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BEFORE	THE	

COUNCIL	OF	THE	CITY	OF	NEW	ORLEANS	
	
IN	RE:		RESOLUTION	AND	ORDER	 )	
ESTABLISHING	A	RULEMAKING	 )	 	 DOCKET	NO.	UD-17-01	 	
PROCEEDING	REGARDING	 )	
INTEGRATED	RESOURCE	PLANNING	 )	

	

The	Alliance	for	Affordable	Energy’s	comments	and	specific	language	recommendations	for	

the	Proposed	Electric	Utility	Integrated	Resource	Plan	Rules	

	

The	Alliance	for	Affordable	Energy	appreciates	the	opportunity	to	offer	these	comments	and	

specific	language	recommendations
1
	in	response	to	the	Council	Advisor’s	report	and	Proposed	

Electric	Utility	Integrated	Resource	Plan	Rules	(“Proposed	Rules.”)	The	sincere	considerations	of	

resource	planning	rules	by	the	Intervenors	and	Entergy	New	Orleans	Inc.	(“ENO”),	followed	by	a	

thorough	revision	of	the	Council’s	2010	IRP	criteria	by	the	Advisors	should	initiate	IRP	cycles	

that	offer	the	Council	a	more	robust	understanding	of	the	decisions	before	them	in	the	2018	

planning	cycle	and	in	the	future.	We	look	forward	to	a	collaborative,	inclusionary	process	that	

results	in	transparent	and	thoughtful	planning	that	is	in	line	with	national	IRP	trends.		

	

Our	remaining	concerns	are	related	to	ensuring	a	public	process	that	is	responsive	to	

community	participation,	includes	current	data,	and	is	rooted	in	contemporary	regulatory	

policies	and	priorities,	in	order	to	avoid	the	pitfalls	of	previous	planning	cycles.		Perhaps	most	

important,	the	resulting	planning	process	and	report	should	resolve	with	a	clear	path	for	the	

best	resources	to	fulfill	the	needs	of	the	city	of	New	Orleans,	from	which	the	Council	can	make	

clear-eyed	well	informed	policy	decisions.	Additionally,	we	believe	it	is	important	to	address	the	

question	of	the	Council’s	jurisdiction	and	regulatory	guidance	within	their	own	planning	policy.		

	

Public	Inclusion	

																																																								
1
	See	attached	Appendix	
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The	Proposed	Rules	represent	a	significant	improvement	over	the	previous	IRP	criteria.	In	

particular,	the	Alliance	supports	the	foundational	steps	at	the	start	of	each	cycle,	beginning	

with	the	Initiating	Resolution	outlining	Council’s	policy	objectives,	followed	by	a	meaningful	

public	education	and	“kickoff”	meeting.	These	two	items,	along	with	the	final	IRP	Rules	

themselves,	should	create	a	solid	common	understanding	among	the	parties	about	the	

purpose,	priorities,	and	opportunities	for	engagement	in	planning.	If	the	2015	IRP	cycle	was	

acrimonious	as	a	result	of	varying	perceptions	of	planning,	the	combination	of	a	regulatory	and	

public	kickoff	serves	to	reduce	tensions	among	parties	at	the	outset	with	clear	expectations	and	

education.	Important	to	the	value	of	the	kickoff	meeting,	stakeholders	should	be	afforded	an	

opportunity	to	voice	questions	and	concerns.	Customers	who	attend	these	meetings	are	

devoting	significant	time	to	the	cause	of	improving	their	city.	We	also	support	a	web-portal	

through	which	stakeholders	can	submit	their	questions	and	priorities,	and	access	public	

meeting	videos.		

	

Two	points	related	to	stakeholder	engagement	are	worth	noting.	More,	and	more	diverse,	

stakeholders	are	now	engaged	with	energy	issues	in	New	Orleans	than	when	the	2010	criteria	

were	developed.	The	Alliance	acknowledges	that	this	expanded	interest	in	energy	democracy	

has	benefits	and	costs.	However,	as	citizen	consumers	become	more	invested	in	these	topics,	

and	develop	an	appreciation	for	the	complexities	of	energy	matters,	the	benefits	outweigh	the	

costs:	confidence	in	decisions	based	on	the	public	interest	increases,	improvements	for	New	

Orleans’	future	grows,	and	greater	consensus	may	be	found.	The	work	of	educating	and	the	

time	spent	investing	in	consumer	understanding	pays	back	through	civic	engagement	and	

agency,	higher	customer	satisfaction,	and	more	informed	citizens	ready	to	collaborate	with	

their	electric	utility	to	grow	the	city	of	New	Orleans.	To	this	end,	technical	conferences,	should	

be	open	to	all	stakeholders,	as	they	have	been	historically.
2
	The	Alliance	would	support		ground	

rules	to	allow	these	working	meetings	to	be	conducted	efficiently,	and	with	transparency.	

	

																																																								
2
	Advisors	Report	and	Proposed	Electric	Utility	Integrated	Resource	Planning	Rules,	at	13.	
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Another	approach	in	the	interest	of	consensus	building	that	should	be	included	is	a	default	

assumption	of	a	Stakeholder	Planning	Scenario	and	Strategy	from	the	outset,	rather	than		

waiting	for	disagreement	to	force	a	Stakeholder	Scenario.		The	development	of	remaining	

consensus	Scenario(s)	and/or	Strategy(ies)	can	therefore	be	undertaken	with	the	expectation	

that	Stakeholder	priorities	are	fully	included	without	setting	up	a	dynamic	that	could	keep	

parties	from	finding	consensus	in	the	middle.	

	

The	addition	of	language	supporting	public	access	to	documents	and	information	as	an	

“Interested	Person”	is	a	welcome	change	that	the	Alliance	appreciates,	and	will	be	a	valuable	

opportunity	for	a	more	open	process.	The	Alliance	also	looks	forward	to	CURO	managing	an	

electronic	filing	system.		

	

IRP	Purpose	

The	IRP’s	purpose	is	to	empower	the	Council,	stakeholders,	and	the	public	with	accurate,	

comprehensive,	forward	looking	information,	especially	as	it	relates	to	the	optimization	of	

demand	side	management	and	renewable	energy	resources,	and	where	these	non-traditional	

resources	are	acknowledged	to	be	the	least-cost	resource.	Additionally,	the	IRP	can	help	in	

evaluation	of	the	merits	and	implications	of	related	policy	priorities	and	connecting	the	dots	

between	individual	options	and	the	big	picture,	which	is	critical	for	clear	vision	and	leadership	

in	these	dynamic	times.		Excessive	deference	to	the	utility	in	the	IRP	process	is	unnecessary	and	

counterproductive	for	the	purposes	stated	above.		While	many	of	these	above	are	reflected	in	

the	current	draft	IRP	rules,	there	are	numerous	instances	in	the	proposed	revised	rules	where	

the	interests	of	the	utility	are	put	before	those	of	the	public	and	where	greater	deference	is	

given	to	the	utility	over	the	information	needs	of	the	Council,	intervenor	parties,	and	the	public.			

	

Nationally,	as	utilities	grapple	with	disruptive	changes	to	the	utility	business	model,	the	

interests	of	all	parties	will	need	careful	balance	and	deep	analysis,	to	ensure	fairness	in	access,	

impact,	and	economic	burden.	A	“utility	2.0”	is	a	necessary	next	step,	and	the	IRP	should	be	a	

guiding	process	to	consider	how	resources	will	be	distributed.	New	Orleans	has	particular	
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needs,	and	the	changes	made	to	the	system	should	be	done	thoughtfully,	with	the	input	and	

interest	of	the	public	as	a	guiding	factor.		

	

Jurisdiction	

The	Integrated	Resource	Plan	is	a	policy	of	the	New	Orleans	City	Council	created	for	purposes	

related	to	their	unique	information	needs	as	utility	regulators	and	to	ensure	the	public	interest	

is	dutifully	served	through	better	informed	resource	acquisition	decision	making.		The	IRP	is	

explicitly	intended	to	be	distinguished	from	internal	utility	resource	planning,	which	historically	

minimized	or	ignored	demand	side	management	and	renewable	energy	resources,	was	

conducted	without	transparency	or	public	involvement,	and	generally	resulted	in	individual	

resource	acquisition	requests	being	presented	to	the	Council	without	the	benefit	of	robust	

knowledge	regarding	potential	resource	alternatives.			

	

By	contrast,	Integrated	Resource	Planning	is	distinguished	in	several	important	ways	including,	

but	not	limited	to:	

	

• The	fair	evaluation	of	non-traditional	energy	resources,	such	as	demand	side	

management	and	renewable	energy	

• Evaluation	of	a	broad	range	of	alternative	portfolios	responding	to	differentiated	

strategies	and	risk	considerations	

• A	focus	on	seeing	the	big	picture	and	not	limiting	decisions	to	isolated	utility	resource	

acquisition	requests			

• Transparency	and	the	ability	of	the	Council	and	public	to	affect	input	assumptions	and	

modeling	choices	

• Ability	to	connect	Council	vision	and	leadership	to	future	needs,	conditions	and	

technology	forecasts	

• Focus	on	best	interests	of	ratepayer	and	city,	rather	than	business	decisions	related	to	

shareholder	interests.	
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These	priorities	differentiate	the	IRP	from	internal	utility	resource	planning	and	in	so	doing	

serve	a	distinct	public	policy	purpose	that	neither	prevents	nor	limits	the	utility’s	(and	cross-

corporation)	internal	resource	planning	activities.		As	such,	the	clear	articulation	by	Council	of	

public	interest	policy	objectives,	procedural	and	substantive	requirements,	and	various	inputs	

related	to	any	aspect	of	the	IRP	do	not	in	any	way	impinge	on	utility	rights	related	to		

management	of	their	company,	as	suggested	by	the	reference	to	Georgia	Power	Co.		Vs.	

Georgia	Public	Service	Commission.	

	

Moreover,	the	City’s	Home	Rule	Charter	gives	the	Council	the	power	to	institute	proceedings	

affecting	the	“Council’s	powers	of	supervision,	regulation	and	control	granted	hereunder	over	

public	utilities	or	affecting	in	any	way	the	interests	of	the	ratepayers.”
	3
				A	robust	and	accurate	

Council	IRP	process	should	protect	the	interests	of	the	ratepayers	by	helping	the	utility	avoid	

imprudent	investments.	

	

	Also,	thanks	to	the	broad	jurisdictional	and	plenary	authority	given	to	utility	regulatory	

authorities	in	Louisiana,	the	New	Orleans	City	Council	has	Constitutional	power	to	adopt	and	

enforce	“reasonable	rules”
4
		for	the	purpose	of	regulation.	The	IRP	follows	a	reasonable	rule,	

whose	objectives	includes	protecting	the	interests	of	both	the	citizens	of	New	Orleans	and	the	

utility	ratepayers.		Finally,	the	it	is	Council’s	right	to	direct	the	utility	to	include	specific	

scenarios,	strategies,	or	portfolios	where	they	find	appropriate,	“in	connection	with	national	

interest	in	energy	conservation.”
	5	

	

Thus,	the	City	Council	is	within	its	jurisdiction	to	supervise	IRP	proceedings,	and	direct	the	utility	

to	include	Council	preferences	in	modeling	for	this	critical	purpose	of	protecting	the	public	

interests.	Additionally,	the	Alliance	would	like	to	clarify	that	we	are	not	recommending	the	

utility	have	no	opportunity	within	the	IRP	to	select	the	Scenarios	and	Strategies	they	believe	are	

																																																								
3
	New	Orleans	City	Charter,	§	3-130	(1).	

4
	Bowie	vs.	LPSC,	sec.	3,		Nov.	29,	1993		

5
	73B	C.J.S.	Public	Utilities	§	175	
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most	prudent	business	decisions,	but	simply	that	the	Council	has	the	right	to	give	their	

guidance	within	the	process.	

	

Overview	and	Definitions	

Section	1	of	the	Advisor’s	Proposed	Rules	lays	out	an	expectation	of	a	final	IRP	report	related	to	

Council’s	policy	priorities,	transparency,	public	participation,	and	utility	compliance.	These	

points
6
	describe	both	a	process	and	result	that	is	comprehensive	and	responsive	to	an	array	of	

valid	concerns.		However,	the	Section	on	Objectives	(Section	3)	underscores	a	notion	that	the	

IRP	is	a	utility	document,	rather	than	a	policy	of	the	Council,	that	directs	integrated	resource	

planning	through	the	Council’s	stated	priorities.		This	tension	is	confusing	and	should	be	

resolved.	

	

Presently,	the	language	in	the	Proposed	Rules	suggests	that	council	policies	enacted	between	

the	Initiating	resolution	and	a	date,	wherein	inputs	would	be	“finalized”	would	not	be	

considered	in	the	modeling	performed.		This	does	not	allow	the	council	to	engage	with	the	

process	of	the	IRP	between	the	Initiating	Resolution	and	a	Concluding	Resolution,	and	would	

prevent	decisions	made	by	the	Council	that	would	directly	impact	the	outcome	of	the	IRP	from	

being	included.	For	example,	should	the	council	resolve	to	direct	the	utility	to	develop	a	certain	

amount	of	community	solar,	with	the	decision	enacted	between	an	initiating	resolution	and	a	

finalized	or	“lock	in”	date,	this	resource	decision	would	not	necessarily	be	applied	to	the	

modeling	software	or	any	of	the	strategies,	leaving	out	a	significant	parameter.
7
	By	contrast,	it	

is	reasonable	to	assume	that	state	or	federal	policies	that	are	enacted	prior	to	the	“lock	in”	date	

would	be	included,	since	to	do	otherwise	would	run	counter	to	the	concept	that	the		finalized	

inputs	best	reflect	the	known	conditions	affecting	future	resource	determinations	at	that	time.		

We	recommend	that	this	idiosyncrasy	be	resolved	by	clarifying	that	new	policies	and	direction	

that	would	impact	the	IRP	enacted	15	days	prior	to	a	“lock	in”	date	will	be	incorporated	into	the	

modeling.		

																																																								
6
	Advisors,	Section	1,	(A-E)	p.	A-1	
7
	Advisors,		A-6,	at	3.(a))	and	A-10).			
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The	Alliance	supports	the	use	of	an	Initiating	Resolution	for	the	council	to	offer	their	priorities	

and	objectives,	followed	by	the	development	of	Planning	Scenarios	and	Planning	Strategies	

through	collaboration	between	the	utility	and	stakeholders.		The	Alliance	would	recommend,	in	

the	interest	of	fostering	cooperation	among	the	parties,	that	the	Utility	and	Stakeholders	each	

develop	their	respective	Planning	Scenarios,	through	the	stakeholder	and	technical	conference	

process,	and	collaborate	on	at	least	one,	but	likely	two	consensus	Planning	Scenarios.		This	will	

ensure	that	the	utility	and	the	stakeholders	are	able	to	present	what	they	consider	to	be	the	

best	information	regarding	their	respective	Planning	Scenarios	without	having	to	contend	with	

the	other	party	to	do	so.		It	will	also	ensure	that	the	two	consensus	planning	scenarios	can	be	

designed	to	provide	meaningful	diversity,	rather	than	being	structured	in	such	a	way	as	to	

ensure	replication	of	the	same	outcome.		Because	the	utility	will	provide	a	Scenario	that	they	

deem	appropriate,	there	is	no	conflict	with	this	approach	and	the	utility’s	desire	to	protect	their	

business	administration	independence.				

	

	 The	Proposed	Rules	definition	of	“resource	portfolios”
8
	describes	portfolios	that	are	

“prescribed,”	however,	the	development	of	“resource	portfolios”	outlines	a	method	by	which	

the	portfolios	are	selected	through	modeling,	and	are	thereby	specifically	not	prescribed.	The	

definition	that	describes	using	the	software	to	optimize	a	resource	portfolio	based	on	planning	

scenarios	and	strategies	appears	to	be	a	fair	method	of	selecting	appropriate	options	for	the	

city,	allowing	the	capacity	expansion	model	to	perform	its	function,	and	should	give	the	Council	

options	from	which	to	choose,	based	on	needs,	cost,	existing	policy,	and	city	priorities.	A	

distinction	should	be	made	as	to	the	portfolios	resulting	from	optimization,	presumably	the	

“Resource	Portfolios”	and	portfolios	that	include	resources	that	have	been	chosen	outside	the	

modeling	outputs.	

	

For	this,	we	recommend	an	opportunity	for	of	a	limited	number	of	“Alternative	Portfolios,”	

which	would	include	hand	selected	resources	that	may	be	run	at	the	request	of	the	council,	

																																																								
8
	Advisors	at	A-3.	
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utility,	or		stakeholders.	An	alternative	portfolio	may	be	modeled	between	the	draft	IRP	and	the	

final	report	to	compare	a	portfolio	of	independently	selected	resources	that	would	serve	as	a	

comparative	point	of	reference	to	“check”	for	Council	on	priority	resources,	for	example,	

resources	chosen	for	a	clean	energy	mix,	or	for	reliability.		Such	comparison	may	reveal	that	the	

cost	difference	between	a	“least	cost	resources,”	as	an	output	selected	by	capacity	modeling,	

and	an	alternative	mix	of	resources	are	either	relatively	close	in	regards	to	cost,	risk	and	other	

comparisons	or	are	far	apart.		Such	a	“prescribed”	portfolio	is	described	in	the	Advisor’s	

Proposed	Rules,	related	to	a	resource	chosen	for	reasons	outside	least-cost	planning.
9
		

	

A	missing	definition	in	this	document	is	for	“Integrated	Resource	Planning,”	or	“Integrated	

Resource	Plan.”	It	is	important	to	distinguish	between	the	process,	and	the	final	report,	as	the	

very	purpose	of	Resource	Planning	is	to	transparently	conduct	a	public	process	that	should	also	

consist	of	comprehensive,	accurate,	and	analytically	robust	findings	–	to	be	utilized	for	Council	

and	public	engagement.	The	final	report	should	reflect	this	process,	and	should	inform	council	

action	and	utility	resource	decisions.	While	this	report	should	not	serve	as	a	resource	

acquisition	document,	it	should	reflect	the	realities	of	the	utility’s	anticipated	needs.		

The	Alliance	recommends	the	following	definition:	

“Integrated	Resource	Planning”	is	an	open,	public	process	through	which	all	relevant	

supply	side	and	demand-side	resources	and	the	factors	influencing	choice	among	them,	are	

investigated	for	the	optimal	set	of	resources	to	meet	current	and	future	electric	service	needs	

at	the	lowest	total	cost	to	customers	and	the	Utility,	in	a	manner	consistent	with	the	long-run	

public	interest,	given	the	expected	combination	of	costs,	risks	and	uncertainty.	

	

	

Section	3.	Objectives	

The	Alliance	does	not	support	the	position	that	the	Utility’s	financial	integrity	be	included,	or	

ranked	as	the	2
nd
	most	important	objective	of	Integrated	Resource	Planning

10
.		The	well-

																																																								
9
	Advisors	at	A-8	
10
	Advisors	at	A-4	
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established		regulatory	compact
11
,
12
,
13
,
14
		provides	more	than	enough	protection	for	the	utility	

to	cover	its	costs	and	receive	fair	compensation.	If	anything,	the	rank	of	this	objective	is	counter	

to	the	point	that	the	utility	should	not	make	decisions	for	resources	based	on	sales	into	a	

market	or	outside	the	public	interest.	The	objective	to	preserve	a	utility’s	financial	integrity	is	

vital,	however	is	not	an	appropriate	guiding	factor	for	a	resource	planning	process	or	report.	It	

is	therefore	unnecessary	to	state	this	as	a	priority	or	objective	for	the	Council-directed	planning	

process.		

	

Section	4.	Load	Forecast	

The	Alliance	agrees	with	the	Advisor’s	Proposed	Rules	requirements	for	Load	Forecast	in	

section	4.	In	particular,	the	requirements	related	to	historic	coincident	peak	demand	for	all	

customer	classes,	along	with	a	discussion	of	forecasting	methodologies	and	variables	will	

provide	greater	confidence	in	Load	Forecasts	for	future	IRPs.		

	

Additionally,	the	Utility	should	prepare	an	evaluation	of	the	load	forecast	used	in	the	last	filed	

IRP,	including	an	assessment	of	the	annual	accuracy	of	the	previous	forecasting	and	a	comparison	

of	 forecasted	 versus	 actual	 data;	 an	 explanation	 of	 the	 reasons	 for	 any	 significant	 deviation	

between	the	previous	forecasts	and	the	actual	annual	peak	demand	and	energy	that	occurred;	

and	 information	 on	 the	 impact	 that	 historical	 demand-side	 resources	 had	 on	 the	 prior	 load	

forecast.	 This	 “look	 back”	 at	 the	 IRP	 offers	 context	 and	 a	 measure	 of	 precision	 in	 resource	

planning.	

																																																								
11
	 Federal	Power	Commission	v.	Hope	Natural	Gas	Co.(1944)	

12
	Indiana	Gas	Co.,	Inc.	v.	Office	of	Utility	Consumer	Counselor	(“Indiana	Gas	I	”),	575	N.E.2d	1044,	1046	

(Ind.Ct.App.1991)	 

13
	United	States	Gypsum,	Inc.	v.	Indiana	Gas	Co.,	735	N.E.2d	790,	797	(Ind.2000)		

14
	PacifiCorp	v.	Public	Service	Com'n	of	Wyo.,	2004	WY	164,	103	P.3d	862	(Wyo.	2004).		
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Although	not	explicitly	described,	the	Alliance	assumes	that	the	language	in	the	Proposed	Rules,	

Section	4	(A)
15
	on	multiple	Load	Forecasts	includes	an	opportunity	for	stakeholders	to	propose	

a	reasonable	load	forecast	for	use	in	a	Stakeholder	Planning	Scenario,	as	this	is	the	foundational	

variable	in	the	IRP,	and	prior	IRP	cycles	have	included	over-stated	“reference”	cases.	

	

	

Section	5.		Resource	Options	

Independent	Demand	Side	Management	Potential	Study	

One	of	the	most	important	reasons	for	the	Council	creating	Integrated	Resource	Planning	rules	

initially	was	to	unequivocally	acknowledge	that	Demand	Side	Management	is	a	legitimate	

resource	alternative	to	traditional	power	generation,	while	ensuring	that	evaluation	of	DSM	

resources	is	done	fairly,	accurately,	and	in	such	a	way	as	to	maximize	benefits	to	customers.			

	

In	each	of	the	previous	IRP	proceedings,	there	have	been	major	issues	with	the	handling	of	DSM	

analysis.		These	issues	have	centered	around	failure	to	include	all	cost	effective	programs,	not	

relating	DSM	to	the	system’s	needs,	assumed	costs	and	incomplete	accounting	of	DSM	benefits,	

long	ramp	up	times	and	low	participation	rates,	and	loading	order	in	modeling	software	that	

minimizes	DSM	selection	by	not	requiring	supply	resources	to	directly	compete.		The	root	of	the	

problem	is	a	persistent	conflict	of	interest	between	DSM’s	impact	on	capacity	requirements	and	

energy	sales,	on	the	one	hand,	and	the	Utility’s	historic	preference	and	financial	motivations	for	

construction	of	new	generation	resources	on	the	other.			It	is	our	hope	that	the	former	conflict,	

related	to	the	split-incentive,	will	be	tempered	following	the	adoption	of	decoupling	following	

the	anticipated	2018	rate	case.	

	

	Within	the	context	of	profit	motive,	it	is	problematic	that	the	Utility	itself	hire	and	manage	the	

contractors	who	determine	DSM	potential,	are	responsible	for	program	delivery,	and	conduct	

the	performance	evaluations.		The	Utility	has	operated	DSM	programs	in	New	Orleans	that	

have	failed	to	grow	appreciably	over	the	span	of	Energy	Smart’s	first	five	years,	while	

																																																								
15
	Advisors’	Proposed	Rules,	p	A-4,	Section	4	(A)	
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comparable	programs	overseen	by	Entergy	Arkansas	grew	nearly	600%	over	the	same	period	of	

time.		The	DSM	potential	studies	produced	under	the	Utility’s	management	have	been	far	more	

conservative	than	proactive,	which	is	inconsistent	with	the	Council’s	priorities	for	substantial	

DSM	growth	and	out	of	step	with	analysis	conducted	by	the	American	Council	for	an	Energy	

Efficient	Economy,	and	successfully	being	achieved	by	large	numbers	of	utilities	across	the	

country.		Looking	at	both	changes	in	DSM	analysis	results	over	time	and	comparison	to	actual	

achieved	program	savings,	the	DSM	potential	studies	have	come	in	below	achievable	levels.			

	

Research	shows	that	jurisdictions	with	IRP	processes	alone	underperform	with	respect	to	DSM	

savings	than	those	with	Energy	Efficiency	Resource	standards	in	place.		In	order	to	achieve	

forward	leaning	targets	like	those	described	by	the	Council,	it	will	be	important	to	get	to	the	

root	of	the	discrepancy	between	many	DSM	potential	studies	and	what	is	actually	achievable.		

	

Ultimately,	it	is	the	ratepayers	who	end	up	paying	for	the	DSM	potential	study	and	it	is	in	the	

public	interest	that	this	work	be	administered	with	greater	independence	from	the	utility,	more	

transparency,	with	a	more	explicit	aim	to	maximize	DSM	benefits	to	customers.			

	

Independence	and	the	aim	to	maximize	DSM	benefits	does	not	equate	to	putting	a	thumb	on	

the	scale	for	the	benefit	of	the	Alliance	or	any	other	intervenor.		One	of	the	most	important	

central	tenets	of	New	Orleans’	IRP	concerns	meeting	customer	needs	through	DSM	rather	than	

more	expensive	supply	resources.		It	is	appropriate	that	every	effort	be	made	to	proactively	

seek	out	and	identify	the	full	depth	and	breadth	of	DSM	potential	available.			

Finally,	the	Alliance	continues	to	support	the	addition	of	the	Societal	Cost	Test	to	the	

consideration	of	DSM.	The	inclusion	of	non-energy	benefits	and	costs	should	be	fully	

represented	in	the	evaluation.	Externalities	like	health	and	environmental	benefits	brings	

equity	to	the	table,	is	in	the	interest	of	ratepayers,	and	should	be	incorporated.		

	

Section	6	.	Transmission	and	Distribution	

The	Alliance	supports	the	Advisors’	proposal	related	to	transmission	and	distribution.	These	
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additions	should	offer	a	clear	picture	of	the	full	array	of	resources	that	should	deliver	energy	to	

New	Orleans	customers,	and	how	planned	expansions	will	impact	service	and	cost.	

	

In	particular,	these	rules	seek	to	illuminate	an	issue	of	concern	in	the	conclusion	of	the	2015	IRP	

and	the	selection	of	a	Combustion	Turbine,	even	where	the	optimization	modeling	in	the	IRP	

did	not	select	this	resource.	The	Advisor’s	Proposed	Rules	
16
	outlines	the	need	to	clarify	where	

resources	are	pre-selected	for	a	portfolio,	outside	the	optimization	modeling,	to	support	

reliability.	We	agree	that	transparency	on	this	point	would	help	clarify	the	selection	of	

resources	that	appear	not	to	relate	to	optimization	or	to	be	a	least-cost	resource.	If	reliability	is	

presented	as	a	reason	for	adding	a	resource	or	choosing	a	particular	resource	over	another,	the	

evaluation	should	be	supported	by	measurable	criteria.	Additionally,	if	there	are	other	reasons	

for	selection	of	resources	outside	the	optimization	model	(eg.	Council	priorities),	the	reason	

should	be	supported	and	explained	as	such.	

	

In	Section	6,	the	Advisor’s	Proposed	Rules	rightfully	make	reliability	a	critical	element.	However,	

there	is	a	distinction	to	be	made	on	reliability	that	should	help	refine	the	issue	for	all	involved.	

Reliability	can	be	impacted	by	transmission,	distribution,	or	generation,	and	each	of	these	are	

distinct.	Where	the	issues	may	be	conflated,	in	a	city	with	regular	outages,	it	would	be	useful	

for	the	utility	to	include	their	most	recent	annual	SAIDI/SAIFI	filing	as	an	appendix	and	an	

analysis	of	the	reliability	of	the	components	of	the	system	such	that	outages	are	identified	and	

distinguished	between	distribution,	transmission,	and	generation	causes.	

	

As	resources	that	impact	reliability	include	the	distribution	system,	which	experiences	regular	

outages,	voltage	dips	and	spikes,	an	examination	and	reporting	of	the	status	and	needs	of	this	

local	system,	along	with	the	Advisor’s	recommendation
17
	of	a	quantification	of	costs	and	

benefits	for	distribution-level	resource	additions	would	support	the	purpose	of	the	IRP	to	offer	

customers	reliable	and	least	affordable	service.	This	is	especially	true	as	greater	penetrations	of	

																																																								
16
	Advisors,	Section	6,	part	D,	(	p.	A-8)	

17
	Advisors	Report/Draft	Criteria,	p.	A-8,	Section	7	(E).	
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Distributed	Energy	Resources	are	connected	to	the	distribution	system,	and	are	accounted	for	

in	system	planning.	

	

Section	7.	Integrated	Resource	Plan	Analyses	

Constraints	on	Optimization	Modeling	

On	page	A-8,	the	Advisors	indicate	that:	

“The	optimization	process	shall	be	constrained	to	mitigate	the	over-reliance	on	forecasted	

revenues	from	external	capacity	market	sales	and	external	energy	market	sales	driving	the	

selection	of	resources.”			

	

We	agree	with	this	notion	and	believe	that	the	manner	in	which	the	market	sales	are	

constrained	should	be	specifically	disclosed.		Similarly,	we	recognize	that	there	are	other	

constraints	placed	by	the	Utility	on	the	optimization	process	that	can	have	significant	impact	on	

modeling	outputs,	each	of	which	should	also	be	identified	and	the	disclosed.			

	

While	Integrated	Resource	Planning	is	a	policy	of	the	Council	that	is	distinct	from	the	Utility’s	

internal	resource	planning	analysis,	the	optimization	process	is	reliant	upon	complex	modeling	

software	that	is	available	only	to	the	utility.		The	use	of	this	software	has	historically	been	a	

“black	box”	whose	specific	operations	are	known	only	to	the	utility,	yet	whose	effects	have	the	

potential	to	significantly	impact	the	outputs	relied	upon	for	resource	selection	and	cost	

analysis.		Prior	to	running	the	market	modeling	analysis,	various	constraints	are	first	selected	by	

the	Utility	that	affect	how	the	analysis	is	conducted	(like	the	market	sales	constraints	proposed	

by	the	Advisors).		Since	no	other	party	in	these	proceeding	is	given	access	to	the	modeling	

software,	there	is	a	strong	public	interest	justification	for	requiring	the	utility	to	identify	the	

factors	that	are	being	constrained	and	indicate	what	specific	constraints	are	being	used	and	

why.		Possible	examples	of	such	factors	may	include,	but	are	not	limited	to,	market	sales,	

resource	loading	order	(for	example	with	DSM),	geography,	reliability,	whether	existing	

generation	resources	compete	or	are	hardwired	in,	as	well	as	the	treatment	of	short-	and	

medium-term	PPA	resources	and	market	purchases.		The	information	provided	should	



	 15	

essentially	consist	of	the	key	ingredients	and	basic	recipe	used	to	guide	the	optimization	

modeling	software.			

	

The	Alliance	supports	the	development	and	use	of	a	scorecard	for	Portfolios	to	give	greater	

context	to	the	full	benefits	and	costs	of	each.	This	solution	to	the	concern	of	resilience,	social	

impact,	and	other	valuable	metrics	may	be	a	useful	tool,	but	only	if	developed	transparently.	

Parties	should	work	with	the	utility	to	offer	input	on	the	development	of	the	scorecard,	as	there	

is	potential	for	subjective	“value”	ranking	for	each	of	the	metrics.	The	matrix	should	allow	a	

broad	enough	numbering	system	to	allow	for	granular	comparisons	among	the	portfolios,	and	

the	scorecard	should	be	developed	and	discussed	before	the	final	IRP	report.	

	

Section	10.	Submission	and	Public	Presentation	of	IRP	Report	

Successful	conclusion	of	an	Integrated	Resource	Planning	cycle	involves	process	and	substance	

elements,	each	of	which	should	be	evaluated	distinctly	at	the	end	of	an	IRP	cycle.		We	believe	

that	it	is	appropriate	that	the	Council	would	separately	determine	whether	compliance	

requirements	have	been	met	for	each	of	these	elements,	and	that	doing	so	provides	the	

greatest	public	interest	value.		As	such,	we	recommend	that	Acceptance	of	the	IRP	relate	to	

satisfactory	compliance	by	the	Utility	with	the	process	requirements	set	forth	in	the	IRP	rules,	

while	a	decision	whether	to	Approve	a	plan	may	be	separately	determined	based	on	the	

Council’s	assessment	of	the	substance	therein.		The	authority	of	the	Council	to	conclude	the	IRP	

with	an	affirmative	determination	of	process	compliance	should	serve	as	motivation	to	ensure	

complete,	timely,	and	transparent	conduct	during	the	planning	process.		This	would	take	the	

form	of	a	Council	decision	to	Accept	the	filing	as	compliant	with	the	IRP	rule’s	process	

requirements.		However,	the	value	and	purpose	of	Integrated	Resource	Planning	is	not	served	

by	merely	going	through	the	motions,	but	ultimately	rests	on	the	substantive	quality	of	the	plan	

itself	with	respect	to	accuracy,	comprehensiveness,	flexibility,	the	presentation	of	alternative	

options	and	the	various	implications	of	different	choices.		On	the	substance,	the	Council	would	

therefore	have	the	authority	to	Approve,	Reject,	or	take	no	position,	depending	on	their	

assessment	of	the	quality	of	the	substance	of	the	IRP	plan	submitted	by	the	Utility.		The	value	
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of	this	approach	is	to	give	the	Utility	and	Parties	to	the	IRP	proceeding	something	to	aspire	to	as	

they	conduct	their	work,	rather	than	a	mere	focus	on	minimum	compliance.			

	

While	it	is	recognized	that	the	IRP	is	itself	not	a	resource	acquisition	proceeding,	a	Council	

decision	to	Accept	or	Reject	would	be	understood	to	have	more	bearing	on	the	relative	

importance	given	to	the	IRP	in	resource	acquisition	and	prudence	proceedings	than	an	outcome	

where	the	Council	took	no	position.		This	is	appropriate,	given	the	large	amount	of	work	and	

investment	that	goes	into	an	IRP.		There	should	be	a	meaningful	relationship	between	the	IRP	

and	subsequent	resource	decisions	and	that	this	is	at	the	heart	of	why	the	IRP	has	value	in	the	

first	place.		Conversely,	the	purpose	of	the	IRP	is	undermined	if	it	is	treated	as	nothing	more	

than	a	plan	on	a	shelf.		Ultimately,	by	exercising	this	authority	the	Council	is	able	to	connect	and	

align	the	Integrated	Resource	Planning	efforts	with	their	vision,	while	evaluating	the	impact	of	

their	guidance	to	the	process	and	the	potential	need	for	follow	up	policy	action.		

	

Conclusion	

These	proposed	rules,	and	our	specific	language	recommendations,	have	the	potential	to	

support	thoughtful	resource	consideration,	encourage	meaningful	public	engagement,	improve	

New	Orleans’	energy	system,	and	ensure	Council	priorities	guide	both	the	process	and	the	

resulting	IRP	report.		
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In	Re:		RULEMAKING	TO	ESTABLISH	INTEGRATED	RESOURCE	PLANNING	COMPONENTS	AND	
REPORTING	REQUIREMENTS	FOR	ENTERGY	NEW	ORLEANS,	INC.	UD-17-	01		

	
	

Certificate	of	Service	Docket	No.	UD-17-01	

I	hereby	certify	that	I	have	this	25th	Day	of	May,	2017,	served	the	required	number	of	copies	of	

the	foregoing	correspondence	upon	all	other	known	parties	of	this	proceeding,	by	USPS	or	

electronic	mail.	

	

	

_________________________________________	

Logan	Atkinson	Burke	

Alliance	for	Affordable	Energy	

	

	

	
											UD-17-	01		

In	Re:		RULEMAKING	TO	ESTABLISH	INTEGRATED	RESOURCE	PLANNING	COMPONENTS	AND	
REPORTING	REQUIREMENTS	FOR	ENTERGY	NEW	ORLEANS,	INC.	

	
Lora	W.	Johnson,	lwjohnson@nola.gov	

Clerk	of	Council	

City	Hall	-	Room	1E09	

1300	Perdido	Street	

New	Orleans,	LA		70112	

	(504)	658-1085	-	office	
(504)	658-1140	-	fax	

Service	of	Discovery	not	required	
	

Pearlina	Thomas,	pthomas@nola.gov	

		 Chief	of	Staff,	Council	Utilities	Regulatory	Office	

W.	Thomas	Stratton,	Jr.,	wtstrattonjr@nola.gov	

Director,	Council	Utilities	Regulatory	Office		

City	Hall	-	Room	6E07	

1300	Perdido	Street	

New	Orleans,	LA		70112	

(504)	658-1110	-	office	
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(504)	658-1117	–	fax	

	

David	Gavlinski,	504-658-1101,	dsgavlinski@nola.gov	

Interim	Council	Chief	of	Staff	

City	Hall	-	Room	1E06	

1300	Perdido	Street	

New	Orleans,	LA		70112	

	

Rebecca	Dietz	
rhdietz@nola.gov	

City	Attorney		

Law	Department	

City	Hall	-	5th	Floor	

New	Orleans,	LA		70112	

(504)	658-9800	-	office	

(504)	658-9869	-	fax	

Service	of	Discovery	not	required	
	
Norman	S.	Foster,	nsfoster@nola.gov	

Department	of	Finance		

City	Hall	-	Room	3W06	

1300	Perdido	Street	

New	Orleans,	LA		70112	

(504)	658-1519-	office	

(504)	658-1705	–	fax	

	

ADMINISTRATIVE	HEARING	OFFICER	
	

Hon.	Jeffrey	S.	Gulin,	jgulin@verizon.net	

	 3203	Bridle	Ridge	Lane	

Lutherville,	MD	21093	

(410)	627-5357	

	

NEW	ORLEANS	CITY	COUNCIL	CONSULTANTS	
	

Clinton	A.	Vince,	clinton.vince@dentons.com	

	 Presley	Reed,	presley.reedjr@dentons.com	

Emma	F.	Hand,	emma.hand@dentons.com	

1900	K	Street	NW		

Washington,	DC		20006	

(202)	408-6400	-	office	

(202)	408-6399	-	fax		

	

Basile	J.	Uddo	(504)	583-8604	cell,	buddo@earthlink.net	
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J.	A.	“Jay”	Beatmann,	Jr.	(504)	256-6142	cell,	(504)	524-5446	office	direct,	
jay.beatmann@dentons.com	

c/o	DENTONS	US		LLP	

650	Poydras	Street	

Suite	2850	

New	Orleans,	LA		70130				 	

	
Walter	J.	Wilkerson,	wwilkerson@wilkersonplc.com	

Kelley	Bazile,	kbazile@wilkersonplc.com	

Wilkerson	and	Associates,	PLC		

650	Poydras	Street	-	Suite	1913	

New	Orleans,	LA		70130	

(504)	522-4572	-	office	

(504)	522-0728	-	fax	 	 			

	

Joseph	Vumbaco,	jvumbaco@ergconsulting.com	

Victor	M.	Prep,	vprep@ergconsulting.com			
Joseph	W.	Rogers,	jrogers@ergconsulting.com	
Legend	Consulting	Group	

8055	East	Tufts	Ave.,	Suite	1250	

Denver,	CO		80237-2835	

(303)	843-0351	-	office	

(303)	843-0529	-	fax	

	 	

Errol	Smith,	(504)	284-8733,	ersmith@btcpas.com	

Bruno	and	Tervalon	

4298	Elysian	Fields	Avenue	

New	Orleans,	LA		70122	

	(504)	284-8296	–	fax	

	

	

	

ENTERGY	NEW	ORLEANS,	INC.		
	

Gary	E.	Huntley,	504-670-3680,	ghuntle@entergy.com	

Entergy	New	Orleans,	Inc.	

Vice-President,	Regulatory	Affairs	

1600	Perdido	Street,	L-MAG	505B	

New	Orleans,	LA	70112	

504-670-3615	fax	

		

Seth	Cureington,	504-670-3602,	scurein@entergy.com	

Entergy	New	Orleans,	Inc.	

Manager,	Resource	Planning	
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1600	Perdido	Street,	L-MAG	505B	

New	Orleans,	LA	70112	

	
Polly	S.	Rosemond,	504-670-3567,	prosemo@entergy.com	

Entergy	New	Orleans,	Inc.	

Manager,	Regulatory	Affairs	

1600	Perdido	Street,	L-MAG	505B	

New	Orleans,	LA	70112	

	

Derek	Mills,	dmills3@entergy.com	

Project	Manager	

1600	Perdido	Street,	Bldg.	#505	

New	Orleans,	LA	70112	

	 504-670-3527	

	

Kathryn	J.	Lichtenberg	(504)	576-2763	office,	klichte@entergy.com	

Tim	Cragin	(504)	576-6523	office,	tcragin@entergy.com	

Brian	L.	Guillot	(504)	576-2603	office,	bguill1@entergy.com		

Alyssa	Maurice-Anderson	(504)	576-6523	office,	amauric@entergy.com	

Harry	Barton	(504)	576-2984	office,	hbarton@entergy.com	

Entergy	Services,	Inc.	

Mail	Unit	L-ENT-26E	

639	Loyola	Avenue	

New	Orleans,	LA	70113	

(504)	576-5579	-	fax	 	 	 	

							

	 	 	 						

Joe	Romano,	III	(504)	576-4764,	jroman1@entergy.com		

Suzanne	Fontan	(504)	576-7497,	sfontan@entergy.com	

Danielle	Burleigh	(504)	576-6185,	dburlei@entergy.com	

Therese	Perrault	(504-576-6950),	tperrau@entergy.com		

Entergy	Services,	Inc.	

Mail	Unit	L-ENT-4C	

639	Loyola	Avenue	

New	Orleans,	LA	70113	

(504)576-6029	-	fax	

													

																							

JACOBS	TECHNOLOGY,	INC.		
	

Mr.	Michael	L.	Winberry,	michael.l.winberry@nasa.gov	
Business	Manager	

Jacobs	Technology	Inc.	

13800	Old	Gentilly	Road,	Building	320	
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New	Orleans,	LA		70129	

	

THE	FOLGER	COFFEE	COMPANY	(J.M.	SMUCKER)	
	

Rick	Boyd,	rick.boyd@jmsmucker.com	
The	Folger	Coffee	Company	

14601	Old	Gentilly	Road	

New	Orleans,	La		70129	

	
USG	CORPORATION		
	

Mr.	Fred	M.	Mazurski,	CEM,	CDSM,	fmazurski@usg.com	
Senior	Manager,	Energy	USG	Corporation	
550	West	Adams	Street	

Chicago,	IL		60661-3676	

	
SIERRA	CLUB	
	
	 Joshua	Smith,	joshua.smith@sierraclub.org	

Staff	Attorney	

Sierra	Club	Environmental	Law	Program	

85	Second	Street,	2nd	Floor	

San	Francisco,	CA	94105	

(415)977-5560	

(415)977-5793	(fax)	

(503)484-7194	(cell)	

	
	
ALLIANCE	FOR	AFFORDABLE	ENERGY	

	

Logan	Atkinson	Burke,	(504)	208-976,	logan@all4energy.org	

4505	S.	Claiborne	Ave	

New	Orleans,	LA	70125	

	

GULF	STATES	RENEWABLE	ENERGY	INDUSTRIES	ASSOCIATION	(GSREIA)		
	

Jeff	Cantin,	President,	jcantin@gsreia.org	

643	Magazine	St.,	Ste.	102	

New	Orleans,	LA	70130	

(504)	383-8936	
	
POSIGEN	SOLAR	SOLUTIONS	
	
	 Karla	Loeb,	kloeb@posigen.com	



	 22	

	 Director	of	Business	Development	

	 819	Central	Ave.,	Suite	210	

	 Jefferson,	La.	70121	

	 504-293-5665	

	

	 Benjamin	Norwood,	(504)293-5553,	bnorwood@posigen.com	

	 Skelly	McCay,	smccay@posigen.com	

	 819	Central	Ave.,	Suite	210	

	 Jefferson,	La.	70121	

	 504-293-5665	

	 	

BUILDING	SCIENCE	INNOVATORS	LLC	
	
	 Myron	Katz,	myron.bernard.katz@gmail.com	

	 302	Walnut	Street	

	 New	Orleans,	LA	70118	

	

SOUTH	COAST	SOLAR,	LLC		
	
	 Robert	L.	Suggs,	Jr.,	CEO,		rsuggs@southcoastsolar.com	

	 2605	Ridgelake	Drive	

Metairie,	LA	70002	

504-529-7869	

	

AIR	PRODUCTS	AND	CHEMICALS,	INC.	
	

	 Ernest	L.	Edwards,	Jr.,	(504)	450-4226,	ledwards0526@gmail.com		

The	Law	Offices	of	Ernest	L.	Edwards	Jr.	APLC	

300	Lake	Marina	Ave	Unit	5BE	

New	Orleans,	LA	70124	

	

	 Mark	Zimmerman,	(610)	481-1288,	zimmermr@airproducts.com	

Air	Products	and	Chemicals,	Inc.	

7201	Hamilton	Boulevard	

Allentown,	PA		18195-1501	

(610)	481-2182	–	fax	

	
	
GREATER	NEW	ORLEANS	HOUSING	ALLIANCE		
	

Andreanecia	Morris,	amorris@gnoha.org	

Ross	Hunter,	rhunter@gnoha.org	

4640	S.	Carrollton	Ave,	Suite	160		

New	Orleans,	LA	70119		
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(504)	224-8301	

	

SEWERAGE	AND	WATER	BOARD	OF	NEW	ORLEANS	
	

	 James	E.	Thompson	III,	jthompson@swbno.org	

	 625	St.	Joseph	Street,	Room	201	

	 New	Orleans,	LA	70165	

	 (504)	529-2837	

	

Luke	F.	Piontek,	Lpiontek@roedelparsons.com	

Judith	Sulzer,	jsulzer@roedelparsons.com	
Roedel,	Parsons,	Koch,	Blache,	

Balhoff	&	McCollister	

8440	Jefferson	Highway,	Suite	301	

Baton	Rouge,	LA		70809	

Telephone:		(225)	929-7033	

Facsimile:		(225)	928-4925	

												-	AND	-	

1515	Poydras	Street,	Suite	2330	

New	Orleans,	Louisiana	70112	

Telephone:	(504)	566-1801	

Facsimile:	(504)	565-5626	

	


