Before the City Council of New Orleans

RE: IN RE: PROPOSED RULEMAKING TO ESTABLISH INTEGRATED RESOURCES PLANNING
COMPONENTS AND REPORTING REQUIREMENTS FOR ENTERGY NEW ORLEANS, INC. UD-08-02

Now Comes the Alliance for Affordable Energy

Introduction

We appreciate the Council granting us the opportunity to file these comments and offer
forward the following analysis and recommendation for Council action with the aim of further
improving the impact of Energy Smart in the coming years. Last April, in Resolution R-17-176,
the Council directed Entergy to conduct a minimum of three technical conferences with the
purpose of resolving a number of outstanding issues with regard to implementation of Energy
Smart Program Years 7-9. Because of delays in Entergy selecting and hiring a new third party
administrator (TPA) and the short period of time between Entergy’s filing of proposed program
implementation plans and the end of the previously funded Energy Smart cycle, numerous
important issues were left unresolved even as the next year of program activity commenced.
We commend the Council, Entergy, the TPA team and their subcontractors, the Advisors and
intervenors for dedicating the substantial time involved in participating in the technical
conferences and the purposeful spirit applied to each item of discussion. In particular, it is
worth singling out the efforts and contributions of Atticus Doman formerly of CB+l (now Aptim),
who consistently and patiently listened to the requests of all parties and unreservedly sought to
provide timely and useful information in response to each such request.

Of the nine specified priorities identified by the Council in Resolution R-17-176 as deliverables
for the technical conferences, meaningful progress was made on many but not all of the items.
Most importantly, agreement was reached on budgets, energy savings targets, and timelines
for the duration of this Energy Smart funding cycle, including changes to shorten and prorate
Program Year 7, shifting to a typical calendar year schedule, and combining the energy savings
requirements for Program Years 7-8. Other important subjects did not receive as much time
during the technical conferences and / or were delayed to such an extent that there was not a
reasonable possibility of reaching consensus. In these comments we return to some of the
subjects that we feel warrant Council action but either received too little time during the
technical conference, or for which additional development of the record is needed. We note
that not all of the key Council articulated priorities in Resolution R-17-176 were subsequently
identified for responsive comments in Resolution R-17-623 that set forth this round of
comments, but we note that during discussion at the Dec 13™ Utility Committee meeting,
Advisor Emma Hand indicated that the comment schedule was intended to allow the
opportunity to respond to ideas proposed by other parties. The topics the Alliance addresses in
these comments go beyond the four items listed in ordering paragraph 6 of Resolution R-17-
623, but the points herein are directly related to the topics raised in ENO’s own Sept 29" 2017
filing and additionally relate to the nine topics the Council directed ENO to address during the



technical conferences and in their subsequent filing. We certainly welcome any further
feedback on our remarks but feel it would be unnecessarily restrictive to limit the subjects the
Alliance is allowed to respond to only to the four items the Advisors included in the resolution.

Goals for Energy Smart
The New Orleans City Council Should Define Clear Contemporary Goals for Energy Smart

There are many benefits of investments in demand side management, each of which has
important implications for the public benefit. Some of these include changes in program design
over time to reach deeper savings, more customer segments, and to capture new opportunities
as technology and practices evolve over time. There are significant related considerations for
budgeting, customer engagement strategies and evaluation, measurement, and verification
(EM&V). There are also implications for social impact through market development and the
elimination of pollution. And perhaps most importantly, DSM investments have the potential
to substantially reduce costs for all customers by offsetting the need for other more expensive
energy resource expenditures.

Following seven years of program operations, the Council should consider the development of
contemporary goals and expectations to guide key decision making in how to implement,
monitor, and improve Energy Smart going forward.

Many of these goals, challenges, and needs associated with DSM are determined by local
conditions. For example, New Orleans has prioritized program access for low to moderate
income households, has targets to reduce greenhouse gas emission, and is using DSM as an
energy resource that competes with traditional generation and infrastructure investments
through the IRP. These and many other related concepts are discussed in significant detail in
the National Standard Practice Manual (NSPM) for Assessing Cost Effectiveness of Energy
Efficiency Resources that was released in May of 2017." The NSPM reflects an increasingly
sophisticated and nuanced understanding of DSM that goes beyond the California Standard
Practice Manual that has been the default for evaluating cost effectiveness of DSM
investments. The NSPM better focuses on development of approaches to match the local goals
and needs of jurisdictions like New Orleans. We recommend that the Council become
acquainted with the NSPM Resource Value Test and follow its framework to hone in on the
priorities and methodologies that are uniquely relevant for our city.

In addition to calculating cost effectiveness, clearly articulated goals from the City Council will
inform the development of program budgets, EM&V expenditures and marketing strategies. It
will also inform how DSM is utilized as a resource to avoid unnecessary and costly expenditures
related to supply resources and grid infrastructure.

! National Efficiency Screening Project (NESP), “National Standard Practice Manual for
Assessing Cost Effectiveness of Energy Efficiency Resources,” May 2017.



Without articulating specific goals and expectations that reflect where New Orleans is today,
the work of designing, deploying, overseeing, and optimizing DSM will be harder, more
expensive, and less effective.

Calendar, Budgets and Savings

The most significant points of discussion and agreement coming out of the technical
conferences concern shifting the annual program cycle to match the calendar year, prorating
and combining Program Years 7-8, and establishing total budgets, energy saving targets, and
timelines. We again wish to commend the Council, Entergy and the TPA for proceeding with
Program Year 7 on time without delaying until the following calendar year. Prorating the
budgets and targets while combining Program Years 7-8 was a relatively simple and elegant way
of shifting to a new calendar year, while also ensuring adequate time for the new program
administrator to deploy program offerings and maintain progress towards the Council’s 2%
DSM goal. Furthermore, we believe that supporting ENO and the TPA in their request for
authorization of their originally proposed budget avoided the risk of corners being cut to skim
easy to capture savings at the expense of deeper and more persistent savings over time. The
Alliance also recognized and appreciated that the TPA is proposing to deliver a higher ratio of
program funds to customers in the form of rebates and other offerings, while diminishing the
percentage of funds expended for administration and non-incentive costs over time. Combined,
these were the most essential issues discussed during the technical conferences and directly
relate to maintaining program continuity, customer impact, and providing certainty that New
Orleans will be able to capture energy savings consistent with the Council’s goals.

Another important area of agreement relates to providing the program administrator with a
level of budget flexibility to make reasonable changes and mid-course adjustments based on
customer response to program offerings and other on-the-ground insights. We do suggest that
such flexibility should not be without some common sense controls and recommend that
parties work together over the next few months to address considerations such as:

- What % of budgets can be moved without the need for Council approval

- Not abandoning program activities that are proving difficult without first employing corrective
measures

- How to ensure continuity for popular programs that are at risk of running out of money

Where deeper issues are identified, it may be worth considering whether it is acceptable to
borrow funds from future program years or whether changes need to be made in the
percentage of measure cost paid by the program.

Capacity Targets
The City Council should establish capacity targets as a legislative matter for at least the next

two years prior to the end of this Council term. Use the Council’s independent Demand Side
Management potential study to add further dimension to the goal.



The need for and benefits of capacity targets

Capacity saving targets were one of the specific topics identified by the City Council in
Resolution R-17-176 that was to be addressed in the technical conferences held last year.
However, the subject was not discussed in any significant measure until the final technical
conference and there was clearly little interest or intent by Entergy to present such targets to
the Council. Rather, the Company proposed that the subject be deferred until the conclusion of
Energy Smart Program Year 9, or the completion of the current Integrated Resource Planning
docket. We strongly disagree with this notion, as it leaves years of benefits un-captured, and
customers potentially unnecessarily paying for expensive capacity.

Entergy’s September 2016 filing stated that no action should be taken on establishing capacity
targets until after conclusion and evaluation of Program Year 9. In other words not until 2020 at
the earliest, with implementation not likely to take place until 2021 or later. Absolutely no such
agreement was reached, nor was it discussed in that way. We do recognize that ENO has
concerns. However, that ENO has concerns is not a justification for inaction. What was
discussed is that this subject received absolutely inadequate attention because it was put off
until the final technical conference, despite being one of the most important issues identified
by the Council, the Advisors, and Intervenors.

Energy Smart is increasingly shifting towards more comprehensive energy efficiency

programs that expand the range of program offerings, increase the depth and breadth of
savings being pursued in each building, expand program offerings to reach all customer
segments, and ultimately yield higher net financial savings for all customers. While we have
much to be proud of with our Energy Smart program, it is still relatively new, has operated on
limited budgets compared to other jurisdictions, and savings to date fall short of the potential.
The upside is that New Orleans has substantial savings opportunities to pursue in the years
ahead, and it is beyond improbable that we will overshoot the level of available cost effective
energy efficiency opportunity for many years. The same applies for capacity savings targets.

While energy efficiency programs like those in Energy Smart produce kWh savings, they also
reduce the amount of capacity required to serve loads. However, there are numerous
strategies to directly target capacity savings in the form of kWs that are distinct from energy
efficiency. New Orleans should pursue these capacity savings with the same level of purpose
and investment currently focused on energy savings as expressed by the Council’s 2% DSM
saving goal. The unique benefits of capacity savings relate to the ability to reduce the total
demand for power at the times when it matters most - when energy is most expensive and
when both distribution and transmission grids are pushed to their maximum capabilities. In
addition to kW savings that occur as a byproduct of energy efficiency, capacity savings can be
captured through demand response (DR). These capacity savings provide many benefits to
customers and the utility including avoiding the need for more expensive supply resources,
reducing the demand for energy at the most expensive peak times, and offsetting the need for
transmission and distribution investments. By shaving and shifting its peak load, New Orleans
can reduce costs while increasing reliability. Typically the design criteria for our utility system is



driven by the times when demand loads are highest, but this level of need only occurs during
limited hours of the summer and winter when heating and cooling loads are at their maximum.
Therefore, our ability to shave the amount of peak power we require eliminates our need for
the most expensive energy resources.

Whether in the Integrated Resource Planning process, related to transmission reliability, or in
consideration of Entergy’s proposed gas-fired peaking plants, capacity requirements are central
to the conversation about how New Orleans meets its energy needs. Despite the enormous
potential for cost-effectively reducing capacity requirements, Energy Smart is not currently
structured to maximize the benefit of capacity savings through demand side management. As
with energy efficiency, the ability to capture capacity savings is far greater when it is defined as
a critical priority by the regulator. Absent a set of targets and direction from the Council to
proactively capture capacity savings, it is all but certain we will be underutilizing this important
resource. The City Council should establish a set of specific and escalating capacity savings
targets for Energy Smart comparable to the Council’s 2% target for energy savings. Given the
attention to reliability concerns for New Orleans that has been raised over the past year, there
is an urgent need for the Council to take action to establish capacity saving targets now,
particularly those that can be captured through demand response.

Fortunately, New Orleans has at least limited experience with capacity savings through both its
energy efficiency programs and demand response pilot programs. Entergy New Orleans has
deployed direct load control equipment as well as customer information and behavior
programs aimed at saving capacity. While it is peculiar that only one customer is subscribed in
New Orleans, the Company also has an interruptible load tariff that can be expanded to enable
strategic curtailment of large commercial and industrial loads for both economic or reliability
reasons. Recruiting many more such customers represents significant low hanging fruit and
would yield significant financial benefit for all customers.

Moreover, the deployment of Advanced Metering Infrastructure, which the Council has
approved as of this filing, opens the door for many more demand saving opportunities through
time of use rate structures. As with energy efficiency prior to Energy Smart, there is an
enormous untapped potential for technologies, programs, and rate designs that can yield
savings for customers. Entergy’s existing pilot programs can and should be expanded to reach
more customers and new programs and should be developed to capture more capacity savings
opportunities. Unless the Council decides to act by establishing specific capacity saving targets,
this vital resource will continue to be underutilized and result in customers paying far more
than they should for the reliable energy service we rely upon.

Learning from the Research and Examples of Others
Substantial work on the potential and benefits of demand response and targeting peak capacity
demand was done by FERC in response to the 2007 Energy Policy Act and by consultants at



Navigant on behalf of Advanced Energy Economy (AEE),? each explored the opportunities for
substantially and cost-effectively ramping up DR. In FERC’s analysis, fully half of the achievable
potential for DR nationally is anticipated to come from the residential sector®. AEE’s study
looked at peak demand reduction benefits in Massachusetts and lllinois, and describe
additional market value that stems from goals. Goals send a clear signal to utilities and the
market regarding the importance of DR, creating long-term certainty that encourages large-
scale investment in DR programs.

New Orleans would not be launching into uncharted waters should the Council elect to apply
capacity reduction targets. In 2008, Maryland’s legislature implemented the EmMPOWER
Maryland Energy Efficiency Act, which included targets for utilities to reduce peak demand by
15% by the end of 2015 State utilities were successful in reaching the goal, benefiting all
electricity ratepayers’. This act started as legislation at the state level and was implemented by
the commission, providing a pathway for this Council, serving as both legislative and regulatory
body, to move forward with goals.

New Orleans Should Not Delay

Entergy’s preference to put off development of capacity targets, in essence postponing the
work of devising and implementing a peak capacity reduction strategy, until after Energy Smart
Year 9 concludes at the end of 2019, runs contrary to the urgency with which they proclaim
action must be taken to mitigate a risk of transmission overloading during peak energy usage
times. Not only would the power plants they are seeking be unable to in any way reduce the
risk of cascading outages until they are constructed in 2-3 years, but their current strategy for
responding to a P6 contingency is forced load shedding. In other words, cutting peak usage in a
desperate manner without any of the benefits of DR, which is exactly designed to serve the
same purpose.

Recently, MISO requested utilities throughout their southern territory to conserve energy in
order to maintain grid reliability, Had a plan been in place to more precisely and purposefully
reduce demand during extreme weather events, response to this recent cold weather could
have looked much different. The utility has attempted to make the argument that the
conservation warning pointed to an immediate need to build a new gas plant, but the same
point applies as above, a gas plant could not possibly be on-line for at least 2-3 years.

2 Advanced Energy Economy, Peak Demand Reduction Strategy, October 2015, Retrieved at
http://info.aee.net/hubfs/PDF/aee-peak-demand-reduction-strategy.pdf?t=1446657847375
* FERC National Assessment and Action Plan on Demand Response. Retrieved from:
https://www.ferc.gov/industries/electric/indus-act/demand-response/dr-potential.asp

* Maryland emPOWER Act of 2008. House Bill 374. Retrievable at
http://mlis.state.md.us/2008rs/billfile/hb0374.htm

> EmMPOWER Maryland will save customers $4 Billion on electric bills. Retrievable at
http://aceee.org/press/2017/01/empower-maryland-will-save-customers



Again, capacity savings from DSM generally, and demand response specifically is perfectly
matched to respond to such situations. Entergy has ignored this option in their determination
to build another central power station. Investments in demand response are well documented
as returning substantial financial benefits to customers, particularly in places that import a
majority of their power from the transmission system, as New Orleans does. However, a
portion of those benefits are squandered if a utility over-invests in traditional supply resources
and is long on power, leading them to either underutilize available DR potential or obligating
customers to pay for unneeded supply resources that are by comparison uneconomical.

Entergy has argued that their performance obligations in Energy Smart are for energy savings
and express concern about their ability to reach the goals set out by the Council, though
notably they have contracted the work of achieving those goals to their third party
administrator Aptim, who throughout the technical conferences and in direct conversation
consistently indicated confidence in their ability to reach the targets and even has a portion of
their compensation tied to their ability to do so.

It would not be unreasonable to overlay a set of capacity saving targets on the existing Energy
Smart structure. Moreover, there is a strong public interest case for the Council acting on the
opportunity with a clear statement of purpose and expectations, directing the utility, their
advisors, intervenors and their newly hired DSM consultant to undertake the work necessary to
analyze the potential for capacity savings, formalize a strategy and develop program designs for
achieving such goals, and, if appropriate, to allocate program funding for this purpose in
addition to those already allocated through Energy Smart to achieve the desired capacity
savings impact. Cost effectiveness determination and reliability considerations justifie such
expenditures.

Despite ENO’s proposed delay, it simply is not necessary to wait until the conclusion of the IRP
or Energy Smart PY9 to establish capacity targets and initiate implementation. As with the first
three years of Energy Smart itself, action by the Council was initiated prior to the completion of
the then current IRP cycle. Entergy has suggested that perhaps they should be the ones to
propose the what the capacity savings targets would be. This is not in the public’s best interest,
given the company’s own disinclination to proceed, as well as their financial conflict of interest
generally and specifically related to their pursuit of authorization to build a gas peaking plant.

We propose immediate Council policy action using their legislative authority to initiate targets
for the first two years that can then be increased based on any new information from the DSM
study for the same two year period and beyond.

EM&V
The Council should assert clearer expectations and greater oversight of funds and activities

related to EM&YV, including allocating at least half of the additional authorized EM&V funds
(1.125% of the total Energy Smart budget) for use by the Council for these purposes.



There is agreement that the budget for EM&V should be 6.5% rather than 4.25%, however, the
KWh and kW metrics are far from the only consideration needing additional attention. Also
needed is a focus on operational performance, program bottlenecks, reaching new market
segments and a comprehensive evaluation from a forward-looking program evolution
perspective. In other words, the rationale for spending more money on EM&V is not justified
merely by counting energy savings to date with higher and higher precision, which has
diminishing value and fails to effectively inform program design evolution over time. The
purpose of a higher expenditure on EM&YV is to ensure the development of ever stronger
programs that deliver more savings for customers, offset the need for other resources, and
build the conditions for deep long-term program success. Summarized, the value in spending
more on EM&YV is an investment in continuous improvement that yields ever greater savings
(essentially a return on investment), not merely recounting the old savings. In the past, all
EM&YV funds have been controlled and contracted by Entergy. This not only comes at the
expense of investing in transparent and proactive work to improve the program in a manner
that maximizes future benefit to customers, it presents a significant conflict of interest by
allowing the utility to fund and manage the consultant that is supposed to verify utility
performance while depriving the Council of the resources designated for the purpose of
ensuring oversight of the Council’s Energy Smart program. We recommend that at least half of
the additional funding dedicated to EM&V be allocated for use by the Council to hire specialized
experts to establish and manage a process by which future Energy Smart program and related
policy evolution can be planned. We also believe that it is essential that the Council define a
set of goals and expectations associated with the future of Energy Smart to guide the EM&V
work going forward.

TRM

Significant additional work is needed on the Technical Resource Manual (TRM) before it can be
relied upon to determine energy efficiency savings values for Energy Smart or the Integrated
Resource Plan.

We believe that development of a technical resource manual is an important step forward for
New Orleans. We also support the notion that significant additional work be done beginning
with a technical conference scheduled for that purpose. As noted in other sections of these
comments, we see an important need for the Council to define a set of goals and expectations
associated with Energy Smart going forward to guide the further development of the TRM. This
would assist in determining what basline standards are to be used, will help ensure the there is
consistency in what factors are included in calculations across all measures, and determine
what quality standards for certainty are required. We note that there is an intrinsic relationship
between the TRM, the DSM potential study, and the IRP and highly recommend that the
independent DSM consultants hired by the Council be given a defined role in supporting the
refinement of the TRM. We believe doing so will ultimately improve their potential study
analysis and the TRM itself.

Pilot Programs



In the absence of reports from Entergy detailing the results of the pilot programs it is
premature to provide the specific comments requested related to this subject.

We would note, however, our concern that management of the Behavioral Energy Efficiency
(BEE) program appears to be falling far short of expectations. We do not feel that the program
should be allowed to fail without very careful review of what is going on and what corrective
steps are needed. We suggest that a formal working group should be convened to identify and
respond to issues as they emerge through regular meetings that includes representatives from
the utility the BEE vendor, the Advisors, and intervenors.

Discount Rate

We recommend that the Council utilize the discount rate proposed by ENO and the Energy
Smart TPA rather than the weighted average cost of capital (WACC) recommended by the
Advisors.

The discount rate used in calculating the cost effectiveness of demand side management
resources has a profound effect on determining which energy efficiency measures are included
in Energy Smart and how much financial benefit is attributed to the energy customers save. ltis
worth noting that ENO and the Energy Smart TPA proposed a 2% discount rate, which is
substantially lower than the WACC discount rate proposed by the Advisors. There are
numerous reasons why energy efficiency programs should use a low discount rate, which
generally revolve around the very low level of risk to utility money in this context. The first
reason this risk is low is that the utility receives contemporaneous cost recovery on a monthly
basis for the recovery of their direct expenditures associated with these programs. As a result,
there is limited to no risk of shareholder money (equity) compared to other utility
expenditures. Second, the majority of cost for energy efficiency improvements is actually paid
by customers themselves, with typically only a small fraction of the total cost contributed by
the utility, again resulting in very little risk for utility money. Third, energy efficiency
investments are far more flexible than major utility expenditures on large assets like central
power stations because efficiency program activity can be ramped up or ramped down in
response to conditions on the ground, while power plants are large lump sum costs with a far
greater scale of risk should they become a stranded asset.

The Energy Smart TPA expressed it in this way:

“The discount rate utilized in the cost effectiveness model represents a value that is consistent
with discount rates utilized in several other national programs...For this program, we stressed
the Total Resource Cost test (TRC) as it takes the whole system, including rate-payers and the
customer’s cost of product, which led our team to the lower discount rate assumption of 2%.”°

® ENO / Aptim response to deliverables for 2" technical conference.



The consequence of changing the discount rate in the way the Advisors recommend is severe.
Using the TPA’s projections, over $23 million dollar of net savings to customers (roughly 30% of
the total) is wiped out merely form this accounting change.

CE - 2% Discount Rate CE - WACC Discount Rate
TRC Benefits (S) TRC Costs (5) TRC Ratio TRC Benefits (S) TRC Costs () TRC Ratio
5 59,489,418 56,597,831 1.44 56,678,410 56,597,832 1.01
L 533,882,817 520,202,764 1.68 524,292,711 520,202,764 1.20
7 54,059,375 52,759,902 1.47 52,927,178 52,759,902 1.06)
1 57,481,425 53,369,187 2.22 54,745,293 53,369,187 1.41)
3 58,493,708 51,897,888 4.48 $5,192,473 51,897,888 2.74
3 569,800 561,656 113 565,152 561,656 1.06)
7 51,428,689 $673,140 2.12 $926,315 $673,140 1.38
5 54,332,528 52,938,928 1.47 $2,731,192 $2,938,928 0.93
) $701,225 51,390,059 0.50 $530,850 51,390,059 0.38
1 $2,770,060 51,398,759 1.98 51,759,396 51,398,759 1.26)
) 51,159,892 5895,456 1.30 51,159,892 5895,456 1.30
L $2,472,038 52,015,859 1.23 51,935,806 52,015,859 0.96
3 576,340,974 544,201,470 1.73 $52,944,709 544,201,471 1.20

Source: Aptim workbook for technical conference held July 14, 2017

As referenced in the section regarding the Council defining goals for Energy Smart above, we
encourage the City Council to either return to the 2% discount rate proposed by ENO and the

TPA, or suggesting working through the National Standard Practice Manual Resource Value
Framework to establish a discount rate that appropriately matches the conditions in New
Orleans. By contrast, the change proposed by the Advisors greatly overstates the risk and
deeply devalues DSM benefits to customers.

Utility Performance Incentives

The Council should leave the utility performance incentive unchanged prior to a thorough
process with careful scrutiny of the merits and potential consequences of any such changes.

Careful review and a robust comment process is needed on this matter to ensure appropriate
use of ratepayer funds and to avoid unintended consequences. A well-defined proceeding
should be undertaken to evaluate this complex issue or it should be taken up in the context of
the upcoming rate case, during which the subject of decoupling is to be evaluated in
relationship to factors like energy savings through Energy Smart. To be clear, we support fair
compensation to the utility related to their work with Energy Smart and believe it is important
to work with the financial incentive structure generally to resolve the financial tension that has
historically led utilities to resist cost effective efficiency programs that deliver substantial
monetary benefits to customers.

We also believe that very careful attention to this subject is required in light of the stance
Entergy took regarding lost contributions to fixed costs. Despite consistently recovering all of
their fixed cost and exceeding their revenue requirement for many years, ENO intended to
recover approximately S6 million dollars from customers for this purpose in their PY7-9



proposal, which would appear to double charge customers for the same fixed costs. It is
important that thorough scrutiny be performed prior to any action that changes the utility
performance compensation structure.
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Harry Barton (504) 576-2984 office, hbarton@entergy.com

Karen Freese (504)576-4171 office, kfeese@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

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
2101 Webster St. suite 1300

Oakland, CA. 94612

(415)977-5560

(415)977-5793 (fax)

(503)484-7194 (cell)

ALLIANCE FOR AFFORDABLE ENERGY

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

Sophie Zaken, regulatory@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

Benjamin Norwood, bnorwood@posigen.com
Skelly McCay, smccay@posigen.com

Beth Galante, bgalante@posigen.com

819 Central Ave., suite 210

Jefferson, La. 70121

504-293-5665

504-293-5553

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
Tessa Hartley, info@gnoha.org

4640 S. Carrollton Ave, Suite 160

New Orleans, LA 70119

(504) 224-8301

SEWERAGE AND WATER BOARD OF NEW ORLEANS

James E. Thompson I1I, 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

(225) 929-7033

(225) 928-4925




- AND -
1515 Poydras Street, Suite 2330
New Orleans, Louisiana 70112
(504) 566-1801
(504) 565-5626



