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PROGRAM YEARS 10 THROUGH 12 OF THE ENERGY SMART PLAN
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Pursuant to the procedural schedule set forth in Resolution No. R-19-516, the Advisors submit this
Advisors’ Report regarding Entergy New Orleans, LLC’s Application for Approval of the
Implementation Plan for Program Years 10 Through 12 of the Energy Smart Program
(“Implementation Plan”).! Entergy New Orleans, LLC (“ENO”) submitted its Implementation
Plan to the Council in compliance with Council Resolution No. R-17-430, as modified by the
March 26, 2018 Order from the Hearing Officer in Council Docket No. UD-17-03, to set forth
ENO’s proposed program offerings, budgets, kWh savings goals, and Ultility Performance
Incentive (“UPI”) for Program Years (“PY”) 10-12 of the Energy Smart Program.

The Advisors are pleased that in the Implementation Plan ENO offered two scenarios for the
Council to consider, one that achieves the Council’s stated energy efficiency goals and one that is
even more aggressive. The Advisors generally conclude that the program designs put forth by
ENO in the Implementation Plan are reasonable, as discussed herein. The Advisors reviewed the
development of estimated measure costs and reductions using program planning tool inputs and
assumptions, and confirmed the appropriateness of the proposed budgets and kWh and kW savings
goals. The Advisors recommend that the Council approve Scenario 2, the more aggressive budget
scenario. Further, as discussed herein, the Advisors recommend that ENO’s Utility Performance
Incentive (“UPI”) structure be approved, but that ENO’s proposed incentive at 100% achievement
of the Council’s kWh savings targets of 10% of program costs be reduced to 7% of program costs.
The following table represents the Advisors’ recommended budgets and savings targets for Energy
Smart Program Years 10-12.

Scenario 2 Summary: Revised EMV @4% and Prorated PY 10 w/ Advisor’s Recommended UPI

Scenario 2 - Demand Response and EE Combined

@ | DAEMAY | Coondimaion | TOWCoSS | wn | aw | e | TREERE
PY10 | $581,195 $ 14,021,970 $ 26,600 | $14,629,764 56,572,937 | 12,386 | $ 903,841 | $15,533,605
PY11 $ 750,504 $ 18,149,064 $ 11,700 | $18911,268 | 87,511,515 16,447 | $1,208,699 | $20,119,968
PY12 | $ 846,001 $ 20,437,820 $ 14,700 | $21,298,519 | 96,773,677 | 18,456 | $1,363,192 | $22,661,711
Total | $2,177,700 $ 52,608,854 $ 53,000 | $54,839,551 | 240,858,129 | 47,289 | $3,475,733 | $58,315,284

The Council should also be advised that for the first time in many years, customers will experience
a rate impact related to the implementation of the Energy Smart Program. Since Program Year 4,
the program has been largely funded through refunds received by ENO from various proceedings
at the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. However, the availability of such refunds is neither
stable nor predictable, and the Council, ENO, and stakeholders have all expressed interest in
establishing a permanent, stable funding mechanism for the Energy Smart program. As a result,
the costs of the Energy Smart program will now be incorporated into ENO’s rates. The projected
typical bill impacts of the Energy Smart Implementation Plan, including the UPI recommended by
the Advisors for Scenario 2 are approximately $3.99 on the typical residential customer monthly
bill, $34.39 on the typical commercial customer monthly bill, and $480.46 on the typical industrial
customer monthly bill.

! Filed by Entergy New Orleans, LLC in Council Docket No. UD-17-03 on Dec. 9, 2019.
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I. Background

The Energy Smart Program has its foundations in the Triennial Integrated Resource Plan (“IRP”)
and consequently is planned in three-year cycles, consistent with the IRP cycles.

In Resolution R-15-140, ENO was required to issue a Request for Proposals (RFP) for a Third
Party Administrator (“TPA”) and a Third Party Evaluator (“TPE”) for PYs 7-9. Based on the RFP,
ENO chose APTIM as the TPA and ADM as the TPE. The selection of these firms for Energy
Smart was approved by Resolution R-17-31, and they have served in those roles for Program Years
7 through 9.

Beginning April 1, 2017 ENO implemented PYs 7-9 and the results for Energy Smart reported as
of September 2019 show that PYs 7 and 8 have exceeded the kWh goals for ENO Legacy and
were close to achieving the kWh goals for Algiers. ENO has stated that it expects to meet or
exceed the kWh goals for the results of the 4™ quarter of PY9.

In Resolution R-17-430 initiating the 2018 IRP process, the Council adopted a procedural schedule
which included a demand side management (“DSM”) potential study conducted by a consultant
selected by the Council. Thus, two DSM potential studies were developed for the 2018 IRP: one
by Navigant Consulting, Inc. (“Navigant”), prepared on the Company’s behalf, and the other by
Optimal Energy, Inc. (“Optimal”). Both DSM potential studies were used with the New Orleans
Technical Reference Manual (“NOTRM”) to estimate the DSM costs and kWh/kW reductions for
PYs 10-12 related to the energy efficiency (“EE”) and demand response (“DR”) measures included
in the Implementation Plan.

ENO and all parties reached a consensus related to incorporating the metrics from the measures in
the two DSM potential studies into various program offerings in PYs 10-12.

The historical performance (kWh goal, kWh achieved, PY budget, and PY cost) of Energy Smart
relative to the Council’s approved goals and budget through PY 8 (2018) — for each Legacy and
Algiers are summarized in the Implementation Plan, Exhibit A2 All but two years exceeded the
kWh goals, with those two years exceeding 95% of goal for ENO Legacy. Complementing the
success of the energy efficiency programs, the A/C direct load control program, initiated in PY 6,
will now be expanded into several direct load control programs including large customers. While
the first three program years were funded by ratepayers, the funding of Energy Smart in subsequent
years was provided by non-ratepayer sources, including rulings favorable to ENO from several
FERC dockets and the 2017 Tax Cuts and Jobs Act.

Although the annual costs of Energy Smart are soon expected to exceed $20 million annually, it is
important to keep in mind that Energy Smart is cost-effective when evaluated and measured as a
long-term resource. Program costs are incurred in the initial (program) year, but the benefits
associated with those programs are represented by long-term avoided energy and capacity costs
which accrue over the estimated useful life of those programs. The Implementation Plan tables of
budget and goals show only the initial year kWh and kW reductions associated with programs and
their cost for that specific program year. However, the cost incurred in the program year is
expected to be less than the present value of the projected costs avoided over the life of the

2 Exhibit A, page 2, Section I1.a, Energy Smart Implementation Plan filed December 9, 2019.
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programs. Likewise each year kWh savings reductions have been accumulating from many
programs implemented in previous program years, such that there are kWh savings still being
realized from some programs implemented in PY 1.

II. ENO’s Proposed Implementation Plan

Recognizing that it would not have sufficient time to approve the program design, budget and
targets for Program Year 10 of the Energy Smart program before the expiration of Program Year
9 on December 31, 2019, the Council issued Resolution No. R-19-516 extending Program Year 9
by three months through March 31, 2020 and shortening Program Year 10 by three months, to run
from April 1, 2020 through December 31, 2020. Because Resolution No. R-19-516 was adopted
after ENO’s initial filing of the Implementation Plan, ENO subsequently made three filings, a
January 15 filing with proposed budgets and kWh savings targets for the Program Year 9
extension,® a January 22, 2020 filing with a Revised Implementation Plan for Program Years 10-
12,% and a Corrected Energy Smart Revised Implementation Plan for Program Years 10 — 12.3

On December 9, 2019, ENO filed its Implementation Plan for Program Years 10-12 of the Energy
Smart Program. The Implementation Plan sets forth ENO’s proposed program offerings, budgets,
kWh savings goals, and Utility Performance Incentive (“UPI”) for Program Years 10-12 of the
Energy Smart Program. Of particular note, ENO for the first time has offered two budget scenarios
for the Council’s consideration, the first Budget Scenario being designed to comply with the
requirement that ENO evaluate the Council’s “goal of increasing energy efficiency incremental
annual kWh savings by 0.2% of sales per year until such time as incremental annual kWh savings
reach 2% of annual sales,” and the second Budget Scenario being designed to reflect a more
aggressive set of kWh savings goals.$

ENO proposes to continue to employ the APTIM as the Third Party Administrator (“TPA”) and
ADM Associates (“ADM”) as the Third-Party Evaluator (“TPE”) for Program Years 10-12.
Through an RFP selection process, ENO selected APTIM and Honeywell Smart Energy
(“Honeywell”) to assist ENO in developing and implementing its new demand response offerings
for Program Years 10-12.3

The Implementation Plan sets forth the following Residential Offerings for Program Years 10-12
of the Energy Smart Program:

e Home Performance with Energy Star (“HPwES™) -- Local auditors and contractors will
help residential customers analyze their energy use and identify opportunities to improve

3 Letter from Brian L. Guillot to Lora W. Johnson dated January 15, 2020, filed in Docket Nos. UD-08-02 and UD-
17-03 (“PY 9 Extension Filing”).

4 Letter from Brian L. Guillot to Lora W. Johnson dated January 22, 2020, filed in Docket Nos. UD-08-02 and UD-
17-03 (“Revised Implementation Plan™).

3> The Corrected Energy Smart Revised Implementation Plan for Program Years 10 — 12 was filed with the Clerk of
Council on January 24, 2020 (“ENO Correction™).

¢ Implementation Plan at 7.

7 Implementation Plan at 2.

8 Implementation Plan at 8-9.
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efficiency, install low-cost energy-savings measures, and identify and implement more
comprehensive home efficiency projects through three levels of home energy audits.’

e Retail Lighting and Appliances -- Will provide customers the opportunity to purchase a
variety of discounted products that are ENERGY STAR qualified or better.! The two
main program activities include (1)retailer recruitment and merchandizing and
(2) administration of the incentive process (including program tracking).!!

e Multifamily Solutions -- Will address the unique needs of multifamily property owners
through a combination of incentives for both direct install and prescriptive measures, and
through property owner and tenant education.'2

e Income Qualified Weatherization -- Will offer qualifying customers free energy efficiency
projects ranging from direct install measures, to demand response enable smart thermostats
and comprehensive envelope measures.'?

e A/C Solutions -- Will provide residential customers with a more comprehensive set of
options to lower the energy consumption and cost associated with keeping their homes cool
and comfortable in the summer.!* The program will include comprehensive A/C tune-up
and replacement, and demand-response enabled smart thermostats. '

e NOLA Wise School Kits & Education and Community Qutreach -- Program will continue
to target middle school students in the New Orleans area, working with local schools to
enhance energy efficiency lessons and providing students with energy efficiency kits they
will install in their homes.'¢

e Behavioral -- Program will work with Entergy’s new Customer Engagement Platform to
offer a behavioral program to ENO’s residential customers where customers receive a
monthly Home Utility Report that compares them to similar and efficient households,
shows their usage over time, provides tips for having energy, rewards for taking actions
and directs them to other program offerings.!’

e Rewards -- This program includes a dedicated budget that will be leveraged to reward
Behavioral Program participants with incentives or prizes for participation.'®

e Appliance Recycling and Replacement Pilot -- Program will encourage early recycling of
low efficiency appliances, such as refrigerators and freezers, for residential customers, as
well as offering a refrigerator replacement option for income-qualified residential

® Implementation Plan at 3-4.
10 Implementation Plan at 4.
! Implementation Plan at 4.
12 Implementation Plan at 4.
13 Implementation Plan at 4.
4 Implementation Plan at 4.
15 Implementation Plan at 4.
16 Implementation Plan at 5.
17 Implementation Plan at 5.
18 Implementation Plan at 5.
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® The program will go beyond federal recycling requirements using

20

customers.
environmentally friendly best practices for recycling all components of each appliance.

The Energy Smart Program Year 10-12 Commercial and Industrial Offerings proposed by ENO
include:

e Small Commercial & Industrial Solutions -- Program will provide small businesses
(100kW demand or less) and other qualified non-residential customers the opportunity to
achieve electricity savings through strategies designed specifically for this sector.?! The
program will help small business customers analyze facility energy use and identify energy
efficiency improvement projects.??

e Large Commercial & Industrial Solutions -- Program will provide solutions for larger (over
100 kW demand) non-residential customers interested in energy efficiency through a
prescriptive or custom approach.?> The program will also nurture delivery channels, such
as design professionals, distributors, installation contractors and Energy Service
Companies.?*

e Commercial Real Estate -- This program would only be included in the second Budget
Scenario (described below).”> The program would be designed to more deeply engage
Class A and B office space, which contains significant energy savings potential with a
targeted approach reflecting the unique needs and decision makers in that class.?

e Publicly Funded Institutions -- This program will target local publicly funded institutions
and will assist end use customers in overcoming barriers that are specific to publicly funded
groups through hands-on expertise and consulting including building benchmarking and
creating roadmaps to success.?’

e Commercial & Industrial Construction Solutions -- This new program will encourage
customers to design and construct higher efficiency facilities than required by building
codes or planned designs, and would be available to ground-up construction, additions, or
expansions, building repurposing and commercial building restorations.2® It would include
incentives for design assistance, prescriptive measures, and custom upgrades tailored to the
customer’s building operations.?’

1 Implementation Plan at 5.
20 Implementation Plan at 5.
21 Implementation Plan at 6.
22 Implementation Plan at 6.
2 Implementation Plan at 6.
24 Implementation Plan at 6.
2 Implementation Plan at 6.
26 Implementation Plan at 6.
2 Implementation Plan at 6.
28 Implementation Plan at 6-7,
2 Implementation Plan at 7.
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ENO is also adding several new demand response programs to the Energy Smart program for the
first time for Program Years 10-12. The demand response programs include:

e Residential Direct Load Control -- the EasyCool program, which is strictly voluntary and
only open to qualifying residential property owners manages peak load capacity for ENO
through the utilization of a digital cycling unit (“DCU”) that will control the operation of
air conditioning compressors on conventional residential split systems, package units and
heat pumps to cycle the appliances on and off for defined intervals as directed by ENO.

e Residential Bring Your Own Thermostat -- In the Energy Hub program, residential
customers will purchase and install qualifying connected thermostats from device
manufacturers on their own, and voluntarily enroll those devices in the program, which
will allow ENO load control of the connected thermostats.>!

e Small Commercial and Industrial (“C&I™) Offering -- This offering will be a Bring Your
Own Thermostat program for small businesses where ENO can trigger minor thermostat
set-back adjustments at enrolled small businesses during peak demand events.*

e Large Commercial and Industrial Offering -- Under this program, Honeywell, in
coordination with ENO, will recruit, enroll, conduct demand response surveys, and install
control equipment at customer sites to provide a turn-key solution for ENO Commercial
customers.’®  Specific load control shed measures will be tailored to the individual
customer facility and their operations.3*

ENO proposed two budget scenarios for the Energy Smart energy efficiency programs and one
budget scenario for the Energy Smart demand response programs.

ENQ’s proposed two budget scenarios for the energy efficiency programs for the 9-month Program

Year 10 and the 12-month Program Years 11 and 12 compare as follows:*’

30 Implementation Plan at 9.

31 Implementation Plan at 9.

32 Implementation Plan at 9-10.

33 Implementation Plan at 10.

34 Implementation Plan at 10.

3% Revised Implementation Plan at 6 and11, see also ENO Correction at 2 and 3.
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EE Program | EE EM&V | EE EE EE
Costs Costs Programs Projected | Projected
Total MWh MW
Savings Savings
Budget Scenario | PY 10 | $11,969,008 | $494,546 $12,463,554 | 54,877 7.45
1
PY 11 | $14,904,329 | $614,813 $15,519,142 | 78,154 10.14
(reflects 2% goal)
PY 12 | $17,382,165 | $718,064 $18,100,229 | 89,525 12.62
Budget Scenario | PY 10 | $12,399,533 | $512,485 $12,912,018 | 56,573 7.75
2
PY 11 | $16,582,396 | $684,738 $17,267,134 | 87,512 11.60
(more  aggressive
kWh savings goal) | PY 12 | $18,701,145 | $773,026 $19,474,171 | 96,774 13.68

The Revised Implementation Plan set forth the detailed program-by-program budgets, which the
Advisors have reviewed and analyzed in detail.*® The energy efficiency Portfolio Planner software
tool provides costs and estimated reductions for each DSM measure and the corresponding
programs under both scenarios, the calculations using inputs and assumptions by measure from
the New Orleans Technical Manual (“NOTRM”) and the two DSM Potential Studies conducted
by Navigant and Optimal in the 2018 Integrated Resource Plan proceeding. Over 300 DSM
measures were individually identified along with the quantity of each measure to be implemented
in the various program offerings.>’” The Advisors conducted an extensive review of measures and
calculations to confirm the results of the Portfolio Planner, including cross-referencing metrics for
each measure to the NOTRM and DSM Potential Studies, verifying the kWh “deemed savings”
and kW savings calculations using the NOTRM, verifying the Incremental Measure Costs and
Estimated Useful Life used for each measure, and verifying the participant incentives levels used
in the calculations. The Advisors also reviewed the use of the Navigant and Optimal DSM
Potential Studies’ metrics as they were incorporated into the Portfolio Planning tool, by measure
and by program, and compared the DSM Potential Studies’ metrics to the Implementation Plan
portfolio proposed by APTIM. The Advisors noted that while there are differences among the
three studies, there are also significant similarities, particularly with respect to which programs
would be expected to be top performers.

ENQ’s single proposed demand response Budget Scenario for the 9-month Program Year 10 and

the 12-month Program Years 11 and 12 is as follows:>®

36 Revised Implementation Plan at pages 7-9 and 12-14.
37 ENO Potential Study Measure Crosswalk and Portfolio Planner PY10_12 excel spreadsheets.
38 Revised Implementation Plan at 20, see also ENO Correction at 2 and 3.
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DR Program | DR EM&V | DR Programs Total | DR Projected
Costs Costs MW Savings
Budget |PY 10 | $1,649,036 $68,710 $1,717,746 4.63
Scenario
PY 11 | $1,578,368 $65,766 $1,644,134 9.49
PY 12 | $1,751,374 $72,974 $1,824,348 14.27

Having reviewed ENQO’s energy efficiency and demand response budget scenarios in detail, the
Adpvisors conclude that ENO’s proposed program designs and budgets are reasonable and are based
on sound data regarding expected costs and program performance.

ENO proposes that the Council adopt a simple formula for calculating the UPI for PY 10-12.%°
ENO argues that it is imperative that the Council address and correct a trend that has presented
itself in recent Energy PYs: as savings targets have increased, the UPI as a percentage of the
program costs required to achieve those targets has decreased, meaning that ENO and the TPA’s
team had to work harder, think more creatively, and expend more effort to achieve increasingly
difficult goals.** ENO argues that this trend needs to change if the Council wishes to signal strong
support for DSM as a resource and place demand- and supply-side resources on equal financial
footing.*! Citing the Council approved UPI for PY 5 as precedent, ENO proposes that the UPI for
achieving 100% of the kWh savings goals be 10% of the Council-approved program costs and that
the UPI multiplier increase or decrease by 0.1% based on ENO’s under- or over-achievement of
the 100% target mark.*> ENO proposes a minimum threshold for ENO to earn any UPI to be
achieving 95% of kWh goals, for which ENO would earn 9.5% of Council-approved program
costs, if ENO achieved 110% of kWh savings targets, it would earn a UPI of 11% and for achieving
120% a UPI of 12%; however the UPI would be capped at 12% of Council-approved program
costs for any achieved level of kWh savings above 120% of target.*®

ENQ’s proposed UPI’s for the two Budget Scenarios for the 9-month Program Year 10 and the

twelve-month Program Years 11 and 12 is as follows:**

Scenario 1 95% 100% 120%

PY10 $1,184,038 $1,246,355 $1,495,626
PY11 $1,474,318 $1,551,914 $1,862,297
PY12 $1,719,522 $1,810,023 $2,172,027

3 Implementation Plan at 13.

40 Implementation Plan at 14-15.

4! Implementation Plan at 15.

2 Implementation Plan at 15.

43 Implementation Plan at 15-16.

4 Revised Implementation Plan at 4.
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Scenario 2 95% 100% 120%

PY10 $1,226,642 $1,291,202 $1,549,442
PY11 $1,640,378 $1,726,713 $2,072,065
PY12 $1,850,046 $1,947,417 $2,336,901

ENO also changed its budget for Evaluation Measurement & Verification (“EM&V”) for Program
Years 10-12. In past Energy Smart Implementation plans (since PY 5), EM&V has been set at
6.5% of total program costs, which was instrumental in allowing for development of a robust New
Orleans Technical Resource Manual (“NOTRM™) by which programs and measures can be
measured going forward.*® However, now that several versions of the NOTRM have been
completed and the NOTRM will require less comprehensive updates going forward, ENO believes
that a reduction in the amount of funding dedicated to EM&V may be warranted, and, after
consulting with the Advisors and stakeholders, proposes that EM&V be reduced to 4.0% of total
program costs.*¢

In addition, ENO anticipates the need to have coordination between the Demand Response
implementing contractors in order to develop the Energy Smart database for DR data processing
and incentive payment processing.*” ENO’s proposed costs associated with this coordination are:*3

Activity PY10 PY11 PY12
Systems Development $20,000 $0 $0
Check Processing $1,200 $4,500 $7,500
Program Coordination $5,400 $7,200 $7,200
Totals $26,600 $11,700 $14,700

45 Revised Implementation Plan at 4.
46 Revised Implementation Plan at 4.
47 Revised Implementation Plan at 5.
48 Revised Implementation Plan at 5.
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ENO’s total proposed budgets for the two scenarios are therefore:*

ENO (10% UPI) Scenario 1 Scenario 2
EE $12,463,554 $12,912,018
DR $1,717,746 $1,717,746
PY 10 UPI at 100% $1,246,355 $1,291,202
Total $15,427,654 $15,920,964
EE $15,519,142 $17,267,134
DR $1,644,134 $1,644,134
PY 11 UPI at 100% $1,551,914 $1,726,713
Total $18,715,189 $20,637,980
EE $18,100,229 $19.474,171
DR $1,824,348 $1,824,348
PY 12 UPI at 100% $1,810,023 $1,947,417
Total $21,734,600 $23,245,936
TOTAL PY 10-12 $55,877,444 $59,804,881

With respect to cost recovery, ENO notes in its Implementation Plan that it has submitted an appeal
of the Council’s determination in Resolution No. R-19-457 to approve a permanent Energy
Efficiency Cost Recovery (“EECR”) Rider rather than ENO’s proposed method of cost recovery
for the Energy Smart program along with a request for a stay, or injunctive relief from the
resolution during the pendency of ENO’s appeal.®® ENO notes that if its request is granted, it is
possible that a universal funding mechanism for Energy Smart may not be in place at the start of
PY 10.>! ENO therefore explains that in the absence of Council instructions to the contrary, ENO
intends to recover the costs of implementing PY 10 through the mechanisms approved in Council
Resolutions R-17-176 and R-17-623 (which directed ENO to fund the Energy Smart program for
Algiers through the Algiers Fuel Adjustment Clause and for ENO Legacy customers through an
interim EECR, respectively).*?

49 See ENO Correction at 2 and 3.
30 Implementation Plan at 12.

5! Implementation Plan at 12.

32 Implementation Plan at 11-12.

US_Active\114072996\V-1
US_Active\114072996\V-6



III. Comments of the Parties

While many parties intervened in the case and participated in the stakeholder meetings,>? the only
party to file comments on the Implementation Plan was the Alliance for Affordable Energy
(“AAE”).>* AAE is supportive of the majority of ENO’s Implementation Plan for the Energy
Smart Program.”> AAE supports continuity in program administration by APTIM and ADM
Associates, and the addition of Honeywell Smart Energy for Demand Response programming.¢
AAE notes that the Energy Smart programs of the last three years have proven successful, and the
team assembled to implement these growing energy savings programs should be retained to
continue this momentum.’’

AAE is supportive of the new program offerings, especially Commercial Real Estate, which AAE
believes dovetails with the increase in data access granted to these customers in Docket No. UD-
18-04.%  AAE also supports the implementation of ENO’s proposed Demand Response
programs.’® AAE also supports the Green Light New Orleans initiative and recommends that the
remaining budget continue to be dedicated to the project.®® AAE states it would be happy to work
with the Council and other stakeholders on Green Light New Orleans issues.®!

AAE supports ENO’s proposal for Scenario 2, to more aggressively reduce energy waste in New
Orleans, and increase customer benefits for the next three years, including proposed budgets, with
some amendments.®? AAE supports the demand response programs, but is concerned that the
projections for the proposed programs are anemic, especially for Small Commercial and Industrial
offerings, and seeks information regarding how many years were used in calculating the TRC
benefits.®

In its Reply Comments, ENO explains that its planning assumptions were initially based on the
market potential studies conducted by Navigant and Optimal Energy, which made no distinction
between “small” and “large” C&I customers, and that as the program sees participation in the
market, it is likely that the actual demand reduction delivered by participating small businesses
may evolve from initial program planning assumptions.®

33 Parties intervening in the case included 350 New Orleans, the Alliance for Affordable Energy (“AAE”), Air Products
and Chemicals, Inc. (“Air Products”), Wisznia Company, Inc., U.S. Green Building Council, Louisiana Chapter,
Sewerage and Water Board of New Orleans (“S&WB”), Lower Nine House of Music, Green Light New Orleans, The
Water Collaborative of Greater New Orleans, American Institute of Architects, Gulf States Renewable Energy
Industries Association (“GSREIA™), Deep South Center for Environmental Justice, Greater New Orleans Housing
Alliance, PosiGen, and the Advanced Energy Management Alliance.

3 Alliance for Affordable Energy’s Reply to Entergy New Orleans, LLC’s Application for Approval of the
Implementation Plan of the Energy Smart Program, Jan. 6, 2020, Docket No. UD-17-03 (“AAE Comments”).

35 AAE Comments at 1.

% AAE Comments at 2.

37 AAE Comments at 2.

38 AAE Comments at 2.

% AAE Comments at 2.

% AAE Comments at 3.

81 AAE Comments at 3.

62 AAE Comments at 2.

8 AAE Comments at 6.

6 ENO Reply Comments at 8.
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AAE appreciates the addition of new programs and pilots, but voices concern that there may not
be enough useful information about the success of the pilot and encourages ENO to supply
information regularly, recommending that the program be re-approved each program year.5 In its
Reply Comments, ENO agrees that the Appliance Recycling Program should be a one-year pilot
program, the benefits of which should be assessed to determine whether to continue the program
in future years and states that its revised PY 10 filing will list the Appliance Replacement and
Recycling Program as a one-year pilot.%

AAE supports cost recovery through the EECR rider approved by the Council in Docket UD-18-
07, with a potential change to the UPL.®” While AAE does not agree with the exact UPI formula
that ENO has proposed in the Implementation Plan, AAE believes the majority of the format is
workable.®® AAE agrees that the fixed-dollar formula has been opaque and ENQO’s proposed
formula is a more transparent way for all parties to understand how ENO’s performance is
encouraged.’® AAE recommends the Council approve the mechanism ENO put forward, with the
substitution of 5% in place of ENO’s proposed 10% of Council-approved program costs.” AAE
otherwise agrees that the language ENO has put forward protect ratepayers from unnecessary
increases, and elegantly ties achieved savings above and below program year kWh savings goal to
an appropriate inducement.”! AAE prefers this approach to approaches that link incentives to
spending.”? AAE opposes the size of ENO’s proposed incentive and finds no reason to assume
that the incentives for Program Year 5 are a reasonable best practice or threshold.” AAE argues
that the UPI should not be equivalent to ENO’s Weighted Average Cost of Capital (“WACC”)
unless achievement is well in excess of 100%.”* AAE argues that Energy Smart programs differ
in many ways from the historic utility business model of spending and recouping costs on large
capital investments with an allowed return on investment, and should not try to mimic or fit that
outdated mold.”

AAE agrees with the multiplier framework that would increase or decrease by 0.1% based on
under/over achievement of the 100% goal, which would allow ENO to earn an incentive up to 7%
of the Council-approved program costs for savings achieved at 120% of the savings goal.”® While
AAE has concerns about an excessive baseline incentive, AAE argues that if the Council approves
Entergy’s formula, using the Alliance’s recommended 5% of Approved Budget, and Scenario 2,
the company still has an opportunity to earn a fair and increasing incentive at both baseline and
for additional savings.”’

65 AAE Comments at 6.
% ENO Reply Comments at 9.
57 AAE Comments at 2-3.
%8 AAE Comments at 3.
% AAE Comments at 3.
7 AAE Comments at 3.
I AAE Comments at 3.
2 AAE Comments at 3.
73 AAE Comments at 4.
74 AAE Comments at 4.
75 AAE Comments at 4.
76 AAE Comments at 5.
7 AAE Comments at 5.
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In its Reply Comments, ENO disagrees with AAE’s recommendation that the UPI should be 5%
of program costs when ENO achieves 100% of the Council’s savings goals.”® ENO argues that
evidence it submitted in the Combined Rate Case indicates that, compared to other states’
programs, ENO’s proposal of 10% of program costs would be a somewhat moderate UPI, while
AAE’s 5% proposal would place the Energy Smart program near the bottom level of UPIs allowed
by regulators when evaluated on a percentage of program costs basis.” ENO argues that the
AAE’s 5% of program costs proposal would yield a decrease in the UPI even as savings targets
and program budgets increase, and that it would be less than ENO’s WACC, meaning that under
the AAE’s proposal, even if it achieved 100% of the Council’s savings targets, ENO would be
unable to earn a UPI equivalent to the cost of capital that is necessary to achieve the Council’s
targets.®® ENO also argues that even under the most aggressive spending scenario contained in the
Implementation Plan, the average monthly bill impact of ENO’s proposed 10% UPI on a typical
residential customer’s bill would be only $0.36.8! ENO also argues that its proposed UPI generally
contains more risk for ENO than the mechanisms of other utilities, which often contain no penalty
mechanism and begin providing incentives for lower levels of achievement.®?

IV.  Advisors’ Analysis of Implementation Plan for Program Years 10-12

As is discussed above, the Advisors performed an extensive review and analysis of ENO’s
proposed program design, individual program budgets and kWh and kW savings targets, and
generally found them to be well-founded and reasonable.

The Advisors find that ENO’s proposed EM&V budget of 4% of total program costs is reasonable.
As ENO noted in its filing, there was consensus among the parties, including, to the Advisors’
understanding, ADM, the Third Party Evaluator, that the reduction to 4% is appropriate.®*> The
change to 4% of total budget for EM&V compared to 6.5% will reduce the PY10 EM&V budget
by 30% compared to PY9, counteracted in part by the overall growth of Energy Smart.

A reduction in EM&V budget is reasonable since (i) most studies of DSM measures have been
completed and fewer additional studies are needed for current measures, (ii) the NOTRM updates
will not require significant revisions as needed in the earlier versions, (iii) as programs grow, they
absorb certain fixed costs associated with evaluation, such as required sample sizes hit caps with
the increasing size of programs.

To account for this reduction in the EM&YV budget, the TPE has recommended certain strategies
or EM&YV approaches.®* Under Approach 1, the TPE would conduct impact (savings) and process
evaluations at the same rigor level as under the current EM&V budget, but would select certain
programs to have this evaluation performed once per three-year cycle, rather than on an annual

8 Entergy New Orleans, LLC’s Reply Comments Concerning the Implementation Plan for Program Years 10 Through
12 of the Energy Smart Program, at 3, filed Jan. 21, 2020, Docket No. UD-17-03 (“ENO Reply Comments”).

7 ENO Reply Comments at 3.

8 ENO Reply Comments at 4.

81 ENO Reply Comments at 6.

82 ENO Reply Comments at 6-7.

8 EM&V was originally set at 6.5% of total program costs in Resolution R-14-509.

8 EM&V at Revised Budget Prepared by ADM Associates, dated November 27, 2019.

US_Active\114072996\V-1
US_Active\114072996\V-6



basis.?> The impact or process evaluation schedules would also consider different evaluation rigor
levels that vary from year to year, related to whether programs are based on New Orleans-specific
data and analysis, are new measures for which data has not been collected to support a deemed
savings estimate, or are programs that require custom analysis because of uncertainty in their
savings impact.%

Under Approach 2, the TPE could opt for lower-cost approaches for certain programs, such as
greater use of customer billing data in lieu of field monitoring data, reducing the cost of EM&V
but maintaining rigor levels that correspond with industry best practices.®” The Advisors prefer
this approach as being more consistent with industry best practices.

The Council has continued to consider the utility performance incentive as a performance-based
mechanism to incentivize the utility to achieve greater use of Energy Smart as a preferred resource.
It is worthwhile to note relevant portions of previous Council Resolutions related to the UPL.

In Resolution R-13-363, the Council adopted an incentive mechanism based on shared net benefits.

In Resolution R-15-140, the Council adopted the Advisors proposal of a performance-based
incentive that would increase between 95% and 120%, with an amount of $530,000 for Legacy
and $49,000 for Algiers at 100% of goal.

Resolution R-17-176 stated: “The Council directs the current performance-based utility incentive
amount and incentive structure previously approved in Resolution R-15-140 for achieving 100%
of the kWh savings goal for ENO Legacy and ENO Algiers be maintained.”

Resolution R-17-623 maintained the performance based utility incentive structure, based on kWh
savings goal approved in Resolution No. R-15-140, and directed that the current incentive amounts
for achieving 100% of the kWh savings goal should be increased an appropriate amount
proportional to kWh savings goals projected under the scenario approved by the Council (citing
Advisors' March 14, 2017 Report which noted that ENO's proposal to increase the incentive
amount in essence represents a cost-plus approach with no relationship to. exhibiting good or poor
performance in the implementation of the Energy Smart Programs).

In Resolution R-18-828, the Council adopted UPI increases above 95% of goal, with $750,000 for
Legacy and $70,000 for Algiers at 100% of goal, and $950,000 for Legacy and $89,000 for Algiers
at 120% of goal.

The Advisors recommend an increase in the UPI incentive reflecting the increasing PY savings
goals, and that the UPI continue to be based on achievement of savings from 95% to 120% of goal.
The Advisors recommend that the amount of UPI at 100% of goal be increased to a value
calculated at 7.0% of program costs, and that the Council re-evaluate the level of UPI based on
ENO’s performance implementing Energy Smart for PY 10 - 12. A 7% incentive would give ENO
a reasonable increase over the current level of incentives in PY10 and would allow ENO to earn
greater incentives as greater savings are achieved.

8 EM&YV at Revised Budget Prepared by ADM Associates, Inc. at 2.
8 EM&YV at Revised Budget Prepared by ADM Associates, Inc. at 2-5.
87 EM&YV at Revised Budget Prepared by ADM Associates, Inc. at 5.
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The tables below summarize the current UPI mechanism, the UPI proposals, and the Advisors’
UPI recommendation, showing dollars and percentages for both Scenario 1 and Scenario 2.

UPI Proposals Scenario 1:

0, 0,
100%kWh | Current | y;5r s ap | UPIENO WLl vCurrent | o/ A AR | %ENO | % Recommended
Savings Mechanism Recommended | Mechanism
PY10 | $12,463,552 $820,000 $623,178 $1,246,355 $872.,449 6.58% 5.00% | 10.00% 7.00%
PY11 $15,519,142 $820,000 $775,957 $1,551,914 $1,086,340 5.28% 5.00% 10.00% 7.00%
PY12 | $18,100,230 $820,000 $905,011 $1,810,023 $1.267,016 4.53% 5.00% 10.00% 7.00%
Total 46,082,924 | $2,460,000 | $2,304,146 | $4,608,292 $3.225,805 5.46% 5.00% | 10.00% 7.00%
UPI Proposals Scenario 2:
0, [}
U Ty UPIAAE | UPIENO b Current | o 2 ap | %4ENO | % Recommended
Savings Mechanism Recommended | Mechanism
PY10 | $12,912,019 $820,000 $645,601 $1,291,202 $903,841 6.35% 5.00% 10.00% 7.00%
PY11 | $17,267,134 $820,000 $863,357 $1,726,713 $1,208,699 4.75% 5.00% 10.00% 7.00%
PY12 | $19,474,172 $820,000 $973,709 $1,947,417 $1,363,192 4.21% 5.00% 10.00% 7.00%
Total 49,653,325 $2,460,000 $2,482,666 | $4,965,333 $3.,475,733 5.10% 5.00% 10.00% 7.00%

Bill impacts were determined based on the revised Implementation Plan filing, which included
program year ten revised to 9 months. The bill impacts include EM&V costs at 4% of total
program costs, UPI at 7% of program costs, and the remaining program year 9 costs estimated by
ENO and recovered equally over program years 10, 11, and 12. The Bill impacts are shown on
the following two tables for Scenario 1 and Scenario 2 for typical monthly bills of the residential,
small electric, and large electric customer classes.

Bill Impacts for the Advisors’ Proposed Scenario 1 Budget

Scenario 1

PY10

PY11

PY12 | Average

Typical Bill Impact
(1000 kWh residential
customer)

$3.90

$3.46

$3.93 $3.76

Typical Bill Impact
(9,125 kWh commercial
customer)

$33.64

$29.77

$33.82 | $3241

Typical Bill Impact
(91,250 kWh industrial
customer)

$470.84

$416.11

$472.21 | $453.05
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Bill Impacts for the Advisors’ Proposed Scenario 2 Budget

Scenario 2 PY10 PY11 PY12 Average

Typical Bill Impact
(1000 kWh residential $4.01 $3.78 $4.19 $3.99

customer)

Typical Bill Impact
(9,125 kWh $34.61 $32.56 $35.99 | $34.39

commercial customer)

Typical Bill Impact
(91,250 kWh industrial | $484.22 | $454.82 | $502.34 | $480.46

customer)

The projected typical bill impacts of the Energy Smart Implementation Plan, including the UPI
recommended by the Advisors, are: for Scenario 1, approximately $3.76 on the typical residential
customer monthly bill, $32.41 on the typical commercial customer monthly bill, and $453.05 on
the typical industrial customer monthly bill; and for Scenario 2, $3.99 on the typical residential
customer monthly bill, $34.39 on the typical commercial customer monthly bill, and $480.46 on
the typical industrial customer monthly bill.

With respect to ENO’s proposal to recover the costs of implementing PY 10 through the
mechanisms approved in Council Resolutions R-17-176 and R-17-623 (which directed ENO to
fund the Energy Smart program for Algiers through the Algiers Fuel Adjustment Clause and for
ENO Legacy customers through an interim EECR, respectively) in the event that the permanent
funding mechanism approved in Council Resolution No. R-19-457 is not available at the start of
PY 10,38 the Advisors believe that ENO’s approach is reasonable. The Council has already
reviewed and approved these recovery mechanisms, and the interim EECR approved in R-17-623
is similar to the EECR approved in R-19-457. The Advisors support the use of ENO’s proposed
interim mechanisms until such time as the EECR approved in R-19-457 goes into effect or the
Council issues other instructions regarding the matter.

V. Advisors’ Recommendations Regarding Implementation Plan

The Advisors agree with ENO and AAE that the Energy Smart Programs have performed well
over the past three years and that APTIM and ADM Associates should be retained as TPA and
TPE for Program Years 10-12 in order to preserve continuity and momentum of the programs.
The Advisors recommend, however, that in order to ensure ratepayers continue to receive the best
available service for the Energy Smart Program, as ENO begins to design Program Years 13-15
of the Energy Smart Program, it would be appropriate for ENO to issue an RFP for the TPA and
TPE functions for Program Years 13-15. In addition, the Advisors concur with ENO’s selection
of Honeywell Smart Energy to develop and implement DR offerings for Program Years 10-12.

While the Advisors are cognizant that Scenario 1 is less expensive than Scenario 2, Scenario 2
achieves a higher level of kWh savings than does Scenario 1. Moreover, ENO submitted its
analyses demonstrating that both Scenario 1 and Scenario 2 are similarly cost-effective for
customers under both the Total Resource Cost test and the Utility Cost Test,® which indicates that

88 Implementation Plan at 11-12.
8 Revised
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in both Scenarios customers receive value from the investments greater than the costs of the
investment. In light of the Council’s strong desire to encourage greater energy efficiency
throughout the city, and the particular cost-effectiveness of energy efficiency in reducing carbon
emissions by reducing energy consumption, the Advisors support Scenario 2. The Advisors also
support the inclusion of the Commercial Real Estate program only available under Scenario 2,
which will reach a new set of commercial customers. Therefore, the Advisors recommend that the
Council approve the Scenario 2 program design, budget and kWh and kW savings goals.

The Advisors recommend that regardless of whether the Council approves Scenario 1 and Scenario
2, the Council approve ENO’s proposal to decrease the EM&V budget from 6.5% of total program
costs to 4% of total program costs, that the Council approve the budgets for coordination of the
Demand Response third party administrators, and that the Council approve ENO’s proposed UPI
mechanism, but set the incentive level for 100% achievement of the Council’s targets at 7% rather
than 10%.

Scenario 1 Summary: Revised EMV @4% and Prorated PY10
w/ Advisor’s Recommended 7% UPI

Scenario 1 - Demand Response and EE Combined

Program
Sl Costs Excl Tl.)A . Total Costs kWh kW UPI T9ta1 S
@4% EM&V Coordination incl UPI
PY10 | $§ 563,256 | $13,591,444 | § 26,600 | $ 14,181,300 | 54,876,701 12,101 $ 872,449 | $ 15,053,749
PY11 $ 680,579 | $16,470,997 | $ 11,700 | $17,163,276 | 78,154,258 14,988 $ 1,086,340 | $18,249,616
PY12 | § 791,039 | $19,118,838 | § 14,700 | $ 19,924,577 | 89,525,272 17,400 $ 1,267,016 | $21,191,594
Total | $2,034,874 | $49,181,280 | $ 53,000 | $51,269,154 | 222,556,231 | 44,489 $ 3,225,805 $ 54,494,958
Scenario 2 Summary: Revised EMV @4% and Prorated PY10
w/ Advisor’s Recommended 7% UPI
Scenario 2 - Demand Response and EE Combined
EM&V Program Costs TPA Total Costs
@4% | ExclEM&V | Coordination | LotalCosts kwh kW UPI incl UPI
$ $
PY10 581,195 $ 14,021,970 $ 26,600 | $ 14,629,764 | 56,572,937 12,386 903,841 $ 15,533,605
$ $
PY11 750,504 $ 18,149,064 $ 11,700 | $18911,268 | 87,511,515 16,447 1,208,699 $20,119,968
$ $
PY12 846,001 $20,437,820 $ 14,700 | $21,298,519 | 96,773,677 18,456 1,363,192 $22,661,711
$ 240,858,12 $
Total | 2,177,700 $ 52,608,854 $ 53,000 | $ 54,839,551 9 47,289 3,475,733 $58315,284

The Advisors continue to monitor the progress of the behavioral program, which has experienced
several revisions since its implementation as a pilot program in 2017. The behavioral program
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estimated kWh savings is a significant portion of the PY savings goal, approximately 25%, and
unlike the majority of measures whose deemed savings are based on relatively long estimated
useful lives, the estimated savings from the behavioral program are based on one program year
and require several statistical analyses. The Advisors have reviewed the TPE’s EM&V reports
evaluating the behavioral program and support the following recommendations offered by the
TPE:

e Develop a quality assurance (QA) process for monthly scorecard review. As the program
reaches more households, it will be advantageous to create a QA process to ensure content
and data is accurate prior to sending monthly scorecards.*

e Provide a link to information on how home comparisons were developed. It might be
beneficial to provide more detailed explanation of the Scorecard for households interested
in how usage and comparisons are calculated.’!

o Perform mid-year verification.”

e For all future waves of the Home Energy Report Program, it is recommended that a
randomized control trial (RCT) be created before the onset of the program. This pre-created
control group will allow more reliable analysis results due to significantly decreased self-
selection bias.”® Create a randomized control trial for any future waves using customers
that are not assigned to any current or previous treatment or control groups, even if they
have opted out.

e Continue marketing for household opt-in participants, using the same marketing efforts
made in the Behavioral Pilot; implement a "variance in adoption" model.**

In its Application, ENO discussed and estimated the impact of the Implementation Plan reductions
of kWh/kW in succeeding years, with a corresponding loss of billing determinants and lost
recovery of fixed costs. This lost contribution to fixed costs (“LCFC”) issue represents a concern
which should be addressed by regulators as savings goals increase each program year. ENO’s
calculation of the impact of the kWh reductions on the recovery of the utility’s fixed costs showed
a similar range for both Scenario 1 and Scenario 2.

LCFC- Scenario 1

Projected LCFC - Scenario 1
PY10 PY11 PY12
Gross kWh Savings 54,876,701 78,154,258 89,525,272
2018 ENO Adjusted
Gross Margin $0.05011 $0.05011 $0.05011

% July 18, 2018 Filing of Entergy New Orleans, LLC’s Energy Smart Program Behavioral Pilot Evaluation,
Measurement and Verification Report.

1 Ibid.

92 Ibid.

9 Evaluation of 2018 Energy Smart Programs - ADM Associates, Inc. (TPE) May 2019, Scorecard Behavioral
Program (Section 10).

% Ibid.
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| Total LCFC | $2,749.871 | $3,916,310 | $4.486,111 |

LCFC - Scenario 2

Projected LCFC - Scenario 2
PY10 PY11 PY12
Gross kWh Savings 56,572,937 87,511,515 96,773,677
2018 ENO Adjusted
Gross Margin $0.05011 $0.05011 $0.05011
Total LCFC $2,834,870 $4,385,202 $4,849,329

Council Resolution R-17-176 directed that no LCFC be recovered for program years 7 — 9, during
which there was no rate action to reset billing determinants and rates impacted by the kWh
reduction/savings goals. With the 3-year formula rate plan (“FRP”’) approved for filings in 2020
through 2023 in Docket No. UD-18-07, an adjustment to prospective billing determinants
corresponding to the approved savings goals will be implemented in determining the FRP revenue
requirement. The Advisors believe that the three-year FRP will adequately address the LCFC
issue for PY 10-12.

VI. Remaining Funding for Program Year 9 and Extension of Program Year 9

ENO notes in its Implementation Plan that it is owed recovery of approximately $4.1 million in
implementation costs for PY 9, and that it was instructed in a letter from the Council President,
dated October 4, 2019, to recover those costs by amortizing them (with carrying costs) over the
three-year period covering PY 10-12 and including the costs in the revenue requirement for the
mechanisms approved in the Combined Rate Case.”® As noted with the PY 10 costs, ENO proposes
to begin recovering the outstanding PY 9 costs through the mechanisms previously approved in
Council Resolutions R-17-176 and R-17-623.%

Additionally, on December 19, 2019, the Council adopted Resolution No. R-19-516, recognizing
that it would not be able to approve the Implementation Plan for PY 10-12 prior to the expiration
of PY 9 on December 31, 2019, and extending PY 9 for an additional three months, through March
31,2020 (“PY 9 Q5”). In R-19-516, the Council directed ENO to confer with the Advisors and to
file with the Council a proposal for adjusted budgets, kWh savings targets, and corresponding
utility incentives or penalties for the additional three months of Program Year 9. ENO duly
consulted with the Advisors and submitted its filing on January 15, 2020.”” ENO’s filing explains
that it began developing the budget and targets by assuming a three-month pro rata share of the
approved PY9 budget and targets, and from there made adjustments based on actual program
performance in Program Years 8 and 9 as well as other factors that affect program results.”® The

% Implementation Plan at 13.

% Implementation Plan at 13.

97 Letter from Brian L. Guillot to Lora W. Johnson dated January 15, 2020, filed in Docket Nos. UD-08-02 and UD-
17-03 (“Revised PY 9 Budget”).

% Revised PY 9 Budget at 1.
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Advisors have reviewed ENO’s proposed PY 9 Q5 budget, targets, and incentives and find them
to be reasonable.

While ENO did not specify its cost recovery mechanism for PY 9 Q5, the Advisors believe it is
ENO’s intent to utilize the same mechanism it proposes for the recovery of the outstanding
implementation costs for PY9 and for PY 10-12, i.e. to recover the costs through the mechanisms
approved in Council Resolutions R-17-176 and R-17-623 (which directed ENO to fund the Energy
Smart program for Algiers through the Algiers Fuel Adjustment Clause and for ENO Legacy
customers through an interim EECR, respectively) in the event that the permanent funding
mechanism approved in Council Resolution No. R-19-457 is not immediately available.” It is
Advisors’ opinion that this approach would be reasonable. The Council has already reviewed and
approved these recovery mechanisms, and the interim EECR approved in R-17-623 is similar to
the EECR approved in R-19-457. The Advisors support the use of ENO’s proposed interim
mechanisms until such time as the EECR approved in R-19-457 goes into effect or the Council
issues other instructions regarding the matter.

The Advisors recommend that the Council approve ENO’s proposed PY 9 Q5 budgets, targets,
and incentives.

VII. Conclusion

As discussed herein, the Advisors recommend that the Council approve ENO’s Scenario 2
Implementation Plan for PY 10-12, with the Advisors’ proposed UPI modifications, as well as
ENO’s proposed interim cost recovery mechanism. The Advisors recommend that the Council
also approve ENO’s proposed PY 9 Q5 budgets, targets, and incentives.
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% Implementation Plan at 11-12.
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Tim Cragin (504) 576-6571, tcragin@entergy.com

Alyssa Maurice-Anderson (504) 576-6523, amauric@entergy.com
Harry Barton (504) 576-2984, hbarton@entergy.com

Karen Freese (504) 576-4170, kfreese@entergy.com

Entergy Services, LLC

Mail Unit L-ENT-26E

639 Loyola Avenue

New Orleans, LA 70113

(504) 576-5579 - fax

Joe Romano, III (504) 576-4764, jroman] @entergy.com
Suzanne Fontan (504) 576-7497, sfontan@entergy.com
Therese Perrault (504) 576-6950, tperrau@entergy.com
Entergy Services, LLC

Mail Unit L-ENT-4C

639 Loyola Avenue

New Orleans, LA 70113

(504)576-6029 — fax

350 NEW ORLEANS

Renate Heurich, (504) 473-2710, renate@350neworleans.org
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1407 Napoleon Ave., #C

New Orleans, LA 70115

Andy Kowalczyk, (504) 676-1047, a.kowalczyk350no@gmail.com
1115 Congress St.

New Orleans, LA 70117

Benjamin Quimby, (978) 505-7649, benjaminquimby 1 @gmail.com
1621 S. Rampart St.

New Orleans, LA 70113

ALLIANCE FOR AFFORDABLE ENERGY

Logan Atkinson Burke, logan@all4energy.org
Sophie Zaken, regulatory@all4energy.org
4505 S. Claiborne Ave.

New Orleans, LA 70115

AIR PRODUCTS AND CHEMICALS INC.

Katherine W. King, Katherine.king@keanmiller.com
Randy Young, randy.young@keanmiller.com

400 Convention St. Suite 700 (70802)

P.O. Box 3513

Baton Rouge, LA 70821-3513

(225)387-0999

Carrie R. Tournillon, carrie.tournillon@keanmiller.com
900 Poydras St. Suite 3600
New Orleans, LA 70112

Maurice Brubaker, mbrubaker(@consultbai.com
16690 Swingly Ridge Rd., suite 140
Chesterfield, MO. 63017

WISZNIA COMPANY INC.

Marcel Wisznia, mwisznia@wisznia.com
Daniel Weiner, dweiner@wisznia.com
800 Common St. suite 200

New Orleans, LA 70112

(504) 581-1948

U.S. GREEN BUILDING COUNCIL, LOUISIANA CHAPTER

Monica Gonzalez, mgonzalez{@enterprisecommunity.org
Casius Pealer, casius.pealer@gmail.com
PO.Box 82572
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Baton Rouge, LA 70884
SEWERAGE AND WATER BOARD OF NEW ORLEANS

Luke F. Piontek, Lpiontek@roedelparsons.com
Judith Sulzer, jsulzer@roedelparsons.com
J. Kenton Parsons

Christian J. Rhodes

Shelly Ann McGlathery

Roedel, Parsons, Koch, Blache,

Balhoff & McCollister

8440 Jefferson Highway, Suite 301

Baton Rouge, LA 70809

(225) 929-7033

(225) 928-4925

LOWER NINE HOUSE OF MUSIC

Corey G. Dowden, yourgreaterway(@outlook.com
1025 Charbonnet St.

New Orleans, LA 70117

(504) 209-8640

GREEN LIGHT NEW ORLEANS

Andreas Hoffmann, Andreashoffmann@greenlightneworleans.org
8203 Jeannette St.

New Orleans, LA 70118

(504) 324-2429

THE WATER COLLABORATIVE OF GREATER NEW ORLEANS

Nathan Lott, nathan@nolawater.org

Brady Skaggs, (504) 836-2235, brady@saveourlake.org
Miriam Belblidia, miriam(@waterworksla.com

4906 Canal St.

New Orleans, LA. 70119

AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF ARCHITECTS

Jason Richards, jrichards@eskewdumezripple.com
Angela Morton, amorton@mathesbrierre.com

Joel Pominville, pominville@aianeworleans.org
1000 St. Charles Ave.

New Orleans, LA. 70130

(504) 525-8320
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GULF STATES RENEWABLE ENERGY INDUSTRIES ASSOCIATION (“GSREIA”)

Jeffery D. Cantin, jcantin@gsreia.org
400 Poydras St. Suite 900
New Orleans, LA. 70130

DEEP SOUTH CENTER FOR ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Monique Harden, moniqueh@dscej.org
3157 Gentilly Blvd., #145

New Orleans, LA. 70122

(504) 517-2534

GREATER NEW ORLEANS HOUSING ALLIANCE

Andreanecia Morris, amorris@gnoha.org
Trayshawn Webb, twebb@gnoha.org
4460 S. Carrollton Ave. Suite 160

New Orleans, LA 70119

(504) 224-8300

POSIGEN

Elizabeth Galante, bgalante@posigen.com
Ben Norwood, bnorwood(@posigen.com
819 Central Ave., Suite 201

Jefferson, LA. 70121

(504) 293-4819

ADVANCED ENERGY MANAGEMENT ALLIANCE

Katherine Hamilton, Katherine@aem-alliance.org
1200 18™ St. NW, Suite 700

Washington DC 20036

(202) 524-8832

OPTIMAL ENERGY, INC.

CIliff McDonald, mcdonald@optenergy.com
Jeff Loiter, loiter(@optenergy.com

10600 Route 116, Suite 3

Hinesburg, VT 05461

(802) 482-5600
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