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ELL plans to file an application with the Louisiana Public Service Commission 
("LPSC") for authorization to construct two self-build units for a total of 1,508 MW: 
(I) the Waterford 6 Advanced Power Station, a nominal 754 MW I xi combined 
cycle combustion turbine unit to be located and installed at ELL' s existing 
Waterford property, near the Little Gypsy Power Plant site and (2) the Westlake 
Advanced Power Station, a nominal 754 MW lxl CCCT unit to be installed at Ell's 
Nelson Power Station site. The projects were selected as a result of Ell's 2024 
Request for Proposals for Combined-Cycle Combustion Turbine Resources 
Request for Proposals ("RFP" or 2024 ELL CCCT RFP'').1 

Entergy Services, LLC ("Entergy Services" or "ESL")? issued the 2024 Request for 
Proposals for Combined-Cycle Combustion Turbine Resources for Entergy 
Louisiana on January 27, 2025. The RFP sought up to 2,000 MW (Summer 
Conditions, at full load, including duct-firing if included as part of the Facility) of 
Capacity, Capacity-Related Benefits, Energy, Other Electric Products, and 
Environmental A !tributes [if any) from generation resources located in MISO Local 
Resource Zone-9 ("LRZ-9") for service commencing no later than January 1, 2031. 
Individual resource capacity solicited by this RFP should be 600 - 800 MW. ESL 
indicated it intended to market-test one or more self-build alternatives as part ot 
the RFP. 

Eligible proposal transaction types tor the RFP could be in the form of a (I) Power 
Purchase Agreement (PPA") or Tolling Agreement ("Toll") for unit contingent 
products; (2) Build Own Transfer ("BOT") Acquisition Transactions as asset 
purchases of Eligible Resources and related assets pursuant to a BOT Agreement, 
with Seller assuming development, construction, and financing risk: and (3) Self­ 
Build options. Specific requirements for the resources should include: 
• The proposed resource must be physically located in and interconnect directly 

to a transmission system within LRZ-9. 
• The proposed resource must have a fully executed Generator Interconnection 

Agreement ("GIA") with MISO or be included and remain in the 2025 or earlier 
MISO DPP queue. 

Through this RFP. ELL intends to market-test one or more self-build alternatives as 
part of this RFP. As noted in the RFP Main Body document, for this RFP, ELL may 
submit one or more CCCT projects as self-build options. One potential Self-build 

owever, ELL failed to reach agreement on o PPA with the third­ 
party for the tolling agreement. Negotiations were eventually terminated with the third-party. 
2 ESL acts as agent for Ell. 
ELL 2024 CCCI RFP 
Prepared for Louisiana Public Service Commission 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ELL plans to file an application with the Louisiana Public Service Commission

(“LPSC“) for authorization to construct two self—build units for a total of 1,508 MW:

(1) the Waterford 6 Advanced Power Station, a nominal 754 MW lxl combined

cycle combustion turbine unit to be located and installed at ELL’s existing

Waterford property, near the Little Gypsy Power Plant site and {2} the Westlake

Advanced Power Station, a nominal 754 MW lxl CCCT unit to be installed at ELL's

Nelson Power Station site. The projects were selected as a result of ELL's 2024

Request for Proposals for Combined—Cycle Combustion Turbine Resources

Request for Proposals (“RFP" or 2024 ELL CCCT RFP").l

Entergy Services. LLC (“Entergy Services" or “ESL")2 issued the 2024 Request for

Proposals for Combined—Cycle Combustion Turbine Resources for Entergy

Louisiana on January 27, 2025. The RFP sought up to 2,000 MW (Summer

Conditions, at full load. including duct-tiring it included as part of the Facility) of

Capacity, Capacity-Related Benefits. Energy, Other Electric Products, and

Environmental Attributes litany) from generation resources located in MISO Local

Resource Zone-9 (“LRZ-9") for service commencing no later than January 1. 2031.

individual resource capacity solicited by this RFP should be 600 — 800 MW. ESL

indicated it intended to market—test one or more self—build alternatives as part of

the RFP.

Eligible proposal transaction types for the RFP could be in the form of a (1) Power

Purchase Agreement [“PPA”) or Tolling Agreement (“Toll”) for unit contingent

products; (2) Build Own Transfer (“BOT") Acquisition Transactions as asset

purchases of Eligible Resources and related assets pursuant to a BOT Agreement,
with Seller assuming development, construction, and financing risk; and (3) Self-

Build options. Specific requirements for the resources should include:

- The proposed resource must be physically located in and interconnect directly

to a transmission system within LRZ~9.

- The proposed resource must have a fully executed Generator Interconnection

Agreement (“GlA") with MISO or be included and remain in the 2025 or earlier

MISO DPP queue.

Through this RFP, ELL intends to market—test one or more self—build alternatives as

part of this RFP. As noted in the RFP Main Body document, for this RFP, ELL may

submit one or more CCCT projects as self—build options. One potential self—build

‘ The ELL 2024 CCCT RFP received

However, ELL failed to reach agreement on a PPA with the third»

party tor the tolling agreement. Negotiations were eventually terminated with the third-party.
9 ESL acts as agent for ELL.

ELL 2024 CCCT RFP
2
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option is for a CCCT facility that would be built at or neor the site of the Roy S. 
Nelson generation facility (in the West of Atchafalaya Basin, or WOTAB region of 
Ell's service territory). Another is for a CCCT facility that would be built at or near 
the site of the Little Gypsy generation facilities (in the Amite South region of Ell's 
service area). 

Merrimack Energy Group, Inc. ("Merrimack Energy") was selected to serve as the 
Independent Monitor ("IM") by ESL for the 2024 ELL CCCT RFP. 

Merrimack Energy's involvement as IM began at the beginning of the draft RFP 
development process and continued through final evaluation and selection of 
the preferred resources. The overriding responsibility of the IM is to ensure the 
competitive bidding process is undertaken in a fair and unbiased manner and 
that no undue preference is given to affiliates and their bids, self-build. or self­ 
supply projects. A Scope of Engagement for the IM was prepared and established 
for this solicitation. The high-level role of the IM includes the following: 

• Monitor the design and implementation of the RFP solicitation, evaluation, 
selection and contract negotiation processes to ensure their impartiality 
and objectivity. 

• Provide an objective, third-party perspective on ESL' s efforts to ensure that 
all proposals are treated consistently and without undue preference to any 
Bidder. 

The IM will have access to any employee of ESL or ELL, any data. process or 
analytical tool created or utilized by ESL or ELL in connection with the RFP, and 
any other material or information reasonably available to ESL or ELL related to the 
RFP to the extent the IM deems such access necessary for ensuring that the RFP 
design, processes, and reviews are developed or conducted in a fair and 
impartial manner and subject to appropriate confidentiality safeguards to 
protect the integrity of the process. The IM will also have the ability to 
communicate directly with the Louisiana Public Service Commission ("LPSC") staff 
members that are participating in overseeing the RFP process subject to 
appropriate confidentiality safeguards. 

Consistent with other competitive bidding processes, the ELL solicitation process 
was designed to be completed in five stages as follows: 

• Stage 1: Develop the RFP 
• Stage 2: Issue the RFP/Bid Preparation 
• Stage 3: Receipt of Proposals and Proposal Evaluation and Selection 
• Stage 4: Contract Negotiations 
• Stage 5: Regulatory Filing/ Approval process 

ESL provided a notice of intent to issue a Request for Proposals ("RFP") for Long­ 
Term Development CCCT resources on behalf of ELL to the Louisiana Public 
ELL 2024 CCCT RFP 
Prepared for Louisiana Pubic Service Commission 
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option is for a CCCT facility that would be built at or near the site of the Roy S.

Nelson generation facility (in the West of Atchafalaya Basin, or WOTAB region of

ELL's service territory). Another is for a CCCT facility that would be built at or near

the site of the Little Gypsy generation facilities (in the Amite South region of ELL‘s

service area).

Merrimack Energy Group, Inc. (“Merrimack Energy") was selected to serve as the

Independent Monitor {“lM") by ESL for the 2024 ELL CCCT RFP.

Merrimack Energy's involvement as lM began at the beginning of the draft RFP

development process and continued through final evaluation and selection of

the preferred resources. The overriding responsibility of the IM is to ensure the

competitive bidding process is undertaken in a fair and unbiased manner and

that no undue preference is given to affiliates and their bids, selt-build, or self-

supply projects. A Scope of Engagement for the IM was prepared and established

for this solicitation. The high-level role of the lM includes the following:
- Monitor the design and implementation of the RFP solicitation, evaluation,

selection and contract negotiation processes to ensure their impartiality
and objectivity.

o Provide an objective, third—party perspective on ESL's efforts to ensure that

all proposals are treated consistently and without undue preference to any

Bidder.

The IM will have access to any employee of ESL or ELL, any data, process or

analytical tool created or utilized by ESL or ELL in connection with the RFP, and

any other material or information reasonably available to ESL or ELL related to the

RFP to the extent the IM deems such access necessary for ensuring that the RFP

design, processes, and reviews are developed or conducted in a fair and

impartial manner and subject to appropriate confidentiality safeguards to

protect the integrity of the process. The IM will also have the ability to

communicate directly with the Louisiana Public Service Commission [“LPSC") staff

members that are participating in overseeing the RFP process subject to

appropriate confidentiality safeguards.

Consistent with other competitive bidding processes, the ELL solicitation process

was designed to be completed in five stages as follows:

- Stage l: Develop the RFP

Stage 2: Issue the RFP/Bid Preparation

Stage 3: Receipt of Proposals and Proposal Evaluation and Selection

Stage 4: Contract Negotiations

Stage 5: Regulatory Filing/Approval process

ESL provided a notice of intent to issue a Request for Proposals (“RFP") for Long-

Term Development CCCT resources on behalf of ELL to the Louisiana Public

ELL 2024 cccr RF? 3
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Service Commission ("LPSC") on July 23, 2024, as required by the Market Based 
Mechanism ("MBM") Order. On November 11, 2024, ESL issued a Notice of 
Release of Draft RFP documents and Bidder Registration and posted the draft 
document to the ELL website for the RFP. 

ESL issued the Final RFP Documents on January 27, 2025, and Bidders were 
required to complete Bidder Re 
2025. For this solicitation, 

The evaluation and selection process was designed to evaluate bids through a 
consistent, defined process, culminating in the evaluation and selection of best 
bids for contract negotiation and/or approval. 

Conclusions 

Based on the review and evaluation undertaken by the IM, the IM concludes that 
the selection of the Waterford 6 Advanced Power Station and the Westlake 
Advanced Power Station projects, both lxl 754 MW jsummer conditions) 
Combined Cycle Combustion Turbine gas-fired facilities were reasonable 
decisions based on the results of the evaluation rocess undertaken b ESL and 
monitored b the IM. 

1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 BACKGROUND 

Merrimack Energy Group, Inc. ["Merrimack Energy") has served as the 
Independent Monitor j"IM") for the 2024 ELL CCCT RFP. This RFP sought up to 2,000 
MW Summer Conditions, at full load, (including duct-firing if included) of 
Capacity, capacity-related benefits, energy, other electric products, and 
Environmental Attributes (if any) from a generation resource located in MISO 
Local Resource Zone 9 for service commencing no later than December 31, 2031. 

1.2 ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE INDEPENDENT MONITOR 

Merrimack Energy's involvement as Independent Monitor began at the initiation 
of the RFP development process and continued through final evaluation, 
selection and request for approval of the preferred proposal. The role of the 
Independent Monitor is defined in the Scope of Engagement of the Independent 
ELL 2024 CCCI RFP 
Prepared for Louisiana Pubic Service Commission 
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Service Commission l“LF'SC") on July 23, 2024, as required by the Market Based

Mechanism (“MBM") Order‘ On November ll, 2024, ESL issued a Notice of

Release of Draft RFP documents and Bidder Registration and posted the draft

document to the ELL website for the RFP.

ESL issued the Final RFP Documents on January 27, 2025, and Bidders were

required to complete Bidder Re istration in order to artici ate b Februa 6,

2025, For this solicitation,

The evaluation and selection process was designed to evaluate bids through a

consistent, defined process, culminating in the evaluation and selection of best

bids for contract negotiation and/or approval.

Conclusions

Based on the review and evaluation undertaken by the IM, the IM concludes that

the selection of the Waterford 6 Advanced Power Station and the Westlake

Advanced Power Station projects, both lxl 754 MW (summer conditions)
Combined Cycle Combustion Turbine gas—fired facilities were reasonable

decisions based on the results of the evaluation rocess undertaken b ESL and

monitored b the IM.

I INTRODUCTION

1.1 BACKGROUND

Merrimack Energy Group, Inc. (“Merrimack Energy”) has served as the

Independent Monitor (“lM") for the 2024 ELL CCCT RFP. This RFP sought up to 2,000

MW Summer Conditions, at full load, (including duct—firing it included) of

Capacity, capacity—related benefits, energy, other electric products, and

Environmental Attributes (if any) from a generation resource located in MISO

Local Resource Zone 9 for service commencing no later than December 31,2031.

I.2 ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE INDEPENDENT MONITOR

Merrimack Energy's involvement as Independent Monitor began at the initiation

of the RFP development process and continued through final evaluation,

selection and request for approval of the preferred proposal. The role of the

independent Monitor is defined in the Scope of Engagement of the Independent

ELL 2024 CCCT RFF 4
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Monitor with ESL. During this time, the IM worked closely with ESL's Bid Event 
Coordinator for the RFP, RFP Administration T earn, and members of the RFP teams. 
The IM monitored all aspects of the RFP development, administration, evaluation 
and selection processes. As defined in the Scope of Work, the overriding 
responsibility of the Independent Monitor is to help ensure that the RFP design, 
processes, and reviews described in the Scope of Engagement are impartial and 
objective, the Self-Build option and all proposals submitted in the RFP ore treated 
in a consistent fashion, and no undue preference is given in connection with the 
RFP to the Self-Build option or to ony proposal or any potential bidder in the RF, 
including the group developing and submitting the Self-Build option in the RFP, 
the Entergy Self-Build Commercial T earn. The mojor responsibilities of fhe IM ore 
described later in this report. 

This final report meets the requirements for the IM listed in the IM Scope of 
Engagement. The report addresses the IM's assessment of the implementation of 
the key project activities including whether they met the criteria and guidelines 
established by ESL for undertaking this solicitation and whether the process was 
undertaken in a fair and equitable manner for the benefit of customers. 

Merrimack Energy staff has been actively involved in Ell's competitive bidding 
process from the beginning and has been involved in monitoring the process 
through participation in all major team meetings, conference calls and 
conversations regarding the decisions about the RFP and solicitation process. The 
objective of this involvement has been to ensure the process is fair and unbiased 
and to raise any concerns along the way, if necessary, to ensure the process stays 
on track to meet these objectives. 

Outside of the role of IM, Merrimack Energy Group, Inc., has no other business 
relationship with ELL, ESL or any of their affiliates. However, Merrimack Energy has 
served in a similar role as Independent Monitor, Independent Evaluator or 
Independent Consultant on over one hundred seventy-five (175) competitive 
procurement processes in 23 states and 3 Canadian Provinces. 

1.3 ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT 

For purposes of undertaking this assessment of Ell's competitive solicitation or RFP 
process, the following issues will be addressed in this report: 

1. A summary of the Louisiana Market Based Mechanism competitive market 
rules and bidding requirements; 

2. A list and description of the Scope of Engagement of the Independent 
Monitor; 

ELL 2024 CCCI RFP 
Prepared for Louisiana Public Service Commission 
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Monitor with ESL. During this time, the IM worked closely with ESL’s Bid Event

Coordinator for the RFP, RFP Administration Team, and members of the RFP teams.

The lM monitored all aspects of the RFP development, administration, evaluation

and selection processes. As defined in the Scope of Work, the overriding
responsibility of the Independent Monitor is to help ensure that the RFP design,
processes, and reviews described in the Scope of Engagement are impartial and

objective, the Self-Build option and all proposals submitted in the RFP are treated

in a consistent fashion, and no undue preference is given in connection with the

RFP to the Self—Build option or to any proposal or any potential bidder in the RFP,

including the group developing and submitting the Se|t—Build option in the RFP,

the Entergy $e|f—Bui|d Commercial Team. The major responsibilities of the IM are

described later in this report,

This final report meets the requirements for the IM listed in the IM Scope of

Engagement. The report addresses the lM’s assessment of the implementation of

the key project activities including whether they met the criteria and guidelines
established by ESL for undertaking this solicitation and whether the process was

undertaken in a fair and equitable manner for the benefit of customers.

Merrimack Energy staff has been actively involved in ELL's competitive bidding

process from the beginning and has been involved in monitoring the process

through participation in all major team meetings, conference calls and

conversations regarding the decisions about the RFP and solicitation process. The

objective of this involvement has been to ensure the process is fair and unbiased

and to raise any concerns along the way, if necessary, to ensure the process stays
on track to meet these objectives.

Outside of the role of iM, Merrimack Energy Group, inc, has no other business

relationship with ELL, ESL or any of their affiliates. However, Merrimack Energy has

served in a similar role as Independent Monitor, Independent Evaluator or

Independent Consultant on over one hundred seventy—five (l75) competitive
procurement processes in 23 states and 3 Canadian Provinces‘

1.3 ORGANIZAYION OF THE REPORT

For purposes of undertaking this assessment of ELL’s competitive solicitation or RFP

process, the following issues will be addressed in this report:

i. A summary oi‘ the Louisiana Market Based Mechanism competitive market

rules and bidding requirements:

2. A list and description of the Scope of Engagement of the Independent
Monitor:

ELL 2024 CCCT RFP 5
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3. Discussion of the various steps or activities associated with the development 
of fhe ELL RFP and related documents. This includes a discussion of the 
development of the RFP processes tor communicating with bidders. 
processes and safeguards implemented by ESL to maintain confidentiality 
of bidder information and development of the bid evaluation criteria and 
bid evaluation processes; 

4. A brief description of the contents of the 2024 ELL RFP document, including 
the objectives of the RFP, requirements of the bidders, the proposed 
evaluation process, and other information; 

5. Discussions of the bid receipt and bid redaction process; 

6. Process for the review and evaluation of the proposals received; 

7. Evaluation and selection of the preferred proposals; 

8. Conclusions associated with the 2024 ELL CCCT RFP process. 

2 SUMMARY OF THE LOUISIANA MARKET-BASED MECHANISM 
("MBM") REQUIREMENTS 

As noted, the competitive bidding process initiated by ELL was undertaken to be 
consistent with the Louisiana MBM Order. As a result, the solicitation process has 
been designed around the MBM requirements. The Louisiana Public Service 
Commission issued a General Order ("Market Based Mechanism Order") on April 
10, 20023. The General Order developed a market-based mechanism to evaluate 
proposals to construct or acquire generating capacity. In the Order, the 
Commission directed that the market-based mechanism shall be a Request tor 
Proposal competitive solicitation process. According to the Order, the adoption 
of the use of a market-based mechanism was to demonstrate that applications 
for the construction and/or acquisition of additional regulated generation by 
utilities is the least cost alternative and in the public interest. In the Commission's 
Order of October 29, 2008 in Docket No. R-26172, Sub-Docket C the Commission 
stated that it believes that the process provides both the structure and use of the 
wholesale market sought by parties while at the same time preserving to the 
utilities their traditional responsibility tor supply planning and acquisition (page I 
of 9). 

3 The MBM Order was decided at the March 21, 2002, Business and Executive Session. 
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3. Discussion of the various steps or activities associated with the development
of the ELL RFP and related documents. This includes a discussion of the

development at the RFP processes for communicating with bidders.

processes and safeguards implemented by ESL to maintain confidentiality
of bidder information and development of the bid evaluation criteria and

bid evaluation processes:

4. A brief description of the contents of the 2024 ELL RFP document, including
the objectives of the RFP, requirements of the bidders, the proposed
evaluation process, and other information;

5. Discussions of the bid receipt and bid redaction process;

6. Process for the review and evaluation of the proposals received;

7. Evaluation and selection of the preferred proposals:

8. Conclusions associated with the 2024 ELL CCCT RFP process.

2 SUMMARY OF THE LOUISIANA MARKET-BASED MECHANISM

(“MBM") REQUIREMENTS

As noted, the competitive bidding process initiated by ELL was undertaken to be

consistent with the Louisiana MBM Order. As a result, the solicitation process has

been designed around the MBM requirements. The Louisiana Public Service

Commission issued a General Order (“Market Based Mechanism Order") on April
TO, 20023. The General Order developed a market-based mechanism to evaluate

proposals to construct or acquire generating capacity. in the Order, the

Commission directed that the market-based mechanism shall be a Request for

Proposal competitive solicitation process. According to the Order, the adoption

of the use of a market-based mechanism was to demonstrate that applications
for the construction and/or acquisition of additional regulated generation by

utilities is the least cost alternative and in the public interest. In the Commission's

Order of October 29, 2008 in Docket No. R-261 72, Sub-Docket C the Commission

stated that it believes that the process provides both the structure and use of the

wholesale market sought by parties while at the same time preserving to the

utilities their traditional responsibility for supply planning and acquisition (page 1

of 9),

3 The MBM Order was decided at the March 21, 2002, Business and Executive Session.
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While the Markel-Based Mechanism Order has undergone several rounds of 
review and comments by interested participants, 4 the general tenets ot the Order 
generally remain. 

The major provisions of the Market-Based Mechanism as amended by the 2008 
Order include: 

• Electric utilities subject to the jurisdiction of the Louisiana Public Service 
Commission are required to employ a market-based mechanism to 
support the acquisition of generating capacity or purchase power 
contracts intended to serve LPSC-jurisdictional retail customers. The 
MBM shall be based on use of a Request for Proposal (RFP) competitive 
solicitation process to support the acquisition of power supply. The results 
and analysis from employing this mechanism shall serve as part of the 
justification required in paragraph (2) of the 1983 General Order. 

• The market-based mechanism shall be a Request for Proposal (RFP) 
competitive solicitation process. The utility may propose an alternative 
market-based mechanism or procedure if it can demonstrate that 
circumstances indicate that a formal RFP would not be in the public's 
interest. 

• The MBM process is to be coordinated with the LPSC Staff. 

• The Order includes exceptions regarding project eligibility requirements, 
including size limits (resources < 50 MW do not require the use of a 
market-based mechanism) and term (contracts of three years or less in 
duration with an un-affiliated entity, or one year or less with an affiliated 
entity do not have to be secured through a formal bidding process). 

• Utility self-build options and utility affiliate bids are allowed to compete. 
If a utility's corporate affiliate submits a bid in the RFP process, the utility 
must ensure that the affiliate has no preferential access to information 
or has any unfair advantage over other potential bidders. 

• The Order was amended in 2004, 2006 and 2008. As discussed in the Commission's Order in 
2008, in comments submitted by parties for the last review in 2007-2008, the following consensus 
was reached: ( 1) All parties strongly support the retention of the MBM Order, in most coses with 
fine tuning modifications rather than any fundamental changes. The parties stressed the 
importance of the rigorous "market test" for new capacity resources that the MBM Order 
provides; (2) the parties support or accept the participation in RFPs, where appropriate, of self­ 
build projects, but recognize the need for stricter oversight and procedures for accounting for 
changes in projected construction costs; (3) several suggestions for streamlining or clarifying the 
MBM Order were accepted by the parties. 
ELL 2024 CCCI RFP 
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While the Market-Based Mechanism Order has undergone several rounds of

review and comments by interested participants,‘ the general tenets of the Order

generally remain.

The major provisions of the Market-Based Mechanism as amended by the 2008

Orderinclude:

o Electric utilities subject to the jurisdiction of the Louisiana Public Service

Commission are required to employ a market-based mechanism to

support the acquisition of generating capacity or purchase power

contracts intended to serve LPSC—jurisdictional retail customers. The

MBM shall be based on use of a Request for Proposal (RFP) competitive
solicitation process to support the acquisition of power supply. The results

and analysis from employing this mechanism shall serve as part of the

justification required in paragraph (2) of the 1983 General Order.

- The market-based mechanism shall be a Request for Proposal [RFP)

competitive solicitation process. The utility may propose an alternative

marl<et—based mechanism or procedure if it can demonstrate that

circumstances indicate that a formal RFP would not be in the public's
interest.

- The MBM process is to be coordinated with the LPSC Staff.

- The Order includes exceptions regarding project eligibility requirements,

including size limits [resources < 50 MW do not require the use of a

marl<et—based mechanism) and term (contracts of three years or less in

duration with an un—affi|iated entity, or one year or less with an affiliated

entity do not have to be secured through a formal bidding process).

- Utility self-build options and utility affiliate bids are allowed to compete.
If a uti|ity’s corporate affiliate submits a bid in the RFP process, the utility

must ensure that the affiliate has no preferential access to information

or has any unfair advantage over other potential bidders.

‘ The Order was amended in 2004, 2006 and 2008. As discussed in the Commission's Order in

2008, in comments submitted by parties for the last review in 2007-2008, the following consensus

was reached: ll) All parties strongly support the retention of the MBM Order, in most cases with

fine tuning modifications rather than any fundamental changes. The parties stressed the

importance of the rigorous “market test" for new capacity resources that the MBM Order

provides; (2) the parties support or accept the participation in RFPs, where appropriate, of self-

build projects, but recognize the need for stricter oversight and procedures for accounting for

changes in projected construction costs; (3) several suggestions for streamlining or clarifying the

MBM Order were accepted by the parties.
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• The electric utility shall conduct its planning and RFP process with the 
objective being the provision of reliable electric service at lowest 
reasonable cost. 

• The Order provides for an Independent Monitor in cases where a utility 
self-build option or affiliate bid is expected to ensure the utility does not 
provide undue preference to an affiliate or self-build option. The IM 
selected by the utility shall coordinate with and report its findings to Staff 
and the utility, including its Final RFP Evaluation Report. 

• The IM will review and track the utility's conduct of the RFP to ascertain 
that no undue preference is given to affiliates and their bids, self-build 
or self-supply projects. This will include, to the extent necessary, 
reviewing the draft RFP and the utility evaluation of bids, monitoring 
communications (communication protocols) with market participants; 
monitoring adherence to codes of conduct; and monitoring contract 
negotiations. 

• The IM shall report to the Commission Staff at appropriate intervals and 
facilitate regular communications between Commission Staff and the 
utility on the RFP process. The IM will immediately report any irregularities, 
problems, or concerns with the RFP process to the utility and Staft. 
The IM shall also submit a final RFP evaluation report to Commission Staff 
and the Commission, including any recommendations for improving the 
process. 

• The electric utility shall hold one or more technical conferences with 
Staff and participating organizations to review the utility's filing and 
proposals. 

• The electric utility shall provide RFP bid results and its evaluation of those 
bids to Commission Staff and participating organizations deemed 
eligible to review such material subject to appropriate confidentiality 
protections. The electric utility shall provide an opportunity for Staff and 
eligible participant consultation before selecting power contract offers 
and/or rejecting RFP bids in favor of its own capacity construction 
process. 

• Any bidder whose bid is not selected by the utility for acquisition or 
contract award may request and the utility on a timely basis shall 
provide a written explanation for bid rejection. 

• To implement the market-based mechanism the utility is required to 
submit an informational filing which includes the following information: 

ELL 2024 CCCI RFP 
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The electric utility shall conduct its planning and RFP process with the

objective being the provision of reliable electric service at lowest

reasonable cost.

The Order provides for an independent Monitor in cases where a utility
seli—build option or affiliate bid is expected to ensure the utility does not

provide undue preference to an affiliate or self-build option. The IM

selected by the utility shall coordinate with and report its findings to Staff

and the Utility, including its Final RFP Evaluation Report.

The lM will review and track the utility's conduct of the RFP to ascertain

that no undue preference is given to affiliates and their bids, self-build

or self-supply projects. This will include, to the extent necessary,

reviewing the draft RFP and the utility evaluation of bids, monitoring
communications (communication protocols) with market participants:

monitoring adherence to codes of conduct; and monitoring contract

negotiations.

The IM shall report to the Commission Staff at appropriate intervals and

facilitate regular communications between Commission Staff and the

utility on the RFP process. The IM will immediately report any irregularities,
problems, or concerns with the RFP process to the utility and Staff.

The IM shall also submit a final RFP evaluation report to Commission Staff

and the Commission, including any recommendations for improving the

process.

The electric utility shall hold one or more technical conferences with

Staff and participating organizations to review the utility's filing and

proposals.

The electric utility shall provide RFP bid results and its evaluation of those

bids to Commission Staff and participating organizations deemed

eligible to review such material subject to appropriate confidentiality

protections. The electric utility shall provide an opportunity for Staff and

eligible participant consultation before selecting power contract offers

and/or rejecting RFP bids in favor of its own capacity construction

DFOCSSS.

Any bidder whose bid is not selected by the utility for acquisition or

contract award may request and the utility on a timely basis shall

provide a written explanation for bid rejection.

To implement the mari<et—based mechanism the utility is required to

submit an informational filing which includes the following information:
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o Description of proposed capacity additions, including timing, 
amount and type of preferred resources. 

o Description of the utility's proposed resource option and cost of 
the resource. Absent a Commission waiver, such acquisition([s) 
shall be priced no higher than the cost of service associated with 
the asset(s). 

o Schedule for conducting the RFP. 
o Draft of the RFP, Power Purchase Agreement and Confidentiality 

Agreement. 
o Description of the methods and criteria for evaluating RFP bid 

responses. 
o Description of how transmission system impacts will be addressed 

in the evaluation process. 
o Description of the safeguards to protect confidentiality of bidder 

information. 
o Description of safeguards to ensure utility or affiliate bids do not 

receive preferential treatment. 

• The MBM Order also described fhe schedule for implementing the 
solicitation process. 

• The MBM Order also contains provisions to address self-build cost 
changes: 

o In the event of a material change to the estimated self-build 
project cost, projected completion date or design attributes (e.g., 
rated capacity, heat rate, etc.) subsequent to the submission of 
the "best and final" bids, the utility staff responsible for the self­ 
build plan submission shall promptly notify the utility's RFP staff. The 
utility RFP team must promptly notify fhe Independent Monitor and 
the Commission Staff of the change. For purposes of this Order, a 
"material change" is defined as either an increase in construction 
costs of 20% or more or a change in cost, schedule or design that 
plausibly could alter the project evaluation rankings. 

o The utility conducting the RFP process shall identify the date at 
which the RFP is completed. If a self-build project is selected, the 
RFP team must certify its best estimate of the construction and 
transmission costs as of that RFP completion date, its best estimate 
of the self-build project commercial operation date and any 
material changes to the project design attributes compared to 
the "best and final" submission. This information shall be promptly 
provided to the Independent Monitor and Commission Staff. 

o For purposes of this RFP, the communication of information on 
changes in cost, completion schedule or design attributes by the 
utility self-build staff to the utility RFP staff, subsequent to the "best 
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0 Description of proposed capacity additions, including timing,
amount and type of preferred resources.

a Description of the utility's proposed resource option and cost of

the resource. Absent a Commission waiver. such acquisitionlsl
shall be priced no higher than the cost of service associated with

the assetlsj.
a Schedule for conducting the RFP.

a Draft of the RFP, Power Purchase Agreement and Confidentiality

Agreement.
a Description of the methods and criteria for evaluating RFP bid

responses.

a Description of how transmission system impacts will be addressed

in the evaluation process.

a Description of the safeguards to protect confidentiality of bidder

information.

a Description of safeguards to ensure utility or affiliate bids do not

receive preferential treatment.

- The MBM Order also described the schedule for implementing the

solicitation process.

o The MBM Order also contains provisions to address self—build cost

changes:
0 In the event of a material change to the estimated self—build

project cost, projected completion date or design attributes (eg,
rated capacity, heat rate, etc.) subsequent to the submission of

the “best and final" bids, the utility staff responsible for the self-

build plan submission shall promptly notify the utility's RFP staff. The

utility RFP team must promptly notify the Independent Monitor and

the Commission Staff of the change. For purposes of this Order. a

“material change" is defined as either an increase in construction

costs of 20% or more or a change in cost, schedule or design that

plausibly could alter the project evaluation rankings.
0 The utility conducting the RFP process shall identify the date at

which the RFP is completed. If a self—build project is selected, the

RFP team must certify its best estimate of the construction and

transmission costs as of that RFP completion date, its best estimate

of the self—build project commercial operation date and any

material changes to the project design attributes compared to

the “best and final" submission. This information shall be promptly

provided to the Independent Monitor and Commission Staff.

o For purposes of this RFP, the communication of information on

changes in cost, completion schedule or design attributes by the

utility self—build staff to the utility RFP staff, subsequent to the “best

ELL Z024 CCCT RFP ‘?

Prepared for Louisiana Public service commission



Public Redacted Version 

Exhibit PDN-2 
LPSC Docket No. 

Page 12 of85 

and final" bid submission date, pursuant to this rule does not 
constitute a violation of the RFP's code of conduct. 

o In the event of a material change in project cost, schedule or 
design attribute for the selected self-build project subsequent to 
the utility's completion of its bid ranking process, the utility shall 
perform an updated bid ranking. The updated analysis shall be 
reviewed by the IM and Commission Staff. 

o In any such updated bid ranking process, the utility RFP staff shall 
consult with the IM and Commission Staff as to whether the third­ 
party suppliers competing with the selected self-build project 
should be permitted to refresh their bids for purposes of an 
updated bid evaluation. 

o To the extent the utility RFP team concludes the self-build project 
costs to be uncertain ji.e .. beyond allowances built into the 
project construction budget for cost escalation and 
contingency), the utility is encouraged to develop a range of 
costs for bid ranking purposes. The bid ranking evaluation process 
also shall consider the cost risk of the self-build relative to the cost 
risk of competing third-party bids. 

o The bid re-screening requirements discussed above do not 
necessarily apply to transmission upgrade cost changes that 
might be associated with the self-build project. However, the utility 
shall use the best available information on transmission costs 
associated with both the self-build project and competing 
resources. 

o Nothing in this Rule is intended to restrict any party from proposing 
and the Commission from adopting a "cost cap" or similar 
protective mechanism as part of a certification or other 
proceeding for a self-build project. 

3 ROLE AND ACTIVITIES OF THE IM IN THE COMPETITIVE BIDDING 
PROCESS 

To effectively assess the performance of ESL in developing and implementing a 
fair and unbiased process, it is necessary for the IM to be actively involved in the 
process. The major tasks and activities of the IM ore described in the IM Scope of 
Engagement. The activities of the IM con be classified into two categories: I I) 
process issues and (2) technical issues. The IM was actively involved in both 
aspects of the assignment. 
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and final" bid submission date, pursuant to this rule does not

constitute a violation of the RFP's code of conduct.

0 In the event of Cl material change in project cost, schedule or

design attribute for the selected self-build project subsequent to

the utility's completion of its bid ranking process, the utility shall

perform an updated bid ranking. The updated analysis shall be

reviewed by the IM and Commission Staff.

o in any such updated bid ranking process, the utility RFP staff shall

consult with the IM and Commission Staff as to whether the third-

party suppliers competing with the selected self-build project
should be permitted to refresh their bids for purposes of an

updated bid evaluation.

0 To the extent the utility RFP team concludes the self-build project
costs to be uncertain ji.e., beyond allowances built into the

project construction budget for cost escalation and

contingency), the utility is encouraged to develop a range of

costs for bid ranking purposes. The bid ranking evaluation process

also shall consider the cost risk of the self-build relative to the cost

risk of competing third-party bids.

0 The bid re-screening requirements discussed above do not

necessarily apply to transmission upgrade cost changes that

might be associated with the se|f—bui|d project. However, the utility
shall use the best available information on transmission costs

associated with both the se|f—bui|d project and competing
resources.

a Nothing in this Rule is intended to restrict any party from proposing
and the Commission from adopting a “cost cap" or similar

protective mechanism as part of a certification or other

proceeding for o self-build project.

3 ROLE AND ACTWITIES OF THE IM IN THE COMPETITIVE BIDDING

PROCESS

To effectively assess the performance of ESL in developing and implementing a

fair and unbiased process, it is necessary for the IM to be actively involved in the

process. The major tasks and activities of the IM are described in the IM Scope of

Engagement. The activities of the IM can be classified into two categories: (1)

process issues and (2) technical issues. The IM was actively involved in both

aspects of the assignment.
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The proposed activities of the IM throughout the competitive bidding process and 
the actual tasks and activities performed by the IM are summarized in Table I. The 
IM's role is described briefly for each phase of the solicitation process. The 
responsibilities and activities of the IM include oversight, review, monitoring and 
reporting. Overall, the role of the IM is to ensure the solicitation process is 
undertaken in a fair and equitable manner and ensure that the process leads to 
the best results for customers. 

Table 1: IM Activities Identified in IM Scope of Engagement 

1. 2024 ELL CCCT RFP Development Activities 
• Review and comment on the proposed (I) project specifications 

and planning criteria to ensure they are reasonably aligned with 
the requirements in the LPSC Order No. U-366975 and have not 
been designed to provide undue preferential treatment to any 
potential bidder, including the self-build option; (2) technical 
product descriptions and types of products solicitated in the RFP; (3) 
RFP proposal evaluation criteria to ensure the process is fair and 
equitable for all Bidders and meets the stated objectives of the RFP; 

• Review and comment on the draft 2024 ELL CCCT RFP documents; 
• Review and comment on the structure of the RFP evaluation teams 

and the processes for protection of proposal information used by 
the evaluation teams; 

• Review and comment on the proposed RFP processes to ensure 
that they are designed to comply with applicable Codes of 
Conduct, affiliate rules, confidentiality agreements and restrictions 
and monitor ESL's and Ell's compliance: 

• Make recommendations as needed to improve the solicitation 
process throughout the RFP process; 

• Review and comment on ESL's evaluation methods, analytical tools 
and processes, data inputs and assumptions, and price and non­ 
price criteria for the Self-Build option and RFP proposals; 

• Review and comment on the description of the evaluation 
processes to be provided in the RFP documentation to ensure such 
processes are accurately and appropriately described; 

• Reserve the right to recommend that ESL consider using or 
analyzing different inputs, scenarios, and sensitivities in addition to 
those that ESL plans to use in the proposal evaluations. 

2. Proposal Solicitation (2024 ELL CCCT RFP Issuance, Bidder Registration, 
and Proposal Submission): 

5 Although the Scope of Engagement referenced LPSC Order No. U-36697, the requirements of 
that Order were determined not to apply to the 2024 ELL CCCT RFP. 
ELL 2024 CCCI RFP 
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The proposed activities of the IM throughout the competitive bidding process and

the actual tasks and activities performed by the IM are summarized in Table l
.
The

lM‘s role is described briefly for each phase of the solicitation process. The

responsibilities and activities of the IM include oversight, review, monitoring and

reporting‘ Overall, the role at the IM is to ensure the solicitation process is

undertaken in a fair and equitable manner and ensure that the process leads to

the best results for customers.

fable 1: IM Activities identified in lM Scope of Engagement

1. 2024 ELL CCCT RFP Development Activities

- Review and comment on the proposed (ll project specifications
and planning criteria to ensure they are reasonably aligned with

the requirements in the LPSC Order N04 U-366975 and have not

been designed to provide undue preferential treatment to any

potential bidder, including the self-build option; (2) technical

product descriptions and types of products solicitated in the RFP; (3)
RFP proposal evaluation criteria to ensure the process is fair and

equitable for all Bidders and meets the stated objectives of the RFP,‘

- Review and comment on the draft 2024 ELL CCCT RFP documents;

- Review and comment on the structure of the RFP evaluation teams

and the processes for protection of proposal information used by
the evaluation teams;

- Review and comment on the proposed RFP processes to ensure

that they are designed to comply with applicable Codes of

Conduct, attiliate rules, confidentiality agreements and restrictions

and monitor ESL’s and ELL's compliance:
- Make recommendations as needed to improve the solicitation

process throughout the RFP process;

- Review and comment on ESL's evaluation methods, analytical tools

and processes, data inputs and assumptions, and price and non-

price criteria for the Self—Build option and RFP proposals;
- Review and comment on the description of the evaluation

processes to be provided in the RFP documentation to ensure such

processes are accurately and appropriately described:

0 Reserve the right to recommend that ESL consider using or

analyzing different inputs, scenarios, and sensitivities in addition to

those that ESL plans to use in the proposal evaluations.

2. Proposal Solicitation (2024 ELL CCCT RFP Issuance, Bidder Registration,
and Proposal Submission):

5 Although the Scope of Engagement referenced LPSC Order No. U-36697, the requirements ot

that Order were determined not to apply to the 2024 ELL CCCT RFP.
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• Monitor implementotion of the ELL RFP to ensure that the RFP 
process is administered in a manner that is objective and impartial 
to all potential Bidders and that no undue preference is given to 
any potential bidder. including the Entergy Self-Build Commercial 
Team, or any resource, including the Self-Build option; 

• Participate in any Technical or Bidders conferences that ESL may 
hold for the RFP; 

• Monitor questions submitted by prospective bidders and work with 
ESL to ensure timely and accurate responses are provided, 
consistent with appropriate Confidentiality Safeguards; 

• Review Bidder Registration information received from prospective 
bidders; 

• The IM will have the ability to respond directly to bidders. and to 
communicate directly with bidders with respect to questions, issues 
or concerns. 

3. Proposal Receipt 
• Prior to the deadline for submission of third-party proposals in the 

RFP, the IM will be provided with detailed information regarding the 
self-build option, including the projected cost: 

• Review information submitted regarding the Self-Build option and 
each proposal a bidder submits in the RFP. In coordination with ESL, 
ensure the information provided meets the threshold requirements 
stated in the RF; 

• Review and monitor the distribution of data reports generated for 
each area of proposal evaluation: 

• ESL, with the oversight of the IM, will determine whether a non- 
conforming proposal should be rejected or provided the 
opportunity to cure, and the requirements for cure; 

• The IM will have access to any document. process, or other 
information that the IM deems necessary to ensure that the 
proposal receipt process is conducted in a fair and impartial 
manner and subiect to appropriate Confidentiality Safeguards 

4. Proposal Evaluatton and Selection 
• Oversee the RFP evaluation and selection process to ensure the 

process is objective and impartial to all Bidders and that no undue 
preference is given any potential bidder including the self-build 
option; 

• Review and comment on written communications between ESL 
and Bidders; 

• Monitor the economic evaluation of all proposals and review the 
quantitative and qualitative analyses performed; 

• Monitor the evaluation of the interconnection/transmission-related 
and other non-price aspects of the proposals and review 
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Monitor implementation of the ELL RFP to ensure that the RFP

process is administered in a manner that is objective and impartial
to all potential Bidders and that no undue preference is given to

any potential bidder, including the Entergy Se|f—Build Commercial

Team, or any resource, including the Self-Build option;

Participate in any Technical or Bidders conferences that ESL may

hold for the RFP:

Monitor questions submitted by prospective bidders and work with

ESL to ensure timely and accurate responses are provided.
consistent with appropriate Confidentiality Safeguards;
Review Bidder Registration information received from prospective
bidders:

The IM will have the ability to respond directly to bidders, and to

communicate directly with bidders with respect to questions, issues

or concerns.

3. Proposal Receipt
Prior to the deadline for submission of third-party proposals in the

RFP, the IM will be provided with detailed information regarding the

self—build option, including the projected cost:

Review information submitted regarding the Self»Build option and

each proposal a bidder submits in the RFP. In coordination with ESL,

ensure the information provided meets the threshold requirements
stated in the RFP:

Review and monitor the distribution of data reports generated for

each area of proposal evaluation:

ESL, with the oversight of the IM, will determine whether a non-

conforming proposal should be rejected or provided the

opportunity to cure, and the requirements for cure;

The lM will have access to any document, process, or other

information that the IM deems necessary to ensure that the

proposal receipt process is conducted in a fair and impartial

manner and subject to appropriate Confidentiality Safeguards
4. Proposal Evaluation and Selection

Oversee the RFP evaluation and selection process to ensure the

process is objective and impartial to all Bidders and that no undue

preference is given any potential bidder including the self—bui|d

option;
Review and comment on written communications between ESL

and Bidders;

Monitor the economic evaluation of all proposals and review the

quantitative and qualitative analyses performed:
Monitor the evaluation of the interconnection/transmission—related

and other non—price aspects of the proposals and review
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quantitative and qualitative analyses performed in connection with 
such evaluation; 

• Monitor the credit evaluation of Bidders and review formal 
quantitative and qualitative credit analyses; 

• Monitor the viability assessments performed to ensure such 
assessments are reasonable and appropriate; 

• Review all written recommendations and materials to be presented 
to the Entergy Operating Committee ("EOC"), the Entergy 
Louisiana Operating Committee ("ELL OC") and Authorized Entergy 
Executives; 

• Review any preliminary and final proposal ranking, portfolio 
selection, or proposal selection or elimination in the RFP before this 
information is presented to the EOC. If the IM disagrees with any 
such rankings, selection or elimination and ESL does not resolve 
such disagreement to the IM's satisfaction, the IM may address the 
issues in a report presented to the EOC; 

• The IM will not make decisions regarding the selection of proposals 
for the primary selection list or the secondary selection list; rather 
those decisions will be made by the Company OC, or the President 
and CEO of ELL, as applicable. 

5. Due Diligence and Negottattons 
• The IM will have access to all materials and information used by or 

available to ESL regarding the establishment and implementation 
of the RFP's due diligence and negotiation processes; 

• The IM may participate in all aspects of discussions between ESL 
and representatives of any Self-Build option to ensure the process is 
objective and impartial and conducted at arms-length; 

• IM may monitor negotiations with third-party Bidders. The IM may 
request updates on the status ot such negotiations subject to 
appropriate limitations required by any bidder; 

• The IM may monitor the adequacy and thoroughness of due 
diligence performed by ESL in the RFP's due diligence and 
neaotiation processes on any proposal or the Self-Build option. 

6. Other Functions of the IM Including Communlcattons with Participating 
Staff 

• The IM and participating Staff may communicate with each other 
on matters related to the RFP without restriction; 

• If there are disagreements between ESL and a Bidder that are not 
resolved to the IM's satisfaction, the IM may communicate such 
disagreement to participating Stoff. 

7. Final Reports 
• At the conclusion of the RFP process or at the appropriate point in 

time (for example, at the time of the filing of an application seeking 
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such evaluation;

Executives:

and CEO of ELL, as applicable.

quantitative and qualitative analyses performed in connection with

o Monitor the credit evaluation of Bidders and review formal

quantitative and qualitative credit analyses:
- Monitor the viability assessments performed to ensure such

assessments are reasonable and appropriate:
- Review all written recommendations and materials to be presented

to the Entergy Operating Committee (“EOC"), the Entergy
Louisiana Operating Committee (“ELL OC”) and Authorized Entergy

0 Review any preliminary and final proposal ranking, portfolio
selection, or proposal selection or elimination in the RFP before this

information is presented to the EOC. If the IM disagrees with any

such rankings, selection or elimination and ESL does not resolve

such disagreement to the lM’s satisfaction, the IM may address the

issues in a report presented to the EOC;

- The IM will not make decisions regarding the selection of proposals
for the primary selection list or the secondaw selection list; rather

those decisions will be made by the Company 0C, or the President

5. Due Diligence and Negotiations
- The IM will have access to all materials and information used by or

available to ESL regarding the establishment and implementation
of the RFP's due diligence and negotiation processes;

- The IM may participate in all aspects of discussions between ESL

and representatives of any Self~Build option to ensure the process is

objective and impartial and conducted at arms—length;

- lM may monitor negotiations with third~party Bidders. The IM may

request updates on the status of such negotiations subject to

appropriate limitations required by any bidder;

- The lM may monitor the adequacy and thoroughness of due

diligence performed by ESL in the RFP's due diligence and

negotiation processes on any proposal or the Self—Build option‘

Staff

6. Other Functions of the IM including Communications with Participating

- The IM and participating Staff may communicate with each other

on matters related to the RFP without restriction:

- If there are disagreements between ESL and a Bidder that are not

resolved to the lM’s satisfaction, the lM may communicate such

disagreement to participatingtaff.
7. Final Reports
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regulatory approval of a contract or project arising out of the RFP) 
fhe IM will prepare one or more reports stating the IM's analysis of 
and conclusions regarding the RFP process, including any 
suaaestions for improvement. 

As noted, the IM was involved from the very beginning of the process and was 
involved in all project phases associated with development of the RFP through 
bid evaluation and, selection. Throughout the process, the IM conducted reviews 
and analyses of Entergy's evaluation results and raised questions about aspects 
of fhe evaluation process. One of the objectives of the IM was to ensure that the 
approaches and methodologies proposed by Entergy were entirely consistent 
with industry standards and consistent with the protocols and procedures 
developed and identified by ESL to the bidders. The IM was also focused on 
ensuring that all cost information for each proposal was appropriately 
incorporated in the analysis and that all Bidders/proposals were treated fairly and 
equitably. 

4 DESCRIPTION OF ELL 2024 CCCT RFP SOLICITATION PROCESS 

This section of the report provides an overall description of ELL's solicitation 
process and identifies the major components of the RFP. The traditional stages for 
development and implementation of a competitive bidding process are first 
identified. The description of Ell's process is structured as a "chronology" of the 
key events and issues addressed within the stages of the process, from initiation 
and development of the RFP documents to selection of the final proposal. 

4.1 RFP DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 

The development process for the ELL 2024 CCCT RFP was initiated in mid-2024. 
Merrimack Energy was retained in June 2024 to serve as Independent Monitor for 
the ELL 2024 CCCT RFP. 

4.1.1 Notice of Intent to LPSC to Issue a Potential Request for Long-Term 
Developmental Combined-Cycle Combustion Turbine Resources 

On July 23, 2024, Entergy Services submitted a notice of intent to the LPSC to issue 
a Request for Proposals for Long-Term Developmental Combined-Cycle 
Combustion Turbine Resources on behalf of Entergy Louisiana, LLC. The letter 
served as advanced notification to the LPSC as required by the MBM Order. 
Entergy Services noted that this should not be construed as a commitment of ESL 
or ELL to proceed with the RFP. The notice stated that the Draft RFP was expected 
to be issued no earlier than September 23, 2024, which will be more than 30 days 
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regulatory approval at a contract or project arising out of the RFP]
the IM will prepare one or more reports stating the lM‘s analysis of

and conclusions regarding the RFP process, including any

suggestions for improvement.

As noted, the IM was involved from the very beginning of the process and was

involved in all project phases associated with development of the RFP through

bid evaluation and, selection. Throughout the process, the IM conducted reviews

and analyses of Entergy's evaluation results and raised questions about aspects

of the evaluation process. One of the objectives of the IM was to ensure that the

approaches and methodologies proposed by Entergy were entirely consistent

with industry standards and consistent with the protocols and procedures

developed and identified by ESL to the bidders. The lM was also focused on

ensuring that all cost information for each proposal was appropriately

incorporated in the analysis and that all Bidders/proposals were treated fairly and

equitably.

4 DESCRIPTION OF ELL 2024 CCCT RFP SOLICITATION PROCESS

This section of the report provides an overall description of ELL’s solicitation

process and identifies the major components of the RFP. The traditional stages for

development and implementation of a competitive bidding process are first

identified. The description of ELL's process is structured as a “chronology" of the

key events and issues addressed within the stages of the process, from initiation

and development of the RFP documents to selection of the final proposal.

4.1 RFP DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

The development process for the ELL 2024 CCCT RFP was initiated in mid—2024.

Merrimack Energy was retained in June 2024 to serve as Independent Monitor for

the ELL 2024 CCCT RFP.

4.1.3 Notice of Intent to LPSC to Issue a Potentiat Reguest for Long-Term

Developmental Combined-Cycle Combustion Turbine Resources

On July 23, 2024, Entergy Services submitted a notice of intent to the LPSC to issue

a Request for Proposals for Long-Term Developmental Combined—Cyc|e

Combustion Turbine Resources on behalf of Entergy Louisiana, LLC. The letter

served as advanced notification to the LPSC as required by the MBM Order.

Entergy Services noted that this should not be construed as a commitment of ESL

or ELL to proceed with the RFP. The notice stated that the Draft RFP was expected

to be issued no earlier than September 23, 2024, which will be more than 30 days
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after the instant notification, as required by the MBM Order. At this time, ELL 
expects that this RFP would be open to developmental CCCT resources in MISO 
Local Resource Zone 9 ("LRZ-9"). As required, the final RFP will be issued 60 days 
following issuance of the Draft RFP. 

The notice of intent stated that ESL expects that the RFP will market test self-build 
generating projects to be located in Amite South planning region and at the 
Nelson site, relative to additional long-term generation to be constructed by 
potential bidders. As contemplated by the MBM Order. ELL will work with 
Commission Staff in development of the RFP. 

4.1.2 Initial Kick-Off Meeting 

A project team kickoff meeting was held between ELL. LPSC Staff and the IM on 
November 7, 2024. Ell's objective was to provide an overview of the 2024 ELL 
CCCT RFP solicitation process to the LPSC Staff and IM. Agenda items for the 
meeting included: 

• Overview of Entergy Louisiana 2024 CCCT RFP; 
• Rationale for the RFP (including capacity and energy needs and market 

constraints as identified in the presentation); 
• RFP Scope Matrix; 
• Key RFP milestones and schedule; 
• Process safeguards; 
• General discussion and next steps. 

4.1.3 Notice of Intent to Issue RFP 

On November 11, 2024, ESL provided a notice to interested parties indicating that 
it intended to issue a Request for Proposals for Combined Cycle Combustion 
Turbine ("CCCT") Copacity and Energy Resources on behalf of Entergy Louisiana, 
LLC ("ELL"). The Notice of Intent stated that ESL expects to post draft RFP 
documents as early as November 2024 and final RFP documents as early as 
January 2025. RFP documents will be posted to ESL's website for the RFP. The 
Notice also stated that ESL plans to conduct a Bidders and Technical Conference 
in November 2024 after the draft RFP documents are posted. 

The Notice stated that the ELL RFP is anticipated to target a minimum of 600 MW 
(summer rating) up to a maximum of 800 MW of capacity, energy, and related 
products from a single integrated new build CCCT generating resource. The 
resource would need to be located in LRZ-9. 

The resources sought by the RFP will be required to be powered by commercially 
proven CCCT technology with automatic generation control. The resource would 
be required to have a quantity of energy resource interconnection services 
ELL 2024 CCCI RFP 
Prepared for Louisiana Public Service Commission 
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after the instant notification, as required by the MBM Order. At this time, ELL

expects that this RFP would be open to developmental CCCT resources in MISO

Local Resource Zone 9 [“LRZ-9"]. As required, the final RFP will be issued 60 days

following issuance of the Draft RFP.

The notice of intent stated that ESL expects that the RFP will market test self—build

generating projects to be located in Amite South planning region and at the

Nelson site, relative to additional long-term generation to be constructed by

potential bidders. As contemplated by the MBM Order, ELL will work with

Commission Staff in development of the RFP.

4.1.2 initial Kick-Off Meeting

A project team kickoff meeting was held between ELL, LPSC Staff and the IM on

November 7, 2024. ELL’s objective was to provide an overview of the 2024 ELL

CCCT RFP solicitation process to the LPSC Staff and IM. Agenda items for the

meeting included:

- Overview of Entergy Louisiana 2024 CCCT RFP;

- Rationale for the RFP (including capacity and energy needs and market

constraints as identified in the presentation);
RFP Scope Matrix:

Key RFP milestones and schedule:

Process safeguards:
General discussion and next steps.

4.1.3 Notice of Intent to issue RFP

On November 1 1, 2024, ESL provided a notice to interested parties indicating that

it intended to issue a Request for Proposals for Combined Cycle Combustion

Turbine (“CCCT”) Capacity and Energy Resources on behalf of Entergy Louisiana,

LLC (“ELL"). The Notice of Intent stated that ESL expects to post draft RFP

documents as early as November 2024 and final RFP documents as early as

January 2025. RFP documents will be posted to ESL’s website for the RFP. The

Notice also stated that ESL plans to conduct a Bidders and Technical Conference

in November 2024 after the draft RFP documents are posted.

The Notice stated that the ELL RFP is anticipated to target a minimum of 600 MW

[summer rating) up to a maximum of 800 MW of capacity, energy, and related

products from a single integrated new build CCCT generating resource. The

resource would need to be located in LRZ—9.

The resources sought by the RFP will be required to be powered by commercially

proven CCCT technology with automatic generation control. The resource would

be required to have a quantity of energy resource interconnection services
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("ERIS") and network resource interconnection service ("NRIS") that meets the 
threshold for ERIS and NRIS set forth in the Main Body document. Operating 
parameters for any new-build resource will include a maximum net heat rate of 
7,000 Btu/kWh (HHV) at full output without supplemental duct-firing (if included as 
part of the facility) in summer conditions and the ability to operate in baseload 
and load-following roles consistent with MISO operating requirements for units 
expected to provide ancillary services. 

The Notice identified the proposal options acceptable (i.e., PPA, Tall, and Asset 
Acquisitions). The delivery term for the PPA or Toll would be 10 years and the 
maximum 20 years. The guaranteed start date or closing date for the acquisition 
would be no later than December 31, 2030. The Notice also stated that ELL will 
not enter into a PPA or Toll that will or may result in the recognition of a long-term 
liability on the books of ELL, whether the long-term liability is due to lease 
accounting, the accounting tor a variable interest entity ("VIE") or derivative. 
Finally, ELL stated in the notice that it will evaluate two self-build options as part of 
the solicitation process. 

4.1.4 IM Review of Draft RFP Documents 

ESL provided the draft version of the RFP documents to the IM for review and 
comments in late October 2024 prior to posting the draft documents on the ELL 
website. The IM reviewed all the RFP documents and provided comments to ESL 
on several of the documents including: 

• Appendix C-Due Diligence - Developmental Resources 
• Main Body Document 
• CCCT RFP BOT Term sheet 

The IM submitted comments to ESL and then participated in conference calls with 
the ESL Administration Team to review and discuss the comments. The IM found 
that ESL was receptive to the comments provided. 

4.1.5 Notice of Release of Draft RFP Documents 

ESL sent out a notice to its contact list indicating that it has posted the draft RFP 
documents to the 2024 ELL CCCT RFP to the CCCT RFP website 
(https://spofossil.entergy.com/ENTREP/SEND/2024CCCTRFP) where the 
documents were available for review. 

4.1.6 ELL Website 

ESL established a website for the 2024 ELL CCCT RFP. The website address was 
included in the Notice of Intent to Issue a Request for Proposals for the 2024 ELL 
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(“ERlS") and network resource interconnection service (“NRlS") that meets the

threshold for ERIS and NRIS set forth in the Main Body document. Operating

parameters for any new—build resource will include a maximum net heat rate of

7,000 Btu/kWh (HHV) at full output without supplemental duct—firing (if included as

part of the facility) in summer conditions and the ability to operate in baseload

and |oad—following roles consistent with MISO operating requirements for units

expected to provide ancillary services.

The Notice identified the proposal options acceptable (i.e., PPA, Toll. and Asset

Acquisitions). The delivery term for the PPA or Toll would be 10 years and the

maximum 20 years. The guaranteed start date or closing date for the acquisition

would be no later than December 31, 2030. The Notice also stated that ELL will

not enter into a PPA or Toll that will or may result in the recognition of a long—term

liability on the books of ELL, whether the long—term liability is due to lease

accounting, the accounting for a variable interest entity (“VlE") or derivative.

Finally, ELL stated in the notice that it will evaluate two self-build options as part of

the solicitation process.

4.1.4 IM Review of Draft RFP Documents

ESL provided the draft version of the RFP documents to the IM for review and

comments in late October 2024 prior to posting the draft documents on the ELL

website. The lM reviewed all the RFP documents and provided comments to ESL

on several of the documents including:
- Appendix C — Due Diligence — Developmental Resources

- Main Body Document

o CCCT RFP BOT Term sheet

The lM submitted comments to ESL and then participated in conference calls with

the ESL Administration Team to review and discuss the comments. The IM found

that ESL was receptive to the comments provided.

4.1.5 Notice of Release of Draft RFP Documents

ESL sent out a notice to its contact list indicating that it has posted the draft RFP

documents to the 2024 ELL CCCT RFP to the CCCT RFP website

lhttps: /spofossilentera con‘./ENTREP/SEND 2024CCCTRFP) where the

documents were available for review.

4.1.6 ELL Website

ESL established a website for the 2024 ELL CCCT RFP. The website address was

included in the Notice of Intent to Issue a Request for Proposals for the 2024 ELL

ELL 2024 CCCTRFP l6

Prepared for Louisiana Public Service Cbmmtsslon



Public Redacted Version 

Exhibit PDN-2 
LPSC Docket No. 

Page 19 of 85 

CCCT RFP and is listed in the previous section. The final website included the 
following tabs: 

• Home 
• RFP Documents 
• Redline Documents (which contain any revisions to the RFP documents 

through the course of the process). 
• Notifications about the RFP for Bidders 
• Reference Information (including Bidders Teleconference Webcast 

Presenfafion), 
• Questions and Answers 
• Contacts 
• Affiliate Rules 

4.1.7 Comments from Parties 

Two parties submitted comments on the draft RFP as allowed prior to the due dale 
of January 13, 2025. 

Occidental Chemical Corporafion commented that the RFP excludes existing 
resources from bidding info it due lo the limitation that only new developmental 
resources are eligible. Also, Occidenfal Chemical questioned the eligibilify 
requirement Iha! eligible resources have lo be in the 600-- 800 MW range (summer 
rating capacity). 

ELL nofed that Entergy Louisiana had an RFP open throughout 2024 for proposals 
for energy and capacity from existing natural gas-fired generation and also 
capacity credits from renewable resources. ELL also noted that it seeks up lo 2,000 
MW in this RFP. Also, ELL inf ends to market test a fechnology generally in the 680 
lo 730 MW range. ELL did expand the range for purposes of determining eligibility 
to participate in the RFP. 

Louisiana Energy Users Group ("LEUG") also submitted comments. The first two 
comments were the same as Occidental Chemicals comments. The third 
comments stated Iha! the RFP is discriminatory with respect to requiring Iha! 
resources either already have an existing interconnection agreement with MISO 
or already are included in the 2024 or earlier MISO Interconnection Definitive 
Planning Phase queue. ELL responded to both Occidental Chemical and LEUG 
that the window for participation in MISO's DPP 2024 cycle has not ye! closed, as 
of the date of this response. If should be noted that ELL has recently learned that 
MISO is renaming the 2024 DPP Queue lo the 2025 DPP Queue lo align with the 
calendar year. MISO has indicated that the 2025 DPP Queue should remain open 
until Q3 of 2025. ELL intends to update RFP documents to reflect this change. 

6 Only one question was submitted. 
ELL 2024 CCCI RFP 
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CCCT RFP and is listed in the previous section. The final website included the

following tabs:

- Home

- RFP Documents

- Redline Documents (which contain any revisions to the RFP documents

through the course of the process).
- Notifications about the RFP for Bidders

o Reference Information (including Bidders Teleconference Webcast

Presentation),
0 Questions and Answersé

- Contacts

0 Affiliate Rules

4.1.7 Comments from Parties

Two parties submitted comments on the draft RFP as allowed prior to the due date

of Januaw 13, 2025.

Occidental Chemical Corporation commented that the RFP excludes existing
resources from bidding into it due to the limitation that only new developmental

resources are eligible. Also, Occidental Chemical questioned the eligibility

requirement that eligible resources have to be in the 600 — 800 MW range [summer

rating capacity).

ELL noted that Entergy Louisiana had an RFP open throughout 2024 for proposals
for energy and capacity from existing natural gas—fired generation and also

capacity credits from renewable resources. ELL also noted that it seeks up to 2,000

MW in this RFP. Also, ELL intends to market test a technology generally in the 680

to 730 MW range. ELL did expand the range for purposes of determining eligibility
to participate in the RFP.

Louisiana Energy Users Group (“LEUG") also submitted comments. The first two

comments were the same as Occidental Chemicals comments. The third

comments stated that the RFP is discriminatory with respect to requiring that

resources either already have an existing interconnection agreement with MISO

or already are included in the 2024 or earlier MISO Interconnection Definitive

Planning Phase queue. ELL responded to both Occidental Chemical and LEUG

that the window for participation in MlSO's DPP 2024 cycle has not yet closed, as

of the date of this response. It should be noted that ELL has recently learned that

MISO is renaming the 2024 DPP Queue to the 2025 DPP Queue to align with the

calendar year. MISO has indicated that the 2025 DPP Queue should remain open

until Q3 of 2025. ELL intends to update RFP documents to reflect this change.

6 Only one question was submitted.
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LEUG also notes that the RFP fails to include consideration of customer-centered 
options. ELL responded that this view is consistent with LEUG's recommendation 
to allow select industrial customers to bypass the utility and purchase from 
unregulated entities. ELL noted that this is a rare issue and at this time the LPSC 
staff has not recommended that the Commission depart from the rate regulated 
model nor has the Commission voted to allow it. 

4.1.8 ESL Technical and Bidders Conference 

While the draft RFP identified the date for the Technical and Bidders conference 
as November 25, 2024. the LPSC staff and ELL issued a joint notice on December 
16, 2024, indicating that the Technical and Bidders conference would now be 
held on December 30, 2024. Potential bidders and other parties that planned to 
participate were required to notify ELL of its planned participation. 

The Technical and Bidders Conference was held on December 30, 2024. The 
topics addressed at the Conference included: 

• Introductions of Entergy Team members, the LPSC Staff and the IM 
+ RFP Scope Summary? 
• RFP Schedule 
• Bidder communications regarding the 2024 CCCT RFP 
• Bidder registration 
• Proposal submission fees 
• Initial threshold determination 
• Evaluation process and evaluation teams 

Proposal selections 
• Commercial terms overview 
• BOT commercial terms overview 
• PPA commercial terms 
• Viability assessment 
• Economic evaluation 
• Transmission evaluation 
• Accounting evaluation 
• Credit evaluation 
• Process safeguards 
• Q&A session 

Outside of Entergy, LPSC, and IM representatives, a total of seven (7) participants 
representing six (6) companies attended the Bidders and Technical conference. 

The Scope Summary addressed the target start date (COD), eligible resources, eligible 
technologies, capacity sought, location requirements, product categories, delivery term, and 
MISO interconnection queue requirements. 
ELL 2024 CCCI RFP 
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LEUG also notes that the RFP fails to include consideration of customer—centered

options. ELL responded that this view is consistent with LEUG’s recommendation

to allow select industrial customers to bypass the utility and purchase from

unregulated entities. ELL noted that this is a rare issue and at this time the LPSC

staff has not recommended that the Commission depart from the rate regulated
model nor has the Commission voted to allow it,

4.1.8 ESL Technical and Bidders Conference

While the draft RFP identified the date for the Technical and Bidders conference

as November 25, 2024, the LPSC staff and ELL issued a joint notice on December

16, 2024, indicating that the Technical and Bidders conference would now be

held on December 30, 2024. Potential bidders and other parties that planned to

participate were required to notify ELL of its planned participation.

The Technical and Bidders Conference was held on December 30, 2024. The

topics addressed at the Conference included:

- Introductions of Entergy Team members, the LPSC Staff and the IM

RFP Scope Summary7
RFP Schedule

Bidder communications regarding the 2024 CCCT RFP

Bidder registration

Proposal submission fees

Initial threshold determination

Evaluation process and evaluation teams

Proposal selections

Commercial terms overview

BOT commercial terms overview

PPA commercial terms

Viability assessment

Economic evaluation

Transmission evaluation

Accounting evaluation

Credit evaluation

Process safeguards
Q&A session

Outside of Entergy, LPSC, and IM representatives, a total of seven (7) participants

representing six (6) companies attended the Bidders and Technical conference.

7 The Scope Summary addressed the target start date (COD), eligible resources, eligible

technologies, capacity sought, location requirements, product categories, delivery term, and

MISO interconnection queue requirements.
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4.1.9 RFP Safeguards 

From a fairness perspective. one of the concerns often raised by Bidders is an 
assurance that the utility self-build option does not have an undue competitive 
advantage in the solicitation process due to preferential treatment or access to 
information to which third-party Bidders do not have access. This issue is generally 
raised in solicitations where a self-build option is allowed to compete. As IM, 
Merrimack Energy is very sensitive to the safeguards utilized by the host utility and 
the application of the safeguards to prevent any opportunity for self-dealing 
between the self-build team and evaluation teams in the process to the 
competitive detriment of third-party options. 

Since it was expected that a self-build generation project would be an eligible 
option, one of the initial topics of discussion between the ESL Administration Team 
and the IM was the safeguards that ESL intended to include in the solicitation 
process. During discussions, ESL informed the IM that the safeguards included 
procedures to ensure confidential treatment of RFP information and the 
establishment of protocols that defined who would hove access to the specific 
information, how information would be processed and distributed, and how the 
process of communication between ESL and the Bidders would be handled. The 
safeguards that ESL planned to incorporate into the solicitation process included 
the following: 

• Separation of the self-build team from the RFP development and 
evaluation teams to ensure self-dealing concerns could be eliminated at 
the very beginning of the process. This process was also designed to ensure 
that all potential bidders would be treated the same and no bidder would 
have access to information about the process before any other bidders; 

• Application of Confidentiality Agreements l"CA"), as signed by members 
of all teams, a Code of Conduct, affiliate rules, and Appendix F of the RFP 
-- Process for the Protection of Proposal Information; 

• ESL personnel involved with the ELL RFP evaluation process will adhere to 
the provisions of a confidentiality acknowledgement that governs access 
to and use of information contained in proposals and proposal related 
documents; 

• Designation of an RFP Administrator /i.e., Bid Event Coordinator) as a single 
point of contact to manage RFP communications. Bidders were required to 
direct all RFP questions. information requests, and other inquiries to the RFP 
Administrator in writing using the RFP Administrator's email reference 
included in the RFP Main Body document; 

• Development of a dedicated website specifically for the RFP which 
contained all pertinent RFP information managed by the RFP Administrator. 
This allows all prospective bidders to access the website at any time and 
assist in decisions about proposal preparation. In addition, ESL also utilized 
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4.1.7 RFP Safeguards

From a fairness perspective, one of the concerns often raised by Bidders is an

assurance that the utility self-build option does not have an undue competitive

advantage in the solicitation process due to preferential treatment or access to

information to which third~party Bidders do not have access. This issue is generally
raised in solicitations where a self—bui|d option is allowed to compete. As IM,

Merrimack Energy is yew sensitive to the safeguards utilized by the host utility and

the application of the safeguards to prevent any opportunity for self~dealing
between the self-build team and evaluation teams in the process to the

competitive detriment of third—party options.

Since it was expected that a self—build generation project would be an eligible

option, one of the initial topics of discussion between the ESL Administration Team

and the IM was the safeguards that ESL intended to include in the solicitation

process. During discussions, ESL informed the IM that the safeguards included

procedures to ensure confidential treatment of RFP information and the

establishment of protocols that defined who would have access to the specific
information, how information would be processed and distributed, and how the

process of communication between ESL and the Bidders would be handled. The

safeguards that ESL planned to incorporate into the solicitation process included

the following:

Separation of the self«build team from the RFP development and

evaluation teams to ensure seli—dealing concerns could be eliminated at

the very beginning of the process. This process was also designed to ensure

that all potential bidders would be treated the some and no bidder would

have access to information about the process before any other bidders:

Application of Confidentiality Agreements (“CA”), as signed by members

of all teams, a Code of Conduct, affiliate rules, and Appendix F of the RFP

— Process for the Protection of Proposal Information;

ESL personnel involved with the ELL RFP evaluation process will adhere to

the provisions of a confidentiality acknowledgement that governs access

to and use of information contained in proposals and proposal related

documents;

Designation of an RFP Administrator (i.e., Bid Event Coordinator) as a single

point of contact to manage RFP communications. Bidders were required to

direct all RFP questions, information requests, and other inquiries to the RFP

Administrator in writing using the RFP Administrator's email reference

included in the RFP Main Body document:

Development of a dedicated website specifically for the RFP which

contained all pertinent RFP information managed by the RFP Administrator.

This allows all prospective bidders to access the website at any time and

assist in decisions about proposal preparation. In addition, ESL also utilized
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the PowerAdvocate Platform for submission of proposals and documents 
with the ESL Administration team upon completion of Bidder registration: 

• Submission and "lock down" of the self-build option several days prior to 
submission of other proposals. The self-build proposal was available to the 
IM at the same time it was submitted in the RFP via the PowerAdvocate 
platform, several days before other proposals were due: 

• Requirement that the self-build option submit all the same information as 
other proposals to ensure the same information for each proposal is 
consistently utilized and evaluated; 

• Use of Bidder and project ID numbers to distinguish each proposal rather 
than using and revealing Bidder and project names to some of the 
evaluation teams, notably the Economic Evaluation Team. The ID numbers 
were used for purposes of providing information to the project teams for 
each proposal. The intent of this process element along with redaction of 
information noted below is to eliminate or minimize any bias in the 
evaluation if evaluation team members had other knowledge about a 
specific project; 

• Redaction at bidder names and other information to "blind bids" and 
ensure there is no possible bias in the evaluation?; 

• Development of a formal redaction process and information distribution 
process to the various proposal evaluation teams; 

• Inclusion of an Independent Monitor to oversee the process to ensure it is 
fair and equitable to all Bidders: 
The RFP documents were publicly posted on ESL's 2024 ELL RFP website 
which allowed all Bidders access to the same information at the same time. 
In addition, ESL held a Bidders Conference for all prospective Bidders and 
also allowed Bidders to ask questions which could assist in developing their 
proposals. 

All Entergy employees were required to adhere to the applicable Affiliate Rules 
[posted on the website for the RFP) and Confidentiality Agreements ["CA"). 

In addition, employees involved with the RFP evaluation process will adhere to 
the provisions of a confidentiality acknowledgement that governs access to and 
use of information contained in proposals and proposal related documents. 

8PowerAdvocate Sourcing Intelligence Platform is an interactive web-based information 
exchange platform designed to allow for communications between the utility and Bidders. The 
platform contains all information pertinent to the solicitation process, including the RFP and 
related documents, questions and answers, announcements regarding the solicitation process, 
bid forms which respondents must complete and submit with regard to Commercial, Technical 
and Pricing information, and other documentation to support the Bidder's proposal. 
9 For example, project pricing information would be provided only to the teams that required 
such information. 
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the PowerAdvocate Platform‘? for submission of proposals and documents

with the ESL Administration team upon completion of Bidder registration;
- Submission and “lock down" of the self-build option several days prior to

submission of other proposals. The se|f—bui|d proposal was available to the

lM at the same time it was submitted in the RFP via the Pc>werAdvocate

platform, several days before other proposals were due;

- Requirement that the self-build option submit all the same information as

other proposals to ensure the same information for each proposal is

consistently utilized and evaluated;

- Use of Bidder and project ID numbers to distinguish each proposal rather

than using and revealing Bidder and project names to some of the

evaluation teams, notably the Economic Evaluation Team. The ID numbers

were used for purposes of providing information to the project teams for

each proposal. The intent of this process element along with redaction of

information noted below is to eliminate or minimize any bias in the

evaluation it evaluation team members had other knowledge about a

specific project;
- Redaction of bidder names and other information to “blind bids" and

ensure there is no possible bias in the evaluation?

- Development of a formal redaction process and information distribution

process to the various proposal evaluation teams:

- Inclusion of an Independent Monitor to oversee the process to ensure it is

fair and equitable to all Bidders:

- The RFP documents were publicly posted on ESL's 2024 ELL RFP website

which allowed all Bidders access to the same information at the sometime.

In addition, ESL held a Bidders Conference for all prospective Bidders and

also allowed Bidders to ask questions which could assist in developing their

proposals.

All Entergy employees were required to adhere to the applicable Affiliate Rules

[posted on the website for the RFP) and Confidentiality Agreements [‘‘CA‘').

in addition, employees involved with the RFP evaluation process will adhere to

the provisions of a confidentiality acknowledgement that governs access to and

use of information contained in proposals and proposal related documents.

5 PowerAdvocate Sourcing intelligence Platform is an interactive web-based information

exchange platform designed to allow for communications between the utility and Bidders. The

platform contains all information pertinent to the solicitation process, including the RFP and

related documents, questions and answers. announcements regarding the solicitation process,

bid forms which respondents must complete and submit with regard to Commercial, Technical

and Pricing information, and other documentation to support the Bidder's proposal.
? For example. project pricing information would be provided only to the teams that required

such information.
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Entergy also defined the personnel involved in each of the evaluation teams and 
provided a list of the employees. their contact information and the team on which 
they participate to the IM who oversees and reviews the roles of the teams during 
the process. 

The self-build team was by design functionally and physically separate from the 
RFP teams.I9 The self-build team was comprised of employees who essentially 
operated as the project development group within Entergy. Members of the self­ 
build team and any individuals supporting them were required to sign 
Confidentiality Agreements detailing any restrictions regarding information or 
other activities affecting them and the requirement that they abide by the same 
processes and requirements as any third-party. 

One of the recommendations made by the IM based on experience with other 
solicitations was that in any case where a meeting or discussion would occur 
between any members of the self-build team and RFP Administration or 
Evaluation team members regarding the RFP. that the IM should be informed of 
the communications and could be present, either via telecom or in person to 
monitor any discussions. The RFP Administrator indicated that this was a common 
practice adopted by ESL for such solicitations. 

The application of safeguards fo ensure that the self-build option or company bid 
has no inherent advantage in the solicitation process is important for eliminating 
any concerns by prospective bidders over self-dealing. ESL has included a 
comprehensive list of safeguards in the solicitation process.11 

4.1.10 Issuance of Final RFP 

The 2024 ELL CCCT RFP documents, including the Main body document. were 
posted to the website by ESL on January 27, 2025. ELL noted that the final versions 
of the RFP documents include revisions to the RFP documents made as a result of 
Ell's consideration of the input received during the comment period as well as a 
schedule update. The notice of issuance of the final RFP also provided the 
requirements for registering for the RFP and identified the processes for submitting 
questions. 

Io From a physical separation perspective, the self-build team's offices were located in the same 
ESL building as the evaluation teams' offices but were located on a separate floor. Moreover, 
most employees worked remotely during the pendency of the RFP due to the COVID pandemic. 

The IM was actively involved in designing the Framework for Competitive Bidding in Hawaii, 
including the safeguards lo ensure the process was a fair and equitable process for all Bidders 
and is very familiar with the safeguards adopted throughout the industry, including those 
safeguards included in Bidding Rules or Guidelines adopted in a number of states. ESL's list of 
safeguards utilized generally exceeds industry practices. 
ELL 2024 CCCI RFP 
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Entergy also defined the personnel involved in each of the evaluation teams and

provided a list of the employees, their contact information and the team on which

they participate to the IM who oversees and reviews the roles of the teams during
the process.

The selt—build team was by design functionally and physically separate from the

RFP teams“) The se|f~bui|d team was comprised of employees who essentially

operated as the project development group within Entergy. Members of the self-

build team and any individuals supporting them were required to sign

Confidentiality Agreements detailing any restrictions regarding information or

other activities affecting them and the requirement that they abide by the same

processes and requirements as any third~party.

One of the recommendations made by the IM based on experience with other

solicitations was that in any case where a meeting or discussion would occur

between any members of the self-build team and RFP Administration or

Evaluation team members regarding the RFP, that the IM should be informed of

the communications and could be present, either via telecom or in person to

monitor any discussions. The RFP Administrator indicated that this was a common

practice adopted by ESL for such solicitations.

The application of safeguards to ensure that the self-build option or company bid

has no inherent advantage in the solicitation process is important for eliminating

any concerns by prospective bidders over self-dealing. ESL has included a

comprehensive list of safeguards in the solicitation process.”

4.1.10 Issuance of Final RFP

The 2024 ELL CCCT RFP documents, including the Main body document, were

posted to the website by ESL on January 27, 2025. ELL noted that the final versions

of the RFP documents include revisions to the RFP documents made as a result of

ELL's consideration of the input received during the comment period as well as a

schedule update. The notice of issuance of the final RFP also provided the

requirements for registering for the RFP and identified the processes for submitting

questions.

i0 From a physical separation perspective, the self-build team's offices were located in the same

ESL building as the evaluation teams’ offices but were located on a separate tloor. Moreover,

most employees worked remotely during the pendency of the RFP due to the COVID pandemic.
it The lM was actively involved in designing the Framework for Competitive Bidding in Hawaii,

including the safeguards to ensure the process was a fair and equitable process for all Bidders

and is very familiar with the safeguards adopted throughout the industry, including those

safeguards included in Bidding Rules or Guidelines adopted in a number of states. ESL's list of

safeguards utilized generally exceeds industry practices.
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In addition to posting the RFP documents to its website, Entergy also sent an email 
to its contact list for similar RFPs and also issued the notice to trade publications 
announcing the issuance of the expected final RFP documents and availability of 
the ESL website for the RFP. 

The documents posted to the website on January 27, 2025, included the following: 
• Appendix A (Glossary) 
• Appendix B-1 [Term Sheet - PPA) 
• Appendix B-2 {Term Sheet - Toll) 
• Appendix B-3 IT erm Sheet - BOT) 
• Appendix B-4 {Scope Book - BOT) 
• Appendix C (Due Diligence - Developmental) 
• Appendix D (Reservation of Rights) 
• Appendix E (Credit Collateral Requirements) 
• Appendix F (Protection of Proposal information) 
• Appendix G (Supplier Information) 
• Bidder Registration Agreement 
• Bidder Registration Form 
• Main Body 
• Proposal Submission Agreement 

Viability Self-Assessment 
• Proposal Submission Template 

A few of these Appendices are worth elaborating on given their importance in 
the proposal development and evaluation process. For example, Appendices C 
(Due Diligence - Developmental) contain questions and requests for information 
or materials that Bidders will be required to answer or provide in connection with 
any proposal submitted into this RFP based on a Developmental Resources 
(Appendix CJ. Information is requested in the following categories: 

• Project Overview 
• Bidder Experience 
• Project Development Status 
• Electrical Interconnection and Transmission Service 
• Environmental 
• Project Structure, Credit and Financial Information 
• Taxes 
• NERC/CIP Compliance 
• Fuel Supply and Transportation 
• Carbon Capture and Storage (BOT Resource Only) 

Much of this information would be used by the Viability Assessment Team l"VAT") 
to conduct its due diligence and project viability assessment for each proposal. 
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In addition to posting the RFP documents to its website, Entergy also sent an email

to its contact list for similar RFPs and also issued the notice to trade publications

announcing the issuance of the expected final RFP documents and availability of

the ESL website for the RFP.

The documents posted to the website on January 27, 2025, included the following:
Appendix A (Glossary)
Appendix B-1 (Term Sheet — PPA)
Appendix B-2 (Term Sheet — Toll)

Appendix B~3 (Term Sheet ~ BOT)

Appendix B-4 (Scope Book — BOT)

Appendix C (Due Diligence — Developmental)

Appendix D (Reservation of Rights)
Appendix E (Credit Collateral Requirements)
Appendix F (Protection of Proposal information)

Appendix G (Supplier Information)
Bidder Registration Agreement
Bidder Registration Form

Main Body

Proposal Submission Agreement

Viability Self—Assessment

Proposal Submission Template

A few of these Appendices are worth elaborating on given their importance in

the proposal development and evaluation process. For example, Appendices C

(Due Diligence - Developmental) contain questions and requests for information

or materials that Bidders will be required to answer or provide in connection with

any proposal submitted into this RFP based on a Developmental Resources

(Appendix C). information is requested in the following categories:

Project Overview

Bidder Experience

Project Development Status

Electrical Interconnection and Transmission Service

Environmental

Project Structure, Credit and Financial Information

Taxes

NERC/ClP Compliance
Fuel Supply and Transportation
Carbon Capture and Storage (BOT Resource Only)

Much of this information would be used by the Viability Assessment Team ("VAT")
to conduct its due diligence and project viability assessment for each proposal.
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The Proposal Submission Template is another important document. The Proposal 
Submission Template contains the following tabs: 

• Proposal and operational information 
• Guaranteed heat rate 
• Pricing 
• Special Considerations 

This document includes the pertinent pricing and operational information that the 
Economic Evaluation Team and Aurora teams would use in their evaluation. In 
addition, the Special Considerations section allows Bidders to include any special 
operational conditions associated with their project or identify any constraints. 

The final important document for bid evaluation is the Viability Self-Assessment 
Form. This Form requests the following information provided by the project 
sponsor: 

• Resource Overview 
• MISO Interconnection and Transmission Service information 
• Commercial 
• Operations and Maintenance 
• Special Exceptions 

Merrimack Energy reviewed these documents and forms in detail to ensure the 
information that was requested by Entergy in Appendix C- Due Diligence was 
used in the bid evaluation process and that the evaluation criteria and 
information requested were closely linked. In other words, based on the 
evaluation criteria established, Merrimack Energy was focused on whether the 
information requested allowed the analysts the ability to effectively evaluate all 
the proposals consistently. Comments raised by the IM were focused on ensuring 
that a complete list of criteria were addressed and that the information required 
to conduct the evaluation relative to the criteria was consistent. 

A summary of the key parameters and requirements for the products solicited in 
the RFP is provided in Appendix A. Also included in this Appendix A is a further 
description of the components of the RFP, including requirements of bidders, 
eligibility requirements, evaluation process, and other important provisions 
included in the Main Body document. 

4.1.11 RFP Schedule 

The RFP schedule envisions an approximate 11-month period from issuance of the 
final RFP to execution of the Agreements from the RFP. Table 2 provides the 
schedule for the RFP as listed. 

ELL 2024 CCCI RFP 
Prepared for Louisiana Public Service Commission 

23 

Exhibit PDN-2

/ Mfluuyywjg LPSC Docket No.

Public Redacted Version ""“' ‘ ““‘"’ "* Page 25 of 85

The Proposal Submission Template is another important document. The Proposal
Submission Template contains the following tabs:

- Proposal and operational information

- Guaranteed heat rate

- Pricing
o Special Considerations

This document includes the pertinent pricing and operational information that the

Economic Evaluation Team and Aurora teams would use in their evaluation. In

addition, the Special Considerations section allows Bidders to include any special

operational conditions associated with their project or identify any constraints.

The final important document for bid evaluation is the Viability Self-Assessment

Form. This Form requests the following information provided by the project

sponsor:

Resource Overview

MISO interconnection and Transmission Service information

Commercial

Operations and Maintenance

Special Exceptions

Merrimack Energy reviewed these documents and forms in detail to ensure the

information that was requested by Entergy in Appendix C — Due Diligence was

used in the bid evaluation process and that the evaluation criteria and

information requested were closely linked. In other words, based on the

evaluation criteria established, Merrimack Energy was focused on whether the

information requested allowed the analysts the ability to effectively evaluate all

the proposals consistently. Comments raised by the IM were focused on ensuring
that a complete list of criteria were addressed and that the information required
to conduct the evaluation relative to the criteria was consistent.

A summary of the key parameters and requirements for the products solicited in

the RFP is provided in Appendix A. Also included in this Appendix A is a further

description of the components of the RFP, including requirements of bidders,

eligibility requirements, evaluation process, and other important provisions
included in the Main Body document.

4.1.11 RFP Schedule

The RFP schedule envisions an approximate l 1-month period from issuance of the

final RFP to execution of the Agreements from the RFP. Table 2 provides the

schedule for the RFP as listed.
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Activity Schedule Dale 
Draft RFP Documents Issued November 11, 2024 
Bidders Conference November 25. 2024 

2n Bidders Conference December 30, 2024 
Comment Deadline for Draft RFP Documents January 13, 2025 
Final RFP Documents Issued January 27, 2025 
Bidder Registration Period February 3, 2025 until 

Februarv 6, 2025 
Proposal Submission Fee Pavment Deadline February 13, 2025 
Commencement for Self-Build Option March 14, 2025 
Prooosal Submission Period 
Self-Build Option Proposal Submission March 20, 2025 
Deadline 
Commencement for 3\ Party Proposal March 21, 2025 
Submission Period 
3 Party Proposal Submission Deadline March 27,2025 
Notice to Bidders of Primary and Secondary June 30, 2025 
Selection Lists 
Comprehensive Due Diligence and Definitive July 1, 2025 
Agreement Neaotiations Beain 
Bidders Remaining on Secondary Selection August 1, 2025 
List Released from Proposals 
Definitive Agreement Executed December 31, 2025 
Regulatory Approval Process Complete December 31, 2026 

4.2 Evaluation Process 

According to the 2024 ELL CCCT RFP, ELL will undertake a two-phase evaluation 
process. Following proposal submission, proposals will be assessed for compliance 
with the Threshold Requirements. Proposals remaining in the RFP after the 
Threshold Requirements compliance review will then be evaluated in Phase I to 
identify the most economic proposals and significant high-level risks or RFP 
nonconformities associated with such proposals. Based on the Phase I evaluation 
results, ESL may reduce the number of proposals under consideration and may 
develop a preliminary shortlist of proposals. Phase I will end ofter the completion 
of the Phase I evaluation of proposals and the establishment of the shortlist or the 
determination by ESL that the shortlist is not necessary for this RFP. 

In Phase II of this RFP, proposals placed on the shortlist or otherwise remaining in 
this RFP will be evaluated in greater detail. Both quantitative and qualitative 
assessments will be undertaken with the objective of assigning a proposal ranking 
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Table 2: RFP Schedule

Activity Schedule Date

Draft RFP Documents Issued November ll, 2024

Bidders Conference November 25, 2024

2“d Bidders Conference December 30, 2024

Comment Deadline for Dratt RFP Documents January 13, 2025

Final RFP Documents Issued January 27, 2025

Bidder Registration Period February 3, 2025 until

February 6, 2025

Proposal Submission Fee Payment Deadline February 13, 2025

Commencement tor Self-Build Option March l4, 2025

Proposal Submission Period

Selt—Build Option Proposal Submission March 20, 2025

Deadline

Commencement for 3'“ Party Proposal March 21, 2025

Submission Period

3'd Party Proposal Submission Deadline March 27,2025

Notice to Bidders of Primary and Secondary June 30,2025

Selection Lists

Comprehensive Due Diligence and Definitive July 1, 2025

Agreement Negotiations Begin
Bidders Remaining on Secondary Selection August 1,2025

List Released from Proposals
Definitive Agreement Executed December 31, 2025

Regulatory Approval Process Complete December 31, 2026

4.2 Evaluation Process

According to the 2024 ELL CCCT RFP, ELL will undertake a two—phase evaluation

process. Following proposal submission, proposals will be assessed for compliance
with the Threshold Requirements. Proposals remaining in the RFP after the

Threshold Requirements compliance review will then be evaluated in Phase l to

identity the most economic proposals and significant high—|evel risks or RFP

nonconformities associated with such proposals. Based on the Phase I evaluation

results, ESL may reduce the number of proposals under consideration and may

develop a preliminary shortlist of proposals. Phase l will end after the completion
of the Phase I evaluation of proposals and the establishment of the shortlist or the

determination by ESL that the shortlist is not necessary for this RFP.

In Phase ll of this RFP, proposals placed on the shortlist or otherwise remaining in

this RFP will be evaluated in greater detail. Both quantitative and qualitative
assessments will be undertaken with the objective of assigning a proposal ranking
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and a recommended disposition for each proposal. In Phase II, the VAT will review 
the remaining proposals and develop a risk assessment/viability profile of the 
proposals. From a quantitative perspective, fhe EET will evaluate shortlisted 
proposals based on sensitivity analysis of key assumptions as well as potentially a 
range of project costs, particularly for the self-build option. A final list setting forth 
the proposals selected for possible negotiation of a Definitive Agreement will be 
created. A final list of proposals will be developed including those selected for 
negotiations of a Definitive agreement and those selected for a secondary 
selection list. 

The roles of each team are provided in more detail below with regard to the 
evaluation process based on the description of the teams included in the RFP. 

4.3 RFP ADMINISTRATION TEAM 

ESL designates a Bid Event Coordinator and RFP Administration T earn for each 
solicitation. As described in the RFP Main Body document, the RFP Administration 
team will act to ensure that each Evaluation Team has the information needed 
to perform its analysis and act to facilitate the evaluation of proposals by all 
Evaluation Teams so that the evaluation process results in the proper assessment 
of the economics and other relevant elements of the proposals. The RFP 
Administration Team will also determine which proposals (if any) will be placed on 
the Primary Selection list and the Secondary Selection list. Each of the Evaluation 
Teams, the RFP Administration Team, and the RFP Administrator will have the right 
to ask Bidders clarifying questions or request additional information that it believes 
may help the evaluation process. 

The Bid Event Coordinator's responsibilities include ( 1) acts as liaison between the 
Participants in the RFP and ELL on all RFP-related matters; (2) ensures that Bidder 
questions that ELL receives are addressed: (3) receiving, recording, and 
maintaining Bidder proposals; (4) interacting with the IM; and (5) managing other 
administrative matters related to the RFP. 

4.4 ROLES & RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE RFP PROPOSAL EVALUATION TEAMS 

The proposal evaluation process will be carried out by five separate evaluation 
teams: ( 1) the Economic Evaluation Team ("EET"); 12) the Transmission Evaluation 
Team ("TET"): (3) the Viability Assessment Team ("VAT"); (4) the Accounting 
Evaluation Team ("AET"): and (5) the Credit Evaluation Team l"CET"). In addition, 
the process includes an RFP Administration T earn as well as a Bid Event 
Coordinator, who is a member of the Administration Team. The Bid Event 
Coordinator acts as the liaison between the participants in the RFP and ESL on all 
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and a recommended disposition for each proposals in Phase II, the VAT will review

the remaining proposals and develop a risk assessment/viability profile of the

proposals. From a quantitative perspective, the EET will evaluate shortlisted

proposals based on sensitivity analysis of key assumptions as well as potentially a

range of project costs, particularly for the self-build option. A final list setting forth

the proposals selected for possible negotiation of a Definitive Agreement will be

created. A final list of proposals will be developed including those selected for

negotiations of a Definitive agreement and those selected for a secondary
selection list.

The roles of each team are provided in more detail below with regard to the

evaluation process based on the description of the teams included in the RFP.

4.3 RFP ADMINISTRATION TEAM

ESL designates a Bid Event Coordinator and RFP Administration Team for each

solicitations As described in the RFP Main Body document, the RFP Administration

team will act to ensure that each Evaluation Team has the information needed

to perform its analysis and act to facilitate the evaluation of proposals by all

Evaluation Teams so that the evaluation process results in the proper assessment

of the economics and other relevant elements of the proposals. The RFP

Administration Team will also determine which proposals (if any) will be placed on

the Primary Selection list and the Secondary Selection list, Each of the Evaluation

Teams, the RFP Administration Team, and the RFF Administrator will have the right
to ask Bidders clarifying questions or request additional information that it believes

may help the evaluation process.

The Bid Event Coordinator's responsibilities include (I) acts as liaison between the

Participants in the PFP and ELL on all RFP-related matters; (2) ensures that Bidder

questions that ELL receives are addressed: (3) receiving, recording, and

maintaining Bidder proposals; [4] interacting with the IM: and (5) managing other

administrative matters related to the RFP.

4.4 ROLES 8. RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE RFP PROPOSAL EVALUATION TEAMS

The proposal evaluation process will be carried out by five separate evaluation

teams: (T) the Economic Evaluation Team (“EET"): (2) the Transmission Evaluation

Team (“TET"): (3) the Viability Assessment Team (“VAT"): (4) the Accounting
Evaluation Team (“AET”); and (5) the Credit Evaluation Team {HCET"]4 in addition,

the process includes an RFP Administration Team as well as a Bid Event

Coordinator, who is a member of the Administration Team. The Bid Event

Coordinator acts as the liaison between the participants in the RFP and ESL on all
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RFP-related matters. The RFP document also describes each of the Evaluation 
Teams and their roles.2 

4.4.1 Economic Evaluation Team ("EET") 

The EET team is responsible for evaluating the economics of proposals received in 
this RFP and developing the economic ranking of such proposals. EET's evaluation 
will rely on tools ond methods commonly used by ESL and ELL for long-term 
planning and resource evaluations, including spreadsheet modeling and 
production cost modeling using the Aurora model. The EET's economic evaluation 
team will perform a customer net benefit analysis to identify the most economic 
proposals submitted into the RFP. The economic evaluation will estimate each 
proposal's net benefit or cost by subtracting the total cost of a supply portfolio 
that includes that proposal from the total cost of a supply portfolio that does not. 
The analysis considers fixed and variable costs and benefits, including proposed 
pricing, interconnection, and transmission upgrade costs, fixed gas reservation 
charges, (if applicable), emissions credit costs (if applicable), property tax 
estimates, capacity value, variable supply cost impacts, and any other 
applicable costs and benefits. Variable supply cost impacts produced by each 
proposal when added to Ell's resource portfolio will be estimated using the 
Aurora production cost model. All costs and benefits will be evaluated over the 
full evaluation period. 

The Production Cost Assessment sub-team of the EET uses the AURORA production 
cost model to produce a forecast of variable costs, energy revenues, and 
projected operations for each proposal and lo assess the effect of each 
conforming proposal on Ell's variable supply cost over the evaluation period. 
AURORA results will feed into the EET economic evaluation models as inputs for 
the net benefit analysis. 

4.4.2 Transmission Evaluation Team ("TET") 

For the RFP process, the TET is responsible for assessing the interconnection, 
deliverability, and transmission considerations associated with each proposal 
received in the RFP, identifying and estimating for this RFP the timing, scope, and 
costs of transmission upgrades required to interconnect and deliver the energy 
output of the proposed resource to the applicable Electrical Interconnection 
Point, reviewing proposals for compliance with the interconnection, deliverability, 

2 The Evaluation Teams have a prominent role in the solicitation process including preparing the 
evaluation criteria and evaluation methodology for their function, reviewing the sections of the 
proposals pertinent to their evaluation responsibilities, preparing any follow-up questions for 
Bidders, and conducting evaluation and due diligence for each proposal. The flow of 
information between each of the teams and the RFP Administration team is reviewed and 
signed off on by the IM. 
ELL 2O24 CCCI RFP 
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RFP—related matters. The RFP document also describes each of the Evaluation

Teams and their roles.”

4.4.! Economic Evaluation Team (“EET"l

The EET team is responsible for evaluating the economics of proposals received in

this RFP and developing the economic ranking of such proposals. EET's evaluation

will rely on tools and methods commonly used by ESL and ELL for long-term

planning and resource evaluations, including spreadsheet modeling and

production cost modeling using the Aurora model. The EET‘s economic evaluation

team will perform a customer net benefit analysis to identify the most economic

proposals submitted into the RFP. The economic evaluation will estimate each

proposal‘s net benefit or cost by subtracting the total cost of a supply portfolio
that includes that proposal from the total cost of a supply portfolio that does not.

The analysis considers fixed and variable costs and benefits, including proposed

pricing, interconnection, and transmission upgrade costs, fixed gas reservation

charges, (if applicable), emissions credit costs (if applicable), property tax

estimates, capacity value, variable supply cost impacts, and any other

applicable costs and benefits. Variable supply cost impacts produced by each

proposal when added to ELL's resource portfolio will be estimated using the

Aurora production cost model. All costs and benefits will be evaluated over the

full evaluation period.

The Production Cost Assessment sub-team of the EET uses the AURORA production
cost model to produce a forecast of variable costs, energy revenues, and

projected operations for each proposal and to assess the effect of each

conforming proposal on ELL’s variable supply cost over the evaluation period.
AURORA results will feed into the EET economic evaluation models as inputs for

the net benefit analysis,

4.4.2 Transmission Evaluation Team (‘WET’)

For the RFP process, the TET is responsible for assessing the interconnection,

deliverability, and transmission considerations associated with each proposal

received in the RFP, identifying and estimating for this RFP the timing, scope, and

costs of transmission upgrades required to interconnect and deliver the energy

output of the proposed resource to the applicable Electrical Interconnection

Point, reviewing proposals for compliance with the interconnection, deliverability,

l7 The Evaluation Teams have a prominent role in the solicitation process including preparing the

evaluation criteria and evaluation methodology for their function, reviewing the sections of the

proposals pertinent to their evaluation responsibilities, preparing any follow-up questions for

Bidders, and conducting evaluation and due diligence for each proposal. The flow of

information between each of the teams and the RFP Administration team is reviewed and

signed off on by the lM.
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and transmission requirements of this RF, evaluating other interconnection, 
deliverability and transmission aspects of proposals, and informing the RFP 
Administration Team of the results of its assessment. Its cost estimating 
responsibilities include developing and providing the RFP Administration Team 
cost estimates associated with interconnection, deliverability, or transmission 
upgrades not identified in a Bidder's proposal but identified by the TET or 
appropriately identitied in the proposal. but in the TET's opinion, may not be 
properly estimated. 

The specific analysis the TET expects to perform in its evaluation of proposals 
includes the following: 

• ERIS: Evaluate the ERIS upgrades and cost estimates associated with a 
proposal: 

• NRIS (or NITS): Evaluate the NRIS (or, if applicable, NITS) upgrades and cost 
estimates associated with a proposal; 

• Reliability: Evaluate the proposal's ability to meet the NERC TPL-0O1-4 
standard and the applicable Entergy Transmission Planning Criteria and 
determine any necessary upgrades and cost estimates to satisfy these 
standards: 

• Transient Stability: Assess each proposal's impact on satisfying the NERC TPL­ 
001-4 standard and the applicable Entergy Transmission Planning criteria. 
The evaluation will include the assessment of any upgrades, improvements, 
and costs necessary for the proposal to meet these standards and criteria: 

• Consolidated Upgrades: Determine the incremental upgrades needed to 
satisfy the reliability standards and transient stability criteria in conjunction 
with Bidder's identified upgrades for obtaining ERIS and NRIS or, if 
applicable, NITS. 

In conducting its proposal evaluations, the TET will be considering the deliverability 
of power from the proposed resource, the resource's effect on system reliability 
and the deliverability of power from other resources. and the adequacy of 
interconnection, deliverability, and transmission cost estimates and upgrades 
identified in the proposals to meet all applicable NERC. MISO and ELL 
requirements, criteria, and standards, and all applicable laws. 

4.4.3 Viability Assessment Team ("VAT"} 

The VAT team reviews and assesses the technical, environmental, fuel supply and 
transportation and commercial merits of the proposals. The VAT team includes 
subject matter experts within the company associated with each of the 
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and transmission requirements of this RFP, evaluating other interconnection,

deliverability and transmission aspects of proposals, and informing the RFP

Administration Team of the results of its assessment. its cost estimating
responsibilities include developing and providing the RFP Administration Team

cost estimates associated with interconnection, deliverability, or transmission

upgrades not identified in a Bidder’s proposal but identified by the TET or

appropriately identified in the proposal, but in the TET's opinion, may not be

properly estimated.

The specific analysis the TET expects to perform in its evaluation of proposals
includes the following:

- ERIS: Evaluate the ERIS upgrades and cost estimates associated with a

proposal;
o NRIS (or NITSJ: Evaluate the NRIS (or, it applicable, NITS) upgrades and cost

estimates associated with a proposal:
- Reliability: Evaluate the proposal's ability to meet the NERC TPL—00l-4

standard and the applicable Entergy Transmission Planning Criteria and

determine any necessary upgrades and cost estimates to satisfy these

standards:

- Transient Stability: Assess each proposal's impact on satisfying the NERC TPL-

OOl—4 standard and the applicable Entergy Transmission Planning criteria.

The evaluation will include the assessment of any upgrades, improvements,
and costs necessary for the proposal to meet these standards and criteria:

- Consolidated Upgrades: Determine the incremental upgrades needed to

satisfy the reliability standards and transient stability criteria in conjunction
with Bidder‘s identified upgrades for obtaining ERIS and NRIS or, if

applicable, N|TSs

in conducting its proposal evaluations, the TET will be considering the deliverability
of power from the proposed resource, the resources effect on system reliability
and the deliverability of power from other resources, and the adequacy of

interconnection, deliverability, and transmission cost estimates and upgrades
identified in the proposals to meet all applicable NERC, M50 and ELL

requirements, criteria, and standards, and all applicable laws.

4.4.3 ViabiliflAssessment Team (“VAT"l

The VAT team reviews and assesses the technical, environmental, fuel supply and

transportation and commercial merits of the proposals. The VAT team includes

subject matter experts within the company associated with each of the
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evaluation criteria focus areas. The subject matter expert in a specific area is 
responsible for developing the evaluation criteria and evaluating each proposal 
with respect to his or her area ot expertise. The key objectives and functions of 
the VAT team include the tollowing: 

• Review the Bidder's response to the Project Self-Assessment form, due 
diligence questionnaires, proposal templates, and clarifying questions for 
its proposal; 

• VAT will review proposals to determine it the proposal meets the VAT 
assessment threshold requirements; 

• Confirm that the operational characteristics and related costs provided by 
the Bidders in their proposals are reasonable and credible; 

• Assess and evaluate risks associated with each proposal based on the 
evaluation criteria established and scorecard developed; 

• The VAT will develop a final viability ranking and recommendation for each 
proposal and seek the IM's concurrence with the final scores and ranking; 

• Provide a final viability ranking and recommendation, with supporting 
documentation, to be factored into the evaluation of proposals that will 
lead to the selection of resources for the Primary Selection List and/or 
Secondary Selection List. 

VAT may seek and incorporate into its viability assessments input from other 
Evaluation Teams as well. 

4.4.4 Credit Evaluation Team ("CET) 

The Credit Evaluation Team (CET) analyzes each proposal (except the self-build) 
to assess potential credit risks and attendant collateral requirements and credit 
costs. The CET's evaluation seeks to assure that the credit quality of the Bidder [or, 
if different, Seller), when considered in context of its RFP proposal(s) to ELL 
complies with Entergy's corporate risk management standards and that any 
requirement for material credit support associated with the proposal is made 
known to Bidder in advance and can be appropriately considered in preparation 
and evaluation of the proposal. The proposal submitted must include a 
completed certification that the Bidder understands the credit requirements and 
its proposal pricing reflects the credit requirements. 

3 These include Plant and Equipment, Operation and Maintenance, Commercial terms, 
Environmental and Permitting, Fuel Supply and Transportation, Real Estate, and other disciplines 
as required. 
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evaluation criteria focus areas.” The subject matter expert in a specific area is

responsible for developing the evaluation criteria and evaluating each proposal
with respect to his or her area of expertise. The key objectives and functions of

the VAT team include the following:

- Review the Bidder’s response to the Project Se|f—Assessment torm, due

diligence questionnaires, proposal templates, and clarifying questions for

its proposal;
o VAT will review proposals to determine if the proposal meets the VAT

assessment threshold requirements;
- Confirm that the operational characteristics and related costs provided by

the Bidders in their proposals are reasonable and credible;

o Assess and evaluate risks associated with each proposal based on the

evaluation criteria established and scorecard developed:
- The VAT will develop a final viability ranking and recommendation for each

proposal and seek the |M'S concurrence with the final scores and ranking:
- Provide a final viability ranking and recommendation, with supporting

documentation, to be factored into the evaluation of proposals that will

lead to the selection of resources for the Primary Selection List and/or

Secondary Selection List.

VAT may seek and incorporate into its viability assessments input from other

Evaluation Teams as well.

4.4.4 Credit Evaluation Team [“CET"l

The Credit Evaluation Team (CET) analyzes each proposal (except the self-build)

to assess potential credit risks and attendant collateral requirements and credit

costs. The CET's evaluation seeks to assure that the credit quality of the Bidder (or,

it different, Seller), when considered in context of its RFP proposallsl to ELL,

complies with Entergy‘s corporate risk management standards and that any

requirement for material credit support associated with the proposal is made

known to Bidder in advance and can be appropriately considered in preparation

and evaluation of the proposal. The proposal submitted must include a

completed certification that the Bidder understands the credit requirements and

its proposal pricing reflects the credit requirements.

'3 These include Plant and Equipment, Operation and Maintenance, Commercial terms,

Environmental and Permitting, Fuel Supply and Transportation, Real Estate, and other disciplines

as required.
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4.4.5 Accounting Evaluation Team("AET") 

The AET will perform an assessment of each proposed Definitive Agreement to 
determine the relevant accounting treatment with respect to such proposal, 
including an analysis of whether the Agreement I l) contains a lease and whether 
the lease is a finance lease or an operating lease pursuant to the Financial 
Accounting Standards Board ("FASB"); (2) whether the legal entity owning the 
subject generation asset during the contract term is a Variable Interest Entity 
("VIE"]; (3) whether the proposed agreement is or includes a Derivative; or (4) 
whether there are any other adverse accounting implications. 

The AET's accounting assessment of proposals offered into the RFP will include 
assessments based on the existing accounting standards at the time of the AET's 
assessment, but also includes assessments based on future accounting standards 
if applicable. 

The RFP states that ELL will not enter into a Definitive Agreement for a PPA, Toll, or 
any related agreement pursuant to this RFP that will or may result in the 
recognition of a long-term liability on the books of ELL, whether the long-term 
liability is due to lease accounting, the accounting for a VIE, or any other 
applicable accounting standard. If the Bidder offers a PPA or Toll, the Bidder must 
include in its proposal a certitication from the Bidder that, to the best of the 
Bidder's knowledge, will not result in the recognition of a long-term liability by ELL. 
The Certification must be prepared under the direction of and signed by the 
Principal Accounting Officer. 

4.5 SELF-BUILD OPTION 

In its Main Body RFP document. ELL noted that it intends to develop and submit 
into the RFP one or more Self-Build Options. The RFP noted that one potential Self­ 
Build Option would be a CCCT facility that would be built at or near the site of the 
Roy S. Nelson generation facilities in the WOT AB region of ELL service area. The 
second Self-Build option would be a CCCT facility that would be built at or near 
the site of the Little Gypsy generation facilities in the Amite South region of Ell's 
service area. The self-build options will optimize the proposed CCCT base 
configuration and may include options such as HRSG duct-firing or evaporative 
cooling to increase performance or output of the proposed resource. The self­ 
build options will be designed to run exclusively on natural gas or a blend of 
natural gas and hydrogen. 

The Self-Build options may utilize existing infrastructure and resources at the ELL 
sites, including existing administrative or plant support infrastructure. Generation 
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4.4.5 Accounting Evaluation Team ("AET")

The AET will perform an assessment of each proposed Definitive Agreement to

determine the relevant accounting treatment with respect to such proposal,

including an analysis of whether the Agreement ll) contains a lease and whether

the lease is a finance lease or an operating lease pursuant to the Financial

Accounting Standards Board (“FASB"l; (2) whether the legal entity owning the

subject generation asset during the contract term is a Variable interest Entity

(“VlE"); (3) whether the proposed agreement is or includes a Derivative: or (4)
whether there are any other adverse accounting implications.

The AET's accounting assessment of proposals offered into the RFP will include

assessments based on the existing accounting standards at the time of the AET’s

assessment, but also includes assessments based on future accounting standards

if applicable.

The RFP states that ELL will not enter into a Definitive Agreement fora PPA, Toll, or

any related agreement pursuant to this RFP that will or may result in the

recognition of a long-term liability on the books of ELL, whether the long-term

liability is due to lease accounting, the accounting for a VIE, or any other

applicable accounting standard. if the Bidder offers a PPA or Toll, the Bidder must

include in its proposal a certification from the Bidder that, to the best of the

Bidder's knowledge, will not result in the recognition of a long-term liability by ELL.

The Certification must be prepared under the direction of and signed by the

Principal Accounting Officer.

4.5 SELF-BUILD OPTlON

In its Main Body RFP document, ELL noted that it intends to develop and submit

into the RFP one or more Self-Build Options. The RFP noted that one potential Selt-

Build Option would be a CCCT facility that would be built at or near the site of the

Roy S. Nelson generation facilities in the WOTAB region of ELL service area. The

second Self—Build option would be a CCCT facility that would be built at or near

the site of the Little Gypsy generation facilities in the Amite South region of ELL's

service area. The self—build options will optimize the proposed CCCT base

configuration and may include options such as HRSG duct—firing or evaporative

cooling to increase performance or output of the proposed resource. The self-

build options will be designed to run exclusively on natural gas or a blend of

natural gas and hydrogen.

The Self-Build options may utilize existing infrastructure and resources at the ELL

sites, including existing administrative or plant support infrastructure. Generation
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from a facility offered as a self-build option may interconnect with existing ELL 
transmission located at or near the site. 

The Self-Build option will be considered an alternative to third-party proposals 
submitted into the RFP. If one or more third-party resources from the RFP are 
selected for contract negotiations, ELL may continue to take the steps necessary 
to preserve one or more of the self-build options as a viable option in case 
negotiations with any third-party do not lead to a Definitive Agreement. If 
selected in the RFP, the self-build facility is planned to be placed into commercial 
service by no later than December 31, 2030. 

The RFP required the Self-build team to submit a completed proposal based on 
the same information required of all other Bidders to the RFP Administrator and 
the IM prior to receipt of proposals from other Bidders. For this RFP, the Self-build 
option is due no later than 5 p.m. Central time on March 20, 2025, before the 
proposal submission period begins for non-self-build options (i.e., March 21,2025). 

4.6 RETENTION OF AN INDEPENDENT ENGINEER ("IE") 

During the development of the solicitation process, ESL reminded the IM that one 
of its general practices for ELL solicitations was to retain, through fhe IM, an 
Independent Engineer to provide technical assistance to evaluate the 
reasonableness of the major cost components associated with Entergy's self-build 
proposals, and potentially, assist with assessment of RFP submittals by third-parties. 
As listed in the Request for Information prepared by ESL for potential IE 
candidates, the role of the IE is to provide technical assistance to evaluate the 
reasonableness of the major cost components associated with Entergy's self-build 
proposal(s), and potentially third-party developmental resources. 

ESL and the IM discussed options for soliciting the services of an IE prior to 
developing a Request for Information for qualified Independent Engineering 
consultants. The parties prepared a Request for Information. Attachment 1 of the 
Request for Information describes the tasks expected of the IE for the Self-build 
option monitoring activities. The IE will be required to monitor the cost estimates 
associated with the self-build option. The IE's cost estimate monitoring will be to 
evaluate the reasonableness of various cost estimates developed by the Entergy 
self-build commercial team, including the following specific cost categories: 

• Equipment 
• Bulk materials 
• Engineering, Construction Management, and start-up services 
• Insurance 
• Taxes, Legal expenses, and permits and fees 
• Contingency costs 
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from a facility offered as a se|t—build option may interconnect with existing ELL

transmission located at or near the sites

The Self—Bui|d option will be considered an alternative to third-party proposals
submitted into the RFP. If one or more third-party resources from the RFP are

selected for contract negotiations, ELL may continue to fake the steps necessary

to preserve one or more of the self-build options as a viable option in case

negotiations with any third-party do not lead to a Definitive Agreement. If

selected in the RFP, the se|f~bui|d facility is planned to be placed into commercial

service by no later than December 3t, 2030.

The RFP required the Self—build team to submit a completed proposal based on

the same information required of all other Bidders to the RFP Administrator and

the IM prior to receipt of proposals from other Bidders. For this RFP, the Self—build

option is due no later than 5 pm. Central time on March 20. 2025, before the

proposal submission period begins for non—self~bui|d options [i.e., March 21,2025).

4.6 RETENTION OF AN INDEPENDENT ENGlNEER (“lE")

During the development of the solicitation process, ESL reminded the IM that one

of its general practices for ELL solicitations was to retain. through the IM, an

Independent Engineer to provide technical assistance to evaluate the

reasonableness of the major cost components associated with Entergy’s self-build

proposals, and potentially, assislwith assessment of RFP submittals by third«parties.
As listed in the Request for Information prepared by ESL for potential lE

candidates. the role of the IE is to provide technical assistance to evaluate the

reasonableness of the major cost components associated with Entergy's self-build

proposallsl, and potentially third-party developmental resources.

ESL and the IM discussed options for soliciting the services of an IE prior to

developing a Request for Information for qualified Independent Engineering
consultants. The parties prepared a Request for Information. Attachment 1 of the

Request for Information describes the tasks expected of the IE for the Self-build

option monitoring activities. The IE will be required to monitor the cost estimates

associated with the self~build option. The IE's cost estimate monitoring will be to

evaluate the reasonableness of various cost estimates developed by the Entergy
self—bui|d commercial team. including the following specific cost categories:

Equipment
Bulk materials

Engineering, Construction Management, and start—up services

insurance

Taxes, Legal expenses, and permits and fees

Contingency costs
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• Owners Costs 
• O&M costs 
• Capital Expenditures 

The IE will be required to identify any deficiency in the assumptions and methods 
used in developing the self-build option costs and will work with ESL to address 
and resolve such deficiencies. 

Since the previous IE, Burns & McDonnell, declined to offer IE services for this RFP, 
ESL initiated outreach activities to identify other engineering firms that could 
provide an IE review of the self-build proposals. ESL identified one company, 
Worley Consulting, who was willing to submit a quote for IE Services that did not 
have a conflict of interest with the self-build development team. Merrimack issued 
the Request for Information ("RFI"), which required that the IE would monitor the 
cost estimates associated with the Self-Build Option. 

Worley provided an acceptable proposal and quote and therefore was retained 
as IE. ESL and the IM agreed to retain Worley Group, Inc. as the IE based on their 
proposal to provide a review of the cost estimates associated with the self-build 
option(s). The IEs cost estimate monitoring will evaluate the reasonableness of the 
various cost estimates developed by the self-build team. Worley indicated it 
would utilize a combination of proprietary in-house statistical database of 
benchmarking and metrics for project actuals (from final constructed projects) 
and project estimates along with industry standard benchmarking analytics. 

4.7 BIDDER REGISTRATION PERIOD 

The Bidder registration period was scheduled for February 3, 2025, to February 6, 
2025. According to the RFP, a Bidder must complete the Bidder Registration 
process to be eligible to submit a proposal. To register for the RFP, all Bidders, 
including those sponsoring the Self-Build Option would be required to complete a 
Bidder Registration Agreement and Form.4 Only Registered Bidders would be 
permitted to submit proposals into the RFP. Following submission of its completed 
Bidder Registration Agreement, Bidders will be issued a unique Bidder ID number. 
Additionally, each registered resource and proposal would receive its own 
Resource ID and Proposal ID. The ID numbers were to be used by the Bidder as 
identification of its project when submitting information to ESL. The use of ID 
numbers was designed to ensure that appropriate protections are in place to 

4 The Bidder Registration Form requested the following information from the prospective Bidder: 
(I) Bidder Name; (2) Bidder Contacts; (3) Generation Facility name; {4) Facility location; (5) 
Owner of facility; (6) Proposal type (i.e. PPA, Toll, Acquisition); (7) MISO Queue number; (8) 
Nameplate capacity; [9) Target Commercial Operation Date; and (10) Electrical 
Interconnection Point; and (1) Facility Deliverability details. 
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- Owners Costs

~ O&M costs

- Capital Expenditures

The IE will be required to identify any deficiency in the assumptions and methods

used in developing the seIf—build option costs and will work with ESL to address

and resolve such deficiencies.

Since the previous IE, Burns & McDonnell, declined to offer IE services for this RFP,

ESL initiated outreach activities to identify other engineering firms that could

provide an IE review of the se|f~bui|d proposals. ESL identified one company,

Worley Consulting, who was willing to submit a quote for IE Services that did not

have a conflict of interest with the self-build development team. Merrimack issued

the Request for Information (“RFI”), which required that the IE would monitor the

cost estimates associated with the Selt—Build Option.

Worley provided an acceptable proposal and quote and therefore was retained

as IE. ESL and the IM agreed to retain Worley Group, Inc. as the IE based on their

proposal to provide a review of the cost estimates associated with the self-build

optionlsl. The lEs cost estimate monitoring will evaluate the reasonableness of the

various cost estimates developed by the self-build team. Worley indicated it

would utilize a combination of proprietary in»house statistical database of

benchmarking and metrics for project actuals lfrom final constructed projects)
and project estimates along with industry standard benchmarking analytics.

4.7 BIDDER REGISTRATION PERIOD

The Bidder registration period was scheduled for February 3, 2025, to February 6,

2025. According to the RFP, a Bidder must complete the Bidder Registration

process to be eligible to submit a proposal, To register for the RFP, all Bidders,

including those sponsoring the Self-Build Option would be required to complete a

Bidder Registration Agreement and Form.” Only Registered Bidders would be

permitted to submit proposals into the RFP. Following submission of its completed
Bidder Registration Agreement, Bidders will be issued a unique Bidder ID number.

Additionally, each registered resource and proposal would receive its own

Resource ID and Proposal ID. The ID numbers were to be used by the Bidder as

identification of its project when submitting information to ESL. The use of ID

numbers was designed to ensure that appropriate protections are In place to

It The Bidder Registration Form requested the following information from the prospective Bidder:

(1) Bidder Name: (2) Biddercontacts; (3) Generation Facility name; (4) Facility location; (5)

Owner of facility; (6) Proposal type (ie., PPA, Toll, Acquisition); (7) MISC Queue number: [8]

Nameplate capacity: (9) Target Commercial Operation Date: and (I0) Electrical

Interconnection Point‘, and (i ll Facility Deliverability details.
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minimize the dissemination of information that explicitly identifies Bidders to 
Evaluation Team members who do not need to know that information. The use of 
Bid numbers in combination with redaction of bidder names and project 
information is designed to ensure the bid evaluation process is as generic or 
neutral as possible. 

Bidders were also required to pay a Proposal Submittal Fee of $5,000 for each 
proposal registered. ESL bills the Bidder the total Proposal Submittal Fees following 
the end of the Registration Period.'° 

There were 
which was the self-build team. 

4.8 ECONOMIC EVALUATION TEAM MEETINGS WITH IM & LPSC 

, one of 

ESL organized a meeting for the IM and several ELL Project teams on March 14, 
2025. As is standard practice, prior to receiving proposals, the EET team met with 
the IM to discuss their proposed methodologies for evaluation of proposals in their 
specific area of expertise. The purpose of the meeting was to identify the key 
components of the economic evaluation and implementation methodology in 
the total supply cost calculation for each proposal. 

The Economic Evaluation involves integration among several teams. The purpose 
of EET's presentation is to identify key components of the economic evaluation 
and describe how each component will be considered in the total supply cost 
calculation for each proposal. The EET's objective is to generate a Net 
Cost /Benefit calculation for each proposal and ta rank proposals based on the 
three metrics; (1) Total Net Benefits -- NPV 2025 $ (Million $); (2) levelized real $/kw­ 
year over the proposal delivery term; and (3) levelized real $/MWh. ELL noted that 
the economic evaluation would utilize tools and methods commonly used by ELL 
for long-term planning and resource evaluation, including a Net Benefit analysis 
using an Excel model and the Auroral production cost model outputs. The Net 
Benefits of a proposal would be determined by subtracting the total costs from 

s Proposal fees are refunded to Bidders only under the following circumstances as described in 
the RFP: (1) Bidder registers a proposal and pays the fees but does not complete the proposal 
submission; (2) Bidder completes a proposal but withdraws the proposal prior to the Proposal 
Submission deadline; {3) ESL cancels or terminates the RFP prior to selection of proposals. 
4 Aurora is the primary production cost tool used by Entergy for long-term planning and for MISO 
market modeling. Aurora simulates the hourly operations of the power market over a projected 
study period. The Aurora team runs the model to assess the energy value attributed to the gas 
project addition. 
ELL 2024 CCCI RFP 
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minimize the dissemination of information that explicitly identifies Bidders to

Evaluation Team members who do not need to know that information. The use of

Bid numbers in combination with redaction of bidder names and project
information is designed to ensure the bid evaluation process is as generic or

neutral as possible.

Bidders were also required to pay a Proposal Submittal Fee of $5,000 for each

proposal registered. ESL bills the Bidder the total Proposal Submitfal Fees following
the end of the Registration Period.l5

There were.one of

which was the self-build team.

4.8 ECONOMIC EVALUATION TEAM MEETINGS WlTH IM & LPSC

ESL organized a meeting for the TM and several ELL Project teams on March 14,

2025. As is standard practice, prior to receiving proposals, the EET team met with

the IM to discuss their proposed methodologies for evaluation of proposals in their

specific area of expertise. The purpose of the meeting was to identify the key

components of the economic evaluation and implementation methodology in

the total supply cost calculation for each proposal,

The Economic Evaluation involves integration among several teams. The purpose

of EET's presentation is to identify key components of the economic evaluation

and describe how each component will be considered in the total supply cost

calculation for each proposal. The EET's objective is to generate a Net

Cost/Benefit calculation for each proposal and to rank proposals based on the

three metrics; (ll Total Net Benefits — NPV 2025 $ (Million $): (2) levelized real $/l<W-

year over the proposal delivery term: and (3) levelized real $/Mwh. ELL noted that

the economic evaluation would utilize tools and methods commonly used by ELL

for long-term planning and resource evaluation, including a Net Benefit analysis

using an Excel model and the Auroralé production cost model outputs. The Net

Benefits of a proposal would be determined by subtracting the total costs from

'5 Proposal fees are refunded to Bidders only under the following circumstances as described in

the RFP: (l) Bidder registers a proposal and pays the fees but does not complete the proposal

submission: (2) Bidder completes a proposal but withdraws the proposal prior to the Proposal

Submission deadline: (3) ESL cancels or terminates the RFP prior to selection of proposals.
'5 Aurora is the primary production cost tool used by Enlergy for |ong~term ptanning and for MISO

market modeling. Aurora simulates the hourly operations of the power market over a projected

study period. The Aurora team runs the model to assess the energy value attributed to the gas

project addition.
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the projected benefits (i.e., Capacity Value and Variable Supply Cost Savings).7 
Table 3 details the costs and benefits of each resource type as described in the 
presentation. 

Table 3: Costs and Benefits of Each Transaction Type 

Costs 
Ac uisition Ca ital Cost PPA Pricin 
Transmission & Interconnection Fixed Cost 
Costs 
Additional Capital Revenue Transmission costs 
Re uirements 
Land Acquisition & Land Lease Other costs 
Costs 
Fixed and Variable O&M 

Insurance 
Fuel Trans ortation 
Transaction Adder 

On Balance Sheet Lease Treatment 
Im uted Debt 
Transaction Adder 
Fuel Trans ortation Costs Tolls 

Ca Value 
Variable Cost Savin s 

For PPA or Tolling agreements, the Bidder will provide the capacity price ($/kW­ 
year), either fixed or escalating which should be inclusive of property taxes and 
operating costs. as well as Variable O&M and heat rate. The bidder provided 
variable O&M, heat rate. and delivered gas price will be included in the Aurora 
model to utilize in the Variable Supply Cost Savings calculation. 

Aurora will generate Variable Supply Cost Savings for the base case (no 
additional resources) and cases with each of the proposals included. EET will 
utilize the data to calculate the Variable Supply Cost Savings between the base 

The Aurora team and EET work closely together on the quantitative evaluation methodology. 
Components of the Aurora outputs are combined with the EET spreadsheet model to generate 
the total Supply Cost for each proposal and portfolio. Essentially the EET model combines the 
fixed cost components and value of each proposal along with a forecast of variable operating 
costs and energy revenues to generate a Net Supply Cost for each proposal. The Net Supply 
Cost analysis relies on production cost modeling and spreadsheet models to project the cost of 
serving the Company's customers with the addition of the proposed RFP resource to the 
generation portfolio. The analysis considers fixed and variable costs, as well as forecasted 
energy revenues and capacity value. The effect of each proposal on total supply cost will be 
compared over the evaluation period. 
ELL 2024 CCCI RFP 
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the projected benefits (i.e., Capacity Value and Variable Supply Cost Savings).l7
Table 3 details the costs and benefits of each resource type as described in the

presentation.

Table 3: Costs and Benefits of Each Transaction Type

BOT/Self-Bu d PPA/Tolls

Costs

Acquisition Capital Cost PPA Pricing
Transmission 8. Interconnection Fixed Cost

Costs

Additional Capital Revenue Transmission costs

Requirements
Land Acquisition & Land Lease Other costs

Costs

Fixed and Variable O&M On Balance Sheet Lease Treatment

Property Tax imputed Debt

Insurance Transaction Adder

Fuel Transportation Fuel Transportation Costs (Tolls)

Transaction Adder

Benefits

Capacity Value

Variable Supply Cost Savings

For PPA or Tolling agreements, the Bidder will provide the capacity price ($/kW-

year), either fixed or escalating which should be inclusive of property taxes and

operating costs, as well as Variable O&tvt and heat rate. The bidder provided

variable O&M, heat rate, and delivered gas price will be included in the Aurora

model to utilize in the Variable Supply Cost Savings calculation.

Aurora will generate Variable Supply Cost Savings for the base case (no

additional resources) and cases with each at the proposals included. EET will

utilize the data to calculate the Variable Supply Cost Savings between the base

'7 The Aurora team and EET work closely together on the quantitative evaluation methodology.

Components 01 the Aurora outputs are combined with the EET spreadsheet model to generate

the total Supply Cost for each proposal and portfolio. Essentially the EET model combines the

fixed cost components and value of each proposal along with a forecast of variable operating
costs and energy revenues to generate a Net Supply Cost for each proposal. The Net Supply

Cost analysis relies on production cost modeling and spreadsheet models to project the cost ol

serving the Company's customers with the addition ot the proposed RFP resource to the

generation portfolio. The analysis considers fixed and variable costs, as well as forecosted

energy revenues and capacity value. The etfect ot each proposal on total supply cost will be

compared over the evaluation period.
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case and change case. For PPAs and Tolls, the Aurora team will include bidder 
specific variable O&M in their modeling. 

For Capacity value calculations, capacity will be valued at Ell's Business Plan 
2025 levelized cost of a CT with hydrogen firing and fuel demand charges. 
Seasonal capacity credits for the resource will be provided by the bidder. 

The Aurora Team's primary role is to run the Aurora Electric Market Model, a 
production cost model, to assess the impact of each conforming proposal on 
ELL's Variable Supply Cost.I8 Project Variable Supply Cost from the Aurora runs will 
be provided to the EET team for use in the Total Resource Cost Analysis. 

EET also identified sensitivity cases around risks and key drivers that EET plans to 
run. These include: 

• TET Transmission Cost Estimate -- TET will perform an independent assessment 
of proposed transmission costs and provide to EET 

• Without On Balance Sheet Lease Treatment 
• Without Imputed Debt 
• Power Generation Costs - EET may evaluate a scenario in which power 

generation provided fixed O&M, variable O&M, and additional capital are 
used 

• Fuel Transportation Costs - Reflect non-firm fuel transportation based on 
bidder-provided information 

• Property Tax Benedit -- Show property tax for Acquisitions as both a cost and 
a benefit to reflect the societal benefits property laxes provide to Ell's 
customers. 

4.9 INPUT ASSUMPTIONS 

& MODEL REVIEW 

One of the objectives of ESL at this time was to lock-down the forecasts and key 
input assumptions for the reference case as part of the evaluation process prior 
to receipt of proposals. 

The Aurora assumptions, including fuel. CO2 prices, and plant operational 
assumptions were locked down by March 14, 2025. The following input 
assumptions were presented: 

• Book Life for Developmental Resources and Transmission Upgrades 
• MACRS Schedule for CT, CCCT, and Transmission 
• ELL Weighted Average Cost of Capital 
• ELL T OX Rate 
• Inflation Rate 

e variable Supply Cost = [Load Payment + Uplift Charge + Generator Variable Cost] ­ 
[Generator Energy Revenues + Make-Whole Payment +FTR Revenue]. 
ELL 2024 CCCT RFP 
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case and change case. For PPAs and Tolls, the Aurora team will include bidder

specific variable O&M in their modeling.

For Capacity value calculations, capacity will be valued at ELL's Business Plan

2025 levelized cost of a CT with hydrogen firing and fuel demand charges.
Seasonal capacity credits for the resource will be provided by the bidder.

The Aurora Team's primary role is to run the Aurora Electric Market Model, a

production cost model, to assess the impact of each conforming proposal on

ELL's Variable Supply Cosl.'3 Project Variable Supply Cost from the Aurora runs will

be provided to the EET team for use in the Total Resource Cost Analysis.

EET also identified sensitivity cases around risks and key drivers that EET plans to

run. These include:

TET Transmission Cost Estimate —TET will perform an independent assessment

of proposed transmission costs and provide to EET

Without On Balance Sheet Lease Treatment

Without lmputed Debt

Power Generation Costs — EET may evaluate a scenario in which power

generation provided fixed O&M, variable O&M, and additional capital are

used

Fuel Transportation Costs - Reflect non—firm fuel transportation based on

biddenprovlded information

Property Tax Benedit — Show property tax for Acquisitions as both a cost and

a benefit to reflect the societal benefits property taxes provide to ELL's

customers.

4.9 INPUT ASSUMPTIONS 8. MODEL REVIEW

One of the objectives of ESL at this time was to lock-down the forecasts and key

input assumptions for the reference case as part of the evaluation process prior

to receipt of proposals.

The Aurora assumptions, including fuel, CO2 prices, and plant operational

assumptions were locked down by March 14, 2025. The following input

assumptions were presented:
Book Life for Developmental Resources and Transmission Upgrades

MACRS Schedule for CT, CCCT, and Transmission

ELL Weighted Average Cost of Capital
ELL Tax Rate

inflation Rafe

'3 Variable Supply Cost = [Load Payment + Upiifl Charge + Generator Variable Cost] —

[Generator Energy Revenues + Make-whole Payment +FTR Revenue],
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• Normalization of Proposal Duration! 
• Fixed O&M Rate 

EET also sent a copy ot its evaluation model that would be used for evaluation of 
all cases and sensitivity cases. The IM reviewed the model prior to lockdown. 

The gas and CO2 price assumptions were not reviewed during the initial 
evaluation meeting but were provided later in the process in the selection 
presentation. 

4.10 QUALITATIVE EVALUATION 

In addition to the economic evaluation, the VAT team will evaluate proposals 
relative to qualitative considerations. The VAT will conduct an initial proposal 
review and check the proposals to ensure they meet the minimum or threshold 
requirements qualification checklist. VAT has prepared such a checklist and uses 
the checklist to confirm whether the proposal is conforming or not. 

The VAT team provides several functions in the evaluation process. First, the VAT 
team reviews and assesses the technical, environmental, fuel supply and 
transportation, and commercial merits of the proposals submitted to determine if 
the proposals meet threshold requirements. VAT reviews the self-assessment 
provided by each Bidder and will use the self-assessment to determine Bidder's 
compliance with the RFP requirements. Second, the VAT team conducts a 
detailed viability assessment of each proposal based on the evaluation criteria 
established prior to receipt of proposals for each of the attributes identified. 

VAT also developed a Scoring Legend that includes each evaluation category 
and sub-categories along with the criteria for scoring proposals The members of 
the VAT team, which include subject matter experts from different functional 
areas within ESL are responsible for evaluating each proposal relative to their 
area of expertise. The VAT team reviews the Bidder's response to the Project Self­ 
Assessment provided by the Bidder with its proposal. due diligence 
questionnaires, proposal templates. and responses provided by Bidders to VAT 
team questions. All told. there are six (6) high-level categories and twenty-seven 
(27) sub-categories in total within the high-level categories. 

The criteria and weights for each criterion that serve as the basis for the VAT 
evaluation are listed in Table 4. 

I9 ESL will use the levelized real approach to calculate proposal net benefits on a /kW-year 
(2025$), levelized real basis. This will allow for the comparison of proposals with different terms. 
ELL 2024 CCCI RFP 
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Normalization of Proposal Duration“
0 Fixed O&M Rate

EET also sent a copy of its evaluation model that would be used for evaluation of

all cases and sensitivity cases. The IM reviewed the model prior to lockdown.

The gas and CO2 price assumptions were not reviewed during the initial

evaluation meeting but were provided later in the process in the selection

presentation.

4.10 QUALITATIVE EVALUATlON

In addition to the economic evaluation, the VAT team will evaluate proposals
relative to qualitative considerations. The VAT will conduct an initial proposal

review and check the proposals to ensure they meet the minimum or threshold

requirements qualification checklist. VAT has prepared such a checklist and uses

the checklist to confirm whether the proposal is conforming or not.

The VAT team provides several functions in the evaluation process. First, the VAT

team reviews and assesses the technical, environmental, fuel supply and

transportation, and commercial merits of the proposals submitted to determine if

the proposals meet threshold requirements. VAT reviews the self-assessment

provided by each Bidder and will use the self-assessment to determine Bidder‘s

compliance with the RFP requirements. Second, the VAT team conducts a

detailed viability assessment of each proposal based on the evaluation criteria

established prior to receipt of proposals for each of the attributes identified.

VAT also developed a Scoring Legend that includes each evaluation category
and subcategories along with the criteria for scoring proposals The members of

the VAT team, which include subject matter experts from different functional

areas within ESL, are responsible for evaluating each proposal relative to their

area of expertise. The VAT team reviews the Bidder‘s response to the Project Self-

Assessment provided by the Bidder with its proposal, due diligence

questionnaires, proposal templates, and responses provided by Bidders to VAT

team questions. All told, there are six (6) high—leve| categories and fwenty—seven

(27) sub—categories in total within the high—level categories.

The criteria and weights for each criterion that serve as the basis for the VAT

evaluation are listed in Table 4.

W ESL will use the levelized real approach to calculate proposal net benefits on a 3;/kw-year

l2025$), levelized real basis. This will allow for the comparison of proposals with different terms.
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Evaluation Criteria 
Commercial 
Deviation from Key Proposal Guidelines 
Product Delivery Term/Start Date 
Viability as Long-Term Supplier 
Power Supply Off-Take Agreements 
Site Control 
Long-Term Liability Risk 
Financial Information 

0 eratlons 
Overall Status & Condition of Major Equipment 
Key Plant/Support Personnel Experience & Knowledge 

Risk 
Flood Zone 
Flood Mitigation 
Property Construction & Fire Protection Risk Profile 

Environmental 
Status of Critical Permits 
Environmental Compliance 
Operating Restrictions/Concerns 

Taxes 
State & Local Sales/Use Tax Compliance 
Ad Valorem Tax 
General State/Local Incentives 
Permitting, Registrations, & Other Fees 

Fuel Su I and Trans ortatlon 
Access to Supply Areas 
Gos Pressure Rating 
Swing Capability Rating 
Availability of Regional Gas Storage 
Pipeline Interconnection 
Type of Transportation Available (Firm/II) 
Fuel Metering for Allocation to Power Blocks 
Business Experience with Pipelines 

ELL 2024 CCCI RFP 
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Deviation from Key Proposal Guidelines

Product Delivery Term/Start Date

Viability as Long-Term Supplier
Power Supply Off-Take Agreements

Site Control

Long-Term Liability Risk

Financial Information

Operations
Overall Status & Condition of Major Equipment

Key Plant/Support Personnel Experience & Knowledge

Risk

Flood Zone

Flood Mitigation

Properly Construction & Fire Protection Risk Profile

Environmental

Status of Critical Permits

Environmental Compllance

Operating Restrictions/Concerns

IOXES

State & Local Sales/Use Tax Compliance

Ad Valorem Tax

General State/Local Incentives

Permitting, Registrations, 8. Other Fees

Fuel Supply and Transportation
Access to Supply Areas

Gas Pressure Rating

Swing Capability Rating

Availability of Regional Gas Storage

Pipeline Interconnection

Type of Transportation Available (Firm/IT)

Fuel Metering for Allocation to Power Blocks

Business Experience with Pipelines

-I-H-hill
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The VAT also developed a more detailed definition of the parameters far scaring 
each proposal on a I (Meets Few Requirements), 5 (Meets Some Requirements), 
or 10 (Meets Mast Requirements) point scale, with the definition developed and 
locked-down prior to receipt of proposals. ESL also included a listing of 
requirements under each of the above point categories which applied to a 
PPA/Toll resource and a BOT resource separately. 

A third role of the VAT team is to provide input to other teams as required, such 
as the EET, in such areas as fuel supply and transportation costs and 
environmental cost issues. For example, the members of the VAT team validated 
operational information provided in the proposals such as heat rotes, 
operational parameters, variable costs, etc. before the information is input into 
the EET model. 

5 RECEIPT OF PROPOSALS AND EVALUATION & SELECTION PROCESS 

5.1 PROPOSAL SUBMISSION 

Table 5 provides a summary of the proposals submitted. 

Table 5: Summary of Proposals Submitted 

Bidder/ID Proposal 
ID 

Resource 
Name 

Transaction 
Type 

Guaranteed 
COD 

Nameplate 
Capacity 
(Mw) 

5.2 PROPOSAL REDACTIONS 

ESL proposed to redact fhe proposals after submission and prior to distribution to 
the appropriate evaluation teams. The Administration team removed pricing from 
all VAT documents, and also scrubbed other documents as needed for 
information that was required to flow to other teams. 
ELL 2024 CCCI RrP 
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Total 100%

The VAT also developed a more detailed definition of the parameters for scoring
each proposal on a l (Meets Few Requirements), 5 (Meets some Requirements),
or 10 (Meets Most Requirements) point scale, with the definition developed and

locked—down prior to receipt of proposals‘ ESL also included a listing of

requirements under each of the above point categories which applied to a

PPA/Toll resource and a BOT resource separately.

A third role of the VAT team is to provide input to other teams as required, such

as the EET, in such areas as fuel supply and transportation costs and

environmental cost issues. For example, the members of the VAT team validated

operational information provided in the proposals such as heat rates,

operational parameters, variable costs, etc, before the information is input into

the EET model.

5 RECEIPT OF PROPOSALS AND EVALUATION 8. SELECTION PROCESS

5.1 PROPOSAL SUBMISSION

ELL received

Table 5 provides a summary of the proposals submitted.

Table 5: Summary of Proposals Submitted

Bidder/ID Proposal Resource

ID Name CODType

Transaction Guaranteed Nameplate

Capacity

(MW)

5.2 PROPOSAL REDACTIONS

ESL proposed to redact the proposals after submission and prior to distribution to

the appropriate evaluation teams. The Administration team removed pricing from

all VAT documents, and also scrubbed other documents as needed for

information that was required to flow to other teams.
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Once the proposals were submitted and the redaction process was initiated, the 
IM reviewed the proposed redactions from the ESL Administration team for each 
document and either agreed with the information redacted or requested 
clarification about the proposed redacted information that would be sent to the 
various teams. Once the IM reviewed the redacted information for each proposal 
and approved the redactions, the RFP documents were then made available to 
the evaluation teams based only on the information required to conduct their 
evaluations. This process was intended to ensure that each evaluation team only 
receives the information pertinent to their respective evaluations. The objective 
of the redaction process was to reduce the potential for bias on behalf of 
Entergy's evaluation teams and increase the efficiency of each team's 
evaluation process. 

5.3 CONFORMANCE WITH THRESHOLD REQUIREMENTS & CLARIFICATION 
QUESTIONS 

After proposal submission, the Administration Team and Evaluation teams 
reviewed the proposals offered into the RFP in order to determine compliance 
with the Threshold Requirements. Proposals that fail to satisfy the Threshold 
Requirements may be eliminated from this RFP on that basis or may be allowed 
to continue in the evaluation process. ESL submitted over thirty-five (35) questions 
in total to both bidders via the Power Advocate platform to clarify offer details, all 
of which were answered by the respective bidders. 

There were concerns about the eligibility of 
due to fhe Toll transaction potentially triggering lease accounting. Ell 
communicated with the bidder through PowerAdvocate and scheduled a call 
on May 5, 2025, that the IM attended. ELL raised the concerns of the tolling 
agreement resulting in a lease liability and discussed potential options and 
opportunities to mitigate this concern. As a result of the call, on May 16, 2025, the 
bidder submitted an u dated ro osal. To eliminate the accountin issues, 

Additionally, the bidder noted 
that a fuel services agent would manage the fuel services and a market 
participant would manage the resource's participation in MISO markets, where 
Entergy could serve in both roles. Entergy, in consultation with internal evaluation 
teams and the IM, determined that the updated proposal was conforming. 

5.4 INDEPENDENT ENGINEER REVIEW OF SELF-BUILD PROPOSAL 

Worley Consulting was retained by ESL to conduct an independent evaluation of 
the self-build proposal(s) submitted by Entergy into the 2024 ELL CCCT RFP. The 
ELL 2024 CCCI RF 
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Once the proposals were submitted and the redaction process was initiated, the
IM reviewed the proposed redactions from the ESL Administration team for each
document and either agreed with the information redacted or requested
clarification about the proposed redacted information that would be sent to the
various teams. Once the IM reviewed the redacted information for each proposal
and approved the redactions, the RFP documents were then made available to
the evaluation teams based only on the information required to conduct their
evaluations. This process was intended to ensure that each evaluation team only
receives the information pertinent to their respective evaluations. The objective
of the redaction process was to reduce the potential for bias on behalf of

Entergy’s evaluation teams and increase the efficiency of each team’s

evaluation process.

5.3 CONFORMANCE WITH THRESHOLD REQUIREMENTS 8. CLARIFICATION
QUESTIONS

After proposal submission, the Administration Team and Evaluation teams
reviewed the proposals offered into the RFP in order to determine compliance
with the Threshold Requirements. Proposals that fail to satisfy the Threshold

Requirements may be eliminated from this RFP on that basis or may be allowed
to continue in the evaluation process. ESL submitted over thirty-five (35) questions
in total to both bidders via the PowerAdvocate platform to clarify offer details, all
of which were answered by the respective bidders.

There were concerns about the eligibilityo
due to the Toll transaction potentially triggering lease accounting. ELL

communicated with the bidder through PowerAdvocate and scheduled a call
on May 5, 2025, that the IM attended. ELL raised the concerns of the tolling
agreement resulting in a lease iiabilify and discussed potential options and

opportunities to mitigate this concern. As a result of the call, on May 16, 2025, the
bidder submitted on u dated ro osal. To eliminate the accountin issues,

Additionally, the bidder noted
that a fuel services agent would manage the fuel services and a market

participant would manage the resources participation in MISO markets, where

Entergy could serve in both roles. Entergy, in consultation with internal evaluation
teams and the IM, determined that the updated proposal was conforming.

5.4 INDEPENDENT ENGINEER REVIEW OF SELF-BUILD PROPOSAL

Worley Consulting was retained by ESL to conduct an independent evaluation of
the se|f—build proposalls) submitted by Entergy into the 2024 ELL CCCT RFP. The
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projects reviewed by the IE were the two 754 MW,c Waterford 6 and Westlake 
projects. Worley reviewed the capital costs of the projects, the resource and 
energy assessments provided, status of site control, and O&M costs. 

On April 9, 2025, ESL coordinated a meeting with Worley and the self-build team 
to provide on overview of the two self-build projects submitted. This provided 
Worley and the IM the opportunity to ask questions about the projects and discuss 
administrative items such as document organization prior to the IE beginning their 
in-depth assessments. Table 6 provides the key details ot each proposal as 
presented. 

Table 6: Overview of Key Resource Details 

Resource Nome 
Proposal ID 
Technology (MHA 501 

Air Cooled 
Standard Desi n 

Waterford 6 
PIOJO 
I xi CCCT (MHA 501 
JAC Air Cooled 
Standard Desi n 

s Substation 

754 754 Summer Nameplate 
Capacity (MW) 
COD 
POI 

$1821600.0o L 

to use Plans to replace Little 
Interconnection rights Gypsy generator and 
from adjacent retiring utilize that facility's NRIS 
Nelson coal lant 

Purchase Price 
Interconnection Costs I 

Interconnection/Transmission "' • 

During Merrimack's due diligence review of the self-build projects, the IM 
developed a list of questions for each proposal that the self-build learn 
responded to. The questions revolved around cost estimate components, 
transmission and interconnection assumptions, fuel transportation, and carbon 
capture retrofitting. These questions and responses were provided to the IE. 

On May 27, 2025, Worley presented their IE report to ESL and the IM. Worley 
provided the following conclusions in their report: 

• The estimates met the minimum qualifications for a Class 4 cost estimate; 
however, the information did not fully meet the requirements of a Class 3 
cost estimate, as it wasn't organized according to the Work Breakdown 
Structure ("WBS") or Code of Accounts ("COA"). Additionally a Basis of 

20 Interconnection costs do not include any potential network upgrade costs to obtain NRIS, as it 
is assumed that the NRIS con be transferred from the Nelson cool plant. 
ELL 2024 CCCI RFP 
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projects reviewed by the lE were the two 754 MWAC Waterford 6 and Westlake

projects. Worley reviewed the capital costs of the projects, the resource and

energy assessments provided, status of site control, and O&M costs.

On April 9, 2025. ESL coordinated a meeting with Worley and the se|f—build team

to provide an overview of the two se|t—bui|d projects submitted. This provided
Worley and the 1M the opportunity to ask questions about the projects and discuss

administrative items such as document organization prior to the IE beginning their

in-depth assessments. Tobie 6 provides the key details of each proposal as

presented.

Table 6: Overview of Key Resource Details

Resource Name Westlake Watertord 6

Proposal ID P5787 PlOl0

Technology lxl CCCT (MHA 501 lxl CCCT (MHA 501

JAC Air Cooled JAC Air Cooled

Standard Design) Standard Design)
Summer Nameplate 754 754

Capacity (MW)
COD —
Pol Nelson Substation Little Gypsy Substation

Inierconnection/Transmission Plans to use Plans to replace Little

Interconnection rights Gypsy generator and

from adjacent retiring utilize that facility's NRi$

Nelson coal plant
Purchase Price $1 ,82l ,600.000 l,728,300,000

Interconnection Costs

During Merrimack‘s due diligence review of the seli—build projects, the livt

developed a list of questions for each proposal that the self-build team

responded to. The questions revolved around cost estimate components,
transmission and interconnection assumptions, fuel transportation, and carbon

capture retrofitting. These questions and responses were provided to the IE.

On May 27, 2025, Worley presented their IE report to ESL and the IM. Worley
provided the following conclusions in their report:

- The estimates met the minimum qualifications for a Class 4 cost estimate:

however, the information did not fully meet the requirements of a Class 3

cost estimate, as it wasn't organized according to the Work Breakdown

Structure (“WBS”) or Code of Accounts (“COA"). Additionally, a Basis of

20 interconnection costs do not include any potential network upgrade costs to obtain NRIS, as it

is assumed that the NRIS can be translerred from the Nelson coal plant.

ELL 2024 CCCT EFF 39

Prepared for Louisiana Public service Commission



Public Redacted Version 

Exhibit PDN-2 
LPSC Docket No. 

Page 42 of 85 

Estimate ("BOE") document, which provides transparency and clarity into 
the cost estimate, was not provided in the proposal packages, 

• The projects reflect a Total Installed Cost ("TIC") that is conservative and 10­ 
20% higher than Worley's in-house cost estimates. The values provided for 
equipment costs were up to 50% higher than Worley's internal assessments. 
Due to the limited details and no BOE, Worley was unable to effectively 
determine the underlying reasons for the cost differences. Worley 
contemplates that higher costs may stem tram the equipment design 
which is tailored to allow for future carbon-related modifications. 

• The Level 2 schedule has a projected duration of eighty-two (82) months, 
which is longer than expected for similar projects. However, Worley was 
unable to determine the reason for the extended schedule that may be 
due to constructability, equipment lead-time, or phased construction 
approaches. 

Given some of the concerns, an additional meeting with Worley and the self-build 
team was held to discuss the cost estimates and documentation provided. The 
primary discussion topic was that since the self-build proposals stated that the cost 
estimates were Class 3 estimates. Worley evaluated the self-build documents as 
Class 3 estimates. The self-build team noted that the cost estimates for both self­ 
build proposals were based on an as-built reference projects which Entergy has 
recently constructed that utilizes the same technology, configuration, and 
contractors; therefore, it would be closer to a Class 4 or 5 estimate. 

Following the review of the draft report and meeting with the self-build team, 
Merrimack raised a few questions about the findings. ESL coordinated a meeting 
with Merrimack and Worley to discuss the clarification questions. which revolved 
around the benchmark resource cost categories and number of projects 
included in the IE's benchmark cost estimates. All of the questions were addressed 
satisfactorily by the IE. 

Ultimately, Worley concluded that both estimates are either within the industry 
norms and expected values (both as overall $/Kw and in terms of % of TIC) or 
within a margin of error. During the presentation, the IM and ESL asked a number 
of questions related to the IE Report's findings. The primary discussion topic was 
around the estimate Class, as Worley conducted their assessment with the 
understanding that a Class 3 estimate was provided, since that is what was stated 
in the self-build proposals. While Worley concludes that the estimates provided 
and supporting documentation do not constitute a Class 3 estimate, it should be 
noted that there is no requirement in the RFP for self-build or BOT proposals provide 
a Class 3 estimate. 

The final IE report is included as Appendix B to the IM Confidential report. 
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Estimate (“EOE”) document, which provides transparency and clarity into

the cost estimate, was not provided in the proposal packages.
- The projects reflect a Total Installed Cost (“TlC") that is conservative and TO-

20% higher than Worley's in-house cost estimates. The values provided for

equipment costs were up to 50% higher than Worley‘s internal assessments.

Due to the limited details and no BOE, Worley was unable to effectively
determine the underlying reasons for the cost differences. Worley
contemplates that higher costs may stem from the equipment design
which is tailored to allow for future carbon~relaled modifications.

- The Level 2 schedule has a projected duration of eighty—fwo (82) months,
which is longer than expected for similar projects. However, Worley was

unable to determine the reason for the extended schedule that may be

due to constructabilify, equipment lead—time, or phased construction

approaches.

Given some of the concerns, an additional meeting with Worley and the self—build

team was held to discuss the cost estimates and documentation provided. The

primary discussion topic was that since the self—build proposals stated that the cost

estimates were Class 3 estimates, Worley evaluated the self-build documents as

Class 3 estimates. The self—build team noted that the cost estimates for both self-

build proposals were based on an as—built reference projects which Entergy has

recently constructed that utilizes the same technology, configuration, and

contractors; therefore, it would be closer to a Class 4 or 5 estimate.

Following the review of the draft report and meeting with the se|f~bui|d team.

Merrimack raised a few questions about the findings. ESL coordinated a meeting
with Merrimack and Worley to discuss the clarification questions, which revolved

around the benchmark resource cost categories and number of projects
included in the lE's benchmark cost estimates. All of the questions were addressed

satisfactorily by the IE.

Ultimately, Worley concluded that both estimates are either within the industry
norms and expected values [both as overall $/KW and in terms of % of TIC) or

within a margin of error. During the presentation, the IM and ESL asked a number

of questions related to the IE Report’s findings. The primary discussion topic was

around the estimate Class, as Worley conducted their assessment with the

understanding that a Class 3 estimate was provided, since that is what was stated

in the self-build proposals. While Worley concludes that the estimates provided
and supporting documentation do not constitute a Class 3 estimate, it should be

noted that there is no requirement in the RFP for self—build or BOT proposals provide
a Class 3 estimate.

The final IE report is included as Appendix B to the IM Confidential report.
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5.5 PROPOSAL REVIEW AND INITIAL EVALUATION 

ESL began to evaluate the proposal and supplement the evaluation results based 
on Bidder response to the questions submitted by ESL to the bidders. 

In preparation for receipt of ESL's evaluation results. the IM undertook the 
following tasks leading up to review of evaluation results: 

• Reviewed the proposals in detail; 
• The IM prepared a summary sheet of the proposal designed to allow the IM 

to review all the key proposal inputs relative to the proposal information 
submitted by the Bidder. The term summary sheet prepared by the IM 
included detailed proposal pricing information, operational characteristics, 
heat rates, fuel supply and transportation options, costs and pipeline 
capacity required (based on VATs fuel cost matrix). electric transmission 
costs and options, and other proposal information. The IM used the 
summary sheet as a means of checking all the proposal inputs used by EET 
for the evaluation of each proposal; 

• The IM also focused on ensuring that all costs were properly captured for 
the self-build. The IM conducted a review of the costs submitted by the self­ 
build team in its proposal and identified cost items for discussions with the 
ESL Administration team. if required; 

• The IM also reviewed the EET model to ensure the equations would 
accurately calculate the key evaluation metrics as required and 
appropriately applied the methodology with regard to several important 
categories. These include: 

o The IM conducted a detailed review of the methodology included in 
the EET model regarding calculation of imputed debt costs to ensure 
the model accurately captured the methodology for calculating 
imputed debt as applied in the industry based on comparison to the 
imputed debt methodologies used by other utilities; 

o The IM also reviewed the Revenue Requirements sections of the 
model to ensure all costs associated with the self-build or acquisition 
option would be calculated properly based on an appropriate 
revenue requirements methodology. 

5.6 EET & VAT EVALUATION RESULTS 

On July 7, 2025, the ESL held a meeting with the IM to review the quantitative 
evaluation results with EET team members and the qualitative evaluation results 
with VAT team members. EET conducted the net benefit analysis for - 

Table 7 provides an overview of the input assumptions for each proposal. 
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5.5 PROPOSAL REVIEW AND INITIAL EVALUATION

ESL began to evaluate the proposal and supplement the evaluation results based

on Bidder response to the questions submitted by ESL to the bidders.

In preparation for receipt of ESL’s evaluation results, the llvl undertook the

following tasks leading up to review of evaluation results:

- Reviewed the proposals in detail;

- The IM prepared a summary sheet of the proposal designed to allow the llvl

to review all the key proposal inputs relative to the proposal information

submitted by the Bidder. The term summary sheet prepared by the IM

included detailed proposal pricing information, operational characteristics,

heat rates, fuel supply and transportation options, costs and pipeline

capacity required (based on VATs fuel cost matrix), electric transmission

costs and options, and other proposal information. The IM used the

summary sheet as a means of checking all the proposal inputs used by EET

for the evaluation of each proposal;
- The lM also focused on ensuring that all costs were properly captured for

the se|f—bui|d. The IM conducted a review of the costs submitted by the self»

build team in its proposal and identified cost items for discussions with the

ESL Administration team, if required:
a The IM also reviewed the EET model to ensure the equations would

accurately calculate the key evaluation metrics as required and

appropriately applied the methodology with regard to several important

categories. These include:

o The IM conducted a detailed review of the methodology included in

the EET model regarding calculation of imputed debt costs to ensure

the model accurately captured the methodology for calculating
imputed debt as applied in the industry based on comparison to the

imputed debt methodologies used by other utilities:

0 The lM also reviewed the Revenue Requirements sections of the

model to ensure all costs associated with the se|f—bui|d or acquisition

option would be calculated properly based on an appropriate
revenue requirements methodology.

5.6 EET 8. VAT EVALUATION RESULTS

On July 7, 2025, the ESL held a meeting with the IM to review the quantitative
evaluation results with EET team members and the qualitative evaluation results

with VAT team members. EET conducted the net benefit analysis for—

Table 7 provides an overview of the input assumptions for each proposal.
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Table 7: Proposal Input Assumptions for Economic Evaluation 

Bidder ID I 
Proposal ID I - Resource ID I - Resource Name I ■ Transaction Type I 
COD ■ Max. Capacity ICAP (MW) I 
Min. Capacity (MW) I 
Full load Heat Rate (BTU/kWh) I - Hot Start Fuel (MMBtu/CT) I 
Acquisition Price (SM) 
Toll Price (S/kW-month) - VOM ($/MWh) - Reference Fuel a 
Reference Fuel Adder 
($/MMBtu) 
Unplanned Outage Factor 
Maintenance Rate - 

Bidder B21 provided on alternate option for proposal PIOI0 with on earlier COD, 
which was evaluated. Table 8 provides a summary of the evaluation results 
presented during the meeting. 

Table 8: ELL CCCI RFP EE Results 

Bidder 
ID Proposal ID Capacity 

(MWAc) Start Date NPV $/kW-yr 
Levelized 2025$ 

ELL calculated the NPV for each proposal under the following sensitivities: 
• VSC Savings extrapolated from 2044 
• Reference Gos; Medium CO2 
• Low Gos; No CO2 
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Table 7: Proposal Input Assumptions for Economic Evaluation

l Bidder ID
'

= |
Proposal ID

Resource ID

I Resource Name

I
I

I I
1 con

I

i Max. Capacity ICAP (Mw) ||
I
I

Mln. Capacity (MW) l

Full Load Heat Rate (BTU/kwh)
Hot Start Fuel (MMBtu/CI‘)

Acquisition Price (SM)
1 Toll Price ($/kw-month): I
I VOM ($/Mwh) ‘

1 Reference Fuel

Reference Fuel Adder

($/MMBtu) l

Unplanned Outage Factor

Maintenance Rate

Bidder B21 provided on alternate option for proposal P1010 with an earlier COD,

which was evaluated. Tobie 8 provides 01 summary of the evaluation results

presented during the meeting.

Table 8: ELL CCCI RFP EET Resulls

capacity NPV $/kw-yr
(MWAC) Leveliid 110355

Bidder

‘D
Proposal ID

ELL calculated the NPV for each proposal under the following sensitivities:

- VSC Savings extrapolated from 2044

a Reference Gas; Medium CO2

- Low Gas; No CO2

For all sensitivities.
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tions about Transmission and Interconnection costs for 

• Transmission costs for P5787 assume NRIS rights can be obtained from the 
existing Nelson 6 unit once that unit is retired. If NRIS rights cannot be 
obtained, the transmission and interconnection costs would increase. 

• Transmission costs for PI0I0 may end up higher than assumed depending 
on the final project design 

• For P6384, there were no transmission or interconnection costs included in 
the NPV analysis. so the inclusion of these costs would make the net benefits 
results even more negative 

white P6384 had 2e99lee! benefits under all sensitivities, ELL noted that a 
portfolio selection - would result in positive net benefits for the 
entire portfolio. while also allowing ELL to continue serving their growing load. 

On July 7, 2025, the Viability Assessment Team ("VAT") detailed the results of their 
non-price assessment of each of the proposals utilizing their pre-established 
criteria and scorecard. Table 9 presents the final evaluation results for - 

All of the point totals for each category are out of a 
total of ten possible points. 

Table 9: VAT Scores for Each Proposal 

VAT Category 
mercial 

O erations 
Risk 
Environmental 
Fuel & 
Trans ortation 
Tax 
Wei hied Sum 

Weighting • 

There were issues raised relating to permits not being in place, potential wetland 
impacts, and siting relative to zoning and adjacent residential areas; however, 
none of the issues raised were identified as critical roadblocks. 

The IM reviewed the scores developed by VAT as well as the proposals and 
generally agrees with the overall scores. Following the meeting to review 
evaluation results, the IM was provided with the EET and VAT presentation decks 
as well as the backup scorecard and models. 
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There were a few

assumitians
about Transmission and Interconnection costs for

- Transmission costs for P5787 assume NRIS rights can be obtained from the

existing Nelson 6 unit once that unit is retired. If NRIS rights cannot be

obtained, the transmission and interconnection costs would increase.
- Transmission costs for P1010 may end up higher than assumed depending

on the final project design
- For P6384, there were no transmission or interconnection costs included in

the NPV analysis, so the inclusion of these costs would make the net benefits

results even more negative

While P6384 had

On July 7, 2025, the Viability Assessment Team (“VAT") detailed the results of their

non-price assessment of each of the proposals utilizing their pre—established

criteria and scorecard. Table 9 presents the final evaluation results for_
All of the point totals for each category are out of a

total often possible points‘

Table 7: VAT Scores tor Each Proposal

VAT Category

Commercial

Operafions
Risk

Environmental

Fuel

Transportation
Tax

Weighted Sum

Weighting

There were issues raised relating to permits not being in place, potential wetland

impacts, and siting relative to zoning and adjacent residential areas; however,

none of the issues raised were identified as critical roadblocks.

The IM reviewed the scores developed by VAT as well as the proposals

generally agrees with the overall scores. Following the meeting to review

evaluation results, the IM was provided with the EET and VAT presentation decks

as well as the backup scorecard and models.
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As a result of the evaluation results, ELL decided to select 
LS:g proposal 1010 with an earlier COD date. ELL concluded that 
- would allow ELL to continue serving growth while addressing speed-to­ 
market constraints. 

5.7 SELECTION NOTIFICATION 

On July 9, 2025, ELL remitted selection notices for the three resources selected. 
ELL requested that the bidder respond with an acknowledgement of their intent 
to proceed with negotiations with ELL. All bidders confirmed their intent to 
proceed with negotiations. 

6 CONCLUSIONS 

Following are the conclusions reached by the IM regarding Ell's 2024 CCCT 
solicitation process: 

• The 2024 ELL CCCT solicitation process was undertaken in a fair, equitable 
and unbiased manner by ESL with the oversight of the IM. The solicitation 
process initiated by ESL was a consistent and equitable process designed 
to treat all proposals the same throughout the process. The IM found that 
ESL followed its protocols and objectives throughout the solicitation and 
maintained confidentiality of RFP information throughout the process. ESL's 
Administration Team and the IM agreed that information about the number 
of potential bidders should remain confidential with no change in the 
process to ensure the self-build option would submit its pricing expecting 
competitive options. 

• Through this solicitation process ELL selected three projects for execution 
and approval including two self-build CCCT units and one Tolling 
agreement with a third-party provider for a total of 2,128 MW. All three 
projects scared fairly high from a viability perspective. Both self-build 

ro osals rovided ositive net benefits to the ELL s stem. 

• It has been Entergy's practice to retain an Independent Engineering firm 
that reports to the IM. The role of the IE is to assess the reasonableness of 
the self-builds' costs and ensure all costs are appropriately accounted for 
in the proposal. As IM, Merrimack Energy has often focused on ensuring that 
all costs are included in the utility self-build proposal or other utility 
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As a result of the evaluation results, ELL decided to select

includin proposal low with an earlier COD date. ELL concluded that

‘gwould allow ELL to continue serving growth while addressing speed-to-
market constraints.
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5.7 SELECTION NOTIFICATION

On July 9, 2025. ELL remitted selection notices for the three resources selected.

ELL requested that the bidder respond with an acknowledgement of their intent

to proceed with negotiations with ELL. All bidders confirmed their intent to

proceed with negotiations.

6 CONCLUSIONS

Following are the conclusions reached by the IM regarding ELL's 2024 CCCT

solicitation process:

- The 2024 ELL CCCT solicitation process was undertaken in a fair. equitable
and unbiased manner by ESL with the oversight of the IM. The solicitation

process initiated by ESL was a consistent and equitable process designed
to treat all proposals the same throughout the process. The IM found that

ESL followed its protocols and objectives throughout the solicitation and

maintained confidentiality of RFP information throughout the process. ESL's

Administration Team and the ltvt agreed that information about the number

of potential bidders should remain confidential with no change in the

process to ensure the self—build option would submit its pricing expecting

competitive options.

a Through this solicitation process ELL selected three projects for execution

and approval including two self—build CCCT units and one Tolling

agreement with a third—party provider for a total of 2,128 MW. All three

projects scored fairly high from a viability perspective. Both self—build

rovided ositive net benefits to the ELL s stem.

- it has been Entergy‘s practice to retain an Independent Engineering firm

that reports to the IM. The role of the IE is to assess the reasonableness of

the self-builds‘ costs and ensure all costs are appropriately accounted for

in the proposal. As IM. Merrimack Energy has often focused on ensuring that

all costs are included in the utility self~build proposal or other utility
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ownership options. The IE retained for this solicitation was Worley Consulting 
which has significant experience as an owners engineer on similar projects. 
Warley concluded that based on its metrics for US$/kW far similar projects, 
Warley stated that the EPC package values are approximately 10-20% 
higher than comparable projects. Worley noted that it was not certain the 
basis of the higher costs, but it did note that the analysis does not factor in 
the current tariff uncertainties in the US. Worley Consulting also concluded 
that the costs were reasonable and are the equivalent of a Class 4 
estimate. 

• ELL undertook a competitive procurement process with oversight by an 
Independent Monitor designed to ensure all Bidders were treated fairly and 
equitably. The process was designed based on previous ESL solicitation 
processes implemented in other states which have implemented format 
competitive rules or guidelines. 

• The ELL solicitation process contains a number of safeguards?' designed to 
ensure that all proposals are treated fairly and that there is no inherent 
advantage possible for the self-build option. The IM finds that the 
implementation of the safeguards instituted in the process exceed industry 
standards. Furthermore, the safeguards were diligently maintained 
throughout the solicitation process. 

• The role of the IM in the ELL solicitation process was designed to be a very 
active role. Essentially. all communications between the Bid Event 
Coordinator. ESL Administration Team, Evaluation Teams and all Bidders are 
passed by the IM. 

• ESL treated the sell-build option fairly and consistently relative ta all other 
potential proposals from the beginning of the process. The self-build 
resource was required to provide the same information as all other 
proposals, was required to respond to follow-up questions and was 
evaluated consistently relative to the methodology and procedures 
established for all proposals. Furthermore, ESL ensured all cost information 

21 The safeguards included in the ELL RFP include: (I) separation of the self-build team from the 
evaluation team; (2) application of a Code of Conduct and Affiliate Rules; (3) designation of an 
RFP Administrator as a single point of contact with bidders; (4) submission and lock-down of the 
self-build proposal several days before other proposals are submitted; (5) requirement that all 
bidders, including the Self-Build Team, submit the same proposal information to ensure each 
proposal is consistently evaluated; (6) use of bidder, proposal and project ID numbers to 
eliminate any potential bias in the evaluation; (7) blinding of bid information and redaction of 
bidder names of other non-pertinent information when distributing information to the bid 
evaluation teams; and (8) inclusion of an active role for the IM. 
ELL 2024 CCCI RFP 
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ownership options. The IE retained for this solicitation was Worley Consulting
which has significant experience as an owners engineer on similar projects.
Worley concluded that based on its metrics for US$/l<W for similar projects,
Worley stated that the EPC package values are approximately 10-20%

higher than comparable projects. Worley noted that it was not certain the
basis of the higher costs. but it did note that the analysis does not factor in

the current tariff uncertainties in the US, Worley Consulting also concluded

that the costs were reasonable and are the equivalent of a Class 4

estimate.

0 ELL undertook a competitive procurement process with oversight by an

independent Monitor designed to ensure all Bidders were treated fairly and

equitably. The process was designed based on previous ESL solicitation

processes implemented in other states which have implemented formal

competitive rules or guidelines.

o The ELL solicitation process contains a number of safeguards“ designed to

ensure that all proposals are treated fairly and that there is no inherent

advantage possible for the seif—build option. The IM finds that the

implementation of the safeguards instituted in the process exceed industry
standards. Furthermore, the safeguards were diligently maintained

throughout the solicitation process.

- The role of the IM in the ELL solicitation process was designed to be a very
active role. Essentially, all communications between the Bid Event

Coordinator. ESL Administration Team, Evaluation Teams and all Bidders are

passed by the IM.

o ESL treated the seif—build option fairly and consistently relative to all other

potential proposals from the beginning of the process. The seif—build

resource was required to provide the same information as all other

proposals. was required to respond to follow-up questions and was

evaluated consistently relative to the methodology and procedures
established for all proposals. Furthermore, ESL ensured all cost information

2‘ The safeguards included in the ELL RFP include: (I) separation of the seif—build team from the

evaluation team; (2) application of a Code of Conduct and Affiliate Rules; (3) designation of an

RFP Administrator as a single point of contact with bidders: (4) submission and locl<—dawn ot the

seif—build proposal several days before other proposals are submitted: (5) requirement that all

bidders, including the Self-Build Team, submit the same proposal information to ensure each

proposal is consistently evaluated: (6) use of bidder. proposal and project lD numbers to

eliminate any potential bias in the evaluation: (7) blinding of bid intormotion and redaction of

bidder names of other non-pertinent information when distributing information to the bid

evaluation teams: and (Bi inclusion of an active role for the IM.
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provided by all prospective proposals, including the self-build was 
consistent and complete. 

• The RFP process was a reasonably transparent process, providing a 
reasonable level of information about the requirements for bidding, the 
products requested, the evaluation methods and methodology, the 
evaluation process, bid evaluation criteria, information required of the 
bidder. requirements of the bidder for submitting its proposal. the schedule 
for undertaking the process, and risk parameters of the Company as 
identified in the RFP and related contracts. In conjunction with the role of 
the IM throughout the process, the transparency of the process was 
consistent and. in some cases, exceeded industry standards for other 
competitive bidding processes. 

• The objective of solicitation process was that all bidders would be treated 
the same and provided access to the same information, including third­ 
party bidders and the self-build team. The ESL management team was very 
effective in providing consistent information to all bidders throughout the 
process, and for ensuring all proposals provided consistent information. 

• The Confidentiality Agreement requirements, Code of Conduct and 
communication protocols were well developed and clearly identified in the 
RFP and were taken very seriously by ESL team members. The IM was not 
aware of any violations of Ell's Confidentiality Agreements, Code of 
Conduct and communication protocols. The Company appeared to 
diligently follow these guidelines and did not deviate from the 
requirements. 

• The proposal evaluation models and methodologies were appropriate and 
reasonable for the cost and risk analysis undertaken by ESL. While ESL's 
analysis for the ELL RFP was based on a fixed supply plan, such an 
application is common for such an analysis. 

• Merrimack Energy has concluded that the models and methodologies 
used are sufficiently detailed and comprehensive, accurately accounting 
for all costs associated with the evaluation. The Aurora model, a well­ 
regarded production cost model, which provides input to the overall 
economic evaluation, is a standard industry production cost model which 
allows the utility to model broad geographical power markets at a detailed 
level. For this analysis, ESL modeled existing and proposed resources at the 
nodal level for the MISO market, incorporating operational information 
about each unit within the MISO market. This analysis allows ESL to evaluate 
the impacts of each proposal on total system cost. 

ELL 2024 CCCI RFP 
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provided by all prospective proposals, including the selt—bui|d was

consistent and complete.

o The RFP process was a reasonably transparent process, providing a

reasonable level of information about the requirements for bidding, the

products requested, the evaluation methods and methodology, the

evaluation process, bid evaluation criteria, intormation required of the

bidder, requirements of the bidder for submitting its proposal, the schedule

for undertaking the process, and risk parameters of the Company as

identified in the RFP and related contracts. In conjunction with the role of

the IM throughout the process, the transparency of the process was

consistent and, in some cases, exceeded industry standards for other

competitive bidding processes.

a The objective of solicitation process was that all bidders would be treated

the same and provided access to the same information, including third-

party bidders and the seli»build team. The ESL management team was very

effective in providing consistent information to all bidders throughout the

process, and for ensuring all proposals provided consistent information.

- The Confidentiality Agreement requirements, Code of Conduct and

communication protocols were well developed and clearly identified in the

RFP and were taken very seriously by ESL team members. The IM was not

aware of any violations of ELL's Confidentiality Agreements, Code of

Conduct and communication protocols. The Company appeared to

diligently follow these guidelines and did not deviate from the

requirements.

- The proposal evaluation models and methodologies were appropriate and

reasonable for the cost and risk analysis undertaken by ESL. While ESL's

analysis for the ELL RFP was based on a fixed supply plan, such an

application is common for such an analysis.

o Merrimack Energy has concluded that the models and methodologies
used are sufficiently detailed and comprehensive, accurately accounting
for all costs associated with the evaluation. The Aurora model, a well-

regarded production cost model, which provides input to the overall

economic evaluation, is a standard industry production cost model which

allows the utility to model broad geographical power markets at a detailed

level. For this analysis, ESL modeled existing and proposed resources at the

nodal level for the MISO market, incorporating operational information

about each unit within the MISO market. This analysis allows ESL to evaluate

the impacts of each proposal on total system cost.
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The level of documentation supporting the resource evaluation and 
selection process was very detailed. The IM had access to the inputs and 
outputs of the Aurora and EET models in a timely manner and also had 
opportunities to meet with the EET and Aurora evaluation teams on multiple 
occasions to review and question the results. ESL provided the detailed 
back-up documentation to the IM during the evaluation process. 

• ESL followed the established process for the 2024 ELL CCCT RFP throughout 
the competitive solicitation. This included strict application ot the threshold 
requirements, a detailed price and non-price assessment, and 
documentation of the decisions in the process. In essence, ESL's process 
proved to be a disciplined and detailed bidding process. 
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o The level of documentation supporting the resource evaluation and

selection process was very detailed‘ The IM had access to the inputs and

outputs ot the Aurora and EET models in a timely manner and also had

opportunities to meet with the EET and Aurora evaluation teams on multiple
occasions to review and question the results. ESL provided the detailed

back—up documentation to the IM during the evaluation process.

0 ESL followed the established process for the 2024 ELL CCCT RFP throughout
the competitive solicitation, This included strict application of the threshold

requirements, a detailed price and non—price assessment, and

documentation of the decisions in the process. In essence, ESL's process

proved to be a disciplined and detailed bidding process.
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Appendix A - Summary of Key Provisions of the 2024 ELL CCCT RFP 

RFP Characteristics Provision Description 
Products Solicited PPAs and Tolls (Unit Contingent); BOT Acquisition 

Transactions; and Self-Build Resources. 
Requirements Through this RFP, ELL is soliciting up to 2,000 MW (Summer 

Conditions) for Capacity, Energy, other available electric 
products and Environmental Attributes from CCCT 
Developmental Resources that are eliaible resources. 

Guaranteed The Guaranteed Commercial Operation Date (PPA and 
Substantial Toll Transactions) is no later than January I, 2031 
Completion and 
Commercial The Guaranteed Substantial Completion Date (BOT 
Operation Date Transaction) is no later than December 31, 2030. 
Eligible Participants ELL invites proposals from all potential suppliers capable 

of meeting the conditions and requirements identified in 
this RFP. Proposals from Qualifying Facilities ("QFs") will not 
be provided any preference in this RFP solely by virtue of 
their QF status. Entergy Competitive Affiliates are not 
precluded from submitting proposals to this RFP. ESL does 
intend to market-test a self-build alternative as part of the 
RFP. 

Eligible Resources Existing generation and Developmental Resources 
meeting the criteria for Eligible Resources must address 
the following minimum requirements: 

• Bolster reliability in the LRZ-9 Region; 
• Satisfy Ell's Long-Term Resource Adequacy and 

Energy Requirements; 
• Increase LRZ-9 Storm-Restoration Capabilities. 

Eligible Technology The generation technology permitted for proposals 
responsive to this RFP is CCCT technology that IS 

equipped with functioning automatic generation control 
(AGC), has operating parameters that include the ability 
to operate in baseload and load following roles 
consistent with MISO operating rules for resources 
expected to provide ancillary services and is 
commercially proven CCCT technology. Commercially 
proven is technology that ESL determines has, as of 
March 30, 2025. a sufficient amount of operational, 
maintenance, and oerformance data. 

PPA and Toils Delivery A minimum of l O consecutive years and a maximum of 
Term 20 consecutive years, with an interest in 15-vear or shorter 
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Appendix A - Summary of Key Provisions of the 2024 ELI. CCCT RFP

RFP Characteristics

Products Solicited

Provision Description
PPAs and Tolls (Unit Contingent);
Transactions; and Self—Build Resources.

BOT Acquisition

Operation Date

Requirements Through this RFP, ELL is soliciting up to 2,000 MW (Summer

Conditions) for Capacity, Energy, other available electric

products and Environmental Attributes from CCCT

Developmental Resources that are eligible resources.

Guaranteed The Guaranteed Commercial Operation Date (PPA and

Substantial Toll Transactions) is no later than Januan/ l, 2031

Completion and

Commercial The Guaranteed Substantial Completion Date [BOT

Transaction) is no later than December 3t, 2030.

Eligible Participants ELL invites proposals from all potential suppliers capable
of meeting the conditions and requirements identified in

this RFP. Proposals from Qualifying Facilities (“QFs”) will not

be provided any preference in this RFP solely by virtue of

their QF status. Entergy Competitive Affiliates are not

precluded from submitting proposals to this RFP. ESL does

intend to market-test a self-build alternative as part of the

RFP.

Eligible Resources Existing generation and Developmental Resources

meeting the criteria for Eligible Resources must address

the following minimum requirements:
- Bolster reliability in the LRZ-9 Region;
- Satisfy ELL's Long-Term Resource Adequacy and

Energy Requirements;
- Increase LRZ—9 Storm-Restoration Capabilities.

Eligible Technology The generation technology permitted for proposals

responsive to this RFP is CCCT technology that is

equipped with functioning automatic generation control

(AGC), has operating parameters that include the ability
to operate in baseload and load following roles

consistent with lvllSO operating rules for resources

expected to provide ancillary services and is

commercially proven CCCT technology. Commercially

proven is technology that ESL determines has, as of

March 30, 2025, a sufficient amount of operational,
maintenance, and performance data.

PPA and Tolls Delivew
Term

A minimum of 10 consecutive years and a maximum of

20 consecutive years, with an interest in 15-year or shorter
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terms. ELL typically assumes a 30-year useful life for CCCT 
technoloav. 

Location The proposed resource must be physically located in and 
interconnect directly to a transmission system within LRZ- 
9. 

Capacity Sought Up to 2,000 MW (Summer conditions) but ELL reserves the 
right to contract for more or less than 2,000 MW. Individual 
resource capacity solicited by the RFP is 600-800 MW 
(Summer conditions). For BOT transactions any proposal 
must be for the sale of the entire facility. 

Technical BOT proposals only -- The BOT Scope Book (Appendix 8-4) 
Requirements - BOT provides general technical specifications for the Facility 

and related engineering, procurement, and construction 
matters. 

Requirements for PP As and T alls ore being sought for the purchase of unit- 
PPAs and Tolls contingent capacity, capacity-related benefits, energy, 

other electric products and environmental attributes. ELL 
will accept PPA and Toll proposals that offer less than the 
entire capacity of the generation resource. The resource 
must be fully dispotchable. 

The pricing components for PP As and Toils ore identified 
in the Main Body RFP for each project structure but 
generally includes capacity payment, energy price, 
Variable O&M rate, a start charge ($/complete start), 
and a Start Fuel Charae (fuel amount times oos oricel. 

Commercial Terms The following ore a sample of the commercial terms 
and Requirements for required for a PPA and Toll: 
a PPA and Toll • The Monthly Availability Requirement - the 

resource will be subject to a Monthly Availability 
Requirement which will be 98% in the Summer 
Months and Winter Months and 96% in other 
months. A failure to meet the Monthly Availability 
Requirement will result in a payment reduction lo 
Seller; 

• A Rolling 12-monlh Availability Requirement of 85% 
will apply for the CCGT resource. A failure to meet 
the Rolling 12-Month Availability Requirement may 
result in a termination and termination payment to 
Buyer; 

• The scheduling and dispatch flexibility and rights of 
Buyer under a PPA or Toll will be substantially 
eouivolent to those the Buver would hove if the 
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terms. ELL typically assumes a 30-year useful life for CCCT

technology.
Location The proposed resource must be physically located in and

interconnect directly to a transmission system within LRZ—

9

Capacity Sought Up to 2,000 MW (Summer conditions) but ELL reserves the

right to contract for more or less than 2,000 MW. Individual

resource capacity solicited by the RFP is 600»8OO MW

[Summer conditions). For BOT transactions any proposal
must be for the sale of the entire facility.

Technical

Requirements ~ BOT

BOT proposals only —The BOT Scope Book (Appendix B-4)
provides general technical specifications for the Facility
and related engineering, procurement. and construction

matters.

Requirements for

PPAs and Tolls

PPAs and Tolls are being sought for the purchase of unit-

contingent capacity, capacity-related benefits, energy,

other electric products and environmental attributes. ELL

will accept PPA and Toll proposals that offer less than the

entire capacity of the generation resource. The resource

must be fully dispatchable.

The pricing components for PPAs and Tolls are identified

in the Main Body RFP for each project structure but

generally includes capacity payment, energy price,
Variable O&M rate, a start charge [$/complete start),
and a Start Fuel Charge (fuel amount times gas price).

Commercial Terms

and Requirements for

a PPA and Toll

The following are a sample of the commercial terms

required for a PPA and Toll:

o The Monthly Availability Requirement — the

resource will be subject to a Monthly Availability

Requirement which will be 98% in the Summer

Months and Winter Months and 96% in other

months. A failure to meet the Monthly Availability

Requirement will result in a payment reduction to

Seller:

- A Rolling T2-month Availability Requirement of 85%

will apply for the CCGT resource. A failure to meet

the Rolling l2—Month Availability Requirement may

result in a termination and termination payment to

Buyefl

- The scheduling and dispatch flexibility and rights of

Buyer under a PPA or Toll will be substantially

equivalent to those the Buyer would have if the
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Buyer owned the physical Capacity being 
purchased: 

• PP As and Toiling Agreements arising out of this RFP 
will include numerous conditions precedent, SC 
Seller will be required to absorb the risks of the 
possible disallowance, disapproval, or preclusion of 
recovery of the LPSC and/or other Governmental 
Authorities of ELL costs incurred in connection with 
a PPA or Toll arising out of the RFP under the 
conditions identified in the aareements. 

Commercial Terms The RFP also lists commercial terms that are applicable ta 
and Requirements for a BOT or Acquisition option. Among the commercial 
a BOT and Acquisition terms for a BOT are the following: 

• With the BOT structure, Seller would agree to 
develop, design, build, commission, test and sell 
the proposed project to Buyer for a pre-agreed 
purchase price. Buyer would buy the project and 
related assets from the Seller at the consummation 
of the purchase, after each of the Closing 
conditions had been fulfilled; 

• The purchase price for the project and other 
project assets will be payable by Buyer to Seller at 
three major milestones: the Closing, the Substantial 
Completion Payment Date, and Final Completion. 
Seventy-live percent (75%) of the purchase price 
will be payable at Closing. 

• The Closing will be scheduled to occur on or before 
May 31, 2026; 

• The project and/or project schedule, including 
guaranteed substantial completion date, may be 
modified by Change Orders: 

• Seller will be required to provide a comprehensive 
"wrap" warranty of the project work performed by 
or for Seller. 

Threshold Any proposal not meeting the Threshold Requirements will 
Requirements be considered non-conforming and may be eliminated 

from further consideration in this RFP by ESL, after 
consultation with the IM. The threshold requirements are 
listed in the RFP and include: 

• Transmission Assessment Threshold Requirements 
o The proposed resource must be eligible to 

qualify as a Long-Term Network Resource of 
ETI under the MISO OATT; 
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Buyer owned

purchased:
PPAs and Tolling Agreements arising out of this RFP

will include numerous conditions precedent, SC

Seller will be required to absorb the risks of the

possible disallowance, disapproval, or preclusion of

recovery of the LPSC and/or other Governmental

Authorities of ELL costs incurred in connection with

a PPA or Toll arising out of the RFP under the

conditions identified in the agreements.

the physical Capacity being

Commercial Terms

and Requirements for

a BOT and Acquisition

The RFP also lists commercial terms that are applicable to

a BOT or Acquisition option. Among the commercial

terms for a BOT are the following:
With the BOT structure, Seller would agree to

develop, design, build, commission, test and sell

the proposed project to Buyer for a pre—agreecl

purchase price. Buyer would buy the project and

related assets from the Seller at the consummation

of the purchase, after each of the Closing
conditions had been fulfilled:

The purchase price for the project and other

project assets will be payable by Buyer to Seller at

three major milestones: the Closing, the Substantial

Completion Payment Date, and Final Completion.

Seventy-five percent (75%) of the purchase price
will be payable at Closing.
The Closing will be scheduled to occur on or before

May 31, 2026:

The project and/or project schedule, including

guaranteed substantial completion date, may be

modified by Change Orders:

Seller will be required to provide a comprehensive

“wrcip" warranty of the project work performed by
or for Seller.

Threshold

Requirements

Any proposal not meeting the Threshold Requirements will

be considered nonvconforming and may be eliminated

from further consideration in this RFP by ESL, after

consultation with the IM. The threshold requirements are

listed in the RFF and include:

Transmission Assessment Threshold Requirements
0 The proposed resource must be eligible to

qualify as a Long—Term Network Resource of

ETI under the MISO OATT;
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o The proposed resource must be capable of 
providing the offered amount ot Capacity, 
energy, and other electric products to Buyer 
at the Electric Interconnection Point; 

o Bidder or Seller must have either Ii) entered 
into and remain a party to a GIA granting 
to the proposed resource the required IS 
Quantities or Iii) submitted, prior to the 
application deadline for MISO DPP-2020- 
Cycle I submission, and application with 
MISO seeking to obtain the Required IS 
Quantities for the resource or be in a prior 
existing MISO Definitive Planning Phase 
l"DPP") Queue cycle: 

• Viability assessment threshold requirements: 
o Bidder must be an Eligible Participant; 
o For Developmental proposals, Bidders must 

meet the applicable Minimum 
Requirements for Developmental 
Resources as set forth in Appendix D: 

o For proposals offering aPPA Or Toll Product, 
the proposal Delivery Term must be no less 
than 10 and no more than 20 consecutive 
yeors, and the Bidder-proposed 
guaranteed start date for the Delivery Term 
must be no earlier than May 31, 2025 and 
no later than May 31, 2026. The Bidder 
proposed closing date for an acquisition 
Product offered into the RFP must be no 
earlier than May 31, 2025 and no later than 
May 31, 2026; 

• Accounting Assessment Threshold Requirements 
o If a Bidder offers a proposal for a PPA or foll, 

Bidder must include in the Proposal 
package the accounting certification 
required; 

o For PPA and Toil proposals, the proposed 
transaction will not result in the recognition 
of a long-term liability on the books of ETI; 

• Credit Assessment Threshold Requirements 
o Bidder must provide the most recent 

Published Credit Rating from S&P and 
Moody's of Bidder and the proposed Seller 
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o The proposed resource must be capable of

providing the offered amount of Capacity,

energy, and other electric products to Buyer
at the Electric Interconnection Point;

a Bidder or Seller must have either (i) entered

into and remain a party to a GlA granting
to the proposed resource the required lS

Quantities or (ii) submitted, prior to the

application deadline for MISO DPP-2020-

Cycle 1 submission, and application with

MISO seeking to obtain the Required IS

Quantities for the resource or be in a prior

existing MISO Definitive Planning Phase

(“DPP") Queue cycle:
o Viability assessment threshold requirements:

0 Bidder must be an Eligible Participant:
0 For Developmental proposals, Bidders must

meet the applicable Minimum

Requirements for Developmental
Resources as set forth in Appendix D:

o For proposals offering a PPA or Toll Product,

the proposal Delivery Term must be no less

than 10 and no more than 20 consecutive

years, and the Bidder-proposed

guaranteed start date for the Delivery Term

must be no earlier than May 31, 2025 and

no later than May 31, 2026. The Bidder

proposed closing date for an acquisition
Product offered into the RFP must be no

earlier than May 31, 2025 and no later than

May 31, 2026;

- Accounting Assessment Threshold Requirements
0 It a Bidder offers a proposal fora PPA ortoll,

Bidder must include in the Proposal

package the accounting certification

required:
0 For PPA and Tall proposals, the proposed

transaction will not result in the recognition
of a long-term liability on the books of Hi;

- Credit Assessment Threshold Requirements
o Bidder must provide the most recent

Published Credit Rating from SBP and

Moody's of Bidder and the proposed Seller
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Proposal Submission 

Parent Guarantor, to the extent such a 
rating exists: 

o Bidder must provide the annual audited 
financial statements for the past two years 
and the current year quarterly financial 
statements; 

• Sellers will be required, under the terms of any 
Definitive Agreement, to have obtained and 
bear the full costs and risks of the arrangement, 
procurement, receipt and maintenance of the 
interconnection, deliverability, and firm 
transmission service necessary for the resource to 
make available and deliver to the Physical 
Delivery Point the full energy output, capacity 
and other electric products: 

• Ell expects to seek and qualify any resource 
selected from this RFP as a Long-Term Network 
Resource of ETI in MISO. The Definitive Agreement 
will require Seller to take all actions necessary or 
advisable to cause the resource to be qualified 
and/or recognized in MISO as a Long-Term 
Network Resource of ETI, with full network 
integration transmission service, and to cause ETI 
to be eligible for and receive all transmission rights 
and entitlements associated with the contract 
Capacity of the resource, including auction 
revenue rights and financial transmission rights: 

• For any PPA or Tall arising out of this RFP, Seller will 
be required to make available contract 
Capacity and deliver contract energy and other 
Electric Products at the Physical Delivery Point. 

The proposal submission process requires each Bidder to 
submit the following to ESL: 

• A Proposal Submission Agreement signed by an 
officer of the Company; 

• A completed Proposal Submission Template: 
• A completed Viability Self-Assessment; 
• A completed Preliminary Due Diligence 

Questionnaire (Appendix C]; 
• Completed response to the applicable Due 

Diligence Questionnaire, including: 
o Documents requested 
o Demonstration of control over proiect site 
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Parent Guarantor, to the extent such 0

rating exists;

a Bidder must provide the annual audited

financial statements for the past two years
and the current year quarterly financial

statements:
0 Sellers will be required, Under the terms of any

Definitive Agreement, to have obtained and

bear the full costs and risks of the arrangement,
procurement, receipt and maintenance of the

interconnection, deliverability, and firm

transmission service necessary for the resource to

make available and deliver to the Physical
Delivery Point the full energy output, capacity
and other electric products:

o ELL expects to seek and qualify any resource

selected from this RFP as a Long—Term Network

Resource of ETI in MISO. The Definitive Agreement
will require Seller to take all actions necessary or

advisable to cause the resource to be qualified
and/or recognized in MlSO as a Long—Term
Network Resource of ETI, with full network

integration transmission service, and to cause ETI

to be eligible for and receive all transmission rights
and entitlements associated with the contract

Capacity of the resource, including auction

revenue rights and financial transmission rights:
- For any PPA or Toll arising out of this RFP, Sellerwill

be required to make available contract

Capacity and deliver contract energy and other

Electric Products at the Physical Delivery Point.

Proposal Submission The proposal submission process requires each Bidder to

submit the following to ESL:

o A Proposal Submission Agreement signed by an

officer of the Company:
- A completed Proposal Submission Template:
c A completed Viability Self~Assessment;

- A completed Preliminary Due Diligence
Questionnaire (Appendix C):

- Completed response to the applicable Due

Diligence Questionnaire, including:
0 Documents requested
0 Demonstration of control over project site
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o A project summary 
• A completed, properly executed Form ot Credit 

Certification and properly executed accounting 
certificate: 

• All other documents and information that Bidder is 
required lo provide under this RFP for the proposal 
submitted. 
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o A project summary
- A completed, property executed Form of Credit

Certification and properly executed accounting
certificate;

o All other documents and information that Bidder is

required to provide under this RFP for the proposal
submitted.
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Disclaimer 
This report was prepared based in part on information not within the control of the consultant, Worley 
Consulting ("formerly Advisian"). Worley Consulting has not made an analysis, verified, or rendered an 
independent judgment of the validity of the information provided by others. While it is believed that the 
information contained herein shall be reliable under the conditions and subject to the limitations set forth 
herein, Worley Consulting does not guarantee the accuracy thereof. Use of this report or any information 
contained therein shall constitute a release and contract to defend and indemnify Worley Consulting from and 
against any liability (including but not limited to liability for special, indirect, or consequential damages) in 
connection with such use. Such release from and indemnification against liability shall apply in contract, tort 
(including negligence of such party, whether active, passive, joint or concurrent), strict liability or other theory 
of legal liability, provided, however, such release limitation and indemnity provisions shall be effective to, and 
only to, the maximum extent, scope, or amount allowed by law. 
This document, and the opinions, analysis, evaluations, or recommendations contained herein are for the sole 
use and benefit of the contracting parties. There are no intended third-party beneficiaries, and Worley 
Consulting shall have no liability whatsoever to third parties for any defect, deficiency, error, omission in any 
statement contained in or in any way related to this document or the services provided. 
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Disclaimer

This report was prepared based in part on information not within the control of the consultant, Worley
Consulting (“formerly Advisian”). Worley Consulting has not made an analysis, verified, or rendered an

independent Judgment of the validity of the information provided by others. While it is believed that the

information contained herein shall be reliable under the conditions and subject to the limitations set forth

herein, Worley Consulting does not guarantee the accuracy thereof. Use of this report or any information

contained therein shall constitute a release and contract to defend and indemnify Worley Consulting from and

against any liability (including but not limited to liability for special, indirect, or consequential damages) in

connection with such use. Such release from and indemnification against liability shall apply in contract, tort

(including negligence of such party, whether active, passive, joint or concurrent), strict liability or other theory
of legal liability, provided, however, such release limitation and indemnity provisions shall be effective to, and

only to, the maximum extent, scope, or amount allowed by law.

This document, and the opinions, analysis, evaluations, or recommendations contained herein are for the sole

use and benefit of the contracting parties. There are no intended third~party beneficiaries, and Worley
Consulting shall have no liability whatsoever to third parties for any defect, deficiency, error, omission in any
statement contained in or in any way related to this document or the services provided.
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1. Introduction 

ENTERGY SERVICES, LLC (ESL) engaged Worley Consulting to conduct a high-level reasonableness 
evaluation and review of two (2) Class 3 Capital Cost Estimates along with self-build generation 
proposals for the 2024 ELL CCCT RFP Project. The proposals pertain to a 1Xl CCCT Standard 
Reference Plant, designed based on recent projects, with a capacity of 754 MW under ISO 
conditions, across the following two (2) locations: 

• Entergy Louisiana, LLC (ELL) Waterford property in Killona, LA, 

• Entergy Louisiana, LLC (ELL) Nelson Power Station in Westlake, LA. 

1. 1 Project Objective 

Review of two (2) ELL CCCT proposal packages and assessment to evaluate the reasonableness of 
Ell's CCCT self-build generation proposals as part of the 2024 Request for Proposals for Combined­ 
Cycle Combustion Turbine (754 MW ISO) Capacity and Energy Resources for Entergy Louisiana, Inc. 

1.2 Worley Scope of Work 
Worley's scope of work involved the review of and reasonableness evaluation of ELL'S CCCT self­ 
build cost packages. Utilizing the information provided by ESL, Worley was to structure the data to 
enable a high-level verification of the cost estimates, focusing on their quality, accuracy, capital 
cost, and compliance within the standards of a ACCEi (Association for the Advancement of Cost 
Engineering International) Class 3 cost estimate. 

The review and high-level evaluation were originally intended to include the following activities: 
• Compliance with AACEi Estimate Class; 
• Review of the Basis of Estimate; 
• Review of the Estimate Summary and relevant backups, including high level math checks 

and spot checks; 
Review of the degree of completion of the engineering deliverables; 
Review of estimate structure for consistency and completeness; 

• Analysis of installation labor and crew rates, and construction work hour validation; 
• Benchmark unit rates for the major construction activities; 
• Analysis of construction indirect cost and Pro-Services cost; 
• Review of escalation build-up; and 
• Review of the contingency build-up/approach. 
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1. Introduction

ENTERGY SERVICES, LLC (ESL) engaged Worley Consulting to conduct a high-level reasonableness
evaluation and review of two (2) Class 3 Capital Cost Estimates along with self—bui|d generation
proposals for the 2024 ELL CCCT RFP Project. The proposals pertain to a 1X1 CCCT Standard
Reference Plant, designed based on recent projects, with a capacity of 754 MW under ISO

conditions, across the following two (2) locations:

- Eritergy Louisiana, LLC (ELL) Waterford property in Killona, LA.

- Entergy Louisiana, LLC (ELL) Nelson Power Station in Westlake, LA.

1. 1 Project Objective

Review of two (2) ELL CCCT proposal packages and assessment to evaluate the reasonableness of

ELL’s CCCT self—build generation proposals as part of the 2024 Request for Proposals for Combined-

Cycle Combustion Turbine (754 MW ISO) Capacity and Energy Resources for Eritergy Louisiana, Inc.

The review and high—Ievel evaluation were originally intended to include the following activities:
- Compliance with AACEi Estimate Class;
- Review of the Basis of Estimate;
- Review of the Estimate Summary and relevant backups, including high level math checks

and spot checks;
Review of the degree of completion of the engineering deliverables;
Review of estimate structure for consistency and completeness;
Analysis of installation labor and crew rates, and construction work hour validation;
Benchmark unit rates for the major construction activities;
Analysis of construction indirect cost and Pro-Services cost;
Review of escalation buildup; and

Review of the contingency buildaup/approach.
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During the evaluation, it was confirmed by ESL that the two EPC packages had been derived heavily 
utilizing a factored methodology from a previous ELL as-built "of similar scope and location". While 
the use of a factored methodology for smaller, less significant line items is acceptable in an AACEi 
Class 3 designation, the expectation is that the more significant aspects of the cost line items are 
backed by a level of detail not present in the packages presented. With full understanding that 
different entities have varying requirements for project financing and approvals, we realize that ESL 
may not require a full Class 3 estimate for its internal processes, Worley was tasked to evaluate the 
EPC packages as Class 3 estimates. And as such, the following report is based upon this direction. 

Without thorough Basis of Estimate documents or detailed cost build-up rationale, Worley had to 
shift our approach in order to conduct an analysis as opposed to the comprehensive analysis as 
initially planned. Consequently, the scope of our evaluation was limited to the limited data and 
details available. See Appendix 3: 3.1 Summary of Client Input and File Contents for list of supplied 
data. 
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. With full understanding that

different entities have varying requirements for project financing and approvals, we realize that ESL

may not require a full Class 3 estimate for its internal processes, Worley was tasked to evaluate the

EPC packages as Class 3 estimates. And as such, the following report is based upon this direction.

Without thorough Basis of Estimate documents or detailed cost build—up rationale, Worley had to

shift our approach in order to conduct an analysis as opposed to the comprehensive analysis as

initially planned. Consequently, the scope of our evaluation was limited to the limited data and

details available. See Appendix 3: 3.1 Summary of Client Input and File Contents for list of supplied
data.

Project Name: 2024 ELL CCCT RFP - POWER PLANT 754 MW 5

Rev. DRAFI’



) uorley 
consulting 

Public Redacted Version 

Exhibit PDN-2 
LPSC Docket No 

Page 61 of 85 

2. Executive Summary 

Worley conducted the estimate review using a combination of methodology checks, evaluations 
against internal data, and publicly available information (refer to Appendix 3.2), ensuring that 
comparisons adhered to ACCEi requirement standards and/or Worley standards, recent comparable 
projects, and publicly accessible data. 

The cost packages were determined to: 

Not meet the requirements of a AACEi Class 3 cost estimate. The packages lacked 
sufficient project definition and engineering deliverables to qualify as a Class 3 cost estimate. 
According to Worley's standards, the packages are better aligned with a Class 4/5 cost 
estimate and should be treated as such. 
Reflect a Total Installed Cost (TIC) that is conservative. Based on Worley metrics for 
USD/KW, the EPC package TIC values are approximately 10-20% higher than comparable 
projects. However, due to limited details available to Worley, the underlying reasons for this 
discrepancy remain unclear. One possible explanation is that the elevated costs may stem 
from the described design, which is tailored to allow for future carbon-related modifications 
and thus, making it pricier than typical projects of a similar scope. It should be noted that 
this analysis does not factor in the current tariff uncertainties in the United States. 

2.1 Key Findings and Recommendations 

Based on our evaluation, the key findings outlined below apply to both cost packages reviewed: 

• Verification of the cost packages as a Class 3 cost estimate. The methodology involved 
comparing the cost packages against the provided deliverables and scope definition in 
relation to typical AACEi standards and Worley requirements. Our findings reveal that each 
cost estimate primarily serves as a simplified project control cost (spending) package based 
on an "as-built" plant, adjusted (with limited detail as to the specific adjustments made) to 
account for slight differences to each site. The estimates appear to be back-calculated from 
an "as-built" cost reference and modified for capacity. This approach aligns with a factored 
methodology, which is acceptable for a Class 5 or Class 4 cost estimate but does not meet 
the more stringent requirements for a built-up Class 3 cost estimate. Based on our 
evaluation, the estimates narrowly met the minimum qualifications for 
classification of a Class 4 cost estimate. See Section 2.2 for details. 

• CAPEX Estimates and Backups - Cost summaries, including ELL's detailed cost breakdown 
and estimate summaries for the EPC bid proposal, were provided (refer to Paragraph 2.4, 
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2. Executive Summary

Worley conducted the estimate review using a combination of methodology checks, evaluations

against internal data, and publicly available information (refer to Appendix 3.2), ensuring that

comparisons adhered to ACCEi requirement standards and/or Worley standards, recent comparable
projects, and publicly accessible data.

The cost packages were determined to:

—epackages lacked

sufficient project definition and engineering deliverables to qualify as a Class 3 cost estimate.

According to Wor|ey's standards, the packages are better aligned with a Class 4/5 cost

estimate and should be treated as such.

However, due to limited details available to Worley, the underlying reasons for this

discrepancy remain unclear.

2.1 Key Findings and Recommendations

Based on our evaluation, the key findings outlined below apply to both cost packages reviewed:

- Verification ofthe cost packages as a Class 3 cost estimate. The methodology involved

comparing the cost packages against the provided deliverables and scope definition in

relation to typical AACEi standards and Worley requirements. Our findings reveal that each

cost estimate primarily serves as a simplified project control cost (spending) package based

on an "as—built" plant, adjusted (with limited detail as to the specific adjustments made) to

account for slight differences to each site. The estimates appear to be back-calculated from

an "as-built" cost reference and modified for capacity. This approach aligns with a factored

methodology, which is acceptable for a Class 5 or Class 4 cost estimate but does not meet

the more stringent requirements for a built—up Class 3 cost estimate. Based on our

evaluation, the estimates narrowly met the minimum qualifications for

classification of a Class 4 cost estimate. See Section 2.2 for details.

- CAPEX Estimates and Backups — Cost summaries, including ELL's detailed cost breakdown

and estimate summaries for the EPC bid proposal, were provided (refer to Paragraph 2.4,
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CAPEX Review). However, the information did not fully meet the requirements of a Class 3 
cost estimate, as it was not organized according to the Work Breakdown Structure (WBS) or 
Code of Accounts (COA). Additionally, some key details such as equipment specifications, 
bulk material quantities, labor hours, and associated costs -were not included. A significant 
percentage of the identified costs was listed as "subcontracts" without further specifics or 
definition. While we understand that backup vendor data from the referenced as-built costs 
existed, it was not provided for review. Furthermore, given the uncertainty in current 
procurement and sourcing environments, the relevancy of past as-built costs should be 
scrutinized, especially when concerning the supply of long-lead materials. For more details, 
see Section 2.4, CAPEX Review, where Worley reorganized the provided information into 
Worley TIC Cost Summaries for analysis. 

• Basis of Estimate (BOE) document - The BOE is a crucial document for any cost estimate 
because it serves as the foundation for understanding how the estimate was developed. A 
well-documented BOE provides transparency, clarity, and accountability by documenting the 
methodologies, assumptions, inputs, and limitations underlying the estimate. Unfortunately, 
BOE documents were not available to Worley for analysis. As such, Worley had to compile 
the various documents and extract and piece together information to the best of our ability 
in order to gain an understanding on how the cost estimates were developed. In 
consideration of the limitations of a factored methodology, we highly recommend that ESL 
require BOEs from EPC Contractors as it is essential for many reasons, to include: 

o Clarity and Consistency: It ensures that all stakeholders understand the approach 
used in generating the cost estimate, reducing misunderstandings and misalignment. 

o Traceability: The BOE enables the estimate to be traced back to its source data, 
assumptions, and methods, which is critical for validating and refining the estimate. 
Risk Identification: By detailing assumptions and limitations, the BOE helps identify 
potential risks and uncertainties, allowing for better risk management and 
contingency planning. 
Decision Support: A well-documented BOE provides decision-makers with the context 
needed to evaluate the estimate and make informed choices. 

o Comparison and Benchmarking: It facilitates comparisons with previous or similar 
projects by providing a clear framework for aligning scope, inputs, and 
methodologies. 

• Benchmarking Study - The cost estimates shared did not appear to include benchmarking 
study components. However, we were able to perform some high-level benchmarking 
analysis of the information provided. Our findings included the following: 

e The TIC is slightly higher (10-20%) than expected when comparing against our 
in-house project data and publicly available information utilizing US$/KW metrics. 
However, due to limited details available to Worley, the underlying reasons for this 
discrepancy remain unclear. One possible explanation is that the higher costs may 
stem from the equipment's design, which is tailored to allow for future carbon-related 
modifications, making it pricier than typical projects of a similar scope. It should be 
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CAPEX Review
.

Additionally, some key details uch as equipment speci ca ons,
bulk material quantities, labor hours, and associated costs—were not included. A significant
percentage of the identified costs was listed as “subcontracts” without further specifics or

definition. While we understand that backup vendor data from the referenced as-built costs

existed, it was not provided for review. Furthermore, given the uncertainty in current

procurement and sourcing environments, the relevancy of past as—buiit costs should be

scrutinized, especially when concerning the supply of |ong~|ead materials. For more details,
see Section 2.4, CAPEX Review, where Worley reorganized the provided information into

Worley TIC Cost Summaries for analysis.

.!
we|l~documented BOE provides transparency, clarity, and accountability by documenting the

methodologies, assumptions, inputs, and limitations underlying the estimate. Unfortunately,
BOE documents were not available to Worley for analysis. As such, Worley had to compile
the various documents and extract and piece together information to the best of our ability
in order to gain an understanding on how the cost estimates were developed. In

consideration of the limitations of a factored methodology, we highly recommend that ESL

require BOEs from EPC Contractors as it is essential for many reasons, to include:

o Clarity and Consistency: It ensures that all stakeholders understand the approach
used in generating the cost estimate, reducing misunderstandings and misalignment.

:) Traceability: The BOE enables the estimate to be traced back to its source data,
assumptions, and methods, which is critical for validating and refining the estimate.

Risk Identification: By detailing assumptions and limitations, the BOE helps identify
potential risks and uncertainties, allowing for better risk management and

contingency planning.
Decision Support: A well-documented BOE provides decision~makers with the context

needed to evaluate the estimate and make informed choices.

Comparison and Benchmarking: It facilitates comparisons with previous or similar

projects by providing a clear framework for aligning scope, inputs, and

methodologies.

o

o

- Benchmarking Study - The cost estimates shared did not appear to include benchmarking
study components. However, we were able to perform some high—|evel benchmarking
analysis of the information provided. Our findings included the following:

The TIC is slightly higher (10-20°/o) than expected when comparing against our

in-house project data and publicly available information utilizing US$/KW metrics.

However, due to limited details available to Worley, the underlying reasons for this

discrepancy remain unclear. One possible explanation is that the higher costs may

stem from the equipment's design, which is tailored to allow for future carbon—re|ated

modifications, making it pricier than typical projects of a similar scope. It should be
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noted that this analysis does not factor in the current tariff uncertainties in the United 
States. 

o Equipment cost: The provided equipment list was broad and lacked specific sizing 
details. The numbers presented as equipment cost were at the higher end of than 
typical industry norms and up to 50% higher than Worley's internal analogs. 
However, due to the absence of detailed specifications, we were unable to determine 
whether the higher cost was justified. 

o Bulk Materials Cost: The cost per quantity was generally within expected 
ranges for the items that could be reviewed. 

o Labor productivity and wage rates - insufficient Cost Labor Breakdown 
information. Some partial construction labor cost information was available and used 
for analysis. See Section 2.4.4 and 2.4.5 for details. Based on our workhours 
expectations for greenfield projects, the productivities assumed in the cost 
estimate available for analysis is generally reasonable with the exception of 
concrete work, which is higher than expected (lower hours per quantity concrete 
than expected). We were not able to opine on the subcontract hours as details such 
as scope, quantities, labor hours, labor cost, etc. were not available. 

o EPC Schedule; Based on the submitted Level 2 schedule, the projected duration of 
82 months (over 6-7 years) is longer than what we would expect for projects with 
similar scopes. However, we do not have full insight to the drivers of the provided 
schedules, which may not be due solely to constructability, long-leads or a phased 
approach. Therefore, there may be opportunities to optimize the EPC schedule taking 
into account the project's type, size, and complexity. 

2.2 Estimate Classification 

Worley utilized our internal Management System Project Framing, Cost Estimate Classification 
Matrix and Estimate Deliverables Matrix as references to accurately determine the appropriate 
classification for the cost estimate. 

Table 2.2.1 Worley Management System Project Framing 

Estimate Class 

Class 5 Class 3/4 Class 2/3 Class 1/2 Class 1 Class 1 --�------�--- Class l 

Table 2.2.2 Worley Cost Estimate Classification Matrix (aligned with AACEi) 
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noted that this analysis does not factor in the current tariff uncertainties in the United

States.

o E ui ment cast:

However, due to the absence of detailed specifications, we were unable to determine

whether the higher cost was justified.
0 Bulk Materials Cost: The cost per quantity was generally within expected

ranges for the items that could be reviewed.

Labor productivity and wage rates - insufficient Cost Labor Breakdown

information. Some partial construction labor cost information was available and used

for analysis. See Section 2.4.4 and 2.4.5 for details. Based on our workhours

expectations for greenfield projects, the praducti es assumed in the cost

estimate available for analysis is generally reasonable with the exception of

concrete work, which is higher than expected (lower hours per quantity concrete

than expected). We were not able to opine on the subcontract hours as details such

as sco e uantities labor hours labor cost etc. were not available.

0

herefore, there may be opportunities to optimize the EPC schedule taking
into account the project's type, size, and complexity.

2.2 Estimate Classification

Worley utilized our internal Management System Project Framing, Cost Estimate Classification

Matrix and Estimate Deliverables Matrix as references to accurately determine the appropriate
classification for the cost estimate.

Table 2.2.1 Worley Management System Proiect Framing

Muse 1 Phase 1 P e 3 Phase 4 se 5 Phase 6 Phase 7

Identify Evaluate nsrlns osslgn Build cammlsslon Asset

and Handover Management

Estimate Class \��i��i*��U ���h ����
>

V

class 5
‘

Class 3/4 ‘Vclsss 2;: Class :7/2 Class 1 Class 1 Class 1

Table 2 Z.Z Worley Cost Estimate Classification Matrix (aligned with AACEl)
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Estimate 
Class 

Primary 
Characteristic 

Maturity Level 
of Project 
Definition 

Deliverables 

Expressed as % 
of complete 

definition 

Worley 
Project 

Phasing 

Seconda 
End Usage 

Typical 
purpose of 
estimate 

Characteristic 
Methodology 

Typical 
estimating 

method 

Expected 
Accuracy 

Range 

Typical 
variation in 

low and high 
range (a) 

Concept 
Capacity factored, l L:- 20% to ·SO% 

Phase 1 screening parametric models, , 
judgement or : +30% to 
anal0gy +100% 

Study or Equipment L:- 15% to -30% 
Phase 2 feasibility factored or H: +20% to 

parametric models +50% 

Budget Semi-detailed unit L: -10% to -20% 
Phase 2/3 authorization costs with H: +10% to or control assembly level line 

Items +30% 
-- 

Control or bid Detailed unit cost L: -5%to -15% 
Phase 3/4 / tender with forced 

detailed take-off H: +5% t0 +20% 
4 

Check Detailed unit cost L:-3% t0 -10% 
phase 4 -7 estimate or with detailed take­ 

bid / tender off 
H: +3% t0 +15% 

� 

1%to 15% 

0% to 2% 

Class 3 10% t0 40% 

Class 4 

Class 5 

Class 2 30% to 75% 

Class 1 _J 65% �o 100% 

According to the Cost Estimate Classification Matrix, the factored methodology adopted in the cost 
estimates correspond with the criteria for a Class 4 and Class 5 estimate. 

To evaluate the level of project definition, Worley compared the cost estimate deliverables against 
our checklist of typical estimating deliverables, as outlined in the Estimate Deliverables Matrix below 
in Table 2.2.3. 
Based on this comparison, Worley determined that the estimates do not meet Class 3 criteria and 
are more appropriately classified as Class 4 or 5. 
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Primary
Characteristic

Maturity Level

of Project
Definition

Estimate

Ctass

woriev

Proiect
Phising

End Usage

Typical

purpose of

esllmate
Deliverabies

Expressed as We

of complete
definition

;0%m2%

l1%bo15%

it 10% to 40%
l Class 3

l

..

\��i��i�V�D ch“ 1 E 30% to 75%

L.

:

I Class 1 § 65% to mom.

l

l

1 Phase 1 i screening

‘

Study or

L 4
‘

Phase 2 \��i��i{V�D feasibility

"l
g , ,,,_

g l sudget

imse 2/3 l 3t"o.’1°'n'i3""”
x

Control or bid

I
E

Phase 3/4 tender

l

L

l
l

,,,,,,,, \��i��i{V�D ,

‘t
1 Check

estimate or

bid I \��i��i{V�D

Phased -7
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Characteristic

Methodology Expected
Accuracy

Yvpicai Range

estimating
method Yypicai

variation in

low and high

range (a)

C“i'-"°“V f“1°"9"- L: - 20% to -50% ‘

parametric models, [ H_ +30% to
’“°9°“‘°"' °'

1 +ioo%
,?,’3§§',’?V Q

, ,,
,,,_,.

Equipment « 15% to »30% 1
l FBCWEG 0-‘ : +20% to

J parametric models 1; 4.50%

l’
V V V 7777777777,’

Sembdetalied unit

I cross with

l assembly level line

_} items

L’ -10% to -20%

I H: +m%t0

+30%

l
l Detailed unit cost

l with forced

ii detailed taker’-off

L’ -5% to -15%

l H: +5% to +20% ‘

l

H: +35%: to +15%]
‘ Detailed unit cost

‘

.
_ _

i WIU1 detailed lake- l
L’ 3% in “ms

1 D5

According to the Cost Estimate Classification Matrix, the factored methodology adopted in the cost

estimates correspond with the criteria for a Class 4 and Class 5 estimate.

To evaluate the level of project definition, Worley compared the cost estimate deliverables against

our checklist of typical estimating deliverables, as outlined in the Estimate Deliverables Matrix below

in Table 2.2.3.

Based on this comparison, Worley determined that the estimates do not meet Class 3 criteria and

are more appropriately classified as Class 4 or 5.
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High-level CAPEX summaries, EPC bid tabs, and cost models from ELL'S RFP submission have been 
provided for the two (2) cost estimates. Worley translated the cost data from the figures below 
(including the backups into Worley Estimate Summaries for evaluation purpose). 

WATEREORD Cost Estimate 
Per the data in the below figures, the Main Contract account for of the total project cost (Grand 
Total) This Main Contract account represents the general EPC cost while the below-line items are 
typically associated with Owner's cost. The subsequent reviews are based on the Main Contract 
breakdown. 
It should be noted that we have not analyzed the other cost items other than Main Contract because 
we did not have insight into the details or assumptions. 

Figure 2.3.1 Waterford Project Cost Model 
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Main Contract 
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Engineering/Consultants 
Expense 
Materials & Tools 
Other Vendors 
Total Payroll 
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TOTAL DIRECT COSTS 
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2.3 CAPEX Review

Hlgh—leve| CAPEX summaries, EPC bid tabs, and cost models from ELL's RFP submission have been

provided for the two (2) cost estimates. Worley translated the cost data from the figures below

(including the backups ll'1tD Worley Estimate Summaries for evaluation purpose).

WATERFQRD Cost Eggimate
Per the data in the below figures, the Main Contract account for- ofthe total project cost (Grand
Total) This Main Contract account represents the general EPC cost while the below-line items are

typically associated with Owner's cost. The subsequent reviews are based on the Main Contract

breakdown.

It should be noted that we have not analyzed the other cost items other than Main Contract because

we did not have insight into the details or assumptions.

Figure 2.3 1. Waterford Project Cost Model
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tiarasa 
To further analyze the allocated cost by Code of Accounts, we converted the available data into an 
estimate summary formatted according to Worley's standards. See the table below. Worley 
reviewed the allocation using the percentages in the "% UNESCL COST" column and determined 
that spending across key accounts --including Equipment, Site Work, Piling and Concrete, Electrical 
and Instrumentation/Control Systems etc. -are reasonable and aligns with expectations. 
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Figure 2.3 2 Waterford Cost Breakdown

To further analyze the allocated cost by Code of Accounts, we converted the available data into an

estimate summary formatted according to Wor|ey's standards. See the table below. Worley
reviewed the allocation using the percentages in the “% UNESCL COST" column and determined

that spending across key accounts—mc|uding Equipment, Site Work, Piling and Concrete, Electrical

and Instrumentation/Control Systems etc.—are reasonable and aligns With expectations.
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Table 2.3.1. Waterford Main Contract Cost Breakdown in Worley format 
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Based on the plant capacity 754 MW (ISO), the WATERFORD Cost Estimate reflects a cost ratio of 
$2,292/KW. This is approximately 10% higher than our in-house data but is within the Department 
of Energy's expected range ($2,000/KW ± 25%). 
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WESTLAKE Cost Estimate 

Per the data in the below figures, the Main Contract also account for - of the total project cost 
{Grand Total). This Main Contract account represents the general EPC cost while the below-line 
items are typically associated with Owner's cost. The subsequent reviews are based on the Main 
Contract breakdown. Similar to the Waterford cost estimate, our analysis was limited to the Main 
Contract, as we did not have visibility into the details or underlying assumptions for the other cost 
items. 

Figure 2.3.3. Westlake Project Cost Model 
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WESTLAKE Cost Es imate

Per the data in the below figures, the Main Contract also account for- of the total project cost

(Grand Total). This Main Contract account represents the general EPC cost while the be|ow—|ine

items are typically associated with Owner's cost. The subsequent reviews are based on the Main

Contract breakdown. Similar to the Waterford cost estimate, our analysis was limited to the Main

Contract, as we did not have visibility into the details or underlying assumptions for the other cost

items.

Figure 2 3.3. Westlake Project Cost Model
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Figure 2.3.4. Westlake Cost Breakdown 
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To further analyze the allocated cost by Code of Accounts, we converted the available data into an 
estimate summary formatted according to Worley's standards. See the table below. Worley 
reviewed the allocation using the percentages in the "% UNESCL COST" column and determined 
that spending across key accounts -including Equipment, Site Work, Piling and Concrete, Electrical 
and Instrumentation/Control Systems etc. are very similar to the Waterford numbers and are 
reasonable and aligns with expectations. 
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Figure 2.3.4. Westlake Cost Breakdown
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To further analyze the allocated cost by Code of Accounts, we converted the available data into an

estimate summary formatted according to Wor|ey’s standards. See the table below. Worley
reviewed the allocation using the percentages in the “% UNESCL COST” column and determined

that spending across key accounts—including Equipment, Site Work, Filing and Concrete, Electrical

and Instrumentation/Control Systems etc. are very similar to the Waterford numbers and are

reasonable and aligns with expectations.
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Table 2.3.2. Westlake Main Contract Cost Breakdown in Worley format 
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Based on the plant capacity 754 MW (ISO), the WESTLAKE Cost Estimate reflects a cost ratio of 
$2,416/KW. This ts approximately 15% higher than our in-house data but is within the Department 
of Energy's expected range ($2,000/KW ± 25%) 
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2.3.1 Basis of Estimate 

No Basis of Estimate documents were provided for review. The only document available was the 
"Due Diligence; Appendix C Questionnaire: 3.1.7 EPC Technical Specification and Design Criteria," 
which outlines the generic scope of work, approach, and technical specification basis for a 1X1 CCCT 
standard reference plant. However, this document is a broad, general reference and does not pertain 
specifically to the relevant projects. 
2.3.2 Equipment Cost 

The cost estimates for the WATERFORD and WESTLAKE projects include the following equipment 
costs, as reported in ELL's Proiect Cost Model RFP Submission: 
- WATERFORD - (representing.E of the EPC Main Contract) 
- WESTLAKE - (representing[ or the EPC Main Contract) 

Given the powe 
for W 

or 754 MW (So), the Main contract equipment costs-I 
for Westlake--fall within the expected ranae of 300 million to 600 

Another verification involved reviewing the EPC Main Contract Cost in relation to Equipment Cost, 
as well as the Total Project Cost in relation to Equipment Cost, as outlined below. Based on this 
analysis, the cost ratios are considered reasonable. 

Waterford 

• EPC Main Contract Cost Ratio: 1.97 

o Expected range: 1.5-2.5 

• Total Project Cost Ratio (including Owner Costs): 2.97 

o Expected range: 2.5-3.5 

Westlake 

• EPC Main Contract Cost Ratio: 2.06 

o Expected range: 1.5-2.5 

• Total Project Cost Ratio (including Owner Costs): 3.13 

o Expected range: 2.5-3.5 
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2.3.1 Basis of Estimate

No Basis of Estimate documents were provided for review. The only document available was the

"Due Diligence; Appendix C Questionnaire: 3.1.7 EPC Technical Specification and Design Criteria,"
which outlines the generic scope of work, approach, and technical specification basis for a 1X1 CCCT

standard reference plant. However, this document is a broad, general reference and does not pertain
specifically to the relevant projects.

2.3.2 Equipment Cost

The cost estimates for the WATERFORD and WESTLAKE projects include the following equipment
costs, as reported in ELL's Pro ect Cost Model RFP Submission:

- WATERFORDi(representing of the EPC Main Contract)
— WESTLAKE — (representing of the EPC Main Contract)

Given the power plant ca acit of 754 MW (150), the Main Contract equipment costs-
for Waterford and for WestIake—l‘al| within the ex ected ran e of 300 million to 600

million.

Another verification involved reviewing the EPC Main Contract Cost in relation to Equipment Cost,
as well as the Total Project Cost in relation to Equipment Cost, as outlined below. Based on this

analysis, the cost ratios are considered reasonable.

Waterford

- EPC Main Contract Cost Ratio: 1.97

Expected range: 1.5~2.5

- Total Project Cost Ratio (including Owner Costs): 2.97

0 Expected range: 2.5-3.5

Westlake

- EPC Main Contract Cost Ratio: 2.06

o Expected range: 1.5~2.5

- Total Project Cost Ratio (including Owner Costs): 3.13

c Expected range: 2.5-3.5
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2.3.3 Bulk Materials Cost 

The_bulk material costs for the WATERFORD and WESTLAKE projects amount to approximately anc respectively, representing lbr the EPc Main contract. 

The EPC Main Contract Bulk Material Cost Ratios (EPC Main Contract Cost in relation to Bulk Materials 
cost) for both projects stand at 0.19 relative to equipment costs, which trends low due to the high 
equipment costs. Typically, this ratio falls within the 0.20 to 0.30 range. For an assessment of bulk 
material costs per quantity categorized by Code of Accounts, refer to Section 2.5.2, Material 
Benchmarking. 

2.3.4 Labor Productivity and Construction Workhours 

Productivity aligns with expectations for greenfield projects, as outlined in Section 2.5.1, Labor 
Benchmarking. 

However, certain workhour metrics appear to be on the lower end of the expected range. Due to 
limited information and the absence of a detailed breakdown for construction subcontractors, a 
precise assessment cannot be made. 

2.3.5 Construction Labor Wage Rates 

The labor rates provided are understood to include the following components: 

• Bare Wage Rate 
• Premium Time 
• Fringe Benefits 
• Payroll Taxes & Insurance 
• Craft Per Diem 

Labor rates for the projects range from $64/MH to $73/MH, depending on the craft type. These 
rates are considered reasonable and within expected industry norms. 

2.3.6 Indirect Costs (Construction) 

Construction Indirects are understood to include the following components: 

• Construction Service Labor 
• Temporary Facilities 
• Small Tools and Consumables 
• Construction Rental Equipment 

Project Name: 2024 ELL CCCT RFP - POWER PLANT 754 MW 
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2.3.3 Bulk Materials Cost

The bulk material costs for the WATERFORD and WESTLAKE projects amount to approximately2
2and-, respectively, representing -of the EPC Main Contract.

The EPC Main Contract Bulk Material Cost Ratios (EPC Main Contract Cost in relation to Bulk Materials

cost) for both projects stand at 0.19 relative to equipment costs, which trends low due to the high
equipment costs. Typically, this ratio falls within the 0.20 to 0.30 range. For an assessment of bulk

material costs per quantity categorized by Code of Accounts, refer to Section 2.5.2, Material

Benchmarking,

2.3.4 Labor Productivity and Construction Workhours

Productivity aligns with expectations for greenfield projects, as outlined in Section 2.5.1, Labor

Benchmarking.

However, certain workhour metrics appear to be on the lower end of the expected range. Due to

limited information and the absence of a detailed breakdown for construction subcontractors, a

precise assessment cannot be made.

2.3.5 Construction Labor Wage Rates

The labor rates provided are understood to include the following components:

Bare Wage Rate

Premium Time

Fringe Benefits

Payroll Taxes Si Insurance

Craft Per Diem

Labor rates for the projects range from $64/MH to $73/MH, depending on the craft type. These

rates are considered reasonable and within expected industry norms.

2.3.6 Indirect Costs (Construction)

Construction Indirects are understood to include the following components:

o Construction Service Labor

- Temporary Facilities

. Small Tools and Consumables

. Construction Rental Equipment
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• Construction Supervision 
• Construction Contractor Overhead, G&A and Profits 

These indirect costs, ranging from[ MH to[/MH align with expected industry trends. 

2.3.7 Freight, Taxes and Duties 

Freight and transportation costs have been estimated at@of the EPC Main Contract Cost, equating 
to 5.3% of the equipment and bulk materials cost. This falls within the typical 4% to 8% industry 
range for domestic freight. 

Neither cost estimates include any reference or cost basis for ocean freight, customs duties, or 
tariffs associated with imported equipment and materials. For this analysis, any US tariff impacts 
have been excluded and assumed not to impact the project. 

2.3.8 Material Take-Offs (MTO), Design Development and 
Miscellaneous Allowances 

The absence of a detailed breakdown of the scope of work, including incomplete MTOs, quantities, 
design allowances, growth factors, and subcontract scopes, limits the ability to perform an accurate 
assessment. 

2.3.9 Professional Services/Engineering/Construction Management 

The Design Engineering Cost plus Technical Services accounts for of the EPC Main Contract 
Cost in both Waterford and Westlake estimates. This is a little lower than the expected 15%. 

2.3.10 Owner's Cost 

Owner services encompass various project-related expenses, including development, studies, 
permitting, legal fees, project management, and engineering staff. Additional costs such as electrical 
and gas interconnections, land acquisition, and owner contingency are also accounted for. 

Owner Services and Allowance for Funds Used During Construction (AFUDC)-for both cases account 
for approximately , This is within the expected typical 15% to 25% 
range. 

The Commissioning and Start-Up costs for both cases account for approximately 2% of the Main 
Contract cost, which falls within the typical norms of 1.5% to 3.0%. 

2.3.11 Escalation Evaluation 
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- Construction Supervision
0 Construction Contractor Overhead, G&A and Profits

These indirect costs, ranging from -/MH to -/MH align with expected industry trends.

2.3.7 Freight, Taxes and Duties

Freight and transportation costs have been estimated at. of the EPC Main Contract Cost, equating
to 5.3% of the equipment and bulk materials cost. This falls within the typical 4% to 8% industry
range for domestic freight.

Neither cost estimates include any reference or cost basis for ocean freight, customs duties, or

tariffs associated with imported equipment and materials. For this analysis, any US tariff impacts
have been excluded and assumed not to impact the project.

2.3.8 Material Take-Offs (MTO), Design Development and

Miscellaneous Allowances

The absence of a detailed breakdown of the scope of work, including incomplete MTOs, quantities,
design allowances, growth factors, and subcontract scopes, limits the ability to perform an accurate

assessment,

2.3.9 Professional ServiceslEngineering/Construction Management

The Design Engineering Cost plus Technical Services accounts for- of the EPC Main Contract

Cost in both Waterford and Westlake estimates. This is a little lower than the expected 15%.

2.3.10 Owner's Cost

Owner services encompass various project-related expenses, including development, studies,

permitting, legal fees, project management, and engineering staff. Additional costs such as electrical

and gas interconnections, land acquisition, and owner contingency are also accounted for.

Owner Sen/ices and Allowance for Funds Used During Construction (AFUDC)-for both cases account

for approximately \��i��i�d�7This is within the expected typical 15% to 25%

range.

The Commissioning and Start-Up costs for both cases account for approximately 2% of the Main

Contract cost, which falls within the typical norms of 1.5% to 3.0%.

2.3.11 Escalation Evaluation
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The ELL Cost Estimates include escalation costs, but they are not itemized separately, so verification 
cannot be performed. Given the current market environment, an annual escalation rate of 2.5% to 
4.0% would generally be anticipated, assuming there are no significant shifts in government policy 
that could influence economic conditions. To ensure accurate cost forecasting, these calculations 
should be aligned with the total EPC project duration and schedule 

2.3.12 Contingency 

A base estimate is derived from any of the specified Classes and reflects the scope definition at that 
stage, including anticipated Design Allowances. However, as projects tend to expand over time, a 
Contingency Allowance is typically added to the base estimate to account for execution 
uncertainties, risks, and unknowns. 

The contingency amount is determined through statistical analysis or expert judgment, leveraging 
historical project data and experience to assess risk-based factors influencing final costs. This 
amount may not necessarily be fully utilized. 

It is important to note that contingency allowance does not cover additional work or scope changes 
initiated by the customer after the job's definition has been finalized at the end of the engineering 
phase. 

The contingencies assumed for both cases reflect approximately 13 % of the TIC which is acceptable 
for a Class 3 cost estimate. However, these costs presented do not represent a Class 3 estimate 
and higher amount of contingency would be recommended for a Class 4 or 5 estimate. 

2.3.13 Project Schedule 

Based on the submitted Level 2 schedule, the projected duration of 82 months (over 6-7 years) is 
longer than what we would expect for projects with similar scopes. However, we do not have full 
insight to the drivers of the provided schedules, which may not be due solely to constructability, 
long-leads or phase execution approach. Therefore, there may be opportunities to optimize the EPC 
schedule taking into account the project's type, size, and complexity. 

2.4 
2.4.1 

Benchmarking 
Labor Benchmarking 

To verify labor metrics, Worley converted the data from ELL WATERFORD and WESTLAKE cost 
estimates, ELL EPC bid tabs, and key quantities across disciplines, crafts, and code of accounts into 
WORLEY TIC Cost Breakdown Summaries in Tables 2.3.1 and 2.3.2. Our findings were the following: 
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The ELL Cost Estimates include escalation costs, but they are not itemized separately, so verification

cannot be performed. Given the current market environment, an annual escalation rate of 2.5% to

4.0% would generally be anticipated, assuming there are no significant shifts in government policy
that could influence economic conditions. To ensure accurate cost forecasting, these calculations

should be aligned with the total EPC project duration and schedule

2.3.12 Contingency

A base estimate is derived from any of the specified Classes and reflects the scope definition at that

stage, including anticipated Design Allowances. However, as projects tend to expand over time, a

Contingency Allowance is typically added to the base estimate to account for execution

uncertainties, risks, and unknowns.

The contingency amount is determined through statistical analysis or expert judgment, leveraging
historical project data and experience to assess risk—based factors influencing final costs. This

amount may not necessarily be fully utilized.

It is important to note that contingency allowance does not cover additional work or scope changes
initiated by the customer after the Jobs definition has been finalized at the end of the engineering

phase.

The contingencies assumed for both cases reflect approximately 13 % of the TIC which is acceptable
for a Class 3 cost estimate. However, these costs presented do not represent a Class 3 estimate

and higher amount of contingency would be recommended for a Class 4 or 5 estimate.

2.3.13 Project Schedule

Based on the submitted Level 2 schedule, the projected duration of 82 months (over 6~7 years) is

longer than what we would expect for projects with similar scopes. However, we do not have full

insight to the drivers of the provided schedules, which may not be due solely to constructability,

|ong~|eads or phase execution approach. Therefore, there may be opportunities to optimize the EPC

schedule taking into account the project's type, size, and complexity.

2.4 Benchmarking
2.4.1 Labor Benchmarking

To verify labor metrics, Worley converted the data from ELL WATERFORD and WESTLAKE cost

estimates, ELL EPC bid tabs, and key quantities across disciplines, crafts, and code of accounts into

WORLEV TIC Cost Breakdown Summaries in Tables 2.3.1 and 2.3.2. Our findings were the following:
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+ The individual metrics reviewed appear reasonable and align closely with expected typical 
ranges and cost trends. However, due to limited technical and cost details with deeper 
granularity, the assessment has been conducted at the Code of Account level. 

• Equipment installation labor costs typically range from 15% to 25% of the equipment 
material cost, which is standard for this type and size of equipment. Since a detailed 
equipment list with sizing and technical specifications is unavailable, precise crosschecking 
and validation based on current construction productivity have not been feasible. For large 
heavy equipment, labor installation generally ranges from 75 to 125 HR/Ton. 

• The average earthworks productivity rate of 0.15 HR/CY aligns with industry standards, 
where bulk excavation typically ranges from 0.10 to 0.50 HR/CY and structural earthworks 
generally fall between 0.75 to 1.50 HR/CY. 

Site Improvements: With respective to site improvements, the average productivity for 
paving, drainage, and other miscellaneous site work is 1.15 HR/SY, falling within the typical 
range of 1.0 to 2.0 HR/SY. 

• Concrete productivity at 5 HR/CY is much lower than typical industry trends ranging from 
10 to 25 HR/CY. However, no details regarding the foundation were available for Worley to 
understand why this value may be lower than expected. 

• Prefabricated steel productivity is recorded at 48 HR/Ton, aligning with typical industry 
benchmarks, which generally range from 30 to 75 HR/Ton. 

+ Prefabricated piping productivity is reported at 3.11 HR/LF, which is below the typical 
range of 4.0 to 6.0 HR/LF for this type of facility. However, the absence of details regarding 
piping type, construction materials, and average pipe sizes prevents further verification of 
the lower-than-typical manhours. 

• Installation man-hours for Instrumentation Control, Electrical Equipment, and High­ 
Voltage Cables cannot be verified, as they were not explicitly outlined in the cost 
summaries but were grouped within the associated large Electrical and Instrumentation 
subcontracts. 

2.4.2 Material (Equipment and Bulks) Benchmarking 

Referencing Tables 2.3.1 and 2.3.2, we find: 
• At a high level, bulk material costs appear reasonable. Due to the lack of detailed technical 

and cost information at a more granular level for specific cost items, the assessment and 
evaluation can only be performed at the code-of-account level. 
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- The individuai metrics reviewed appear reasonable and align closely with expected typical

ranges and cost trends. However, due to limited technical and cost details with deeper

granularity, the assessment has been conducted at the Code of Account level.

- Equipment installation labor costs typically range from 15% to 25% of the equipment
material cost, which is standard for this type and size of equipment. Since a detailed

equipment list with sizing and technical specifications is unavailable, precise crosschecking
and validation based on current construction productivity have not been feasible. For large
heavy equipment, labor installation generally ranges from 75 to 125 HR/Ton.

- The average earthworks productivity rate of 0.15 HR/CY aligns with industry standards,
where bulk excavation typically ranges from 0.10 to 0.50 HR/CY and structural earthworks

generally fall between 0.75 to 1.50 HR/CY.

- Site Improvements: With respective to site improvements, the average productivity for

paving, drainage, and other miscellaneous site work is 1.15 HR/SY, falling within the typical

range of 1.0 to 2.0 HR/SY.

- Concrete productivity at 5 HR/CY is much lower than typical industry trends ranging from

10 to 25 HR/CY. However, no details regarding the foundation were available for Worley to

understand why this value may be lower than expected.

o Prefabricated steel productivity is recorded at 48 HR/Ton, aligning with typical industry

benchmarks, which generally range from 30 to 75 HR/Ton.

o Prefabricated piping productivity is reported at 3.11 HR/LF, which is below the typical

range of 4.0 to 6.0 HR/LF for this type of facility. However, the absence of details regarding

piping type, construction materials, and average pipe sizes prevents further verification of

the lower~than-typical manhours.

- Installation man—hours for Instrumentation Control, Electrical Equipment, and High-

Voltage Cables cannot be verified, as they were not explicitly outlined in the cost

summaries but were grouped within the associated large Electrical and Instrumentation

subcontracts.

2.4.2 Material (Equipment and Bulks) Benchmarking

Referencing Tables 2.3.1 and 2.3.2, we find:

o At a high level, bulk material costs appear reasonable. Due to the lack of detailed technical

and cost information at a more granular level for specific cost items, the assessment and

evaluation can only be performed at the code—of4account level.
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o Earthworks cost at 80 and 47 USD/CY, respectively is within the expected 50 to 100 
USD/CY. 

Concrete material cost at 356 USD/CY is on the lower end of the expected 350 to 600 
USD/CY. 

o Steel {Prefabricated) at 8,642 USD/TON is within the expected 3,500 to 10,000 
USD/Ton. 

o Piping (Prefabricated): 263 USD/LF Pipe is within the expected 250 to 400 USD/LF. 
(Material Supply + Shop Pre-fabrication). 

o Instrumentation and Control System: Insufficient information for evaluation. 

Electrical cable at 75 USD/LF Cable is within the expected 50 to 100 USD/LF (typical 
of the expensive HV and MV cables of high and medium voltage are required in the 
scope of work of this type of facility). 

• The equipment list provided was general and lacked specific sizing details, preventing us 
from conducting a spot check to assess the reasonableness of the equipment prices. 
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Earthworks cost at 80 and 47 USD/CY, respectively is within the expected 50 to 100

USD/CY.

Concrete material cost at 356 USD/CV is on the lower end of the expected 350 to 600

USD/CY.

Steel (Prefabricated) at 8,642 USD/TON is within the expected 3,500 to 10,000

USD/Ton.

Piping (Prefabricated): 263 USD/LF Pipe is within the expected 250 to 400 USD/LF.

(Material Supply + Shop Pre-fabrication).

Instrumentation and Control System: Insufficient information for evaluation.

Electrical cable at 75 USD/LF Cable is within the expected 50 to 100 USD/LF (typical
of the expensive HV and MV cables of high and medium voltage are required in the

scope of work of this type of facility).

- The equipment list provided was general and lacked specific sizing details, preventing us

from conducting a spot check to assess the reasonableness of the equipment prices.
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3. Appendix 
3.1 Summary of Client Input and File Contents 

• ESL Summary of documents located in the Project SharePoint Folder 
1010_Waterford_6_Proposal_Submission_Template__ WF6 
5787_Westlake_Proposal_Submission_Template___WLAPS 
1010_Waterford_6_Appendix_C_ - _Due_Di ligence_-_Developmental_-_WF6 
5787_Westlake_Appendix_C_ -_Due_Diligence_ - _Developmental_ - _WLAPS 

• Pricing Files 
1010_Waterford_Project_Cost_Model_RFP_Submission_-_WF6 
5787_Westlake_Project_Cost_Model_Final_RFP_Submission_-_WLAPS 

• Transmission Files 
1010_Waterford_Project_Cost_Model_RFP_Submission__WF6 
5787_Westlake_Project_Cost_Model_Final_RFP_Submission_-_WLAPS 

• Environmental Files 
Listed in the Zip folder and included files named "Flood map, Hydrology Report, 
Wetlands, Zoning, Environmental Management Policy" etc. 

The numbers that are utilized in the zip folder for "Due Diligence Attachments" tie to the 
section of Appendix C "Due Diligence", for example: 

Section 3.6.4 of the Appendix C Due Diligence PDF states, "This is addressed by file "3.6.4 
Selection of Major Equipment - 2023 ETI PIE OEM RF" 

Due Diligence; Appendix C Questionnaire: 3.1.7 EPC Technical Specification and Design 
Criteria. 
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3. Appendix

3.1 Summary of Client Input and File Contents

- ESL Summary of documents located ‘in the Proiect SharePoint Folder

1010_Waterford,6_Proposa|_Submission,Template_—_WF6

S787,West|ake,Proposa|,Submission__Temp|atei-,WLAPS

1010_Waterfoi'd_6_Appendix_C,-_Due_Diligence —_Developi'nenta|_—_WF6

5787_West|ake,Appendix4C_~_Due,Di|igence_-7Deve|opmenta|_—_WLAPS

- Pricing Files

10 10_Waterford,Project_Cost,Mode|_RFP,Su brn ission_—_WF6

S787_Westla ke_Project_Cost_Model_Fina|_RFP,Su bm ission_~_WLAPS

- Transmission Files

10 10,Waterford_Project_Cost_Model_RFP_Su bm i ssion_—_WF6

5787_West|a ke#ProJect_Cost_Mode|_Final_RFP,Su bm ission_-,WLAPS

- Environmental Files

Listed in the Zip folder and included files named "Flood map, Hydrology Report,

Wetlands, Zoning, Environmental Management Policy" etc.

* The numbers that are utilized in the Zip folder for "Due Diligence Attachments" tie to the

section of Appendix C "Due Diligence", for example:

Section 3.6.4 of the Appendix C Due Diligence PDF states, "This is addressed by file "3.6.4

Selection of Major Equipment - 2023 ETI PIE OEM RFP,"

Due Diligence; Appendix C Questionnaire: 3.1.7 EPC Technical Specification and Design

Criteria.
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364Selection of Major Equipment -2023 ET PIE OEM RFP WF6 PDF Document 

3.8a Supplier Diversity Strategy - WF6 PDF Document 

38b Entergy-Performance-Report PDF Document 

3.8¢ETR-2025_supplierscodeofconduct PDF Document 

39£TR Contractor Safety Standard -WF6 PDF Document 

3.9b Environmental, Occupational Health & Safety (EHS) PDF Document 

39¢ Security Program Governance Policy -WF6 pDF Document 

527Flo0rap -WF6 DDF Document 

531Waterford and 6 Emronmental Permitting Matrix -WFf PDF Document 

55Water and Wstewater WF6 ppr Document 

553 Estimated CCC Water Usage costs -WF6 PDF Document 

5.6Waterford 12_2022_Final Audit Summar-Environmental PDF Document 

5.64-Entergy Environmental Management Policy -WF6 PDF Document 

564.Entergy Environmental Management System Procedure V 12062016 -WF6 DDF Document 

810-013Requirement¢ -WF6 pDF Document 
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