
 

 

 
COMMENTS OF ENTERGY CORPORATION ON THE REGIONAL GREENHOUSE GAS 

INITIATIVE’S PROPOSED REFERENCE CASE AND SENSITIVITY ANALYSES 
ASSUMPTIONS FOR USE IN THE INTEGRATED PLANNING MODEL 

 
 

Introduction 
 
Entergy Corporation and its direct and indirect subsidiaries (collectively, “Entergy”), respectfully 
submit these comments (the “Comments”) in response to the Regional Greenhouse Gas 
Initiative’s (“RGGI”) development of its draft Reference Case and Sensitivity Analyses 
Assumptions, dated August 13, 2012 (the “2012 Reference Case”) for the Integrated Planning 
Model (“IPM”) to be used in the upcoming RGGI Program Review.  Entergy previously has 
submitted comments on prior Reference Cases and hereby incorporates those comments as if 
submitted here. 
 
By way of background, Entergy Corporation is an integrated energy company engaged primarily 
in electric power production and retail distribution operations. Entergy owns and operates power 
plants with approximately 30,000 megawatts of electric generating capacity, including more than 
10,000 megawatts of nuclear power, making it one of the nation’s leading nuclear generators.  
With respect to its nuclear operations, Entergy companies own or operate eleven (11) nuclear 
units, five (5) of which are located in the northeastern United States.  Within the RGGI Region 
(i.e., the states currently participating in RGGI – Connecticut, Delaware, Maine, Maryland, 
Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New York, Rhode Island and Vermont – collectively, the 
“Participating States”), Entergy owns and operates: (1) Vermont Yankee Station, a 535 MW 
electric generation facility located in Vermont, (2) Indian Point Units 2 and 3, and the James A. 
Fitzpatrick Station – three facilities located in New York, with a cumulative capacity of 2,775 
MW, and (3) Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station, a 670 MW electric generating facility located in 
Massachusetts.  Also, in December 2011, an Entergy subsidiary purchased the Rhode Island 
State Energy Center, a 583 MW natural gas-fired combined-cycle generating plant located in 
Johnston, Rhode Island.  Further, Entergy has long been recognized for its environmental 
leadership with respect to its response to climate change, having been the first U.S. utility (in 
2001) to commit voluntarily to stabilize carbon emissions in its fleet. See Entergy, 2011 
Sustainability Report, Measuring Our Progress: Economic, Environmental and Social 
Performance, 32-37 (2011), available at: http://www.entergy.com/content/sustainability/ 
2011_sustainability_report.pdf.  This action, among many others, has led to Entergy’s ranking as 
an environmental leader, including being named to the Dow Jones Sustainability World or North 
America Index (or both) for ten consecutive years and being named as one of the Top 500 
“greenest” U.S. companies by Newsweek.  Id. at inside front piece and 34. 
 
During the August 13, 2012 Stakeholder Webinar, RGGI staff specifically asked for comments 
or suggestions on the results and assumptions of the Reference Case for the IPM.  As a major 
electricity provider in the RGGI Region, as well as a company committed to advancing 
sustainability and climate change goals, Entergy’s Comments provide informed insight into 
future electric generation in the RGGI Region. 
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Comments on  

Reference Case and Sensitivity Analyses Assumptions:  
Firmly Planned Generation and Retirement 

 
At the Stakeholder Webinar, RGGI staff provided a presentation edtitled “RGGI Draft 2012 
Reference Case and Sensitivity Analyses Assumptions,” with appendices (the “Reference Case 
Presentation”).  The Reference Case Presentation included a prior presentation developed by 
RGGI staff for its March 20, 2012 Stakeholder Meeting and entitled “Essential Scenarios for 
Modeling.”  These twin Presentations inform these Comments. 
 
In the Reference Case Presentation, slide 16, entitled “Firmly Planned Generation and 
Retirements,” includes (as a Reference Case assumption) the retirement of Entergy’s Indian 
Point Units 2 and 3 (collectively, “Indian Point”) and Vermont Yankee in 2013, 2015 and 2014, 
respectively.  The Reference Case assumptions for Vermont Yankee and Indian Point are 
incorrect, speculative and represent a needless and unexplained reversal of the basic assumptions 
under which the RGGI program and its current emission cap were first established, i.e., all 
existing nuclear generating facilities would continue operating.  (The 2011 Reference Case 
Presentation, on which Entergy previously commented, identified Vermont Yankee as retired in 
2012, likewise and now even more obviously an incorrect assumption.)  Consequently, and for 
the reasons detailed below, the retirements of Vermont Yankee and Indian Point are not 
appropriate Reference Case assumptions, and should be revised accordingly. 
 
According to the RGGI staff’s presentation, there is a measure for including facilities or planned 
projects within the Reference Case as “firmly planned:” “Firmly planned capacity additions and 
retirements are those that are far enough along in the process to be included in the Reference 
Case.”  See Reference Case Presentation, Slide 10.  The standard reflects the truism that new 
projects, even where not assured, are properly considered within the IPM planning horizon.  
Because the standard is focused on new projects, with their typically high rates of attrition, we 
respectfully suggest that every existing facility, unless and until it’s owners have publicly and 
finally announced a retirement or closure, should be included as firmly planned.  
 
The error in doing otherwise is underscored with respect to Vermont Yankee and Indian Point.  
Entergy has not indicated any intent to retire either unit, and in fact plans no such retirements.  
Rather, Entergy has been clear that it intends to continue to operate Vermont Yankee and Indian 
Point through their twenty-year license renewal periods. What’s more, both Vermont Yankee and 
Indian Point operate, daily and essentially in their respective grids, pursuant to the full panoply 
of federal, state and local authorizations, as a matter of fact and law.   
 
With respect to continued operations, the Vermont Yankee condition is particularly stark:  First, 
the United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission (“NRC”) is the agency primarily responsible 
for reaching license renewal decisions, and Vermont Yankee successfully has received its 
renewed license from NRC.  See NRC, Entergy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, LLC and Entergy 
Nuclear Operations, Inc., Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Station, Docket No. 50-271, Renewed 
Facility Operating License (March 21, 2011), ADAMS No. ML052720265 (Hereinafter “VY 
Renewed License”).  Second, the D.C. Circuit Court of appeals summarily has rejected a 
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challenge to that license, and the Vermont federal district court has issued a decision 
underscoring the primacy of NRC’s authority.  See Vt. Dep’t of Pub. Serv. v. United States, 684 
F.3d 149 (D.C. Cir. 2012); Entergy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, LLC v. Shumlin, 838 F.Supp.2d 
183 (D.Vt. 2012).  Further, under applicable Vermont law Entergy is entitled to a Certificate of 
Public Good as demonstrated by its filings and testimony submitted to the Vermont Public 
Service Board and a decision on this matter is expected in 2013.  See Vermont Public Service 
Board, Docket No. 7862, Amended Petition of Entergy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, LLC, and 
Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc., for amendment of their Certificate of Public Good and other 
approvals required under 30 V.S.A. § 231(a) for authority to continue after March 21, 2012, 
operation of the Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Station, including the storage of spent-nuclear 
fuel.  For this reason, the Presentation’s statement that “ongoing legal action” (on Reference 
Case Presentation, Slide 16) forms the basis for RGGI Staff’s determination is untenable and 
incorrect, as the two judicial (or legal) decisions involving Vermont Yankee’s license-renewed 
operations to date have been resolved in Vermont Yankee’s favor.  For this reason, the Reference 
Case assumption is appropriately based on the continued operation of Vermont Yankee.  
 
The identified retirement of Indian Point is equally flawed, even under the standard that RGGI 
staff has set.  The Indian Point renewal process has been ongoing since 2006 and has made 
substantial headway toward the start of formal evidentiary hearings, thus satisfying the 
applicable standard for “far enough along” proceedings, particularly, as here, where NRC to date 
has granted every license-renewal application following a rigorous review and approval 
procedure, including those within the RGGI Participating States.  Indeed, among the Entergy 
northeastern nuclear stations, three of four, i.e., Pilgrim, Vermont Yankee and FitzPatrick, 
successfully have received favorable license renewal determinations from NRC.  See NRC, 
Entergy Nuclear Generation Company And Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc., Pilgrim Nuclear 
Power Station, Docket No. 50-293, Renewed Facility Operating License (May 29, 2012), 
ADAMS No. ML052720275; VY Renewed License; NRC, Entergy Nuclear Fitzpatrick, LLC 
And Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc., James A. Fitzpatrick Nuclear Power Plant, Docket No. 
50-333, Renewed Facility Operating License (Sept. 8, 2008), ADAMS No. ML082490369.  
Moreover, Indian Point’s continued operation until an NRC final decision is reached is assured 
under the federal Administrative Procedures Act timely renewal doctrine, underscoring the 
inappropriateness of a retirement commencing in 2013.  Indeed, Reference Case Presentation 
Slide 9 indicates that RGGI staff have concluded that “[n]ew nuclear can be built on an 
economic basis at existing plant sites,” and also that “existing nuclear units were offered options 
to relicense and uprate.”  Thus, RGGI staff’s assumptions for Indian Point are internally 
inconsistent with its own findings that existing nuclear units will not only continue, but may be 
expanded.  For these reasons, the 2012 Reference Case assumption is more appropriately based 
on the continued operation of Indian Point.   
 
While Entergy acknowledges that RGGI staff reasonably must accommodate demonstrated 
uncertainty in future operations, the nominal uncertainty surrounding the Indian Point license 
renewal is more appropriately considered as part of the RGGI Sensitivity Analysis – High 
Emissions assumptions.  (That is, the continued operation of Indian Point and Vermont Yankee 
are properly included in the RGGI Sensitivity Analysis – Low Emissions assumptions.)  
Inclusion of the Indian Point retirement in the High Emissions assumptions is more appropriate 
than inclusion in the Reference Case assumption, as it recognizes Entergy’s commitment and 
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progress toward the continued operation of Indian Point in a manner consistent with RGGI 
staff’s general assumptions (Slide 9), its standard (Slide 16) and its treatment of other nuclear 
units.  Indeed, to the extent RGGI staff want to understand the effects of nuclear stations’ 
inclusion, they should consider an additional sensitivity analysis reflecting the inclusion and 
exclusion as operating units in 2013-2015 of Indian Point and Vermont Yankee, but exclusion of 
the units in the reference case is not warranted.  
 
Furthermore, Entergy’s Comments underscore a fundamental climate change goal:  The 
continued operation of existing nuclear facilities, such as Indian Point, is essential for the 
prevention of increased carbon emissions in the RGGI Region.  A 2011 report commissioned by 
the City of New York’s Department of Environmental Protection highlights the importance of 
Indian Point’s generation in maintaining air emissions.  The report found that any option to 
replace Indian Point’s electric generating capacity would significantly increase criteria air 
contaminants, and represent a hurdle to climate change goals, because Indian Point daily 
provides 2,000 MW of generation with virtually no air emissions.  See Charles River Associates, 
Indian Point Energy Center Retirement Analysis, Prepared for the New York City Department of 
Environmental Protection, 13 (Aug. 2, 2011), available at: http://www.nyc.gov/html/dep/pdf/ 
energy/final_report_d16322_2011-08-02.pdf.  New York would see “approximately a 15% 
increase in carbon emissions under most conventional [Indian Point] replacement scenarios, with 
roughly a 7 to 8% increase in nitrogen oxide emissions.”  Id. at 13.  Overall, the US nuclear 
industry avoided 613 million metric tons of CO2 emissions, 1.41 million short tons of SO2, and 
0.54 million short tons of NOx emissions in 2011 alone.  See Nuclear Energy Institute, Emissions 
Avoided by the U.S. Nuclear Industry (1995-2011), available at: http://www.nei.org/ 
resourcesandstats/documentlibrary/protectingtheenvironment/graphicsandcharts/emissionsavoide
dbytheusnuclearindustryyearly/.  Importantly, Entergy notes that the analysis performed and 
provided in the Reference Case Presentation does not purport to be, and cannot be equated with, 
reliability determinations issued by Independent System Operators (“ISO”); to the contrary, 
relevant assessments performed by the New York and New England ISOs continue to 
demonstrate how essential continued operation of Vermont Yankee and Indian Point are to the 
electric-system reliability and the affordability of electricity.  See, e.g., ISO New England, 2011 
Regional System Plan, (Oct. 21, 2011); New York ISO, 2010 Comprehensive Reliability Plan, 
Final Report (Jan. 11, 2011). 
 
 
 

Conclusion 
 

In addressing widespread concerns over specific forms of natural gas extraction (known as 
“hydraulic fracturing”) in New York State, Governor Cuomo has cautioned that we must first 
“get the facts [and] [l]et the science and the facts make the determination, not emotion and not 
politics.”  Thomas Kaplan, Millions Spent in Albany Fight to Drill for Gas, N.Y. TIMES Nov. 25, 
2011, at A1.  We concur with Governor Cuomo’s assessment, including as it applies to RGGI.  
While the landscape of carbon regulation may be increasingly complicated, RGGI nonetheless 
has the ability to serve as a standard for other regions of the country, and the nation, to emulate 
or to seek to avoid.  Absent a properly structured program grounded in sound science, not 
emotion or politics, RGGI’s role as the template for a nation may not be realized.  
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From RGGI’s inception, Entergy has shared and supported the goal of reducing Climate Change 
impacts in a manner that supports a reliable and affordable energy supply for the Participating 
States’ citizens. However, for reasons set forth in these Comments, we call for changes to the 
modeling program so that Vermont Yankee and Indian Point are included in the Reference Case 
Presentation.  If science, in fact, controls in energy and environmental decision-making within 
New York State, as Governor Cuomo maintains, the continued operation of Vermont Yankee 
and Indian Point will be identified in the Reference Case.  Entergy therefore appreciates RGGI’s 
commitment to future Program Reviews, the opportunity to submit these Comments, and the 
expectation of revisions consistent with these Comments.   
 

*** 
 
Should you have any questions on these Comments, please do not hesitate to contact Brent W. 
Dorsey of Entergy at 281-297-3321 or Elise N. Zoli at 617-570-1612. 
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