tordl-[TC Transaction

Monitered for Retail Impacts

Louisiana Public
Service Comrmission

FERC ER12-2693

Cancellation of Entergy MS5-2 Ag redated 16 ITC T

4 for Remil Impacts

Lewisiana Public
Service Commission

FERC ER 13-252

FST Transmission-Tndustrial Load Related 1o ITC Transaction

Monatered for Retail Impacts

Louigiana Public
Service Commission

FERC ER13-258

Entergy Transmission Manitoring Services related o ITC Transaction

Manitored foe Retall Impasts

Louisiana Public
Servics Commussion

FERC ER13-TE2Z

OPER

Entergy-ITC Transaction: Related ratemaiang trestment for pension and

Menitored for Retail [mpacts

Lauisiana Pubiic
Service Commission

FERC ER13-04%

Entergy-1TC Transaction: Refated MISCG OATT

Memitored for Retail Impacts

Lawsiana Public

FERC ES13-5

Entergy-ITC Transaction: Related Dee Authorizations

Monitered for Retail Impacts
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Exhibit RLS-001
Robert Lane Sisung
Illustrative Experience

Client

Daocket
Identifier Number

Matter Deseription

UPC Deliverable

Louigiana Public
Servics Commission |

FERC ESt3-6

Entergy-1TC Transaction: Related Debt Authorizations

Lautsiana Public
Service Commission

FERC EC 15-98

Entergy Acquizition of Union Plants

Manitorsd for Retail Inpacts

Maonptored for Rerail Impacts
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Robert Lane Sisung
Illustrative Experience

Client

Dacket
Identifier Number

Matter Description

UPC Deliverable

Louisiana Public
[Service Commission

FERC EC15-47

ntergy Business Combination FERC Dockets

Monitorzd for Rerail Impacts

Louiziana Public
Service Commission

FERC ER15-1922

Entergy Change of Respansibility Ratic-Entergy Business Comb (Entergy
Lovisizta Transfer of Algiers to Ensrgy New Orleans)

Monttered for Retail Impacts

Lowisiana Pub
Sarvice Comimissica

FERC ERI#-445

Revisions to Ri

Schedule 435-A (B8] Service Agreement) to reflect current
terminology and add a new Grass Uelity Plant Assets zllocation, (Entergy|
Asges Management Program)

Mlomitored for Resail Impacts

Louiziana Public
Servics Commission

FERC ER17-2020

FERC Dockets ER17-20

Transmission Ceatrol Center Retmbursement Ag

ent Filing; Related
ERI7- 2031, ER17-2033, ER17-2034)

Monitored for Retail Impacts

Louisiana Pubhe

Louisisna Public
Bervice Commission

FERC EL 18-201

FERC EC19-18

Transmission Contred Center Depreciation

Monitored for Retail Impacts

Entergy Transmission Centrol Centers

Monttered for Retal Tmpacts

Public
Commission

FERC ER1%-211

vy Transmission Contral Centers

Monitored for Retail Impacts

Louisiana Public
Serviee Commission

FERC ECLE-03

Service Commission

FERC ERL7-1368

Applicanis

¢ Joant Application for Order T |
Under Section 203 of the Federal Power Act of the Clece and NRG

I

e

Mimitized for Retail Impacts

Power Station Unit 3

Cleco Power, LLC System Support Resource ("SSR7) Payment for Teche|

Monuered for Resal Impacts
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Robert Lane Sisung

Ilustrative Experience

Client

Daocket
Identifier/ Number

Marter Deseription

UPC Deliverable

Mississippi Public
Utilities Staff

2022-UN-13T

2022 - 2024 Entergy Mississipp Formula Rate Plan

(i Proposed Stipulacon to the
Cammission
(it} Draft Memorandum/Report tof
the Commission on behalf of
Seaff
(i} Intespal
Memarandum/Repart to Statf

issippi Public
tigs Stall

201 8-UN-205

4 Entergy Mississippi Vegetation Management Rider

MemorandumReport to Staff

WMississipgd Public
Utiliies Staff

2022 - 2024 Mississippi Power Company Performance Evaluation Plan

Mernorardum Repart o Staff

Missiszippi Public

2022 2l Compli Rider

- 2024 Mississippl Power Company E i

Beeport o Staff

Mississippi Public
Utilities Staff

Missiszippi Public
Utilities Staff

2005 U503

022 and 2023 Armos Srable Rate Adjustment Flan

2015-LN-04%

2023 and 2024 Amwnos Sysiem [ntegrity Rare Plan

{1} Proposed Stipulation to the
Conmmission
fiiy Draft Memerandurn/Report te
she Commission on behalf of
Saafl
{iii) Internal
Memorandum/Repart to Staff

Memorandum/Repart to Statf

Misaisaippi Public
Utilities Staff

2025-TN-524

2025 Aumos Race Case

Jonathan Bourg Testimony
1. Thomas MzGuckin Testimony

Missisaippi Public
Utilities Staff

2012-UN13%

2022 and 2023 CenterPome Rate Regularion Adjustment

{1} Proposed Stipulation to the
Caommission
iiiy Draft Memerandurn/Report t|
the Commission on behalf of
Staft
1) Internal
Tepart to Stall

Memorand

Miszisasppi Public
Utilities Staff

20158109

2022 and 2023 SPIRE Rare Subtlization Adjusiment

{i} Proposed Stipulation to the
Commission
i) Drraft Memerandum/Report ol
the Comrission an behalf of
Staft
{ai) Internal
Memarandum/Repart to Stafif

Mississipp Pubiic
Utilities Stafl

2017-UA-079

T igsion Certification Apgplication for Southern Spiric

Submitted a Staff Report

Mississipgi Public
Uaibities Stafl

2020-TTA-143 oo al

Great Rivers Warer and Sewer Rate Case and Annual FRP Filings

Submit Arnual Reports to Staff

Mismssizpi Public
Service Commission

2022-UN-DEG & DET

Great River Rate Case

Report ta the Commission
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Robert Lane Sisung
Illustrative Experience

Dacket : .
Client ; Matter Deseription UPC Deliverable
Identifier Number : P

Lauisiana Pilotage Poa0.001 siana Pilotage Fee Commission Rate Case for Crescent River Ports Prlots|  Filed Stafl Report and R, Lane
Fee Commission R Sisung Testified in Court
Lox a Piloage . ; . A ¥ o
= s P20 Lowisiana Pilotage Fee Commission Rate Case for Bar Pilots Assocaation Filed Statf Report
Fee Cammission
Louisiana Pilotage P27-005 Louisizna Pilotage Fee Commission Band Cal for Mew Orleans Baton NiA
Fes Commission o Rouge Steamship Prlots Association e
Louisiana Pilatage e Louisiana Pilotage Fer Commussion Review of True-Up Calculation for ;
= 2 P-07-001 o Y oo g B
Fee Commission Crescent River Ports Pilots Association
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Exhibit RLS-002
ELL Response to Staff 1-22

ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
Docket No. U-37677

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC

to the First Set of Data Requests

of Requesting Party: Louisiana Public Service
Commission Staff

Question No.: STAFF 1-22 Part No.: Addendum:

Question:

See the Application at 4, footnote 10. Please discuss any actions taken to date by
the Company in furtherance of the “subsequent license renewal” being considered for
Waterford 3. In your response, please discuss to what extent, if any, the pursual of the
subsequent license renewal depends on the completion of the Project Update. Further,
please detail any costs incurred to date, if any, related to the subsequent license renewal,
and whether those costs have been recovered and through what mechanism.

Response:

The Company has not yet commenced work on an application for subsequent
license renewal for Waterford 3. No costs for Waterford 3 subsequent license renewal have
been incurred at this time.

Pursual of a subsequent license renewal is not contingent upon completion of the
plant uprate discussed in Mr. Willis’ testimony.

LPSC Docket No. U-37677 Exhibit RLS-002 P147
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Exhibit RLS-003
ELL Response to Staff 1-23

ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
Docket No. U-37677

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC

to the First Set of Data Requests

of Requesting Party: Louisiana Public Service
Commission Staff

Question No.: STAFF 1-23 Part No.: Addendum:
Question:
Please confirm whether (1) the Uprate Project constitutes an “efficiency™ uprate,

and (2) that the results of the Uprate Project will result in increasing electricity output from
Waterford 3 within the existing design margins of the facility.

Objection:

The Company objects to this request in that it constitutes a Request for Admission,
in contravention of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure. Subject to and
without waiving this objection, the Company responds as follows.

Response:

1. Yes. Asnoted on page 15, line 18 of Company witness Jason Willis’s testimony,
“The additional electrical output from the uprate is an efficiency gain and should
not affect the plant’s fuel costs.”

2. The increased output associated with the Uprate Project will be within the design
margins of Waterford 3 as of completion of the Fall 2026 refueling outage, when
the Uprate Project is placed in service.

LPSC Docket No. U-37677 Exhibit RLS-003 P148
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Exhibit RLS-004
ELL Response to Staff 1-9

ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
Docket No. U-37677

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC

to the First Set of Data Requests

of Requesting Party: Louisiana Public Service
Commission Statf

Question No.: STAFF 1-9 Part No.: Addendum:
Question:

Please provide the total cost of the previously completed project to replace the low
pressure turbines at Waterford 3. Further, please discuss whether the Company would have
replaced these three low-pressure turbine rotors (at all or at a similar scope) were it not
contemplating the Uprate Project.

Response:

Accounting for the Low Pressure Turbine Replacement Project has not yet been
closed out. The total cost accumulated as of November 17 is $189,217,439. Some further
charges are still anticipated for the cost of disposal of removed components, and some
additional contractor invoices may still be outstanding. Remaining costs are not believed
to be significant compared to accumulated project costs.

As described in Company witness Willis’s testimony at page 10 line 8, “The plant
replaced the three low-pressure turbine rotors during refueling outage 26 in spring of 2025,
as the original rotors had reached the end of their useful lives.” Yes, Waterford 3 would
have replaced the three low pressure turbine rotors even if it were not contemplating the
uprate project. It was the rotor replacement that gave rise to the uprate opportunity. The
costs of the uprate project at issue in the Company’s Application are incremental to the
costs of the rotor replacements, which costs are not at issue in this proceeding.

LPSC Docket No. U-37677 Exhibit RLS-004 CR6
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Exhibit RLS-005 PUBLIC
ELL Response to Staff 1-8

ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
Docket No. U-37677

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC

to the First Set of Data Requests

of Requesting Party: Louisiana Public Service
Commission Staff

Question No.: STAFF 1-8 Part No.: Addendum:
Question:

In HSPM Table 1 of his Direct Testimony, Mr. Willis provides the total estimated
project cost of each component of the Uprate Project.

a. Provide the class of estimate for each of the project cost amounts listed in
the table, including the range of accuracy associated with that class estimate
(e.g., +/- 50%).

b. Provide the breakdown of these cost estimates in as much detail as currently
developed by the Company.

& Provide the amount of contingency included within the total estimated
project cost.

d. Provide the amount of internal costs included with the total estimated
project cost.

& Has the Company estimated the total cost of the HP Turbine Inner Casing
Replacement (including installation costs adjusted for inflation) in 20298?
If so, pleasc provide such estimate.

Response:

Information responsive to this request has been designated as Highly Sensitive
Protected Material (“HSPM”) and will be produced only to the appropriate Reviewing
Representatives in accordance with the Confidentiality Agreement in effect and executed
in this docket. HSPM files will be served upon appropriate reviewing representatives
through an OpenText™ Core Share link. Any downloads of such files shall be treated in
accordance with the applicable provisions of the Confidentiality Agreement regarding
duplication of HSPM files.

a. The estimates of the project cost in HSPM Table 1 as of June 2025 were
Class 5.
LPSC Docket No. U-37677 Exhibit RLS-005 PUBLIC STAFF 1-8 CR15
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Exhibit RLS-005 PUBLIC
ELL Response to Staff 1-8

b. The provided HSPM file entitled “WF3 Uprate Estimates with AFUDC”
provides the latest project cost estimate as of November 17, 2025. Separate
tabs show the estimates for the types of costs that are involved in cach sub-
project. All of the sub-projects except for the HP turbine casing are being
considered as “Phase 17 of the uprate project, with the HP turbine casing
sub-project being considered as “Phase 27 of the uprate project. These
estimates are designated as Class 5.

& At this time, the only contingency included is an approximate $-
value included on the Generator Current Transformer sub-project, as shown
on that sub-project’s tab in the provided HSPM filed entitled “WF3 Uprate
Estimates with AFUDC.”

d. Please see the provided HSPM file entitled “WF3 Uprate Estimates with
AFUDC.” Tabs for the sub-projects show the line items for “Internal
Labor.’

€. Please see the provided HSPM file entitled “WF3 Uprate Estimates with
AFUDC.” The tab for the sub-project “HP Turbine Inner Casing” provides
the estimate for that sub-project as of November 17, 2025.
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Exhibit RLS-006 PUBLIC
ELL Response to Staff 1-12

ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
Docket No. U-37677

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC

to the First Set of Data Requests

of Requesting Party: Louisiana Public Service
Commission Staff

Question No.: STAFF 1-12 Part No.: Addendum:
Question:

Provide all updates on the status of the MISO Interconnection study related to the
Uprate Project, including any outputs received from MISO by ELL related to that process.
Additionally, to the extent applicable, please describe any known and necessary changes
to the scope and estimated costs of the Uprate Project as a result of the MISO study.

Response:

Information responsive to this request has been designated as Highly Sensitive
Protected Material (“HSPM”) and will be produced only to the appropriate Reviewing
Representatives in accordance with the Confidentiality Agreement in effect and executed
in this docket. HSPM files will be served upon appropriate reviewing representatives
through an OpenText™ Core Share link. Any downloads of such files shall be treated in
accordance with the applicable provisions of the Confidentiality Agreement regarding
duplication of HSPM files.

MISO has provided draft Phase I study results on its extranet site, visible to the
Transmission Owners and Interconnection Customers. See the highly sensitive results
attached for the Waterford 3 uprate queue request (J3815). Phase I is expected to be
completed on 12/17/2025. The draft results currently estimate approximately $- for
ERIS upgrades and S|l for NRIS upgrades associated with the uprate request. It should
be noted that the MISO Phase I study is a draft and this process is not yet complete. As
such, the costs of any required transmission investments may increase or decrease relative
to MISO’s current draft Phase I study.
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Exhibit RLS-006 PUBLIC
ELL Response to Staff 1-12

ENTERGY LOUISIANA, LLC
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
Docket No. U-37677

Response of: Entergy Louisiana, LLC

to the First Set of Data Requests

of Requesting Party: Louisiana Public Service
Commission Statf

Question No.: STAFF 1-12 Part No.: Addendum:
Question:

Provide all updates on the status of the MISO Interconnection study related to the
Uprate Project, including any outputs received from MISO by ELL related to that process.
Additionally, to the extent applicable, please describe any known and necessary changes
to the scope and estimated costs of the Uprate Project as a result of the MISO study.

Response:

Information responsive to this request has been designated as Highly Sensitive
Protected Material (“HSPM™) and will be produced only to the appropriate Reviewing
Representatives in accordance with the Confidentiality Agreement in effect and executed
in this docket. HSPM files will be served upon appropriate reviewing representatives
through an OpenText™ Core Share link. Any downloads of such files shall be treated in
accordance with the applicable provisions of the Confidentiality Agreement regarding
duplication of HSPM files.

MISO has provided draft Phase I study results on its extranet site, visible to the
Transmission Owners and Interconnection Customers. See the highly sensitive results
attached for the Waterford 3 uprate queue request (J3815). Phase I is expected to be
completed on 12/17/2025. The draft results currently estimate approximately $- for
ERIS upgrades and $- for NRIS upgrades associated with the uprate request. It should
be noted that the MISO Phase I study is a draft and this process is not yet complete. As
such, the costs of any required transmission investments may increase or decrease relative
to MISO’s current draft Phase I study.
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