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I. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 1 

Q.  Can you please summarize your key findings and recommendations?  2 

A.  Yes, below is a brief summary of each.  3 

Key Findings:   4 

(1) Entergy Louisiana LLC’s (“ELL,” “Entergy,” or the “Company”) proposal 5 

unfairly allocates a significant share of the costs of the back-up generators to 6 

Non-Host customers (particularly residential customers), without providing 7 

commensurate reliability benefits; and  8 

(2)  ELL was unreasonable in its dismissal of the potential for a solar plus storage 9 

system to provide backup power in lieu of natural gas.  10 

Recommendations:  11 

(1) The Commission should reject ELL’s application as proposed.  12 

(2) The Commission should direct ELL to consider modifications to its proposal 13 

including:  14 

a) a different approach to cost-allocation,  15 

b) expanded access to non-commercial and -industrial (“C&I”) customers, 16 

and  17 

c) use of solar plus storage instead of natural gas.   18 
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II. INTRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATIONS 1 

Q. State your name, business name and address. 2 

A.  My name is Edward Burgess. I am a Senior Director at Strategen Consulting. My 3 

business address is 2150 Allston Way, Suite 400, Berkeley, California 94704. 4 

Q.  On whose behalf are you appearing in this case?  5 

A. I am appearing here as an expert witness on behalf of the Alliance for Affordable Energy 6 

(“Alliance”).  7 

Q.  Summarize your professional and educational background.  8 

A.  I am a leader on Strategen’s consulting team and oversee much of the firm’s utility-9 

focused practice for governmental clients, non-governmental organizations, and trade 10 

associations. Strategen’s team is globally recognized for its expertise in the electric 11 

power sector on issues relating to resource planning, transmission planning, renewable 12 

energy, energy storage, utility rate design and program design, and utility business 13 

models and strategy. During my time at Strategen, I have managed or supported projects 14 

for numerous client engagements related to these issues. Before joining Strategen in 15 

2015, I worked as an independent consultant in Arizona and regularly appeared before 16 

the Arizona Corporation Commission. I also worked for Arizona State University where I 17 

helped launch their Utility of the Future initiative as well as the Energy Policy Innovation 18 

Council. I have a Professional Science Master’s degree in Solar Energy Engineering and 19 

Commercialization from Arizona State University as well as a Master of Science in 20 

Sustainability, also from Arizona State. I also have a Bachelor of Arts degree in 21 

Chemistry from Princeton University. A full resume is attached as Exhibit A. 22 
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Q. Have you ever testified before any other state regulatory body? 1 

A. Yes. I have testified before the Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities on behalf of 2 

the Massachusetts Attorney General’s Office (“AGO”) at the evidentiary hearings for 3 

D.P.U. Docket Nos. 18-150 and 17-140. I have also supported the AGO as a technical 4 

consultant in other cases including D.P.U. Docket Nos. 17-05, 17-13, 15-155, and 17-5 

146. I have also testified before the South Carolina Public Service Commission on behalf 6 

of the South Carolina Solar Business Alliance in evidentiary hearings for Docket Nos. 7 

2019-186-E, 2019-185-E, 2019-184-E and 2021-88-E. I provided written testimony to the 8 

Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission on behalf of the Citizens Action Coalition in two 9 

proceedings related to Duke Energy’s Fuel Adjustment Clause (IURC Cause Nos. 38707 10 

FAC 123 S1 and FAC 125). I also recently provided testimony to the Nevada Public 11 

Utilities Commission on NV Energy’s Integrated Resource Plan in Docket No 20-07023. 12 

I have testified before the California Public Utilities Commission on behalf in 13 

PacifiCorp’s 2020 and 2021 Energy Cost Adjustment Clause proceedings, A.19-08-002 14 

and A.20-08-002. I also testified before the Oregon Public Utilities Commission on 15 

PacifiCorp’s Transition Adjustment Mechanisms in Docket Nos. UE-375 and UE-390. 16 

Finally, I have testified before the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission 17 

on Avista Utilities’ general rate case (Docket No. UE-200900). Additionally, I have 18 

represented numerous clients by drafting written testimony, drafting written comments, 19 

presenting oral comments, and participating in technical workshops on a wide range of 20 

proceedings at Public Utilities Commissions in Arizona, California, District of Columbia, 21 

Maryland, Minnesota, Nevada, New Hampshire, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, 22 
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Oregon, Pennsylvania, at the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”), and at 1 

the California Independent System Operator.  2 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 3 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to assess Entergy’s proposed Natural Gas-Fired 4 

Distributed Generation program. I discuss the deficiencies of the program’s proposed cost 5 

allocation, many of which were also raised in the Direct Testimony of Staff Witness 6 

Sisung. I also address other major shortcomings of the program such as the fact that it 7 

does not include other viable technologies for providing backup power such as solar plus 8 

storage.    9 

Q. Are you providing any exhibits? 10 

A. Yes. My exhibits are as follows: 11 

• Exhibit A: Resume of Edward Burgess, and 12 

• Exhibit B: Strategen, Assessment of Potential Alternatives for Local Peaking                13 

Capacity in the Entergy New Orleans Service Area (Feb. 2019). 14 

// 15 

// 16 

// 17 

// 18 
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III. COST ALLOCATION 1 

Q. In LPSC Staff’s Direct Testimony, Witness Sisung states “I do not find the costs and 2 

benefits of the program are being allocated in a manner that is just and reasonable 3 

to Non-Host Customers.”1 Do you agree?  4 

A. Yes. As Mr. Sisung’s testimony makes clear, the Company’s proposal would result in a 5 

limited number of Host Customers’ being the beneficiaries of backup generation services 6 

that are heavily subsidized by the Non-Host Customers.  7 

Q. What are some of the issues identified by Staff in which Non-Host Customers are 8 

cross-subsidizing the costs of the program for the benefit of the Host Customers?  9 

A. Some of these cross subsidies are described below:  10 

• Fuel Costs: As Mr. Sisung explained, the gas used to fuel the backup power 11 

facilities during a critical event such as a winter storm is likely to be much more 12 

expensive than normal. However, the Host Customers would likely not be 13 

exposed to these higher costs and instead they would be recovered predominately 14 

from Non-Host Customers through the Fuel Adjustment Clause (“FAC”) 15 

mechanisms. Specifically, Mr. Sisung stated: “…the Power Through Program 16 

would allow the Host Customer to pay the lower FAC rate for the period of 17 

backup operations … leaving the higher cost of gas for the actual period of 18 

backup service left for the Non-Host Customers to absorb in a future FAC as they 19 

take their regular service.”2 20 

 
1 Direct Test. of R. Lane Sisung on Behalf of the LA Pub. Serv. Comm’n, at 25:22–26:1 (Dec. 21, 2021) (Public 
Version) (“Sisung Direct”).  
2 Id. at 25:11–15.  
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• Additional Development Costs: Mr. Sisung points out that the costs ELL proposes 1 

to assign to Non-Host Customers appear to include not just the equivalent cost to 2 

install a gas combustion turbine (“CT”), but it also includes amounts to cover 3 

additional “development costs” whose purpose is unclear and assignment to Non-4 

Host Customers is not justified.  5 

•  Future Capital Costs: Mr. Sisung notes that ELL’s application and supporting 6 

material does not specify how future capital expenditures needed to maintain 7 

operations at the new generators would be allocated.3 As such, these future capital 8 

expenditures would presumably be borne by Non-Host Customers.  9 

• Wholesale Margins: Staff notes that only a portion (approximately 60%) of the 10 

margins on wholesale sales would be credited to Non-Host Customers under 11 

ELL’s proposal.4 Presumably this would include revenues not only from 12 

Midcontinent Independent System Operator (“MISO”) energy markets but also 13 

from capacity markets. Thus, despite paying for the equivalent of a CT, the Non-14 

Host Customers are not receiving the full benefit from these wholesale sales that 15 

they normally would if a standard CT unit were used. Instead, the sales margins 16 

are being used to further subsidize the Host Customer’s contribution.  17 

Thus, taking into account all of these factors, similar to Mr. Sisung, I find this overall 18 

arrangement to be unjust and inequitable, and that it departs from the long-standing 19 

principle of utility ratemaking that the “beneficiary pays” or “cost-causer pays.”  20 

 
3 Id. at 18:9–10. 
4 Id. at 24:7–8. 
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Q. Can you elaborate on “beneficiary pays” principle?  1 

A. Yes. Generally speaking, this principle holds that costs should be allocated based on who 2 

benefits from them or otherwise causes those costs to be incurred. This concept is infused 3 

into many of FERC’s landmark orders including Order 890,5 Order 1000,6 and Order 4 

745.7 This was reinforced by the landmark court decision in ICC v. FERC, which states:  5 

The Federal Power Act requires that the fee be “just and reasonable,” and 6 
therefore at least roughly proportionate to the anticipated benefits to a 7 
utility of being able to use the grid. Thus “all approved rates [must] reflect 8 
to some degree the costs actually caused by the customer who must pay 9 
them.” Courts “evaluate compliance [with this principle, called “cost 10 
causation”] by comparing the costs assessed against a party to the burdens 11 
imposed or benefits drawn by that party. 12 

721 F.3d 764, 770–771 (7th Cir. 2013). 13 

As I mentioned earlier, I believe ELL’s proposal deviates from this principle.  14 

Q. Aside from the inequities that Staff has identified, do you believe there are other 15 

inequities in the costs borne by Non-Host Customers and benefits they receive?  16 

A. Yes. As I understand ELL’s proposal, Non-Host Customers would initially be responsible 17 

for incremental costs equivalent to a new CT, which ELL estimates to be $77.99/kW-year 18 

on a levelized cost basis.8 For the full 120 MW, ELL estimates a net revenue requirement 19 

 
5 Preventing Undue Discrimination and Preference in Transmission, 118 FERC ¶ 61,119, at P 559 (Feb. 16, 2007) 
(“…when considering a dispute over cost allocation, [the Commission exercises its] judgment by weighing several 
factors. First, we consider whether a cost allocation proposal fairly assigns costs among participants, including those 
who cause them to be incurred and those who otherwise benefit from them”). 
6 Transmission Planning and Cost Allocation by Transmission Owning and Operating Pub. Utils., 136 FERC ¶ 
61,051, at P 626 (July 21, 2011) (“a departure from cost causation principles can result in inappropriate cross-
subsidization. This is why cost causation is the foundation of an acceptable cost allocation method”). 
7 Demand Response Compensation in Organized Wholesale Energy Mkts., 134 FERC ¶ 61,187, at PP 100–102 
(Mar. 15, 2011). 
8 Direct Test. of Jonathan R. Bourg on Behalf of Entergy, at 33 (July 2021) (Public Version). 
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increase of approximately $18 million per year,9 or $360 million over 20 years. However, 1 

despite incurring these costs, it is far from certain that Non-Host Customers will actually 2 

receive reliability benefits commensurate with the installation of new CT.  3 

Q. Can you elaborate on why Non-Host Customers may not receive the CT-equivalent 4 

of reliability benefits?  5 

A. Yes. In this case, ELL has characterized the reliability benefit that Non-Host Customers 6 

receive through the program as the equivalent of a new CT built for resource adequacy 7 

purposes. However, it’s not clear to me that the reliability benefit to Non-Host Customers 8 

would truly be equivalent. If a generation shortfall were to occur due to high summer 9 

demand (i.e., resource inadequacy), ELL’s system operators would likely resort to 10 

curtailing power in some portions of the grid while continuing to serve other portions. 11 

Since the very nature of this program is to install generators at a limited number of Host 12 

Customer locations, there is a much greater likelihood that the Host locations will be 13 

powered under generation shortfall conditions rather than Non-Host Customer locations. 14 

In such a case, the reliability benefits may not be shared equally between Host and Non-15 

Host customers. This is true even for reliability issues that occur outside of catastrophic 16 

events (such as a major hurricane) and arise simply due to high load conditions.  17 

 // 18 

 // 19 

 // 20 

 
9 Direct Test. of Crystal K. Elbe on Behalf of Entergy, Ex. CKE-2 (July 2021) (Public Version). 
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Q. You have described numerous inequities that the proposed Power Through 1 

program would create between Host and Non-Host customers. Are there steps that 2 

ELL could have taken to create a more balanced program design?  3 

A. Yes. A major flaw in the program design is that its benefits are limited to C&I customers 4 

who choose to become Hosts, while the costs are largely subsidized by residential 5 

customers that are Non-Hosts by default. Hypothetically, ELL could have designed a 6 

program that included a similar offering for residential customers. For example, the 7 

Company could have offered to install solar photovoltaic (“PV”) plus battery backup 8 

systems at residential homes. The cost to participate could be formulated in the same way 9 

as the Company’s proposal such that residential host sites would only pay the portion of 10 

project costs above the $77.99/kW-year CT-equivalent. The residual $77.99/kW-year in 11 

costs could then be assigned to C&I customers, and other Non-Host residential 12 

customers.  13 

Q. Do you think a Utility-Owned Distributed Generation (“UODG”) program should 14 

be approved if this modification were made?  15 

A. Not necessarily, however, it could be an improvement from a fairness standpoint by 16 

expanding access to a greater number of customers. My main purpose in providing this 17 

hypothetical example is to illustrate the inherent unfairness and asymmetry of the ELL 18 

program as proposed. Specifically, the program benefits a small number of C&I 19 

customers, while being cross-subsidized by residential customers, and while not 20 

providing an equal opportunity for residential customers to achieve the same benefits.   21 
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Q. Do you believe the goals of the program—to provide backup power to critical 1 

facilities such as hospitals and government buildings—is worth pursuing?  2 

A. Yes. However, I think there are better ways to achieve what ELL has proposed, both in 3 

terms of cost allocation as well as the technologies used to achieve this goal. 4 

IV. ALTERNATIVE TECHNOLOGIES NOT CONSIDERED 5 

Q. Aside from the fairness and cost allocation issues you have described thus far, what 6 

other shortcomings are there in the proposed UODG program?  7 

A. A major shortcoming is the narrow and exclusive focus on natural gas generation 8 

technologies.  9 

Q. Do you believe other technologies should have been included or even preferred in 10 

lieu of natural gas?  11 

A. Yes. It is well known that significant improvements have been made in recent years to the 12 

cost and performance of solar PV and battery storage technologies. In fact, depending on 13 

the configuration, a hybrid solar plus storage resource can be cost competitive with 14 

traditional generation technologies such as natural gas.   15 

Q. Have you performed any analysis to demonstrate this cost-competitiveness?  16 

A. Yes. As shown in Exhibit B, I performed a briefing of an analysis in 2019 comparing the 17 

net cost of a battery resource to a reciprocating engine peaker, similar to the ones 18 

contemplated in ELL’s proposal. This analysis was performed on behalf of the Alliance 19 

and provided to the New Orleans City Council as part of its deliberations on the proposed 20 

(at the time) New Orleans Power Station. The charts excerpted from this briefing below 21 

demonstrate that the battery storage resource could outperform the reciprocating engine. 22 
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Moreover, this analysis does not consider the possibility of a co-located solar resource 1 

which could improve the economics by providing increased energy value and allowing 2 

the federal solar investment tax credit to be leveraged.  3 

Figure 1: Illustrative net cost comparison of a 128 MW natural gas peaker and 128 MW, 4-hour, 4 
battery energy storage. 5 

10  6 
Q. Wouldn’t a solar plus storage resource provide less of a reliability benefit than a 7 

natural gas resource that can provide continuous power?  8 

A. Not necessarily. The ability for solar plus storage to provide continuous power partly 9 

depends on the magnitude of the load being served, the size of the solar component, and 10 

the duration of the battery. Depending on these factors, a solar plus storage system may 11 

still be able to continuously supply backup power to critical loads for several days during 12 

emergency conditions while power is being restored. This may depend on the specific site 13 

 
10 Ex. B at 4. 
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in question and their usage patterns. Unfortunately, ELL appears to have dismissed the 1 

possibility of using solar plus storage without doing any supporting analysis. 2 

Q. Have you performed any analysis on the potential for solar plus storage to provide 3 

continuous backup power capabilities to a C&I load in Louisiana?  4 

A. Yes. Below is a chart of a simulation I performed for a representative C&I facility in 5 

Louisiana being powered solely by solar plus storage facilities over the course of four 6 

days in February. This is intended to show what could feasibly occur if such a site were 7 

to rely on solar plus storage for backup power instead of natural gas. Notably the solar 8 

plus storage system is able to provide continuous backup power for nearly all of the hours 9 

over this four-day stretch representing over 98% of the site’s power needs. Under 10 

emergency conditions, this should be more than sufficient to power the facility’s critical 11 

loads, presuming the site took steps to minimize unnecessary consumption.  12 

Figure 2: Simulated Solar + Storage Providing Backup Power to a C&I Load in Louisiana for 4 13 
Days in February. 14 

 15 
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Q.  Doesn’t the chart show a minor shortfall on the fourth day?  1 

A.  Yes. This represents only 2% of the site’s load over this time period. I also believe this 2 

could be easily alleviated by increasing the size of the battery or managing the site’s load.  3 

Q. What input data and assumptions did you use to conduct this simulation?  4 

A.  I used the following assumptions:  5 

• The solar PV system was sized to be a 61kW system, paired with a 61kW, four-6 

hour duration battery storage system. The solar was sized to provide the annual 7 

energy equivalent to the site’s load.  8 

• The hourly solar generation profile was calculated with the PVwatts tool using 9 

TMY3 data from the National Solar Radiation Database. The location chosen was 10 

the New Orleans International airport. 11 

• The hourly load profile was based on the publicly available “Comstock” dataset 12 

maintained by the National Renewable Energy Laboratory, adjusted to reflect an 13 

individual C&I facility. 14 

Q. Are there reliability advantages to using solar plus storage for backup power 15 

instead of natural gas?  16 

A. Yes. Most importantly, solar plus storage would not be subject to potential fuel supply 17 

disruptions that could affect natural gas supply during a catastrophic event. For example, 18 

during Winter Storm Uri in February 2021, a major reason for the extensive outages in 19 

Electric Reliabilty Council of Texas (“ERCOT”) and MISO was a steep decline in the 20 

availability of natural gas fuel to power generation facilities. This was due to the fact that 21 

wellheads and related infrastructure were typically not hardened for freezing conditions 22 
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and ice accumulation. In fact, Texas natural gas production fell by almost half during the 1 

storm.11 Output at many processing plants even fell to zero. Natural gas facilities 2 

installed by ELL at Host-Sites would be exposed to these same risk factors, and may find 3 

that natural gas is unavailable or cost-prohibitive when it is most needed for backup 4 

power. 5 

Q. Are there other reasons why a solar plus storage technology might be preferred over 6 

natural gas?  7 

A. Yes, there are several. First, customer preference surveys typically show overwhelming 8 

support for solar energy relative to other resources.12 Thus, if Non-Host customers are 9 

being forced to subsidize some form of backup power, it would be sensible to choose a 10 

form of power that they prefer. In fact, many large C&I customers that might be eligible 11 

to participate in ELL’s proposed program may also have corporate or municipal 12 

sustainability goals that require them to meet a certain percentage of their energy needs 13 

from renewable resources. Providing power via natural gas would only work against 14 

meeting those sustainability goals. Second, as non-emitting resources, solar plus storage 15 

would not generate any localized pollution that could harm public health. This is 16 

especially important to consider for facilities like hospitals where the emissions would be 17 

in close proximity to vulnerable and sensitive populations. Third, use of renewable 18 

energy would be more consistent with the goals of Governor Bel Edwards Climate 19 

 
11 Energy Inst., The Timeline and Events of the Feb. 2021 Texas Elec. Grid Blackouts, The University of Texas, at 
Austin (July 2021), 
https://energy.utexas.edu/sites/default/files/UTAustin%20%282021%29%20EventsFebruary2021TexasBlackout%2
020210714.pdf. 
12 Pew Rsch. Center, Two-thirds of Americas give priority to developing alternative energy over fossil fuels, Brian 
Kennedy (Jan. 23, 2017), https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2017/01/23/two-thirds-of-americans-give-priority-
to-developing-alternative-energy-over-fossil-fuels/. 
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Initiatives Task Force which was established to “reduce the greenhouse gas emissions 1 

that are driving up global temperatures, increasing sea level and other risks that threaten 2 

our health and safety, quality of life, economic growth, and vital habitats and 3 

ecosystems.”13 Finally, solar plus storage is not subject to any form of fuel price risk. As 4 

Staff’s testimony astutely noted, “A very likely occurrence of backup service will be that 5 

when the service is being provided it will be in times of system-wide stress when natural 6 

gas prices will be inordinately high.”14 The chart below illustrates this risk by showing 7 

how the price of natural gas spiked significantly and coincided with the ERCOT power 8 

outages during Winter Storm Uri.  9 

Figure 3: Simulated Solar + Storage Providing Backup Power to a C&I Load in Louisiana for 4 10 
Days in February 11 

 12 

 
13 Office of the Governor—John Bel Edwards, Climate Initiatives Task Force, 
https://gov.louisiana.gov/page/climate-initiatives-task-force (last visited Jan. 28, 2022). 
14 Sisung Direct at 25:6–8.  
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Moreover, Staff explains that some of these increased fuel costs are likely to be absorbed 1 

by Non-Host Customers, thus exacerbating the degree of cross-subsidies embedded in the 2 

Power Through Program. Using a solar plus storage resource instead would eliminate this 3 

fuel price risk and also eliminate the potential cross subsidy involved in the FAC fuel 4 

cost recovery.  5 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony?  6 

A. Yes.  7 
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Strategen, Assessment of Potential Alternatives for Local Peaking 
Capacity in the Entergy New Orleans Service Area (Feb. 2019) 
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