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DRAFT ORDER

Background and Overview

In this proceeding, South Louisiana Electric Cooperative Association (“SLECA™) is
seeking from the Louisiana Public Service Commission (“Commission™) approval for the
abandonment of certain electric facilities located in Terrebonne and Lafourche Parishes pursuant
to the Commission’s General Order dated July 8, 2008 (the “General Order”). The facilities at
issue were da:maged by Hurricane Ida and have since been removed. They served 282 camps
located in Lake De Cade, Lake Fields, Island at the end of Four Point Road, and Grand Pass
(hereinafter referred to as the “Lake Lines™). The Lake Lines consist of,approximately 30.8 miles
of line along the southern border of Lake De Cade, approximately 8.77 miles of line in the Grand
Pass area, approximately 4.74 miles of line in the Lake Fields area, and approximately 0.19 miles
at the Island at the end of Four Point Road; for a total of approximately 44.5 linear miles of
distribution. .

SLECA has been working with Federal Emergency Management Agency (“FEMA”™)
regarding reimbursement related to rebuild of the Lake Lines. The current estimate to rebuild the

Lake Lines is $140 million, with SLECA’s share being 10% of the total cost of reconstruction

plus additional expenses not eligible for reimbursement. SLECA argues that it is in their best



interest to not reconstruct the Lake Lines, thereby abandoning service under the General Order.
Commission Staff disagrees with SLECA’s analysis of the Lake Lines as a whole, and contends
that each segment should be analyzed separately as there exists a significant difference in the
number of assets and location of these facilities. Therefore, Commission Staff believes that
SLECA has not fully met the requirements of the General Order, specifically Section B(4).
Several customers of SLECA previously served by the Lake Lines also disagree with SLECA’s

abandonment request.

Procedural History
On September 25, 2024, SLECA filed with the Commission a Petition for Approval of

Proposed Abandonment (“Petition”) with attachments. The Petition was published in the
Commission’s Official Bulletin on September 27, 2024, with a 15-day intervention period. Two
timely interventions were filed.! Thereafter, numerous individuals filed requests for late
intervention in the proceeding, whose requests were addressed and eventually granted, resulting
in them becoming Intervenors.? On October 17, 2025, a Notice of Assignment was issued. On
October 30, 2024, a Notice of Status Conference was issued scheduling a status conference for

December 9, 2024. On December 6, 2024, notice of SLECA’s Petition was re-published in the

! The timely interventions were filed by: Christopher Guidroz, Mark D. Guidroz, and Action Charters, LLC
(collectively the “Guidroz Family”), and Grady A. Covington, Jr.

2 Those parties were: Mary Ahrweiler, Korey Alario, Toby Bandoin, Chelsey Bennett, Heather Benoit, Matt Benoit,
Cedric Bernard, Wilbert J. Bernard, E. Paul Blanchard, Emile Blanchard, Brian Boss, Danal Boss, Walter Boss, Sara
Boudreaux, Timothy Boudreaux, Richard Bourg, Francis Bourgeois, Richard Bourgeois, Jeremy Brady, Allyson
Breaux, Mike and Cary Brignac, Stan Bussey III, Philip Carlos, Issac Dantin, Thomas Dykes, Ermest Forsythe,
Amanda Gautreaux -(on behalf of Chris A and Linda Landry), Larry Glynn, Michael and Donna Harlow, Christine
Himel, Keith Himel, Douglas Horn, Roy Kramer, Amy and Jake LeBlanc, Hugh Ledet, Donald Lefort, Craig
Leonard, Murphy Loupe, Jeffery Marcel, Cleveland Matherne, Kerry Matherne, Keith and Blanche Melerine, Bruce
and Lisa Messick, Troy Morvant, Michael Neil, Carl and Melanie O’Gwynn, Jerry Percle, Kristen Pertuit, Tommy
Pertuit, Steve Pitre, Keith Poole, Patrick Porche, Angela Price, Philip Richard, Steve Richard, Warren M. Sanamo
Jr., Lee and Michele Scott, Andy Simon, Joel Brent Story, Wayne L. Templet, Chester and Debra Terrebonne, Dave
Theriot, Taylor Theriot, Ricardo Valdes, Joey and Wanda Vedros, Kerry Wainwright, David Waitz, Charles K.
Weaver Jr., Rick Wiley, and Lorie Young.
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Commission’s Official Bulletin, to provide notice of interventions in the proceeding. On
December 9, 2024, a status conference was convened in the matter and a procedural schedule
established. A Report of Status Conference was issued on December 10, 2024. On February 21,
2025, SLECA filed the Direct Testimonies of Matthew Peters, Jason Guy, Scotti Henry, Steven
Portero, Tim Allen and Tommy Boudreaux. On March 12, 2025, Jeremy Brady filed his
opposition to SLECA’s Petition, with attachments.

On April 9, 2025, Jason Melancon filed a request for late intervention, and on April 14,
2025, Phillip Gouaux filed a request for late intervention. After an opportunity to comment, and
SLECA’s Opposition Mr. Gouaux’s and Mr. Melancon’s late intervention, Rulings on the
Melancon and Gouaux Late Intervention Requests were issued, denying Mr. Melancon and Mr.
Goaux intervenor status but according them the status of interested party. On April 28, 2025, the
Direct Testimony of Steve Richard was filed. On April 28, 2025, Dina Duplantis Blake filed a
request for late intervention. After an opportunity to comment, and SLECA’s Opposition Ms.
Blake’s late intervention, a Ruling on the Blake Late Intervention Request was issued, denying
Ms. Blake intervenor status but according her the status of interested party. On April 29, 2025,
the Direct Testimony of Blanche a;1d Keith Melerine was filed. On May 2, 2025, Grady
Covington filed correspondence in opposition to SLECA’s Petition. On May 8, 2025, the
Guidroz Family filed the testimonies of David Scott Oman, Chris Guidroz, Mark Guidroz, and
Steve Guidroz. On May 9, 2025, the Commission Staff filed its Report and Recommendation
with the Testimony of Thomas Broady in support of the Staff Recommendation. On May 9,
2025, the testimonies of Carl and Melanie O’Gwynn, Toby Baudoin, Sara Boudreaux, and Bruce
Messick were filed. On June 4, 2025, Joey and Wanda Vedros filed correspondence withdrawing

their intervention.

\
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On June 6, 2025, the Commission Staff filed the Cross-Answering Testimony of Thomas
Broady.? On June 6, 2025, the Cross-Answering Testimony of Christopher M. Guidroz was filed.
On June 9, 2025, Blaise and Erica Pellegrin filed a request for late intervention. After an
opportunity to comment, and SLECA’s Opposition to the Pellegrin late intervention, a Ruling on
the Pellegrin Late Intervention Request was issued, denying Mr. and Ms. Pellegrin intervenor
status but according them the status of interested party. On June 16, 2025, the Testimony of
Mike and Cary Brignac was filed.

On June 25, 2025, SLECA filed a Motion in Limine and Supporting Memorandum. After
opportunity to respond, responses by Commission Staff, opp(zsition by Christopher Guidroz and
Sarah Boudreaux, and a reply by SLECA, on July 18, 2025, a Ruling on Motion in Limine was
issued denying SLECA’s motion. On June 27, 2025, SLECA filed a Motion for Taking
Deposition Upon Oral Examination and Incorporated Memorandum of Law in Support, which
was granted on June 30, 2025. On June 27, 2025, SLECA filed two separate Motions to Compel,
both requesting an order compelling certain Intervenors to provide responses to SLECA’s First
Set of Data Requests. Rulings on the Motions to Compel were issued on June 27, 2025 and June
30, 2025, both of which ordered the named Intervenors to provide responses or objections to
SLECA’s data requests. A Notice of C(;rrection was issued on July 7, 2025, clarifying the
deadlines in the Rulings on Motion to Compel. On July 3, 2025, SLECA filed a Motion for
Taking Deposition Upon Oral Examination and Incorporated Memorandum of Law in Support,
which was granted the same day.

On July 3, 2025, SLECA filed Rebuttal Testimony of Matthew Peterson. On July 8,

2025, SLECA filed a Motion to Upset Procedural Schedule and for Status Conference, which

i

3 The completed Affidavit of Thomas Broady was filed on June 9, 2025.
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was granted and a status conference was scheduled for August 4, 2025. On July 8, 2025, SLECA
also filed a Motion to Compel Adequate and Complete Discovery Responses and Incorporated
Memorandum of Law in Support seeking to compel responses from certain named Intervenors to
SLECA’s First Set of Data Requests. On July 9, 2025, a Ruling on Motion to Compel was issued
ordering the named Intervenors to provide responses or objections to SLECA’s data requests.

On July 9, 2025, SLECA filed the Rebuttal Testimonies of Jason Guy, Thomas
Boudreaux, Timothy J. Allen, Scotti Henry, and Steven Portero. On July 14, 21, and 23, 2025,
SLECA filed three separate Motions requesting that certain named Intervenors be converted to
interested parties for failure to comply with Rulings on Motions to Compel. After opportunity to
respond, supplemental informational filings by SLECA*, and Commission Staff’s response, on
August 21, 2025, a Ruling on Motions to Convert Certain Intervenors was issued, ordering that,
due to failure to comply with discovery rulings, certain named Intervenors would not be allowed
to present testimony or evidence at the scheduled hearing, nor would they be allowed to cross-
examine any witnesses presented at the hearing.>® On August 22, 2025, SLECA filed a
Supplemented Motion to Convert Blanchard and Covington. After opportunity to respond and
updated informational filings by SLECA’, on September 9, 2025 a Ruling on Motion and
Supplemented Motion to Convert was issued, ordering that, due to failure to comply with
discovery rulings, Mr. Blanchard and Mr. Covington would not be allowed to present testimony

‘or evidence at the scheduled hearing, nor would they be allowed to cross-examine any witnesses

presented at the hearing.

4 On August 19, 2025, SLECA filed a Report on each Intervenor’s discovery responses and objections.
> The Intervenors affected by the Ruling were listing therein.
6 The ruling was reissued on August 22, 2025 to correct a typographical error.
7 On August 22, 2025, SLECA updated its August 19, 2025 Discovery Report.
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On July 15, 2025, SLECA filed a Motion to Amend Notices of Deposition,‘which was
granted the same day. On July 21 and 22, 2025, SLECA filed two separate Motions to Compel
Discovery Responses seeking an order compelling certain named Intervenors to respond to
SLECA’s Second Set of Data Requests. On July 22, 2025 and July 24, 2025, Rulings on each
Motion to Compel were issued ordering certain named Intervenors to provide a response or
objections to SLECA’s data requests. On Ju}y 23, 2025, SLECA filed an Ex Parte Motion for
Leave to Propound Additional Data Requests in the Nature of Interrogatories. SLECA was
provided an opportunity to supplement the Ex Parte Motion, which it did on July 28, 2025. On
August ‘4, 2025, a status conference was convened in the matter, the Ex Parte Motion was
discussed and a modified procedural schedule was established. A Report of Status Conference
was issued on August 5, 2025. On August 11, 2025, SLECA filed a Notice of Amendment to
Notice of Deposition. On August 19, 2025, Christopher Guidroz filed correspondence
confirming information providec(l at the August 4, 2025 status conference that the Guidroz
Family seeks that their status be changed from Intervenor to Interested Party. On August 19,
2025, a Ruling on Motion for Leave to Propound Additional Data Requests was issued, ruling
that Ex Parte Motion was moot and, therefore, denied.

On September 19, 2025, SLECA, the Commission Staff, Joel Brent Story, Bruce
Messick, Allyson Breaux, and Sara A. Boudreaux filed a Joint Pre-Hearing Statement. On
September 29, 2025, SLECA filed a Notice of Settlement Offer to Members/Intervenors. On
October, 10, 2025, SLECA, the Commission Staff, and Sara Boudreaux each separately filed Pre-
I/-Iearing Briefs. On October 27, 2025, a hearing was convened in the matter. A Notice of

Availability of Transcript and Notice of Post-Hearing Briefing Schedule was issued on

November 26, 2025. On December 15, 2025, Jeremy Brady filed his Post-Hearing Brief. On
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December 17, 2025, SLECA, Commission Staff, and Sara Boudreaux each separately filed Post-
Hearing Briefs. On January 7, 2026, SLECA, Commission Staff, and Sara Boudreaux each

separately filed Post-Hearing Reply Briefs.

Jurisdiction and Applicable Law

Pursuant to the Louisiana Constitution, Article 4, Section 21, the Commission shall
regulate all common carriers and public utilities, and adopt and enforce reasonable rules,
regulations, and procedures necessary for the discharge of its duties. Pursuant to La. R.S. 45:121,
electric cooperatives operating within the State of Louisiana are classified as public utilities.? La.
R.S. 45:1163(A)(1) provides that the Commission shall exercise all necessary power and
authority over any electric light, heat, power, or other local public utility “for the purpose of
fixing and regulating the rates charged or to be charged by and service furnished by such public
utilities.” La. R.S. 45 :1‘164(A) states that the Commission’s power, authority, and duties “shall
affect and include all matters and things connected with, concerning, and growing. out of the
service to be given or rendered by such public utility.” Pursuant to its constitutional and statutory
authority, the Commission issued the General Order applicable to the abandonment of facilities
by electric public utilities. The General Order provides that if the abandonment is due to
unexpected interruption in the use of facilities, a utility that is subject to the Commission’s
jurisdiction must provide written notice of the proposed abandonment to each individual
customer and file a petition for approval in the event that the utility subsequently determines not
to restore permanent service. The General Order lists the information that must be included in a

petition for abandonment. The General Order states that no abandonment shall be approved until

8 Cajun Elec. Power Co-op., Inc. v. Louisiana Pub. Serv. Comm'n, 544 S0.2d 362, 364 (La.1989).
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the Applicant has proven that the continued operation of the subject facility can be terminated,

consistent with the public interest.

Issues

In the Joint Pre-Hearing Statement, certain parties’ stated what issues they considered

contested.!® They were:

As stated by SLECA
e Whether the Commission's General Order dated July 9, 2008 requires a segmented
analysis of the Lake Lines.

e Whether abandonment of the Lake Lines as a whole is in the public interest under the
Commission's General Order dated July 9, 2008.

As stated by Commission Staff:
e Whether abandonment of the Grand Pass, Four Point, and Lake Fields segments of the

Lake Lines is in the public interest under the Commission's General Order dated July 9,
2008.
As stated by Sara Boudreaux:

e Whether abandonment of the Grand Pass, Four Point, and Lake Fields segments of the
Lake Lines is consistent with the public interest where SLECA allegedly caused the
damage to the facilities and did not adequately evaluate or pursue reasonable repair or
restoration efforts prior to seeking abandenment.

Summary of Parties' Positions
SLECA

SLECA seeks approval from the Commission to abandon the Lake Lines pursuant to the
Commission’s General Order. SLECA asserts that Hurricane Ida did not merely damage
SLECA’s Lake Lines; it destroyed them. According to SLECA, the record establishes, without
contradiction, that reconstructing 44.5 miles of distribution facilities through unstable marshland

would require tens of millions of dollars in new debt, impose substantial and enduring burdéns

® According to the filing, only SLECA, Commission Staff, Joel Brent Story, Bruce Messick, Allyson Breaux, and
Sara A. Boudreaux responded to the draft of the pleading. No other Pre-Hearing Statements were filed.
10 The filing provided that thiere were no uncontested issues.
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on SLECA’s 21,000 members, and necessitate extensive environmental intrusion to restore
service to approximately 270 seasonal camps.

SLECA contends that under the General Order the relevant inquiry is whether continued
operation, here, reconstruction, can be maintained consistent with the public interest. Although
Commission Staff recommended abandonment only of the Lake De Cade segment, SL\ECA
argues that the evidence presented demonstrates that all four Lake Lines share the same
characteristics material to the public-interest analysis. Each segment suffered extensive storm
destruction, is accessible only by boat, traverses fragile wetlands, and would require
extraordinary reconstruction expenditures borne by the Cooperative’s membership as a whole.
SLECA argues that it has satisfied its burden under the General Order by demonstrating that
reconstruction of the Lake Lines would impose disproportionate costs and environmental
impacts without serving the broader public interest.

SLECA points out that the General Order calls for consideration of expected revenues,
operation and maintenance expenses, and replacement costs if service is continued. The Lake
Lines, served approximately 270 seasonal meters, lines that previously generated less than
$170,000 annually. SLECA informs that it’s cost share after FEMA reimbursement ranges from
approximately $25 million to $38 million, with total financed project costs between $51 million
and $77 million. Accorrding to SLECA, the Commission’s prior abandonment decisions confirm
that approval of abandonment is appropriate where reconstruction is uneconomic, unsafe, or

environmentally impractical.

Commission Staff

Commission Staff contends that SLECA has met its burden of proof under the General

Order to show that reconstruction of the Lake De Cade line is not in the public interest; however,

Docket No. U-37394

South Louisiana Electric Cooperative Association, ex parte
Proposed Recommendation

Page 9



SLECA has not met its burden of proof under the General Order to show that reconstruction of
the Grand Pass, Four Point Island, and Lake Fields lines are in the public interest. Commission
Staff argues that its position on SLECA’s Application is not based solely on restoration costs, but
is a cumulative position based on several shortcomings in the Application. Commission Staff
contends that the General Order, when read in its entirety, makes it clear that the Commission
intends to treat abandonment dockets with a high level of scrutiny.

Commission Staff asserts that essential to their analysis of SLECA’s Application is the
reasonable ability to conduct a segmented analysis of the Lake Lines. While SLECA maintains
that the General Order does not require a segmented analysis, and the General Order is silent as
to a segmented analysis, Commission Staff argues that the segmented analysis is more consistent
with Commission practice, and it furthers the Commission’s goal of making a reasonable public
interest determination. In response to SLECA’s contention that it was prior practice to combine
the Lake Lines, Commission Staff points out that prior action combining them is not binding,
and that the General Order does not require the Commission to follow the approach taken by
SLECA or other governmental agencies. Commission Staff asserts that it regularly analyzes
applications and makes recommendation that differ from the outcome presented in the
applications.

Further, according to Commission Staff, SLECA failed to provide reasonable alternatives
to cost recovery, such as alternative rate treatments or blended treatment of the costs. Regarding
the ongoing expenses for operation and maintenance, Commission Staff points out that SLECA
continues to serve other camp rate meters, in difficult to access locations. In response to concerns
about membership subsidizing the restoration costs, Commission Staff states that SLECA has

previously subsidized the costs relative to these assets.
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Commission Staff believes that SLECA has met its burden of proof under the General
Order to show that the reconstruction of Lake De Cade line is not in the public interest.
Commission Staff points out that Mr. Timothy Allen, the General Manager of ALM, which owns
property over which a significant portion of the Lake De Cade line is located, stated that ALM
will not grant SLECA new slervitudes to rebuild the Lake De Cade facilities. Commission Staff
explained that by removing the costs associated with the Lake De Cade line, the cost to repair

and replace the remaining lines is greatly diminished as the Lake De Cade line accounts for

approximately 60% of the total estimated cost to repair the Lake Lines.

Intervenors. /

-

Included are summaries of Intervenors who either filed briefs or testified in person at the hearing.

Sara Boudreaux

Ms. Boudreaux argues that SLECA has not met its burden to prove that the abandonment
is a last resort, justified only when continued service is inconsistent with the public interest and
only after the utility has demonstrated that all reasonable and affordable alternatives have been
explored and documented. Ms. Boudreaux requests that the Commission require SLECA to
restore electrical services to Lake Fields, or in the alternative, require SLECA to provide
alternative electrical power or fair compensation.

Ms. Boudreaux contends that SLECA should not be permitted to abandon electric service
to the Lake Fields Line because it failed to produce any credible or documented evidence that the
facilities were damaged beyond repair. Ms. Boudreaux asserts that her camp sustained minimal
damage from Hurricane Ida and the electrical pole remained upright and intact until it was cut by
SLECA. Ms. Boudreaux points out that SLECA failed to provide engineering studies, damage

assessments, inspection reports, or contemporaneous documentation showing that the Lake
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Fields system was unsafe or irreparable. According fo Ms. Boudreaux, SLECA removed poles
and electrical infrastructure long after Hurricane Ida, not immediately after the storm, with some
poles not removed until August/September 2022. Ms. Boudreaux argues that by removing
infrastructure before proving it was unsafe or irreparable, SLECA created the very condition it
now cites to justify abandonment, which sets a dangerous precedent.

Ms. Boudreaux maintains that the Lake Lines are not one system, and are four distinct
lines. Ms. Boudreaux asserts that while the Terrebonne Parish lines serve coastal wetlands, the
Lake Fields line is inland, located on hard ground and served land-based camps resembling a
subdivision. Ms. Boudreaux points out that SLECA selectively decided to restore electric service
at Persimmon Pass, which also serves camps in a wetland environment, is subject to storm
exposure, and requires specialized access for maintenance and repair. Ms. Boudreaux alleges that
Lake Fields is more comparable to Persimmon Pass than to the lines located in Terrebonne
Parish. Ms. Boudreaux further points out that Entergy restored service to similar inland lines in

Lake Field’s neighboring Lake Long system.

Allyson Breaux

At the hearing, Ms. Breaux presented the testimony of Brian Brining. Mr. Brining is Ms.
Breaux’s fiancé and shares ownership of a leased Lake Fields camp with Ms. Breaux.!! Mr.
Brining explained that their camp was purchased shortly after Hurricane Ida, and that they
proceeded with the sale because they had received information that the electric service was going
to be restored.!?> Mr. Brining stated that after purchasing the camp, and applying for SLECA

service, they received letters stating that power was going to be restored. Mr. Brining read aloud

U Transcript at 151, 163-164.
12 Transcript at 153.
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a July 13, 2022 letter mailed by SLECA regarding the rebuilding of the Lake Lines.® Mr.
Brinir}g testified that had they known SLECA would not restore electric service they would not
have purchased the camp.!* Mr. Brining described the condition of the poles surrounding their
camp after Hurricane Ida, stating that the majority of them were still up with lines attached.!> Mr.
Brining recollected that the poles were removed around August / September 2022.'¢ Mr. Brining
described the generator they had to purchase for. the their camp and how much it cost them to run
it.!” Mr. Brining explained that due to his age it is difficult to haul gasoline and diesel to the
camp. '8 Mr. Brining also took issue with SLECA’s attempt to make only the camp members pay
for restoration when he, as a SLECA member, has to pay for other damage that occurred on the

system. '’

Jeremy Brady
Mr. Brady opposes SLECA’s request to abandon the electrical facilities on Four Point

Island. According to Mr. Brady, the beginning of Four Point Island is merely 200 feet from
current active electric service provided by SLECA. Mr. Brady points out that his camp on Four
Point Island continues to have water service provided by Consolidated Waterworks District 1.
Mr. Brady contends that after Hurricane Ida one electric pole on Four Point Island was tilted, and
the others remained upright. Mr. Brady provided several photographs which he asserts show the
status of the electrical poles after Hurricane Ida. Mr. Brady contends that it was erroneous of

SLECA to demolish thé electric lines on Four Point Island versus repairing them. Mr. Brady

13 Transcript at 155 —157.
14 Transcript at 158. ‘
15 Transcript at 152.
16 Transcript at 161.
17 Transcript at 153-154.
18 Transcript at 159.
19 Transcript at 164-165..
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stated that his family had to purchase several generators due to their inability to keep up with the

demand over time.

Bruce Messick

Mr. Messick is co-owner of camp with his wife on the Grand Pass line. Mr. Messick
stated that they bought their current camp to start a business.2’ Mr. Messick testified that in their
area they did not see a lot of storm damage.?! He further stated that in several conversations with
SLECA personnel he was reassured that SLECA would rebuild.2 Mr. Messick informed that he
is on his third generator for the camp, and that for a 1,000 square foot camp a 13,000-watt
generator barely keeps up.?> Mr. Messick expressed concern that if SLECA is allowed to
abandon the lines, what would stop them from abandoning other areas,** Mr. Messick testified as
to the decrease in property values due to the loss of electric service, and that the camps are now

unsellable.? -

I}

Joel Brent Story
Mr. Story has owned a camp on Bayou Du Mar (Lake Fields) for 12 years.?® Mr. Story

explained why he wanted a camp, and the hardships created by the lack of electric service.2” Mr.
Story testified that he has spent $17,000 on a generator to provide him with electricity, and that

this cost does not include diesel and ice.?® Mr. Story considers SLECA’s failure to repair his

20 Transcript at 190.
2! Transcript at 191-192.
22 Transcript at 192-193.
2 Transcript at 190.
24 Transcript at 190-191.
25 Transcript at 191.
26 Transcript at 168-169.
%7 Transcript at 170, 172-174.
28 Transcript at 178.
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lines unfair as the houses across the bayou have service.” Mr. Story testified that he took
pictures of the area surrounding his camp the morning after Hurricane Ida.3® He identified the
pictures and described what was shown in the pictures.3! Mr. Story contended that his pictures
contradict the assertion that the poles were leaning or broken after the storm.>? Mr. Story alleges
that the poles around his camp were not removed until the camp residents started questioning

SLECA about service restoration.®® Mr. Story argued that the poles should not have been

3

removed prior to a Commission decision. 34

Mr. Story took issue with the SLECA position that only the camps should pay for the

!
restoration as other repairs are not billed that way.>> Mr. Story argued that repair would have
been cheaper than replacement, and all SLECA had to do was repair what was still there.36 Mr.

Story pointed out that SLECA restored service to Persimmon Pass, and it is also located in the

marsh.?”

Findings of Fact

SLECA is a Louisiana non-profit, rural electric cooperative providing retail electric service to
approximately 21,367 members and owns and maintains approximately 1,500 miles of
distribution lines in Assumption, Lafourche, St. Martin, St. Mary, and Terrebonne Parishes.
Peters Direct at 3; Broady Direct at 3.

SLECA is governed by a nine-member board of directors and has its main headquarters located
in Houma, Louisiana. Peters Direct at 3; Broady Direct at 3.

SLECA is member-owned, with no shareholders. Peters Direct at 3.

2 Transcript at 172-173.
30 Transcript at 168.

31 Transcript at 175-177.
32 Transcript at 168.

33 Transcript at 171, 179.
34 Transcript at 188.
35 Transcript at 169.

36 Transcript at 177-179.
37 Transcript at 180.

Docket No. U-37394

South Louisiana Electric Cooperative Association, ex parte

Proposed Recommendation

Page 15



As a cooperative, SLECA has no stock and obtains long term debt financing from the Rural
Utilities Services and supplemental lending through the Federal Financing Bank, the National
Rural Utilities Cooperative Finance Corporation and CoBank. Commission Staff Report and
Recommendation at 1.

In 2021, Hurricane Ida damaged SLECA’s electric lines, poles, facilities, and other
infrastructure. SLECA Application at 2.

Included in the damage caused by Hurricane Ida were certain electrical facilities referred to as
the Lake Lines. SLECA Application at 2. -

The Lake Lines refers to SLECA’s distribution facilities that once served recreational camps
located in Lake De Cade, Lake Fields, Island at the end of Four Point Road (“Four Point™), and
Grand Pass. Peters Direct at 5.

The Lake De Cade, Lake Fields, Four Point, and Grand Pass segments that comprise the Lake
Lines are each separate and in four distinct areas. Broady Direct at 5.

The Lake De Cade, Grand Pass and Four Point lines are located in Terrebonne Parish. Transcript
at 69, 129.

\

The Lake Fields line is located in Lafourche Parish. Transcript at 70, 129.

The Lake Lines, in total, were comprised of 44.5 miles of distribution lines serving
approximately 282 recreational camps. Peters Direct at 5.

The Lake Lines represented about 3% of SLECA’s total distribution system mileage. Guy Direct
at 13.

The Lake De Cade segment consisted of approximately 30.8 miles of line running along the
southern border of Lake De Cade with lines traversing through Bay Long, Bayou de Cade,
Raccourci Bay, and Lake Penchant. Broady Direct at 5-6.

7

The Grand Pass segment consisted of approximately 8.77 miles of line coming from the Falgout
Canal Substation and running along the southern border of Mud Lake and ending at the pass
between Lake Mechant and Cailliou Lake. Broady Direct at 6.

The Lake Fields segment consisted of approximately 4.74 miles of line coming from the Landry
Substation and running along the eastern border of Lake Fields and to an ending point at Bayou
Lafourche. Broady Direct at 6.

The Four Point segment consisted of approximately 0.19 miles of line coming from the Dulac
Substation and south across a navigable water way and ending on Four Point Island. Broady
Direct at 6.
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Since the 2021 hurricane season, service has not been restored to the Lake Lines, and no revenue
has been collected from the members the Lake Lines once served. Peters Direct at 5..

After Hurricane Ida, the infrastructure for the Lake Lines was removed. Peters Direct at 5.

The decision to abandon the Lake Lines was made during executive session of the SLECA Board
of Directors on August 5, 2024. SLECA’s Responses to Commission Staff’s First Set of Data
Requests at 9; Peters Direct at 15.

SLECA has two different rates for camp lines — Rate 50 and Rate 60. SLECA Application at 6.

Rate 50, which is designated for camp/remote service, has a minimum charge of $25.00 per
month. Rate 50 was utilized by approximately 260 Lake Line meters and over the past
approximate 8 years leading up to Hurricane Ida, the average bill was approximately $46.00 per
month. SLECA Application at 6; Peters Direct at 5.

Rate 60, which is designated for small power service (remote area) and has a minimum charge of
$30.00 per month. Rate 60 was utilized by approximately 20 Lake Line meters, and over the past
approximate 8 years leading up to Hurricane Ida, the average bill was approximately $100.00 per
month. Application at 6-7; Peters Direct at 5-6.

In addition to the Lake Lines, the Persimmon Pass line also utilizes SLECA’s Rate 50 or 60.
Transcript at 127. _
The approximate annual remittance to SLECA was approximately $552.00/meter per year for the
Rate 50 members and approximately $1,200/meter per year for the Rate 60 members. Peters
Direct at 6.

The cost estimate for the reconstruction of the Léke Lines as of January 14, 2025 is
$140,322,968.83. Guy Direct at 6.

Of the approximately $140 million, $11 million includes work already completed for the removal
of the damaged Lake Lines. Guy Direct at 6-7.

While FEMA may reimburse 90% of eligible costs, FEMA does not cover interest costs on
loans, environmental permitting, mitigation expenses, land acquisition, or right-of-way expenses.
Peters Direct at 7.

The cost estimates to rebuild the Lake Lines have been accepted by FEMA and are currently
under quality assurance review. Peters Direct at 11, Guy Direct at 15-16.

The potential environmental permitting, environmental mitigation, and procurement of additional
rights-of-ways that may be necessary for the reconstruction of the Lake Lines is currently
estimated between $11.5 million to $23 million. Guy Direct at 7.
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When combined with SLECA's 10%, share of the total rebuild cost and associated interest fees,
the minimum expense for which SLECA would be responsible for is- between approximately
$24.4 million to $35.9 million. Guy Direct at 7.

The high-end estimate for restoration of each segment of the Lake Lines is:

Segment Total Cost SLECA Cost Share

Lake De Cade | § 97,617,746.00 §$ 23,952,254.72

Grand Pass $ 34,094,566.00 $ 8,365,709.75

Lake Field $ 23,039,531.00 $5,563,159.78

Four Point $ 3,467,480.00 $ 850,808.05
SLECA’s Supplemental Responses
to Staff’s Third Set of Data Requests
(SLECA Hr’g Ex. 11).

The low-end estimate for restoration of each segment of the Lake Lines is:

Segment Total Cost SLECA Cost Share

Lake De Cade | $ 97,617,746.00 $ 16,857,014.66

Grand Pass $ 34,094,566.00 $5,887,583.17

Lake Field §$ 23,039,531.00 $ 3,978,556.44

Four Point $ 3,467,480.00 §$ 598,778.03
SLECA’s Supplemental Responses
to Staff’s Third Set of Data Requests
(SLECA Hr’g Ex. 11).

In addition to the lines themselves, reconstruction of the Lake De Cade segment would require
approximately 489 poles and 117 transformers. Broady Direct at 6.

In addition to the lines themselves, reconstruction of the Grand Pass segment would require
approximately 134 poles and 43 transformers. Broady Direct at 6.

In addition to the lines themselves, reconstruction of the Lake Fields segment would require
approximately 113 poles and 39 transformers. Broady Direct at 6.

In addition to the lines themselves, reconstruction of the Four Point segment would require
approximately 4 poles and 3 transformers. Broady Direct at 6.

Maps
The following are the maps attached to SLECA’s Application showing each of the

segments of the Lake Lines.
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Analysis

In this proceeding, SLECA is seeking Commission approval for the abandonment of
certain electrical facilities pursuant to the General Order. Section G of the General Order
provides that “[nJo abandonment shall be approved under this Order until the Applicant has
proven ... that the continued operation of the subject facility can be terminated, consistent with
the public interest.” The General drder does not define or specify what is consistent with the
public interest, it does however require applicants to file certain information with the application.
Section G of the General Order further provides that the burden of proof in an abandonment
request is with the applicant. Accordingly, SLECA must produce a reasonable quantity of
evidence in support of its request.*® If SLECA does not first establish a prima facie case, then an
opposing party is not required to present any countervailing evidence. Conversely, if SLECA
manages to establish a prima facie case, then the burden shifts to the opposing parties to present

sufficient evidence to overcome the applicant’s prima face case.3

3 Order No. U-27458 at 25-26, Water Treatment & Controls Company d/b/a Peoples Water Service Company of
Bastrop, (Bastrop, LA), ex parte, I re: Request for an increase in rates for water and water service in the City of
Bastrop and its environs.

39 Order No. U-33740 at 21, Docket No. U-33740, Saunders, Ltd. vs The Baton Rouge Water Works Company, In
re: Formal complaint alleging overcharges for water service.

Docket No. U-37394

South Louisiana Electric Cooperative Association, ex parte

Proposed Recommendation

Page 20



SLECA argues that it presented detailed, consistent, and credible testimony addressing
each of the factors in the General Order. SLECA cites previous abandonment decisions by the
Commission for the assertion that abandonment is justified when continued operation would
impose unjust or unreasonable costs on customers. Commission Staff argues that the prior cited
abandonment decisions were for abandonment of natural gas utility service, which differs from
electric utility service as it is not the primary source of power. Commission Staff contends that
SLECA’s request would result in the removal of all utility services to the customers.

The General Order encourages utilities to file petitions for abandonment only as a last
resort. The standard to analyze a request for abandonment is whether the facility can be
terminated, consistent with the public interest. The public interest analysis should include
whether there could be unjust or unreasonable costs; however, it is not the sole determining
factor. The General Order in Section B explicitly states that any petition for abandonment “shall
include” certain documents and information. SLECA’s argument that it presented evidence
addressing each of the factors is unconvincing. SLECA failed to comply with, or provided

scant support for, Sections B(4), B(7), B(8), B(9), and B(10) of the General Order.

Section B(4)

Section B(4) of the General Order requires an economic analysis of expected revenue,
operation and maintenance expenses, and replacement and repair costs of the facility, should the
utility be required to continue to operate and maintain the service. Studies that consist of simple
mathematical computations pe;fonned on a few sheets of paper, containing incorrect or
unrealistic assumptions have been considered insufficient.*’ A financial analysis is not an

1

i

% Ex Parte Gulf States Utilities Co., U-17282, 1988 WL 427504, at 4 (La. P.S.C. Nov. 15, 1988).
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economic analysis.*! At minimum an economic analysis of expected revenue and operation and
maintenance expense would explain what assumptions were made and the effects of those
assumptions. Preferably it would study the need for the facilities, compare ‘the costs of

maintaining the facilities versus alternatives, the costs and risks of any alternatives, or the effects

4

and quantification of various assumptions.*? .

Commission Staff believes that SLECA has not fully met the requirements Section B(4).
Commission Staff disagrees with SLECA’s analysis of the Lake Lines as a whole, and contends
that each segment should be analyzed separately as there exists a significant difference in the
number of assets and location of these facilities. Commission Staff argues that merely producing
evidence of the financial impact of rebuilding the Lake Lines does not establish a prima facie
showing that abandonment is in the. public interest. Commission Staff witness Mr. Broady
testified that SLECA did. not attempt a cost of service study in regards to tariff changes or
maintenance expenses.*> Mr. Broady explained that while SLECA did provide a camp-only tariff
as a cost recovery mechanism, SLECA presented “a seven-year recovery for a significant capital
improvement or construction workplan, which is not something that we’ve typically seen from
any of our electric providers, investor-owned or cooperative.”*

SLECA provided testimony on the historical revenue from the Lake Lines, and a two-
pagie cost estimate for restoration of the Lake Lines. SLECIA General Manager Matthew Peters’
testimony included a discussion of the “economic reality” of the Lake Lines, which included

L]

discussion about the camp rates, historic revenue from camp lines, costs to rebuild the Lake

1

ad.
42 Id and Louisiana Pub. Serv. Comm'n Ex Parte, 10-19-2018, 2018 WL 5300228, at 9 (La. P.S.C. Oct. 19, 2018).
43 Transcript at 229.
44 Transcript at 229.
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Lines, FEMA funding, and natural disaster financing.*> While Mr. Peters confirmed at the
hearing that the remote location makes routine operation and maintenance and storm repairs
exceptionally difficult, he provided no testimony or analysis of how those costs compare to the
remainder of the SLECA system.*® In data responses filed in the record at the hearing, SLECA
stated that it had not conducted a specific analysis to determine the average bill impact and had
not conducted a rate impact analysis for the Lake Lines.*” SLECA witness Mr. Jason Guy,
Program Manager for Royal Engineering, a firm specializing in disaster recovery and project
management, testified about the “economic rationale” of SLECA’s request, giving information
as to the expected costs to replace the Lake Lines and the status of the FEMA request for
reim.bursement.48 SLECA’s cost estimate to restore the Lake Lines included additional costs for
environmental permitting, environmental mitigation, and/or additional right of ways, the
calculation of which were based on general assumptions, including the number of acres that
would require mitigation, the credit to acre ratio and the price of mitigation credits.*

Section B(4) also requires economic analysis of the repair costs of the facility should the
utility be required to maintain the service. Mr. Guy testified that as the entire facility was deemed
to be damaged, SLECA “didn’t need to calculate the cost”.of repair.®® Mr. Guy stated that

removal of the Lake Lines was “more costly than simple repairs.”>! Mr. Guy explained that he

considered simple repairs to be an in-kind replacement.”? Mr. Guy estimated it would cost $106

45 Peters Direct at 5-13 (SLECA Hr’g Ex. 13).
46 Transcript at 126.

47T SLECA’s Responses to Commission Staff’s First Set of Data Requests at 9 (SLECA Hr’g Ex. 15).
48 Guy Direct at 14-21 (SLECA Hr’g Ex. 9). -

49 SLLECA’s Responses to Commission Staff’s First Set of Data Requests at 5 (SLECA Hr’g Ex. 15).
30 Transcript at 77.

3! Guy Direct at 19 (SLECA Hr’g Ex.9).
52 Transcript at 85.

t
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!

million to reconstruct in-kind, but did not know what each segment would cost.>®

According to
Mr. Guy the in-kind replacement was calculated and provided to FEMA.>* Neither the
underpinnings of Mr. Guy’s estimate for in-kind replacement nor the calculations provided to
FEMA were provided in this proceeding.

According to Mr. Guy, the decision to completely remove the Lake Lines instead of

repair them was based on the assessment and recommendation of Mr. Brook Samuel of Brooks-
Harbour and Associates Engineering (“BHA”).>> The only evidence in the record of Mr.
Samuel’s assessment is a one-page letter, attached to Mr. Peters Rebuttal Testimony, which
states:

The existing Sleca Lake Lines distribution structures were damaged
during Hurricane lda because of the extreme wind forces. Many structures failed
structurally, and many ended up leaning over. Those distribution structures were
constructed utilizing a wood pole and timber pile combination.

Hurricane winds are extreme, gusty, and changing in direction. This
results in a continual flexing of the wood pole. The flexing likely contributed to
weakening of the wood pole fibers and an overall reduction in pole strength.
Additionally, due to, the soft nature of the soil at the surface, the below-grade
portion of timber piles would also have been subjected to that continual flexing.
Pile damage likely occurred below the ground level.

The actual amount of remaining pole and pile strength is unknown. As
such, it would have been imprudent, and would have been recommended not to
reuse any of the remaining wood-pole structures.

Mr. Guy further confirmed that no study was conducted regarding a changing of the poles
in Terrebonne Parish.’® Mr. Guy also testified that the Lake Lines could have been reconstructed

in-kind, however SLECA’s Board and General Manager “wanted to look at the opportunities to

53 Transcript at 85-86.
34 Transcript at 66-67.
55 Guy Direct at 18 (SLECA Hr’g Ex.9); Transcript at 84.
56 Transcript at 77.
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mitigate it against future losses since they have had so many incideﬁces in the past where they
suffered damages.”’’

Hurricane Ida occurred in August 2021, with the likely removal of the poles occurring in
2\022,58 however, Mr. Samuels’ assessment is dated October 21, 2024. The letter does not inform
whether Mr. Samuel viewed the infrastructure in question or conducted any testing. According to
Mr. Guy, a determination of the structural soundness of the poles' would have required
“exhaustive analysis,” which was not attempted.’® Mr. Guy was unable to quantify how much the
anal};sis of poles would have cost.®® Mr. Brining, Mr. Story, and Ms. Boudreaux, three affected
SLECA custoryers, contended that the poles were not damaged beyond repair and did not need to
be removed, whilé acknowledging they had no background or training to assess the condition of
the poles.®! Mr. Story and Ms. Boudreaux provided photos they each individually took from
around their camps to show what the poles looked like after Hurricane Ida.®2

Section B(4) of the General Order requires an economic analysis of expected revenue,
operation and maintenance expenses, and replacement and repair costs of the facility. The
evidence presented by SLECA in support of the economic analysis requirement was meager and
unsubstantiated. The reconstruction costs presented by SLECA were mathematical calculations
performed on a few sheets of paper, with no information as to the assumptions used. Mr.
Samuels 10-sentence letter, while the opinion of an engineer, is not an engineering assessment or

analysis of the Lake Lines after Hurricane Ida. Further, SLECA’s remaining testimony was

57 Transcript at 72. !
58 Transcript at 143, 151, 160-161.
% Transcript at 77.
¢ Transcript at 85.
8! Transcript at 152, 162, 168 -169, 184, 199, 202-230.
82 Transcript at 175-177, 202-203.
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mostly uncorroborated. The evidence provided at the hearing by SLECA to satisfy the

requirements of Section B(4) was insufficient.

Section B(7)
Section B(7) requires what, if any, efforts the applicant has taken to maintain, preserve,

or otherwise continue the use of the subject facility and to avoid the proposed abandonment,
including, but not limited to, detailed descriptions and itemizations of the applicant’s
maintenance, preservation and other similar efforts with regard to the subject facility during the 5
years prior to the date of the application. In its Application and Mr. Peters testimony, SLECA
stated that the Lake Lines were destroyed by Hurricane Ida in 2021 and there were no lines to be
maintained or preserved for continued use.®® Mr. Peters stated that SLECA maintained the lines
prior to Hurricane Ida, however, no descriptions and itemizations of the maintenance were

produced in this proceeding.®*

According to Mr. Peters, the documents supporting the
maintenance of the Lake Lines were damaged, and are currently being freeze dried and
digitized.5> Commission Staff explained in its Report and Recommendation that it believes
SLECA met the requirements of Section B(7) by providing “a short narrative” that there were no
current lines to be maintained, and that for the last five years the lines had seen freq;Jent repairs
due to corrosion, harsh environmental surroundings, storms, and strong winds.%°

The Tribunal does not accept Commission Staff’s conclusion that SLECA complied with
Section B(7). SLECA failed to provide information on what actions it had taken to maintain,

preserve, or otherwise continue the use of the Lake Lines. SLECA also failed to provide detailed

descriptions and itemizations of the maintenance, preservation and other similar efforts for the

6 Application at 8 (SLECA Hr’g Ex. 12); Transcript at 131-132.
6 Transcript at 132.
8 Transcript at 132.
% Commission Staff Report and Recommendation at 10 (Commission Staff Hr’g Ex. 1).
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five years prior to the date of the Application (September 2019 through September 2024). .
Further, while Mr. Peters testified that the records were damaged, no corroboration of the

-

testimony was provided. :

Section B(8)

Section B(8) requires information on the existence of alternative energy sources for the
consumer and the estimated cost per customer to convert to each alternative energy source. In its
Application, SLECA stated that the affected members can and are utilizing a generator as an
alternative to electric service; and that the estimated cost f:or a generator to serve the average size
affected camp is approxémately $1,000. Mr. Peters testified that SLECA identified portable
generators as an alternative source.’ In its Report and Recommendation, Commission Staff
stated that it requested additional information in regard to the assertion of the cost of generators
for affected members, and that SLECA provided a cost estimate for a residential generator.
Commission Staff further stated that the cost of a generator should not. be the; only expected cost
to be considered as an alternative energy source, and that there would likely be a significant
labor cost associated with the installation of a whole home generator, maintenance, and fueling
expenses.® Commission Staff concluded that providing correct information as to individual
generators was sufficient to meet the requirements of Section B(8).

The Tribunal does not accept Commission’s Staff’s conclusion that SLECA met the
requirements of Section B(8). SLECA did not provide any corroborating evidence to support its
assertion about the cost of a generator, and did not provide any information as to maintenance

costs and fuel usage of a generator. SLECA did not address any“ther type of alternative energy

¢7 Transcript at 113-114.
68 Commission Staff Report and Recommendation at 11 (Commission Staff Hr’g Ex. 1).
% Commission Staff Report and Recommendation at 11 (Commission Staff Hr’g Ex. 1).
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source, such as roof top solar. Mr. Brining testified that he spends approximately $160 per
weekend to fuel his generator.”” Mr. Story testified that he spent $17,000 on a generator for his
camp.”! SLECA’s cursory support for alternative.energy sources and the lack of information on
estimated cost per customer fails to adequately address the requirement to provide information
on the existence of alternative energy sources for the consumer and the estimated cost per

customer to convert to the alternative energy source.

Section B(9)

Section B(9) requires a disclosure of what, if any, environmental impacts and
consequences may. result from the abandonment together with a complete disclosure of the
applicant’s efforts to ascertain such impacts and consequences. SLECA relies on the removal of
the lines to support that there is no environmental impact. In its Application, SLECA stated that
there will be no environmental impact as a result of the abandonment, and that all environmental
impacts were mitigated by virtue of clearing the line after destruction.”? Mr. Peters testified that
being forced to rebuild the Lake Lines would have a negative significant impact to the
environment in the marshland.”® Mr. Peters also agreed with the contention that the Lake Lines
were already suffering from coastal erosion.”* SLECA presented the testimony of Mr. Timothy
Allen, the General Manager of Apache Louisiana Minerals, LLC (“ALM?”), who stated that he
was a professional land surveyor in Louisiana, Texas, and Mississippi. However, in his Direct

Testimony, Mr. Allen stated that he was providing testimony in his capacity as General Manager

70 Transcript at 153.
! Transcript at 178.
2 SLECA Application at 9 (SLECA Hr’g Ex. 12).

73 Transcript at 114.
7 Transcript at 114.
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of ALM.” Mr. Allen provided his opinion of the local landscape covered by the Lake Lines. No
reports or surveys were identified or submitted by Mr. Allen.

According to SLECA, the removal decision was based on the assessment and
recommendation of Mr. Samuel.”® The only evidence provided of Mr. Samuel’s assessment was
the 10-sentence letter attached to Mr. Peters Rebuttal Testimony. Mr. Guy' testified that no
geotechnical analysis has been conducted on any of the segments.”” Besides Mr. Samuel’s letter
dated three years after the hurricane, no additional evidence was provided by SLECA of any
efforts to ascertain environmental impacts and consequences. The only evidence of the condition
of the infrastructure after Hurricane Ida was photos provided by the Intervenors. While the
photos themselves are insufficient to draw conclusions, they are the only evidence in the record
of the actual status of the poles after the hurricane. Mr. Samuel’s short letter and the
uncorroborated testimony of Mr. Peters fails to adequately address the requirement to disclose
environmental impacts and consequences and the efforts to ascertain such impacts and

consequences.

Section B(10)

Section B(10) of the General Order requires an applicant to list any previously filed
requests for abandonment. In its Application, SLECA asserted that it had never filed a request to
abandon facilities.”® Attached to Mr. Peters’ Rebuttal Testimony was a newspaper article from
1993 discussing the Commission and the cost to replace power lines on Lake De Cade and Grand
Pass. Mr. Peters testified that he was unaware whether that matter had been docketed at the

Commission. The article, which was presented into evidence by SLECA, does seem to indicate

7 Allen Direct at 3 (SLECA Hr’g Ex. 1).
76 Guy Direct at 18 (SLECA Hr’g Ex. 9).
77 Transcript at 70.
78 SLECA Application at 9 (SLECA Hr’g Ex. 12)
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that there were discussions by SLECA and the Commission about possible abandonment of lines.
Due to the 1993 newspaper article, we are unable to conclude that SLECA has not previously

filed requests for abandonment.

Consistent with the Public Interest

The standard to analyze a request for abandonment is whether the facility can be
terminated, consistent with the public interest. SLECA argues that a preference for additional
information or a different policy outcome does not supply a legal basis to deny relief where the
existing record satisfies the General Order. Commission Staff contends that the public interest
standard is guided by the factors presented in the General Order, as well as the Commission’s
statement that petitions for abandonment should only be filed as a last resort. The General Order
lists what information shall be included in any petition for abandonment. The mandatory word
“shall” creates an obligation impervious to discretion.” Accordingly, the information listed in
Section B of the General Order must be considered when deciding whether a facility can be
abandoned.

SLECA has argued that neither the Commission Staff nor the Intervenors offered an
engineering analysis addressing the condition of the facilities or the feasibility of reconstruction,
no cost study evaluating the financial impact of rebuilding, and no environmental evidence
assessing the consequences of reconstruction of the Lake Lines. However, pursuant to Section G
of the General Order, SLECA has the burden to prove the facility can be ‘Eerminated consistent
with the public interest. Therefore, SLECA had the burden to establish a prima facie case,
meaning it had to produce a reasonable quantity of evidence in support of its request. The burden

only shifts to Commission Staff or the Intervenors if SLECA manages to establish a prima facie

4

™ Lexecon Inc. v. Milberg Weiss Bershad Hynes & Lerach, 523 U.S. 26; 118 S.Ct. 956, 962; 140 L.Ed.2d 62 (1998).
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case. SLECA failed to establish a prima facie case supporting termination consistent with the
public interest as it did not comply with, or provided scant, unsubstantiated support for, Sections
B(4), B(7), B(8), B(9), and B(10) of the General Order. While SLECA argued that no other party
provided any engineering analysis, cost study, or- environmental evidence, neither did SLECA.
SLECA’s engineering analysis was a 10-sentence letter from Mr. Samuels, its cost study was a
two-page summary of reconstruction costs, and there was only self-serving testimony about
possible environmental impacts.
Segmentation

A question presented by Commission Staff was whether the analysis of the Lake Lines
should have been done on a segmented basis. Commission Staff argued that the Lake Lines have
varying geographical locations, are not directly tied to one another, and have significantly
varying need in terms of actual assets to be replaced.®® In his Report and Recommendation, Mr.
Broady concluded that there is “a stark difference in terms of assets and labor to put those assets
into service.”® SLECA contended that all four Lake Lines share the same essential
characteristics relevant to the public-interest inquiry: severe storm destruction, extraordinary
access limitations, environmental fragility, and reconstruction costs that far exceed any
corresponding benefit. SLECA also argued that the General Order does not require a segmented
analysis, and prior abandonment decisions did not require a segmented analysis. A review of
prior Commission Orders on abandonment requests indicates that none of those facilities were

fragmented, miles apart, or in different parishes.®?

8 Commission Staff Report and Recommendation at 12 (Commission Staff Hr’g Ex. 1).

8 Commission Staff Report and Recommendation at 9 (Commission Staff Hr’g Ex. 1).

82 Previous abandonment dockets include: Docket No. S-31184, CenterPoint Energy, ex parte, In re: Application of
CenterPoint Energy Resources Corp. for Approval of the Abandonment of a Portion of its Natural Gas Facilities
Pursuant to General Order R-30301; Docket No. S-31973, Atmos Energy Corporation, ex parte, In re: Petition of
Atmos Energy Corporation requesting approval to abandon its natural gas distribution facilities and services to and
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SLECA’s own cost estimates indicate that that each of the lines does not have the same
magnitude of reconstruction cost, with SLECA’s high-end estimated cost share for Lake De
Cade being $23 million and Four Point being less than $1 million. While Mr. Guy opined that
segmentation would lose the benefit of cost savings, he did not quantify what those savings
were.®®> The Four Point, Lake De Cade and Grand Pass lines are located in Terrebonne Parish,
while the Lake Fields line is located in Lafourche Parish. Further, none of the Lake Lines are
contiguous. Ms. Boudreaux testified as to the difference in the Lake Lines, in that Lake Fields is
not coastal, the camps are land-based, and close to Lockport.® The physical separation between
the Lake Lines, combined with the significant cost differences to restore each line, arglies for
separate analysis. However, in light of the determination that SLECA’s Application was
insufficient, no determination needs to be made at this time on the necessity to conduct a

segmented analysis.

Conclusion

SLECA contends that in this matter, using the preponderance of evidence standard, the
Commission must weigh the record as a whole to determine whether SLECA’s evidence makes
its asserted conclusion more likely than not. Pursuant to Section G of the General Order, SLECA

has the burden of proof in this proceeding, meaning that it must first establish a prima facie case,

on Isle de Jean Charles, Terrebonne Parish, Louisiana; Docket No. S-32515, Atmos Energy Corporation, ex parte,
In re: -Request to Abandon natural gas distribution facilities and services to customers in the Bayou Corne Area,
Assumption Parish, Louisiana; Docket No. S-33195, Atmos Energy Corporation, ex parte, In re: Petition of Atmos
Energy Corporation requesting approval to abandon natural gas distribution facilities and services to certain
customers located in Webster and Lincoln Parishes, Louisiana; Docket No. $-33475, Atmos Energy Corporation, ex
parte, Petition for Authority to Disconnect two customers and Request Approval to Permanently Abandon its
Natural Gas Distribution Facilities and Services to the Two Customers in Cheneyville, Rapides Parish, Louisiana,
Docket No. S-35069, CenterPoint Energy Resources Corp. (CenterPoint), ex parte, In re: Application for Approval
of the Abandonment of a Portion of its Natural Gas Facilities Pursuant to General Order R-30301; and Docket No.
S-35876, CenterPoint Energy Resources Corp., ex parte, In re: Application for Approval of Proposed Abandonment
of a Portion of its Natural Gas Facilities in Acadia Parish Pursuant to LPSC General Order R-30301.
8 Transcript at 50.
8 Transcript at 197-198.
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producing a reasonable quantity of evidence in support of its request.®> SLECA pointed out that
in a previous Commission decision the preponderance of the evidence in a dispute favored the
electric utility which provided more effective testimony, wuseful documentary proof, and
corroborating evidence of its claims.® In this proceeding, SLECA provided testimony without
much documentary proof or corroborating evidence of its assertions.

SLECA alleges that it presented competent, unrebutted engineering testimoriy, and that
Intervenors did not rebut the “damage assessments validated through federal review or sworn
testimony.”®” The only engineer who testified in this proceeding-was Mr. Guy, who characterized
his firm’s work as providing comprehensive disaster recovery and project management Services.
The only documentary evidence identified by Mr. Guy was a newspaper article and the two-page
segmented cost estimate for reconstruction of the Lake Lines. SLECA did not provide evidence
of damage assessments validated through federal review, and the only damage “assessment”
introduced into evidence was Mr. Samuel’s three-paragraph, 10-sentence letter. SLECA failed to
establish a prima facie case that produced a reasonable quantity of evidence in support of its
request. The majority of SLECA’s evidence in this proceeding was uncorroborated, self-serving
testimony.

SLECA failed to sufficiently support its request for abandonment, and, therefore,
SLECA’s Petition for Approval of Proposed Abandonment is denied. Nothing herein shall be
construed, however, as a determination that rebuilding the Lake Lines is in the publie interest, as

the record is insufficient on that issue.

[PLACEHOLDER FOR COMMISSION SIGNATURE BLOCK]

85 Order No. U-27458 at 25-26, Water Treatment & Controls Company d/b/a Peoples Water Service Company of
Bastrop, (Bastrop, LA), ex parte, In re: Request for an increase in rates for water and water service in the City of
Bastrop and its environs.
8 Citing Washington-St. Tammany Elec. Coop., Inc. v. La. Pub. Serv. Comm 'n, 959 So. 2d 450 (La. 6/29/2007).
87 SLECA Post Hearing Reply Briefat.1, 7.
Docket No. U-37394
South Louisiana Electric Cooperative Association, ex parte
Proposed Recommendation
Page 33



Service List for U-37394
as of 2/27/2026

Commissioner(s)
Davante Lewis

Jean-Paul P. Coussan

LPSC Staff Counsel
Justin Bello, LPSC Staff Attorney

LPSC Staff
Donnie Marks, LPSC Utilities Division
Thomas Broady, LPSC Auditing Division

Service List for Docket No. U-37394
Page 1 of 15



Petitioner : South Louisiana Electric Cooperative
Association

Kara B. Kantrow

Marionneaux Kantrow, LLC

10202 Jefferson Highway, Building C
Baton Rouge, LA 70809-3183

Email: kara@mklawla.com

Fax: (225)757-1709; Phone: (225)769-7473

Kyle C. Marionneaux

Marionneaux Kantrow, LL.C

10202 Jefferson Highway, Bldg. C

Baton Rouge , LA 70809-3183

Email: kyle@mklawla.com

Fax: (225)757-1709; Phone: (225)769-7473

H. Barlow Holley

Marionneaux Kantrow, LLC

10202 Jefferson Highway, Building C
Baton Rouge, LA 70809

Email: barlow@mklawla.com

Fax: (225)757-1709; Phone: (225)769-7473

Interveneor :
Grady A. Covington Jr.
34959 Molly Drive
Denham Springs, LA 70726
Fax: ; Phone: (225)202-1926

Service List for Docket No. U-37394
Page 2 of 15



E. Paul Blanchard

250 Country Villlage Drive
Raceland, LA 70394

Email: pblanchard916@gmail.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)856-8983

Wilbert J. Bernard

108 Isabelle PL.

Thibodaux, LA 70301

Fax: ; Phone: (985)414-3572

Cleveland Matherne

190 Cypress Villa Lane

Gheens, LA 70355

Email: clevelandm23@gmail.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)665-7433

Jerry Percle

Post Office Box 46
Mathews, LA 70375

Fax: ; Phone: (337)281-0333

Patrick Porche

1001 President Street
Thibodaux, LA 70301

Fax: ; Phone: (985)209-9741

Craig Leonard

Post Office Box 569

Raceland, LA 70394

Email: craigleonard1957@gmail.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)209-9741

Murphy Loupe
904 Romy Drive

Service List for Dacket No. U-37394

Page 3 of 15



Lockport, LA 70374
Email: reneeougel@gmail.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)226-8868

Carl & Melanie O'Gwynn
173 N. Dominique Street
Gheens, LA 70355

Email: mim61@live.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)258-1744

Toby Baudoin

139 Comeaux Dr.

Lockport, LA 70374

Email: brendabaudoin@aol.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)855-1876

Mike Brignac

191 Presque Isle Drive
Houma, LA 70363

Fax: ; Phone: (985)688-1561

Thomas Dykes

705 Terre Haute P1.

Houma, LA 70364

Fax: ; Phone: (985)709-3183

Lee & Michele Scott

116 Cane Break Ave
Houma, LA 70363

Fax: ; Phone: (985)665-6175

Mary Ahrweiler

14224 Majestic Eagle Drive
Littleton, CO 80127

Email: lahrweiler@hotmail.com

Service List for Docket No. U-37394
Page 4 of 15



Fax: ; Phone: (940)536-9885

Andy Simon

7262 Sevenoaks Avenue
Baton Rouge, LA 70806
Fax: ; Phone: (225)445-3981

Jeremy Brady

P.O. Box 465

161 West 3rd Street
Reserve, LA 70084

Fax: ; Phone: (504)382-3519

Warren M Sanamo Jr.

102 West 831d Street

Cut Off, LA ’170345

Email: warren.sanamo@chouest.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)677-1679

Timothy Boudreaux

1706 Harvest Drive

Houma, LA 70360

Email: tboudreaux12@yahoo.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)804-6443

Wayne Templet

3690 Highway 1

Raceland, LA 70394

Email: WLTemplet@aol.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)805-0256

Roy Kramer

205 Melania Lane

Gray, LA 70359

Email: roy.kramer728@gmail.com

Service List for Docket No. U-37394

Page 5 of 15



Fax: ; Phone: (985)855-5504

Jeffrey Marcel
1841 A Bayou Blue Rd.
Houma, LA 70364

Email: penmarcel60@gmail.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)637-5740

Sara Adams Boudreaux

290 Bayou Crossing Dr.
Raceland, LA 70394

Email: sboudreaux04@gmail.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)805-1104

Lorie Young

112 Cotton Wood Dr.
Houma, LA 70360

Fax: ; Phone: (985)790-1145

Ricardo Valdes

217 Fairmont Dr.

Houma, LA 70360

Fax: ; Phone: (985)855-0822

Danal Boss

1822 Doctor Beatrous Rd.
Camp site #: T-0830-B
Theriot, LA 70397

Fax: ; Phone: (985)855-5656

Walter Boss
1457 Doctor Beatrous Rd.
Camp site #: T-0830-B
Theriot, LA 70397

{ Fax: ;. Phone: (985)855-9459

Service List for Docket No. U-37394
Page 6 of 15



Brian Boss

131 East 27th Place

Camp site #: T-0830-B
Larose, LA 70373

Fax: ; Phone: (985)856-2511

Keith Poole

242 Lake View Dr.

Raceland, LA 70394

Email: kjpoole@hotmail.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)637-1204

Allyson Breaux

250 N. Napoleon St.

Lockport, LA 70374

Email: allysonbro@yahoo.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)227-3020

Chester & Debra Terrebonne

206 Walnut St.

Lockport, LA 70374

Email: flowerladydt@yahoo.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)805-0914

Tommy Pertuit

454 Church St.

Raceland, LA 70394

Email: angiepertuit@yahoo.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)691-4071

Chelsey Bennett

217 Palm Ave

Larose, LA 70373

Email: chelseylynnbennett@gmail.com

Service List for Docket No. U-37394 -

Page 7 of 15
AN



Fax: ; Phone: (985)677-2784

Amy and Jake LeBlanc

150 Azalea St.

Raceland, LA 70394

Email: LeBlancPlumbingSolutions@yahoo.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)791-4253

Hugh Ledet

3287 Sabrina Dr.

Gray, LA 70359

Email: hughledet@yahoo.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)209-9040

Charles K. Weaver Jr.

133 Tigerlily Drive

Houma, LA 70360

Email; ckweaverii@bellsouth.net
Fax: ; Phone: (985)790-1919

Philip Carlos

3189 Mathilde Marie Dr.

Gray, LA 70359

Email: smokeydawg54@yahoo.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)991-1699

Emest Forsythe

122 South Ja Mon Ct.

Bourg, LA 70343

Email: Egv21673@gmail.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)341-8482

Michael Neil
210 Donna Lee Drive
Houma, LA 70363

Service List for Docket No. U-37394

Page 8 of 15



Fax: ; Phone: (985)804-6764

Korey Alario

262 St. Joseph St.

Raceland, LA 70394

Email: kcalario@bellsouth.net
Fax: ; Phone: (985)637-4914

Kerry Wainwright

436 Zynn St.

Raceland, LA 70394

Email: hwainwright@yahoo.com
‘Fax: ; Phone: (985)414-1041

Joel Brent Story

201 Smithwillow Dr.

Houma, LA 70364

Email: brent_story@yahoo.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)637-9755

Stan Bussey III

3116 Parish Road

Thibodaux, LA 70301

Email: stan.bussey123@gmail.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)855-3324

Amanda Gautreaux
332 Convent Street
- Labadieville, LA 70372
Email: algautreaux@gmail.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)637-8957

Kristen Pertuit
161 Cypress Villa Ln
Gheens, LA 70355

Service List for.Docket No. U-37394
Page 9 of 15



Email: kristenpertuit@gmail.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)665-3697

Dave Theriot

606 Elizabeth St.

Lockport, LA 70374

Email: dtheriot@gulfisland.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)226-6113

Douglas Horn

3781 Hwy 308

Raceland, LA 70394

Email: d.horm01@yahoo.com
Fax: ; Phone: (504)520-9244

Troy.Morvant

5347 Hwy 1

Raceland, LA 70394

Email: tmorvant65@yahoo.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)855-1559

Heather Benoit

4270 Country Dr.

Bourg, LA 70343 °

Email: heather.benoit0215@gmail.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)688-7294

Christine Himel

1395 Hope Farm Rd

Montegut, LA 70377

Email: christinehimel@hotmail.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)856-5318:

Matt Benoit
4270 Country Dr.

Service List for Docket No. U-37394

Page 10 of 15



Bourg, LA 70343
Email: matt@go-infinityenergy.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)232-9488

Keith Himel

1395 Hope Farm Rd

Montegut, LA 70343

Email: keithhimel@hotmail.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)209-0894

Cedric Bernard

201 X Bypass

Raceland, LA 70394

Email: bigcbernard@msn.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)852-1428

Larry Glynn

56150 Highway 404

White Castle, LA 70788
Email: srcg@cox.net

Fax: ; Phone: (225)776-0170

Taylor Theriot

459 Crossing North St.

Thibodaux, LA 70301

Email: TaylorTheriot25@gmail.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)227-1030

Kerry Matherne

113 Caroldene St.

Bourg, LA 70343

Email: tmath1957@yahoo.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)860-7513

-Angela Price

Service List for Docket No. U-37394
Page 11 of 15



95 Comeaux Drive
Lockport, LA 70374

Email: aprice40s@att.net
Fax: ; Phone: (985)209-2497

Michael & Donna Harlow
75 Owens Path

Senoia, GA 30276

Fax: ; Phone: (770)301-6702

Issac Dantin

153 Callais Ln

Golden Meadow, LA 70357
Email: idantin@danos.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)226-2069

- " David Waitz
7849 Park Ave.
Houma, LA 70364
Email: carmen@waitzengineering.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)804-0221

Emile Blanchard

102 Vesta Ln.

Houma, LA 70364

Email: KGSFCB@gmail.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)293-0976

Donald Lefort

146 Kieff St

Lockport, LA 70374

Email: lefortd@bellsouth.net
Fax: ; Phone: (985)258-9845

Rick Wiley

Service List for Docket No. U-37394
Page 12 of 15



129 Autumn Ridge Drive
Thibodaux, LA 70301
Email: rickwiley@att.net
Fax: ; Phone: (985)413-0496

Richard Bourg

502 Buquet St.

Houma, LA 70360

Email: richard.rdmachineshop@yahoo.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)870-1389

Steve Pitre

112 Meadow View Court

Thibodaux, LA 70301

Email: Steve.Pitre@gehealthcare.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)859-8665

Bruce and Lisa Messick
39612 E Tiger Loop
Ponchatoula, LA 70454
Email: hbat139@gmail.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)789-0828

Philip Richard

245 Blackberry Drive

Thibodaux, LA 70301

Email: Philip@agrefrigeration.net
Fax: ; Phone: (985)387-3146

Steve Richard

109 Rue Betan Court

Thibodaux, LA 70301

Email: steve@agrefrigeration.net
Fax: ; Phone: (985)870-0197

Service List for Docket No. U-37394
Page 13 of 15

}



Francis Bourgeois

136 Goode St.

Thibodaux, LA 70301

Email: francisbourgeois2020@gmail.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)859-9738

Richard Bourgeois

103 East Oaklawn Dr.
Thibodaux, LA 70301

Email: Richard@wagoil.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)258-8899

Keith & Blanche Melerine

302 Oakshie Dr.

Houma, LA 70364

Email: kjmwilly@bellsouth.net
Fax: ; Phone: (985)860-2001

Service List for Docket No. U-37394
Page 14 of 15



Interested Party :

Interested Party :

Guidroz Family

Christopher M. Guidroz

Simon, Peragine, Smith & Redfearn, LLP
1100 Poydras Street, 30th Floor

New Orleans, LA 70163-1129 -
Email: cguidroz@spsr-law.com

Fax: (504)569-2999; Phone: (504)569-2030

Jason Melancon
139 Connoly Rd.
Carencro, LA 70520

" Email: Jasonmelanconl@gmail.com |

Fax: ; Phone: (337)552-4784

Phillip Gouaux

1421 Hyland Drive

Lockport, LA 70374

Email: Icmsigma@bellsouth.net
Fax: ; Phone: (985)209-1499

Dina Duplantis Blake

3 Cambridge Circle

Houma, LA 70364

Email: Cblake801@gmail.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)870-6444

Blaise and Erica Pellegrin
216 Plantation Drive

Bourg, LA 70343

Email: blaisepell@gmail.com
Fax: ; Phone: (985)688-1665

Service List for Docket No. U-37394

Page 15 of 15





