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CHAIRMAN SHAW:  Well, good morning again.

We'll get started.  We have a hearing today.  This

is Georgia Power's 2025 Integrated Resource Plan

and 2025 Application for Certification,

Decertification, and Amended Demand-side Management

Plan, Dockets 56002 and 56003:  A motion

challenging Georgia Power Company's trade secret

assertion.  

We'll start by calling for appearances.

Rather than going through the entire list of

intervenors in the docket, I'll just ask if

there's -- what parties are here, and if you would,

starting with Georgia Power and starting with the

Public Service Commission, just tell us who -- just

come up and we'll just see who we've got.

MR. COLLADO:  Chris Collado, Public Service

Commission staff.

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  Thank you.  Georgia Power.

MR. HEWITSON:  Good morning, Chairman.  Steve

Hewitson and Holly Ingram on behalf of Georgia

Power Company.

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  All right.  And then we have

the SELC that filed the motion.

MS. WHITFIELD:  Good morning, Commissioners.

Jennifer Whitfield, Bob Sherrier, and Aradhana
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Chandra on behalf of Georgia Interfaith Power &

Light and Southface.

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  Was there any other parties

that wanted to participate in this hearing?

(No response.) 

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  Okay.  Are there any

housekeeping matters to take up at this point?

(No response.) 

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  I think the schedule is

pretty forthright in terms of what we're -- you

know, the oral arguments and the time limits.  We

will allow witnesses, and beginning with Georgia

Power.  But do we have any public witnesses that

wanted to provide public comment in relation to

this hearing?

(No response.) 

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  Okay.  Hearing none, we'll

begin.  If Georgia Power wants to call -- do you

have any witnesses you want to call up?

MR. HEWITSON:  I do, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  At this time, I'll let you do

that and swear them in.

MR. HEWITSON:  All right.  Georgia Power

calls Mr. Michael Robinson, Mr. Randy Hubbert, and

Mr. Matthew Bowers to the stand.

 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25



     7

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  Okay.

MR. HEWITSON:  If you could remain standing

and raise your right hands.  Gentlemen, do you

swear that the testimony you are about to give is

the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the

truth, so help you God?

THE PANEL:  Yes.

MR. HEWITSON:  Thank you.

Thereupon,  

MICHAEL ROBINSON, 
RANDY HUBBERT, 
MATTHEW BOWERS, 

having been duly sworn, testified as follows:  

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MR. HEWITSON:  

Q. Okay.  I believe the Commission is familiar

with each of these gentlemen, but just in case, let's go

ahead and have them introduce themselves.  I'll start from

my left.  Mr. Robinson, would you please introduce

yourself and give your roles and responsibilities for the

company?

A. (Witness Robinson) Yes.  Good morning,

Commissioners.  Mike Robinson, vice president of grid

transformation for Georgia Power Company.  And my team is

responsible for planning, policy, and transmission

distribution for Georgia.
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A. (Witness Bowers) Good morning, Commissioners.

My name is Matthew Bowers.  I'm the IRP project manager

for Georgia Power.  I led the end of the 2022 IRP, but

also the development, defense, and implementation of the

2023 IRP update and the 2025 IRP.

A. (Witness Hubbert) Good morning,

Commissioners.  My name is Randy Hubbert.  I'm director of

resource planning for Southern Company Services.  My team

supports Georgia Power and the sister operating companies

with their integrated resource planning efforts.

Q. Gentlemen, to expedite the presentation of

your testimony and your explanation of these documents,

I'm going to skip straight to the documents that are

attached as exhibits to give this motion.  And I'll ask

each of you in turn regarding the specific documents.  

If we look at -- and I believe the Commission

probably has a copy of GIPL's motion, so I will refer to

them -- in order to avoid disclosure of any trade secret

information this morning, I'll refer to them as their

exhibit numbers and give a short explanation, if I can,

about the specific document.  So the first one is

Exhibit 2A to GIPL's motion, and then Miss -- and that is

part of the 2025 IRP Financial Review, that was marked as

trade secret in the original filing in the IRP.
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Mr. Hubbert, I believe that document is your

responsibility.

(The documents referred to were premarked for 

identification as GIPL/Southface Exhibit 2A.) 

A. (Witness Hubbert) Sure.  So, yes, the

financial review document is a document that's filed.

It's a required filing in each of the IRPs that Georgia

Power files, the triennial IRPs.  It provides a look at

several things.  It has detailed Aurora modeling

information that is used, along with financial parameter

information that is used, to look at relative rate impacts

across a number of scenarios that Georgia Power is

required to file in their IRP, including the base case.

And then other scenarios that look at higher gas prices,

price on carbon, and other future scenarios, as required

in the IRP rules.

Q. Okay.  Why would it be harmful if the

information that's been marked as trade secret in the

company's file would be disclosed publicly?

A. (Witness Hubbert)  So there's two reasons:

One, showing the relative rate impacts could provide

insights into the rate for which Georgia Power would use

in its discussions with potential new customers coming to

the state.  So it could disadvantage Georgia Power in

competing for new customer growth and economic growth in
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the state of Georgia.

The other part that could be hurtful is, as I

mentioned, there's detailed Aurora analysis that's used in

this -- in this document -- to support this document.

Some of that detailed analysis provides insights into the

company's revenue requirements for new generation

development.

Someone could use that information to tailor

a bid in the many RFPs that Georgia Power issues for its

customers to better know the company's cost and could

raise their price of their bid up to the company's cost

and increase cost to customers.

Q. What does the company do to maintain the

secrecy of this information?

A. (Witness Hubbert) A number of things.  One,

as you can see during the IRP proceedings, we mark

everything trade secret, protect that information as trade

secret, in creating both trade secret versions and public

disclosure versions of the documentation.

Within the company ourselves, we have

different technology frameworks and we segment who can

have access to certain networks.  So we segment access

control internally.  And also, we limit -- even for those

that can have access to that information, we limit this

information to those that really need to know the
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information.

Q. Thank you, Mr. Hubbert.

(The documents referred to were premarked for 

identification as GIPL/Southface Exhibit 3A.) 

(The documents referred to were premarked for 

identification as GIPL/Southface Exhibit 4A.) 

I want to turn to Exhibit 3A, and I'm going

to group that with Exhibit 4A.  Exhibit 3A is the external

peak adjustment for large loads.  And Exhibit 4A is the

winter coincident demand with adjustments by class.

Mr. Bowers, I believe these are your documents.  If you

could give a brief overview or explanation, what

information is contained in the trade secret portions of

these documents?

A. (Witness Bowers) Sure.  Commissioners,

Exhibit 3A contains the risk adjusted loads that Georgia

Power expects from its large load pipeline.  So as you're

aware, and as we've explained in the 2023 IRP update, as

well as the 2025 IRP, the company takes the announced load

from customers, and we run that through the company's

proprietary load realization model, adjusting for various

stages of each of the projects.  For example, has a

project selected the state, has the project selected an

electric service provider, what kind of project is this?

Is this a hyperscaler, a data center developer, with or
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without tenants?  Is this an industrial customer?  And

then we adjust for load ramp delays as well as load

materialization.  And so that's -- those are the

adjustments that are made within our proprietary load

realization model that produces the risk adjusted loads

that are shown on this page.

Q. And why would it be harmful to customers and

to Georgia Power if this information was released

publicly?

A. (Witness Bowers) Disclosure of this

information, Commissioners, would harm Georgia Power's

ability to procure the best pricing for its customers.  It

would also effectively slow -- could effectively slow

economic growth for the state of Georgia.  As you're

aware, we compete.  Even though we're the only regulated

electric utility in the state of Georgia, that doesn't

mean we don't compete for load.

So within the state, we compete with 41 EMCs,

as well as 52 municipalities.  And so we compete for large

loads, that is, loads that are 900kW or greater, through

customer choice and the Georgia -- Georgia Territorial

Electric Service Act.  And so we -- we compete internally

with a significant number of electric service providers

within the state.  But we also compete for economic

development projects with other states and with electric
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service providers and utilities across the country.  So

it's clear Georgia Power, even though we're regulated --

the only state-regulated electric utility, we compete

within the state and across the country.

Disclosing this information, the

risk-adjusted loads, because we've also provided the

announced loads of these projects in our quarterly large

load economic development reports, competitors could back

into a risk adjustment factor that we produced through

that proprietary load realization model, and effectively

better plan for large loads and better price -- make

better pricing offers to those large loads, so that --

that would effectively erode Georgia Power's competitive

position.  And it harms our ability to obtain the best

pricing for our customers, as well as for the state of

Georgia.  It could lead to potentially fewer economic

development project wins by the company, potentially fewer

for the state.  And so that could have the effect of

slowed economic growth for the -- for the state of

Georgia.  Okay.

COMMISSIONER PRIDEMORE:  Mr. Bowers, can you

better define "best pricing for customers"?  Best

pricing of what?

MR. BOWERS:  The best pricing of the

individual customer choice project that we're
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pursuing.  

BY MR. HEWITSON:  

Q. Mr. Bowers, I want to skip the third question

with respect to Exhibit 3A, because I believe the answer

to that will be the same as 4A, so I'm going to allow you

to combine those.  But with the Exhibit 4A, could you

please explain what that information -- or the trade

secret portion of that information provides?

A. (Witness Bowers) Yes.  The trade secret

information in Exhibit 4A is class specific load

information.  So, for example, it shows the breakdown of

our aggregate load forecast, which we do disclose

publicly.  But this is -- the trade secret portion is the

breakdown by class level.  So we have residential,

industrial, commercial classes, as well as government and

MARTA.

So this information is marked as trade secret

throughout the filing, and it's trade secret for many of

the same reasons as Exhibit 3A, but this provides further

specificity at the class level.  So if this information

were disclosed publicly, when combined with other public

information that's available for the class and segment of

the large loads that we've provided in data requests, and

the announced loads that we've provided in quarterly large

load economic development reports, this information could
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be used to tailor better offers to commercial and

industrial customers.

Q. And how would that be harmful to customers if

those offers are tailored in a different manner based on

the disclosure of this information?  

A. (Witness Bowers) This could improve

competitors' relative position, competitive position, and

customer choice offers, specific to commercial and

industrial customers.  So for commercial, that would be

projects like data centers, and industrial is something

like a battery manufacturer.

Q. And would you say disclosure of this

information, which has been developed by Georgia Power in

a proprietary model, would erode Georgia Power's

competitive position with respect to these economic

development projects?

A. (Witness Bowers) Yes, it would.

Q. With respect to Exhibits 3A and 4A, what does

the company do to maintain the secrecy of that trade

secret information?  

A. (Witness Bowers) Similar to Mr. Hubbert's

response, we mark this information as trade secret in our

filings.  It's clearly -- it's highlighted in yellow to

indicate its trade secret nature.  It's redacted in the

public disclosure versions.  And, similarly, on an
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internal basis, we protect access to the information on a

need-to-know basis.  Shared drives are managed by the --

at a department level.  Also, our team sites that we use

to cooperate, collaborate across the company, access to

those sites is managed to prevent unauthorized access.

And we also take -- we have internal training

within Southern Company on records management, data

privacy.  We also conduct specific trade secret and

attorney-client training that's conducted by our counsel

ahead of each IRP filing.

Q. And when you say "unauthorized access," do

you mean both virtual and physical access to the

information?

A. That's correct.  Specifically as it relates

to Southern Power, which is an affiliate of Southern

Company.  According -- in accordance with FERC orders, we

must maintain virtual and physical and functional

separation from Southern Power, so they're -- they're

located on different floors.  They have -- we have batched

access to our information.

And then from a virtual standpoint, our

information is completely separated from anyone at

Southern Power Company so that they cannot access this

information because, you know, FERC put these protections

in place because information such as resource planning
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information can provide a competitive advantage if not

disclosed to others at the same time.

Q. And does Georgia Power additionally track

access -- track who accesses this information to ensure

that compliance with its procedures and policies with

respect to the limitation of access to this information is

adhered to by its employees?  

A. (Witness Bowers) Yes, we limit access to

individual employees, but we also go further than that.

Within IRP proceedings, intervenors and Commission staff

will request certain information that is trade secret, and

we host that information on a share file site or an FTP --

a file transfer protocol site where we have individualized

credentials and access to the trade secret information,

and that information is additionally only available during

that specific docket, after which we remove the

information and remove access to the trade secret info.

Q. Thank you, Mr. Bowers.

MR. HEWITSON:  Moving on, I should have

announced during a housekeeping matter that GIPL

has informed me that they have withdrawn their

challenge to Exhibits 5A and 7A, so I will skip

those this morning and go to 6A.

(The documents referred to were premarked for 

identification as GIPL/Southface Exhibit 6A.) 
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BY MR. HEWITSON:  

Q. Mr. Hubbert, back to you.  This is the

technology, cost, and performance summary.  Could you

please give a brief explanation of what this information

contains?

A. (Witness Hubbert) Sure.  So the technology

cost performance information is actually a piece of a

larger document that's included in the IRP filing, which

is the resource mix study.  So in the resource mix study

document, we're covering all of the assumptions that go

into the expansion analysis for the company and the

system.  And a piece of that is the future generation

technology that we make available to the modeling to be

selected to meet the company's and the system's future

capacity and energy needs.  So Table 5 specifically lays

out each generation technology that we allow the model to

select, as well as its -- each technology's cost and

performance information.

Q. Mr. Hubbert, why is it important for the

company to have as precise of information with respect to

these technology and performance costs as possible?

A. (Witness Hubbert) So during the IRP, we spoke

about this.  So there's really a few things that's really

important about the resource mix study.  Number one, it

does provide an indication to the company of what types of
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resources would be economic for customers' future capacity

and energy needs.  So it is very indicative of the types

of resources that we would solicit or seek to -- seek to

propose as a company-owned proposal.

But two, a very important piece of it is:

These cases, along with all the existing resources -- or

sorry -- the expansion plan resources, along with existing

resources, are used in production cost modeling and a key

deliverable or data point from that are the avoided energy

costs.  Those are used to evaluate all of our supply side

and demand side decisions for the upcoming year.  And this

is a moment where we're making significant resource

decisions with, I think, 13 gigawatts of active RFPs for

capacity resources and solar resources via utility scale

RFPs or distributed generation RFPs.  So it's really

important that we have as accurate information as possible

when making those -- that scale and magnitude of decisions

for the company.

Q. Can you help explain why it would be harmful

to Georgia Power and its customers if this information was

disclosed publicly?

A. (Witness Hubbert)  Sure.  So, Commissioners,

where the harm could be -- the potential harm could be

would be that if we disclosed our costs and the market has

that information, when we conduct an RFP, we expect each
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of the bidders to provide us their best proposal, and they

know they have to compete with other bidders and have to

compete with the company for the capacity or energy

resources that are going to be deployed.  

If they have information for -- our

information, for our generation technology costs, they

could raise their price to just below our cost, which

would actually hurt customers, because it doesn't give us

their best bid into the RFPs.

Q. Would customers end up paying more for

resources -- would Georgia Power and customers end up

paying more for resources through those RFPs if that were

to happen?

A. (Witness Hubbert) That is correct.

COMMISSIONER MCDONALD:  Help me -- when you

say that customer -- that competing customer might

raise their price just below Georgia Power's,

wouldn't they know that they were below Georgia

Power before they raised it?  I mean, why would

they -- they would raise it to get the bid, I

guess, at a lower -- at a greater cost of profit to

them than it would be on their original bid; is

that right?

MR. HUBBERT:  That's correct.

COMMISSIONER MCDONALD:  But when do you know
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that information that they've raised that?  

MR. HUBBERT:  Well, we wouldn't know for

certain, but it's the potential risk that they

could do that.  Having that information would

allow -- give them the insight to be able to do

that, which could be hurtful to Georgia customers.

COMMISSIONER MCDONALD:  Public notice and

then those that qualify for information on the

trade secret notices, would they be under that

category or because they are a competing customer,

they are automatically not privileged to trade

secret information?  

MR. HUBBERT:  That's right.  So during this

proceeding -- I think Mr. Bowers just spoke to

this.  So, yes, those that sign an NDA, or

non-disclosure agreement, can have access to the

information during the proceeding -- 

COMMISSIONER MCDONALD:  But you even there

can restrict some of it; isn't that right?

MR. HUBBERT:  Even there, that's right.  If

it's a competing customer, we can -- we can segment

who has access to that information.  And we would

not allow a competing customer to have that

information, even during this proceeding.

MR. BOWERS:  And, in fact, to add to that,
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Mr. Hubbert and Commissioner McDonald, we have in

the 2025 IRP proceeding limited trade secret

information, and distinguished between whether an

intervenor is a potential developer and, therefore,

competitor with the company versus one who's not.

BY MR. HEWITSON:  

Q. And information was not provided --

information related to technology costs and other

information that they could use to manipulate their bids

was not provided to intervenors who might also be bidding

into RFPs; is that right, Mr. Bowers?

A. (Witness Bowers)  That's correct.

Q. What else -- other -- in addition to marking

it as trade secret, maintaining it as trade secret, in the

normal course of business, what does Georgia Power and

Southern Company as a whole do to maintain the secrecy of

this data, Mr. Hubbert?

A. (Witness Hubbert) So much like the response

to the first question, we market it as trade secret.  We

highlight it yellow in these proceedings to make sure it's

very obvious that it is trade secret and the public

disclosures, it's redacted.  The IT networks or technology

networks, we segment those.  So it's everything that I

said in the first response and what Mr. Bowers added in

his response.
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Q. Okay.  Thank you.  

(The documents referred to were premarked for 

identification as GIPL/Southface Exhibit 8A.) 

Skipping to Exhibit 8A, Mr. Robinson.  These

are the estimated transmission costs for project level

costs.  Could you explain what's shown on Exhibit 8,

please?

A. (Witness Robinson) Yes, Commissioners.  This

exhibit includes all the project details for all the

projects that are in the ten-year plan for the ITS, so the

Integrated Transmission System.  It includes information

on location of projects.  So the zone ID of where it is in

the state, the year that it's identified in the ten-year

plan.  What we call the teams number, teams is our

estimating system.  It's explained in Volume 3.  The

project name, which often gives start and end location,

particularly talking about transmission lines, the

specific need date that's identified for that project in

the previous ten-year plan -- so the '24 need date is

defined.  And then -- or correct that.  That's for this

ten-year plan is the need date that's specifically

identified.  

The sponsor of the project, so that's either

GTC, MEAG, Dalton Utilities, Georgia Power ITS, or Georgia

Power non-ITS, because there are areas in the state where

 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25



    24

Georgia Power serves there that are not -- that are not in

the Territorial Act, say, Savannah.  The estimated cost

for Georgia Power Company, the estimated cost for Georgia

Transmission Corporation, the estimated cost for MEAG, the

estimated cost for Dalton Utilities, and the total cost of

the project.

Q. And what is identified as trade secret are

those columns that include the cost, not necessarily the

project identifier information; is that correct,

Mr. Robinson?

A. (Witness Robinson)  Yes.  So the five columns

specific to cost, each of the four participants and the

total cost.

Q. Okay.  And why would it be harmful to Georgia

Power and its customers if the cost information on a

project level was provided for these transmission

projects?

A. (Witness Robinson)  Well, Commissioners, one

thing that's important to point out is 44 percent of this

plan is not Georgia Power specific.  So these are projects

that are sponsored by GTC, MEAG, or Dalton Utilities.

Georgia Power cannot disclose that information.  

The other thing is, as Mr. Bowers talked

about, we do have competition in the state as it relates

to customer choice, and as well as competing outside of
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the state and economic development to bring projects to

Georgia.  Knowing the cost specific to customer-related

projects would give a competitive advantage to other

utilities competing for those opportunities.

We also bid out our transmission and

substation construction work.  So those entities that are

bidding into those bids or those RFPs would have a

competitive advantage on our -- they could back into our

costs or estimate that we're using as it relates to

transmission cost per line mile or substation costs that

we're estimating.  And so that's another reason that we do

not disclose that.  

And then it's also consistent with how we

handle this information at SERTP, so the Southeastern

Regional Transmission Planning process.  We do not

disclose project-specific costs.  Indicative cost is

available if you sign an NDA, so cost per line mile or

cost to build a 500kV station, but we do protect that

information under a non-disclosure agreement.

And then the other thing that I think is most

important is, with the project specific information, you

can back into our transmission marginal cost.  So in

Technical Appendix Volume 3, we define how we calculate

our transmission marginal cost.  But we do not give the

inputs into that calculation.  By having this information,
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you can back into those inputs and calculate our

transmission marginal cost, which goes into our

competitive pricing.  That's very important.  That would

give an economic benefit to other utilities throughout the

United States, as well as utilities internal to Georgia.

Q. Okay.  And Mr. Robinson, does the --

COMMISSIONER PRIDEMORE:  Mr. Hewitson, would

it give a benefit to suppliers of materials of the

transmission system?

MR. ROBINSON:  Yes, Commissioner, it could,

specifically to transformer manufacturers,

companies like Quanta or Pike that provide line

resources to us, or other material, like breakers

or transmission structures.  You could back into

that cost with this information.

COMMISSIONER PRIDEMORE:  Wires?  

MR. ROBINSON:  Wires, too, with the line

miles.  If you knew enough specifics about the

project, you could -- you could calculate into our

costs for conductive as well.

BY MR. HEWITSON:  

Q. And with the recent changes to the rules and

regulations to address large loads, Mr. Robinson, how

would the disclosure of this information impact Georgia

Power's ability to compete for economic development
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projects against other states?

A. (Witness Robinson)  Well, that -- as I

mentioned, that transmission marginal cost that we

calculate is an input into that minimum build calculation,

as it relates to the new rules and regs.

Q. Okay.  And the rules and regs require the

large load customer to pay for its share of the costs,

which would be included -- which would be set forth in

publicly disclosed information.  Would it hinder Georgia

Power's ability to compete for those projects and

negotiate with those large loads?

A. (Witness Robinson) It certainly could.

Q. Mr. Hubbert, sorry to do this to you, but I

wanted to go back and ask you another question.  

A. (Witness Hubbert) Okay. 

Q. Because during -- you were one of the

witnesses in the IRP who had to handle these questions,

and during the IRP, there was testimony from other

witnesses in the proceeding about other utilities in the

country that disclose the generic pricing or their

expected costs of generation and performance data, and I

wanted to point that out to you and ask you why Georgia

Power treats that information different than these other

companies who disclose this information publicly.

A. (Witness Hubbert)  Yeah.  So first, let me
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just touch on the other companies.  I can't really speak

to why they do that.  I know they have different

regulatory requirements, different legislative

requirements.  Some are in different market structures

than we're in.  Some may or may not have RFP rules, and

then even within that, carve-outs for company-owned

proposals or not.  I cannot speak to all those details.  I

just know for us, back to what I stated earlier, the

importance of these expansion plans, and when they're used

to make billion upon billion-dollar decisions, it's

important to us to have as precise information as we can

get that's kind of tailored to our system, that's site

specific or region specific, because we're using it to

make those significant resource decisions, both on the

supply side and the demand side.

Q. Thank you, Mr. Hubbert.  

MR. HEWITSON:  Gentlemen, thank you for your

time.

Mr. Chairman, I will turn them over for

cross-examination unless there are further

questions from the Commission.

COMMISSIONER JOHNSON:  Just a quick question.

You mentioned -- and thank you for coming.  You

mentioned the non-disclosure statements that are

signed.  Mr. Hewitson, you might be able to answer
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this as well.  How often do you have a breach of a

non-disclosure statement?

MR. ROBINSON:  I don't have access to that

information.  We do a lot to protect that

information internally, as well as with other

companies when we're talking details on cost, to

sign non-disclosure agreements to protect that

information.  There are legal provisions in those

non-disclosure agreements for indemnity, as well as

damages for disclosing that information.

COMMISSIONER JOHNSON:  Yeah, I would imagine

you sign hundreds -- maybe thousands.  I just

wondered, have we ever had to go after anybody for

a breach?

MR. HEWITSON:  Not while I've been doing this

representation, Commissioner Johnson.  Those

non-disclosure agreements are there for a reason,

and they're there to protect the information, and

it's exactly what the company does.  And we are

vigilant about how we protect that information,

even having database websites that are password

protected to ensure that only those individuals who

have signed the NDAs have access to that

information and can download that information.  So

it's done very particularly, very carefully, to
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ensure that the trade secret information is

maintained as secret.

MR. ROBINSON:  And, Commissioner, access to

that information internally is protected as well.

So as Mr. Bowers mentioned, the employees that have

access to that information are on secured floors.

So over at the 241 building, the connector building

that sits to the side, our transmission planning

and our project management teams sit on the third

and second floor, and those are restricted.  You

have to go through COOL compliance and a background

check to get access to those floors. Access to our

estimating system is also restricted.

So the team system that I mentioned, and how

we estimate those, has all this information in it.

You have to go through what we call COOL

compliance, which is our access program where

management approves your access and you have to

agree to certain terms to access that information.

And then other places where that information is

shared is restricted as well.

So our T&D counsel meeting that I've

mentioned before in testimony where we approve

these projects is restricted on attendance.  And

the documents associated with these presentations

 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25



    31

are also labeled as confidential.

COMMISSIONER JOHNSON:  So you take your

non-disclosures very seriously?  

MR. HEWITSON:  Very seriously, Commissioner.

COMMISSIONER JOHNSON:  Thank you.

MR. HEWITSON:  And just to clarify for the

record, Mr. Robinson, the 241 building is 241 Ralph

McGill, which is Georgia Power headquarters; right?

MR. ROBINSON:  That's correct. 

MR. HEWITSON:  Thank you.  

COMMISSIONER PRIDEMORE:  To the panel, if a

member of your staff or someone else in the company

violated the non-disclosure agreement or released

trade secret information, is that grounds for

expulsion?

MR. ROBINSON:  It would be grounds for

discipline, up to and including termination, yes.

MR. HEWITSON:  And, Mr. Robinson, just to

confirm, even employees of Georgia Power that are

allowed access to this transmission information,

much of it is called Critical Energy Infrastructure

Information, or CEII.  They are required to go

through background checks as well; correct?

MR. ROBINSON:  That is correct.  Internally,

and that information is also protected with a
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disclaimer that says that that information is

protected by law.

MR. HEWITSON:  Thank you, Gentlemen.

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  Mr. Robinson, I know a lot of

what y'all have talked about around the sensitive

information as far as it pertains to the

competitiveness, y'all have mainly spoke about

customer choice economic development projects, but

can you add or touch on a little bit about -- you

mentioned on the construction side, and obviously

there's -- as a result of this docket that we've

approved, there's a lot of growth in the system, so

obviously a lot of new construction.  How would the

trade secret information affect that side of the

house, in terms of the construction side?

MR. ROBINSON:  Yes, Chairman.  As I mentioned

before, we go out and competitively bid our

transmission and substation work.  So we have

internal crews, but we also have crews that we use

to manage ebbs and flows in our construction

business.  So think of Quanta, think of Pike,

companies like that, as well as going out for

competitive bid or contracts for our major

equipment.

And so knowing this information -- and as I
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mentioned before, the transmission project name

often has beginning points and end points in the

name, so Lawrenceville to Bethabara.  And you

can -- you can use Google Maps to determine what an

approximate line mile would be for that.  You could

back into the line mile cost of that project and

use that to influence your bid as it relates to

what we're planning the project for when you're

bidding into these RFPs.  Same could be said for

material, equipment, transformers, and breakers.

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  Yeah, and I know you're a

transmission guy; right?

MR. ROBINSON:  Yes, sir.

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  So you're mainly talking

about transmission, so -- and transmission is a

little different in terms of being a part of the

integrated system.

MR. ROBINSON:  Yes.

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  But what about on the

generation side, wouldn't that be probably even a

bigger deal?

MR. HUBBERT:  Certainly -- Commissioner, it

certainly could be.  Very similar to the

transmission side, we're working with various

original equipment manufacturers and engineering
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procurement construction firms.  So having that

information disclosed publicly could put us --

could harm -- potentially harm customers in those

conversations with all those providers.

MR. BOWERS:  And I would add, we sign NDAs

with those vendors and those suppliers as well.  So

if we disclose their cost information, we would be

in violation of those NDAs.

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  Any other questions?

(No response.) 

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  All right.  Ms. Whitfield,

did y'all have any cross?

MS. WHITFIELD:  We do, and I don't want to be

misleading by saying just a little.

Mr. Sherrier -- we have a lot of exhibits, so

Mr. Sherrier -- we prepared a binder for you to

make it a little easier.  And then we have some

handouts as well.  So if Mr. Sherrier could

approach and hand those out -- 

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  Go ahead.  

MS. WHITFIELD:  -- I would appreciate it.

And just some context for the binder, just as a

housekeeping matter as he's handing these out, what

you'll see in it -- the first tab is GIPL's

motion -- GIPL and Southface's motion.
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The second tab is Georgia Power's response,

so you have them both there right in front of you.

And then after that are a number of exhibits that

we filed with our motion, as well as a few others

interspersed throughout that we'll refer to.  

In addition, each binder has in the folder,

the red folder, a trade secret version of each

exhibit that we have asked disclosure of.  And so

those will also be marked as the respective number

and indicated as trade secret for the record.

However, we don't need to, nor do we intend to talk

about the trade secret numbers or information.  We

just wanted to make sure that the -- that you --

all Commissioners had it, in case you wanted to

look at it.

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  Ms. Whitfield, the pulp and

paper industry thanks you once again.

MS. WHITFIELD:  I'm trying to support the

forestry industry.  I'm here for them in this

docket.

And I'll start by talking about 2A, which is

the revenue requirement exhibit.  So, Mr. Hubbert,

it sounds like that's you.  

CROSS-EXAMINATION 
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BY MS. WHITFIELD:  

Q. First off, I want to talk about what this

information actually is, because when you were answering

questions, you answered questions that suggested that this

information includes detailed modeling information.  Could

you describe what these columns are on the first page of

GIPL/Southface Exhibit 2A?

A. (Witness Hubbert) So on the first page, just

to make sure -- 

Q. That's it.

A. (Witness Hubbert) Okay.  Yeah.  So the first

page shows, starting from left to right, the case number,

which is an indicator or a reference number for the

different scenarios that were evaluated.  So then the

second column shows each of the 13 different scenarios

that were evaluated in the IRP.

Then the next four columns actually show some

of the analytical results of the analysis that was

conducted.  So the next column shows the real levelized

cents per kilowatt hour for each one of those scenarios,

which is a trade secret value.

Q. Which is redacted; correct?

A. (Witness Hubbert) This is redacted.  The next

column shows for each of those scenarios, the percent

increase or decrease above the base case, which in this
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case, the base case was the 111 with moderate gas and

lower carbon assumption.  In the next column, it shows the

levelized cents per kilowatt hour, which is also a trade

secret redacted from the public disclosure version.  And

then the last column shows the percent above base case

using that data point as well.

Q. The best you can, what does the real

levelized cents per kilowatt hour represent in plain

English?  Why do you provide it?  Why is it useful?

A. (Witness Hubbert) So rates are expressed in

cents-per-kilowatt hour.  So it does as good a job as it

can with the data that it has to try to represent a

relative rate impact -- not a specific rate impact, but a

relative rate impact for the different scenarios that are

evaluated.

So, for example, if you had a -- the base

case, and then add to the base case a higher gas price as

opposed to a moderate gas price, what is the relative

impact or rate impact to customers?  It's not used for

specific ratemaking.  It's just to give relative guidance

on these scenarios.

Q. Why isn't it used for specific rate making?

A. (Witness Hubbert) Well, I'm not a rate

expert, so you would have to ask someone else on what's

used for the specific ratemaking for Georgia Power.
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Q. Might it be because it's an estimate at this

stage in an IRP?

A. (Witness Hubbert) Yes.  A lot of this is an

estimate at this stage of the IRP.

Q. In addition, this exhibit reflects the

incremental costs to pay for the requests made in this

specific IRP; correct?

A. (Witness Hubbert) Could you be more specific

on your question there?

Q. Sure.  This exhibit is reflecting the rate

impact of the requests in the 2025 IRP, if they were all

approved and went forward; correct?

A. (Witness Hubbert) This is actually not.  So

the things that Georgia Power requested in this IRP, for

example, the unit uprates at McIntosh, the nuclear

uprates, those were not embedded as an assumption in this

analysis.  So this would not represent the relative rate

impact of those decisions.

Q. So which decisions are embedded in this

analysis?

A. (Witness Hubbert) So all of the existing

assumptions for the company's existing fleet.  And then

for each one of these scenarios, the future generation

technologies that were selected as part of the expansion

plans for each one of these different scenarios would be
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represented in this analysis.

A. (Witness Bowers) And I would add that the

extension -- the specific extensions of Plant Scherer

Unit 3 and Plant Gaston Units 1 through 4 and Unit A are

also represented in the assumptions within those cases.

Q. So it sounds like most of the requests from

the 2025 IRP are reflected here?

A. (Witness Hubbert) Some of the requests are.  

Q. Okay.  Would you describe this as an

incremental reflection of the levelized cost of those

assets that are included?

A. (Witness Hubbert) Yes, I think you could

describe it that way.

Q. And it compares -- to create this levelized

cents per kilowatt hour, you're relying on revenue

requirements; correct?

A. (Witness Hubbert) That is one of the data

points.  That is correct.

Q. And in addition, if you flip the page to the

next page of GIPL/Southface Exhibit 2A, it shows some of

the information that's used to calculate that information

on the original table; correct?  

A. (Witness Hubbert) That is correct.

Q. And that includes total annual revenue

requirements; correct?
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A. (Witness Hubbert) It does include total

annual revenue requirements.

Q. Total annual gigawatt hours?

A. (Witness Hubbert) Yes.

Q. Nominal average cents per kilowatt hour, and

levelized revenue requirements, among a few other columns

there; correct?

A. (Witness Hubbert) That is correct.

Q. So this information here is designed to

reflect the annual revenue requirement of the assets -- of

some of the assets that are being requested by Georgia

Power in this IRP; correct?

A. (Witness Hubbert) It would cover -- yes, it

would cover the ones that Mr. Bowers just spoke of, among

other things.  So it also includes the operating costs or

the variable costs for the existing fleet, as well as the

fixed costs or capital costs and operating costs of the

generic resources that were selected in each one of these

scenarios.

Q. But this isn't covering -- my understanding

is that this is just incremental and that it's not

covering the full base rate?

A. (Witness Hubbert) No, it covers -- it covers

the full -- it covers the operating costs, not the fixed

costs of existing resources.  It covers the operating
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costs or variable costs of existing resources, plus the

capital costs or fixed costs and operating costs of

generic resources that were added.

Q. Okay.  So in addition to all the things you

just mentioned, does it also include things like fuel?

A. (Witness Hubbert) Yes.

Q. Would it also include things like emissions

costs for the generation units in question?  

A. (Witness Hubbert) Yes.  

Q. Would it also include things like the

environmental capital impacts?

A. (Witness Hubbert) To the extent they impact

the -- it does include that for the future generic

resources that are added.  That is correct.

Q. And as we've already discussed, it includes a

number of different kinds of requests from Georgia Power,

included in this IRP, not all of them -- 

A. (Witness Hubbert) Not all.  

Q. -- but a number of different kinds; correct?

A. (Witness Hubbert) It does.

Q. And that includes gas requests related to

uprates?

A. (Witness Hubbert) That was the one that I

mentioned is not included.

Q. That's the one that's excluded?  Okay.

 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25



    42

A. (Witness Hubbert)  So as Mr. Bower said, so

the unit extensions, so the unit extensions are included

in the analysis.  But the unit uprates at McIntosh, the

gas uprates, the nuclear uprates, they're not included.

Q. Okay.  

A. (Witness Bowers) As well as, I would add,

hydromodernization costs are not included in this

estimate, you know.

Q. Okay.  So this includes the -- there's a lot

not included in there.  I'm not sure I appreciated that

until just now.

A. (Witness Hubbert) Yeah.  Again, it's

provided, one, because the rules require us to do a

financial review assessment across these scenarios.  But

it's provided to define a relative rate impact.  So the

base assumptions are the same across every scenario.  But

it's capturing, like, the gas price difference, the carbon

price difference, all those other differences, it's

capturing -- trying to single those things out to provide

a relative difference.

Q. Great.  That's very helpful.  Thank you. 

So I want to look at some similar information

that Georgia Power has disclosed.  And if Mr. Sherrier

could approach again with a handful of documents to

supplement the binder, we'll start with -- on the top of
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each one of these folders is a chart.  The charts will all

be -- they're tables, rather.  They'll all be introduced

into evidence as a single exhibit of tables.  But each

folder also includes a handful of exhibits.

And I'd like to start by looking at

Exhibit 22.

A. (Witness Bowers) I'm sorry.  Could you point

us to which is Exhibit 22?  Okay.  I think we've -- I

think we've found it.

Q. It's this one.  

A. (Witness Bowers) Got it.  

(The documents referred to were premarked for 

identification as GIPL/Southface Exhibit 22.) 

Q. Do you recognize this exhibit?

A. (Witness Bowers) I do recognize this exhibit.

Q. Is this an estimated net impacts to customers

from the 2023 IRP update?

A. (Witness Bowers)  Yes.  This is -- this is a

data request response related to estimated net impact to

customers from the 2023 IRP update.

Q. And in this data request response as part of

the IRP update, are you providing information about the

estimated incremental revenue requirement due to load

growth here?

A. (Witness Bowers) Yes, we do.
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Q. And you include an incremental view of total

revenues here?

A. (Witness Bowers) Yes.  We estimate

incremental revenue due to load growth, specific to the

large loads that are in the 2023 IRP update.

Q. And you're also including here net estimated

incremental impact to customers; correct?

A. (Witness Bowers) That's correct.

Q. And estimated rate impact as a percentage;

correct?

A. (Witness Bowers) That is correct.

Q. And as you can see, this document at the top

says "public disclosure."  These are all publicly

disclosed.

A. (Witness Bowers) That's correct.  I would add

that because this was in the 2023 IRP update, and this was

between cycles for the company, this is not a triennial

IRP filing that is normally followed by a rate case that

this Commission hears.

We endeavored to provide as much information

as we could specific to the incremental resources that we

requested in the 2023 IRP update and the incremental load

growth specific to that IRP update to explain and justify

the requests in the '23 IRP update.  Because it was -- it

was such an unprecedented time where load growth increased
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tremendously and it advanced our capacity need a full

three years from winter of '28-'29 to the winter of

'25-'26.

Q. And you'll recall, of course, that at the

time of the conclusion of the 2023 IRP update, there were

projects included in that request that still required work

to be done, still required contract and/or bidding to be

done; correct?

A. (Witness Bowers) That's correct.  We proposed

projects such as the combustion turbines at Plant Yates,

Units 8 through 10.  We proposed company-owned battery

energy storage systems up to 1000 megawatts.  Received

approval of 500 megawatts.  So, yes, we included cost

estimates for those projects that we marked as trade

secret in that proceeding.

(The documents referred to were premarked for 

identification as GIPL/Southface Exhibit 20.) 

Q. I'd also like you to turn to your binder,

GIPL Exhibit 20.  It's in the binder because it was

included with our original motion.  In GIPL Exhibit 20,

this is a response to a request from staff about the total

revenue requirements over the 12-year planning horizon for

each of the four DSM cases in this 2025 IRP.  Do you see

that?

A. (Witness Hubbert) Yes, we see it.
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Q. And in that response, you provided the

present value, total revenue requirements for each one of

the proposed cases for two different scenarios; correct?

A. (Witness Hubbert) That is correct.

Q. And this is a public document; correct?

A. (Witness Hubbert) That is correct.

(The documents referred to were premarked for 

identification as GIPL/Southface Exhibit 21.) 

Q. Let's look at Exhibit 21.

A. Can I -- can I add something to this real

quick?  

Q. Sure.

A. (Witness Hubbert) This is not different from

what we've done, even on the capacity expansion plans.

This is an aggregated value, the system level.  It's a

present value over a defined period.  In the filing itself

of the capacity expansion plans, we actually provided that

level of detail.  It's a very high level.  It's a

20-year-net-present value of the revenue requirements for

each expansion plan in the capacity expansion plans

document that was filed and publicly available.  So it's

different when you're doing year-over-year annual values

versus a 20 -- 10-, 20-year present value that's

aggregated up.

A. (Witness Bowers) And I would like to add, for
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the record, for the last exhibit, 22, it was similar in

that we provided aggregated cost information and redacted

specifically the proposed resource costs.

Q. Thank you.  So let's take a look at

GIPL/Southface 21, which is marked at the top STF-BAI-1-1,

Attachment Panel A.  And you'll recognize this document as

a document that is similar to documents that are produced

routinely in rate cases, and it provides information about

a number of financial pieces of information, but including

revenue requirement driver information; correct?

A. (Witness Bowers) Excuse me, counsel, which --

which docket is this exhibit from?

Q. This is from the 2022 rate case.

A. (Witness Bowers) Okay.  Thank you.  Could you

repeat your question?

Q. Yeah.  I was noting that this is a document

that is similar to those found in the rate cases, and that

it provides detailed financial information.  This specific

document on page 3, for example, includes a detailed

breakdown of revenue requirement drivers and the projected

financial cost for those in the projected years ahead of

2023, 2024, and 2025.  Do you see that?

A. I see that, yes.  I'd just note that we're

IRP witnesses and not as familiar with the rate case

materials.
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Q. Does it surprise you -- 

A. (Witness Robinson)  I am a rate case witness,

so...  But thank you.

Q. Do you want to talk about it?

A. (Witness Robinson) Not my T&D.  

Q. Does it surprise you that Georgia Power

provides this level of detail in its rate cases about the

specific drivers of its revenue requirements for projected

years 2023, 2024, and 2025?

A. (Witness Robinson) No, it does not.  This

is -- it's not comparable to the information that we're

talking about, particularly the T&D.  What is in this and

in this bar graph that you've got is the revenue

requirement for the incremental costs for T&D reliability

and resilience.  For that category specifically, there's

many more things that go into that category than just the

ten-year plan items.  It could be reliability, capital

maintenance, could be commitments like DOT relocations,

could be NERC requirements.  So there's many other things

that go in that bucket.  So it does not surprise me that

we disclosed that.  But you cannot get to the same

information that I've mentioned before by just that

number.

Q. We'll get to transmission, I promise.  Right

now, I just want to focus on the revenue requirement
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piece.  So knowing that this was disclosed in 2022, has

Georgia Power suffered economic harm as a result of this

disclosure?

A. (Witness Bowers) I'm not aware that we have.

A. (Witness Robinson) It has rights to the T&D

items.  The economic harm that I spoke to before cannot be

calculated or deduced from this information that you have

in this exhibit.

Q. Mr. Robinson, can the T&D items be calculated

from Exhibit 2A?  The revenue requirement and levelized

price of the plan?

A. (Witness Hubbert) Are we back to the

financial review document?  

Q. We're still there.  

A. (Witness Hubbert) That revenue requirement

does not include transmission costs.

Q. Thank you.

A. (Witness Robinson) And there's no

transmission costs.

Q. So would it surprise you -- or to put another

way -- let's back up.  

Our customers paying higher prices as a

result of the disclosure of this information?

A. (Witness Bowers) I'm not aware that customers

are paying higher prices as a result of the disclosure of
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rate case information.

A. (Witness Robinson) This information went into

the rate case, so it was used as evidence in the rate case

for the rate case proceeding, and the rates that went into

effect after the '22 rate case.

A. (Witness Hubbert) And I'd like to add the

annual revenue requirements, while it may not have caused

economic harm yet, it has the potential to do so for the

reasons that we've been talking about.  Disclosing the

annual revenue requirements information, along with other

information that we're already disclosing -- I would

submit to you that Georgia Power is sharing a lot more

information publicly now than what we have in prior IRPs,

trying to be more transparent.

And one of those things is the expansion

plans on an annual basis.  We have always provided

expansion plans aggregated up at a -- kind of over a

20-year period.  But in this IRP, we've provided annual

expansion plans.  So you can see each year what resource

is being selected.  So someone -- Ms. Whitfield, you

acknowledged during the proceedings that Aurora modeling

is very sophisticated, complex.  So the people that are

using this information are pretty savvy at what they're

doing.

They can use this information, along with
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other information, like the expansion plans, to single out

a year where a single resource is being selected.  So

let's just say, for example, a year where a combined cycle

is the only resource selected.  They can look at the

difference in annual revenue requirements, see that it's a

combined cycle that's selected, and really back into the

cost that we project as the cost for a combined cycle.

That information could harm Georgia customers if a bidder

has that information, even if they raise their price $1,

that's $1 more Georgia customers would pay than they would

otherwise.

Q. So I have seen Aurora now.

A. (Witness Hubbert) Say it again.  

Q. I have seen Aurora now and understand it

better.

A. (Witness Hubbert) You still think it's

sophisticated and complex?

Q. I still think it's sophisticated and complex,

and it's so sophisticated and so complex that I am curious

how you explain how it would be possible for a contractor

to help extend one of the facilities to use the total

revenue requirement that includes all the O&M, that

includes the current -- the current O&M resources and

newly added resources; that includes some assets that are

clear and some assets that are less clear to the public,
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like myself; that includes different kinds of generation

resources; that includes cost assumptions; that includes

environmental cost impacts that may or may not apply to

that generator -- how does that developer and/or

competitor use that information from that total top-line

revenue requirement, how do they reverse engineer that?

Because that seems to be your -- 

A. (Witness Hubbert) Certainly, that is a

concern -- 

Q. -- concern.  

A. (Witness Hubbert) -- that the company has.

So it's kind of like what I just shared.  With -- if you

combine this information with other information that is

publicly available.  So one thing I'll mention is, there

are a number of energy administration -- Energy

Information Administration reports that are required to be

submitted.

So any anybody has access to Georgia Power

and the sister operating company's unit, existing unit

information, with operating characteristics, for existing

information.  So they can use that to calculate what the

annual revenue requirements, or operating costs, variable

costs, are for the existing fleet.

So then what's left is the generic fleet.

Again, if you combine that with the generic expansion plan
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that is public, if there's a year where there's a single

resource selected, you then know what the fixed and

variable cost for that resource is.  So there is a

potential, sharing this information, that a savvy bidder

or competitor could use that information to influence

their price.

Q. Do you believe that that potential is likely

based on your experience so far, as an employee of Georgia

Power?

A. (Witness Hubbert)  I would say during --

because there's RFP rules and a number of RFPs that we

conduct as a company, there are some very, very savvy

bidders out there that that live in this world and do

detailed market intelligence.  I think there is the

potential, yes.

Q. So you also mentioned that you were concerned

about the rate impact that this could have on your direct

testimony.  And specifically, you mentioned how you were

concerned that large load sophisticated customers might

use, somehow, this high-level collated data point to

increase their position when negotiating their

contracts -- their price contracts with Georgia Power;

correct?

A. (Witness Hubbert) Mr. Bowers?

A. (Witness Bowers) Yes.  Could you restate
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that?

Q. During your direct testimony, you indicated

that this information could cause harm to Georgia Power

because of the way a large load customer could use it in

negotiations with Georgia Power when trying to establish

its price.

A. (Witness Bowers) Which information are you

referring to specifically?

Q. I'm referring to your testimony about

Exhibit 2A, the revenue requirements.  We're still on

revenue requirements.

A. (Witness Hubbert) Okay.  I'll speak to a

portion of it, then Mr. Bowers can add to it if he finds

it necessary to do so.  Where I was coming from was with

the relative cents per kilowatt hour, it wasn't

necessarily the customer itself that could use it, it's

other competitors.

So the ones that Mr. Robinson spoke of within

the state of Georgia, the ones that Mr. Bowers spoke of

within the state of Georgia, but also outside of the state

of Georgia.  If they have that information, it could give

them an advantage over Georgia and limit growth --

economic growth in the state of Georgia.

Q. When you say "other competitors," give us a

give us an idea of who you're referring to.
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A. So, for example, the state of South Carolina,

a neighboring state to the east, could be competing for

the same large load customer.

A. (Witness Robinson) And we often do.

Q. Okay.  

A. (Witness Robinson)  And I mentioned the

transmission component of that.  And if you calculate into

marginal cost of transmission, that is an input that goes

into our minimum bill calculation.  And if you know that

number for generation, those are two main components of

minimum bill.  And certainly, a customer could compare our

cost minimum bill to a cost in another area and use that

as a competitive advantage.

A. (Witness Bowers) And I would just add, so

we've established that we compete for load within the

state of Georgia and with other states.  But also, on the

generation side, and Mr. Hubbert has alluded to this, but

we compete in RFPs against independent power producers.

So some examples within the states would be -- within the

state of Georgia would be independent power producers that

own assets like Walton County CTs; Monroe Power CTs;

Washington County CTs; Mid-Georgia Cogen; Tenaska; Exelon;

Heard combustion turbines.  We compete with independent

power producers in those RFPs where we've put forth

company-owned proposals with a certain price, it gets
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ranked and evaluated against any existing assets within

the state that are also bid into those capacity RFPs.  

And then in terms of new builds -- so those

are just existing assets.  In terms of new builds, we also

compete there whether it's gas or battery energy storage

systems or solar.  And we're competing against entities

such as NextEra Energy Resources and other solar and

storage developers.

Q. One quick clarifying question.  I think I may

have misunderstood you.  But, Mr. Robinson, did you just

say that large load customers can identify Georgia Power's

minimum bill from the annual revenue requirements for its

2025 IRP plan?

A. (Witness Robinson) No, I was talking about

the transmission costs, and that calculation into marginal

cost of transmission, which is a component.  And so you

could use that as a comparison across the nation as it

relates to those elements.

Q. Understood.  Okay.  I'd like to take a look

at the Table 2 that was included with your folder.  And

this was compiled by counsel for GIPL and Southface.  Are

you aware that revealing revenue requirements is common

practice in other utilities' IRP?

A. (Witness Hubbert) Can you -- can you let me

know or let us know, are these aggregated present value
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revenue requirements or are these annual revenue

requirements?  Because as I mentioned earlier, we provided

publicly aggregated present value revenue requirements in

this IRP.

Q. Let's take a look.

A. (Witness Hubbert) These appear to be

aggregated values over some period of time, which is

consistent with what we've provided in this IRP.

A. (Witness Bowers) And specifically, it's in

Technical Appendix, Volume 2, the resource mix study.

A. (Witness Hubbert) What we provided is in the

resource mix study.

Q. Okay.  So no objection, then, that providing

the net present value revenue requirements for all of your

scenarios should be public?

A. (Witness Hubbert) Yeah, I would submit to

you, we've already provided that publicly.  And so I think

this exhibit is actually misleading.  It has the company's

IRP information blacked out.  We actually provided that.

So if you were to take that out, it would show us being

consistent with other companies out there with this level

of detail of information.

Q. Well, I appreciate you clarifying that.  And

if that's, in fact, the case, then I agree with you that

this is misleading, because it would suggest that you're
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not disclosing something that you are.  So I'll move on.

All right.  Let's go to large loads.  3A, if

you could.  I believe, Mr. Bowers, you testified about

this one in direct.

A. (Witness Bowers) That's correct.

Q. And you said a lot of things about the

modeling that goes into identifying how much large loads

will be required on the system, but are you clear that

GIPL and Southface are only asking for the information on

this exhibit, GIPL/Southface Exhibit 3A, in Table 7.2.1?

A. Yes.  Yes, I understand that the information

marked as trade secret in Table 7.2.1 is what's being

requested to be disclosed to the public.  That information

contains our risk adjusted loads for large load customers

in our pipeline, existing and committed -- existing and

potential customers.  

This information, if disclosed, because we've

already disclosed the announced load associated with the

large loads in our pipeline, it could be used by

competitors to calculate the risk adjustment that Georgia

Power performs to translate the announced loads that we

get from each customer, or potential customer, to the risk

adjusted load that we're showing here.  

For example, that would be a percentage.  If

they divided these values by the announced load, they get
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a percentage.  That percentage would reflect how we risk

adjust the large loads.  It gives competitors better

insight into how to plan in similar ways as Georgia Power

for large loads, and that could improve their pricing

offers and erode our competitive position for customer

choice loads.

Q. I would -- do you agree that most information

that Georgia Power provides here about how it works with

large loads provides companies better insight into how

Georgia Power works with large loads?

A. (Witness Bowers) I think we provide a high

level methodology, but we do not disclose the specific

inputs and assumptions that are within our load

realization model.  For example, the probabilities that a

customer -- or a large -- potential customer would select

the state, select Georgia, that its load will materialize,

and how much of a delay we expect from that load.

Q. From Table 7.2.1, could a customer identify

P1 of the large load realization model?

A. (Witness Bowers) Not from this information

alone, no.

Q. Could they identify P2?

A. (Witness Bowers) They could not identify P1,

P2, or other inputs in the load realization model;

however, they could back into the total risk adjustment,
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which is what we're trying to protect here, Commissioners.

Because in effect, let's say -- I don't know the specifics

of how our competitors operate, because they're not

required to disclose their process, their methodology.

But if they were to adopt this risk adjustment that

Georgia Power is using, it could lead a competitor to

pursue a large load that they might have otherwise thought

they couldn't pursue.  That erodes our competitive

position.  That is harmful -- potentially harmful to our

customers.

Q. So we agree that this is a number that simply

reflects the output from that large load realization

model.

A. (Witness Bowers) That's correct.

Q. And it does not reflect, nor could one

reverse engineer the materialization assumptions that go

into that model?

A. (Witness Bowers) They could -- they could

calculate an aggregate percentage of those various inputs.

Q. And the aggregate percentage isn't part of

that model; correct?

A. (Witness Bowers) It is the model.  This is a

proprietary model that Georgia Power has developed that we

believe gives us a competitive advantage to translate that

announced load that we get from customers to this risk
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adjusted load.

Q. It's the output; correct?  Of the model?

A. (Witness Bowers) This is the output of that

proprietary model, yes.

Q. Okay.  And other than the percentage of the

total announced load in the pipeline -- which I agree this

would reflect -- other than that one piece of information,

the other assumptions that -- all of the assumptions that

go into the large load realization model cannot be parsed

out from this number; correct?

A. (Witness Bowers) They can't.  But the one

piece that we're trying to protect here, why would we

disclose this and erode Georgia Power's competitive

position and potentially harm our customers?

Q. All right.  I would like you to take a look

at Table 3.

A. (Witness Bowers) Is that in the green folder?

Q. If Mr. Sherrier can approach?

No, you're about to get it.

You understand that a lot of other utilities,

of course, are going through the same shift with large

load customers and figuring out the best way to move

forward with incorporating large load customers into their

grid; correct?

A. (Witness Bowers) Yes.  I'm aware that other
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utilities are in a similar position as us.

Q. And are you also aware that other utilities

are disclosing, as part of their IRP, how much of that

load they expect to need to plan for?

A. (Witness Bowers) I'm not aware of how much

they disclose large load projections.

(The documents referred to were premarked for 

identification as GIPL/Southface Exhibit 3D.) 

Q. Let's take a look at Exhibit 3D in your

binder.

MS. WHITFIELD:  And for these exhibits,

Commissioners and panel, the first page -- because

there's so many.  The first page is just a snippet

of the key information to make it a little easier,

but the supporting full pages are immediately

behind those.

BY MS. WHITFIELD:  

Q. So the first page is an excerpt.  The

immediate pages from which they were pulled is -- are

immediately behind them as part of the exhibit.  And of

course, we did not include the full IRP for anyone -- or

most of the full documents, rather just the relevant

pages.  So for this one, you see here, Santee Cooper's

projected winter peak demand.  Do you see that?

A. (Witness Bowers) I see that.
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Q. And do you see that they also are providing a

range of projected potential new large loads as part of

that peak?

A. (Witness Bowers) I see that it appears to be

a probability distribution of their large loads.

Q. Okay.  All right.  If we could turn to

Exhibit 3.

A. (Witness Bowers) I will note that Figure 3 --

yeah, Georgia Power also provides aggregate winter peak

demand in its IRP publicly.

Q. Sure.  Yes, but not for large loads?

A. (Witness Bowers) Not for the specific large

load stuff.

Q. Right.  What is it that's different about

providing the full winter peak needs and customers

evaluating your resource potential versus the peak that

you're expecting?  You do provide that.  What is unique

about telling customers which sliver of that peak is

specifically large load?

A. (Witness Bowers) The specific portion of the

load forecast that we compete on is that related to large

loads.  The rest is organic growth that is inherent within

our system.

(The documents referred to were premarked for 

identification as GIPL/Southface Exhibit 3C.) 
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Q. All right.  Let's take a look at 3C.  This is

Dominion Virginia's IRP forecast.

A. (Witness Bowers) I'm sorry.  Did --

Q. 3C in your binder?

A. (Witness Bowers) I see it, yes.

Q. And if you look at either the snippet at the

front or page 14 of the full pages.  Do you see here that

they're providing customer contracted capacity versus

their expected metered coincident demand for large loads?

A. (Witness Bowers) Give me one moment.

Q. Sure.  

A. (Witness Hubbert) I would just like to point

out that -- I kind of mentioned this earlier -- we

don't -- for these other utilities that do share this

information, we don't really know what their regulatory

requirements are, if they're required to disclose it by

the regulators or their state legislators.  In this

particular case, Dominion Virginia is in PJM.  PJM may

require that they disclose this.

So many -- I think a lot of those

considerations or factors are going to be at play here as

we go look at some of these other utilities and what's

really driving them to disclose this as it compares to

Georgia Power Company.

Q. Sure.
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A. (Witness Bowers) And it does appear that

they're providing the contracted load associated with

electric service agreements with their large loads, as

well as the metered load appears to be aggregated for

their IRP forecast.

Q. All right.

COMMISSIONER PRIDEMORE:  To your point, I

think it also impacts MISO, based upon the listing,

based upon those that are within the list.  MISO

might require it in their territory as well.

MR. BOWERS:  Right.  

BY MS. WHITFIELD:  

Q. Do you have any reason to believe, along that

line of argument -- do you have any reason to believe that

other utility commissions don't want to protect their

utilities from economic harm?

A. (Witness Robinson) Other utilities may be in

markets that are different than George Power's.

Q. Sure.  

A. (Witness Robinson) We have customer choice

here in Georgia.  We have an integrated transmission

system that doesn't exist anywhere else in the United

States.  Many of these that you have examples of are in

different market structures that, as Mr. Hubbert said, may

require this type of disclosure.  So I can't speak to the
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specifics of those, but I can tell you that Georgia Power

is very different than many of these utilities that you've

listed here.

COMMISSIONER PRIDEMORE:  Mr. Robinson gave

you a fair answer.  I'm going to come back at you

with this.  

MS. WHITFIELD:  Yeah.  

COMMISSIONER PRIDEMORE:  That's an appalling

question.  To ask a utility whether or not they

think other state utility commissions don't work in

the best interests of their customers, or protect

their utilities, or work with their utilities?

What if I asked you what your opinions are of other

intervenors that come before this Commission, do

you believe that they act in the best interest of

those that they represent in their intervenorship?

That's not a -- that's a completely preposterous

question to ask, Ms. Whitfield.

MS. WHITFIELD:  I think -- 

COMMISSIONER PRIDEMORE:  You're asking a

utility to analyze the work of another state

utility commission.  They don't work in that state.

They don't -- they don't come before that

Commission.

MS. WHITFIELD:  Well, that is certainly
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information for this Commission to evaluate and

consider when evaluating all the facts before you.

COMMISSIONER PRIDEMORE:  Evaluate your bad

questions, yeah.

(The documents referred to were premarked for 

identification as GIPL/Southface Exhibit 3E.) 

BY MS. WHITFIELD:  

Q. All right.  Let's take a look at Exhibit 3E.

This is Duke Carolina's resource plan, and then this one

we have Duke Energy Carolina and Duke Energy Progress.

And I believe this one is reflected in megawatt hours for

their large load forecast.  Do you see that?

A. (Witness Bowers) I see it.

Q. And this is the adjustment that they are

using in their forecast attributable to large site

developments; correct?

A. (Witness Bowers) That is how it's labeled.

(The documents referred to were premarked for 

identification as GIPL/Southface Exhibit 3F.) 

Q. Okay.  And let's take a look at Exhibit 3F.

This is -- this is Louisville Gas and Electric Company and

Kentucky Utilities.  In this resource plan, they provide

their load scenario in megawatts.  And for data centers,

they provide a low, mid, and high range.  Do you see that?

A. (Witness Bowers) I see it.

 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25



    68

Q. Okay.

A. (Witness Hubbert) Do you know in this case,

is this an announced load or a load that's actually in

their load forecast?  Because that's different.  Georgia

shares the announced load.

Q. Sure.  These are load forecast scenarios.

A. (Witness Hubbert) Okay.   

(The documents referred to were premarked for 

identification as GIPL/Southface Exhibit 3G.) 

Q. And then 3G, there's Indiana Michigan.  And

these are forecasted loads for their large loads, which

they call hyperscalers.  Do you see that?  And these are

by megawatt as well.

A. (Witness Bowers) I see it.

Q. So what is it that makes Georgia particularly

vulnerable to revealing its forecast for large customers?

A. (Witness Bowers) I think I've explained our

competitive position here in the state of Georgia.  We

compete against 42 EMCs, 51 municipalities, for customer

choice load 900kW and above.  We compete for similar

projects as these utilities are competing for, for large

loads.  We see potential economic harm to our customers

for disclosing that information.  I can't speak to why or

the line of thinking behind these other jurisdictions'

either election or requirement to disclose large load
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forecasts.

Q. Okay.  Let's take a look at 4A.  And my

understanding, please correct me if I'm wrong, but my

understanding is that Georgia Power's theory of how

revealing this information harms Georgia Power is because

a sophisticated customer could use this information and

back in to the information in the prior exhibit; is that

correct?

A. (Witness Bowers) That's fair.  We think this

exhibit provides further specificity at the class level,

and a sophisticated competitor could use similar methods

to obtain the risk adjustment.

Q. But Georgia Power does publicly provide the

class-specific sales projections; correct?  In its IRP?

A. (Witness Bowers) I'm not sure.  Could you

point me to a reference?

Q. Well, that's fair.  I don't know that I have

one in front of me.  I thought that you guys would know

offhand.  But I will represent to you that you do provide

class-specific sales information.  Could you describe for

me what the difference is between sales information and

the class-coincident-demand information?

A. (Witness Bowers) I'm sorry, not without

seeing the specific sales information that we've

disclosed.

 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25



    70

Q. Just generally.  I don't mean with respect to

your disclosures.  I mean just generally with respect to

coincident demand versus -- coincident-demand projections

by class versus sales projections by class.

A. (Witness Bowers) I'm sorry.  I have to see

the information.

A. (Witness Robinson) And I don't think any of

the three of us can speak to that as an expert

perspective.

Q. Okay.  All right.  Let's go to 6A.  6A --

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  Ms. Whitfield, remind me

again which sections you said y'all agreed to.

MS. WHITFIELD:  Oh, yes, I should have -- I

should have started with that at the outset.

So Exhibit 5 dealt with the size and type of

loads that were available to serve Georgia Power,

but we expect that that will be provided in a

matter of weeks at this point, as part of the -- 

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  Right. 

MS. WHITFIELD:  -- filing by Georgia Power in

its certification proceeding this fall -- or

summer.  So Exhibit 5, we are not pursuing at this

time.  And Exhibit 7 -- Exhibit 7 is with regard to

outage information, and Georgia Power has updated

that document with additional information
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unredacted that meets our needs.  So we don't --

we're not pursuing Exhibit 7.

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  Five and seven.

MS. WHITFIELD:  That's right.

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  Thank you.

MS. WHITFIELD:  All right.  Where was I?

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  Sorry about that.

MS. WHITFIELD:  No.  That's okay.

BY MS. WHITFIELD:  

Q. 6A.  So you were describing the information

in 6A.  These are the overall costs and performance of

generic types of power production to evaluate the most

economically optimal resource mix for Georgia Power

customers; correct?

A. (Witness Hubbert) That is correct.

Q. Are these numbers used across Southern

Company or are they specific to Georgia Power?

A. (Witness Hubbert) These are system level

numbers used across the Southern Company retail operating

companies.

Q. Are they -- so they're used as well by

Alabama Power and Mississippi Power?

A. (Witness Hubbert) That is correct.

Q. Are Alabama Power and Mississippi Power

allowed to bid into RFPs conducted by Georgia Power?
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A. (Witness Hubbert) I think that is a

possibility.  I think they could have that.  I think they

could bid into the RFP.  I'm not an expert in that area,

but I think that is an option.

Q. Can you identify any procedures taken to

ensure that this information shared across the Southern

Company system isn't provided to individuals who are

involved in those bids?

A. (Witness Hubbert) Could you repeat your

question one more time, please?

Q. Yeah.  Could you -- well, I can repeat a

similar question.  Could you please identify any processes

that are in place to ensure that individuals at those

other operating companies who would bid in to Georgia

Power's RFPs do not have access to this system-wide

information?

A. (Witness Hubbert) So if that were to occur,

they haven't bid into any RFPs that Georgia has conducted

already.  But it would be very similar to how Georgia

conducts its RFPs today.  There's evaluation teams

established.  There's company-owned proposal teams

established, and there's significant effort taken to

segregate those teams from one another and the information

available to those teams.

Q. And are generic -- is generic cost
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information one of the things that's discussed when doing

that segregating?

A. (Witness Hubbert) I think it would have to be

one of the items discussed, if that were to occur.

Q. Okay.  So you mentioned on your direct

testimony about this information.  I don't recall the full

context.  I was taking notes as you were writing, but you

used the phrase "site specific."  I just want to be clear

that these estimates are not site specific; correct?

A. (Witness Hubbert) That is correct.  Yeah.  So

as I was speaking earlier, I think I did correct myself

and say region specific, not site specific.

Q. Okay.  I just wanted to make sure I didn't --

didn't catch the second part.  So these generic resources

and these estimates here lack specifics such as location

specifics, site specifics; correct?

A. (Witness Hubbert) That is correct.

Q. They lack defined specifics such as

transmission, interconnection, and deliverability

information; correct?

A. (Witness Hubbert) No, these actually do have

some amount of transmission interconnection costs.

Q. It's generic, though; right?  

A. (Witness Hubbert) It is generic.  

Q. And not specific to the project -- a
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particular project?

A. (Witness Hubbert) That is correct.  It's

using actual information, though, from actual projects and

kind of using that to inform the generic transmission

interconnection costs that goes into these values.

Q. Sure, sure, sure.  The generic resources also

don't define the specifics of the land and fuel

availability information; correct?

A. (Witness Hubbert) That is correct.

Q. Or the finalized engineering plans or the

necessary environmental permits; correct?

A. (Witness Hubbert) That is correct.

Q. And you would agree, of course, that in RFP

processes, bidders are going to use that detailed site

specific information to inform their bids; right?

A. (Witness Hubbert) Yes.  In addition to kind

of a starting point, which is kind of what's represented

here, is you've got a starting point, and then you look at

those site specific factors to inform your bid.

Q. Did any of you -- you did testify in the 2023

IRP docket; correct?

A. (Witness Hubbert) No, the '25 IRP was my

first.

Q. Oh, okay.  Okay.  All right.  Let me skip

that then.
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From this information here, can you point

me -- you also were talking about avoided energy costs on

your direct.  Can you point me to the specific column or

specific information that concerns you with respect to

avoided energy costs on Exhibit 6A?

A. So it's not in 6A.  It's actually in the IRP

document itself, where we talk about how the generic

expansion plans establish the existing fleet, plus the

future fleet.

Q. Right.

A. (Witness Hubbert) Once we have that level of

information, we can do a more detailed hourly production

cost analysis.  And then derived from that are the

system's avoided energy costs.  And those avoided energy

costs are used to determine the energy value for all

supply-side and demand-side decisions for the next -- for

the next -- until the next resource plan is developed.

Q. Okay.  Thank you.  All right.  Let's take a

look at Table 6, and this table -- sorry -- if

Mr. Sherrier could approach.

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  Sure.

BY MS. WHITFIELD:  

Q. This table was not produced -- was not

compiled by counsel for GIPL and Southface.  This table

was compiled as a staff exhibit to their testimony in this
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docket.  Are you familiar with this exhibit from staff

panel Newsome, Hayet, Sandonato, and Wellborn?

A. Yes.

Q. And based on the information in this exhibit

or based on your general knowledge, would you agree that

other states reveal the generic input information that's

been requested here?

A. (Witness Hubbert) Yes.  This exhibit does

show values that other states and utilities -- and other

publicly available sources of information for this type of

event -- for this for the combustion turbine mentioned

here, so...

A. (Witness Bowers) So specifically, to add to

that, the footnote indicates that sources such as the

Energy Information Administration annual energy outlook is

used, which is publicly available information.

Q. Okay.

A. (Witness Hubbert) And that's what we were

speaking to earlier.  And Mr. Bowers said this, why

they've elected to disclose this, or if they're required

to disclose this, we can't speak to.  We don't know all

the rules and requirements in those -- for those companies

and for those jurisdictions.  Many of these companies

actually do just simply use the publicly available

generation technology costs for their purposes.
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We don't -- for the reasons I mentioned

earlier, we're making billions and billions of dollars of

decisions, so we're trying to use information that's

specific to our region.  Our generation development folks

are the experts in this area, work directly with OEMs and

EPCs, and we're trying to get the best information

possible because of the magnitude and scale of the

decisions that we're making for the customers.

Q. Sure.

A. (Witness Bowers) And I would note that two

other sources listed here are also publicly available.  So

the National Renewable Energy Lab 2024 ATB, as well as

Lazard's Levelized Cost of Energy 2024.  Those are

publicly available costs.  So some of these utilities

are -- or some of the columns shown here are publicly

available costs.

A. (Witness Hubbert) And just to add to that,

some of the utilities actually use the publicly available

costs, as I was just saying.

Q. Uh-huh.  And your concern about revealing

this cost is that it would somehow skew prices from

bidders; correct?

A. (Witness Hubbert) Yeah.  Our concern is that

with this information being there, a sophisticated bidder,

just doing their market intelligence, could use this
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information combined with other information that's

available to get a sense of what's the company-owned --

company-owned proposal cost.  So if they -- if they just

raise their price $1, that hurts -- provides potential

harm to Georgia customers.

Q. Are you aware that other utilities, even in

Georgia, reveal much more specific costs for their

projects?  Like Exhibit 26, which is in your folder, this

is a presentation from Oglethorpe Power, and if you skip

to line -- page 4.

A. (Witness Hubbert) Which exhibit is it?

Q. Yeah.  It is Exhibit 26.

(The documents referred to were premarked for 

identification as GIPL/Southface Exhibit 26.) 

A. (Witness Hubbert) I am not familiar with

Oglethorpe's practices.  Okay.  I wouldn't be surprised,

though, with them being a non-regulated utility with

access to different financing opportunities, they may be

required to disclose that for those reasons.  I really

can't speak to all that.

Q. Do you see here that they're disclosing

the -- a project that they are planning on, that they have

not yet finalized their budget, is the last bullet here?

Do you see that?  "We anticipate finalizing our budget by

late summer, following the completion of our RFP process
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for engineering, procurement, and construction services."

A. (Witness Hubbert) Yes, I see that mentioned

there now.

Q. And right above, they provide a preliminary

cost estimate for this facility as 1.8 to $2.3 billion.

Do you see that?

A. (Witness Hubbert) I see that.

Q. And do you see right above that that they're

providing the specific equipment manufacturer that they

have chosen, as well as the model number for the turbines

and the generators that they're using?

A. (Witness Hubbert) I see that.

A. (Witness Bowers) I'd note that we don't know

if this project was selected as part of an RFP process

whereby multiple bidders would submit cost estimates for

projects.  They may have been working with this supplier

directly and may have permission from this vendor, this

supplier, to disclose the cost.

Q. The cost here, 1.8 billion to 2.3 billion, is

a cost estimate for the facility, not for the turbines.

Do you see that in the document?

A. (Witness Hubbert) It does reference facility.

Q. All right.  Let's, I think, move -- yes, to

Exhibit 8, transmission.

So, Mr. Robinson, you've already walked
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through Exhibit 8A in some detail, explaining, as a

reminder, that it includes the project name, the team's

number, the need date, and then the estimated cost broken

down by Georgia Power, Georgia Transmission Company, MEAG,

DU -- 

A. (Witness Robinson) Dalton Utilities.

Q. Dalton Utilities, and then the total column

as well; correct?

A. (Witness Robinson) That's correct.

Q. And we've already established in this

proceeding that Georgia Power does not have any

competitors for transmission projects.  Specifically,

though, you do contract out transmission projects as part

of the bidding process; correct?

A. (Witness Robinson) Could you repeat your

question?  I didn't hear the first part of it.

Q. We've already established that Georgia Power

Company does not have any competitors for transmission

projects; correct?

A. (Witness Robinson) There are no third parties

independently building transmission projects in the state

of Georgia.  That's correct.

Q. But you do contract out transmission work;

correct?

A. (Witness Robinson) We contract out
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engineering -- engineering work, construction work, as

well as our material and equipment.

Q. And your theory of potential harm here is

that by revealing the overall price for the project,

contractors will see that and potentially increase their

bids; correct?

A. (Witness Robinson) It could influence and

give competitive advantage to those, yes.

Q. You're aware that contractors typically try

to price their bids to be competitive with other bidders?

A. (Witness Robinson) I am aware of that, that

would be good practice on their side.  But having

knowledge as it relates to the cost per unit that we are

planning to or estimating to here in the state would give

a competitive advantage to those potential bidders.

And I can tell you that our costs are

different than other areas.  I can't specify how different

they are, or how they are different, but they are

different.  And having knowledge of those costs could give

a competitive advantage to someone bidding into our

processes.

Q. All right.

A. (Witness Robinson)  Our RFPs.

Q. Let's take a look, if Ms. Sherrier could

approach, at a few additional documents.  And while he's
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handing those out, I'll ask you some questions about the

nature of these estimates in this document, document 8A.

These estimates, are they just that?  Are they

estimates -- project estimates, when they're included at

this stage in the IRP?

A. (Witness Robinson) There is a scoping process

that we go through.  We determine the -- what we call

planning grade estimates.

Q. Yep. 

A. (Witness Robinson) And those processes are

detailed in our Technical Appendix, Volume 3, on how we go

through that process and approval.  But there is a process

for our planning grade estimates and how those are

developed and used.

Q. And these estimates can be revised from year

to year, if the given scope of a project changes or a

significant input changes, like material cost; correct?

A. (Witness Robinson) They can, and you can see

that in our ten-year plans that we file annually, that we

do update costs, as we know.  We go through our *gated

process and get closer to construction.

Q. And these total cost numbers for these

transmission projects include a lot of features of the

project, including cost of materials; potentially land, if

needed; engineering; permits; construction; labor;
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correct?

A. (Witness Robinson) There are several factors

that go into, depending on the type of construction,

whether it's a line project or a substation project.  But

there are different factors that go into that cost.

(The documents referred to were premarked for 

identification as GIPL/Southface Exhibit 27.) 

Q. Okay.  Let's take a look in the folder at

GIPL/Southface Exhibit 27.

A. (Witness Robinson) But I will say to your

question, it doesn't take much to figure out what

percentage of a project would be land, what percentage of

a project would be line -- conductor costs, to

Commissioner Pridemore's question earlier, structure

costs, if you know that it's a 500kV project.  It doesn't

take much to know how the breakdown of that project

generally would -- would be -- would happen, so...

Q. If you could, Mr. Robinson, take a look at

Exhibit 27.  And again, like the others, this is not the

full report.  This is excerpts from the documents.  Do you

recognize this document?

A. (Witness Robinson) Yes.  

Q. And this document is the designation study

report for the Yates CT Units; correct?  Yates 8 through

9 -- through 10.  Sorry.
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A. (Witness Robinson) Yes, 8 through 10.

Q. Just high level, what's the purpose of this

kind of report?

A. (Witness Hubbert) So when the retail

operating companies make a resource decision, we have to

submit a request through the Open Access, Same Time

Information System, OASIS, to request a designation to be

able to designate that resource to serve the capacity and

energy needs of the Georgia customers.  So that's

submitted to the transmission organization.  They do

analyses of the request and determine a couple of things:

One, if service can be available by the time frame

requested; and also what is an estimated or potential cost

of transmission to make that capacity energy available to

serve Georgia customers in this case.

Q. And the estimated cost for the Yates project

specifically was publicly and regularly shared by Georgia

Power as part of the Commission proceeding.  Do you recall

that, the top line $60 million number?

A. (Witness Bowers) I recall that from the 2023

IRP update.

Q. Okay.  And on page 6, which is really just

the back page of the exhibit for our purposes -- here, do

you see multiple lines and projects being described?

Including, for example, P5, which talks about the
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beginning and the end of the line, the voltage of the

line, the jumpers that need to be replaced, how long the

line is?  Do you see that?

A. (Witness Robinson) Yes.

Q. And then in the last column on that page, it

has the attributable cost in dollars?

A. (Witness Robinson) Yes.  And it's also a GTC

project.  And there's a footnote down below that says

that's based on Georgia Power's estimates, and actual

costs would need to be determined by GTC.

Q. Okay.  So let's look at P7.  Here we have a

line, beginning to end.  The amount of the voltage

advanced by one year.  The one and a half mile

230-kilovolt kilovolt reconductor from East Point to Union

City, and the specific cost of accelerating that by one

year is listed here in this document.  Do you see that?

A. (Witness Robinson) Yes.

Q. And if you look at footnote six, the specific

total project cost is reflected in line 6.  Do you see

that?

A. (Witness Robinson) Yes.

Q. And that pattern repeats itself for these

various projects on page 6; correct?

A. (Witness Robinson) That's correct.

Q. At the time of preparing these reports, these
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projects are in the planning phase; correct?

A. (Witness Robinson) Not one that is being

advanced, that would probably be in engineering phase --

Q. That's fair.

A. (Witness Robinson) -- Or even closer to

construction than many.

Q. Would the rest of them be in planning phase?

A. (Witness Robinson) Yes.

(The documents referred to were premarked for 

identification as GIPL/Southface Exhibit 29.) 

Q. All right.  Let's take a look at

GIPL/Southface Exhibit 29.  And this is labeled on the

front Generator Interconnection System Impact Study, dated

April 12th, 2024.  I want to ask you about page 15.

A. (Witness Robinson) Yes.

Q. On page 15, do you see that there is a very

detailed project description of a new substation?  It

includes details like the dual line current differential

protection panel that will be needed.  It includes details

like the three 230-kilovolt CC DTs.  It includes details

like the kind of meter that needs to be installed at the

point of interconnection, and other details, as well as a

projected project completion time.  Do you see that here?

A. (Witness Robinson) I do.  

Q. As well as the cost estimates?
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A. (Witness Hubbert) Yes.

Q. We can go through these others and other

pages, but would you agree that similar levels of detail

are provided in system impact studies like these when

produced by Southern Company?

A. (Witness Robinson) Those are costs for

projects associated with these OASIS studies.  Those

disclosures are required by FERC.  And then in the study

that Mr. Hubbert mentioned, as part of the process,

including those costs, what we're trying to protect is a

portfolio of projects that we have that show -- they run

the gamut from 115 to 230 to 500 to a 500 station to a 500

breaker cost.  All of those being disclosed in a ten-year

plan, multiple years, year-after-year, I'd still argue

would give a competitive advantage to someone that would

have that cost, particularly as it relates to calculating

our marginal cost of transmission.

Q. None of the reports that we just reviewed are

marked trade secret; correct?

A. (Witness Robinson) No, because you probably

got these from OASIS.

Q. None of these reports are marked

confidential; correct?

A. (Witness Robinson) That is correct.  And as I

mentioned before, these are reports that are required
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under our open access transmission tariff, required by

FERC to be posted on OASIS.

Q. And it sounds like you're aware that these

reports are made publicly available by Southern Company by

request on the Oasis portal?

A. (Witness Robinson) Yes.  And these are small

batches of projects.  These do not include massive 500kV

projects that are in our ten-year plan or other large

projects.  These are typically projects that are direct,

local costs related to these generation interconnection

studies that you mentioned, same as Yates.  So the

magnitude of what we're talking about is totally

different.

(The documents referred to were premarked for 

identification as GIPL/Southface Exhibit 32.) 

Q. Let's take a look at GIPL/Southface

Exhibit 32.

A. (Witness Robinson) 32?

Q. Yes.  Okay.  I'll give you a minute to get

familiar with it.  Do you recognize this kind of document?

A. (Witness Robinson) I am not familiar.  This

is not a Georgia Power document.

Q. This is a document that was filed with USDA

detailing transmission impacts as part of its required

obligations.  I suppose it was probably filed by Southern
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Company, though, I don't know who would file it.

A. (Witness Robinson) No, it is not.  So GTC,

the EMCs, have the ability to borrow money from the USDA

under the REA.

Q. Uh-huh.  

A. (Witness Robinson) And my guess is this is a

requirement for access to those dollars, but this is not a

Georgia Power document.

Q. Okay.  So you are aware that these are

Georgia Power lines; correct?

A. (Witness Robinson) Yeah, I believe these are

all GTC lines.  So this is associated with a project

that's in East Georgia, a majority of the project is

assigned to GTC.  There's a small portion of the project

that Georgia Power has, but it's further south in the

state and not in the Walton County area that this is

specifying.  I believe these 230kV lines that are

specified here are all the responsibility of Georgia

Transmission Corporation.

Q. Okay.  So let's take a look at some of the

information Georgia Transmission Corporation is providing

publicly.

A. (Witness Robinson) And, again, I will say

that their costs are different than our costs as well.

COMMISSIONER PRIDEMORE:  As is their
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regulatory structure.  

A. (Witness Robinson) And as their regulatory

structure, they do not file an IRP with this Commission.

They have individual boards that govern their planning

process.

Q. So this first page includes the detail of a

project name?  Do you see that?

A. (Witness Robinson) Are you still on 32?

Q. Yes.

A. (Witness Robinson) Okay.  Project name?

Q. Yes.  And it also includes details of the

scope of the project, including that this particular

project is 10 miles of 230kV lines from point A, which it

defines, to point B, which it defines.  Do you see that?  

A. (Witness Robinson) Yes.  

Q. And the project cut-in date is June 2027.

Can you share with the Commission what the project cut-in

date tends to be, what that reflects?

A. (Witness Robinson) That's the -- so this is a

230kV line.  That would be the projected date that they're

going to energize this line and put it in service.

Q. And then it lists a number of direct charges

like construction, contract labor, owner-furnished

material, land, professional services, legal, project

contingency, and escalation.  And then a total for all of
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that together.  Do you see that?

A. (Witness Robinson) I do.

Q. And at the bottom, it includes assumptions

that the estimate is based on.  It recognizes that this

estimate is just that, it's an estimate.  And it's based

on an estimate of $3.5 million per mile.  Do you see that?

A. (Witness Robinson) I do.

Q. It also describes the contingency costs that

are set as a percentage of direct costs.

A. (Witness Robinson) I do, and I would say that

GTC has their separate project management process.  They

have their own relationship with vendors, and that they

have access to low-cost capital through USDA and the REA.

So I would imagine that these documents and disclosures

are required to access that low-cost capital.

Q. Okay.  Gentlemen, are you familiar with the

updated trade secret assertions that were filed in this

case yesterday?

A. (Witness Robinson) I'm familiar with the one

I signed.

Q. All right.

A. (Witness Bowers) And I'm somewhat familiar

with the one that, I believe, Jeffrey Grubb signed.

Q. So, Mr. Robinson, let's look at yours.  The

updated filing that you made has the same format as the
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trade secret assertion that was filed with the IRP, but

the update appears to be using language that is specific

to the outage information from Exhibit 7 that you filed

yesterday.

A. (Witness Robinson) Can you -- I don't have a

copy of what I filed earlier this week.  Can you provide

me a copy?  I do have a copy of what we filed in January

because it's in your folder.

Q. Yeah.

A. (Witness Robinson) Your binder.

MS. WHITFIELD:  May Ms. Chandra approach?

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  Sure.  

BY MS. WHITFIELD: 

Q. And I just want clarity around whether this

updated affidavit applies -- is intended to replace the

prior affidavit in its entirety, or whether this updated

affidavit is designed to relate solely to the new exhibit

that was filed with it yesterday.

A. (Witness Robinson) And what you've given me

here is a copy of what we submitted in January, and then

an updated that we submitted earlier this week; is that

correct?

Q. Yes.

A. (Witness Robinson) And where specifically are

you mentioning the difference in language?  I see you've
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got some highlighted sections here.

Q. The highlights generally reflect the new

language.  And this may be a question your counsel could

clarify.

MR. HEWITSON:  The updated trade secret

assertions address the specific documents that were

filed yesterday, and only those documents.  They're

not meant to replace the other trade secret

assertions.

MS. WHITFIELD:  Thank you.

With that, nothing further, Gentlemen.  Thank

you.

MR. HUBBERT:  Thank you.

MR. BOWERS:  Thank you.

MR. ROBINSON:  Thank you.

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  Do you guys need a break?

MR. BOWERS:  What's left?  

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  Redirect.  How much time do

you need?

MR. HEWITSON:  Not long.  If anyone else

needs a break, I'm happy to break beforehand, but

it's not going to be very long.

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  Keep going.

REDIRECT EXAMINATION 
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BY MR. HEWITSON:  

Q. All right, gentlemen.  I want to ask you a

couple questions just to follow up on the questions you

got from Ms. Whitfield, on just a couple of the documents.

If you look at Exhibit 2A.  I believe, Mr. Hubbert, those

questions -- these questions will pertain to you.  This

was GIPL Exhibit 22 and GIPL Exhibit 21 that were provided

to you.  GIPL Exhibit 21 was the response to BAI-1-1,

Attachment A, and GIPL 22 was the estimated net impacts to

customers in the 2023 IRP update.  Do you have those in

front of you?

A. (Witness Bowers) Yes, we do.

Q. Okay.  And so this is information on rate

impacts for specific resources; is that correct?

A. (Witness Bowers) That is correct.

Q. Okay.  But that is not the same as the

information that's contained in Exhibit 2A into GIPL's

motion, is it?

A. (Witness Hubbert) That is correct.  It is not

the same.

Q. Okay.  Exhibit 2A includes more information

than simply the revenue requirements for specific

resources.  Would that be correct?

A. (Witness Hubbert) That is correct.

Q. Okay.  And are there other differences in the
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information contained in Exhibit 2A that are different

than the -- that is different than the information

contained in Exhibits 21 and 22?

A. (Witness Hubbert) Yes, as I mentioned

earlier.  So it would include all of the variable costs

for the existing fleet, as well as the fixed costs and

variable costs for the things that were being requested

that were in the modeling in this IRP, as well as the

generic resources.

Q. Okay.  And what about the information at the

top of Exhibit 2A, related to AFUDC and cost of capital

information, that information is not included in Exhibits

21 and 22; is it?

A. (Witness Bowers) Checking really quickly,

Steve.

A. (Witness Hubbert) It does not appear to be

directly included, but what we don't know is, is it

embedded in some of the analyses that that was in those

filings.

Q. Right.  And I guess the question is:

Exhibit 2A has that provided prominently on the top of the

page, whereas that information is not provided in Exhibits

21 and 22; is it?

A. (Witness Hubbert) That's correct.

A. (Witness Bowers) It does appear that only
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the -- I see the capital structure in here, which we

provide in the public disclosure, unredacted.  

Q. Of 2A as well?  It's unredacted in both

documents; right?

A. (Witness Bowers) Yes, correct.  

Q. And despite Ms. Whitfield's use of the terms

like "revenue requirement" that are in both documents,

these exhibits, Exhibit 21 and 22, that GIPL has provided

for review, and Exhibit 2A, do not contain the same

information, even though it -- they both contain

information called "revenue requirements," it's not the

same information; is it?  

A. (Witness Hubbert) That's correct.  

Q. Okay.  All right.  Can we look at -- I think

I'm going to skip to Exhibit 6A.  And specifically, this

is the -- oh, this is the table.  I think it was called

Table 6, but it was the exhibit from staff testimony,

STF-NHSW-6.  It says Exhibit STF-NHSW-6, generic resource

cost.  Do you see -- do you have that document in front of

you now?

A. (Witness Hubbert)  I think we remember what

it looks like.  

A. (Witness Bowers) We're locating it, yes.

Q. I'll give you a minute to locate it.  There's

probably a little bit of paper in front of you.
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A. (Witness Hubbert) I think we've located it.

Q. Okay.  And so if -- I think it's the first

page of the table, which is kind of on the second page of

the exhibit, but it's the -- it's the table that

Ms. Whitfield was asking you questions about where it's

got -- on the first column on the left, GPC 2025 IRP, and

then under it is CT with SCR.  And then you'll see the

blanked out boxes there where there's trade secret

information contained; right?  

A. (Witness Hubbert) Right.

Q. Okay.  Now, I know you did not prepare this

exhibit, but I want to ask you a couple of questions based

on your understanding of this exhibit.  First, going

across the columns there, EIA AEO 2025, what does that

column represent?

A. (Witness Hubbert) That is Energy Information

Administration's annual energy outlook they produce each

year, and they provide an estimation of the overnight

capital cost for each of these technologies.

Q. Okay.  And EIA is not a utility?

A. (Witness Hubbert) It is not a utility.

Q. Okay.  NREL ATB 2024, M-O-D, that's the next

column.  What is that information?

A. (Witness Hubbert) Very similar.  It's

National Renewable Energy Lab, annual technology baseline
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they produce each year.  It does something very similar to

the EIA AEO, in that they estimate cost and performance

characteristics for the different technologies.  Also make

it publicly available.

Q. Also not a utility.

A. (Witness Hubbert) Not a utility.

Q. Okay.  So looking at this entire document,

the blacked out boxes is the information that we know that

we have provided as trade secret information only, in no

public disclosure form; right?  For the Georgia Power

information?  

A. (Witness Hubbert) Correct.

Q. Okay.  There are blank boxes throughout this

table that are not blacked out but are just left blank.

Is that presumably because that information has not been

provided by those entities as public disclosure?

A. (Witness Hubbert) That's a possibility.  I

really can't speak to what the other utilities are

providing publicly or not, but that's very possible.

Q. Okay.  And so if this document was to be a

fair representation, putting Georgia Power on the same

level as those, rather than leaving those just blank with

no information, they should be blacked out.  Wouldn't you

agree?

A. (Witness Hubbert) Yes.
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Q. Okay.  And if you look at the total columns

taking Georgia Power -- the two filings by Georgia Power

as one utility, and the two filings by Duke, South

Carolina, in the middle there, as one utility, I count --

and taking out EIA, taking out NREL.  I count eight

utilities that are represented in this chart.  Do you see

that?

A. (Witness Hubbert) Yes.

Q. Okay.  And if you look across the table

there, only two of those utilities, Santee Cooper and

Indiana-Michigan Power, provide all of the information

that is listed on the left-hand column of this table; is

that correct?

A. (Witness Hubbert) Yes, that's correct.

Q. Okay.  So six of the eight utilities don't

provide all of the information that GIPL is claiming

should be provided as public disclosure; is that correct?

A. (Witness Hubbert) Correct.

Q. Okay.  Let's look at Exhibit 26, if we can.

This is the Oglethorpe Power combined cycle project

update.  I'm looking at page 4 where Ms. Whitfield was

asking you questions about that.  In the second bullet --

second main bullet, I guess, it says:  "Preliminary cost

estimate for this facility is 1.8 to $2.3 billion."  Do

you see that?
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A. (Witness Hubbert) We do, yes.

Q. Okay.  And so that is a preliminary cost

estimate, as you understand it; is that correct?

A. (Witness Hubbert) That is my understanding.

Q. And the range of this preliminary cost

estimate is half a billion dollars; right?  $500 million?

Is that correct?

A. (Witness Hubbert) Yes.  

Q. Okay.  And so it's not like Oglethorpe Power

was revealing very specific information regarding their

specific and actual costs in this document; is that a fair

statement?

A. (Witness Hubbert) I think that's a fair

statement.

MR. HEWITSON:  Okay.  Thank you, Gentlemen.

Those are all the questions I have for this panel.

I ask that, unless Commissioners have further

questions for them, they be excused.

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  Thank you, Mr. Hewitson.

Commissioners?  

(No response.) 

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  All right, gentlemen.  Thank

you for your time.  You can be excused.

MR. HEWITSON:  Thank you.

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  Ms. Whitfield, did you have a
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witness --

MS. WHITFIELD:  I do.  

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  -- or witnesses, rather?

MS. WHITFIELD:  Yes.  

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  All right.

MS. WHITFIELD:  GIPL and Southface would like

to call Mr. Patrylak to the stand.

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  Wait.  Ms. Whitfield, this

would be a good time, I think, to take a quick

break.

MS. WHITFIELD:  Sure.  

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  It's 11:48.  We'll try to get

back started at 11:55.

(Whereupon a break was taken.) 

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  All right.  Let's go ahead

and get started.  Thank you all for the break.

Okay.  Picking up where we left off on the

hearing -- on the motion.  At this time,

Ms. Whitfield, I'll let you swear in your witness.

Thereupon,  

ROBERT PATRYLAK, 

having been duly sworn, testified as follows:  

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MS. WHITFIELD:  

Q. Could you please state your full name for the
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record and spell your last name for the court reporter?

A. Yeah.  My name is Rob Patrylak and --

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  Can you pull that mic just a

little bit closer to you?  Some of us are hard of

hearing.

MR. PATRYLAK:  Yeah.  Is this better?

A. My name is Robert Alan Patrylak, and the last

name is spelled P-A-T-R-Y-L-A-K.

Q. Mr. Patrylak, what is -- where do you

currently work?

A. I work for my firm, Patrylak Energy Advisors,

based in Marietta, Georgia.

Q. In school, what did you study or get your

degree in?

A. So I have an undergraduate degree in

mechanical engineering from Penn State and a Master's in

Business Administration from Saint Joseph's University.

Q. And apologies that we didn't do this ahead of

time, but if Ms. Chandra could approach, she'll hand out

your CV.

A. Great.  Thank you.

Q. And is this CV true and correct, to the best

of your knowledge?

A. It is.

(The documents referred to were premarked for 
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identification as GIPL/Southface Exhibit 33.) 

Q. The CV has been marked as GIPL/Southface

Exhibit 33.  Mr. Patrylak, how long have you been working

in the utility industry?

A. So I've been in the power and energy and

utility industry 37 years.

Q. And if you could, at a very high level, give

the Commissioners an outline of your career.

A. Yeah.  So I started my career at an

investor-owned utility.  It was called Philadelphia

Electric Company, which is part of Exelon.  Spent the

first ten years of my career, you know, going -- starting

in the generation side of the business, moving over to gas

operations and electric transmission and distribution.

From there, I moved on to -- went into

consulting, working for Navigant Consulting for about five

years.  And I went in -- I worked primarily out on Long

Island as a transmission and distribution operations

expert, and started to get into resource planning during

that time.

Would you like me to continue?

Q. Yes.  You're doing great.  Thank you.

A. From there, I moved to a company called the

Energy Authority in Jacksonville.  They're a trading and

risk management organization, where they trade on behalf
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of public power nationally.  So here in the Southeast, the

Energy Authority serves and trades power for Santee Cooper

and *DEI and some of the utilities alike.

After my tenure there, I moved to Atlanta.

And that's why I'm here in Atlanta.  I moved to work for a

company called New Energy Associates at the time.  New

Energy Associates was a production cost modeling software

tool.  They make tools like *Strategist and PROMOD and

basically all the tools.  I understand -- you know,

Georgia Power uses AURORA, but it's a competing product to

that.

And when I came up to work for this company,

I was tasked with building a consulting business.  And in

my time there, we built about a 60-person consulting

business that specialized in integrated resource planning,

market assessment.  We did do some retail rate and

regulatory work as well.  

After my time there, I moved to a company

called R.W. Beck, where I led -- where I led about a

35-person staff.  Again, the practice area and the team

that I worked -- or that I led and worked in was focused

in integrated resource planning, market assessment work,

transmission planning work, etc.

So, you know, the first half of my career was

really focused in the industry, working at a utility or
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companies that represent utilities.  And then the latter

part of my years was at a consulting firm leading and

managing the type of subject matter that we're going to be

talking about today.

A couple other firms I want to mention that

I, you know, I also was a managing director at Black &

Veatch.  So after leaving R.W. Beck and moving to Black &

Veatch, I led their integrated resource planning and

market assessment group, as well as their rates and retail

for providing consulting.  And we worked -- obviously,

you're familiar with Black & Veatch.  They're primarily an

engineering, procurement, and construction firm, very

large firm, and they had a consulting -- management

consulting practice.

From there, I moved to a company -- back to

Navigant Consulting.  This time, instead of being part of

the integrated resource planning and market assessment

team, I went back to run that team and the transmission

planning team.  And then about five years ago, I left that

firm and started my firm, Patrylak Energy Advisors, doing

similar work that I just described.

Q. Mr. Patrylak, have your clients included

statewide utilities?

A. Yes.

Q. And municipal utilities?
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A. Yes.

Q. Regional organizations?

A. Yes.

Q. Have you had clients in the private equity

space?

A. Yes.

Q. And investment banking space?

A. Yes.

Q. Could you just briefly share with the

Commission the context for having clients in the private

equity and investment banking space for your testimony?

A. Yeah.  I mean, in this type of work, you

know -- basically, in integrated resource planning or

market assessment work, what you're -- what you're doing

is you're simulating the market and you're developing

views on, you know, what it costs to run a resource and

what kind of revenue that resource is going to receive.

And so we, you know, not only did integrated resource

planning, but a lot of times we helped investment banks

and private equity in making investment decisions into

generation portfolios, etc, acquisition of companies, you

know.  All those types of things.

Q. And you mentioned, when you were summarizing

your career, integrated resource planning and/or resource

planning specifically.  Could you share with the
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Commission what your experience is, generally, with

respect to integrated resource planning?

A. Yeah.  So when -- you know, when I first came

to Atlanta and was working for New Energy Associates and

building that team, which now is Ventyx and Mitsubishi

Ventyx, it's a much larger organization.  You know, what

we would do is, we would -- we would actually work with

utilities and teach young utility planners on how to do

integrated resource planning.

And the focus of integrated resource planning

is to have a well thought-out plan for the future that

includes environmental reliability and economics in

developing the best strategy for a utility to move

forward, and what the integrated resource planning

emphasizes is the importance of transparency.  And so, you

know, we -- I've been involved in a lot of those types of

efforts.

COMMISSIONER MCDONALD:  Would not service be

a part of that?

MR. PATRYLAK:  Would what?  

COMMISSIONER MCDONALD:  Would not service be

a part -- you're going through the litany of things

that are involved in a IRP, but you didn't mention

service to customers because -- 

MR. PATRYLAK:  Oh, yeah.  So transmission and
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distribution service.  So, actually, like the

responding to -- you're saying the, you know,

outages and those types of things, maintaining the

system?  Is that what you're referring to when you

say service?

COMMISSIONER MCDONALD:  No, I was just

referring to the things that you said.

MR. PATRYLAK:  Oh.

COMMISSIONER MCDONALD:  That you didn't say.

MR. PATRYLAK:  That I didn't say?

COMMISSIONER MCDONALD:  I lost the customer

in all the things that you say are involved in an

IRP.

MR. PATRYLAK:  Oh, okay.  Okay.

COMMISSIONER MCDONALD:  I never did hear "the

customer."

MR. PATRYLAK:  The customer being involved.

I'm sorry.  So in an integrated resource plan,

stakeholders are a key component of that, and

getting input on, you know, what's important and

what's valued to the stakeholders to make the best

decisions, or to at least provide input to the

utility, so they can make more informed decisions

about their base.

COMMISSIONER PRIDEMORE:  But stakeholders
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don't always represent customers.  Here at our

Commission, for the most part, the stakeholders,

the intervenors, represent their own private

interests and those that pay them to come in here

and represent those interests on their behalf.

So customers here at the Georgia Commission

are represented by five statewide-elected

commissioners who represent the people that sent us

here.

MR. PATRYLAK:  Yeah, so I'm just completing

an integrated resource plan in Brownsville, Texas.

And we ran the stakeholder meetings as part of the

integrated resource planning process.  And what we

did was, we developed a cross-section of

commercial, industrial, and residential customers.

And there were intervenors, as you might point out,

but we included -- we included the customer base,

and that's typically what we do when we do an

integrated resource plan.

COMMISSIONER PRIDEMORE:  Texas has a very

different market structure than Georgia has.  You

know, the single state ISO, you have a smaller

Commission that's appointed by the governor.  You

have different arms that are also appointed within

the regulatory process at the Texas Legislature.
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It's a very different market structure.

MR. PATRYLAK:  Yeah.  So that is just the --

that's the integrated resource plan I'm completing

right now, but I've done integrated resourcing

planning here in the Southeast.  I've been part of

the integrated resource plan that we did when I was

at Black & Veatch for Santee Cooper.  I've done

work for MEAG, you know.  So I've done from -- you

know, I have exposure to clients here in the

Southeast.  So I do understand the market, and I

appreciate, you know, what you're -- what you're

pointing out.

BY MS. WHITFIELD:  

Q. And maybe to get to Commissioner McDonald's

concern, you would agree, correct, that an integrated

resource planning process prioritizes, typically,

reliability and cost?

A. Yes.  Yeah.  So it's -- it's three legs.  The

way -- the way I always explained it, it's three legs:

Environmental, reliability, and costs.  And what we used

in this latest integrated resource planning process where

we went with the stakeholders, we were trying to help them

provide input on what's most important, because not all

three are equally as important in a community.  And so

that was the way that we've kind of approached that

 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25



   111

process.  Every integrated resource planning process is

different because, you know, as was pointed out, you know,

the areas are different, the regions are different, the

rules are different, and so you need to adapt an

integrated resource plan accordingly.

Q. In your work on integrated resource plans,

have you used modeling software to forecast long-term

revenue and cost streams for IRP scenario planning?

A. Yes.  Yes, I have.

Q. Have you performed cost benefit analysis for

generation asset retirement studies?

A. Yes.

Q. Have you worked on financial modeling in the

IRP space?

A. Yes.

Q. Have you worked on energy procurement?

A. Yes.

Q. Could you describe for the Commission,

briefly, your experience with respect to procurement

processes for meeting energy needs?

A. Yes.  So I've run requests for proposal

processes, not only to purchase capacity and energy, you

know, through -- you know, through a PPA, or something

like that, but also have managed and run the process to --

for engineering, construction, and procurement.
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Q. Do you typically provide testimony, or have

you typically provided testimony over the course of your

career?

A. I've provided testimony, you know, a handful

of times.  I haven't done a lot of testimony.  But I've

done a lot of integrated resource planning, and I'm very

familiar with this subject matter.

Q. And is it fair to say your work is typically

behind the scenes?

A. Typically behind the scenes.

Q. Have you reviewed GIPL and Southface's

exhibits in this case, for which they're asking for

disclosure, specifically, GIPL and Southface's Exhibits

2A, 3A, 4A, 6A, and 8A?

A. Yes.

Q. Let's look at 2A, specifically.

A. Okay.

Q. And if you look at the second page of 2A,

you'll see that the total annual revenue requirements are

included here as an input.

A. Yes.  

Q. And on page 1, it has the levelized price per

kilowatt hour?

A. Yes.

Q. What's generally -- in your experience, what
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is generally the value of providing this kind of

information in an IRP?

A. So the way that we use it is we try to allow

visibility as to when you're comparing plans, what's the

incremental cost differences between the different -- you

know, the different portfolios that you're looking at.

Q. Based on your experience, is it reasonable to

conclude that publicly disclosing revenue requirements of

an IRP portfolio could cause a utility economic harm?

A. No.

Q. Why not?

A. You know, typically a revenue requirement

number, you know, it's -- it's an aggregated number.  And

so it gives you relative -- where you can compare relative

from one plan to the other.  But it really doesn't give

you the detail that you need to -- you know, hearing the

other arguments, you know, to -- you know, from my

perspective to give someone a competitive advantage that's

bidding on something.  You know, I just -- I wouldn't be

familiar with that.

Q. In your experience, is the kind of

information reflected in GIPL/Southface Exhibit 2A the

kind of information that utilities typically reveal?

A. Yeah, I think that these are -- this is

information that we've seen out there and we're going to
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be looking at exhibits that demonstrate that.

Q. In your 30 years working on integrated

resource plans, have you ever heard of a utility suffering

economic harm from publicly disclosing revenue

requirements?

A. No.

Q. In your 30 years working on IRPs, have you

ever been asked to or observed reverse engineering of

revenue requirements to help provide another electric

company a competitive edge?

A. No.

Q. Georgia Power alleges that disclosing the

revenue requirements would provide competitors with

financial information that could lead them to manipulate

RFP proposals, causing higher prices for bill payers.

Based on your career and experience, is this a reasonable

fear?

A. No.

Q. Based on your experience, would disclosure of

the financial information in Exhibit 2A cause a bidder to

change its bid?

A. No.  And when -- just clarification, the

bidder would be a transmission -- a transmission company

or a generation -- an IPP, is what you're referring to as

a bidder?
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Q. Yes.  Sure.  Any kind of bidder for

contracting for utilities that you would have -- that

falls within your experience.

A. So when I -- when I worked at Black &

Veatch -- you know, we were a -- you know Black & Veatch,

I'm sure everyone knows, is a large transmission and

generation EPC.  And I ran the integrated resource

planning group.  And there was never a request for me to

look at an IRP to back re-engineer to help them with bids

or anything related to that.

Q. Let's take a look at Exhibit 3A, load growth

projections for large loads.  In your experience

supporting IRPs, are you aware that utilities typically

disclose information about the projected growth in their

respective customer classes?

A. Yes, some do.

Q. So let's talk about large loads,

specifically.  Do you have experience supporting the

players in the market who are responsible for identifying

the ideal locations for large loads?

A. I do.

Q. And could you describe for me the process of

how would one go about identifying a suitable utility for

their large loads needs?

A. Yeah.  So, you know, specifically, I have
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experience working for developers that create -- that

create areas where data centers could be constructed.  And

there's numerous things in choosing a location.  There's

security, there's location relative to transmission.

They're interested in location relative to generation

pipelines, etc.  And typically, when there is a data

center, they know who's -- who can supply power.  And so

what they typically do is, they reach out to the utilities

in a confidential manner and start conversations to see

who could -- who could best supply.

Q. And as part of those conversations, do

utilities typically share with those interested customers

whether they can or cannot serve their needs?

A. Yes.

Q. Based on your experience, is it reasonable to

conclude that disclosure of large load peak information

could cause economic harm to a utility?

A. No.

Q. Why not?

A. Well, like I said, I don't think if -- if a

large load is coming into the area, they are going to be

approaching everybody that they can buy from it, and

they're going to see where they can get the best price for

the most reliable service.  And typically these data

centers need multiple feeds and they want on-site
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generation, so there's multiple things that are going on.

COMMISSIONER MCDONALD:  Is best price before

reliable service?

MR. PATRYLAK:  Not for -- I mean, it depends

on the application, but typically for data center,

reliability is a, you know, among the highest and

most important.

BY MS. WHITFIELD:  

Q. Let's take a look at Exhibit 6A, please.

A. I'm sorry.  Say that again?

Q. 6A.  

A. 6A.

Q. From your experience with IRP resource

planning, are you familiar with the utility practice of

using generic inputs to model how various kinds of

electricity generators could behave and how those

generators could add costs to the system?

A. Yes.

Q. In your experience, is there any value to

sharing these generic cost assumptions with the public?

A. The value in sharing with the public is it

allows more transparency in the process, and it allows

them to see how the different technologies compare in

price.

Q. Is it -- in your opinion, based on your
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experience, is it reasonable to conclude that the utility

could suffer economic harm based on the public disclosure

of this information?

A. I don't see how a utility would, no.  No.

Q. Why not?

A. Well, these are -- these are basically

generic units that are put in from a modeling perspective

to help develop an optimal plan.  And so, you know, the

algorithm, you know, runs through and it -- it helps build

out portfolios and it -- under various assumptions.  It

doesn't in any way inform a bidder, like a generation or a

transmission -- you know, what they should charge anybody,

you know, for that particular project.  It's just not used

in that way.  They're generic.

And typically, you can -- you can call up and

you could make your own -- where you can buy these, you

know, from different consultants.  But, you know, this

is -- you know, if you call up General Electric, or, you

know, whoever you want to, you know, you want to speak

with, you can contact them and they will share information

with you at a level, you know.  They're not going to give

you the exact quotes.  You know, that might require more

requirements, but at a high level, it provides

transparency.
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Q. In your career, have you had the opportunity

to work with sophisticated customers who need to price out

potential energy needs and/or potential energy projects?

A. I have.

Q. And what kind of information do those

customers rely on in your experience?

A. Maybe if you can reframe it.

Q. Yeah, sure.  In your experience working with

customers putting together a potential bid for a

generator, let's say.  

A. Okay.  

Q. What kind of information would that customer

use and rely upon?

A. Okay.  So, you know, it would -- it would

need control of the particular technology.  So it's

already worked through -- in order to develop a bid, it's

going to have control of that technology and know pricing

and, you know, performance information.  It's going to

need to have an understanding of either a lease or own the

property and know the costs related to that.  It's going

to need some, you know, energy supply.  It's going to

need, you know, water.

You know, there's a lot of things that will

go into -- and then the cost of labor in that region to

actually -- you know, to install it, to construct and

 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25



   120

build it, the engineering required.  So there's a lot of

pieces that go into putting together a bid.  This type of

information is not a consideration.  Any sophisticated

bidder.

Q. In your 30-year career, have you ever been

asked to use generic inputs from a utility's IRP modeling

to help an energy contractor develop price assumptions for

their product?

A. No.

Q. Is generic information of this sort useful to

develop pricing for resources in the energy market by the

time it's published in an IRP?

A. Because of the changing -- how quickly

technology costs change, sometimes -- you know, time is

the enemy, and it changes actually before it's published.

But it's still -- you know, using data, even if it's a

little bit dated, is still useful.

Q. Let's take a look at GIPL/Southface

Exhibit 8A.

A. Yes.

Q. I should have asked you at the outset, and I

didn't, so I'll ask you now:  Mr. Patrylak, do you have

access to trade secret information in this docket?

A. In this docket, no.

Q. What is your understanding of the information
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that is redacted in Exhibit 8A?

A. So these -- this is information in the

ten-year plan that is redacting cost data.  And I -- you

know, at this level -- I believe that at this level and at

this disclosure, this could be shared.

Q. Could you please remind the Commission about

your experience with transmission specifically over the

course of your career?

A. Yeah.  So when you -- when -- I've done a

significant amount of work in generation and in

transmission.  I've actually done -- I've actually managed

a request for proposals, basically an EPC for transmission

over my career.  As part of integrated resource planning,

transmission is always a component that's considered, to

be able to access generation from another area.  

So it's evaluated as part of an integrated

resource plan.  My team and I have done congestion

analysis studies that support, you know -- support

financing and investments in these areas.

Q. Is it reasonable to conclude that the utility

could suffer economic harm based on sharing this

information publicly at this level?

A. I think that -- I think that from a -- from a

harm perspective, these are estimated costs.  These are

not definitive costs.  So I -- you know, my experience is
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transmission.  Anybody that would be bidding on these

projects would be developing their estimated bids based

on, again, you know, labor in the area, the cost of the

materials, you know, all those different components.  They

would not be using this to develop their cost.

Q. In your experience working on transmission,

do utilities ever provide their projected total project

cost?

A. Would you repeat that question?

Q. Sure.  In your experience working on

transmission, do utilities ever provide their projected

total project cost?

A. They do.

Q. And how does that total project cost

information change the bidding process?

A. You know, I'm not -- so when you have

planning type and estimates, I'm not sure that it changes

the bidding -- the bidding process.  You know, that's a --

you know, if there's a transmission company in the area,

and Georgia Power would estimate that it was, you know, X

dollars, well, you know, all those transmission companies

already know that.  They already know what a project is

going to cost, probably better than Georgia Power because

they're doing multiple ones all across the country.

Q. So a total project cost -- a total project

 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25



   123

cost estimate, if it -- in your experience, when it's

provided to bidders, does it inform -- would a bidder

increase their price by a dollar, for example, because of

the total price provided to them?

A. I don't -- I don't believe it would.  I think

that bidders are -- are putting in bids against other

competitors, and they're all buying products from

suppliers.  They're all competing for labor.  And, you

know, they know what the labor costs are.  They know, you

know, all those different components that, you know, put

together a -- they're putting together a bid, and they're

not trying to beat an estimate from an -- you know,

from -- that they read on an IRP, they're trying to beat

one of the other competitors that's bidding on this.  And

they're all sharpening their pencils, and they're all

trying to to win the work.  That's my experience.

MS. WHITFIELD:  I have no further questions

on direct.  Mr. Patrylak is available for questions

from the Commission and cross-examination.

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  Thank you, Ms. Whitfield.

Commissioners, any questions for the witness?

(No response.) 

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  All right.  Georgia Power.

MR. HEWITSON:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

CROSS-EXAMINATION 
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BY MR. HEWITSON:  

Q. Mr. Patrylak, Patrylak?

A. Patrylak, yes.

Q. Patrylak.  Good to meet you.  My name is

Steve Hewitson.

A. Nice to meet you.

Q. I represent Georgia Power Company.  I do have

a few questions for you.  Regarding your CV, I did not see

there -- you've never worked for Southern Company or any

of its operating companies; right?

A. Right.  No, I haven't.  

Q. And I don't recall you, but have you ever

participated in a Georgia Power IRP before this

Commission?

A. Not before this Commission.  No.

Q. Okay.  And you did not sign a non-disclosure

agreement in this case; is that right?

A. That's correct.

Q. Okay.  So your opinions of what trade secret

information can be released are done solely based off of

public disclosure forms.  Is that my understanding?

A. Yeah.  I mean -- yes, yes.

Q. Okay.  So you never looked at the trade

secret information?

A. No.
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Q. Okay.  Did you provide, in your direct

testimony, any analysis regarding a quantitative analysis

of how harm could be derived from the manipulation of an

RFP or a bid process?

A. No.

Q. Okay.  You spoke of transparency in

integrated resource planning in other states.  Did you

undertake any evaluation of the amount or type of

information that was redacted in the 2016 IRP compared to

this IRP in 2025?

A. No.  You're talking about the Georgia --

Georgia Power?  No, I have not reviewed that.

Q. Did you review the 2016 IRP at all?

A. No.

Q. Okay.  Did you undertake an analysis of the

type and amount of information that was redacted in the

2019 IRP compared to the 2025 IRP?

A. No.

Q. Did you review the 2019 IRP at all?

A. No.

Q. Okay.  Did you do an analysis of the type and

amount of information that was redacted in the 2022 IRP

compared to the 2025 IRP?

A. No.

Q. Did you review the 2022 IRP at all?
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A. No.

Q. Okay.  Did you review the entirety of Georgia

Power's 2025 IRP document?  

A. I reviewed it at a high level.

Q. Could you please explain what a high level

means?  Did you read the entire executive summary?

A. Yes.

Q. Okay.  Did you read the entire technical

appendix, volume 3 of the transmission plan?

A. No.

Q. Did you review any data requests or -- well,

did you review any data requests?

A. No.

Q. You didn't review any data requests?

A. No.

Q. Okay.  Did you review any testimony -- direct

testimony or rebuttal testimony filed by Georgia Power?  

A. No.

Q. Did you review any of the other technical

appendices that were provided in the 2025 IRP?

A. No.

Q. Would it be safe to say that if there is

publicly available information that could be used in

combination with the specific trade secret information

that is at the subject of this hearing here today, you
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would not be able to provide an informed analysis or

opinion as to whether the use of the publicly available

information from other parts could be harmful to Georgia

Power or Georgia Power's customers?  

A. It is possible.

Q. It is possible to say that you would not be

able to give that opinion?  

A. That's right.

Q. And you're not giving that opinion today

because you didn't review that information; is that

correct?

A. That is correct. 

Q. Do you agree -- oh, when you refer to

stakeholders, like the Brownville IRP process that you're

talking about, when you say the word "stakeholders," who

specifically do you mean?

A. So stakeholders are basically customers --

basically customers.  And there are other groups that have

interest and have participated in these meetings as well.

Q. Okay.  Do those other groups participate in

the Brownville IRP process?

A. Yeah, there are some other -- there's a --

it's a -- kind of a cross-section.  It's designed to be a

cross-section, but anybody's -- it's open to the public.

So anybody can participate.  
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Q. In your stakeholder meetings?  

A. Yes.

Q. Okay.  Is there a process before -- what does

Texas call their board, the PUC?

COMMISSIONER PRIDEMORE:  PUC.

MR. HEWITSON:  PUC.

MR. PATRYLAK:  No.  No.

BY MR. HEWITSON:  

Q. Is there an IRP process before the Texas PUC?

A. No.  It's a -- this is a public utility, so

it doesn't need to go through that.

Q. Okay.  So there is no process by which

Brownville Utilities goes to a Commission to ask

permission to do anything; right?  Where those

participants could also participate in the process; is

that correct?

A. That's right.  There's no process.

Q. Okay.

A. In that regard, yeah.

Q. So the only opportunity for them to get any

information about Brownville IRPs is to go through the

stakeholder process that you provide?  

A. That's correct.

Q. Okay.  But here in the state of Georgia, an

organization like GIPL could intervene in the IRP; is that
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correct?

A. Yeah.

Q. A public witness could provide public comment

before any of the hearings in Georgia; right?

A. Yes.

Q. A public witness could review the IRP that's

filed and provided online; is that correct?

A. Could you -- say that one more time.  I'm

sorry.

Q. Could review the IRP that is posted on the

Public Service Commission's website; right?  

A. Yeah.  In Georgia, yeah.

Q. Yeah.  And in Georgia, anyone can go on to

the Public Service Commission's website and review any of

the thousands of data requests that Georgia Power responds

to in response to the Public Interest Advocacy Staff's

questions; is that correct?

A. Yes.  Yeah.

Q. Yeah.  And they could also watch the

proceedings, unfortunately, on YouTube.  And they are not

only broadcast live, but they are also, for the benefit of

all, recorded and are maintained on the Public Service

Commission's website; is that correct?

A. Yes, I assume so.

Q. So the example you give in Texas is that
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Brownville Utility, that doesn't go through a Commission

proceeding for its IRPs, holds a stakeholder process where

you tell the public what's in the IRP compared to the

Georgia Power process, that we just reviewed all of the

ways that somebody can gain information on the IRP; is

that -- is that a fair comparison?

A. Yeah.  I mean, but, you know, the process,

the stakeholder process -- and that's not the only IRP

that I've ever been involved in.  But the process is -- I

was just using that as an example that it's a -- somebody

asked me what a stakeholder meeting looked like and I

said, you know, it involves a cross-section of the public,

so I was just explaining that.

Q. And did you provide as part of your testimony

any of the presentation -- I assume you give presentations

to the public?

A. Yes.

Q. Did you provide, as part of your testimony,

any of the public -- or any of the presentations that you

provide to the public during these stakeholder meetings

that would give this Commission an indication of the level

of detail of information that you're providing to the

public?

A. No, we did not.

Q. Is there a website where they can go to to
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review this information after that stakeholder meeting?  

A. They can go to the Brownsville website.

Q. Okay.  And so the Brownsville website posts

all the information that's available to the public?  

A. Yes.

Q. Okay.  And does the Brownsville website post

things like the marginal cost of its transmission?

A. I don't -- I don't know -- I don't know

specifically what is posted on the, you know -- I haven't

gone through the Brownsville website in that -- in that

level of detail.

Q. Did you look to -- did you look at the

Brownsville website to compare whether the information

provided on the Brownsville website is the type of

information that's being challenged in this trade secret

motion by GIPL?

A. So I guess -- no, we -- I did not do that.

Q. Okay.  So you didn't look to see if the

information provided in 2A, that's been identified as

trade secret, is provided by Brownsville; did you?

A. So 2A -- yeah, 2A we estimated -- we

estimated the impact of revenue requirements across the

plans.  So we did an incremental revenue requirement, and

we shared that with the stakeholders.

Q. Well, yeah, but an incremental revenue
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requirement, as you heard the Georgia Power witnesses

testify this morning, is also provided by Georgia Power in

an aggregate; right?  Is that what you're talking about?

A. Yeah.

Q. So it's the same information that Georgia

Power provides.  It's not the more detailed information

that Georgia Power has marked as trade secret, is that --

is that my understanding -- is my understanding correct?

A. Yeah.

Q. And do you agree that intervenors in the

Georgia Power process can have access to all of the

information that's been identified as trade secret with

the signing of a confidentiality agreement?  

A. Yeah, I'm aware of that.

Q. Okay.  And you're aware, then, that the

advocacy of any intervenor in this group is not harmed by

the identification of trade secret information, because

they can have access to that if they sign the agreement

and, therefore, can advocate for their clients; is that --

is that a fair statement?

A. That is true.  But, you know, I guess once --

once the window closes, they can no longer utilize that

information if it's not public.

Q. I'm sorry.  What do you mean by the window?

A. So once the confidentiality agreement window
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closes, they're not able to, you know, utilize that.

Q. And when does that confidentiality agreement

end?

A. I'd have to look at the confidentiality

agreement.

Q. Okay.  If I told you that it ends after the

Commission decision -- after an order is rendered and

after a time period for a motion for reconsideration,

would you -- would you accept that as when it ends?

A. Yeah, if you say so.

Q. So -- so the window ends after the hearings

on the IRP are complete; is that correct?

A. Okay.  If that's -- yeah.  Like I said, I

don't recall exactly what the confidentiality agreement

said.

Q. Okay.

A. But I'm aware that there is one.

Q. Okay.  I did not get a chance to go through

your entire CV, which is very long.  Is there a

Southeastern public -- public utility -- regulated utility

that you have done an IRP process for?  

A. Not a regulated utility.

Q. Okay.  So you've never done an IRP for a

regulated utility in the Southeast?

A. No.
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Q. Okay.  Speaking specifically to Exhibit 2A as

we were a little bit ago, are you aware that revenue

requirements can be combined with other publicly available

data to gain insight into specific costs for specific

technologies?  

A. You know, again, I -- my view of it is, is if

it's aggregated, it's a very difficult exercise.  Possible

somebody is able to glean some -- but my assessment would

be it would be of low confidence that they'd be able to

develop something that was significantly meaningful.

Q. Have you ever worked for a bidder in a

utility RFP?  

A. Have I ever worked for a bidder in the

utility RFP?  No, I typically worked on the utility side.

Q. Okay.  Are you -- are you aware that bidders

into Georgia Power's RFPs, both renewable RFPs and

capacity RFPs, are often very sophisticated companies?

A. Yes.

Q. Okay.  Are you aware that they spend a lot of

time and effort and money on resources to undertake market

intelligence to inform their bids?  

A. Yeah, I would expect they would.

Q. Okay.  And are you aware that they actually

have entire departments that review integrated resource

plans in other states around the country to help them
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develop their bids in RFPs, especially Georgia Power's

RFPs?

A. So I'm not aware of that.

Q. Okay.  Would it make sense to you that

somebody that's bidding for a contract that could be worth

hundreds of millions of dollars would probably do as much

market intelligence and research as it could?

A. So I worked for Black & Veatch, and to my

knowledge, no -- you know, during my time there, the EPC

on the transmission side or the generation side never came

to me and said, "hey, you guys are doing IRPs all over the

place, can you do this for us?"  So they are not using

them.

Q. Black & Veatch is a contractor that does work

for projects bidding into the IRP; right?

A. Yes.

Q. Black & Veatch doesn't bid into specific

utility IRPs, does it?

A. They don't bid directly.

Q. Okay.  So their review of IRPs would probably

be less important than an independent power producer

that's bidding a generation resource into an RFP; right?

A. If -- that's right, it could be.

Q. Okay.  And Black & Veatch, I've had some

dealings with them, and I've actually been under a
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non-disclosure agreement -- Black & Veatch requires its

counterparties in work to sign non-disclosure agreements;

right?  

A. They do.

Q. And the reason Black & Veatch does that is

because there's information of Black & Veatch's that they

believe would be market sensitive and would harm their

competitive advantage in the marketplace if somebody were

to release that information; right?

A. Yes.

Q. It's sort of like a non-disclosure agreement

in the Georgia Power IRP; right?

A. Yeah.  And I had to -- you know, in the work

that I did for Black & Veatch, we -- when we go through

the contract process, that's usually part of the

negotiation that goes on, is you talk about -- and

typically, there are -- you know, it's understood that if,

you know, if things are needed to be made public, they

will be.  

Q. Okay.  And because you've never worked for an

independent power producer that's bidding into our RFPs,

you have no ability to testify under oath -- or to any

experience as to whether those independent power producers

are manipulating their bids based on information they gain

through IRPs.  Is that a fair statement?
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A. That is correct.

Q. Okay.  On Exhibit 6A, you were asked about

generic pricing for capacity resources.  You were -- were

you in the hearing room -- and, I'm sorry, my back was

turned to you, if you were.  Were you in the hearing room

when Georgia Power's witnesses were testifying?

A. I was listening.

Q. Okay.  Okay.  And did you hear the Georgia

Power witnesses Mr. Bower and Mr. Hubbert both discuss how

Georgia Power works with -- with contractors and works

with -- what's the word I'm thinking of?  Works with

people that -- that build stuff for them to develop

specific pricing for the Southeastern region?  

A. Yeah.  So if I could paraphrase, my

understanding was, they're not using generic information.

It's -- it's -- they're using it based on labor prices and

other impacts of being in the Southeast.

Q. Yeah.  And OEM was the word I was thinking,

was looking -- was struggling with to get.  They have

specific conversations with the original equipment

manufacturers to develop more specific pricing specific to

the Southeastern region that would be -- that Georgia

Power includes as its generic or technology costs; right?  

A. Yeah.

Q. Okay.  And that more specific information,
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because it's been developed for the Southeast region by

Georgia Power in conjunction with the original equipment

manufacturers, would probably be more valuable to somebody

bidding into an RFP than generic EIA information or NREL

information; would you agree with that?

A. Yes.

Q. Okay.  So it would be -- there would be a

heightened reason to protect that information as a trade

secret or as confidential compared to the generic

information that's provided by NREL or EIA.  Would you

agree with that?

A. I would.  The question that was asked was

would the utility be harmed, and the utility, you know --

so I understand that there might be other parties that

want to keep that material confidential.  But

specifically, Georgia Power -- would Georgia Power be

harmed, that was the question that I answered.

Q. If Georgia Power has to pay more for a

generation resource than it otherwise would have would --

do you agree that Georgia Power and its customers would be

harmed?  

A. If it has to pay more for -- for what reason?

Why would it have to pay -- 

Q. If in an RFP bid, bidders are in -- are

inserting bids into the RFP process that are higher than

 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25



   139

they otherwise would be, and Georgia Power pays more for

those generation resources, that would be a harm to

Georgia Power and its customers; do you agree?  

A. That hypothetical example, yeah.  

Q. Yeah.

A. I don't know what would cause them to bid

higher.

Q. Well, you don't, but you've never worked for

an independent power producer that bids into RFPs; right?

A. No, but -- 

Q. And you don't know what market intelligence

they undertake to figure out how to establish their bids;

right?

A. I -- like I said, no, I haven't worked

directly with them.  

Q. Right.  So you have no idea whether they use

this information to manipulate their bids into RFPs, thus

causing Georgia Power to pay more for generation

resources; do you?

A. I guess the part that I still feel strongly

about is, in a bidding process, they're competing against

other competitors.  And so if there's information

released, all those competitors would have that same

information, and they all would be bidding on that

process, and they would be trying to undercut each other
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because they don't -- coming in at a dollar more, or a

dollar less than whatever information that Georgia Power

has, that doesn't mean anything.  They have to beat the

competitors, and -- you know, and so that's really how

that process, from my perspective, would work.  That's

how, typically, RFPs work is they're bidding against each

other.  They're not looking at, you know, estimates from

the utility.

Q. Are you aware that Georgia Power also submits

bids for self-build resources?

A. Submits bids?

Q. Yes.

A. Yeah.

Q. So Georgia Power also competes.  So the

bidders are not just competing against themselves, they're

also competing about -- against Georgia Power; right?  

A. Yes.

Q. Okay.  And the bidders are not required to

disclose all of their market intelligence or their

analysis and how they develop their bid; is that correct?

A. That's correct.

MR. HEWITSON:  Thank you, Mr. Patrylak.

That's all the questions I have for you today.

Thank you.

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  Redirect?
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MS. WHITFIELD:  Just a few questions.

REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MS. WHITFIELD:  

Q. Mr. Hewitson asked you if you had ever worked

for Southern Company or its subsidiaries, including

Georgia Power.  You said no.  Have you ever worked with

Southern Company or its subsidiaries, including Georgia

Power, in your career?

A. Yeah.  And people on my teams over the years

have worked with Georgia -- Georgia Power and Southern

Company.

Q. Mr. Hewitson asked you --

COMMISSIONER PRIDEMORE:  Can I ask, doing

what?  Is that -- we changed our answer based upon

a preposition.  If you worked with them, but you

didn't work for them, in what capacity did you and

your employees work with them?

MR. PATRYLAK:  So they're -- so, for

instance, for the unregulated, in Alabama we

developed price forecasts, and I don't know if I

can -- 

MS. WHITFIELD:  You don't need to say

specific company names, but I think Commissioner

Pridemore is looking for subject area of the work

that you've done --
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MR. PATRYLAK:  Subject --

COMMISSIONER PRIDEMORE:  But if you've

worked --

MS. WHITFIELD:  -- for Southern Company

groups.

COMMISSIONER PRIDEMORE:  -- with a Southern

Company owned organization in Alabama, did you --

did you work with them as an intervenor in a case

that was filed?  Did you work with them in an RFP

to procure generation?

MS. WHITFIELD:  Who was your client?  Not the

name, specifically, the description.

MR. HEWITSON:  If this is based on his

information and his personal knowledge and what

he's done, I absolutely want to know the name of

the entity that he had worked for.

MS. WHITFIELD:  Oh, okay.

MR. HEWITSON:  I think that's important.

COMMISSIONER PRIDEMORE:  That he worked

"with."  

When you asked him, Mr. Hewitson, if he

worked "for," he said no, but Ms. Whitfield asked,

did you work "with," and he said, "yes."  I want to

know the difference.

MS. WHITFIELD:  Yeah, he represents Southern
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Company?

MR. HEWITSON:  Well, in this proceeding, I

represent Georgia Power Company.

MS. WHITFIELD:  But can he take that as good?

MR. HEWITSON:  I might -- I might need to

look at my notes to just make sure I know which

client I'm thinking of.

MS. WHITFIELD:  Sure.  

MR. PATRYLAK:  If that'd be okay?  Can I have

a minute?

MS. WHITFIELD:  Sure.

MR. PATRYLAK:  I'm going to have to open up a

computer.  Sorry about that.  I don't want to give

inaccurate --

COMMISSIONER PRIDEMORE:  If it's in the

Cloud, there's a guest Wi-Fi.

MR. PATRYLAK:  Okay.  Thank you.

MS. WHITFIELD:  And if the -- if the plan is

to make a decision today, I think it makes sense

for him to find the answer.

COMMISSIONER MCDONALD:  I can't hear you.  

MS. WHITFIELD:  Sorry.  

If the plan is to make a decision today by

the Commission, if you want to consider this issue

and make a decision, I think it makes sense for him
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to find the answer so he can respond properly to

Commissioner Pridemore; otherwise, we could

supplement the record if there's going to be a

period of consideration before the decision.

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  We'll give him a little more

time then.

MS. WHITFIELD:  Okay.

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  But as far as the plan, yeah,

staff is scheduled for a special admin, unless a

Commissioner would like to move it -- move it to a

regular, we will proceed with a special.  

MS. WHITFIELD:  Okay.

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  After a quick break.

The only other thing I would add to that is

if advisory staff has anything they want to add,

that they -- if they have any additional questions,

that would also be helpful.

While we're kind of at a standstill, though,

I will say, Ms. Whitfield, thank you for all of

this information.  It is very helpful, and it's

very well done, as always.

MS. WHITFIELD:  Thank you, Commissioner.  

And I'll take this opportunity to ask to move

our exhibits into evidence -- 

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  So marked. 
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MS. WHITFIELD:  -- as well, including the

summary tables, which will be marked as Exhibit 34.

(The documents referred to were premarked for 

identification as GIPL/Southface Exhibit 34.) 

COMMISSIONER MCDONALD:  You must be getting

tired, Jennifer.

MS. WHITFIELD:  I'm so tired.

COMMISSIONER MCDONALD:  Your voice is fading

away.

MS. WHITFIELD:  I'm sorry.  Including the

summary table --

COMMISSIONER MCDONALD:  If you want me to

hear what you're saying, you're going to have to

speak up.

MS. WHITFIELD:  I am getting tired,

Commissioner.  You're right.

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  You got up early.

MS. WHITFIELD:  I was asking for exhibits to

be moved into the record, including Exhibit 34,

which will be a collection of the summary tables

that have been provided today.  Table 2, Table 3,

Table 4 -- there is no Table 4.  Table 2, 3, 6, and

8.

COMMISSIONER PRIDEMORE:  Is it to assume,

Ms. Whitfield, that the exhibits you've passed out
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today, that there is trade secret/nonpublic

disclosure information in any of it?

MS. WHITFIELD:  There is not trade secret

information in any of the exhibits I've handed out,

with the exception of the red folder.  The red

folder includes --

COMMISSIONER PRIDEMORE:  There's always one.

MS. WHITFIELD:  The red folder does include

the trade secret version of the documents for which

we're asking disclosure.

COMMISSIONER PRIDEMORE:  Thank you.

MS. WHITFIELD:  Any luck, Mr. Patrylak?  If

not, we can -- we can move on.

MR. PATRYLAK:  Yeah, I would -- 

MS. WHITFIELD:  Well, I'm sorry, I shouldn't

speak for you, Commissioner Pridemore.  I'm sorry.

COMMISSIONER PRIDEMORE:  What would --

MR. PATRYLAK:  I mean, I could --

COMMISSIONER PRIDEMORE:  Just tell us, if you

have a memory of working with them, what did you do

with them?

MR. PATRYLAK:  So -- okay.  So -- and it's

the -- it's the company --

COMMISSIONER MCDONALD:  Talk into that

microphone, please.
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MR. PATRYLAK:  It's the company in

Birmingham, Alabama.  So I think it's Southern

Power, but I'm not positive.

COMMISSIONER PRIDEMORE:  Could be Southern

Power, could be Southern Company Services --

MR. PATRYLAK:  So they bid -- they bid on

generation.  They -- they are an unregulated

company that bought -- invested in generation

across the country.  So we provided power price

forecasts and capacity price forecasts for them

that they used as part of their process.  So we --

I was working at Navigant Consulting and our team

did that.

COMMISSIONER PRIDEMORE:  Okay.  So you worked

for them.  You worked for them.  You were employed

by somebody who contracted with them.  You were

working for them.

MR. PATRYLAK:  That's right.  That's right,

but I don't recall the name.  Is it Southern -- you

might know.

MS. WHITFIELD:  That would be Southern Power?

MR. PATRYLAK:  Southern Power?

MS. WHITFIELD:  Yes.  

MR. PATRYLAK:  I didn't want to state it if I

am not positive.  I can't remember.
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MS. WHITFIELD:  Okay.  Have you ever worked

with or for Georgia Power, to your best

recollection in this moment?

MR. PATRYLAK:  I think that folks on my team

have worked for Georgia Power, but I'd have to --

MS. WHITFIELD:  That's sufficient.  Thanks.

COMMISSIONER PRIDEMORE:  Thank you.

BY MS. WHITFIELD:  

Q. A few more questions.  Mr. Hewitson asked you

a number of questions about how different financial

information in the voluminous IRPs could impact the

conclusions that you've provided today.  Mr. Patrylak, are

you aware, through your work on IRPs, that they typically

provide, through IRPs or through rate cases, considerable

financial information and other detailed information?

A. They do.

Q. And did you take that into consideration when

reaching your conclusion that the -- it is not reasonable

to conclude that the utility would suffer harm from the

information in this -- at issue in this case?  

A. Yes.

Q. You were asked a question about Black &

Veatch and discussed that when you were at Black & Veatch,

you negotiated non-disclosure agreements for the materials

you were providing.
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A. Yes.  

Q. And I believe you also mentioned that it was

understood that the materials may need to be disclosed as

part of that negotiating process.

A. Yes.

Q. Black & Veatch asked for a non-disclosure.

What is their business interest in asking for a

non-disclosure of that information?

A. Yeah.  So we would resell, basically, that

information.  You know, we would have a market view of,

you know, prices for generic resources, and we would

resell it.  So we wouldn't want that out in the public.

Q. Black & Veatch wasn't selling power; correct?

A. We did not sell power, no.

MS. WHITFIELD:  That's it for me.  No further

questions.  Thank you.

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  Okay.  Was there any other

witnesses?

MS. WHITFIELD:  No other witnesses,

Commissioners.

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  You've got all your

records -- 

MS. WHITFIELD:  Yes.

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  -- your evidence is marked? 

MS. WHITFIELD:  Yes.
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CHAIRMAN SHAW:  Okay.  Thank you.  Well,

Mr. Patrylak, thank you for your time today.  You

can be excused.

MR. PATRYLAK:  Thank you.

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  All right.  At this time,

unless there's a need for a break, we're going to

move on and move on to oral arguments.  So we've

got 15 minutes of oral argument per side.  And

we'll start with Georgia Power, and you can reserve

up to five minutes for response.  So whenever

you're ready.

MR. HEWITSON:  Do you want to let

Mr. Patrylak escape before we begin?

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  He's excused.  So,

Mr. Hewitson, just whenever you're ready.  And,

Staff, I would ask you to record the -- keep up

with the time, too, please.

MR. HEWITSON:  And I would, Mr. Chairman, ask

that I could reserve five minutes for a rebuttal or

responsive comment.

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  That's -- that is approved in

the schedule.

MR. HEWITSON:  Okay.  Thank you.  

I think it's important to set the stage for

this hearing, now that we've heard the evidence,
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and talk a little bit about the motion itself

before getting into discussion about specific

documents.  In the preamble to the motion, GIPL

explains the purpose of the motion, stating on

page 2 that, quote, "The ability to freely discuss

this information during Georgia Power's IRP

proceedings is crucial for the Commission, Georgia

Power customers, the public, and any other

stakeholders to adequately and accurately assess

Georgia Power's proposed plans," end quote.

As we know, GIPL could have filed this motion

in early February after reviewing the IRP filing;

it did not.  Rather, GIPL waited months to assert a

challenge to the trade secret information contained

in the IRP.

Why is this important?  Because the entire

premise of their argument is that public disclosure

of this information is, quote, unquote, "crucial,"

during the proceeding, but the proceeding is now

complete.  The Commission has had a closure of

evidence.  There are no further hearings.  There is

no additional testimony, and the Commission has

voted on the IRP.  They did that this morning.

Accordingly, this motion is moot because

it's -- the stated premise of the motion, to be
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able to, quote, "freely discuss this information

during Georgia Power's IRP hearings," end quote,

has passed.  Further, while GIPL's motion asserts

that Georgia Power failed to meet its statutory

burden of proving the information as trade secret,

GIPL has failed to explain why any of the specific

information they have challenged is crucial to the

public or why such information should be released.

For the most part, the information that GIPL

seeks to make public in this motion is technical

information that would mean very little to the

general public.  I highly doubt anyone not very

familiar with IRP proceedings or technical utility

planning matters could understand things like the

external peak adjustment for large loads, or the

winter coincident demands by class of customer, or

the transmission marginal costs -- transmission

planning marginal cost, each of which is a category

of information included in GIPL's motion.

GIPL's motion also relies on circular logic

in attempting to establish a reason why the public

should be able to access this detailed and

technical information.  At the bottom of page 3 of

its motion, GIPL seems to acknowledge that

stakeholders can obtain this information if they
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are willing to sign confidentiality agreements, but

then argues that members of the public must

intervene to obtain that information.  GIPL then

asserts that it is difficult for members of the

public to determine whether to intervene if they

can't have access to the trade secret information.  

First, it is obvious that members of the

public do not want to fully participate in the IRP

hearings.  They want to come down to this

Commission and complain that Georgia Power or this

Commission is not doing its job.  But it is

painfully obvious that even those individuals don't

take the time to even read the IRP that is posted

for them publicly, so that they can be informed

from that process.

They don't want to educate themselves so that

they can meaningfully participate in the process.

They want to come down and read the talking points

that they have to argue that they should have

something different.  They rightly -- rightfully

leave the actual participation to those

organizations who do intervene and who trades --

who signed trade -- who signed non-disclosure

agreements to obtain the trade secret information.

GIPL then argues that the trade secret
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designations make it burdensome to identify trends

in time, or ask effective questions without

revealing trade secret information.  Admittedly,

dealing with trade secret information in an open

hearing room is not the easiest.  But such

inconveniences must be weighed against the harm it

would cause to release the information publicly.

Moreover, GIPL fails to identify any specific

data trends or cross-examination questions that the

specific information challenged in this motion

prevented it from identifying or asking during the

hearings.  Making broad, generalized statements

does not support the claims that specific

information challenged in this motion should be --

should not be protected as trade secrets.

Finally, at the end of page 4, bottom of

page 4, we get to the real crux of the matter.

GIPL argues that it is unable to share trade secret

information with all its members or constituents to

further its advocacy efforts or to educate the

public about what is at stake in the Public

Commission proceedings.

Again, none of the technical information

being challenged here would even matter to the

general public.  It is very hard to believe that
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GIPL can't explain to their constituents or the

public about the importance of these proceedings

without release of trade secret information.

GIPL's motion also fails to address a very

important aspect of the analysis:  The harm that

will come to Georgia Power and its customers if the

challenged information is released.

As the Commission is aware, the company has

disclosed more information in the 2025 IRP than it

ever has before.  I think even GIPL would admit and

would agree that this is information -- the public

version -- there is information in the public

version of this IRP in 2025 that was marked as

trade secret in 2019, 2016, and 2022.  Why I went

out of order, I have no idea.

The company takes seriously its commitment to

be transparent where appropriate and possible, but

will not willingly put itself or its customers at

risk of disclosing information that could be used

to cause economic harm.

Before moving on to the specific documents

themselves, let me address two fundamental flaws in

GIPL's motion.  First, GIPL appears to suffer from

the misperception that, as a regulated monopoly,

Georgia Power does not have competitors.  That
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assertion is simply incorrect, as it exposes a

fundamental misunderstanding of the electric

utility landscape in the state of Georgia, as well

as the current state of utility competition

nationally.

Georgia Power competes against 41 EMCs and 52

municipalities for customer choice jobs in the

state of Georgia.  Customer choice jobs are large

loads driving economic growth in Georgia, and any

hindrance to Georgia Power's ability to compete for

these jobs directly harms the company, as well as

its customers, who benefit from Georgia Power

serving these large loads.

Georgia Power also competes nationally to

bring economic development projects to the state of

Georgia.  Your heard testimony from intervenors

during the IRP that, if Georgia Power can't serve

those loads, they're going to go to other states.

Losing those large loads would harm Georgia Power

and its customers because it drives economic growth

in the state of Georgia.

There are other competitors as well.  Georgia

Power submits self-build projects into those RFPs,

as you just heard during my cross-examination of

GIPL's witness.  Release of some of the categories
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of information challenged by GIPL would give

developers insight into Georgia Power's cost

analysis and forecasting methodologies, which would

allow developers to manipulate their bids to the

detriment of Georgia Power and its customers.

This type of information has been identified

by FERC as information that should not be shared

with Southern Power, as you heard Georgia Power's

witnesses say earlier today.  Specifically, FERC

requires that Georgia Power not share with Southern

Power information related to forecasts for fuel,

emissions allowances, load, and projected unit

operating characteristics.

That decision can be found in Docket No.

EL05-102-000, and is found at 117 FERC,

Paragraph 61021 at page 5, paragraph 12.  Releasing

this information could result in RFPs selecting

higher winning bids, meaning that customers would

pay more for electricity than necessary, thus

harming customers.  If FERC has determined that the

information should not be shared with Southern

Power because it would be anti-competitive if done

so, then it certainly should not be released

publicly.

Finally, even with self-build projects and
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transmission infrastructure projects, Georgia Power

competitively bids out the work.  Any release of

information that decreases the effectiveness of

those RFPs would harm the company, as well as

customers, through higher costs, as Mr. Robinson

testified earlier today.

The other fundamental flaw in GIPL's motion

is the claim that Georgia Power failed to establish

it has adequate protections to maintain the secrecy

of information.  Our brief details the painstaking

process and procedure that Georgia Power undertakes

to ensure trade secret information is protected.

Those protections include, as you've heard

today from Mr. Bowers and Mr. Hubbert and

Mr. Robinson, internal employee trainings on data

privacy generally and specific to IRP information

for every IRP filing; tracking of data access to

ensure employees are not accessing information

without authorization; physical and virtual walls

to keep trade secret information separated

internally, including limiting access to certain

floors and areas of the Georgia Power building,

requiring badge swipes by authorized users to

obtain that information; background checks and a

clearance process for employees and intervenors who
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access critical energy infrastructure --

infrastructure information; and password-protected

access to trade secret data for intervenors who

sign confidentiality agreements.

It is without question that, as required by

O.C.G.A. Section 10-1-761, subpart 4, the trade

secret information is, quote, "The subject of

efforts that are reasonable under the circumstances

to maintain secrecy."

Flipping very briefly to the -- you've heard

a lot of testimony earlier today from Georgia

Power's witnesses on the detailed information that

is contained in the exhibits.  I will remind the

Commission that Exhibit 2A, the revenue requirement

information, there is information on that -- on

that document that has never -- never released

public, which is the projected AFUDC, the inflation

adjustments, and the cost of debt.  That's never

released publicly.

Second, the revenue requirements information

specified in the motion could be combined with

publicly available expansion plan information to

calculate Georgia Power's production costs.

Exhibits 3A and 4A are seeking to disclose output

from Georgia Power's proprietary risk adjustment
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model.

Mr. Bowers testified earlier today how

other -- how competitors within the state of

Georgia could use that information to attempt to

win customer choice jobs.  If customer choice jobs

go to a utility other than Georgia Power, then

Georgia Power and Georgia Power's customers suffer.

I will finish off with -- well, I guess

that's my time.  So I'll reserve the remaining five

minutes of my time for responsive comments.

Thank you.

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  Thank you, Mr. Hewitson.

Mr. Whitfield.

MS. WHITFIELD:  Thank you, Commissioners, and

I appreciate you all taking the time to hear our

motion and receive the evidence in this case.  

As you are all well aware, this doesn't come

to the Commission very often.  The last we could

find that the Commission in Georgia had to rule on

this issue was in 2007.  And so in light of that --

I think you can probably appreciate why, it's a

rather labor intensive effort.  But in light of

that, we ask that the Commission take very

seriously the information that we have put before

you, because Georgia Power is right:  It discloses
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a lot of information in every filing.  It is right

that it has a lot of document requests that it

discloses.  It discloses a lot of generation

information and financial information.

It also redacts an enormous amount of

information that keeps it out of step with other

utilities across the country.  We did not bring to

you even a fraction -- a small fraction of the

kinds of information that Georgia Power redacts.

Instead, what we have brought to you are selected,

high level pieces of information that are

particularly informative for the public and from

which reverse engineering might be hypothetically

possible, or theoretically possible, but which is

not a reasonable assumption.

Mr. Hewitson has offered you some additional

evidence, but notably you didn't hear it from the

witnesses themselves.  You didn't hear it as

evidence themselves.  What they didn't say is that

it was likely in any way, or that they've heard of

this kind of harm happening, or that they have an

actual instance of reverse engineering.  They

didn't say that because, as you heard from

Mr. Patrylak, it's not a reasonable conclusion.

If the Commission takes any allegation of

 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25



   162

harm that Georgia Power can conceive of as the

definition of what a trade secret is in this venue,

then the definition could swallow the entire

proceeding, because it would be as broad as Georgia

Power's imagination, and Georgia Power can be very

creative.  But that is not what we're asking of

you.

We are asking of you, are these documents --

the question before you is, are these documents the

kind of documents -- is this information the kind

of information for which there is a reasonable,

potential economic value to Georgia Power for

keeping it secret from other people.  Not a

hypothetical, reverse engineering, maybe, in

scenarios we can't identify on the stand, but is it

reasonable to assume that?

And we urge you to look not only at Georgia

Power's own disclosures of this very similar

information in different dockets or in different

spaces, but we urge you to look at other -- other

utilities' behavior as well.  Because at the end of

the day, like Georgia Power, we expect that all

utilities are operating for a reliable and

cost-effective system, and aren't going to be

disclosing information that they think will cause

 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25



   163

harm.

In Georgia Power's motion, they argue that if

you vote that this information is not a trade

secret, they will be forced to disclose it.  It is

scary, and it is designed to make you shirk away

from looking at the actual evidence and the actual

legal test before you.

But the bottom line is, the reason the

disclosure is required, is because the State of

Georgia and this Commission has a strong policy in

favor of an open and transparent process,

including, and especially, when the public funds

are at issue.

I want to be really clear about one thing:

Ultimately, you guys are deciding a legal test.

Mr. Hewitson spoke a lot about what we didn't prove

to you.  GIPL and Southface do not need to prove

anything.  It is Georgia Power's burden, which

means it is Georgia Power's responsibility, to

demonstrate to you why the information we've

identified derives economic value from not being

generally known to others.  It is Georgia Power's

responsibility to identify how others can obtain

economic value from this information's disclosure.  

We have provided you information as context
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about our interest in this information.  That is

for you to have as context to understand why and

what we're doing here.  But for your decision about

whether it makes this information trade secret or

not, it is completely irrelevant.  The question

before you is about the information itself.

So we talked about revenue requirements.

Revenue requirements are really important

information.  And as you heard, the revenue

requirement information that we are asking for, the

levelized cost information that we are asking for,

is of a very high level and includes numerous

different inputs that, as you may have noticed,

despite me studying it with the support of some

consultants, there was one aspect of it that I

didn't appreciate, based on the disclosures

provided by Georgia Power.  It combines a lot of

different factors.

Georgia Power's assumption of harm here is

that someone is going to be able to parse out all

of those factors to get a generic estimate at the

planning level that was made a year ago for when

they create their bids in the coming months.  Quite

simply, it's not reasonable.

I understand they may have a lot of reasons
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why they don't want to produce this information,

but not wanting public scrutiny is not the kind of

harm that is relevant to the question in front of

you.  As a legal matter, Georgia Power not wanting

public scrutiny, not wanting Georgia Interfaith

Power & Light and Southface to take advantage of

the resources of additional eyes and additional

minds -- that may be something they want to avoid,

but that does not make information trade secret.

They have to prove to you that it has economic

value.

The large load forecasts:  Mr. Hewitson said

that the large load forecast is the kind of

information nobody would really understand.  I beg

to disagree.  This information tells us and tells

the public how much large load Georgia Power needs

to get energy to serve.  That is a pretty direct

question, and it's one we talk about all the time.

They will freely tell you about their very

large pipeline numbers.  They tell you about them

all the time.  What they don't want to talk about,

and what we can't talk about publicly, is how much

of that pipeline -- how accurate is it when they

say it's a tiny fraction or a small fraction of

that total pipeline?  We can't talk about that
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because it's not public.

And the idea that knowing the capacity that

they are planning for would stop a data center from

making a phone call and saying, "hey, I'm

interested, potentially, in coming, could you serve

me?"  It's far-fetched.  It's not how it works.

It's not reasonable.  It could be possible in the

way a meteor could fall through the ceiling right

now.

And I believe that when they testified that

it was potential harm, that's the kind of potential

they were referring to.  And they didn't offer you

any testimony otherwise.

Exhibit 4A that we discussed, ultimately,

they want to protect it for the same reasons as the

large load stuff, so the same arguments apply to

that one.  The generic resource costs, this is

information -- we talked a lot about how

proprietary information can come from a consultant

whose business is to sell proprietary information.

So, of course, they want to protect it;

right?  Of course they want to protect that -- that

model.  But the output of the model, the outputs

here, those are not the kind of information that

Georgia Power is selling on the market.  Nor, as
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you heard from Mr. Patrylak, is it reasonable to

assume that a serious bidder is going to be using

these generic estimates, as opposed to relying on

their own cost of doing business, their own

requirement for profit, and their own best

estimates at the time.

And finally, transmission costs.  I will be

quite candid with you and tell you this one gave me

a little pause at first, because when I said we

were very careful at picking which ones to put

before you, I truly mean it.  We really wanted to

make sure it was high level stuff that would be

both valuable to the public and wouldn't have --

wouldn't come close to approaching any potential

harm.  Transmission, I had to really study.

But then I realized these project estimates

are high level.  They are planning estimates.  They

include a lot of different information from which

it is not reasonable to assume reverse engineering.

In addition, Georgia Power is disclosing this

stuff.  And, yes, it might be because they're

required to, but Georgia Power has the burden of

proving to you that they're keeping things like

their line per mile or their transmission costs --

or transformer costs, sorry, protected, if that's
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their argument, that that may be what's discovered

here.  And quite simply, they're not.  You saw the

exhibits that show very detailed information about

their transmission costs.  That information is out

there.

If an enterprising transmission contractor

wants to know what their line per mile cost is,

they can go find it.  But at the end of the day,

the project estimates in this IRP are high level.

They are planning estimates, and they are subject

to change.  Same with the revenue requirements.

They are high level.

So, please, Commissioners, I ask you to

consider the difference between the select group of

information before you and the long list of

detailed information that we recognize should

properly be redacted.  GIPL and Southface know

there is a space for withholding information.  We

know that there is a role for trade secret

protection to play here, and it's an important one.

This stuff, though, isn't that.

Finally, I'll note that, though this decision

happened this morning, as you know, these dockets

stay open and they are supplemented with

information from document requests and document

 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25



   169

responses.

If this Commission recognizes that this

information is not likely to cause harm, but rather

it's more like the meteor, that information will be

supplemented in the docket for the benefit of those

checking this docket in the future, for the benefit

of use in the next docket, and in the next three

years, and so on in the future.  So we can look

back and say, how well did they do when making

their assumptions?  How well did we do when

criticizing them?  

When this information is redacted 30 days

from today, we destroy it.  We are required to, and

we no longer have access to that information.  It

is important.  I understand why they don't want to

disclose it, but the reason of not disclosing it to

avoid public scrutiny is not one of the legal

sufficient reasons that you can take into account

when determining if it isn't -- or is, or is not a

trade secret.

So with that, again, thank you.  I appreciate

your time and your careful consideration.

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  Thank you, Ms. Whitfield.

Georgia Power, you've got five minutes

reserved for a response.
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MR. HEWITSON:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Let me -- let me stop -- start where

Ms. Whitfield ended.  The reason why this

information is protected as trade secret has

nothing to do with public scrutiny.  The company

faces public scrutiny in almost every decision that

it makes, in every proposal that comes to this

Commission.

The company is trying to do what is best for

its customers in the state of Georgia with the 2025

IRP, as well as every other proceeding that is

filed with this Commission and prosecuted with the

Commission.  Despite that, you're not going to make

everyone happy all of the time, and we face a

tremendous amount of public scrutiny.  We don't shy

away from that because we are true to keeping the

customers at the center of everything that the

company does.

Talking about a couple of the pieces of

information that Ms. Whitfield covered.  The large

load forecast, she said this is information that

the public would understand.  I don't disagree with

that, but that's not what I said.  What I said is,

we do provide that information through the

quarterly -- well, I didn't say it.  The witnesses
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said we provide that information through the

quarterly large load economic development reports.

What I said is, the challenged information

here is the external peak adjustments for large

loads.  It's not the large load forecast.  It's the

proprietary method by which Georgia Power does the

external adjustments to its peak forecast.

Mr. Bowers testified in detail about how

competitors could use that information to bid on

customer choice jobs.  

Moving quickly to transmission costs, you

heard Mr. Robinson testify about the amount of

information that is provided related to

transmission planning and costs.  What we are

trying to protect is the detailed marginal cost of

information.

Mr. Robinson clearly testified that you could

back calculate that information from project level

information.  That marginal cost of information is

is the -- is the secret sauce, if you will, that

Georgia Power is protecting as trade secret.  It's

not all the transmission costs, a lot of that --

look at trade secret -- or look at Appendix 3A, or

appendix -- Technical Appendix 3; look at the

information provided in the Transmission Planning
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section of Georgia Power's IRP; look at the

information that's filed at FERC; look at the

information that's publicly available on Oasis.

Georgia Power reveals a tremendous amount of

information on transmission planning and

transmission costs.  What we are trying to protect

and defend in this is a challenge to the trade

secret nature of the marginal cost of transmission

information, which could be used during the bidding

process for RFPs; could be used in the bidding

process for RFPs for building of the transmission;

and can be used by large load customers to

compete -- or to force competition between Georgia

and other states in terms of large load economic

development projects.

Let me end by talking a little bit about the

actual legal standard here that Ms. Whitfield was

talking about.  She asked that you look at the

actual legal test in this case, and I think that is

a very important thing that we need to do here.

Georgia Power's witnesses explained in great

detail how disclosure could harm Georgia Power or

its customers from disclosure of this information.

Ms. Whitfield argued that there is no testimony or

evidence of actual harm or a reasonable likelihood

 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25



   173

of harm, but that is not the test.

*O.C.G.A. Section 10-1-7761, subpart four,

which is as adopted by this Commission in Rule

515-3-1-.11, subpart 1, states:  That information

which is not commonly known by or available to the

public, and which information, A, derives economic

value, actual or potential, from not being

generally known to, and not being readily

ascertainable by proper means by other persons who

can obtain economic value from its disclosure and

use.

I believe Georgia Power's witnesses have

established this standard and met this standard in

spades in this proceeding.  At the end of the day,

for each of the items that have been challenged by

GIPL, Georgia Power has established and explained

why the information has economic value by not being

generally known to others; how others can obtain

economic value from disclosure of the information;

and how Georgia Power has maintained the secrecy of

the information.  

GIPL has provided no compelling reason why

the general public should have access to this

information, or what they would do with it if they

had it.  While Georgia Power values transparency,

 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25



   174

as evidenced by the IRPs over the years of how much

information is being disclosed by Georgia Power, it

values the protection of its economic interests and

those of the economic interests of its customers

even more.  GIPL's motion should be denied.

Thank you.

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  Thank you, Mr. Hewitson.

Thank y'all for all your patience and time

today.

Are there any other housekeeping matters to

take up at this time?

(No response.) 

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  Commissioners, is there

anyone that wishes to move the special admin or the

decision to a future administrative session date?

(No response.) 

CHAIRMAN SHAW:  All right.  I'll ask the

court reporter at this time to make all exhibits

part of the record.  We will convene the special

administrative session in -- let's see -- in seven

minutes at 1:40.  Thank you again for all your

time, and this hearing is concluded.

(GIPL/Southface Exhibits 1-34 were admitted 

into evidence.) 

(Hearing concluded at 3:44 p.m.) 
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C E R T I F I C A T E

I Brenda P. Elwell, Certified Court Reporter,

do hereby certify that the foregoing transcript is

an accurate record of the proceedings had in the

above-entitled matter at the time and place therein

set forth.

__________________________________
Brenda P. Elwell, RPR, CCR, B-2023
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STATE OF GEORGIA 

BEFORE THE  
GEORGIA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In Re: 

Georgia Power Company’s   
2025 Integrated Resource Plan 

And 

Georgia Power Company’s 2025  
Application for the Certification, 
Decertification, and Amended   
Demand-Side Management Plan  

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
)                
) 
) 
) 

Docket No. 56002 

Docket No. 56003 

EXHIBIT INDEX 

FOR 

HEARING ON GIPL AND SOUTHFACE’S MOTION  
CHALLENGING GEORGIA POWER’S TRADE SECRET ASSERTIONS 

Exhibit Description 
1-A Letter from SELC to Troutman Pepper Locke (May 8, 2025) 
1-B Email Correspondence Between SELC and Troutman Pepper Locke (May 8, 2025) 
2-A 2025 IRP Financial Review PUBLIC DISCLOSURE, from Technical Appendix 

Vol. 2 of Georgia Power Company’s 2025 IRP Main Document Filing (Dkt. 56002) 
2-B 2025 IRP Trade Secret Assertion Affidavit Vol. 2 Executed, from Technical 

Appendix Vol. 2 of Georgia Power Company’s 2025 IRP Main Document (Docket 
56002) 

2-C Georgia Power Response to Staff Data Request STF-LA-1-7, Docket 56002 
2-D Dominion Energy Virginia 2024 IRP, Table 5.1.2, Table 5.2.2, and Figure 5.3.1 (pp. 

56, 66, 69) 
2-E Dominion Energy South Carolina IRP 2025 Update, Table 20 and Appendix H (pp. 

79 and Appendix H-1) 
2-F Santee Cooper 2024 IRP Update, Table 4–5 and Table D–1 (pp. 11, 12, and 86) 
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Exhibit Description 
2-G Duke Energy 2023 Carolinas Resource Plan, Table 2, Figures 3–5, 3–6, 3–7, Table 

C58, and Table C–63 (Executive Summary pp. 17, Chapter 3 pp. 10,12,14, and 
Appendix C pp. 86, 91) 

2-H LG&E and KU 2024 Joint IRP Volume I, Table 9–1 (pp. 9–1) 
2-I Indiana Michigan Power 2024 Indiana IRP, Table 55 (pp. 189) 
2-J TVA Draft 2025 IRP, Table 4–8 (Ch. 4, pp. 36) 
3-A Table 7.2.1: Budget 2025 External Peak Adjustments for Large Loads, from Budget 

2025 Load and Energy Forecast 2025 to 2044, in Technical Appendix Volume 1 of 
Georgia Power Company’s 2025 IRP Main Document (Docket 56002) 

3-B 2025 IRP TS Assertion Affidavit Vol. 1 Executed, from Technical Appendix 
Volume 1 of Georgia Power Company’s 2025 IRP Main Document (Docket 56002) 

3-C Dominion Energy Virginia 2024 IRP, Figure 2.1.7 (pp. 14) and Dominion Energy 
Virginia 2024 IRP Supplement, Figure 2.1.1 (pp. 2) 

3-D Santee Cooper 2024 IRP Update, Figure 3, Figure 8, and Table 6 (pp. 3, 27, and 28) 
3-E Duke Energy 2023 Carolinas Resource Plan Appendix D, Table D–11, Table D–15, 

and Table D–16 (pp. 15 and 19) 
3-F LG&E and KU 2024 Joint IRP Volume I, Table 5–2 and Figure 5–8 (pp. 5–13–17) 
3-G Indiana Michigan Power 2024 Indiana IRP Appendix Volume 4, Considerations for 

New Hyperscaler Loads (pp. 26) 
4-A Attachment 6.0-2: Winter Coincident Demand with Adjustments (MW), from 

Budget 2025 Load and Energy Forecast 2025 to 2044, in Technical Appendix 
Volume 1 of Georgia Power Company’s 2025 IRP Main Document (Dkt. 56002) 

4-B 2025 IRP TS Assertion Affidavit Vol. 1 Executed, from Technical Appendix Vol. 1 
of Georgia Power Company’s 2025 IRP Main Document (Docket 56002) 

5-A Georgia Power Response to Direct Hearing Request HR 1-2, requested by Georgia 
Interfaith Power & Light and Southface Energy Institute (Docket 56002) 

5-B Georgia Power’s Basis for the Assertion that the Information Submitted is a Trade 
Secret for Direct Hearing Request HR 1-2 (Docket 56002) 

6-A Table 5: B2025 Technology Cost and Performance Summary, from 2025 IRP 
Resource Mix Study, in Technical Appendix Volume 2 of Georgia Power 
Company’s 2025 IRP Main Document Filing (Docket 56002) 

6-B 2025 IRP TS Assertion Affidavit Vol 2 Executed, from Technical Appendix Vol. 2 
of Georgia Power Company’s 2025 IRP Main Document Filing (Docket 56002) 

6-C LG&E and KU 2024 Joint IRP Volume I, Table 6–4 (pp. 6-5) 
6-D Santee Cooper 2024 IRP Update, Table 13 and Table 14 (pp. 43–44) 
6-E Duke Energy 2023 Carolinas Resource Plan, Table E–1 and Table E–2 (pp. 10 and 

12) 
6-F Indiana Michigan Power 2024 Indiana IRP, Table 18–30 (pp. 92, 93, 95, 96, 98–

100, 102, 103, 107, and 112) 
6-G Dominion Energy Virginia 2024 IRP, Appendix 3K-1 and 3K-2 
7-A [C2] 2022-2024 System Performance, from 2025 IRP Transmission Plan, in 

Technical Appendix Volume 3 of Georgia Power Company’s 2025 IRP Main 
Document Filing (Docket 56002) 
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Exhibit Description 
7-B 2025 IRP TS Assertion Vol. 3 from Technical Appendix Volume 3 of Georgia 

Power Company’s 2025 IRP Main Document Filing (Docket 56002) 
8-A Georgia Projects (Includes ITS & Savannah Projects), pp. 7-20, from 2025 IRP 

Transmission Plan, in Technical Appendix Volume 3 of Georgia Power Company’s 
2025 IRP Main Document Filing (Docket 56002) 

8-B 2025 IRP TS Assertion Vol. 3 from Technical Appendix Volume 3 of Georgia 
Power Company’s 2025 IRP Main Document Filing (Docket 56002) 

8-C Dominion Energy Virginia 2024 IRP, Appendix 2C–1 and 2C–2 
8-D Duke Energy 2023 Carolinas Resource Plan Appendix L, Table L–2 and Table L–

7–8 (pp. 4–5, 26–27) 
8-E Indiana Michigan Power 2024 Indiana IRP Appendix Volume 1, Exhibit H 
9 Excerpts from LG&E-KU 2024 IRP and DESC 2025 IRP Update (entered as 

GIPLSF-Exhibit 1 in Mar. 25, 2025 Hearing, Docket No. 56002) 
10 Georgia Public Service Commission News Release: PSC to Begin 6-Month IRP 

Process, Georgians Encouraged to Participate (Feb. 7, 2025) 
11 Excerpt from 2025 IRP Hearing Transcript, Dkt. 56002 (Mar. 25, 2025) at pp. 544-

545 (No competitors for Georgia transmission.) 
12 DESC, Planned Transmission Projects $2M and above Total, 5 Year Budget 

(entered as GIPLSF-Exhibit 5 in Mar. 25, 2025 Hearing, Docket No. 56002) 
13 Appendix C Transmission Plan Major Project Listings – Reliability Projects, 2024-

2034 Collaborative Transmission Plan, Carolinas Transmission Planning 
Collaborative (entered as GIPLSF-Exhibit 6 in Mar. 25, 2025 Hearing, Docket No. 
56002) 

14 Georgia Power Company, T&D Capacity Addition Expansion Plans from 2019, 
2022, and 2025 IRPs (entered as GIPLSF-Exhibit 3 in Mar. 25, 2025 Hearing, 
Docket No. 56002) 

15 Excerpt from 2025 IRP Hearing Transcript, Dkt. 56002 (Mar. 25, 2025) at p. 503 
(Generic Expansion Plan not catching site-specific aspects.) 

16 Excerpt from 2025 IRP Hearing Transcript, Dkt. 56002 (Mar. 25, 2025) at p. 513 
(“We look at kind of a Southern system generic type of costs to guide our resource 
mix studies.”) 

17 Georgia Power Response to Staff Data Request STF-JKA-5-10(b), Docket No. 
56002 (Generic resources “intended to be an indicative road map….”) 

18 Excerpt from 2023 IRP Update Rebuttal Hearing Transcript, Docket No. 55378 
(Mar. 27, 2024) at p. 2246 (“$60 million worth of transmission. That is 
miniscule.”) 

19 Georgia Power Response to Staff Data Request STF-GS-2-24, Docket No. 56002 
(Estimated transmission costs change over time.) 

20 Georgia Power Response to Staff Data Request STF-PIA-6-21, Docket Nos. 56002 
and 56003 (Revenue requirements for DSM cases publicly disclosed.) 

21 Georgia Power Response to Staff Data Request STF-BAI-1-1, Attachment Panel A 
(Docket No. 44280) 

22 Georgia Power Public Disclosure Response to Staff Data Request STF-DEA-3-6, 
Supplemental 2-9-24, Attachment A (Docket No. 55378) 
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Exhibit Description 
23 Georgia Power Computation of Retail Revenue Deficiency for 12-mo. Periods 

Ending July 31, 2023 and Dec. 31, 2023-2025 and Computation of Earnings 
Available for Return for the 12 mo. Period Ending Dec. 31, 2025 

24 Georgia Power Q1 2025 Large Load Economic Development Report, Docket No. 
55378 

25 Excerpts from Georgia Power’s 2023 IRP Rebuttal Hearing Transcript, Docket No. 
55378 (Mar. 27, 2024) at pp. 732-733, 2054, 2057-58, 2150-53 

26 Oglethorpe Power Corporation Form 8-K, June 4, 2025 
27 Designation Study Report, Yates 8-10 – Coweta County, GA, March 12, 2024 
28 Southern Company Generator Interconnection System Impact Study, April 12, 

2024 – IC-1217 (470 MW, Jackson County) 
29 Southern Company Generator Interconnection System Impact Study, April 12, 

2024 – IC-1218 (640 MW, Lee County) 
30 Southern Company Generator Interconnection System Impact Study, April 12, 

2024 – IC-1219 (640 MW, Hart County) 
31 USDA Environmental Assessment – LaGrange  
32 East Central Georgia Reliability Assessment  
33 Curriculum Vitae of GIPL-Southface Witness Rob Patrylak 
34 Combined packet containing: Summary Table in support of 2A-2J (“Table 2”); 

Summary Table in 3A-3G (“Table 3”); Exh. STF-NHSW-6, Generic Resource 
Comparison, Docket 56002 (“Table 6”); and Summary Table in support of 8A-8E 
(“Table 8”) 
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SOUTHER 
ENVIRONMENTAL 
LAW 

Ten 10th Street NW, Suite 1050 
Atlanta, GA 30309 

Telephone 404-521-9900 
Facsimile 404-521-9909 

CE TER 
May 8, 2025 

VIA EMAIL (~te-ven.he iLson a u·outm~n com; brandon.marzo a troutman. om: 
allison.ITQ, or ,1 trourman.com , 

Steven Hewitson, Brandon Marzo, and Allison Pryor 

Troutman Pepper Locke 

Bank of America Plaza 
600 Peachtree St, NE, Suite 5200 

Atlanta, GA 30308-2261 

Counsel for Georgia Power Company 

RE: Request to Lift Trade Secret Designation on Information in Georgia Power 
Company's 2025 Integrated Resource Plan 

Dear Mr. Hewitson,Mr. Marzo, and Ms. Pryor, 

The Southern Environmental Law Center, on behalf of Georgia Interfaith Power & Light 

and Southface Energy lnstitute--intervenors in Georgia Power Company's 2025 Integrated 

Resource Plan proceeding before the Georgia Public Service Commission (Docket Nos. 56002 

and 56003}-requests that Georgia Power Company promptly lift its claimed trade secret 

designation and disclose to the public the following information filed in the aforementioneo 

dockets: 

• Cost information in Georgia Power's "2025 lRP Financial Review" (Exhibit A) 

• All infonnation except the second column from the left in Georgia Power's "2025 !RP 
Volume 3 - Outages C2'' (Exhibit B) 

• Estimated cost amounts on pages 7-20 in Georgia Power' s '. '2024 GA ITS Ten-Year Piao 

(2025-2034)" (Exhibit C) . 

• Information requested by GIPL and Southface in "HR-1-2" (megawatts by fuel type of 
the resources that are stilJ in the Competitive Tier of the All-Source RFP) (Exhibit D) 

• All information in "Table 5: B2025 Technology Cost and Performance Summary" frmn 

Georgia Power's 2025 lRP Resource Mix Study (E~ibit E) 

• Attachment 6.0-2: Winter Coincident Demand with Adjustments MW from "Load and 

Energy Forecast in Tech, Appx l" (Exhibit F) 

• Table 7 .2.1 Budget 2025 External Peak Adjustments for Large Loads from "Load and 

Energy Forecast" (Exhibit G) 
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Georgia Power has not met its burden to establish that the above infonnation actually 

constitutes a " trade secret" as defined by the Georgia Trade Secrets Act and required by the 

Commission. O.C.G.A. § 10-1-761(4). When a monopoly utility such as Georgia Power files 

information in a proceeding before the Commission that it believes to be trade secret, it must 

provide the legal and factual basis for why each item claimed to be trade secret should not be 

disclosed to the public. Ga. Comp. R. & Regs. 515-3-1 -. l 1(J)(c). Georgia Power has failed to 

establish in its Trade Secret Assertions the requisite elements for a proper trade secret claim: it 
bas not and cannot explain why the information derives economic value from not being generally 

known to others, and it has failed to identify how a relevant competitor can obtain economfo 

value from this information's disclosure. Id 

Knowledge of this information relating to system performance) key assumptions, and 

estimated costs to billpayers of this IRP for which Georgia Power requests approval is crucial to 

intervenors' and the public's ability to adequately engage in the lRP proceedings. The inability 

to disclose this information in testimony, hearings, comments, and cross-examinations 

significantly hinders effective advocacy efforts and prevents Georgia Power customers from 

accurately assessing the magnitude of Georgia Power's lRP. At the conclusion of the IRP 

proceedings, the Commission must determine whether approving Georgia Power' s IRP is in the 

best interest of the public. Ga. Comp, R. & Regs. 515-3~4-.01(2). By placing a trade secret label 

on crucial, high-level cost information and assumptions, Georgia Power also prevents the 

Commission from factoring in the public's assessment of Georgia Power's IRP in its calculus. 

We urge Georgia Power to lift the trade secret designation on the above-listed documents 

to ensure a transparent and effective IRP proceeding. Please provide your response no later than 
Thursday, May_ 15, 2025. 

Sincerely, 

s/Jenni(er Whitfield 

Jennifer Whitfield 
Bob Sherrier 
Aradhana Chandra 
Southern Environmental Law Center 
Ten 10th Street NW, Suite I 050 
Atlanta, Georgia 30309 
404-521-9900 

Counsel for Gll'L and South/ace 

cc: Robert Trokey, Georgia Public Service Commission Staff (rtrokey@psc.ga.gov) 
Tom Bond, Georgia Public Serv.ice Commission Staff (tbond@psc.ga.gov) · 

2 
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Aradhana Chandra 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Jennifer Whitfield 
Thursday, May 8, 2025 3:53 PM 
Hewitson, Steven J.;· Marzo, Brandon F.; Pryor, Allison 
Aradhana Chandra; Bob Sherrier; Robert Trokey; Tom Bond 
RE: Letter re Trade Secret Designations 

Thanks Steve. We look forward to your response. 

Best, 
Jen 

From: Hewitson, Steven J. <steven.hewitson@troutman.com> 
Sent: Thursday, May 8, 2025 3:11 PM 
To: Jennifer Whitfield <jwhitfield@selc.org>; Marzo, Brandon F. <Brandon.Marzo@troutman.com>; Pryor, Allison 
<Allison. Pryor@tr9utman.com> 
Cc: Aradhana Chandra <achandra@selc.org>; Bob Sherrier <bsherrier@selc.org>; Robert Trokey <rtrokey@psc.ga.gov>; 
Tom Bond <tbond@psc.ga.gov> 
Subject: RE: Letter re Trade Secret Designations 

Jennifer-

Thanks for the letter and the opportunity to respond. Georgia Power will prepare a response for your 
consideration. I doubt it will be ready by May 15, but one will be provided. 

-Steve 

Steven J. Hewitson 
Partner 
troutman pepper locke 
Direct: 404.885.3475 I Mobile: 404.202.7807 
ste~en.hewitson@troutman.com 

From: Jennifer Whitfield <jwhitfield@selc.brg> 
Sent: Thursday, May 8, 2025 1:44 PM 
To: Hewitson, Steven J. <steven.hewitson@troutman .com>; Marze, Brandon F.<Brandon.Marzo@troutman.com>; 
Pryor, Allison <Allison.Pryor@troutman.com> 
Cc: Aradhana Chandra <achandra@selc.org>; Bob Sherrier <bsherrier@selc.org>; Robert Trokey <rtrokey@psc.ga.gov>; 
Tom Bond <tbond@psc.ga.gov> 
Subject: Letter re Trade Secret Designations 

Steve, Brandon, and Allison, 

EXHISIT 
1 I ~lVJ_'S~-1'& 
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Please find attached a letter concerning Georgia Power' s trade secret designations. As ref lected in the 
letteJ, we kindly request your. response by next Thursday, May 15. 

Best, 
Jennifer 

Jennifer Whitfield 
Senior Attorney 

Southern Environmental Law Center 
1 0 10th St NW, Suite 1050 
Atlanta, GA 30312 

Office (404) 521•9900 
Direct (678) 277-4821 
Fax(404)521-9909 

southernenv,ronment.org 
Facebook I Twitter I lnst~gram 

Thi.,; efer.rrunic r11esscJge and any attached files are c.:o,1fidef)fia1 and are fntenrled solely to, ti,e u,;€ of the acldressee(sJ 
11wn&d above 711is ,:;ommuntcAfton Illa), coulain 1,i;,/erial J.11atecled by aNon,ey r.fie11I wo,1, pn1dt1d ,,, of!le1 p1ivi/eg£::s 

NOTICE: This e-mail (~nd any attachment$) from a law f irm may contain legally privileged and 
confidential information. If you received this message in error, please notify the sender and delete it. Any 
unauthorized reading, distribution, copying, or other use of this e-mail (·and attachments) is strictly 
prohibited. E-mails may be monitored or scanned for security and compliance purposes. For more 
information, including privacy notices and.policies, please visit www.troutman.com. If services are 
provided by Troutman Pepper Locke UK LLP, please see our London office page 
(www.1m.U1man.com/offices/ london..b1m1) for regulatory information. 

2 
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PUBLIC DISCLOSURE 

Real Percent Percent 

Case Sensitivity Description Levelized Above Levelized Above 
¢/KWH Base Case ¢/KWH Base Case 

0 Base Case (111 with Moderate Gas /Lower Carbon) REDACTED REDACTED 

1 111 with High Gas/ Lower Carbon REDACTED 23.3% REDACTED 23.3% 

2 111 with Moderate.Gas I H~her ~ art>on REDACTED 19.5% REDACTED 19.5% -- -- - --·-
3 Low Gas/ Lower Carbon REDACTED -14.0% REDACTED -14.0% 

4 Moderate Gas I Lower Carbon REDACTED -7.6% REDACTED -7.6% 

5 ~lgh Gas I Lower C~~on REDACTED 11.6% REDACTED 11.6% -
6 Moderate Gas I Moderate Carbo11 REDACTED 10.'0% REDACTED 10.0% 

7 Moderate Gas/ Higher Carbon REDACTED 36.5% REDACTED 36.5% 

8 Emissions limit REDACTED 195.4% REDACTED 195.3% ---
9 High Load REDACTED -3.5% REDACTED -3.3% 

10 No Non-Dispa!chable_ DSM REDACTED -8.2% REDACTED -8.1% 
- - -- - -

11 Advocates REDACTED -8.1% REDACTED -8.1% - -
'12 Economy Energy Purchase REDACTED -7.4% REDACTED 07.4% 

Note: Plan far 2026 through 2044 

Page iof14 
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PUBLIC DISCLOSURE 

O Plan: Base Cese f111 wllh Moderate Gas I LOl"er Carbon) 

Item 
1, General rateo! Inflation: REDACTED 
2. MoITTllly AFUOC rate fol plan: REDACTED 
3. Cost of capital rate; . After la~ 

S\rtJCIUre- Cost Wtd.Cost 

Debt ~')h REDACTED IIEDACTED 
Prererred REDACTED REDACTED 

Equity REDACTED REDACTED 
4. Ane, Tax Discount rate used 1n present worth calculation; REOAcm> 
5. l'ai rau useo In plan: ,! 

fw~ot Worltl c;a11:ulatJaa~ at Bei1eaue Bl:llul1emen15 

I Otal Annual 
Revenue Nomloat Real Levellied Levelized 

ReQulrement Total Annual Average ¢1 kWtl Real Levellzed Revenue levellzed Revenue 
,·ear ... 7 GWH ~-a Avetage ¢1 kWh Requ rements Average 41 kWh Requirements 

($O00's) 

2026 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REOACTID REDACTtD REDACTl:D REDACTED 
2027 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDAcnl> 
2028 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2028 IIEDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDAC'IID 
2030 REDACTED RB>ACTED REDACTED REDACTID REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2031 REllAClED REDACTED REDAClED REbACTED ,REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2032 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2033 REOAC1ED REDACltD REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDAcrm IIEDACTEO 
2034 REDACTED REDACTED REDACltD REDACTED REDAClED IIEDAcnD REDACTED 
2035 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED RB>ACTED REDACTED REOACTID REDACTED 
2038 REDACTED REOAClED REDACTED REDACTED REDAClED REDACTED REDACTED 
.2037 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REOACTI:D REDACTED REDACTI:D REDACTED 
2038 REOACTI:D REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2039 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTI:D REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2040 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2041 REDACTED RB>ACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTID REDACTED 
2042 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTIO REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2043 REDACTED REDACTED REDACltD REDACTID REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2044 REDACTED REDACTED llEDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTIO REDA~ 

REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
6. Pre~ent worth o! revenue reQulremenls (or the ptao 

• • 1. Nomlna1 re~enue re11uirements by year 
• • 8. Average system m.es per kWh by year 

9, Overall a5sessmenl ol business and financial risks associated with the plan, Including tne laerrtltlcatlonot appropriate financial measures. 
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0011

PUBLIC DISCLOSURE 

1 Plan; 111 with H!r;h Gas I lvwer Carbon 

Item 
1. Genera! rate of in11atJon: REDACTED 
2. Monthly AFUOC iate lor plan: REDACTED 
3, Cost of capital rate: Alter Tax 

Structure Cost Wtd. Cost 
Debt 45.00% REDACTED REDACTED 

Prererreo 0.00% REDACTED REOACTtD 
Equity 55.00% REDACTED REDACTED 

4. AtterTax Discount late usedTn p/esefl\ wort/1 calcu~lion: REDACTED 
5, Tax ,ate used In plan: 25,39% 

~ti:sect !tilflllb C~lcula~ccs QI B~eOllf B~CIUlt~m~ot, 

1ora1AOnua1 
Revenue Nominal Real Levellted Levellzed 

Requirement 1otal A1muaI Average *' kWn Real LeveUz.ed Revenue Levellzed Revenue 
Year . ..., ,GWft .. 8 Average-¢/ kWh Requirements Average ~/ kWh• Requirements 

($0DO's) 

2026 REDACTED REDACTED REDACl'l:0 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2027 REDACTED REDACTED REDAc:rtD REDACffD REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2026 RmACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTI:D REDACTED REDACTI:D REDACTED 
2029 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED· 
2030 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REl>ACTED REDAClED REDACTED REDACTED 
2031 REDACTED R~DACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACli.D 
2032 'REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2033 R!DACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2034 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2035 · IIEDACTED REDACTED REOACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2036 RECJACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2Q37 REDACTED REDACTED, REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2038 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2039 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2040 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REt>ACTED ~EOACTED -
2041 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REOACTED REDACTED 
2042 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REOAcnD REDAtTED REDACTED REDACTED 
204.'l REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDAC'Tl:D REDACTED REDACTED 
2044 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACT'D REDACTED 

R~DACTED REDAOlED REDACTED REDACTED 
6. Present worth 01 revenue requllef11ents forlhe plan 

"" 7. Nominal revenue requlremenlS DY year 
..,. e. Average system rates per kWh Dy year 

9: Overall assessmentofbuslnes:, anrHlnanctal riskl> assoclated witll tile plan, including the ldentfficatlon orappropr1ate ~nancrat measures. 
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0012

PUBLIC DISCLOSURE 

2 Plan: 113 with Moder.rte Gas J High er Cartlon 

rtem 
1. General rate ot lntlatton: REOACTl,D 
2. Monthly AFUOC rate for plan: REDACTED 
3. Cost ol capital rate: Alter Tax 

Structure Cos! wttt.Cost 
Debt 45.00% REDACTED REDACTED 

Pllilerled 0.00% REDACTED RB>ACTED 
Equfly 55.00% REDACTED REDACTED 

4. AlterT a~ Dlscou nt rate used In presem worth calculallo~: REDACTED 
5. Tax rnte used In -plan: 25.39% 

eu:;:!itDIW1utb Calc1.t1.at1oos of Bel!'.eai.re B£QJliremems 

1or.uAnnua1 
Revenue Nomrnal Real levellze<l Leve111ec:1 

RequJrement Total Annua I Average ¢1 kWtt Rea1 Leveu2ed Revenue Levellzed Revenue 
Year .. "7 GWH *~ a Aver age ~, kWh Requirements Ave,age ¢I ~Wh Requlremen~ 

j$00D's) 

2026 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2027 REDACTED REDACTED REtlACTEO REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTl,D 
2028 REDACTED REDACTED REtlACTl,D REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2029 REDACTED REDACTED REOAC'TED REOAC'TED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2030 REOACJED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTEO REDACTED REDACTED REDACTfD 
2031 REDACTED REDACTED REDAC'TtD REDACTED REDACTED REO~ClED REDACTI:D 
2032 REDACTED IIEDACTEO REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2033 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2034 REDACTED RmACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2035 RE~ACTlD REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REl>ACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2036 REDAClfD REDACTED REDAClED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTl,D 
2037 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTl:D REDACTED REDACTED 
2038 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2039 REt>ACTED REDACTED REDAC'TED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2040 REDACTED REDACTED R.EDAC'TED REDACTEI) REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2041 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2042 REDACTED REDACTED REOACTtD REDACTED REDACTED RfDACTED REDACTED 
20,j3 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDAC'TED REDACTED 
2044 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

REDACTED REDACTED REDACTE,D REDACTED 
6. Present worth of revenue requirementS tor tile plan 

•· 7. Nominal revenue requirements Dy year 
• • 8. Avei.age·s:;stem rates pet kWh by year 

9·. overall assessmenlot lluslness and flnancJal rlsKs associated with the plan, lnc.lullln~ the faentmcatlon orapproprfateflnanclal measures. 
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0013

PUBLIC DISCLOSURE 

3 Plan: Low Gas/ Lowe, Caro on 

Item 
1. General rate of lnllatlon: REDACTED 

-2. Monthly AF'U0C rate 10f plao; REDACTED 
3. Cost of capital rate: After Tax 

Structure Cost Wld. Cost 
Dell! 45.00% REDACTED R£DACTED 

Prererred 0.00% REDACTED REDACTI:D 
Equity 5£.00% REDACTED REDACTED 

4. After Tax Disco um rate used IJl present worth calculation: RmACTED 
5. Till\ rate used rn plan, 25.39~ 

ere:sem wa11n Ciilt11latJaa~ ct Be!!eoue Beculremems 

r otatAnnuat 
Revenue Nominal Real Levettzed levellied 

Requirement Total Annual Average ¢1 kWh Real Leveille(! Reve~ue Levellzed P.evenue 
Vea, ••7 OWH 1!: ... 8 Average ¢1 kWh Requirements lwerase ~I kWn Requirements 

($000's) 

2026 REDACTED REDACTED REQACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2027 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REGACTED 
2028 REDACTED REDACTED REGACfED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REOACTlD 
2029 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDAC'TtD REDACTED REDACTED REDACTm 
2030 REDACTED REDACTEO REDACTED REDACTED ,REDACTED REOACTED REDACTED 
2031 REDACltO R.EDACTEO REDACTED REOACTI:D REDACTiiD REDACTED REDACTED 
2032 REDACTED REDACTED REt>ACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2033 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2034 REDACTfD REDACTED REDACTED REDA~O REDACTED REDACTED REOACTED 
2035 RE,DA~D REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2036 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTEO REDACTED REDACTED IIE.OACTED REDACTED 
2037 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2038 ' REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2039 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REOACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2040 REDACltD REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2041 REDACTED REDAG'fED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED llEDACJED REDACTED 
2042 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTm REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2043 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2044: REDACTED REDACTED REDACTEO REDACTED REDACTtD REDACTED REDACTED 

REDACTEO REDACTED REDACTED 'REDACTED 
6, Presentwort/1 ol re11enue. requirements for !he plan 

•-. 7. Nornlnalrevenue requirements by Vear 
... 8, Average system ra1es pe, kWh by year 

9. O11erall assessmenl or ouslness a!ld llnanclal risks assocla1eifwilh the plan, lncll:Hllng the ldemJllcatlon ol appropriate financial measures. 
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0014

PUBLIC DISCLOSURE 

4 Plan: Moderate Gas/ lower Carbon 

Item 
1. General ,a1e 01 1nna11on: REDACTED 
2. MonthlyAFUOC rate !or ptan: REDACTED 
3. Con of capital rate: AflerTa• 

Structure Cosl Wtd. Cost 
Debt 45.00% RE!>ACTED REDACTED 

Preferred 0.00% REDACTED REDACTED 
Equity 55.00% REDACTED REDACTED 

4. AtterTax D1scoun1 rate usea In present worth catculatlo-n: REDACTED 
s. Tax rate used I~ plan: 25.39% 

E't~Cll.lalfOQs ot Revenue Re(!Ulrements 

I Qtal Annual 

Revenue Nominal Real Leveuzed· ~veuzeo 
Requirement Total Annual Average ¢1 kWn Real Leve111eo Revenue Levetlze<1 Revenue 

Year "7 GWH ... a Average ¢1 kWll Requirements Avera8e ~, kWll Require~ents 
($000'sj 

2026 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED RE.DACTED REDACTED 
2027 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACYED - REDACTED REDACTED 
2028 REDACTED RfDACltO IIEDACTl:D REDACTED RfDACIED REDACTED REDACTED 
2029 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED RfDACYEO REDACTED REDACTED 
2030 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTEJ} REDACTED REOACTI:.D REDAC'll!D REDACTED 
2031 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTI:D REDACTED REDACTED 
2032 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
203!1 REDACTED .REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTl:D REDACTED REDACTED 
2034 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTI:D REDACTED REDACTtD 
2035 REDACTtD REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2036 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2037 REDACTfD REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2035 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTI:D REDACTED REDACTED 
2039 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2040 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2041 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED IIEDACJED REDACTED 
2042 REDACTED REDACTED REDACYED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2043 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2044 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED AEDACTI:D 

REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
6. Present wortf) of revenue requ11emen1s for the plan 

•" 7. Nominal revenue requirements by year 
,... a. Average system rates per~Wh by year 

9. Ol/eraU assessment ot business and !lnanclal r!skS associated w!_th the plan. lncl\Jdlngttie ldentmcauon or appropriate financial measures. 
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0015

PUBLIC DISCLOSURE 

s Pt.in: . High Gas /Lowe, Carbon 

Item 
1. General rate or lnftatton: REDACTED 
2. Monthly AFUDC rate for plan: REDACTED 
3. Cos! or capital rate: Alter Ta~ 

Structure Cost Wtd.Cost 
Debt 45.00% REDACTED REDACTED 

Preferred 0.00% REDACTED REDACTED 
EQuily 55.00% REDACTED REDACTED 

4. After Ta~ Discount race used !n present worth catculatlon, REDACTED 
6. Ta~ rate used ln plan: 25.39% 

EtiiS£Clltl1t1at1 C:alCIJIBIIDDS 01 Be~coui: BeaUlr:llments 

1 ota, Annua1 

Revenue Nomlna Real Lcvellzed LeveUzed 
Requtrement iota( Annual Mer age ;/ kWh R~a1 LeveUzed Revenue Levellted Revenue 

Vear **7 GWH .. 8 Average ti kWh Requ irements Aver age ¢1 kWh Requirements 
1$000'1;) 

2026 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACUD REDAClED REDACTED 
2027 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2028 REDACTED ~DACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REOACTl:D 
2029 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2030 REDACTED REDACTED, REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2031- REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REOACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2032 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2033 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2034 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2035 REDACTEO REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2038 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDAtfED 
2037 REDACTEO REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2038 REDACTED REDACTED REDACfED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2039 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDAcm> REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2040 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDAc,:ED REDACTED 
2041 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2042 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDAC'TED REDACTED 
2D43 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDAClED REDACTED 
2044 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
8. Present worth or revenue requirements for the plan 

• • 7. Nominal revenue requirements by year 
•• 8. Averagesvstem rates per kWh by year 

9. 0/ernllassessmenl of business and linanclal rlsles associated with the plan, l11cludlng t~e ldentlficatlon ol appioprlate flnanclal measures. 
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0016

PUBLIC DISClOSURE 

6 Plan: Moderate Gas/ Moderate Carbon 

Item 
1. General rate ot lnnathln: REDACTED 
2. Monthly AFUDC ra_te for Clan: REDACTED 
s. Cos! ol capital rate: A!leflaK 

Structure Cost Wtd.Cosi 
Debt 46.00% REDACTED REDACTlD 

Preferred 0.00% REDACTED .REDACTlO 
Eq~lry 55.00% REDACTED REDACTID 

4. After Tax Discount rat,e used In present worth calculatlon: REDACTED 
5. Ta~ rate used in plan: 25.39% 

ece5elll Wllelb ca1,u1a110ns 01 B!l!lenue Bet1uiu:mea1s 

lotal Afl!IUill 

Revenue Nominal Real Levellzed Level!zea 
Requirement Total Annual Merage ~ kWh Real Levellzed Revenue Levellze.d Revenue 

Yeaf ~.,, GWH ••a Average t/ kWn Requirements Average ;/ kWh Requirements 
($O00's) 

2026 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2027 REDACT.ED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2028 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2029 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTH> REDACTED REDACfED 
2030 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDAl;TED REDACl'EO REDACTED REDACTED 
2031 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACltD REDACTED RED.ACTED 
2032 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2033 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2034 IIEDACTED REDACTID REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2035 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED RmACTED 
2036 REDACTED REDACTID REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2037 REDACTED REDAC'liD REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2038 A~DACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED A.l:DACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2039 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2040 REDACTED REDAC'TtD REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2041 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTEl> REDACTED A.E1>ACTED 
2042 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED . REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2043 REDACTED REOACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2044 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
6. Preser,t wort.ti or ,ev~nue requirements ror t.he plan 

- 7. Nomlnalrevenue requirements. by year 
.. 8. Average system rates per l<Wlt by year 

9. overall assessment of business and financial risl.s associated wil1l the ptan, 1nctun1ng tne lnentlllcatlon of appropriate 1inanc1at measures. 
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0017

PUBLIC DISCLOSURE 

, Plan: Mod a rate Gas I Higher Carbon 

Item 
1. GeneralTate or ln11atlon; RJ:DACTED 
2. Monthly AFUDC rate for plan: REDACTED 
s. Cosr or capital rate: AlterTa~ 

Stlucture COSI WICI. Cosr 
Debt 45.00% REDACTED REDACTED 

Preterred 0.00% REDACTED REDACTED 
ftiulty 55.00% REDACTED REDAC11:D 

4, Alter Ta• Discount rate use<I n present worth calculallon: REDACTED 
5, Ta• rate use<I In plan: 25.39% 

e!ll'i tDI \o',lnctll Calcu1a110as al Bc11eouc Bc1:111I1cmcat:i 

101a1 Annua1 

Revenue Nominal Reat Levellled levellzeo 
Requlremem Total Annual Average i:.1 kWn Rea Levellzed Revenue LeveUzed Revenue 

Vear "7 GWH -- a Average t i kWh Requirements Average¢/ kWh Requirements 
i$000's) 

2026 REOACl'ED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2027 AEDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED ,REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2028 REDACTEO REDACTED R.EDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2029 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTtD REDACTED REDACTED 
2030 REDACTED REDACTED l!EDACllcD R.EDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2031 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED IIEDAC'TfD REDACTED REDACTED 
2032 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2033 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTtD REDACTED REDACTED 
20~ REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2035 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REt>ACU:D REDACTED REDACTED REDAC'TfD 
2036 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACltD 
2037 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2036 REDACl'ED REDACTED RED~ED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2039 REDACTED REDACTED REDACJ:ED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2040 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED AEDACTE.D IIEDACTED 
2041 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REOACTiD 
2042 REDACTED REDACTED REDACT!,D REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2043 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED R.EDAClED REDAC'TtD REDACTED REDACTI:D 
2044 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
6. Presentwonn of revenue requirements for the plan 

• • 7. Nominal re11enue reqylrem.en1s by year 
•• 8. Average system rates pe/ kWh by year 

9. Overall assessment of business ano financial risl\S associated wflhtlle plan, lncludlog tne i0entl1lcation or appro-prlate tl~anclal measures. 
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0018

PUBLIC DISCLOSURE 

8 Plan: Emissions Umlt 

Item 
1. General rate or lnllatlorr. REDACTED 
2. MonthlyAFUDCrntefor)llan: REDACTED 
J. Cost or caprtafrate: AftelTa• 

Structure Cost Wtd. Cost 
Debt 45.00% REDACTED REDACTED 

Preferred - 0.00% REDACTED REDACTED 
Equity 55.00% REDACTED REDACTED 

4, Aner Tax Discount rate used rn present wonh catculatJon; REDACTED 
5. Taxrate used In plan: 25.39% 

e1e~1m1 Wo[lb Calc1.1lali~D~ Ill Bl:'iCDUI: Bll!ILlill:1111:1115 

I0tlHAnn11a1 
Revenue Nominal Real levellzed Leveltzed 

Requirement TotalAnnuat Average ¢1 kWh Real Levellzed Revenue Levelized Revenue 
Year ••7 GWH .. 8 Average ¢/ kWh Requilements Average ¢/ kWh Requirements 

($0OO's) 

2026 REDACTED REDACTtO REOACTfD REDACTED REDACTtD REDACTED REDACTED 
2027 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REPACTED REDACTED 
2028 REDACTED REOACTI:D REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2029 REDAC'TED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2030 REDACTED REDACJED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2031 REDACTED REDACTED REDAClED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2032 REDACTED REOACTlD REDACTED REOACTE.D IIEDActtD REDACTED REDACTED 
2033 REDACTED REOAC'rEO REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REl>A~O RE'DACTED 
2034 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2035 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2036 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED ·REl>ACTED 
2037 REDACTED REDACTED RE.DACTED REDACTED REDAC'll:0 REDACTED REDACTED 
2038 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDAClED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2039 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2040 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REOA<;TED REDACTED 
204,1 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED RfDACTED REQACTEO 
2042 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2048 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2044 REDACTED REDACTfO REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
G. Present worth of revenue requirements for the plan 

• • 7, Nominal rc,..enua requfrements by yea, 
• • B. Average system rates per kWh tiyyear 

9. overall assessment ol ous!~essand llnanclal risks as&aclate(I With the plan, Including the ldent111ca1lon of appropriate llnanclal meas1.11es. 
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0019

PU8UC DISCLOSURE 

9 Plan ~ High Load 

Item 
1. Gene@( rate of Inflation: REDACTED 
2. Momnty AFUDC rate 101 plan:: ftEDACTED 
3. Cost of capltal rate; . Aller Tax 

StruClllre Cost Wld. Cost 
Debi 45.00% REDACTED REDACTED 

Preferred 0.00% REDACTJ:D REDACTED 
Equity 55.00% REDACTED REDACTED 

4. After Ta~ Distt1un1 rate useCI In present wortn calculatlon: REDACTED 
5. tax rate used In plan: 25.39% 

!'mseai wonn CalculallDll~ !!I Be11ea~e ~gui1emems 

, otat Anm1a1 

Revenue Nomfnal Rea! Lewllzed levellzed 
Requirement ToialAnnua l Average~l<Wl1 Real Levellzed Jlevenue levellzed Revenue 

Year --7 GWH' .. 5 Aver age ¢1 kWll Requlremen~ Merage ¢/ kWh ReQuirements 
($O00'sl 

2026 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED R.EDACTED REDACTED REDACTED· 
2027 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REOACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2028 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDA(;TED REDACTJ:0 
2029 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2030 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2031 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTH> REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2032 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2033 REDACTED RED,iCTEII REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2034 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2035 Rt:DACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2036 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2037 REDACTED REDACT·EIJ R.EDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2038 REDACTED REDACTED RiiOACTEO REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2039 REDACTED REDACTJ:D REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2040 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2041 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
eo42 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDA~TED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2043 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2044 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

REDA~D REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
6. Present worth of revenue requirements tor the plan 

•·• 7. Nominal revenue reQulrements by vear 
• • a. Average system rates per kWh byyear 

9. overall assessment of business anil financial (lsks assoelateel wltn the plan, Including the 111,ntmcatlmi ot appropriate flnanclal measures. 

Page llofl4 
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PUBLIC DISCLOSURE 

10 Plan: No Non•Dlspatchable DSM 

Item 
1. General rate of Inflation: REDACTED-
2. MontfllY AfUDC rate fOl plan: R.EDACTED 
3. Cast of capita< rate: After Tax 

Structure cost Wll;l ._ Cost 
Debt 45.00% REDACTED REOACTI;D 

Prererred 0.00% REDACTED REDACTED 
EQUity &S.00% R.EDACTED REDACTED 

4. AfterTaxDiscount roIeused In present worth calculation: REDACTED 
5. Tax rate usec 111 plan: 25.39% 

e1esem wo11n i::a1c~la11aos cl ee~eoue Bea1111emeois 

1 otaI AnnuaI 
Revenue .Nominal Real Levellzed LeveLized 

ReQul remen1 Total Annual Average~/ kWh Real Leveuzeo Revenue Levellzeel Revenue 
Vear .. 7 GWH 05 Average ¢1 l(Wn Requt,ements Average ¢/kWh Requirements 

j$000's) 

2026 REt>ACTeD REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDA~D REDAC'IED REDACTED 
2027 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2028 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REOAC1ED REDACTED 
2029 REDACTED REDACTED RfDACIE.D REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2030 REDACTED REDACTED RE[)ACTfD REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2031 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REOACTED REDACTED 
2032 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2033 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REOACTTil REDACTED REDACTED REDAC1£D 
2034 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTlD REDACTED REDACTED 
2035 REOACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED , 
2036 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2037 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED R.EDACTED REDACTED 
2038 REDACTED IIEOACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED R~DACTED 
2039 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2040 REDACTED REOAl:nD R!DACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2041 REDACTED, REDACTiD REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2042 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2043 REDACTED REDACTED ' REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2044 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTl:D REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
6. Pfeserit worth of revenue ,eQUlrements ror t~e Plan 

• • 7. Nomfnal revenue requl/ernents by year 
• • 8. Aver age system rates per IIWh by year 

9. OileraU assessmem al business and linanclal ris~s assoclated wl ti the plan, IncIudlng the lllentlllcatlon or apprnpriateflnanclal measures, 

Pnge 12011.4 
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PUBLIC DISCLOSURE 

11 Plan; Advow11es 

Item 
1. General rateofinflatlon: REDACTED 
2. Montllly AfUDC rnte for plan: REJ>ACTED 
3. Costofcapltalfate: After Tai< 

Structure Cost Wld.Cost 
Delll 45.00% REDACTED R.EOACTED 

Preferred 0.00% REDACTED REOACTED 
Equity 65.00% REDACTED REDACTED 

4. Alter Tax Discount riJle used In present wonn caIcu1at1on: REDACTED 
5. Ta~ rate used In plan: 25.39% 

l![es:eot Wlltlb C:alc11Ia1[Qcs 01 Be~eouc Begulr:i:mems 

101atAnnua1 
Revenue Nominal Real Levellzed Levellzeo 

Requirement TOtal Annual Average ti kWh Real Levellzerl Revenue Leveuzed Revenue 
Year . ••7 GWH ,. 8 Average¢/ l<Wh Requirements Average ¢1 kWh Requlr~mems 

($000'5) 

2026 REDACTED REDACTED REl>ACltD REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2027 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2028 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2029 REDACTED REOAC'JtD REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2030 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED • 
203]. REDACTED REDACTED RE01'CTED REDACTED 'REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2032 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2033 R~ACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2034 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REOACUD REOACTfD 
2035 REDACno IIEDACJED REDACTl,D REDACTED REDACTED REDACTl:D REDACTED 
2036 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REOACTI:D 
2037 REOAC'lED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2038 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2039 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2040 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2041 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2042 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED RED/t,CTEO REDACTED REDACTED 
2043 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2044 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

11£DACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
6. Pre.sent worth of revenue requlr~meatS ror the plan 

•• 7. Nominal revenue requirements by yea1 
• • 6. Average system rates pet kWh by year 

9. ove,all assessment of busIn·ess .and financial rlskS associated with th~ plan. Including toe raentlficatlon of appropriate financial measures. 

~age l3of14 
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PUBLIC DISCLOSURE 

12 Plan: Economy Energy Purchase 

Item 
1. General rateoflnftatlon: REDACTED 

,2, Monltily AFUDC rate lor plen; REDACTED 
s. Cost ol capital 1ate: After Tax 

Structure Cost wtd. Cost 
Debt 45.00% REDACTED REDACTED 

P1elerred 0.00% REDAClJD REDACTED 
Equity 55 •. 00% REDACTED REDACTED 

4.. Alter JaK Discount rate used in present worth calculatioo: REDACTED 
5. TaK rate used lo plan: 25.39% 

ecesent wnao ~altulallans al Bell!!o11e Beg11lum1eats 

I OWL Annual 

f11wenue lllo,nlnal Real Levellzed Levellzed 
Requl1ement Tota! Annual Allsmge ¢/ kWll Rea! levellrell Re\lenue LeveUzed Reoenue 

vear 1t-.7 GWH ... 8 Average ¢/' kWh· RequrIeme111s Average~/l<Yl'll Requirements 
($000•s) 

2026 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTlcD 
20Z7 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDArnD 
2028 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2029 REDACTfD REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2030 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2031 REDAC1£D REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2032· REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED R~DACTED REDACTED 
2033 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACltD 
2034 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
203li REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2036 REDAC'tEO. REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2037 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDAClED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2038 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2039 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED JIEDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2040 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2041 REDACTED RE.DACTED REl>ACno REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2042 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED RliOACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
2043 REDACTED REDACTED REOACTlcO REDACTED REDACfED REDACTED REDACTED 
2044 REDACTlcD REDACTED REDACTlcO REDACTED REDAC'TED REDACTED REDACTED 

REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
6. Pres en! Wortli of revenue requ[rements for the pfBn 

·• 7. Nomlnalftwenue requirements lly year 
• • s. Average system rates per kWh by yea, 

9. Overall .assessment 01 business and financial rlsts associated wltn the plan, Including tne·ldenttfloatJon of appropriate financial measures. 

P~gel.-dot 14 
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BEFORE THE GEORGIA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

GEORGIA POWER COMPANY 
DOCKET NO. 56002 

AFFIDAVIT AND BASIS FOR THE ASSERTION THAT PORTIONS OF THE 
INFORMATION SUBMl'ffEO ARE PROTECTED TRADE SECRETS 

As part of its 2025 Integrated Resource Plan ("2025 IRP''), filed in Docket No. 56002, Georgia 
Power Company ("Georgia Power" or the "Company") ·submit_s to the Georgia Pub~c Service 
Commissipn Technical Appendix Volume 2, Which contains certain information regarding the 
company's financial data, proprietary planning processes, technology screening assumptions, 
technology and resource co.st information, economic analyses. environmental compUance cost$, 
including projected and current cost estimates for_coal combustion_ residual asset retirement obligation 
("CCR ARO") ash pond 'Closure and Landfill projects, Critical Energy Infrastructure Information '("CEIi") 
related to the Company's blackstart facilities, and other data of the Company (collectively, the 
"Information"). Certain portions of the Information are trade secrets of Georgie Power and Southern 
Company and their affiliates and ls therefore protected from pubUc disclosure under Commission Rule 
515-3-1-.11. 

· The trade secret portions of the Information derive economic value from not being generally 
known to, and not being readily ascertainable by proper means by other persons who cari obtain 
economic value from their disclosure or use. Specifically, the trade secret portions of the 
Information contain competitively sensitive cost information related to available ·technology 
options, processes and data used by Georgia Power In analyzi~g re~ource addition schedules. 
financial date used in the Company's forecasting, and other confidential details. Public 
dissemination of the trade secret portions of the lnformati~n would allow Georgia Power's 
competitors and suppliers to have access to such processes and strategies and thereby gain an 
unfair competitive advantage In the marketplace. Competitors would obtain an unfair advantage 
because they are not required to reveal-similar Information end can utilize such trade secret portions 
of the lnf~rr:natian to manipulate pricing and timing of supply to the disadvantage of Georgia Power. 
Competitors would also unfairly benefit in having access and insight into the Company's planning 
processes and methodologies. With this competitive advantage, Georgia Power will potentially pay 
higher prices to suppliers, ultimately harming Georgia Power and its customers. The Information also 
Includes sensitive details concerning Georgia Power's electric system infrastructure that must be 
protected from public disclosure in the interests of system security and· reliability. Such portions of 
the Information contain CEIi as defined by the Code of Federal Regulations Section 388.113. 

The trade secret portions of the Information contained herein also include details concerning 
Georgia Power's pro}ected environmental capital investments, cost data, and analyses, all of which 
have econ·omlc value that could be Inappropriately leveraged by competitors, vendors, or other 
persons. Specifically, the trade secret_portions of the Information contain competitively sensitive 
details on the site specific and CCR unit specific costs the Company is expected to incur to close its 
ash ponds and landfills es well as the timing. Publicly disclosing these costs \IYOUld allQw bidders 
and vendors tote i lor pro pose ls according to the Company's expected costs, sett!ng an artificial floor 
on bidding to the detriment and harm of the Company and its customers. Disclosure of the trade 
secret portions of the Information co·uld prevent the Company_ from, adequately soliciting and 
obtaining the best cost estimates for future consulting work and harm the Company's efforts to 

1:XMIBIT 

I C:-i!PL'.S~-1--JS 
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obtain optimal pricing in curren~ or future negotiations. In addition, the Company's competitors are 
not generally required to disclo.se similar Information, and to require the Company to do so would 
put it at an economic disadvantage. 

Additionally, certain trade secret portions of the Information contain pro,ptietary cost date 
and analysis prepared on the Company's behalf by outside consultants. These stud.ies were 
prepared by paid consultants of the Company at a significant cost and thus derive economic value 
from· not beirig generally known. To allow competitors to access Information related to and 
contained in these studies· would economically harr,:t the Company in that competitors would be 
able to benefit from the information and _analysis contained in the studies without similarly being 
required to expend similar resources for the analysis and intelligence. 

Tile trade secret porti.ons of the Information are subject to substantial procedures to 
maintain their secrecy. Only select Georgia Po~er and Southern Company personnel are granted 
access to the trade secret portions of the Information. Those personnel receive access only on a 
«need to know" basis. Parties outside Georgia Power and Southern Company affiliates and their 
legal counsel who have been granted access to.the trade secret po.rtlons of the Information, if any, 
have been required to sign confidentiality agreements. 

Jeffrey R. Grubb, first being duly sworn, deposes and states that he has reviewed Technical 
Appendix Volume 2 of the Company's 2025 IRP and that to the best of his knowledge the specific 
in.formation designated as trade secret constitute trade secrets in accordance with O.C.G.A. § 10-1 -
761 (2021). 

Dire r, Resource Policy & Planning 
Georgia Power Company 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this ~ day of January, 2025. 

honl>..~ ::me~~ 
Notary Public 



0025

Georgia Power Company 
Docket Nos. 56002 & 56003 

2025 Iotegrated Resource Plan and 292s Demand-Side Management Application 
STF-LA Data Request Set No. 1 

STF-LA-1-7 

uestion: 

Referto the tables on pages 2 through 14 of 14. 

a. For each scenario shown in pages 2 through 14 of 14 for each of the amounts shown in 

the column "Total Annual Revenue Requirement" show in detail how such amounts were 
calculated, including d'etails for each rate · base component, eacb operating income 

component, the return component, income truces, and how net operating incomes were 

grossed-up for the revenue requirement amounts. Include Excel fiJes with formulas intact. 

b. Explain what the Real Levelized Average rates represent. 

c. Why.do the R:eaJ LeveJized Average rates vary from year to year? 

d. What are the ' 'Levelized Revenue Requirements"? 

e. Why do the "Levelized Revenue Requirements' vary from year to year? 

t For each scenario shown in pages 2 through 14 of 14 what are the projected annual revenue 

requirements without any levelization? Provide calculations in Excel. 

g. Was any discount rate used on the tables on pages 2 through 14 of 14 for any of the 

columns? . If so, identify what discount rate(s) was/(were) used and provide the non­

discounted ainounts to which the discount rate(s) were applied. Also, show in Excel with 

fonnulas intact, how the discount rates were applied. 

h. Refer to the tables on pages 2 through 14 of 14. Which columns represent net present 

values? 

i. Refer to the tables on pages 2 through J 4 of 14. Which columns represent nominal non­

discounted dollars? 

j. Refer to the tables on pages 2 through 14 of 14. Do·any of the amounts in the ''Total Annual 

Revenue Requirement' ' columns for years 2026, 2027 and 2028 represent the Company 's 

current best estimates of the rate case revenue requirement increases for any of the scenarios? 

If not, explajn fully why not. Ifs~, which specific items on pages 2 through 14 represent the--•­
Company's current best estimates of the rate case revenue requirement increases for years 

2026, 2027 and 2028? Explain fuJly. 

Contact: Jeff Grubb Page I of 3 
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Georgia Power Company 
Docket Nos. 56002 & 56003 

2025 Integrated Resource Plan and 2025 Demand-Side Management Application 
STF-LA Data Request Set No. 1 

k. For the 2025 rate case expected to follow the 2025 lRP, does the Company expect that it 

will be requesting leveJized revenue amounts that are based on amounts for any years beyond 
2026-2028? If so, please explain. 

Response: 

a. Please see STF-LA-1-1 Attachment TRADE SECRET for the full calculation of each 
scenario . Please note, no scenarios represent the Company's full rate base and thus do not 

represent a total revenue requirement. The costs included for the current generation are the 
variable costs only, which ate then added to the full cost of any additional generation needed 

as the system grows. 

b. The Real Levelized Averages represent the average cents per kWh if the load were to 

grow at the rate of inflation. 

c. The Real Levelized rates v11ry frotn year to year because they only measure the current 
year and remaining years levelized at the rate of inflation (e.g., 2026 calculates leve]ized 

2026 through 2044, 2027 calculates levelized 2027 through 2044). 

d. The Levelized Revenue Requirements represent the average cents per kWh if the load 
were to -grow at the kWh _grnwth projeeted for each scenario. 

e. The Levelized Revenue Requirements vary from year to year because they only measure 
the current year and remaining years (e.g., 2026 calculates levelized 2026 through 2044, 

2027 calculates levelized 2027 through 2044). 

f. Please see STF-LA-J-1 Attachment TRADE SECRET column L of each scenario for the 
revenue requirements without levelization. 

g. Please see STF-LA-1-1 Attachment TRADE SECRET cell P12 in each scenaiio page for 
the after-tax discount rate used to calculate Net Present Values in columns L,M~P and Ron 
row 40. All values and calculations are provided in the attachment. 

b. Please see STF-LA-1-1 Attachment TRADE SECRET. Row 40 shows the NPV for each 

scenario. 

i. P lease see STF-LA-1-l Attachment TRADE SECRET column L. Rows 20-38 show the 

nominal revenue requir~ments. 

j. No, none of the scenarios represent the Company' s base rate case revenue requirements. 

The Company has_ not yet prepared its 2025 base rate case budget, which is required to be 

Contact: Jeff Grubb Page 2 of 3 
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Georgia Power Company 
Docket Nos. 56002 & 56003 

2025 Integrated Resource Plan and ·202s Demand-Side Management Application 
STF-LA Data Request Set No. 1 

filed by July 1, 2025. Information about the future base rate case will be available once the 

rate case has been prepared and filed. Please note, no scenarios represent the Company's full 

rate base. and thus do not represent a total revenue requ.irement. The costs inc!uded for the 
current generation are the variable costs only which are then added to the fuII cost of any 
additional generation needed as the system grows. 

k. The Company has not yet prepared its 2025 base rate case budget. Information about the 
future base rate case will be available once the rate case has been prepared and filed. 

Contact: Jeff Grubb Page 3 of 3 
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DOMINION VIRGINIA 2024 IRP* 
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Table 5.1.2: Modeling Results Summary 
REC RPS REC RPS 

VCEA VCEA Only with Only without 
with EPA without EPA 

EPA EPA 
Net Present Value 

$100.2 $93.7 $102.9 $97.0 ("NPV") Total ($B) 

Appro;timate CO2 Emissions 
from Company in 2029 19.6 M 25.0M 19.3 M 24.6M 
(Metric Tons} 

Solar(MW) 11,932 11,932 12,210 12,210 

Wiod(MW) 3,460 3,460 3,460 3,460 

Storage (MW) 4,577 4,577 4,100 4,100 

Nuclear (MW) 1,340 1,340 1,340 1,340 

Natural Gas Fired (MW) 5,934 5,934 5,934 5,934 

Retirements (MW) - - - -

56 
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5.2.2 NPV of the Primary Portfolio 

Dominion Energy evaluated the four primary Portfolios to compare the NPV24 utility coses over 
the Planning Period. Table 5.2.2 presents these NPV results on the "Total System Costs" line, as 
well as the estimated NPVofproposed investments in the Company's transmission and distribution 
systems, broken down by specific line hem; 

Table 5.2.2: NPV results for the Primary Portfolios 
REC RPS REC RPS 

VCEA With VCEA 
{5B) Only with Only without 

EPA Without EPA EPA EPA 

Total S\•stem Costs 78.6 72.1 81.3 75.4 

Grid Plan (Net of Benefits) ( 1.6) ( 1.6) ( 1.6) ( 1.6) 

SUP 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 

Transmission 22.4 22.4 22.4 22.4 

Total Plan NPV 100.2 93.7 102.9 97.0 
Portfolio Delta VS. REC RPS 
Onh with EPA - - 2.8 3.3 

Notes: As previously ordered by the SCC, this figure includes incremental cost estimates associated with transmission and 
distribution investments. All costs are estimates and wiU vary based on the actual generation, transmission, and distribution 
infrastructure developed to meet customer needs .. (l) Total system costs include the results from Figures· 5.1.3 through 5.1.6 plus 
approved, proposed, future, and generic DSM, as applicable; costs related t:o environmental laws and regulations; renewable energy 
integration costs; and REC banking as discussed in Appendi~s2E,, 3D, SA, and SB. (2) All NPVs are cakulatcd with 11 6.52% 
discount rate. (3) Numbers may not add due to rounding, 

5.2.3 Hydrogen Blending 

As mentioned in Chapters 3.6.1 and 3.7, the Company continues to evaluate the blending of 
hydrogen at its existing and future natural gas-fired power stations. In order to demonstrate the 
impact hydrogen blending could have on CO2 intensity, the Company conducted a high-level 
evaluation of the impacts of hydrogen blending on each primary Portfolio. This evaluation 
assumes that the Company could begin blending J 0% hydrogen at capable natural gas-fired power 
stations beginning in 2028, and increasing to 30% by 2032. As seen in Figures 5.2.3.1 through 
5 ,2.3.4 below, blending of hydrogen 'Yould have an immediate positive impact on carbon intensity 
levels which wou1d continue throughout the Planning Period. 

2~ NPV is a way to show bow much an investment is worth throughout its lifetime and shown in today's dollars. 
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5.3 Sensitivity Analyses 

The Company conducted several sensitivity analyses for this 2024 IRP to show the potential paths 
forward under different future conditioris consistent with SCC and NCUC requirements. 

Fjrst, the Company conducted sensitivides using different load forecasts. As discussed above, all 
Portfolio_s utilized the 2024 PJM Derived Load 
Forecast. The Company used the same general 
methodology to create the high/low sensitivities as it 
did in the PJM Derived Load Forecast. The differences 
are that the high/low sensitivities use a variation on the 
Data Center Load Forecast and the EE adjustment to 
the load forecast. In the high load forecast sensitivity 
the Company modeled that the Data Center Load 
Forecast would be 5% higher in the first year of the 

Stakeholder Process Highliglat: The 
Company . received feedbaGk from 
stakebolders regarding running a 
sensiti:vity on the load foreoast that 
includes higher and lowei: ranges for 
the load forecast The Company 
included this sensitivity as described 
in thjs section. 

forecast growing in a linear fashion to be 20% higher than the PJM Derived Load Forecast by 
2039. Additionally, the Company modeled that EE savings would be half of the _forecasted 
amounts. This resulted in a high load forecast sensitivity which starts out t .5% higher than the 
PJM Derived Load Forecast in the first year, moving to 11.5% higher by 2039. 

The low load forecast sensitivity used the same general methodology as in the high Joa~ forecast 
sensitivity, with the exception that the Data Center Load Forecast was reduced by 5% in the first 
year proceeding in a linear fashion to a 20% reduction. EE savings were increased by 50%. This 
resulted in · a low· load forecast sensitivity which was symmetrical to the high load forecast 
sensitivity, being 1.5% lowe1· than the PJM Derived Load Forecast in the first year, moving to 
11 .5% lower by 2039. The Company also ran a sensitivity using the 2024 Company Load Forecast. 
Figure 5 .3 .1 shows the results of these· sensitivities. 

2024 Plan Sensitivities on Load Forecast 

NPV Total ($B) 102.9 123.0 83.1 104.3 
Approximate ·co1·Emissions from 

19.3 31.8 16.8 19.9 Com am' in· 2039 1etric Tons 

Solar(MW) 12,210 12,2!0 12,210 12.210 

Wind(MW) 3,460 3,460 60 3,460 

Storage (MW) 4,100 4,000 4, 100 4,200 

Nuclear (MW) 1,340 1,340 1,072 

Natural Gas Fired (MW) 5,934 5,934 4,666 5,934 

Retirements (MW) 
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DOMINION SOUTH CAROLINA 2025 IRP UPDATE* 

App.ndlx H: Lev.Had C111t •1111 fuel Colt. COmpartlon for tha Twenty•One 

M!t~et Sc.n•rlo 6uild PJ;iu fuel (SOOOI COl 1$000) l NPV (SOOOJ 
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Appendix H: Levelized Cost and Fuel Cost Comparison for the Twenty-One 

Cases 

Market Scena_ri_o - . Build Plan Fuel ($000) CO2 ($000} LNPV ($000} 

Reference 

[~efe~~nce 
Reference 

j'R~ferenc~ 
Reference 

High Fossil Fuel Prices 

J+!igh Fossil · FuJI Pr1-~es 

) High Fossil Fuel Prices 

!High Fos~ii'J:~e_l P~ices .· 

_!-iigh Fossil Fuel _Prjces 

Zero Carbon Cost 

(Zero ~arbon Cost 
Zero Carbon Cost 

izero -Car.bon Cost 
'• . ... . - . 

Zero Carbon Cost 

Sensitivity Case 

[se~-~itivi~ c~se_. 

Se~sitivity Case 

1Sensit!Vi!f~ase 
'Sensitivity Case 
r - ., - -

Su_ppJemental Case 

i Updated 2023 Reference Build Plan 
. io2s· ReferenceBujld 'Plan : . 
j ~~ ... - • • · - . -

i High Fossil Fuel Prices Build Plan 
~ .- I - ' • .-:_ - ., -

Zero Carbon Cost Bulld Plan · 
~ - · ~ ""' • • • ~ -~,,. 4 

Alternate Referenc_e Bui!d Plan 

Updated 2023 Reference Build Plan . ~ . ,,. ~ - ' - ~, ., 

202S'RefereRce Build Plan · 
. ... " " _, . ' ...... 

: High Fossil Fuel Prices Build Plan 
• ·- . t ) , . .,. -

Zero Carbon Cest' Build Plan - . .... 
/Alternate Reference Build Plan 

· Updated 2023 Reference Bui.Id Plan 
.,. ·=-- · ' .. • ' ' - ..... 

.io2s ~eference B_u_iltJ.~I~~ 
, High Fossil F.uel Prices Build Plan 
I - • ..,j • • • • • • ,-

Zero Carbon Cost BuiJcf Plar:i 
\n...:,, • 

Alternate Reference Build Plan 
. r 

Electrification Build Plan 

En~r!W ~o~se~a~ion By-"d Pla.n 
.Aggressive Reg~lation Build P·lan . --. . -. -
Higl'I DSM Build Plan 
] L~~ DSM B~ild Pla·n 

85% CO2 Reduction Plan 

DESC 2025 IRP Update APP ENDIX H-1 

$691,321 1 
.$732,8~() ' ' 
i12i3j's ; 
~?fi9~Q~,Q 
$718,160 

.~91_8!925 

.~~~?,782 
$949,043 
$.9'99;177, 

$931,848 

$622,174 

$~5~1~~~ 
$644,794 

$~78,~69 
$641,286 

$791,318 
•-:,_ ' 

~,$8_8~;~88 
$1,094,795 

$14~:~79 
$735,549 

$517,176 

$160,100 1 
$16.siJ:22 --, 
,_ ...... ... -- ; . 

$167,487 · 
• 7" It - -

. $176,336 ..C.-··- . ... . ....... 
$164,804 

$160,016 

$1~1~0?· 
$167,207 

. $176,125 
~ - .... .. 

$166,833 

$0 

$0 
$0 
. "' 
$-□ · 

$0 

,$0 
·-$14:9,:574 
- - -"'~ - .. 
$395,409 

'$!~J~377 
$1~6/)82 

$55,621 
. . -

$2,629,814 

·.-$2,3~~.f ~ . 
$2,406,974 . . 
~~.~~9!.~77 
$2,303,000 

$2,852,047 
, .... - ~· 
'$2,624,528 

- I ~ - • 

$2,633,665 

~2,63~;7?6 
$2,518,609 

$2,392,817 

$2,l~189~ 
$2,159,310 

,: - .i 

$2,14~,oo~ 
$2;060,440 

$2,660,551 
. $2,413,~99 

-t .. ,._ . .. -

$3,410,745 

t si;~16,Q6~ 
$2,396,449 

$3,527,990 
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Table 20. Levelized Cost Comparison of the Core Build Plans (30•Year LNPV in Thousands 
of Dollars) 

Build Plans 

. Updated 2:023 Reference Build Plan· 
•t ~ , - • ·~· 

2025 Reference Build Plan 

-=-: · . t, ~. ~· 

High fo~sil f ,uej, Pri.ces Build ·J!lari 1 

Zero Carbon Cost Build Plan 

:;· . 
Alternate ·Referen·ce Build 'Plan 

1/ ~: •.; .. ~ ... · , . 

Core Build Plans 

30 Yr level NPV ($M) 

Reference 

.2,393 

2,467 

":"-.- >" 

2,399 

2,303 

High Fossil Fuel 
Prices Zero Carbon Cost 

~ 

2,625 2,145 

i,6·34 2,159 

2,640 2,140 

2,519 2,060 

The LNPV cost rankings of the Core Build Plans are generally consistent among the Core 

Market Sc.enarios. The Alternate Reference Build Plan is the most cost-effective Core Build Plan 

in all cases. The 2025 Reference Build Plan, the High Fossil Fuel Cost Build Plan, and the Zero 

Carbon Cost Build Plan are either the second or third most cost-effective Core Build Plans in alJ 

cases. The Updated 2023 Reference Build Plan is consistently the highest cost plan across all Core 

Market Scenarios. 

[Table begins on following page] 
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SANTEE COOPER 2024 IRP UPDATE* 

ble . Compari on of NPV Po~ r Costs ( ~ 

I 

, Ponf:olios r~PV Po,mr 
- Coils 

I 

Upd e 

($0.1} 
'$6.5 

~ 
5upplJ!'rni,r,taJ PortolJo,s Rtft-rena low Fuf!I ~J~h Fo~I R.rngi!' of 

202A POl'tfOUo Up 
2024.Pc.tfcllio wllh PPAs 
GHCJ Rule ~Uo 

~ie Prlc• Prial UnCGrbinty 

.2 
~.1 

,$3).2 

542..5 

*Summary of selected screenshots, compiled by counsel for GIPL and South face. 
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APP.E_NDIX· D: NPV POWER COST SUMMARY 

2D23 ftnl~d Pol1foiio ~•d) Rmnlac•' -.129.a 0 
.202.4 Portfollo ~ Rife,enc• $29,3 S2t0 
2t1UP~attullo ll!ftb PPAI Rl!fertn(it- $29.2 $21..G . 
OHG .Rult POJtfdia Rm~ S35J $21.2 
2Q2A Portfolio IJpdm I.ml,_ 'f'1,rel SR6 $19.6 
202•P~liowith Pl'As l.ow'Fwll $27.5 $19.6 
·GHGRu~POftfolkll LowfiJeJ Sl3.-4 -S2S:2 
2024 PoJtfoflo ~ HlgbFuel $:».~ S24.f 
lU4 PMfoJlo • . P,PAI JllgbFtael $33.2 S24,Q 
GHG Auki Pilftfoiic Hlsih F•I W,5 $3~6 
2D24P«tfcllcp Update NldOOl $36".6 $26.8 
20'24 Portfolio Wil'l1 .,PAs -Med«)-2 $36.5 $26.8 
GHG Ait..Portiotki ~002 $4ti6 $30.9 
2QM Portfolio Upda1a High ,COJ $49.6 sa&.9 
2024 ~rtftllio wttn ,PiPAI lti&lhC02 $49.6 nu 
GHO fWk Porlfdlio H(Gh-C02 sso.s $37.9 
202;4 P«tfallc. ~ H~hl.oad $38.2 S2B.S · 
2Q:H P~owtl:b PPM Hlgb Lo,d $38.2 $285 
GKGRu!.P~lliim High-~d $46.6 $3&.6_ 

2024 Portfolio Upda1e Lnl.'PICI S2U. -$1.U 
202-4 Portfolio :wi1n fll1ki Lowi.o.d $21.8 $14.8 
GHGRul:ePartldio tow~ $25.6 $18.!i 

20:U P«tfollo wtth ~ BulldNGCC Rtfe,ence $Zl.3 .521.t 
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Executive Summary 

• The 2024 Portfollo Update is essentially identical to the 2023 Preferred Portfolio Re­

Optimized. Hence, while the portfolio metrics discussed from this point refer to the 2024 
Portfolio Update, it is important to recognize that results would be essentially the same for 

the 2023 Preferred Portfolio Re-Optimized. 

• The GHG Rule Portfolio would result in significant resource additions that are needed upon 
retirement of Cross by 2032. Given the scale of the Cross Generating Station (2,330 MW), 
there is significant uncertainty and risk as to whether Santee Cooper can practically 

implement the generation resources, necessary fuel delivery infrastructure, and 
modifications to its transmission system to meet the schedule mandated by the current 

EPA GHG Rule. 

Net present value ("NPV") Power Costs presented in Table 4 summarize the incremental power 

supply costs projected to result from the implementation of each Portfolio. Costs are presented in 
NPV 2024 dollars, computed over the 2024 through 2052 study period (uStudy Period") , and 
represent only incremental costs that vary between alternative resource plans. 

Table 4. Comparison of NPV Power Costs ($8) 

· 'P ·11r 1. - :NPV Powe, -~ 
. o o 10s C ts ., · OS 
- - . - . 

2024 Portfolio Update 
2024 Portfolio' with PPAs 
GHG Rule Portfolio 

Difference to 2024 Portfolio Update 
2024 Portfolio with PPAs 
GHG Rule Portfolio 

$29.3 
$29.2 
$35.7 

($0.1) 

$6.5 

Results indicate that portfolios that rely on new NGCT builds in 2031 or limits NGCT builds by 
offering PPA options in the 2030s are projected to have similar costs. Decisions on which of these 

portfolio approaches are more appropriate for Santee Cooper will instead rely on business 

decisions regarding r,:ianaging implementation and financial risk, maintaining flexibility for future 
resource additions as load projections change, transmission import capability, and additional 

information regarding PPA market depth and pricing, among others. 

Results also indicate that power costs would be significantly higher under scenarios reflecting the 

EPA GHG Rule. Incremental NPV power supply costs under the 2024 GHG Rule Portfolio are 

projected to be $6.5 billion higher over the Study Period, much of this incremental cost being a 
direct result of resource and transmission additions due to the retirement of Cross. 

Table 5 provides a comparison of NPV costs under fuel price sensitivity assumptions and the 

range of NPV cost uncertainty for each portfolio. Results indicate that the 2024 Portfolio with PPAs 

and the 2024 Portfolio Update have nearly an identical response to changes in fuel pric~s. The 
GHG Rule Portfolio reflects a much larger range of uncertainty given much greater reliance upon 

NGCC resources. 
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Executive Summary 

Table 5. Fuel Price Sensitivity Results 

$ I 

I 

Supplemental Portfolios Reference Low Fuel High Fuel Range of 
Case Price Price Uncertainly 1 

2024 Portfolio Update 
2024 Portfolio with PPAs 
GHG Rule Portfolio 

$29.3 
$29.2 
$35.7 

$27.6 
$27.5 
$33.4 

$33.3 
$33.2 
$42.5 

$5.7 

$5.7 

$9.1 

Figure 59 illustrates average levelized costs for the portfolios under different load forecast 
sensitivity case assumptions. As. can be seen in the chart. the 2024 Portfolio Update and the 2024' 
Portfolio with PPAs are projected to have nearly identical average levelized costs across the load 
forecast sensitivities, indicating similar sensitivity to changes in load . Importantly, the load 
sensitivity analysis confirms there is not significant risk to Santee Cooper's customers should 
projected load additions not materialize. However, the GHG Rule Portfolio is projected to result in 
an increase in levelized cost from approximately $8/MWh for the Low Load Forecast to 
approximately $12/MWh for the High Load Forecast, indicating that costs of . the GHG Rule 
Portfolio are projected to be impacted much more significantly by changes in load. 

Figure S. Load Forecast Sensitivity Case Results 

$70 
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- $50 .s: 
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-~ 
'ii $20 > 
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$0 

Sensitivity of Portfolio Costs to Load Forecast 
Avg Levelized Cost ($/MWh) 

... 

Low Load 

I 

2024 Portfolio Update 

..._2024 Portfolio with PPAs 

- = GHG Rule Po.rtfolio 

Med Load High Load 

9 The 2024 Portfolio Update and 2024 Portfolio with PPAs are indistinguishable in this chart . 
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APPENDIX D: NPV POWER COST SUMMARY 

Table D-1: Net Present Value Power Costs by Portfolio Across Sensitivities ($B; 2023$) 
- - - - - - - - -~ .. 

. ~tudy. - , 
IPortfolio $ensltivity Case . Perloc,t (~~j;.~~1 • 

:(2024-52) 1
• .A. J 4 

• ~ - - - -:= - - - •. ,i;,.:. - 4 

2023,Preferred Portfolio (Reoptimized) Reference $29.3 $21 .0 
2024 Portfolio Update Reference $29.3 $21 .0 
2024 Portfolio with PPAs Reference $29.2 $21 .0 
GHG Rule Portfolio Reference $35.7 $27.2 

2024 Portfolio Update Low Fuel $27.6 $19.6 
2024 Portfolio with PPAs Low Fuel $27.5 $1 9.6 

GHG Rule Portfolio Low Fuel $33.4 $25.2 

2024 Portfolio Update High Fuel $33.3 $24.1 
2024 Portfolio with PPAs High Fuel $33.2 $24.0 
GHG Rule Portfolio High Fuel $42.5 $32.8 

2024 Portfolio Update Med CO2 $36.6 $26,8 
2024 Portfolio with PPAs Med CO2 $36.5 $26.8 
GHG Rule Portfolio Med CO2 $40.8 $30.9 

2024 Portfolio Update High CO2 $49.6 $36,9 
2024 Portfolio with PPAs High CO.2 $49.6 $36.9 
GHG Rule Portfolio High CO2 $50.5 $37.9 

2024 Portfolio Update High Load $38.2 $28.5 
2024 Portfolio with PPAs High Load $38.2 $28.5 
GHG Rule Portfolio High Load $46.6 $36.6 

2024 Portfolio Update Low Load $21 .8 $14.8 
2024 Portfolio with PPAs Low Load $21 .8 $14,8 

GHG Rule Portfolio Low load $25.6 $18.5 

2024 Portfolio with Self Build NGCC Reference $29.3 . $21.1 
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DUKE 2023 CAROLINAS RESO{fflCE P.J.,AN* 
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NO'...<c ol : Clih."1e 6 1::1]~ b .,,,.,_..,:e ® 100'\, nal:Jral~ 

No!!: 5 : J.ve,-;,rge tl!tall rat~ im;,3'-:1 ~ a!. est~· ~ ~ I=. ~~ ,~t b!11. 

NM!! C. : lildUO?Hl!'lSlm!E wind. i,l:!;'DE ~ . biili!!r) ~ ~ a.'1!! B.!~ ~l 

Now 7, lndud!!s &hr inld balm} ~ a.irre.r:tt,, Ir- ~;t-.;mo,d d~ 

*Summary of selected screenshots, compiled by counsel for GIPL and Southface. 
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PVRR Thrc-ug!-, 20Jo PV'RR Through ;'050 
~ - - - - -

OEC DEP CAR DEC DEP CAR 

42A 

40.2 

~ .7 

33.6 

28.4 

26.4 

76.1 

68.6 

66.1 

7fL.1 
7'0.7 

70.7 

62.0 
Sj2 

48.3 

Tablt CC3: PVRR. thtOUgh a838 ~ R~ Cillpftal imd F-.allt Pric:e Perlonnanct 
~. CotnbiMd ClltoUtles Splem'(S8) 

- -

119.0 

Case P1 Base P2 Bas.:: P3 8;;.se: 

~ -~Fual 82 75 73 
Base CapitaltBasa'Ftlilll 16 69 66 - ... . ' - -. 

~~~ 71 64 fi 1 

~c~~ 7.S 71 70 

I.ow Capfta1l8aSle FM 69 - -

6S 63 

IA,1'r~Fual 6S 60 58 

~~RNt! 64 n 74 

High Cap~Fuel 7B 70 611 

High Cllpllal/Low Fuel 7'3 65· 62 
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Executive Summary 

Table 2: Portfolio Results 

2,087 ➔ 2.~6 2,087 - - ~~64 2,087 

lmmentilSysremSolar (eKCl.-3.(XJOMWofprojectsindev.) :__E.350 , 15;75~ 8,775 ~~ 1-8,775 !~,625 

lncremental011ShoreWIJld ____ ! 1,500 I 2.250 I 1,200 itoo : 1,200 .JJI!) , 
loomntalOffshoreWind ·---- ,_ __ : 2,400 2,400 '. ~ t,600 1- ·1,500;_ 0 ,-:-~-, 
Incremental Ad~ Nuclear t'.ap;;city _ _ _______ 0 3,00Q • 0 ~.400 , 0 2,400 

lncrementalEnergyStoragel ____ _____ _ _ ____ __ ; 6,374 8,054 ~6,314 s.~~-3,694 l _7.~· 
Incremental Gas (CCI'______ _ _ _ __, 2,720 2,720 , 4,080 4,080 4,080 -4,0SU , 
lncrementaiis(CTP ------- ---- -- ! 2,550 I -2,550_._ 2,!23 _ 2,125 : 2.)25 2,975 ..: 

1 RemainingCoalf.apacity' ______ ---·-·- I 2.162 . I o i- 3,064- -o·~-- :~-4,473- o 
Total Coal Retirements [MW) b¥ End of20354 .:....-....--~--- ·- 8,445 -7-- -
. ~~~ Mo~~ ~Llial BUI !~pact fo; a H~sehold Usi~g lOOOkWh (DEP/DfC Combined Systemll$/loonthl 2033 I 20385 i ~ $70 $48 

~rage Monthly Residential Bill Impact for a Household Uslng_T~OkWh (DEP) [$/month] 2033 I 20381 - 7-~ $77 

$55 ' 

$43 

Average Monthly Residential Bill Impact for a Household Using IOOOkWh (DEC) [$/month] 203312038' I $41 ' -- - --
Present Value Revenue Requirement (PVRR) (DEP/DEC Combined System) through 2038 I 2050 [SB] $76 $139 $69 $124 _ ....:..!, __ _ '$119 

PVRR (0EP) [$BJ through 2038 I 2~0___ j 

~""' t1lECJ 1$810""" 2038 I'°" 
11au1~11arcaum.;1w-inaa+&1•, 
CO2 Intensity (OEP/DEC Combined) Obs/MWhJ 

Year in which 70% CO2 Reduction Achieved 

195th Percentile Expected Net Load Ramp (MW/hr) 

Average CC Stans per Unit per Year 

CumulatiYe Nameplate MW Additions of Resources with Limited Operational History in !he Carolinas' j _ 

$34 i $28 $53 
. ·-- -------- -- ------~ 

I Cumulative Nameplate MW Additions, Combined carolinas System7 - -----': 31,907 :;-9;737 27,107 ' js,312 

1 Cumulative Nameplate MW Additions as% of Cu11ent Combined Carolinas System ! · 73% 91% ·- 62% ~ 53% 86% ; 

~umulative Capital Donar Requirement. Combined Carolinas System ($BJ I $85 ~ . t,so , $59 1 $io1 , £44 I, $92 ; 

~ -II r_a~wayRisk Rela _te_d_to_Co_st_, R_e_ua_bil_,ty_, a_n_d P_la_n_&-e-.~~--.-on--~ =~-~-.-----.===-- - --- -- _--'-, -_ -___ ·_ - _-_- ~r:=-__ -_-~T --a-_- 7 
Nole 1: Includes winter peak impact of load modifiers (utility-sponsored energy efficiency, behind-the-meter solar, critica l peak 

pricing) , integrated Volt-VAR control (IVVC) and demand response programs. 

Note 2 : Includes stand-alone storage, paired storage, pumped storage hydro and forecast. 

Note 3: New natural gas facilities will be capable of burning zero-carbon hydrogen in the future ; hydrogen blending assumed 
to begin in 2035 . 

Note 4: Cliffside 6 cont inues to operate on 100% natural gas. 

Note 5 : Average retail rate impact across all custome, classes applied to representative residential bill. 

Note 6 : Includes onshore wind, offshore wind, battery energy storage and advanced nuclear. 

Note 7 : Includes solar and battery projects currently in advanced development 

Caro li nas Resource Plan 17 
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Chapter 3 I Portfolios 

Figure 3-5: P1 Base Summary 

Pl Base Summary ,1~ 

Pl Base 2038 2050 Percentage of Total Capital 
Requitement by 2038 

Grid Edge 

PVRR 
{$B) 

BILL 
IMPACT 

C0mliiJ1ed S~s\em 
I . DEPPVRR -

DECl'VRR 

I-Combined ~plem CAGR 
OEPCAGR 
·OECCAGR 

--,--$3_4 _ ~ -, 
. $42 I $77 ' 
2033 2038 

4.5%' 3.2% 

5'.6% 3.2% ::_ 
3,3% 3.2% . 

lolal capilal cns1 htfcro ta, c11dils 

■ Oljler Renewables 
Offshore Wind 

■ Onshore Wind 
Solar 

Pumped Storage Hydro 

Battery Energy Storage 

■ Nuclear 
CT/CC 
Coal (iocl. DFO) 

Pl Base Cumulative Resource Additions, Combined System (BOY Basis) 
GW 

Pl Base Capacity M·ix, 
BOY 2038(%) 

40 I 
35 I 

30 

25 

20 1 
15 

IQ I 

I 
5 

2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 DEP DEC Combined 

Grid Edge 
100% 

■ Other Renewab~s 

Pl Base Energy Mix, Combined System(%) 

- --~~-s::=~-- r-r-::-r--;;.;: 
r. -----Offshore Wmd 80% 

■ Onshore Wind 
Solar 60% 

Pumped Storage Hydro 
Ballery Energy Storage 40% 

■ Nuclear 20% 
Gas 
Coal O nd. DFO) 0% I - .L. 

# .;; .... ~ ~ ~ $- ,f ~ ,#' #' # ~"> ,#' # ., 

Pl Coal Retirements by Year (MW, effective by January 1 of yea1 shown) 

2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 

I , 

426* 

' 426* 

1.1s6 I 1.409 

--. 1,30~ 1-2-,22-0 '. - --.....+---""'-+-~ - l_,3_18. 1· 
J,012 I 3.s29 1,31s __ _ ]~_,_ 

. *Allen Units I & 5 are planned'1lr ~lire by December 31, 2024. 

Garolinas Resource Plan 10 
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Chapter 31 Portfolios 

Figure 3-6: P2 Base Sum·mary 

P2 Base Summary ■I~ 

PVRR I (:(lmbined Sy.lfem 
. 11- DEP- PVRR ($BJ . 

OECPYRR · 
2033 2038 

Combined S~m OAGR -+ _ 3.7'f, __ 2.7"!' 
BILL 

IMPACT DEPC'AGR "4:9% 2.7% --~ o~c GAG~ 2.6% 2.6% 

Percentage of Total Capital 
Requirement by 2038 

lola! capital cost btlore l8x cied<ts 

/ GridEdge 

■ Other Renewables 
OffshoreWmd 

OnshOlli Wind 
Solar 

Pump!ld Storage Hydro 

llatte,y Ene,gy Storage 

■ Nuciear 

CT/tC 
Coal (incl. DR>) 

P2 Ba,se Cumulative Resource Additions, Combined System (BOY Basis) 
GW 

P2 Base Capacity Mix, 
80¥2038 (%) 

40 

35 

30 

25 

'20 

15 

10 

5 

0 

JOO% ' -· -· ·- ~ L ' __ , 

' 2028 2029 2030 203 I 2032 2033 2034 211.35 211.36 2037 2038 

.80% 

60% 

411% 

20% 

0% 
DEP 

P2 Base Energy Mix, Combined System (%) 
Grid Edge 

100% 
■ Other Renewables 

Offshore Wind 80% 
■ Onshore Wind 

Solar 60% 

Pumped Storage Hydro 

Battery Energy Storage 40% 

■ Nuciear 20% 
■ Gas 

C\)a I (i rid. DFO) D% 

P2 Coal Retirements by Vear (MW, effective by January 1 of year shown) . . . 

· ~ ·I : 1.0~ 

. •• 426 .. F~ .L ._j . ';_ 760 __ 

• ..1 . 426~ . I f ~--~~ I_ , 

1,318 .. , 

1,259 •• 318 ~ 1.40!._ L 
*Allen·Units 1 & 5 are planned 1o retire b) llecembtlr 31, 2024. 

Carolinas Resource Plan 

Combined 

12 
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Chapte_r 3 I Portfolios 

Figure 3-7: P3 Bas~ Summary 

P3 Base Surnmary ■I~ 

PVl3R 
($8) 

Combined 5Y$in 
DEPF\'RR 
DEC PVRR 

2033 2038 

Combined System CAGR 2.8% 2.6% 
BILL . DEP CAGR ,- J-.8%-.--2:2% 

IMPACT j~ DECCAGR - 2.6% 2.9% ' 

Percentage of Total .Capital 
Requirement by 2038 

Tata! capillll cosl before tax crecltts 

Grid Edge 

■ othe< Renewables 
Offshore Wind 

■ Onshore Wind 
Solar 

Pumped $1orage Hydro 

Batlely Enerxv Storage 
■ Nuclear 

■ CT/CC 
Coal (incl. OFD) 

P3 Base Cumulative Resource Additions, Combined System (BOY Basis) 
GW 

P3 Base Capacity Mix, 
BOY 2038(%) 

40 

35 

30 

25 

20 

15 

ID 

5 

o.l-
202s 2029 2030 2031 2032 2re3 2034 203s 2036 2031 2res . 

100% 

BO% 

60% 

40% 

20% 

0% 
DEP 

P3 Base Energy Mix, Combined System (%) 
Grid Edge 

100% 
■ Other Renewables 

Offshore Wind • 80% 
Onshore Wind 

Solar 60% 

Pumped S1orage Hydro 

Battery Energy Storage 40".4 

■ Nuclea1 20% 
Gas 
Coal (incl DFO) D°.4 

P3 Cf.)al Retirements by Year "(MW, effective by January 1 of year-shown) 

; DEC 

r TOTAL 

1 426* ---- .. ----
' 426* 
' 

I l . .. t= 1 _ _ 1.053 

I -··· _ --_ 760 
1,813 

i 546 1,318 
-;;; . ' -1,259 ~ 1,318 

•Allen Un!ls I_ & _5 are pl~nned_to retire by Dacember 31, 2~2A. 

Carolinas Resource Plan 

DEC Combined 
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Appendix C I Quantitative Analysis 

Table C-58: Present Va lue of Revenue Requirements through 2038 and 2050 ($8) 

PVRR Through 2038 PVRR Through 2050 

DEC DEP CAR DEC DEP CAR 

P1 Base 

P2 Base 

P3 Base 

42.4 

40.2 

39.7 

33.6 

28.4 

26.4 

76 1 

68.6 

66 1 

76.7 

70.7 

70.7 

62.0 

53.2 

48.3 

138.7 

123.8 

119.0 

By design, Pathway 1 achieves the Interim Target at an accelerated pace relative to Pathway 2 and 
Pathway 3. The extraordinarily aggressive pace of energy transition contemplated in Pathway 1 Is 
reflected in the high cost of P1 Base relative to the other portfolios. To procure and deploy new 
resources In the unprecedented volumes required for P1 Base, particularly by 2030 (1 ,600 MW of 
offshore wirid, approximately 9,600 MW of solar, approximately 5,300 MW of batteries, 300 MW of 
onshore wind, two CCs, and four CTs), the Companies would expect to incur costs well above those 
captured in the generic unit cost forecasts used in the resource planning analysis. As a proxy for these 
unknown market conditions, the Companies added ~ 20% cost risk premium to the capital costs for 
the scope, scale,·and pace of resource additions in P1 Base for tt1e purposes of this comparison. Even 
this adjustment may be conservative. As a tradeoff for the extended limeline to achieve the Interim 
Target, P2 Base and P3 Base result in combined system PVRRs that are $7.5B and $108 less, 
respectively, than P1 Base through the Base Planning Period, and approximately $158 and 5208 less, 
respectively, through 2050. Extending the timeline for achieving the Interim Target allows for use of 
base resource availability assumptions and for advanced nuclear to contribute to the Interim Target in 
P3 Base. instead of requiring offshore wind. Advanced nuclear is economically selected In the mid-
2030s in all portfolios, but allowing time for this resource to contribute to achieving the lnterfm Target 
also allows for the avoidance of more costly resources in the near term Furthermore, the additional 
years allowed to achieve the Interim Target permit the Companies to take advantage of cost declines 
for resources such as solar and batteries, and to maintain lower levels of annual resource integration, 
increasing the executab1lity of P2 Base and P3 Base relative to P1 Base at t~e same time. Overall, 
the lowest cost Core Portfolio is P3 Base 

Shown below in Table C-59 through Table C-62 are the PVRRs for each Portfolio Variant and 
Sensitivity Analysis Portfolio relative to the Core Portfolio in Its respective Pathway. For this 
comparison, the Companies are comparing these Portfolio Variants and Sensitivity Analysis Portfolios 
to the Core Portfolios excluding the reliability resources identified in the Reliability Verification step. 
The Companies calculated the PVRR deltas from the unadjusted Core Portfolios to create a 
comparison on an equivalent basis. The Reliability Verification step was only performed for the Core 
Portfolios. 

Caro11nas Resource Plan 86 
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Appendix C I Quantitative Analysis 

Minimax Regret Analysis 

In addition to the single variable sensitivity analysis, the Companies also conducted performance 
sensitivity analysis on combinations of the high and low forecasts for resource capital costs and fuel 
prices, Table C-63 below shows the PVRR through 2038 across these 27 cases. In each sensitivity 
case, P3 Base has the lowest PVRR of the three. 

Table C-63: PVRR through 20~8 Across Resource Capital and Fuel Price Performance 
Sensitivities, Combined ~arolinas System ($B) 

- - --

Case P1 Base P2 Base P3 Base 

Base Capital/High Fuel 82 75 73 

Base Capital/Base Fuel 76 69 66 

Base Capital/Low Fuel 71 64 61 
Low Capital/High Fuel 75 71 70 

Low Capital/Base Fuel 69 65 63 

Low Capital/Low Fuel 65 60 58 

High Capital/High Fuel 84 77 74 

High Capital/Base Fuel 78 70 68 

High Capitalllow Fuel 73 65 62 

Put another way, P3 Base minimizes the maximum customer exposure to cost increase. Table 3-5 
below presents the "regrets" tor each case, defined as the difference between the PVRR for a given 
portfolio in a given case and the minimum portfolio PVRR for that same case. As Table C-64 below 
shows, P3 Base has the lowest maximum regret across the cases. This is referred to as "minimax 
regrets" analysis. 

Table C-64: PVRR Regret through 2038 Across Resource Capital and Fuel Price Performance 
Sensitivities, Combined Carolinas System ($B) 

Case P1 Base P2 Base P3 Base 

Base Capital/High Fuel 9,3 2.2 0.0 

Base CapitallBase Fuel 10.0 2.5 0.0 

Base Capital/Low Fuel 10.4 2.6 0,0 

Low Capital/High Fuel 5,8 1.5 0.0 
. . 

Low Capital/Base Fuel 6.5 1.8 0.0 

Low Capital/Low Fuel 6 .9 1.9 0.0 

High Capital/High Fuel 9.4 2.3 Q_Q 

High Capital/Base Fuel 10, 1 2.6 0.0 

High··capital/Low Fuel 10.5 2 ,7 0.0 

Carolinas Resource Plan 91 
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LG&E AND KU 2024 RESOURCE PLAN* 

9 Fiunnclal lnformetlon 
Annual revenue requlreroet1t1; and \he pment ,•alue of m-en1.1e rcquin:~nlB ("PVRR") an: hht>wn In Table 9, I for lhe Mid enezn, 
requlremen1&, mid gas, m,d (Ojll,10,g,4s mtio fuel price ("Mid Fuel") case. The discount rate used in the pm.eol \'alue cakulation is 
6;S~. Annual revenue reqwremen1$ include villi able and fu.~ c<KIS for both ne~· U1d nistLng unils anu c..pital costs for new uniis. 

Table 9-1: Annual Re-venue RNJairemfflll (Mid Enern ~ uiremeol5, Mid i"ud Cue) 
~ :ZOZ6 :mn 20?1 20?9 2030 :!031 203~ ?O'll 2034 2:03~ 2036 "2037 :IDl& :?Ol9 

lll'Y'Clllllc 
llaquinm ?.m Z. IZO l.431 ? .129 !..781 2.937 3,095 ].103 l .049 3.048 ~ l.086 J.OIJ 2.9J9 2.1158 
nuCll1l 
PVllR 

I i I (SM: 20?4 U.657 
Oulll~) 
Mid 

ll,6611 134.806 EMrsr 
R,,quimD 3l.808 )2,86'1 36,057 JB.292 ,1(1,j69 41.200 41 ,0ll 40,Vll .0,1149 41,os? 40.9)0 40,1149 40,943 -C<iWI" 
.......,1.Wb ~ 6.45 7.21. 6.12 l,'Jl 7.lll 7.ti3 7.5) 1,43 7..W 6.0 '1.52 7.53 7Ut ?..22 

*Summary of selected screenshots, compiled by counsel for GIPL and Southface. 
E~JBIT 

' G, l~LSf -'LI-I 
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9 Financial Information 
Annual revenue requirements and the present value of revenue requirements ("PVRR") are shown. in Table 9-1 for the Mid energy 
requirements; mjd gas, mid coal-to-gas ratio fuel price ("Mid Fuel") case. The discount rate used in the present value calculation is 
6.56%. Annual revenue requirements include variable and fixed costs for both new and existing units and capital costs for new units. 

Table 9-1: Annual Revenue Reouirements (Mid Enerev Reouirements. Mid Fuel Case) -.--
2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 

Revenue 
Requirem 2,153 2,120 2,431 2,129 2,781 2,987 3 095 3,103 3,049 3,048 2,508 3,086 3,083 2,939 2,958 
ents l$Ml 
PVRR 
($M; 2024 13,657 
Dollars) 
Mid 
Energy 
Requirem 32,808 32,867 33,668 34,806 36,057 38,292 40,569 41200 41 ,033 40,971 40,949 41 ,057 40,930 40,949 40,943 
ent!! 
1GWb1 
cent:s/kWh 6.56 6.45 7.22 6.12 7.71 7.80 7.63 7 .53 7.43 7.44 6.12 7.52 7.53 7.18 7.22 

9-1 
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INDIAN A MICHIGAN POWER 2024 INDIANA IRP* 

Table 5S ~ldu Affo:riiali!Mty m-,trlcs for.each J)OrtfollD devebpect 

Table~- A!lardlti>ilii, Mlilnc5 ~ 

..o~ 532..tl 

HI% ~.3 

-2.3% $25.7 

Enlianoed 
Ell't!,onmen.ta1 0.7'11, $33.2 
R ra11~ 

BasounaerEPA 
SeCIIIOl'l 1i ;(b)(d) 0,7'11. m., 

lnlmt~l8 
Cabon!. 

E11.pe~Butld 4.-6~ S4U 
Units 

Lew Carbcm; 
Tnln&ition to I.a% S38.II 
~_lie _ 

Basewtil'IHIVh -0.1% -$34.9 lndala 
8tikllii11\lbw -o;7'11> -$28_.3 lndiaoa lead 

Exll O\IEC ICf.l'A 111 •IU~ sn., 20,0 
~ ll 1 ..t).5% .$32;(1 Re1ffl 2025 
Rbtkport_lkl111 .tl.S% m.~ Reili!s~ 
Expil'lded~ 

Ava I Ba&e -tl.6'11, $31.8 

E~nded'Vio\rld 1).5% $32.8 A'tallallill EERI 
K!fr!Ter:tinalogy 

COIie 
o,,. ~ .ti 

*Summary of selected screenshots, compiled by counsel for GIPL and Southface. 
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2024 Integrated Resource Plan 

and 90th percentile NPVRRs obtained from stochastic risk analysis, indicates the financial impact 

that economic uncertainties could have on Candidate Portfolios. Lower values are preferred, as this 

indicates a lower variability ~f expected customer costs across a wide range of long-term market 
conditions. These results are presented in Section 9.8. 

Table 55 provides Affordability metrics for each portfolio developed. 

Table 55. Affordabllity Metrics Analysis 

Base Reference -0.5% $32.0 

High Economic 
1.6% $39.3 Growth 

Low Economic 
-2.3% $25.7 Growth 

Enhanced 
Environmental 0.7% $33.2 

Re ulations 
Base under EPA 
Section 111 (b)(d) 0.7% $33.3 

Re ulrements 
Low Carbon: 

Expanded Build 4.5% $41.4 
Limits 

Low Carbon: 
Transition to 1.3% $39.9 

ob·ective 
Base with High 

-0.1% $34.9 
Indiana Load 

Base with Low 
-0.7% $28.3 

Indiana Load 
Exit OVEC ICPA in 

-0.4% $32.1 2030 
Rockport Unit 1 

-0.5% $32.6, Retires 2025 
Rockport Unit 1 

-0.5% $32.4 
Retires 2026 

Expanded Wrnd 
-0.5% $31.8 

Availabili Base 
Expanded Wind_ 

0.5% $32.8 Availabilit EER 
High Technology 

0.7% $34.8 Costs 

Over the seven-year period, the variation in the expected growth of customer rates is driven. by the 

differences in short-term resource ad~itions across the Cases. As expected, the Low Economic 

1B9 
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TV A DRAFT 202S IRP* 

Table 4-8: Scorecard Metrics by Scenario and Strategy 

Sc.enanos 
Metric f 
Strategy 1 Ref WltrlOl..lt 3 stagoanl 4 Regulallon 5 Reg • Growth 6 Ref Wllll 

GHG RUie GHG Rule 

Presef'tlV en rremen CPVR J 
A $154 $191 $130 $134 $228 $156 
8 S177 $21_6 $152 $213 $255 $180 

C $158 $195 $134 $187 $226 $160 

D $159 $197 $136 $188 $231 $162 
E $:J71 $208 $146 $207 $236 $174 

I System Average COS4 (SIMWh) 

A $72 $81 $68 "$86 $81 $76 

8 $83 $91 $80 $100 $91 $88 
C $74 $82 $70 $88 $81 $78 
0 $75 $83 $72 $88 S83 $79 

E $80 588 $77 $97 $85 $85 

EnllBIT 
•summary of selected screenshots, compiled by counsel for GJPL and Southface. 
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CHAPTER 4 - PORTFOLIO RESULTS AND ASSESSMENTS 

Table 4-7: Scenario 6 Scorecard (Reference with Greenhouse Gas Rule) 

Scenario 6 - Reference (with Greenhouse Gas Rule) Strategies 

Category Metric 

Present Value of Revenue Requirements (PVRR, $8) $156 $180 $160 $162 $174 

Low Cost System Average Cost ($/MWh) $76 $88 $78 $79 $85 

Total Resource Cost ($B) $164 $199 $179 $201 $192 

Risk / Benefit Ratio 1.18 1.06 1.16 1.12 1.11 
Risk Informed 

Risk Exposure ($B) $ 15,6 $13.7 ·$13.1 $13.6 $14.0 

CO2 Direct Emissions (Million Tons) 30 24 25 26 27 

CO2 Intensity (lbs/MWh) 365 296 305 337 334 
Environmentally 

Water Consumption Intensity (Million Gallons/MWh) 283 313 274 294 302 
Responsible 

Waste Intensity (Million TonslMWh) 1.4 1.4 1.3 1.4 1.4 

Land Use Intensity In 2050 (Acres/MWh) 0.7 0.6 0.8 0.8 0 .7 

Diverse, Operating Cost Stability (% Variation in $/MWh) 3.8% 3.7% 3.4% 3.4% 3.5% 

Reliable, and Flexible Resource Coverage Ratio in 2050 1.16 1.17 1.14 1.08 1.13 
Flex.ible Energy Curtallment Ratio (%) 0.22% 0.20% 0.53% 0.26% 0.22% 

4.9.2 Scorecard Results by Metric 

Scorecard results by metric, shown in the table below, compare how the five strategies performed across all 
scenarios for each metric. 

Table 4-8: Scorecard Metrici; by Scenario and Strategy 

Scenarios 
. 

II -.. • 2 Growth 3 Stagnant 4 Regulation ~ Reg + Growth 6 Ref with . . GHG Rule 

Present Value of Revenue Requirements (PVRR, $B) 

A $154 $191 $130 $184 $228 $156 

B $177 $216, $152 $213 $255 $180 

C $158 $195 $134 $187 $226 $160 

D $159 $197 $136 $188 $231 $162 

E $171 $208 $146 $207 $236 $174 

System Average Cost ($/MWh) 

A $72 $81 $68 $86 $81 $76 

B $83 $91 $80 $100 $91 $88 

C $74 $82 $70 $88 $81 $78 

D $75 $83 $72 $88 $83 $79 

E $_80 $88 $77 $97 $85 $85 

4-36 
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PUBLIC DISCLOSURE 

Table 7.2.1 Budget 202S External Peak Adjustments for Large Loads 

.Year Total 

2024 REDACTED 

2025 REDACTED 

2026 REDACTED 

2027 REDACTED 

2028 REDACTED 

2029 REDACTED 

2030 REDACTED 

2031 REDACTED 

2032 REDACTED 

2033 REDACTED 

2034 REDACTED 

2035 REDACTED 

2036 REDACTED 

2037 REDACTED 

2038 REDACTED 

2039 REDACTED 

2040 REDACTED 

2041 REDACTED 

2042 REDACTED 

2043 REDACTED 

2044 REDACTED 

7 .3 TRIANGULAR DISTRIBUTION 

The triangular distribution is a continuous probability distribution with the following parameters: 

a: a E {-00 , 00 ) 

b: a< b 

c: as cs b 

In the case of metered versus announced uncertainty, a represents the minimum metered/announced ratio, 

b represents maximum metered/announced ratio and c represents the most likely metered/announced ratio. 

EXHIBIT 
Section 7 - Page 108 

I ln lpL~f-~A 
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BEFORE THE GEORGIA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

GEORGIA POWER COMPANY 
DOCKET NO. 56002 

AFFIDAVIT AND BASIS FOR THE ASSERTION THAT PORTIONS OF THE 
INFORMATION SUBMITTED ARE PROTECTED TRADE SECRETS 

As part of its 2025 Integrated Resource Plan ("2025 IRPn), filed in Docket No. 5600~ Georgia 
Power Company ("Georgia Power" or the "Company") submits to the Georgia Public Service 
Commission Technical Appendix Volume . , , which contains certain information regarding the 
Company's demand-side plans, load and energy forecast data, reseive margin, unit retirements, unit 
upgrades, proprietary planning processes, wholesale .. to-reteil offers, and Critical Energy Infrastructure 
Information ("CEIi") in the form of dra"'."ings/schematlcs of darn infrastructure of the Company's hydro 
facilities (collectively, the "Information"). Cerfain portions of the Information are_ trade secr-ets of 
Georgia Power end Southern Company end their affiliates and is therefore protected from public 
disclosure under Commission Rule 515-3-1-.11 . 

The trade secret portions of the Information derive economic value from not being generally 
known to and not being readily ascertainable by proper means by other persons who can obtain 
economic value.from its disclosure or use. Specifically, the trade secret portions of the Information 
contain competitively sensitive cost information related to optimal reserve margins and reserve 
margin scenarios, processes and data used by Georgia Power in analyzing resource addition and 
retirement schedules, demand-side program details, financial assumptions and other confidential 
details. Pu,blic dissemination of the trade secret portions of the Information would allow Georgia 
Power's competitors and suppliers to have access to such processes and strategies and thereby gain 
an unfair competitive advantage in the marketplace. Competitors would obtain an unfair ad-vantage 
because they are not required to reveal similar information and can utilize such tre'de seoret portions 
of the lnfor:mation to manipulate prictr:ig and timing of supply to th.e disadvantage of Georgia Power. 
Competitors would also unfal_rly benefit in having access and •insight into the .company's planning 
processes and methodologies. With this competitive advantage, Georgia Power will potentially pay 
higher prices to suppUers, ultimately harming Georgia Power end its customers. The Information also 
Includes sensitive details concerning Georgia Power's infrastructure that must be protected from 
public disclosure in the intere~ts of system security and reliablUty. Such portions of the Information 
co.ntain Critical Energy Infrastructure Information as defined by the Code-of Federal Regulations 
Section 388., 13. 

Certain trade secret portions of the Information provided incl1,Jdes detailed forecasted information 
regarding the Company's future energy and demand growth, which could be used to determine the 
Company's short-term capacity needs. If revealed to the public, a generation wholesaler or power 
marketer could use the trade secret portion_s of the Information to tailor proposals with the intentloi:i 
of pricing products in a manner that would undermine the co·mpany's market position. Such 
disclosure could _unf~irly allow competitors to manipulate ttie wholesale market arid ultimately 
harm retail customers through higher rates and less reliability. Lastly, the Company's competitors 
are not required to file their respective forecast information. · 

·EXHJSIT 

I ~ lrL,>F - ~b 
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The trade secret portions of the Information described above is subject to substantial 
procedures to maintain Its secrecy. Only select Georgia Power and Southern Company affiliate 
personnel are granted access to the trade secret portions of the Information. Those personnel 
receive access on a "need to know" basis only. Parties outside Georgia Power and Southern 
Company affiliates and their legal counsel who have been granted access to the trade secret portions 
of the !~formation, if any~ have been required to sign confidentiality agreements. 

Jeffrey R. Grubb, first being duly sworn, deposes and states that he has reviewed Technical 
Appendix Volume 1 of the Company's 2025 fRP and that to the best of his knowledge the spe.cific 
information qesignated as trade secret constitute trade secrets in accordance with O.C.G.A. § 10-1-
761 (2021). 

Qire • Resource Policy & Planning 
Georgia Power Company 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 4'\ day of January, 2025. 

Al»».~~ 
Notary Public 
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DOMINION VIRGINIA 2024 IRP* 
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Virginia Electric and Power 
Company's Report of Its 
2024 Integrated Resource Plan 

Before the Virginia State 
Corporation Commission and 
North Carolina Utilities 
Commission 

Case No. PUR-2024-00184 
Docket No. E-100, Sub 204 

Filed: October 15, 2024 
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LED bulbs.9 The big drivers of current and future growth include migra ion to the c)o_ud as 
businesses outsource infonnation technology functions, smartphone technol9gy and ~pps, 5G 
technology, digitization of data, and artificial intelligence ("Al''). From storing videos to hosting 
Al systems that allow consumers to create documents, web pages, music, and more, data centers 
serve the needs of the public every day. 

Dominion Energy is confident in its Data Center Load Forecast. The Company uses a combination 
of historical metered data along with forward-looking customer intelligence, derived from long­
term relationships with customers, t0 develop its Data Center Load Forecast. The Company 
provides a DOM LSE 15-year data ce11ter load forecast to PJM, who independently reviews and 
verifies before incorporating it into PJM's own forecast. 

Dominion Energy's Data Center Load Forecast is infonned and validated by exjsting contracts 
with customers. As projects progress, customers enter into a series of contracts with binding 
fmancial commitments. Dominion Energy regularly reviews this contractual approach to ensure 
that its Data Center Load Forecast reflects projects that will come to fruition. 

Figure 2.1.7 illustrates customer contr~cts executed as of July 2024. These contracts are broken 
into (i) Substation Engineering Letters of Authorization ( 'SELOA"), (li) Construction Letters of 
Authorization ("CLOA") and (iii) Electric Service Agreements ("ESA"). As a customer moves 
from (i) to (iii), the co~t commitment and obligation by the customer increases. 

Figure 2,1,7: Customer Contracts Executed, as of July 2024 
.---------

H ,000 

16,000 

l-14,000 

it 12,000 
!_ .,, 
~ 10,000 . 

C 

c 8,000 ., 
:ii 
.5 6,000 ,!l 

4,000 

2,ootl 931 

Data Center Contracted Capacity vs. Metered Coincident Demand 
Dominion £nercv senrlce Territory 

7,570 MW• ol Substation Engl ... rlng lotten of Auihorltollon ISELOA) under 
contract. 

2017' 2018 2019 2020 ZOU 2012 2023 2024 102~ 1026 lfl11 2028 2D2P iD30 2031 21B2 

-Elodrlc S.rw;e Ag<eomont1 IE5AJ Ir Constn,ction IA!t"• of Autho,1,aijon (ClOA) -M•lllrod Lod (IRP Forecaot) 

Pt OIA!:1 1~ Gornp1my did 11 Cl1. 1ftl11W aAi JJ111u UI 1018 •nd .WUl'Tl..:I flAs wittf..i~.1111,p 1a:i;11I df:f'l'flln.d IA 2iDJ 7 , 1'n1,,1i1 HA lotik VIINI W hlCMt ll~n t t'IIJ. dS~ JAA)A, 

9 Based on typical performance, a light-emitting diode Al 9 lamp is roughly 92 lumens per watt and consumes about 
10 watts. 
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250640043 

for resource plannmg purposes. In addition, data center ,growth within the DOM LSE is validated 
by existing contracts with customers with binding financial commitments. The contracts that 
Dominion Energy currently bas in band supports the load forecast through 2032, if not beyond. As 
such, these customers are not just a number in a projection but rather are cQunting on·us to provide 
them with reliable service. 

Notv.•ithstanding, and with respect to the Comntission's desire for an expansive record, the 
Company has diHgentJy undertaken the directed analysis as described in the October 11 Order and 
hereby presents the results as this SCC Directed 2024 IRP Supplement. 

2.0 Sensitivity Modeling Input Assumptions 

2.1 Load Forecast Assumptions 

In order to mode] sensitivities to show projected data center load growth removed, as directed by 
the Oct-0ber 1 J Order, new assumptions for the load forecast were created. 

To show no data center load growth for the sensitivity analysis for energy, the Company used the 
DOM LSE load forecast and (I) froze the volume of energy attributable to data centers at the 
forecasted 2024 levels and (2) froze the proportion of Customer Choice data center customers at 
the forecasted 2024 levels and applied that to each forecast year. 1 SCC Directed 2024 IRP 
Supplement Figure 2.1.1 below shows the differences between the 2024 IRP energy forecast verso 
the directed "No Data Center Growth" energy forecast. 

SCC Directed 2024 IRP Supplement Figu1·e 2.1.1: 
Comparison of Ene1·gy Forecast - DOM LSE 

2024 98,296 98,296 
2025 99,307 97,761 

2026 104,713 97,898 

2027 107,693 98,127 
2028 111,596 98,803 
2029 115,058 98,955 
2030 118,979 99,424 
203i 122,949 100,011 
2032 128,182 101 ,115 
2033 132,684 101,515 
2034 138,317 102,423 
2035 144,476 103,484 

2036 151,526 105,070 
2037 158,'049 105,844 
2038 165.427 107,016 
2039 172,999 108,329 

1 Tue Company also applied a factor to account for the impact ofleap years. 

2 
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Electric Load Forecast overview •santee cooper" ~ 
0 

Table 6. Forecasted System Peak Demand (Winter MW) z 

Oirecl-5erved Direct• ~ 
Yeat Residenlial and Served M...-ilcipal & Central f>qtentlal Total CHlga•~ Cloaswe ~ 

Commerclal1$ Industrial Off-SySll'lm large Load ""' 71 

2024 974 707 +' 184 3,709 0 5,573 5,633 5,508 ~ 
202s 980 743 . -~- 3,705 __ o_-, 5,615 s,724 s.11s o 

202!_ I- 987 j 758 ~ -~ . 3,747 _l -· 93 , 6,746 _6,_1~ ,L . ~ !_32 I ~ 
2027 1 994 l 759 I 147 3,855 243 I 5,998 ,B'.:ffiJ -I 5~3-~. l ~ 

_ 2028 '- .!~~ i --759 _ _ 13560 _ 3,941_ _ 398 __ ,_ 6,251 6?!~ t -~!~2. g' 
2029 ' 1,010 ! 759 4,016 550 I 6,371 7,017 1 5,268 

I j 2030 -' 1,017 j _ 759 - ,-- -3·5- ~ - - 4,048' 761 6,621 7,504 ' 5,350 3 
't • 

2031 : _ . 1,025 I 759 35 4,078 909 j 6,807 ?!!1~ - ~!37~ , I f 
2032 J 1,034 1sg Js 4,10s 1,040 s,91s ,!,9s4 f ~.-10~ .. oi 
2033 1,042 .• - ·, - -~ ···-~ - 4,128 1,086 l 7,050 8,091 I 5,400 ~ 

- ~ - ~ - · 1,050 - T 759 35 4,148 l 1,086 7 7,078 8~~- j ~ij~ 1 §: 
2035 1.057 j 759 35 4, 171_ , j . 1,086 1 7, 10& 8,331 I 5,398 , w 
2oss 1.064 1 759 3s 4.201 1 , .oas , 1, 14s .. ~:44;· -i·. s.~s. -• ~ 
2037 I 1,071 I, - 759 - - 35 • - _ .. 4,228 I -1,086 . I 7,179 . -. -~55~ t __ 5.!_4_10 J ~ 
2038 ! 1,01a I 759 I ~ _ 4,257 1,oas J ..... !!21s _a.~,~ --i ~~~ ! -o 
2039 I_ .. 1,086 7 _ 1s9 .. J 34 4,287 1,oas 1 1,2s2 a_,1~~ . i~ s.4~~ . . ~ 
2040 1,092 : 759 I 34---T 4,320 ~ -, 7,292 i -~~~23 5~43~ i • 
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Santee Cooper 

Integrated Resource Plan 
2024 Update 
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Executive Summary 

Figure 2. Projected Change in Energy by Fuel Type 

Percentage of Total Generation by Resource Type 

1% 

Nuclear Coal Natural Gas Sustainable Resources BESS 

• Instead of being largely reliant on coal , the portfolio would rely on a diverse mix of natural 
gas, sustainable, and coal resources, which reduces risk to customers. 

• The resource options offer flexibility to further adjust as conditions change or if customer 
demand for electricity is higher or lower than currently projected. 

Finally, the resource changes are appropriate irrespective of the outcome of legal challenges to 
the EPA's recently published final rule regulating GHG emissions. 

KEY DRIVERS AND CONSIDERATIONS 

2024 LOAD FORECAST 

The load forecast is a key assumption for resource evaluations, and Santee Cooper and Central 
work collaboratively to develop the Combined System load forecast. Since the development of the 
load fore!'.:ast used for ·the 2023 IRP, Santee Cooper and Central's member cooperatives have 
received multiple inquiries for potential service from industrial and other custome·rs, many with 

Figure 3. Forecast Winter Peak Demand 
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substantial new peak 
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requirements . This trend is 
consistent with observations 
from utilities in many parts of 
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Southeast. The Commission 
recognized this trend and 
ordered Santee Cooper to 
"engage stakeholders to 
discuss the' additional 
economic development in the 
state and how best to 
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Electric Load Forecast Overview 
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Figure 8. Range of Projected Potential New Large Loads 
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For purposes of the High Case scenario, Santee Cooper used the 95th percentile outcome, which 
reflected 525 MW of additional new large loads by 2043 for a -total of 1,592 MW of new large loads 
(on a coincident peak demand basis). For the Low Case scenario, Santee Cooper used the results 
near the minimum stochastic outcome, which represents 200 MW of new large loads. 
Furthermore, the Low Case includes a 400 MW reduction representing the loss of a very large, or 
several medium to large, industrial customers in Santee Cooper or Central territory, These two 
adjustments net to a 200 MW reduction in industrial and new large loads. The Low Case results 
reflected a decrease of 1,295 MW compared to the Base Case. 

SANTEE COOPER SYSTEM LOAD FORECAST 

The 2024 Load Forecast Base Case reflects the growth that has been occurring on the system. 
Continued population growth and rapid economic development throughout the state leads to 
increased energy sales from Santee Cooper's dir.ect served customers and Central. Santee 
Cooper's 2043 winter CP demand is forecasted to be approximately 1,300 MW higher in the 2024 
Load Foreca.st compared to the 2023 IRP with an average annual growth rate of 1.4 percent 
compared to an exp~cted growth rate of 0.5 percent in the 2023 °IRP. Table 6 presents the 
forecasted winter peak demand, and Table 7 presents annual energy sales for the system from 
2024-2043, including transmission and distribution losses and excluding future demand side 
management and energy efficiency. 
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Electric Load Forecast Overview 

Table 6. Forecasted System Peak Demand (Winter MW) 

Direct-Served 
Year Residential and 

Commercial15 
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Potential 

Large Load 
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2025 
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759 

759 

759 
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184 I 3,709 0 

- - ~ 186 7_ ~.705 - 0 

5,573 5,633 

5,615 5,724 
s,sos 1 i:;;0 

I 5,116 ,_, ___ -
2026 987 -
2027 994 -- , -

2028 --
2029 ---
2030 ---
2031 ---

1so . I 3,747 

~ 147 --=--r _ 3,855 
150 : 3,941 

J. --

36 --1- 4,016 
35 i 4,048 
35 -r 4,078 

- ,_ r 

93 

243 

398 

550 

761 

909 

5,745 6,106 

5,998 1 · 6 ,383 -

6,251 I 6,71 Q 

,_ 6,371 7,017 

l s,s21 7,504 

7,718 

5,132 

5,211 

5,282 

5,268 

5,350 

5,373 

2032 

1,002 
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1,017 

1,025 

1,034 35 I 4,1 06 1,040 

1,086 

I s,so1 
1ws· 7,954 5,402 --- - - ~- -· ,. _ - -
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1,050 

759 35 j 4,128 7,050 8,091 I 5.400 

2034 

~ -
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8,230 - .. - . ~.-
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5,410 - I -t----- -----,------1 - - - --
2038 1,078 I 759 34 4,257 1,086 7,215 8,670 

--i-•- ---e - -- --- - . · -- . - -
2039 1,oss _I 759 __ 34 ·--- 1_4,287 1,oss i ' 1,2s2 -.. ~79! 
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,,__2_04_1 ___ 1-.o-9s- -t~ ~ - 34 4,352 1,oss I 7,330 I s,os2 

1 2042 1,104 , 759 34 r 4,390 - 1.086 J 7,373 . J · 9.·1sa· 

j 2043 _ _ -,j}w·- I-__ !__59 30 _ j 4,429 I __ ~.!,~~ I 7,4_16 __ ; 9,331 

5,416 

5.424 

5,434 

5,443 

5,457 

5,468 

15 Gross of future demand side managemenUenergy efficiency ("DSM/EE") related to Santee Cooper's retail 
customers but net of Central's DSM/EE. 

28 

' N 
0 

~ 
CJ) 
CD 

"'O 
(D 
3 
C" 
CD -, 
-a. 
0) 

CJ) 
() 
'"'C 
CJ) 
() 

CJ 
0 
0 

![ 
~ 
N 
0 

~ 
I 

-a. 
0) 
I 
m 

'"ti 
DJ • 

(C 
CD 
ul 
01 
0 --a. 
0 
.,:. 



0075

DUKE 2023 CAROLINAS RESOURCE PLAN* 
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seen specific success m !he. ~9H'J EV sect« to ild..de venide manufactudng. banu)' prodootion 

and associated flJPply dlain along wiltl "re-eme19i."9" lndurreie& sod1 as steel production , M!ffli. 
COlldlcnlrs and large·Y-ale data center... 

Tabla D--16: Eeclr(c Vehli:;la, E.Ys In Qperalloo and Load pac:1:J-DEC 

~ 
2037 

~~!~ 
2,074:92!_ 

Table EM&: Elllc:tric Vehlclu, EVa in D.,.,.iion and LDad lmpacta-DEP 

Ymir .EVla in Oji,o,atlan P4,:coot r,i \'chide fJfft ·Not flo,,: G~d (MWhrY->arJ 1 

- - - - • . I 

'2ID23 ........ . 
203'1 

:31.231 
~..282.~ 

* Summary of selected screenshots, compiled by counsel for GIPL and Southface. 
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Appendix D I Electric Load Forecast 

Table D-11: Adjustments in the Load Forecast for Large Site Developments in MWh 

Year DEC DEP 

2023 139,023 
- - - -

2024 711 ,032 525,627 

2025 1,016,318 946,087 

2026 1,504,031 1,288,761 

2027 2,122,049 1,723,534 

2028 2,931 ,801 2,120,269 

2029 3,518.174 2,402,781 

2030 4,104,546 2,765,064 

2031 4,690,919 2,892,107 

2032 5,277,291 2,892,107 

2033 5,863,664 2,892,107 

2034 5,863,664 2,892,107 

2035 5,863,664 2,892,107 

2036 5,863,664 2,892,107 

2037 5,863,664 2,892,107 

Avg. Annual Growth Rate 25.0o/o 13.0% 

In summary, the size, scale and speed of economic development of mega-projects has dramatically 
increased over the past two years, such that a greater proportion of the portfolio is above the threshold 
where an explicit addition to the forecast is appropriate. Duke Energy has played a critical role in 
partnering with local and state.economic development entities to ensure the successful recruitment of 
these highly .competitive mega-projects to the DEC and DEP service areas. The Companies have 
seen specific success in the .emerging EV sector to include vehicle manufacturing, battery production 
and associated supply chain along with "re-emerging" industries such as steel production, semi­
conductors and large-scale data centers. 

Rooftop Solar 

BTM or rooftop solar or solar photovoltaic ("PV") is currently available in the Carolinas. The forecast 
used in the Resource Plan reflects impacts from approved rates in the Carolinas as of January 1 , 
2023, which are decremented directly from the initial Itron model output. Table D-12 below summarizes 
the number of current customers enrolled in these programs for both the DEC and DEP service areas 
by customer class, as well as the total energy in MWh forecasted to be generated from BTM solar 
generation on customer sites In 2023. 

Carolinas Resource Plan 15 
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Appendix D j Electric Load Forecast 

Table 0-15: Electric Vehicles, EVs in Operation and Load Impacts - DEC 

Year EVs in Operation Percent of Vehicle Fleet Net New Load (MWh!Year) 

2023 
2037 

45,638 

2,074,921 

0.82% 

31.03%" 

Table D-1.6: Electric Vehicles, EVs in Operation and Load Impacts - DEP 

25,518 

7,380,537 

Year · EVs ~n Operation 1P.ercent of Vehicle Fleet Net New Load (MWh!Year) , 

2023 
2037 

31,231 

1,282 ,384 

0.94% 

31 .80% 

Net Impact of Rooftop Solar and Electric Vehicles 

16,004 

4,450,652 

Figure 0-3 through Figure 0 -8 below illustrate the imp'acts on annual energy, winter peak demand and 
summer peak demand from rooftop solar and EVs by customer class across the planning horizon. The 
load forecast is incremented by these projections. More detailed discussion of both parts can be found 

in their own respective -appendices. 

Figure D-3: Percent Impact of PV and EV on Annual Load in DEC, Net New from 2023 
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LG&E AND KU 2024 RESOURCE PLAN* 
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analysis period. This is particularly significant for the cost of solar, which is projected in nominal 
terms to decrease by more ·than 30% by 2035. The Companies' Resource Assessment tests this 
assumption by evaluating a sensitivity where the cost of solar is assumed to escalate slowly from 
the beginrung of the analysis period. 

5.(3) Energy Requirements ("Load") Forecasts 

In accordance with 807-KAR 5:058 Section 7(3), the Companies developed a base load forecast 
(called the "Mid" forecast in this IRP) as well as H_igh and Low forecasts of energy requirements 
to evaluate resource planning decisions under multiple load scenarios. 

The Companies' Joad forecasting process continues to account for important macroeconomic data, 
customer usage history and trends, and other energy usage drivers such as projected end-use 
efficiency and saturation data (e.g. , the saturation of high-efficiency beat pumps for residential 
customers). 

Of particular importance to this IRP is economic development activity. Kentucky's economic 
deve]opment progress has been ·historic for the last several years and the state continues to invest 
heavily to ensure this progress continues. The evolution of economic development projects puts 
more emphasis on energy availabiJity than ever before. Site selection consultants indicate that 
energy availability and cost are among the top ten most important factors in site selection over the 
last two years, and energy availability was tied for first on the list in 2022. Energy availability is a 
necessity to compete for major projects in primary metals manufacturing, indoor agriculture, 
battery product ion, and now data centers. Energy-intensive data -centers are crucial to consumers, 
businesses, and the safety and security of our nation. They support critical business applications, 
store valuable business and personal data, keep data safe from threats, and serve as a foundation 
for modem b\.lsiness and government applications. 

Therefore, potential riew data centers are a key l<?ad forecast driver in this TRP. To model the 
effects of such large potential loads, as well as other important items such as distributed generation 
and energy efficiency, the Companies created three load forecast scenarios, as shown in Table 5-2 
below, to study what the lowest-cost portfolfos might be across a reasonable range of possible 
future load scenarios: 

T bl 5 2 2024 JRP L d F a e - : oa orecas ts cenar1os-- · ey t erences K D'fti 
Energy Efficien-cy, 

CVR, AMI, and 
Distributed Other Energy 

Load Scenario Data Centers in 2032 Generation in 2032 Reductions in 203221 

Low OMW 275MW 2,150 GWh 
Mid 1,050MW 150MW 1,500 GWh 
Hi!!h 1,750 MW 125MW 700 GWn 

21 Includes energy reductions from customer-initiated energy efficiency improvements, AMI-related conservation 
voltage reducti"on ("CVR") and ePortal savings, distributed generation, and the energy efficiency effects of the 
Companies ' proposed 2024-2030 DSM-EE Program Plan and new programs beyond 2030. 

5-13 
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• The Companies' system is now consistently dual-peaking. Figure 5-7 above shows that 
the Companies ' system peaks routin.ely occur in the winter, and the highest peaks in the 
last ten years h_ave all occurred jn the winter. This means the Companies must plan to serve 
peak loads not only on sunny summer days when solar is maximally producing, but also 
during cold, non-daylight winter hours. Importantly, the Companies ' customers tend to 
consume more than half of their daily energy during non-daylight hours in the winter, as 
well as more than 30% during non-daylight hours in the swnmer. Therefore, the 
Companies' resource planning must consider not just peak load conditions but also total 
energy needs in all houl'.S and seasons. 

• All the load forecasts assume significant amounts of energy-redudng measures, 
including from the Companies' DSM-EE Programs and distributed generation. For 
example, as shown in Table 5-2 above, the Companies' Mid load' forecast includes nearly 
1,500 GWh annually of energy reductions- by 2032 from ctJstomer~initiated energy 
efficiency improvements, AMJ-related conservation load reduction · and ePortal savings, 
distributed generation, and. the energy efficiency effects of the Companies' proposed 2024-
2030 DSM-EE Program Plan and new programs beyond 2030, These reductions are in 
addition to significant reductions observed historically from customers' actions to use 
electricity more efficiently. The Mid load forecast further assumes 150 MW of insta1led 
distributed so]ar capacity by 2032. These items have a non-trivial impact on the 
Companies' load forecast. 

Ke!' Forecast Assumptions and Uncertainties 
The following is a discussion of key energy requirement forecast assumptions and uncertainties. 
Note that the weather and cost of service assumptions do not change among the three load forecast 
scenanos. 

1: Economic Development 
As noted above and discussed at length in Section 7, Kentucky' s economic development progress 
has been historic for the last several years, and the state continues to invest heavily to ensure this 
progress continues. Of particular importance to this IRP is potential data center ]oad. Data centers 
tend to be large, with each potentially ranging from several hundred megawatts to one gigawatt or 
more, and they have exceptionally high load factors, _i.e., in the range of 95%. 

The IRP considers three economic development load growth scenarios to address thjs uncertainty 
and opportunity, The Mid scenario assumes 11050 MW of data center load by 2032 and another 
relatively small economic deveJopment project. The High scenario assumes 1,750 MW of data 
center load in addition to the smaller project plus the second phase of the Blu~ Oval SK ("BOSK'') 
electric vehicle battery production facility. Figure 5:.8 compares the three economic de:velopment 
scenarios the Companies contemplated. The Mid and High scenarios account for small portion of 
data center load growth projections for the U.S. as a whole.23 In the Low scenario, zero data centers 

23 The Mid scenario represents 4.2% of data center load growth in the U.S. from a recent N~wmark study 
Q1ttps://www.nmrk.com/storlh'.'e-nmrk/uploads/docurnents/2023-U.S.-Data-Center-Markets.pd0 and 9.4% of EPRl' s 
Moderate growth projection (h s://restservice.e ri.com/riublicdownload/00000000300202&905/0/P_rrut._uct). The 
High scenario represents 7.5% ofEPRl' s High growth projection and only 4.3% of their Higher growth projection. 

5-16 
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PUBLIC DISCLOSURE 

Attachment 6.0-2: Winter Coincident Demand with Adjustments (MW) 

Calendar Based 
Budget 2025 

Unadjusted Class Coincident Demand 

Year Res Com Ind Gov Lighting MARTA 

202~ REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED RED~CTED REDACTED 

2025 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

2026 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

2027 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

2028 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

2029 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

2030 REDACTED ,REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTtD 

2031 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

2032 REDACTI:D REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

2033 REDACTED REDACTED REDActtD REDACTED REDACTED 

2034 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

2035 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

2036 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

2037 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

2038 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTI:D 

2039 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

2040 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

2041 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

2042 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

2043 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

2044 REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

Section 6 - Page 89 

Unadjusted 

Coincident 

Demand 

REDACTED 

REDACTED · 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDActED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDActtD 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDAcrED 

Adjustments (MW) 

Adjusted 

CoGen DSM Peak 

Demand 

REDACTED REDACTED 15,992 
REDACTED REDACTED 16,264 
REDACTED REDACTED 16,892 
REDACTED REDACTED 18,334 

REDAcrED REDACTED 20,320 

REDACTED REDACTED 22,168 

REDACTED REDACTED 23,612 
REDACTED REDACTED 24,469 

REDACTED REDACTED 24,900 

REDACTED REDACTED 25;213 
REDACTED REDACTED 25,451 
REDACTED REDACTED 25,653 
REDACTED REDACTED 25,768 

REDACTED REDACTED 25,987 

REDACTED REDACTED 26,216 
REDACTED REDACTED . 26,605 

R~DACTED REDACTED 26,917 

REDACTED REDACTED 27,295 

REDACTED REDACTED 27,687 

REDACTED REDACTED 28,118 

REDAcn,D REDACTED 28,544 
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BEFORE THE GEORGIA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

GEORGIA POWER COMPANY 
DOCKET NO. 56002 

AFFIDAVIT AND BASIS FOR THE ASSERTION THAT PORTIONS OF THE 
INFORMATION SUBMITTED ARE PROTECTED TRADE SECRETS 

As part of its 2025 Integrated Resource Plan ("2025 IRP"), filed in Docket No. 56002, Georgia 
Power Company ("Georgie Power" or the "Company") submits to the Georgie Public Service 
Commission Technical Appendix Volume 1, which contains certain information regarding the 
Company's demand-side· plans, load and energy forecast data, reserve margin, unit retirements, unit 
upgrades, proprietary planning processes, wholesale-to-retail offers, and Critical Energy Infrastructure 
Information ("CEIi") in the form of drawings/schematics of dam infrastructure of the Company's hydro 
facilities (collectively, the "Information"). Certain portions of the Information are trade secrets of 
Georgia Power and Southern Company and their affiUates and is therefore protected from public 
disclosure under Commission Rule 515-3-1-.11. 

The trade secret portions of the Information derive economic value from not being generally 
known to and not being readily ascertainable by proper means by other persons who can obtain 
economic value from its disclosure or use. Specifically, the trade secret portions of the Information 
contain competitively sensitive cost information related to optimal reserve margins and reserve 
margin scenarios,· processes and data used by Georgia Power in analyzing resource addition and 
retirement schedules, demand-side program details, financial assumptions and other confidential 
details. Public dissemination of the trade secret portions of the Information would allow Georgia 
Power's competitors and suppliers to have access to such processes and stra,tegies and thereby gain 
an unfair competitive advantage in the marketplace. Competitors would obtain an unfair advantage 
because they are not required to reveal similar information and can utilize such trade secret portions 
of the Information to manipulate pricing and timing of supply to the disadvantage of Georgia Power. 
Competitors would also unfairly benefit In having access and insight into the Company's planning 
processes and methodologies. With this competitive advantage, Georgia Power will potentially pay 
higher prices to suppliers, ultimately harming Georgia Power and its customers. The Information also 
includes sensitive details concerning Georgia Power's infrastructure that must be protected from 
public disclosure in the interests of system security and reliability. Such portions of the Information 
contain Critical Energy Infrastructure Information as defined by the Code of Federal Regulations 
Section 388. 113. 

Certain trade secret portions of the Information provided includes detailed forecasted information 
regarding the Company's future energy and demand gro~h. which could be used to determine the 
Company's short-term capacity needs. If revealed to the public, a generation wholesaler or power 
marketer could use the trade secret portions of the Information to tailor proposals with the intention 
of pricing products In a manner that would underm·ne the Company's market position. Such 
disclosure could unfc!irly allow competitors-to manipulate the wholesale market and ultimately 
harm retail customers through higher rates and less reliability. Lastly, the Company's competitors 
are not required to file their respective forecast information. 

EXHIBIT 
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The trade secret portions of the Information described above is subject to substantial 
procedures to maintain its secrecy. Only select Georgia Power and Southern Company affiliate 
persorfoel are granted access to the traoe secret portions of the Information. Those personnel 
receive access on a "need to know" basis only. Parties outside Georgia Power and Southern 
Company affiliates and their legal_counsel who have been granted access to the trade secret portions 
of the Information, if any, have been required to sign confidentiality agreements. 

Jeffrey R. Grubb, first being duly sworn, deposes and states that he has reviewed Technical 
Appendix Volume 1 of the Company's 2025 IRP and that to the best of his knowledge the specific 
information designated as trade secret constitute trade secrets in accordance with O.C.G.A. § 10-1-
761 (2021). 

Dire o , Resource Policy & Planning 
Georgia Power Company 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 4'\ day of January,2025. 

j)/)yA~~ 
Notary Public 
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PUBLIC DISCLOSURE 
Georgia Power Company 

Docket Nos. 56002 & 56003 
2025 Integrated Resource_ Plan and 2025 Demand-.Side Management Application 

Hearing Request Set Number 1 

BR-1-2 

Information requested by: Georgia Interfaith Power & Light and Soutbface Energy 
Institute - Jennifer Whitfield 

Question: 

Q Georgia Power, the Independent Evaluator, and Staff have agreed to provide the megawatts 
by fuel type of the resources that are still in the Competitive Tier of the All-Source RFP. 

Response: 

Please refer to the table below that identifies a summary of the resources included ip the 
Competitive Tier of the All-Source RFP by fuel type and megawatts ("MW"). 

GPC All-Source Capacity RFP for Need Years 2029-2031-Competitive Tier 

Fuel Type Exclusive MW (Summer) 

REDACTED REDACTED 

REDACTED REDACTED 

REDACTED REDACTED 

Total REDACTED 

EXIJIBIT 

I G,\pLSf-SA 

Contact: Jeffrey Grubb Page 1 of 1 
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BEFORE THE GEORGIA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

GEORGIA POWER COMP AN\' 
DOCKET NOS. 56002 & 56003 

Direct Hearing Request HR-1-2 

BASIS FOR THE ASSERTION THAT THE 
INFORMATION SUB:MITTED IS A TRADE SECRET 

As part of Georgia Power Company's 2025 Integrated Resource Plan filed in Docket No. 
56002 ("2025 IRP' ) and Application for the Certification, Decertification, and Amended Demand 
Side Management Plan fi1ed in Docket No. 56003 (''2025 DSM Application')), Georgia Power 
Company ("Georgia Power" or the "Company") submits to the Georgia Public Service Commission 
its response to Direct Hearing Request 1-2 ("Response'~). In the Response, the Company has provided 
specific information on the Company's Request for Proposals ("RFP''). All of such information (the 
'Information") constitutes trade secret information of Southern Company, Georgia Power, and its 
affiliates and is therefore protected from public disclosure under Commission Rule 5 t 5-3-1 -.11. 

The Information derives economic value from not being generally known to, and not being 
readj]y ascertainable by proper means by other persons who can obtain economic value from its 
disclosure or use. Specifically, the Information contains information regarding proposals 
submitted in the Company's RFP. Should this information be shared publicly, it could lead to an 
artificial pricing floor in future RFP bids, which would result in the Company having to pay a price 
higher than it would have otherwise paid on a level playing field. This would also lead to higher 
prices for customers. In addition, public dissemination of the Information would compromise the 
Company's ability to negotiate the best cost resources in connection with these or future proposals. 
Finally, competitors of the Company are not generaJly required to disclose similar infonnation and 
to require the Company to do so wm1ld put it at an economic disadvantage. 

The In(ormation is subject to substantial procedures to maintain its secrecy. Only select 
Georgia Power and Southern Company Services personnel are granted access to the Info1111ation. 
Those personnel receive access only on a "need to know" basis. Parties outside the Company who 
have been granted access to the Information, if any, have been required to sign confidentiality 
agreements with respect to the Information. 

EXffJBIT 
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PUBLIC DISCLOSURE 

Table 5: 82025 Technology Cost and Performance Summary 

Average Overnight 
Winter Round Fixed 

Heat Rate Cost 
Technology Capacity ELCC Trip Capacity 

(Btu/ (2024$/ 
{MW) Efficiency Factor 

kWh) l<W) 

Natural Gas Combined 
REDACTED 100% REDACTED REDACTED 

Cycle (NGCC) 

NGCC with Local CCS REDACTED 100% REDACTED REDACTED 

NGCC with Distant CCS REDACTED 100% REDACTED REDACTED 

Combustion Turbine 

with SCR, Oil Win.ter (CT RE.DACTED 100% REDACTED REDACTED 

wSCR) 

Solar Photovoltaic (PV) -
REDACTED 0% REDACTED REPACTED 

Single Axis Tracker (SAT) 

· Onshore Wind Power REDACT~[) 35% REDACTED REDACTED 

2 Rec_urring fixed costs include Fixed O&M, Maintenance Capital, and Natural Gas Firm Transportation . 

,EXHIBIT 

I Cn \ Pl A':>f- CoA 

25 

Recurring 
Variable Asset 

Fixed Cost2 
O&M Life 

{2024$/ 
{$/MWh) (Yrs) 

l<W-yr) 

REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

REDACTED REDACTED. REDACTED 

Rl;DACTED REDACTED 

REDACTED REDACTED 
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PUBLIC DISCLOSURE 

Average Overnight Recurring 
Winter Round Fixed Variable Asset 

Heat Rate Cost Fixed Cost2 
Technology Capacity ELCC Trip Capacity O&M Life 

(Btu/ (2024$/ (2024$/ 
(MW) Efficiency Factor ($/MWh) (Yrs) 

l<Wh) l<W) kW-yr) 

Lithium-ion Battery 0-3000 MW :95% 

Energy Storage System REDACTED 3001-6000 MW: 75% 
REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

(BESS)-4 Hr REDACTED 6001-9000 MW : 50% 

9001 + MW : 25% 

Medium Duration REDACTED 
100% REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

Energy Storage System REDACTED 

Nuclear (AP-1000) REDACTED 100% ·REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

26 
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BEFORE THE GEORGIA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

GEORGIA POWER COMPANY 
DOCKET NO. 56002 

AFFIDAVIT AND BASIS FOR THE ASSERTION THAT PORTIONS OF THE 
INFORMATION SUBMITTED ARE PROTECTED TRADE SECRETS 

As part of its 2025 Integrated Resource Plan ("2.025 IRP"); filed in Docket No. 56002, Georgia 
Power Company ( .. Georgia Power" or the "Company") submits to the Georgia PubUc Service 
Commission Technical Appendix Volume 2, which contains certain information regarding the 
company's financial data, proprietary . planning processes, technology screening assumptions, 
technology and resource cost information, economic analyses, environmental compliance costs, 
including projected and current cost estimates for coal combustion residual asset retirement obligation 
("CCR ARO") ash pond closure and landfill projects, Critical Energy Infrastructure Information ("CEIi") 
related to the Company's bleckstart facilities, and other data of the Company .(collectively, the 
"Information"). Certain portions of the lnform~lon are trade secrets of Georgia Power and Southern 
Company and their affiliates and is therefore protected from public disclosure under Commission Rule 
515-3-1-.11. 

The t'rade secret portion$ of the Information derive economic va'lue from not being generally 
known to, and not being readily ascertainable by proper means by other persons who can obtain 
economic value from their disclosure or use. Specifically, the trade secret portions of the 
lnformatlon contain competitively sensitive cost informat.ion related to available technology 
options, processes and data used by Georgia Power in analyzing resource addition schedules,­
financia_l data used in the Company's forecastl_ng, and other confidential details. Public 
dissemination of the trade secret portions of the Information would allow -Georgia Power's 
competitors and suppliers to have access to' such processes and strategies and thereby gain an 
unfair competitive_ advantage in the marketplace. Competitors WO!Jld obtain an unfair advantage 
because they are not required to reveal similar information and can utilize such trade secret portions 
of the Information to manipulate pricin_g and timing of supply to the disadvantage of Georgia Power. 
Competitors would also unfairly benefit in having access and insight into the Comp·eny's planning 
processes and methodologies. With this competitive advantage, Georgie Power will potentially pay 
higher prices to suppliers, ultimately harming Georgia Power and its customers. The Information also 
includes sensitive details concerning Georgia Power's electric system Infrastructure that must be 
protected from public disclosure In the interests of system security and reliability. Such portions of 
the Information contain CEIi as defined bythe Code of Federal Regulations Section 388.113. 

The trade secret portions of the Information contained herein also include details concerning 
Geo.rgia Power's projected environmental capital investments, cost data, and analyses, all of which 
have economic value that could be inappropriately ~everaged by competitors, vendors, or other 
persons. Specifically, the trade secret portions of the Information contain Cl)mpetitlvely sensitive 
details on the site specific and CCR unit, specific costs the Company i_s expected to incur to cl0se its 
ash ponds and landfills as well as the timing. Publicly disclosing these costs would allow bidders 
and v,endors tb tailor proposals according to the Company's expected costs, setting an artificial floor 
on bidding to the detriment and harm of the Compa~y end its customers. Disclosure of the trade 
secret portions of the Information could prevent the Company from adequately soliciting and 
obtaining the best cost estimates for future consulting work and hf:irm the Company's efforts to 

' :exHIBIT 

I G, \ Pl~t -{pl> 
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obtain optimal pricing in current or future negotiations. In addition, the Company's competitors are 
not generally required to disclose similar information, and to require the-Company to do so would 
put it at an economic disadvantage. 

Additionally, certain trade secret portions of the Information contain proprietary cost data 
and analysis prepared on the Company's behalf by outside consultants. These studies were 
prepared by paid consultants of the Company at a significant cost and thus derive economic value 
from not being generally known; To allow competitors to acc;ess _information related to and 
contained in these studies would economically harm the Company in that competitors would be 
able to benefit from the information and analysis contained in the studies without similarly being 
required to expend similar resources for the analysis and intelligence. 

The trade S'!!cret ·portions of the Information are subject to substantial procedures to 
m~lntain their secrecy. Only select Georgia Power and Southern Company personnel are granted 
access to the trade secret portions of the Information. Those personnel receive access only on a 
' 1need to know" basis. Parties outside Georgia Power and Southern Company affiliates and their 
legal counsel who have been granted access to the trade secret portions of the information, if any, 
have been required to sign confidentiality agreements. 

Jeffrey R. Grubb, first being duty sworn, deposes and states that he has reviewed Technical 
Appendix Volume 2 of the Company's 2025 IRP and that to the best of his knowledge the specific 
information designated es trade secret constitute trade secrets in accordance with O.C.G.A. s 10-1-
761 (1021). 

Dire t r, Resource Policy & Pla!lning 
Georgia Power Company 

Subscribed and sworn to before me t his ~ day of January, 2025. 

J:>rm(J..~~~ 
Notary Public 
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LG&E AND KU 2024 RESOURCE PLAN* 

Table 6-41 Capital Costs ($/kW) and S~m of Capita) and Non-Fuel O&M ($/kW•yr) tor 
Selected Reso11~ 

2()21 l'RP 2022 Cf>CN"l7 l<l24JRP 
2022 $ 20l6/2027$ JOJO s 

C.~bd + Ca~4 CapStal-t 
Non-Fuel Non-Fu.el N11q-Fpel 

Capltal O&M C11pital O&M O&:M 
Resourtt rS/k ( W- r) :w 'W-wl (S/kW- T 

seer 885 127 ti/9 ,s3 &82 
NOCC l-!008 _ _140 !.,048 )17 2~ 
SolarNoJTC/PTC 

1.305 
126 1.462 136 1.902 183 

Solar wilh ITC/PTC: IOI 90 133 
4-1u· llESS No ITC 

l,274 
172 

2.159 
3()(1 

2.0Q9 M 
4-hr BF.SS whh TTC NIA 1::i8 138 

*Summary of selected screenshots, compiled by counsel for GJPL and Southface. 
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Table 6-4: Capital Costs ($/kW) and Sum of Capital and Non-Fuel O&M ($/kW-yr) for 
Selected Resources 

2021 IRP 2022 CPCN37 2024 IRP 
2022$ 2026/2027 $ 2030$ 

Capital+ Capital+ Capital+ 
Non-Fuel Non-Fuel Non-Fuel 

Capital O&M Capital O&M Capital O&M 
Resource {$/kW ) ($/kW-vr) ($/kW) ($/kW-, 1r ) {$/kW} {$/kW-" r ) 
SCCT 885 127 679 83 1,636 182 
NGCC 1,008 140 1,048 117 2,121 222 
Solar No ITC/PTC 

1,305 
126 

1,462 
136 

1,902 
183 

Solar with ITC/PTC 101 90 133 
4-hr BESS No ITC 

. 1,274 
172 

2,159 
300 

2,049 
265 

4-hr BESS with ITC NIA 118 138 

Generation Capacity Needs 
Table 6-5 contains a summary of winter and summer total reserve margins and capacity needs 
from the 2021 JRP compared to the 2024 lRP. 

When the 2021 IRP was filed, the resource plan reflected the retirement of Mm Creek I in 2024 
and the small-frame SCCTs in 2025. Because Mill Creek 1 and 2 cannot operate simultaneously 
during the ozone season due to NOx limits, one of the units (300 MW) was assumed to be 
unavailable ,n the summer from 2022 to 2024. The Rhudes Creek solar facility (100 MW 
nameplate) was assumed to come on line in 2023 and an additional 160 MW of Green Tariff Option 
3 solar was added in 2025. None of this capacity was availabJe to serve winter peak because the 
Companies' winter peak occurs at night. Approximately 79% of the new solar capacity was 
assumed to be available to serve summer peak. The Companies' target reserve margin range was 
17 to 24 percent in the summer and 26 to 35 percent in the winter. Based on those reserve margin 
ranges, the Companies anticipated being capacity sufficient unti l at least 2028, when the 
Companies would have a small reserve margin deficit in the summer and a larger reserve margin 
deficit in the winter after the assumed retirements of Mill Creek 2 and Brown 3. 

The 2024 lRP continues to reflect the retirement of Mill Creek 1 in 2024 and the small-frame 
SCCTs in 2025 but excludes the Rhudes Creek solar facility and the Green Tariff Option 3 solar 
that were included in the 2021 TRP. The 2024 lRP also includes the retirement of Mill Creek 2 in 
2027 and the addition of the Company-owned resources approved in the 2022 CPCN Order 
including Mill Creek "5, the Brown Battery Energy Storage System, Mercer County Solar, Marion 
County Solar, and demand response programs from the Companies' 2024-2030 DSM-EE Program 
Plan. A capacity increase on Carie Run 7 in 2026 to reach the full potential of its 2024 turbine 
upgrades is also assumed. The 2024 lRP 's minimum reserve margin targets are 23% in summer 
and 29% in winter based on limiting ~oss-of-load expectation ("LOLE") to one day in 10 years. 

37 2022 CPCN values reflect costs as filed. The Compan ies provided an update to NGCC capital costs of $1 ,466/kW 
based on bids rccei;ved in their response to the Joint lntervenors ' Post-Hearing Data Request 4.1 in Case No. 2022-
00402. 

6-5 
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SANTEE COOPER 2024 IRP UPDATE* 

M■Jor-Modellng Auum on, 

Tebfe 13. Foasl/.FfleJed •nd Nuc:#Nr Resoun:e Option Parameter$ 

CCNUIMdCydt ~d·a 2d: ff. 
d•;-1,t.. $bated Rttourct) 

C~C1at(tl1: tkllw) 

652 1.335 

630 uoo 
5.16 

7.71 2.8& 6.136 

2001 

2031 

CGlftllilled Cydt (111; F-clln) 

CC1mG119Dlmbintfff,c:IMa) 

COIIMtlotl 1'.wblnt (F-dasl) 

_J. 

357 I 2.626 1i1s - I 330 r a.668 I m,-1 

I ~"' Tu,t,,in.(UMOOO) 

L Sia.all Modula, Hile'-• bid:ors 

SESS-(~DUI') 

lll~(lf,ffuw) --- -
OD•h-~ Wind 
---
.~ticn·WJnd 

~ I 1.er• 
' 

230 I 1.Ma 

-~ 1--zsn : 
683 7,033 

-- - .. 

1.860 

3 •• I - ·7· 1'.951 

.s.~ 

$.10 ' UG ' Ua& ! 

- ~ '!1 I 1o.1• 
203t 

2031 

20'll 

20CO 

455 : 1UO 9i3'6 

101~~ 1238 ~~~ 

46,4!9 - 20 ~26 

83~8 z, ~-~ 

48.3' :ao 20~ 

1t9.4G· ao 2041 

*Summary of selected screenshots, compiled by counsel for GIPL and Southface. 
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Santee Cooper 

Integrated Resource Plan 
2024 Update 
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Major Modeling Assumptions 

Table 13. Fossil-Fueled and Nuclear Resource Option Parameters 

Technology 

Combined Cycle (2x1; H-class) 

Combined Cycle (Half of a 2x1 ; H• 
class; i.e., Shared Resource) 

Combined Cycle (1x1; H-class) 

Combined Cycle (1 x1; F•class) 

Combustion Turbine (H-class) 

I Combustion Turbine (F•class) 

Aeroderivative Turbine (LM6000) 

Small Modular Nuclear Reactors 

' Net 
Capacity 

(MW; 
Avg. 

Base year / Fixed O&M 
Capital C t 

Ambient) 

Costs os 
($/kW) ($/kW-yr.) 

1 264 1,335 5.16 

632 1,335 5.16 

630 1,700 7.n 

357 2,626 11.75 

402 I 1,674 5.10 

7
~ 130 j _ 1,848 8,18 

40 2,511 46.55 

683 7,033 101.51 

Variable 
O&M Cost 
($/MWh) 

2.85 

2.85 

2.85 

3.30 

9.80 

8.97 

11.30 

12.38 

J_ 

Full Load 
Heat Rate 
(Btu/kWh) 

6,1 16 

6,116 

6,1 36 

6,668 

9,386 

10,188 

9,346 

10,900 

Year 
First 

Available 

2031 

2031 

2031 

2031 

2031 

2031 

2028 

2040 

Capital costs are assumed to decline in real dollars by approximately 0.9 percent per year, based 

on projections taken from NREL's 2023 ATB for these assets. Hence, in nominal dollars, given the 
underlying general inflation assumption utilized in the 2024 IRP Update, capital costs are assumed 

to increase at approximately 1.4 percent per year .. Fixed and varlable O&M are assumed to 
escalate at the rate of general inflation , or 2.3 percent per year. 

RENEWABLE AND ENERGY STORAGE RESOURCES 

Utility-scale solar, wind (both onshore and offshore), and BESS resources have been reflected in 

Encompass as PPA options based on estimates of the levelized cost of energy ("LCOE"·), or in 
the case of BESS resources, levelized cost of capacity ("LCOC''), over their useful lives. Santee 

Cooper assumes, for purposes of the 2024 IRP Update, that renewable and BESS resources will 
be implemented through PPAs. However, Santee Cooper and Central will determine the 
implementation method that best meets their needs over time. 

The 2024 IRP Update reflects the same annual planning limits on solar and onshore wind resource 

installations as assumed for the 2023 IRP. It should be noted that these limits are imposed for 
planning purposes, and Santee Cooper may work to acquire more or less renewable resources in 

any year. We will continue to evaluate the annual limits on solar and wind resources and will 

update the assumptions if warranted. The experience of the Stakeholder Working Group members 
and the results of procurement efforts, including the 2024 Solar RFP, will be helpful in considering 

these planning limits, and changes will be discussed with stakeholders as part of future IRP filings. 

Capital and operating cost assumptions for solar, wind, and BESS resources have been taken 

from the NREL 2023 ATB. _Capital costs for solar resources have been adjusted based on NREL's 
202301 Solar and Storage Cost Benchmark, which reflected approximately 10 percent higher 
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Major Modeling Assumptions 

costs for these resources relative to the values reflected in the 2023 ATB. 2° Capital and operating 
costs for wind resources have been adjusted to reflect higher costs for Southeast projects relative 
to those in more prevalent wind resource regions based on data from EPRI and, for onshore wind 
resources, to reflect potentially higher costs for development of such resources in South Carolina 
(as there are no existing or proposed large-scale projects in the state). 

The resulting capital and operating costs (in 2024 dollars and reflecting 2024 online dates) 
assumed for the 2024 IRP Update are provided in Table 14 below. 21 

Table 14. Renewable Resource Option Parameters 

· I Capital Fixed I Operating I First Year 
Technology Cost O&M Life Available 

. ($/kW) ($/kW-yr.) (Years) 

Solar (PV) 1,554 23.82 30 2026 

BESS (4-Hour) 1,860 46.49 20 2026 

BESS (8-Hour) 3,355 I 83.88 20 i 2026 

On-shore Wind 1,951 48.34 30 2029 

Off-shore Wind 3,556 119.46 30 2040 

New solar and BESS resources are assumed to be• available beginning January 2026, while on­

shore wind resources are assumed to be available beginning January 2029. Due to the 
development and permitting timeframe of off-shore wind resources, such resources are assumed 
to be available beginning 2040. 

Financing costs are based on the 2023 ATB, reflecting the cost structure of a taxable developer, 
with some adjustments to assumed after-tax return on equity, to maintain consistency with broader 
interest rate trends, and. financing structure. Table 15 below provides the debt interest rates and 
approximate after-tax return on equity values that underpin renewable and BESS PPA pricing. 

20 Available at https:/lwww.nrel.gov/docslfy22osti/83586.pdf. This publication has typically been a key 
source of base year values in the following year's ATB, which is the case for the 2024 ATB. As discussed 
previously, the 2024 IRP Update relies on the 2023 ATB, as most assumptions drawn frorn the ATB are 
very similar between the two releases, and Santee Cooper does not believe that conclusions presented 
herein would be impacted in a noticeable way by updating assumptions for the 2024 ATB. 
21 As these technologies typically reflect•declining real capital cost curves for future installations, the capital 
cost values for future install years will vary from these values. 
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DUKE2023CAROLINASRESOURCEPLAN* 

'Tabh £ ..2· .20.U Gemiic UrallOwudght Tec:fmology Caipllal Costs 

Toch.iolngy f«hno logy Clas.s Co:;,t f~,J $/kW) Not!'Ja$ 

lndulie:5 {Sud; finrlg 

kW. hlg_h fim 
~ ~ ~·ya 83sebad $800,-1.250'1c\\l ~O&M 

addtir, laW near-ten,, 
amdednl?" 

Gllntne Small: ...... 
u~unm 

S6.4SOJkW mid-2030s. 1!7# near-
Raact.ar 

OlfR!co5ldecfioe 
U118¥a-hfneun!Jl 

GailrlcAdvaotadRMCIDt 
Base:fQB:1 ss~ lale-2030s. 

wtth~S.., moclerate neat-toon 
oost incline 
MaJ!i.ma i,ocing, 

lluJti-Unil Combu:llfon modera1e linn 

Turbma 
Jl"Uiffllediale/?eaking S750-S900KW lmnspon.O&M 

Bdder. ~1111t ooar•tenn 
COlildeclne 

SalarPVSAT Vari.:ibE $1.850/kW 
Moder.rli near-term 
CDSi.dedne 

- -- --- . -

OnsbontWirld S215MIW 
Modenite niaar•term 
costdecinf: 

SOlarPVSA.T +20 IIW74-
$2,550.'kW 

High near-term cosl 
Haurl.MonStoraga demre 

Solar"PVSAT • ·40 l1Wl4-
Variable S3.200l'kW High near-term cost 

H_ourUGI~ dedine 

5DlarPV SA.T + &O IIWI• 
Va,ebie $3,8SOIWJ 

Higb near-temi COSl 
H~LJ.bi,Smqp cSedioo 

Unav~until 

~Wind Variable S4, 150-$4.85MtW 
eady2IJ30s, 
moderaie near-fem, 

mstdeclne 

~rli-lon Slanp Storage S2.25Q'k.W 
High near-4erm cost 
dedtne 

6-ffourU-blStaniga SlDl.igll $3,JOO!lt.W Hi]Jh near-term cost 
dectine 

Hfaur ~ S-iaaJ:ls SIDl"age S4,200l'llW 
~ii neat"lerm cost 
ded!De 

*Summary of selected screensbots, compiled by counsel for GIPL and Soutbface. EXHIBIT 
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Appenm: E f Saeening d Generalion Allematives 

Table E-1: 20Z3 E1A AEO Technology Fcnc:astTa.bla 

2023 1.000 1.000 ,m:: • IX(' >DX) 1.000 1.00~ 
202, O.V21 O.ll:2ll t' - o:iiia I:. om D.1122. 
2alS ~.l!t4 0.1187 c~• 0.12£ o~1 0.881 0.1176 

.2V2f 0.B!iO 0.1168 O.t,Q D.l'ill! 011511 08$ O.M2 
2021 Q.836 llli31 01li0 ~Mc; OM$ DUil 
2028 o.av 0.,°"M 0.&11 o.u, 0..830 
20J9 0..816 0.8$3 0.7◄lt 0.!33 OSJ2 0.8111 
2030 o.aoc 0-844 0.733 O.m!> 0.1124 0.8011 
2031 0.113 OM:ll! OJ!l~ 0.816 0 .616 0.7iB 
20:sl o:re,; 0.1110 OJlll8 o.e10 0,789 

2033 0.7151J OJIDI> ll.!!05 0.781 

2~ op• OJIOI 0,711',1 o.n2 
2035 0.161 ll 0.745 07115 0793 117111 
203& o.na 0.6319 C),Mll 0 .789 an& 07116 0,753 
2037 0.7Sl 0.831 0.500 D.784 0.168 0.7SC 0.744 

211311 0,800 ll.l!Z5 o•wi 0.778 0.760 o.n• 0.1;15 

:t038 0.195 ocw ~•si 0~ o.n, 0.752 0.787 r..ns 
2040, ane O.c;;J 047• 0.;;a1 0.796 07.W 0.781 0.717 
2M1 on& 0.5118 O.•M 0.5!,li 0.762 07ali ~-'¥ 0.709 
-iM2 0719 0'5'lll 04511 051!>1 0:757 on1 0,749 0.1199 
21NJ .0 .112 0~ 0447 0.5.lt 0751 0719 07t2 O.tlllO 
20M 0.71),1· 0.4311 0.521 0 .744 0.11·0 0.735 0.680 
2045 G.6!17 QUI O.C28 O.si& 0.738 0)01 0.728 0.670 

211441 OU!I 00(' 0 .419 O.tiln o.n, o.e61 
a.1 ll.8a2 o.~ 0.410 0 .684 0.11• 0.!152 
2°" 0.674 Ol!l!I 0 .401 0.675 0.701 0$12 
%OU On2 ~· 0.666 0700 O.li3l 
111111 0~ u:! 0,01 n.Mll O.IIIM li.fi24 

Caromas Resoorce Pl2n 10 
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Appendix E I Screening of Generation Alternatives 

Table E-2: 2023 Generic Unit Overnight Technology Capital Costs 

Technology Technology Class Cost (2023 $/kW) Notes 

Includes duct firing 
kW, high firm 

2x1 Combined Cycle Baseload $800-1 ,250/kW transport O&M 
adder, low near-term 
cost decline 

Generic Small Modulaf 
Unavailable until 

Reactor 
Baseload $6,450/kW mid-2030s, low near-

term cost decline 
Unavailable until 

Generic Advanced Reactor 
Baseload $6,850/kW 

late-2030s, 
with Thermal Storage moderate near-term 

cost incline 
Multi-unit pricing, 

Multi-Unit Combustion 
moderate firm 

Turbine 
Intermediate/Peaking $750-$900kW transport O&M 

adder, low near-term 
cost decllne 

Solar PV SAT Variable $1 ,850/kW 
Moderate near-term 
cost decline 

Onshore Wind Variable $2,150/kW 
Moderate near-term 
cost decline 

Solar PV SAT + 20 MW/4-
Variable $2,550/kW 

High near-term cost 
Hour Li-Ion Storage . decline 

Solar PV SAT + 40 MW/4-
Variable $3,200/kW 

High near-term cost 
Hour Li-Ion Storage decline 

Solar PV SAT + 60 MW/4-
Variable $3,850/kW 

High near-term cost 
Hour Li-Ion Storage decline 

Unavailable until 

Offshore Wind Variable $4, 150-$4,850/kW 
early 2030s, 
moderate near-term 
cost decline 

4-Hour Li-Ion Storage Storage $2,250/kW 
High near-term cost 
decline 

6-Hour Li-Ion-Storage Storage $3,300/kW 
High near-term cost 
decline 

8-Hour Li-Ion Storage Storage $4,200/kW 
High near-term cost 
decline 

Carolinas Resource Plan 12 
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Table E-1: 2023 EIA AEO Technology Forecast Table 

Year 

2023 
2024 
2025 
2026 
2027 
2028 
2029 
2030 
2031 
2032 
2033 
2034 
2035 
2036 
2037 
2038 
2039 
2040 
2041 
2042 
2043 
2044 
2045 
2046 
2047 
2048 
2049 
2050 

Simple 
Cycle 

1.000 

0.921 

0.874 

0.850 
0.836 
0.827 

0.815 
0.804 
0.793 
0.786 

0.780 

0.774 
0.767 

0.760 

0.753 

0.746 

0.739 
D.733 

0.726 

0.719 
0.712 
0.704 

0.697 
0,689 

0.682 
0.674 

0,667 

0.660 

Onshore 
Wind 

1.000 
0.928 

0.887 

0.868 
0.860 
D.855 
0,850 

0.844 
0.838 
0.833 

0 .829 

0 .823 
0 .818 

0.812 
0.806 

0.800 

0.795 

0 .789 
0 .784 

0.778 
0.772 
0,765 

0.759 
0.752 
0.746 
0.740 

0,733 

0,727 

Carolinas Resource Plan 

Offshore 
Wind 

1.000 
0.923 

0.866 

0.674 
0.663 
0.656 

0.648 
0.554 
0.546 
0.512 

0.505 
0.498 

0.491 

0.484 
0.474 

0.467 

0.460 
0.453 

0.446 

0.439 
0.432 
0.424 

0.417 
0.410 
0.402 

0.395 

0.388 

0.381 

SolarPV 

1.000 

0.892 

0.821 

0.778 
0.746 
0.720 
0.702 

0.690 
0.681 
0.673 

0.665 

0.656 
0.648 

D.639 
0.631 

0.623 

0.614 

0.606 
0 .598 
0.590 

0.581 
0.573 

0.564 
0.555 
0.547 

0,538 

0.530 

0.521 

Solar PV­
Tracking 

w/ Storage 

1.000 

0.880 

0.799 

0.752 
0.721 
0.696 
0.677 

0.663 
0.653 
0.645 

0.637 
0.628 

0620 

D.611 
0 602 

0.594 

0.585 
0.577 

0 569 

0.560 
0 .552 
0.543 
0.534 
0.525 
0.517 

0.508 

0.499 

0.491 

Battery 
Storage 

1.000 

0.838 

0.723 

0.662 
0.631 

D.611 
0.590 

0.568 
0.554 
0.545 

0.537 
0.528 

0.519 

0.509 
0.500 

0.491 

0.482 
0.474 

0.465 
0 .456 

0.447 
0.438 

0.428 
0.419 
0.410 

0.401 

0.392 

0,384 

Appendix E I Screening of Generation Alternatives 

Fuel Cell 

1.000 
0.898 

0.826 

0.798 
0.780 
0.764 

0.749 
0.733 

0.717 
0.702 

0.688 
0.672 

0.657 

0.641 
0.62() 

0.611 
0.596 
0.581 

D.566 
D.551 

0.536 
0.521 
0.506 
0.491 

0.476 
0.461 

0.446 

0.432 

Modified 
Pumped 

Hydro 

1.000 
0.928 

0.887 

D.868 
D.849 
D,831 

0.826 
0.821 
0 .815 
0 .810 

0 .806 
0 801 
0.795 

D.789 

0 .784 

0.778 

0773 
0 .768 

0 .762 

0.757 
0.751 
0.744 
0.738 

0 .732 
0.726 
0.719 

0.713 

0.707 

Small 
Modular 
Reactor 

1.000 
0.925 

0.881 

0.859 
0.849 
0.841 

0.833 

0.825 
0.816 
0.808 

0.801 
0.793 

0785 

0.776 
0.768 

0.760 

0.752 
0.744 

0.736 

0.727 
0.719 
0,710 

0.701 

0.692 
0.684 
0.675 

0.666 

0.658 

Combined 
Cycle 

1.000 
0.925 

0.881 

0.859 
0.848 
0.841 

0.832 

0.824 
0.816 
0.810 

0.805 
0.799 

0.793 

0.786 
0.780 

0'.774 

0.767 
0.761 

0.755 

0.749 
0.742 
0.735 
0.728 

0.721 
0.714 
0.707 

0.700 

0.694 

10 

Combined 
Cycle with 

ccs 

1.000 
0.922 

0.876 

0.852 
0.839 

0.830 

0.819 
0.809 
0.798 
0.789 

0.781 
0.772 

0.763 

0.753 

0,744 
0.735 

0,726 
0.717 

0.709 
0,699 

0.690 
0.680 
0,670 

0.661 
0.652 

0.642 

0.63~ 

0.624 
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T abte 18 below shows firlt yearopel'IIWllJ and mainlDnance CDatl end heal nrtu1 modeled for ni,w 
NGCC. 

Tlilblu 111. Flnil Yem- ~WI N<iCC Opcnq COIi ..i Hell be ANun_,.._ 

Ywta Openi!Jom a. MelfHnanc:s {VOMI 
AKGO Qpfflll!ON & Mai'llol"lllnC» (FOM) 

HeatFtala 

Ellktkl; NGCC: 

(IY..-J 

(IOOIIWJ 
lllmlcldCOdl IIMW-0 at '&M'l1 11811 SJMW-0 
\IOM S IM'I-Yh 9.502 

FOM Slr:tN•'fl 17~.96~-< 

HeatRale 81UlkWh S.11!~.A 

H.c.lNallllltf­
Shllft 

tt,UOIIWJ 
2..53 
1e.s1 

, 0,370 

l!llltlng NGCC 

ltDYu,0 

(IOOIIW) 

68D5/MW•O 

3.502 

176.9'.622.~ 

!l,118QA 

~­IMrlll .. Shal'I 
(420MW) 

3.◄5 

19.0II 

II,◄.» 

l!llil1tngNGCC 
" 
(ZOYN!l 

i.ool!M, 
,.1oocn..w 

~2 
15.6121.02 

~a.A 

The r,~1 openitlng )'83f' SMR opefating oosll and heat rals auumptlona w-t1 sholM'l In Table 20 
below. 

Teble 20. SMR Oplfllling CMls and Hee( RHl .AICimpOon5 

VOM 
FOM 
HealRal.e 

1/MWh 
$/ kW•yr 
Btu/kWh 

SMR (800 IIW> 
4.55 

1'f3.79 
10,447 

T• 21 ehOWs flrsl year 0pllf'allng and mahenanoe eoldS Md ~ ratea modeled ror new NGCC 
wlltlCCS 

NGCCwtCCS 
(SIOIAW) 

VOM SIMWh 8.50 

F°"' If kW-yr 40,18 
Hut Rate 811.1 1 IIWtl 7,120 

*Summary of selected screenshots, compiled by counsel for GIPL and Southface. 
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T&bfe 22 ehows flf8I yea, opers~ and maintenance C08b end hell relM m*led tor new NGCT. 

,-,.* n NGCt Clptnll)n; Cott IWd Heel Rale Aallnlpbu 

l .:111 2a I 

lnlllllled Coel 

VOM 

FOM 
HN!Rllle 

F.C .... NG<:1 

(240IM) 

t ,31 

9,,910 

Y•' Ellqlfflg NGCT Reeo11roc #d Opem,1111 CCJJb WICI Heal Ralc Aail.lmpliofq 

Eabtlng NGCT EllllllngNGCT blalnQNGCT 

c1v..; {IOV.w) (20Y•l1 

(IOOIIIW) (IOO 111W) (IIOOMW) 

WW-0 or ,lll(W 493-.,,W-O ~31/MW-O &44SfkW 

$1 UY',1i 1.93 1-33 1.33 

SU.Wi'f 147.lfi 1!1785 22a25 

BIUIIMII 10.888 10.188 10,&83 

Table 24 gtiow, fl~I ye.ar ope,a1fng end ma1n1e,u1nce coaia and heal ,a1ea used ror earO!ie-rivatlW, 
lumi*. 

VOll1 
FOM 

HNIRlllt 

S IMWII 
$/kW"(' 

BtU/lWh 

A0(110MW) 

6.38 
22.07 
11.120 

Tetite 25 &how• firal year operdng coats and hea1 ~mpl!on1 modeled lot RICE ~roes 

TIUe 25 RICE oper,mng Cosl and title! A.lie ot.Numptont 

FOM 

Hnlfwle 

StMVt'ri 
II kW• ... 

Btu/kWh 

AEf2911W) 
--7_fo--

47.511 
8.300 

Table 26 shows the find operating year fixed operations and malnlanance oosl (fOM), 

feblt M . Sollll RIii v .. Fl,._ 0,:,.tal>,g ~ 

!lalar c1 so 11W1 
-yr 
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Tebte 2'1 ehows ltm fltat oparalil'lg year l'lxed ope,etlone and maintenance 0091. (F~ ). 

Tibtc V Wind Fft'al. Ye.JI{ All'.Oli Openrhllf C:0.1.t 

Wlnd(IIOOIIW} 

FOO 2Ul7 

Table 29 1how1 1htt first ope,ali119 year fixed ope,allon& alld malnlel'lancil cost (FOM), and heal rat& 
·auu111>tio11s. 

FOM llkW-yr 

Staragea.tlr 
l&OIIW) 

79.es 

Sloragal.ffr 
150MW) 

1oe21 

Smn9910CM. 
12011W) 

18..99 

Table 30 shows the first operabng year fixed aper~s ertd melnlenanoe cost (FOMJ 

f.i,k':, lO ~~Ill~ FIJ'tl Ye.tr F~OO 0Jlieftb>11 Cosb 

Sour (11SOIIWt 
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Installed Co§t ($fkW) 
3,500 

3,000 

2,500 

~ 
2,000 

* 1,500 

1,000 

500 

0 

- CC--MutU-Stiatt 

Figure 27. NGCC - Sing le and Multi-Shaft Installed Costs 

Table 18 below shows first year operating and maintenance costs and heat rates modeled for new 

NGCC. 

Table 18. First Year New NGCC Operating Cost and Heat Rate Assumptions 

Variable Operations & Maintenance {VOM} 

Fi)(ed Operations & Maintenance (FOM) 

Heat Rate 

$fMWh 

$ I kW-yr 

Btu /kWh 

H-Class Multi­
Shaft 

(1 ,030 MW) 
2.53 

,s.51 

6,370 

H-Class 
Single Shaft 

(420 MW) 
3.45 

19.09 

6,430 

In addition to new NGCC resources, three existing NGCC resources were modeled. The first two 

existing NGCC resources were modeled as proxy power purchase _resources with five- and ten-year 

contract periods. The third existing NGCC resource was modeled based upon acquisition and 

ownership of an existing resour~e. assuming 20 years remaining life. These three existing NGCC 

resources were all made available in the model with a first operating year of 2028, reflective of the 

anticipated period required for regulatory approvals. The installed cost for existing NGCC resources 

waw developed with market-based intelligence and was confirmed by the Company's 2024 RFPs. 

Table 19 below shows the installed cost assumptions used for the existing NGCC resources.. 

92 
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Table 19. First Year Existing NGCC Resource and Operating Costs and Heat RateAssurnptions 

Existing NGCC Existing NGCC Existing NGCC 

(5- Year) (10· Year) (20 Year) 

(900 MW) (900 MW) (900 MW) 

Installed Cost $/MW-D or $/kW 680 $/MW-D 680 $/MW-D 1,100 $/kW 

VOM $ / M\Ml 3.502 3.502 3,502 

FOM $/kW-yr 176.96224 176.96224 16.6121.02 

Heat Rate Btu/ kWh 6,989.4 6,989.4 6,989.4 

It's important to note that the NGCC technology discussed above can in fact operate on several 

different fuels with modifications to the NGCC. In recent years, major NGCC manufacturers have 

refined the cornbustion characteristics oftheir respective offerings to effectively combust a wide array 

of industrial and synthetic fuels - including hydrogen. So called "green" hydrogen16 produced from 

electrolysis of water using renewable power has seen increased development over the past few 

years. Depending upon the exact model , many NGCCs are currently capable of firing 

hydrogen/natural gas fuel blends ranging up to approximately 30% hydrogen. The major 

manufacturers continue research and development of new combustion hardware with goals of 

reaching 100% hydrogen firing in the next several years. Although, the availability and adequacy of 

"green" hydrogen supply to NGCC facilities must be considered. 

8.1.2.2 Cook Relicense 

The Cook Nuclear plant is an existing generation resource that l&M owns and operates and provides 

significant contributions to both capacity and energy requirements for Indiana customers. Currently, 

the licenses of Cook Units 1 and 2 will expire in 04 2034 and Q4 2037, respectively. The 2024 IN 

IRP resource options included a 20-year Subsequent License Renewal (SLR or relicensing) of each 

unit. For each scenario and sensitivity, the modeling optimized the decision whether to retire or 

relicense both Cook units, considering economic and reliability impacts. 

Costs considered in the relicensing of Cook were based on the best information available at the time 

'IRP inputs were developed. These costs are subject to change in the future as the SLR process 

proceeds and additional information is obtained. The SLR cost estimates used in the IRP include a 

$42.5M SLR cost that was based on benchmarking with other nuclear utilities undergoing the same 

_effort. Another component of future costs supporting the SLR is the one~time inspections that will be 

require9 after receiving the new license but prior to the subsequent period of extended operation. 

An estimate of $20M was used based on the experience of a contracted engineering firm. After the 

15Green hydrogen is made with electrolyzers powered by non-carbon emitting resources. Other types of hydrogen .production, for 
example "blue" hydrogen. are made from reformlng methane with _CCS of the C02,,byproduct. 
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Installed Cost ($11<.W) 
18,000-

16,000 

14,000 

12,000 

~ 10,000 
:,, ....., 

B,000 <It 

6,000 

4,000 

2,000 

-SMR -SMR- Net ITC 

Figure 28. SMR Installed Costs 

The first operating year SMR operating costs and heat rate assumptions are shown in Table 20 

below, 

Ta~le 20. SMR Operating Costs crnd Heat Rate Assumptions 

VOM 

EOM 

Heat Rate 

$/MWh 

$/kW-yr 

Btu/ kWh 

8.1.2.4 Carbon Capture and Sequestration 

SMR (600 MW) 

4.55 
143.79 
10,447 

Carbon capture and sequestration (CCS) technology provides another alternative for producing 

reliable low-carbon baseload electricity. CO2 in the flue gas from the combustion of fossil fuels is 

captured by amine-based solvent in the absorption column and then released from the solvent in a 

concentrated form in a stripper column. The process requires a significant amount of steam to break 

the bond between the CO2 and the solvent, and auxiliary power to run the CO2 compressor and other 

mechanical equipment. As such, CCS--equipped power plants .have significant heat rate and capacity 

penalties relative to power plants without CCS. 

NGCCs with CCS are modeled in PLEXOS® as a standard dispatchable resource, assigned to run 

when economic on a short-run variable cost basis, subject to any operational constraints. One new 

build NGCC with CCS configuration is available for selection in PLEXOS®, as a 380 MW H-class 

single shaft, NGCC with 90% CCS. This resource is tnade available in the model with ·the first 
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operating year of 2035, reflective of the anticipated period required for PJM interconnection request 

approvals, regulatory approvals , permitting , siting, engineering, and construction. 

The assumption on installed costs for the new build NGCC with CCS is shown in Figure 29. 

Installed Cost {$/kW) 
7,000 

6,000 

5,000 

~ 
4,000 

<15 3,000 

2,000 

l,000 

0 

-ccwith90% ccs 

Figure 29. NGCC with GCS Insta lled Costs 

Table 21 shows first year operating and maintenance costs and heat rates modeled for new NGCC 

with CCS. 

Table 21. NGCC w/ CCS Operating Cost and Heat Rate Assumptions 

NGCCw/CCS 
(380 MW) 

VOM 

FOM 

Heat Rate 

8 .1.3 Peaking Alternatives 

$/MWh 

$ I kW-yr 

Btu /kWh 

8.50 
40.18 

7,120 

Peaking sources have traditionally provided additional generating capacity during demand peaks 

that typically occur a few hundred hours each year but can occur more or less. Given the low 

utilization of peaking generators, focus in the past has been on minimizing capital and fixed costs 

instead of fuel efficiency and other variable costs. 

More recently, greater amounts of intermittent renewable generation in the market combined with 

more extreme weather patterns have necessitated more flexibfe resources. For example, an 

unanticipated drop in wind generation during· the day will require quick response from other 
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Table 22 shows first year operating and maintenance costs and heat rates modeled for new NGCT. 

Table 22. NGGT Operatrng Cost and Heat Rate Assumptions 

F-Class NGCT 
(240MW) 

\/OM 

FOM 

Heat Rate 

$ / MVVh 

$/ kW-yr 

Btu/ kWh 

5.98 

9.31 

9,910 

In addition to new NGCT resources, three existing NGCT resources were modeled. The first two 

existing NGCT resources were modeled as proxy power purchase resources with five- and ten-year 

contract periods. The third existing NGCT resource was modeled based upon acquisition and 

ownership of an existing resource, assuming 20 years remaining life. These three existing NGCT 

resources were all made available in the model with a first operating year of 2028, reflective_ of the 

anticipated period required for regulatory approvals. The installed costs for existing NGCT resources 

were developed with market-based intelligeoce and were confirmed by the 2024 RFPs. Table 23 

below shows the installed cost assumptions used for the existing NGCT resources. 

Table 23 . First Y.ear Exis-ting NGCT Resource and Operating Costs and Heat Rate Assumptions 

Existing NGCT Existing NGCT Existing NGCT 

(5 Year) (10 Year) (20 Year) 

(500 MW) (500 MW) (500MW) 

Installed Cost $/MW-D or $/kW 493 $/MW-D 493 $/MW-D 644 $/kW 

VOM $/MWh 1.33 1.33 1.33 

FOM $1 kW-yr 147.85 147, 85 22.25 

Heat Rate Btu /kWh 10,888 10,888 10,888 

8.1.3.2 Aeroderivative Turbines 

Aeroderivative turbine (AD) units ate based off aircraft jet engines designs a.nd are modified for use 

in power generation. Their ope~ating characteristics make them well suited with high renewable 

penetration as they can quickly respond to significant shifts in supply and demand conditions in the 

power system. For example, the GE 9E series NGCT requires 30 minutes to start up whereas the 

GE LM6000 AD unit requires only 5 minutes. This allows AD units to operate at full load even for a 

small amount of time. In addition, AD units are·more efficient in a simple cycle operation than NGCTs 

for capacity Jess than 100 MW. However, AD units are relatively more expensive than NGCTs. 

AD units are modeled in .PLEXOS® in 110 MW units as a standard dispatchable resource, assigned 

to run when economic on a short-run variable cost basis, subject to any operational constraints. 
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These resources are made available in the model with a first operating year of 2031 , reflective of the 

anticipated period required for PJM interconnection request approvals , regulatory approvals, 

permitting , siting, ·engineering, and construction. 

Fig_ure 31 below shows the installed cost assumptions used for the new AD resource. 

llnstaUed Cost ($/kW) 
3,500 

3,000 

2,500 

~ 
2,000 

~ 1,500 

1,000 

500 

0 

-AD 

Fifgure 31. Aeroderivatlve Turb1ne Installed Costs 

Table 24 shows first year operating and maintenance costs and heat rates used for aeroderivative 

turbines. 

Table 24., Aeroderivatlve Turbine Operating Cost and Heat Rate Assumptions 

VOM 

FOM 

Heat Rate 

$/MWh 

$ I kW-yr 

Btu / kWh 

8.1.3.3 Reciprocating Internal Combustion Engine 

AD(110 MW) 

6.36 

22.07 

9,120 

Like NGCTs, Reciprocating Internal Combustion Engines (RICE) rely on the combustion of air mixed 

with fuel to generate hot pressurized gases. Unlike NGCTs, the expansion of these gases creates 

pressure within piston chambers which is used to d~ive a rotating motion to generate electricity. 

Multiple RICE units are usually incorporated into a larger generating set for main grid applications. 

RICE generating sets can usually start and reach full load in less than five minutes, making them 

even faster than AD units in responding to sys~em needs. RICE generating sets can also run more 

efficiently at partial load as individual RICE units within the- generating set can be shut down to 
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reduce output while allowing remaining units to run -a full load. Unlike NGCTs or ADs. RICE units 

can be started multiple times in a day without incurring additional maintena~ce costs. These 

characteristics make RICE units well suited for power systems that require ·frequent but short­

duration dispatches. 

RICE units are modeled in PLEXOS® in 20 MW units as a standard dispatch resource, assigned to 

run when economic on a short-run variable cost basis, subject to any operational constraints. These 

r~sources are made available in the model with a first operating year of 2031 , reflective of the 

anticipated period required for PJM interconnection request approvals, regulatory approvals, 

permitting, siting, engineering, and construction. 

Figure 32 below shows the installed cost assumptions used for the new RICE resources. 

Installed Cost ($/k~) 

5,000 

4,000 

! 3,000 
0 

2,000 

1.000 

-f!JCE 

Figure 32. RICE Installed Costs 

Table 25 shows first year operating costs and heat assumptions modeled for RICE resources. 

Table 25. RICE Operating Cost and Heat Rate Assumptfons 

VOM 

FOM 

Heat Rate 

8.1.4 Renewable Alternatives 

$/MWh 

$/kW-yr 

Btu /kWh 

RE (20 MW) 

7.70 . 

47.59 

8,300 

Renewable generation alternatives such as wind, solar, and hydro, provide an opportunity to deliver 

affordable clean energy to address future electricity needs when cost effective. These technol.ogies 
·100 
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Figure 33 below shows the installed cost assumptions used for the 35-year solar resource. 

3,500 

3,000 

2,500 

~ 2,000 
,:., 

.ii 1,500 

1,000 

500 

0 

-Solar 

Installed Cost ($/l<W) 

-solar - Net ITC -Solar - Net ITC and EC Bonus 

Figure 33. Solar Installed Costs 

Table 26 shows the first operating year fixed operations and maintenance cost (FOM). 

8.1.4.2 Wind 

Table 26. Solar First Year Fixed Operating Costs 

Solar (1 50 MW) 

FOM $/kW-yr 9.59 

Onshore wind (wind) energy is based on exploiting the air pressure differential across two sides of 

a rotor blade, causing the rotor blade to spin and generate electricity. Typically, multiple wind turbines 

are grouped to develop a wind turbine power project which requires only a single connection to the 

transmission system: Careful site selection and turbine placen:,ent within the project is critical as 

wind velocity ·varies by geography , and the proximity ofthe_wind farm to a transmission system with 

available capacity can impact cost. The most critical factors (i.e ., wind speed and sustainability) are 

typically .highest in remote locations, requiring the· electricity generated from wind resources to be 

transmitted longer distances to load centers necessitating the build out of high voltage transmission 

to optima'lly integrate large additions of wind into the grid. This is considered through the higher 

network and interconnection costs for wind resources, noted in Section 8.1.1.5. 

Wind units are modeled in PLEXOS® in 200 MW units as non-dispatchable renewable resources. 

Wind is first made available as a resource option in PLEXOS® in 2028, reflective of the anticipated 
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period required for regulatory approvals. They are modeled with a generic hourly production profile 

representative of the region with an average capacity factor of 33%. 

Two types of wind resources were modeled. The first was modeled as proxy .power purchase 

resource with a 15-year contract period and a cost of $86/MWh. The second was m~deled based 

upon resource ownership , assuming a 30-year life. 

Figure 34 below shows the installed cost assumptions used for the 30-year wind resource. 

&,OIJO 

4,500 

4,000 

3,500 

3,000 

~ 2.500 
~ 

2.00Q 

1,500 

1,000 

500 

0 

Installed Cost ($/kW) 

Figure 34 . Wind Resources All-in Capital. Expenditutes 

Table 27 shows the first operating year fixed operations and maintenance cost (FOM). 

8 .1.4.3 

Table 27 . Wind First Year Fixed Operating Costs 

Wind (200 MW) 

FOM $ I kW-yr 21 .97 

Hydro Relicense 

l&M owns six hydro facilities along the St. Joseph River in northern Indiana and southwest Michigan. 

Two of the hydro facilities have FERC license expiration dates within the next ten years: the Elkhart 

Hydroelectric Plant in 2030, and the Mottville Hydroelectric Plant in 2033. 

As part of the overall relicensing evaluation, including l&M's IRP analysis, l&M engaged WSP USA, 

Inc, to conduct a four-phase study of the hydro facilities. The four phases consisted of: Phase 1 

Decommissioning, Phase 2 Public Engagement, Phase 3 Socioeconomic Analysis, and Phase 4 

Relicense. The scope began with a phased approach to evaluating an updated decommissioning 
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Figure 35 below shows the installed cost assumptions used for the battery resources. 

lnst<1lled Cost (SlkW) 

8,000 

S,000 

4,000 

= l 11,000 .. 
2,000 

i ,ooo 

n 

~~~~###~~####~#~~~~~~ 

- s,orae• 4H, • Nat ITC " ire - Stntaec BHr• NetllC 

Figure 35. Battery Storage All-in Capital Expenditures 

Table 29 shows the first operating year fixed operations and maintenance cost (FOM), and heat rate 

assumptions. 

i=OM 

Table 29. Battery Storage First Year Fixed Operating Cost 

$/kW-yr 

Storage 4-Hr 
(50 MW) 

52.14 

Storage 6-Hr 
(50 MW) 

79.66 

Storage 8-Hr 
(50 MW) 
106.21 

Storage 100-hr 
(20 MW) 

18.99 

See Section 8.1.5.3 below for a discussion of the co-located solar and storage resource included in 

the 2024 IN IRP. 

8.1.5.2 Distribution Sited Storage 

The 2024 IN IRP included seven distribution sited battery storage resource options for selection by 

th~ PLEXOS® model. The distribution storage resources are dispatched against fundamental market 

prices in an hourly chronological production cost model and then the generation and charge costs 

are extracted and placed as inputs into the·.expansion planning model. These were operated similar 

to the battery units described in the previous section. 

These battery resources represent alternative solutions to traditi9nal distribution projects to address 

either thermal or reliability issues. The thermal use case can address thermal overloads on 

distribution substation equipment during peak demand time periods. The reliability use case can 

address out~ge impacts to customers throughout the entire year. 
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8.1.5.3 Co-located Solar and Storage 

For co-located solar and storage, PLEXOS® can choose to pair utility-scale photovoltaic with a 

lithium-ion battery where a paired solution is economic. The 2024 IN IRP included a co-located solar 

and battery option, available in 200 MW blocks (1 SOMW solar plus 50MW of 4-hour duration battery 

storage). Figure 36 below shows the installed cost assumptions used for the solar with storage 

resource. 

Installed Cost ($/kW) 
4,500 

4,000 

3,500 

= 3,000 

~ 
2,500 

--------___ 7 
;ii 2,000 

1,500 

1,000 

500 

-SolarWilh Storage -Solar With Storage. Net ITC 

Figure 36. Solar with Storage Installed Costs 

Table 30 shows the first operating year fixed operations and maintenance cost (FOM). 

Table 30. Solar plus Storage First Ye;:ir Fixed Operatfng Gosts 

Solar (150MW) 

FOM $ I kW-yr 35.36 

8.2 New Demand-Side Resources 

As part of the 2024 IN IRP. additional or "incremental" demand-side resources beyond those 

described in Section 6.5 were identified and .modeled based on the 2024 MPS performed by GOS 

Associates and Brightline Group (0the GOS Team''). Non-income qualified EE, DR, and DER 

programs were modeled on a comparable economic basis as supply-side programs while income 

qualified demand-side programs were informed by the MPS and included in the 2024 IN IRP. 

8.2.1 Demand--slde Management Market Potential Study Overview 

To evaluate the potential for future DSM resources in the 2024 JN JRP, l&M utilized the 2024 MPS 

prepared by the GOS Team for EE, DR. and DER potential. The 2024 MPS provided updated DSM 

11) 
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1ppen 1x - . a u ar esu 0 us ar A d. 3K 2 T b I R Its f B b 

$/kW-Year 0% 
3x1 CC Greenfield $ 265 
2x1 CC Greenfield $ _327 
1x1 CC Greenfield $ 524 
4XCT $ 169 
2X Advanced CT $ 192 
4X Aero CT $ 392 
2X Aero CT $ 589 
NuclearSMR $ 1,277 
Solar - Tracker $ 264 
Distributed Solar (3 MW) $ 520 
Wind - On-Shore $ 345 
Wind - Off-Shore 1 $ 469 
Wind - Off-Shore 2 $ 557 
Battery Generic 4H (30 MW) $ 307 
Battery Generic 'SH (30 MW) $ 522 
Pump Hydro Storage (300 MW $ 966 

Notes: 
(1) Offshore Wind has a capacity factor of 42%. 

(2) Onshore Wind has a capacity factor of 37%. 

(3) Solar has a capacity factor of 25%. 
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(4) Distributed solar has a capacity factor of 24%. 

10% 
305 $ 
368 $ 

565 $ 
237 $ 

261 $ 
457 $ 
654 $ 

1,277 $ 

223 $ 
494 $ 

303 $ 
426 $ 

515 $ 

318 $ 
533 $ 
951 $ 

(5) Batteries and Pump Storage have a capacity factor of 15%. 

20% 
346 
409 
606 
306 
330 
523 
720 

1,277 
182 
46B 
261 
384 
472 
329 
544 
936 

Capacity Factor(%) 
30% 40% 50% 60% 

$ 387 $ 427 $ 468 $ 509 
$ 450 $ 490 $ 531 $ 572 

$ 647 $ 688 $ 729 $ 770 
$ 374 $ 443 $ 512 $ 580 
$ 399 $ 468 _$ 537 $ 606 
$ 588 $ 654 $ 720 $ 785 
$ 786 $ 851 $ 917 $ 982 
$ 1,277 $ 1,277 $ 1,277 $ 1,277 
$ 141 $ 100 $ 59 $ 17 

$ 442 $ 416 ' $ 390 $ 364 
$ 219 $ 176 $ 134 $ 92 
$ 341 $ 298 $ 256 $ 213 
$ 429 $ 387 $ 344 $ 302 
$ 340 $ 351 $ 362 $ 374 
$ 555 $ 566 $ 577 $ 588 
$ 921 $ 906 $ 891 $ 876 

70% 80% 90% 100% 
$ 549 $ 590 $ 630 $ 671 
$ 613 $ 654 $ 694 $ 735 
$ 811 $ 852 $ 893 $ 934 
$ 649 $ 717 $ 786 $ 854 
$ 674 $ 743 $ 812 $ 881 
$ 85'1 $ 916 $ 982 $ 1,047 
$ 1,048 $ 1,113 $ 1,179 $ 1,245 
$ 1,277 $ 1,277 $ 1,277 $ 1,277 
$ (24) $ (65) $ (106) $ (147) 
$ 338 $ 312 $ 286 $ 260 
$ 50 $ 7 $ (35) $ (77) 

$ 171 $ 128 $ 85 $ 43 
$ 259 $ 216 $ 174 $ 131 
$ 385 $ 396 $ 407 $ 418 
$ 599 $ 611 $ 622 $ 633 
$ 861 $ 846 $ 831 $ 816 
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Appen d K ix 3 --3: Busbar Assumptions 
Nominal$ Heat Rate Variable Cost 111 Fixed Cost 121 

MMBtu/MWh $/MWh $/kW-Yeaf' $/MWh 
3x1 CC Greenfield 6.1 4 $46 $265 

2x1 CC Greenfield 6.13 $47 $327 

1x1 CC Greenfield 6.12 $47 $524 

4?( CT 10.37 $78 $169 

2X Advanced CT 10.37 $79 $192 

4XAeroCT 9.91 $75 $392 

2X Aero CT 9.91 $75 $589 

NuclearSMR $12 $0 $1,277 

Solar - Tracker - -$47 $264 

Distributed Solar (3 MW) - -$30 $520 

Wind - On-Shore - -$48 $345 

Wind - Off-Shore 1 - -$49 $469 

Wind - Off-Shore 2 - -$49 $557 

Battery Generic 4H (30 MW) - -$13 $307 

Battery Generic 8H (30 MW) - $13 $522 

Pump Hydro Storage (300 MW) - -$17 $966 

Notes: 
(1) Variable costs for solar and wind Includes RECs value. 
(2) Fixed costs include capital expenditures, fix1;1d O&M, federal tax credits, and gas firm transmission expenses. 

(3) Values in this column represent overnight installed cost 

$76 
$93 

$1 49 

$128 

$146 

$298. 

$448 

$158 
$124 

$243 
$150 

$127 

$151 

$210 

$179 

$735 

Book Life 2024 Real $ l3l 
Years $/kW 

36 $1,523 
36 $1 ,667 

36 $2,000 

36 $1,562 
20 $1,781 
36 $3,977 
3.6 $5,479 
60 $1 1,147 

35 $2,278 

30 $4,675 
25 $2,400 

30 $4,497 

30 $5,164 

20 $2,782 

20 $4,666 

50 $9,667 
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PUBLIC DI... .. OSURE 
CRITICAL ENERGY INFRASTRUCTIJRE INFORMATION - CONFIDENTIAL This data Is confidential CEIi and is subject to Regulation by CFR Sec. 3/18, 113. Recipient should be aware that disclosure of this material 

and its contents shall be handled in accordance with CEIi procedures. Any and all duplications of this data must contain this notification. This document contains non-public transmission information and in 
accordance with FERC policy, should not be disclosed to Marketing Function employees. 

Major Outages 

The table below lists the major outages for years 2022, 2023, and 2024 based on the outage duration measured in MVA minutes. Georgia Power is 
defining a major outage as an outage with event duration greater than 10,000 MVA minutes. 

1 
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BEFORE THE GEORGIA PUBLIC SERVJCE -COMMISSION 

GEORGIA POWER COMPANY 
DOCKET NO. 56002 

AFFIDAVIT AND BASIS FOR THE ASSERTION THAT PORTIONS OF THE 
INFORMATION SUBMITTED ARE PROTECTED T~DE SECRETS 

As part of its 2025 Integrated Resource Plan ("2025 IRP~). filed in Docket No. 56002, 
Georgia Power Company ("Georgia Power" or the "Company") submits to the Georgia Public 
Service Commission Technical Appendix Volume 3; which contains confidential details 
regarding current and future transmission proj~ts (the ·1ntorm~oon·) that is a trade secret of 
Georgia Power and Southem Company and their affiliates. 

The Information derives economic value from not being generally kncmn to, and not 
being readily ascertainable by proper means by other persons who can obtain economic value 
from its disclpsure or use. Specifically, the lnfonnation contains competitively sensitive cost 
infonnation related to the prices Georgia Power t)as estimated for transmission equipment and 
specific details related to the Company's transmission infrastructure. Public dissemination of the 
Information would allow Georgia Power's competitors and suppliers to have access to the costs 
paid 'by the Company and Insight into the Company's transmission planning process. Access to 
the lnformalion would also allow competitors to gain specific insight into the Company's 
technical analysis regarding planned projects. Competitors would obtain an unfair advantage 
because they are not required to reveal similar inf onnation and can structure the pricing for 
competing products based on the lnfonnation. In the event the lnformatiO!l We$ released, it is 
quite likely that suppliers would use the Information to set the floor in establishing their qwn 
prices, thus artificially and inefficiently setting a market price that may not be representative of 
the best cost that the market could offer. Competitors would also unfairly benefit in having 
access and insight into the .Company's planning processes and methodologies. This competitive 
advantage for the Company's suppliers and competitors would ·mean that Georgia Power will 
potentially pay t,igher prices to suppliers, ultimately harming Georgia Power. Finally, the 
Information includes sensitive details concerning Georgia f;>ower's transmission infrastructure 
that must be protected from public disclosure in the interes1s of system security and reliability. 
Such portions of the Information co$1in Critical Energy Infrastructure Information as defined by 
the Code of Federal Regulations Section 388.113. 

The Information is subject to substantial procedures to maintain its secrecy. Only selec't 
Georgia Power ·and Southern Company affiliate personnel are granted access b;> the Information 
and receive access on a "need to know" basis only. Any parties outside the Company who 
would be granted access to the Information would be required to sign confidentiality 
agreements. 

.s-xms1T 
} 

I ~ )'? l ;>f -11::> 
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Michael B. Robinson, first being .duly sworn, deposes and states that ·ha has reviewed 
Technical· Appendix Volume 3 of the Company's 2025 IRP and that to the best of his knowledge 
the specific . information designated as trade secret constitute de secrets in accordance with 
O.C.G.A. § 10-1-761 (2018). 

Mich 
Vice Pr ident, Grid-Transfonnation 
Georgia Power Company 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this li__ day of J'AQ . , 2025. 
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CRmCAL ENERGY INFRASTRUCTURE INFORMATION -CONFIDENTIAL This data Is confidential CEIi and Is subject to Regulation by CFR See. 388.113. Recipient should be aware that disclosure of this material and Its 
contents shall be handled In accordance with CEIi procedures. Any and all duplications of this data must contain this notification. This document contains non-public transmission Information and In accordance with FERC 

policy, should not be disclosed to Marketing Function employees. 

A. Georgia ITS 10 Year Expansion Plan Projects List 
Table 2 Georgia ITS 10 Year Plan Project List below briefly lists projects in the 10 Year Expansion Plan (details for each project are in later sections) . 

Table 2 Georgia ITS 10 Year Plan Project List 

212 2025 18670 GTC: BANKS CROSSING - S/1/2025 GTC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
POND FORK 115 KV 

216 2025 18492 MITCHELL - NORTH TIFTON 5/1/2025 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
230KV RECONDUCTOR 

206 2025 19676 ADAMSVILLE - JACK 6/1/2025 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
MCDONOUGH 230KV LINE 

REBUILD 
214 2025 18800 ECHECONNEE-WELLSTON 6/1/2025 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

llSKV REBUILD 

21.1 2025 19187 GRID - BREMEN - CROOKED 6/1/2025 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
CREEK (APC) 115 KV PROJECT 

214 2025 18153 GTC: BONAIRE PRI- 6/1/2025 GTC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
ECHECONNEE US KV 

PARTIAL REBUILD . . 
218 2025 20342 GTC: CAMDEN INDUSTRIAL 6/1/2025 GTC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

PARK 230/115KV NEW 
SUBSTATION 

214 2025 20590 GTC: EATONTON PRIMARY - 6/1/2025 GTC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
LICK CREEK 115KV LINE 
SWITCH REPLACEMENT 

218 2025 11821 JESUP - LUDOWICI PRIMARY 6/1/2025 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
115KV REBUILD 

206 2025 13753 MEAG: ALCOVY ROAD- SKC 6/1/2025 MEAG REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
115 KV RECONDUCTOR 

214 2025 13787 MEAG: AULTMAN ROAD- 6/1/2025 MEAG REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
BONAIRE PRIMARY 115 KV 

REBUILD 
202 2025 20464 NORCROSS 230KV BUS 1-3 6/1/2025 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

SERIES BUS TIE BREAKER 
INSTALLATION 

2024 GA ITS Ten-Year Plan (2025-2034) 
,EX~1" Page 7 of 304 
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Z Y TEAMS P . t N Need Date Project E . d C GPC E . d C GTC Estimated Cost• Estimated Cost - I 
one ear Number roiec ame 2024 Sponsor st1mate ost - st1mate ost - MEAG DU Tota s 

216 2025 19631 PINE GROVE PRIMARY 115 KV 6/1/1.025 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
DUAL STAGE C_APA.CITOR 

BANK 

219 2025 20067 SAV: DEPTFORD - MAGNOLIA 6/1/2025 SAV REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
115KV RECONDUCTOR 

214 2025 20466 SMART VALVE INSTALLATION 6/1/2025 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

218 2025 21046 THALMANN AND COLERAIN 6/1/2025 GPC REDACTED REDACTE°[) REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
230 KV LINE RELAY PANEL 

UPGRADES 
211 2025 20431 VILLA RICA LOW SIDE 6/1/2025 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

BREAKER 
218 2025 20684 CAMDEN INDUSTRIAL PARK 6/1/2025 GPC REDACTED REDACTED -REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

(GPC) 
213 2025 18774 GTC: HEARD COUNTY - 12/1/2025 GTC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

TENASKA 500KV (SECOND 
LINE) 

I 206 2025 18889 JEFFERSON STREET#3 - 12/1/2025 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
NORTHWEST (WHITE) 115 KV 

RECONDUCTOR 
-

212 2025 20326 ANTHONY SHOALS STATCOM 12/31/2025 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
SYSTEM 

1211 2025 20152 CC - CASS PINE- HILL VIEW 12/31/2025 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
230 KV LINE- CC 
IMPROVEMENTS 

211 2025 20175 CC - PROJECT CHRONOS- 12/31/2025 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
SK/HYUNDAI 

215 2025 20010 GTC: ANTHONY SHOALS - 12/31/2025 GTC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
WASHINGTON 115 KV LINE 

REBUILD 
219 2025 17075 SAV: LITTLf OGEECHEE 230- 12/31/2025 SAV REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

- 115KV: RELAY 
MODERNIZATION 

216 2026 18691 GTC: LIZARD LOPE - 3/1/2026 GTC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
WESTOVER 115 KV NEW LINE 

208 2026 20018 CC - QTS FAYETTEVILLE 4/1/2026 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
TRANSMISSION NEEDS ---

i024 GA ITS Ten-Vear Plan (2025-2034) Page8 of 304 
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TEAMS . Need Date Project . . Estimated Cost • Estimated Cost • 
Zone Vear Number Pro1ect Name 2024 Sponsor Estimated Cost · GPC Estimated Cost - GTC MEAG DU Tot;ils 

208 2026 19597 ADAMSVILLE • BUZZARD 6/1/2026 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
ROOST 230KV REBUILD AND 

JUMPER UPGRADE 
201 2026 18960 BLANKETS CREEK - 6/1/20~6 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

WOODSTOCK _llSKV LINE 
REBUILD 

201 2026 20243 CC • GARRITT ROAD 6/1/2026 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTEO REDACTED REDACTED 7 

SWITCHING STATION • TRAE 
LANE 

208 2026 20216 CC· STONEWALL TEU ROAD 6/1/2026 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
(TA REALTY) 

r----zi1 2026 18679 DU: EAST DALTON - 6/1/2026 DU REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACT~ 
OOSTANAULA llSKV 

REBUILD 

208 2026 20491 EAST POINT RELAY 6/1/2026 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
MODERNIZATION 

215 . 2026 16007 FENWICK STREET · SAND BAR 6/1/2026 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
FERRY 11SKV 

(RECONDUCTOR/REBUILD) 
213 2026 20516 GOAT ROCK 230KV SWITCH, 6/1/2026 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

JUMPER, & LINE TRAP 
REPLACEMENT 

2026~ 618 -214 GORDON-N DUBLIN llSKV 6/1/2026 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
(GORDON-ENGL MCI J) 

REBUILD 
206 2026 21139 GRADY - MORROW (WHITE) 6/1/2026 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

115KV REBUILD 
206 2026 20474 GRADY 230/llSKV RELAY 6/1/2026 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

MODERNIZATION 
212 2026 19706 GRID · GAINESVILLE #2 6/1/2026 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

EQUIPMENT REPLACEMENT 
206 2026 21137 GTC: CONYERS - CORNISH 6/1/2026 GTC REDACTED REDACT.ED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

MOUNTAIN 115KV LINE 
UPGRADE 

213 2026 19334 GTC:LAGRANGE-NORTH 6/1/2026 GTC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
OPELIKA 230 KV -212 2026 20015 GTC: MORNING HORNET 2ND 6/1/2026 GTC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

230/115 KV BANK & THUMBS 
UP llSKVTL 

2024 GA ITS Ten-Year.Plan (2025-2034) Page 9 of 304 
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TEAMS . Need Date Project . . Estimated Cost - Estimated Cost -
Zone Year Number ProJect Name 2024 Sponsor Estimated Cost - GPC Estimated Cost - GTC MEAG OU Totals 

214 2026 19999 GTC: ROBINS SPRING BUS 6/1/2026 GTC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
REPLACEMENT 

214 2026 20001 GTC: ROBINS SPRING 6/1/2026 GTC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
CAPACITOR BANK 

INSTALLATION 
211 2026 19636 HAMMOND - WEISS DAM 6/1/2026 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED .REDACTED 

llSKV LINE REBUILD 

214 2026 20512 KATHLEEN AREA 6/1/2026 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTE~ 
IMPROVEMENTS 

206 2026 20490 KLONDIKE RELAY 6/1/2026 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
MODERNIZATION 

213 2026 19598 MEAG: DRESDEN - LAGRANGE 6/1/2026 MEAG REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
PRIMARY 230KV UPGRADE & 

JUMPERS 
215 2026 20270 MEAG: RAY PLACE RD - 6/1/2026 MEAG REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

WASHINGTON #3 
215 2026 20271 MEAG: RAY PLACE RD - 6/1/2026 MEAG REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

WASHINGTON 
(WASHINGTON -
WASHINGTON 3) 

208 2026 20300 MORROW llSKV RELAY 6/1/2026 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED . 
UPGRADE 

216 2026 18690 PALMYRA REACTOR 6/1/2026 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
REMOVAL 

219 2026 20066 SAV: BOULEVARD - 6/1/2026 SAV REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
DEPTFORD 115KV 
RECONDUCTOR 

219 2026 19966 SAV: CC - BIG OGEECHEE 6/1/2026 SAV REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
500/230KV {CC NETWORK 

IMPROVEMENTS) 
219 2026 20277 SAV: MCINTOSH - 6/1/2026 SAV REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

PURRYSBURG 230KV 
REACTORS 

206 2026 20489 SCOTTDALE RELAY 6/1/2026 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
MODERNIZAJION 

208 2026 17900 UNION CITY 0 .VATES 230 KV 4i1/2026 · GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
WHITE LINE REBUILD 

2024 GA ITS Ten-Year Plan (2015-2034) Page 10 of 304 
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TEAMS . Need Date Project . . Estimated Cost • Estimated Cost. 
Zone Year N b Proiect Name 2024 S Est ,mated Cost - GPC Estimated Cost - GTC MEAG Totals 

um er ponsor DU 

208 2026 20691 UNION CITY - YATES 230KV 
(WHIT£) SWITCH AND TRAP 

REPLACEMENT 
216 

208 

208 
_. 

213 

208 

214 

211 

206 

208 

213 

201 

f-Ti1 

208 

211 

2026 20i 23 

2026 21022 

.2026 20668 

2026 20874 

2026 20273 

2026 20002 

2026 20151 

2026 19287 

2026 19363 

2027 18832 

CC - PROJECT PAYTON 
BAINBRIDGE 

OHARA BREAKER 
REPLACEMENT 

DRESDEN LINE PROTECTIVE 
RELAYING 

GTC: BARNESVILLE PRIMARY­
BARNESVILLE #1115KV 

RECONDUCTOR 
GTC: DRESDEN 500KV SUS 

EXPANSION 
GTC: GORDON· 

SANDERSVILLE #1115KV LINE 
REBUILD 

CC· CASS PINE 230/25 NEW 
SUB • QC ELLS - CC 
IMPROVEMENTS 

GRADY-WEST END llSKV 
REBUILD 

MORROW - MOUNTAIN VIEW 
115 KV REBUILD 

MEAG: FORTSON 230KV 
SUBSTATION 

MODERNIZATION 
2027 20509 CC • EMBLEM RIVERSIDE 
----~c_u_STOMER SUB (FLEXENTIAL) 

2027 19635 

2027 19601 

2027 15879 

GTC: HICKORY LEVEL- VILLA 
RICA 230KV LINE 
RE CONDUCTOR 

MORROW - YATES COMMON 
115KV LINE UPGRADE 

POSSUM BRANCH - YATES 
COMMON 115KV REBUILD 

(YATES TO CLEM) 

2024 GA ITS Ten-Year Plan (2025-2034) 

6/1/2026 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACT£0 

6/30/2026 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

10/1/2026 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

12/1/2026 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDAcrEO 

12/1/2026 GTC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

li./1/2026 GTC REDACTED REDACTED REDAcrED REDACTED REDACTED 

12/1/2026 GTC REDACTED REDACTtD REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

12/31/2026 GPC REDACTE~ REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

12/31/2026 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTtD REDACTED 

12/31/2026 GPC REDACTI:D REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

1/13/2027 MEAG REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

3/1/2027 GPC REDACTED REDACTED · REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

5/1/2027 GTC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

5/1/2027 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

5/1/2027 GPC REDACTEQ REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
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TEAMS . Need Date Project . . Estimated Cost• Estimated Cost• 
Zone Year N b Proiect Name 2024 5 Est,mated Cost - GPC Estimated Cost • GTC ME G O Totals um er ponsor A U 

208 2027 20771 t;:C - GULLATT ROAD 6/1/2027 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
TRANSMISSION 
IMPRQVEMENTS 

208 2027 18736 CC · MICROSOFT - SHUGART 6/1/2027 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
(CC006) 

201 2027 20781 CC- SUMMER.LAKE - VILLA 6/1/2027 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
RICA 230KV REBUILD (CC 

IMPROVMNT) 
208 2027 20736 CC - TA REALTY ELLENWOOD 6/1/2027 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

NETWORK IMPROVEMENTS 
212 2027 20234 DOYLE - LG&E MONROE .6/1/2027 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

230KV • JACKS CREEK LOOP IN 

201 2027 20858 GTC: ADAMSVILLE - BUZZARD 6/1/2027 GTC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
ROOST 230KV REBUILD 

201 2027 20776 GTC: DOUGLASVILLE - VILLA 6/1/2027 GTC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
RICA 230KV REBUILD (CC 

IMPROVEMENT) 

212 2027 20778 GTC: DOYLE • WINDER 6/1/2027 GTC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
PRIMARY 230KV LINE JUMPER 

REPLACEMENT 
216 2027 19358 GTC: EASTMOULTRIE- 6/1/2027 GTC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

HIGHWAY 112 230 KV LINE 
212 2027 09662 GTC: EAST WALTON 6/1/2027 GTC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

500/230KV PROJECT 
201 2027 20505 GTC: GARRETT ·RD • V. RICA 6/1/2027 GTC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

230KV LINE RECONDUCTOR 
(CCNETIM) . 

214 2027 19622 GTC: RIDDLEVILLE BUS -,. 6/1/2027 GTC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
REPLACEMENT 

206 2027 19606 GTC: SKC 115KV BUS AND 6/1/2027 GTC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 'REDACTED REDACTED 
JUMPER REPLACEMENT 

214 2027 20020 GTC: SOUTH HAZLEHURST · 6/1/2027 GTC REDACTED REDAcm> REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
NEW LACY 230KV LINE 

201 2027 20506 GTC: SWITCH WAY· 6/1/2027 GTC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
THORNTON ROAD 230KV LINE 

REBUILD 
218 2027 18668 JESUP · OFFERMAN 115KV 6/1/2027 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

REBUILD 
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~ - - _.I 

20i 2027 10143 LAWRENCEVILLE· WINDER 
llSKV LINE REBUILD 

LAWRENCEVILLE • WINDER 
PRIMARY 230KV LINE 

REBUILD 

202 2027 10481 

215 2027 

214 2027 

219 2027 

219 2027 

208 2027 

214 2027 

214' 2027 

212 2027 

211 2027 

211 2027 

214 2028 

201 2028 

20264 MEAG: RAY PLACE RD· 
WARRENTON PRIMARY 

19248 

t0785 

20065 

SANDERSVILLE #1 • WADLEY 
PRl.11SKV 

REBUILD/RECONDUCTOR 
SAV:GOSHEN(SAV) - KRAFT 

llSKV LINE REBUILD 
------r--- S-AV- : GOSHEN (SAV) • 

20717 

18573 

20591 

17977 

20150 

20024 

19997 

20797 

MCINTOSH llSKV LINE 
REBUILD 

. . -
CC • TOMOCHICHI 500/230KV 

SOLUTION (CC NElWORK 
IMPROVEMENTS) 

GRID. ARKWRIGHT · LLOYD 
SHOALS 115KV 

GTC: EATONTON PRIMARY 
(035591) • LICK CREEK 11SKV 

REBUILD 
ATHENA · EAST 

WATKINSVILLE 115 KV 
(REBUILD) 

CC - HILL VIEW & GRASSY 
HOLLOW SUB • CC 
IMPROVEMENTS 

DYER ROAD· EAST ROANOKE 
llSKV (REBUILD) 

AULTMAN ROAD-PERRY 
llSKV LINE REBUILD 

CC · EAST VILLA RICA AREA 
SWITCHING STATION (CC 

IMPROVEMENT) 
211 2028 20774 CC- VILLA RICA UPGRADES 

(CC NETWORK 
IMPROVEMEN~ 

2024 GA ITS Ten-Year Plan (2025-2034) 

6/1/2027 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

6/1/2027 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

6/1/2027 MEAG REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

6/1/2027 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

6/1/2027 SAV REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

6/1/2027 SAV REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

7/15/2027 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED RE.OACTED REDACTED 

7/30/2027 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

12/1/2027 GTC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

12/31/2027 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

12/31/2027 GPC REDACTED R.EDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

12/31/2027 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

6/1/2028 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

6/1/2028 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

6/1/2028 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
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214 2028 21048 FITZGERALD - PITTS 115 KV 6/1/2028 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
LINE REBUILD 

213 2028 08458 GTC: BARNESVILLE - SOUTH 6/1/2028 GTC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
GRIFFIN 230KV PROJECT 

216 2028 20503 GTC: BARNEYVILLE - EAST 6/1/2028 GTC REDACTED ] REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
MOULTRIE 115KV NEW LINE 

214 2028 20873 GTC: BONAIRE PRIMARY 6/1/2028 GTC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
S00/230KV XFMR REPLCMNT 

& RELAY MOD - 6/1/2028 212 2028 19992 GTC: BOSTWICK • EAST GTC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
SOCIAL CIRCLE 230KV 

RE CONDUCTOR 
206 2028 20777 JACK MCDONOUGH • 6/1/2028 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

NORTHWEST {BLACK) 230KV 
RECONDUCTOR 

216 2028 ~ 9629 MEAG: BRUMBLEY CREEK - 6/1/2028 MEAG REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
SOUTH BAINBRIDGE 115KV 

REBUILD 

216 2028 19630 MEAG: THOMASVILLE 6/1/2028 MEAG REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
230/llSKV AUTOBANK 

REPLACEMENT 
213 2028 20482 PITTMAN ROAD· WEST 6/1/2028 GPC REDACTED I REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

POINT DAM (USA) 115KV 
REBUILD 

208 2028 20656 f>LANT YATES BREAKER AND 6/1/2028 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
HALF STATION 

219 2028 20783 SAV: COLEMAN - DEAN 6/1/2028 SAV REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
FOREST llSKV LINE REBUILD 

219 2028 20407 SAV: MAGNOLIA - TRUMAN 6/1/2028 SAV REDACTED RED~CTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED. 
PARKWAY 115KV REBUILD 

201 2028 21069 SMART VALVES AT EAST VILLA 6/1/2028 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
RICA SWITCHING STATION 

214 20_28 20768 SOUTH MACON 11SKV BUSES 6/1/2028 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
1 & 2 REPLACEMENT 

208 2028 20274 UNION CITY -VATES 230KV 6/1/2028 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
{BLACK) LINE REBUl~D 

· 213 2028 13166 FIRST AVENUE - NORTH 12/1/2028 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
COLUMBUS llSKV LINE 

REBUILD --
2024 GA ITS Ten-Year Plan (2025-2034) Page 14 of 304 
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TEAMS . Need Date Project . Estimated Cost - Estimated Cost -
Zone Year N b ProJect Name 2024 5 Estimated Cost• GPC Estimated Cost - GTC Totals 

um er ponsor MEAG DU 

214 2028 20586 GTC: NORTH DUBLIN 12/1/2028 GTC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
230/115KV TRANSFORMERS 

AND BUS-TIE BREAKER 
208 2029 21062 ASHLEY PARK-WANSLEY. 6/1/2029 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

SOOKV 
216 2029 10222 BLAKELY PRIMARY- 6/1/2029 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

HUCKLEBERRY llSKV 
REBUILD 

114 2029 21047 BROADWAY - ECHECONNEE 6/1/2029 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
. 115 KVUNE REBUILD 

I 213 2029 16887 BUTLER - THOMASTON 230KV 6/1/2029 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
LINE CONVERSION 

201 2029 21036 BUZZARD ROOST - FACTORY 6/1/2029 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
. SHOALS 230KV NEW LINE 

206 2029 21142 CONYERS- KLONDIKE 230 KV 6/1/2029 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
SECOND LINE 

206 2029 21138 GLENWOOD SPRINGS - 6/1/2029 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
PORTERDALE PRIMARY 230KV 

LINE SWITCH REPL 
_.;_ 

213 2029 21112 GTC: BARNESVILLE PRIMARY - 6/1/2029 GTC REDACTED REDACTED REDAmD REDACTED REDACTED 
THOMASTON 230KV 

202 2029 10814 GTC: BAY CREEK 230/115KV 6/1/2029 GTC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED R~DACTED 
SECOND AUTO 
TRANSFORMER 

214 2029 21140 GTC: BONAIRE PRIMARY - 6/1/2029 GTC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
EASTMAN PRIMARY 115 KV 

LINE REBUILD 
201 2029 20849 GTC: CLIFTONDALE - LINE 6/1/2029 GTC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

CREEK 230KV LINE 
213 2029 19950 GTC: DRESDEN - TALBOT 6/1/2029 GTC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

SOOKV LINE 
202 2029 20760 GTC: HOPEWELL 230/115 KV 6/1/2029 GTC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACT.ED REDACTED 

BANKA 
201 2029 21123 GTC: TENASKA - WANSLEY 6/1/2029 GTC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

SOOKV NEW LINE 
206 2029 21141 LLOYD SHOALS - PORTERDALE 6/1/2029 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

PRIMARY 115KV REBUILD 
216 2029 20285 LOWER RIVER - _WEBB (APC) 6/1/2029 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

llSKV RECONDUCTOR 
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TEAMS . Need Date Project . . Estimated Cost • Estimated Cost -
Zone Year N b Pro1ect Name 2024 5 Estimated Cost - GPC Estimated Cost - GTC Totals 

um er ponsor MEAG DU 

212 2029 19621 MCEVER ROAD - SHOAL 
CREEK llSKV REBUILD 

218 2029 20346 MCMANUS - WEST 
BRUNSWICK 115KV REBUILD 

214 2029 17706 MEAG: AULTMAN ROAD-
FORT VALLEY #l 115 KV 

REBUILD 

216 2029 11051 MEAG: SIAPPEY DRIVE-
1/,(ESTOVER llSKV LINE 

REBUILD 
202 2029 20757 NORCROSS - NORTH DRUID 

HILLS 115KV REBUILD 
219 2029 21006 SAV: BOULEVARD -

MAGNOLIA 115 KV LINE 
REBUILD 

219 2029 21023 SAV: DEAN FOREST - LlffiE 
OGEECHEE 230 KV REBUILD 

219 2029 20989 SAV: RICE HOPE NEW AUTO 
TRANSFORMER 

216 2029 13628 SOUTH BAINBRIDGE - SINAI 
(FPL) 115KV LINE 
RECONDUCTOR 

202 2029 20248 BAY CREEK - CONYERS 230KV 
REBUILD 

211 2030 .21129 ANNISTON - HAMMOND 
t30KV LINE 

201 2030 20764 ATKINSON - NORTHSIDE 
DRIVE 115KV REBUILD 

201 2030 20761 ATKINSON - NORTHWEST 
115KV REBUILD 

212 2030 21130 CC - NORTH GEORGIA DATA 
NETWORK UPGRADES 

212 2030 10478 CORNELIA- TALLUIAH LODGE 
llSKV REBUILD ----. 

212 2030 18669 DU: DAWSON CROSSING -
NELSON (WHITE) 115 KV 

REBUILD 
201 2030 21097 EAST POINT - TRIBUTARY 

230KV REBUILD 

2024 GA JTS Ten·-vear Plan (2025-2034) 

6/1/2029 

6/1/2029 

6/1/2029 

6/1/2029 

6/1/2029 

6/1/2029 

6 /1/2029 

6/1/2029 

6/1/2029 

12/31/2029 

6/1/2030 

6/1/2030 

6/1/2030 

6/1/2030 

6/1/2030 

6/1/2030 

6/1/2030 

GPC 

GPC 

MEAG 

MEAG 

GPC 

SAV 

SAV 

SAV 

GPC 

GPC 

GPC 

GPC 

GPC 

GPC 

GPC 

DU 

GPC 

REDACTED 

REDACTED. 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACfED 

REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

REDACT£D REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

REDACTtD REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

REDACTED REDACTED -REDACTED 

REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
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Z Y TEAMS P . N Need Date Project E t· t d C GPC E . d C GTC Estimated Cost • Estimated Cost - I 
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208 2030 20480 

214 2030 19627 

216 2030 21063 

212 2030 12120 

214 2030 20298 

213 2030 21128 

215 2030 19996 -, 

214 2030 20428 

215 2030 21116 

208 2030 21073 

201 2030 21014 

201 2030 210-13 

212 2030 20375 

212 2030 21111 

2U 2030 21113 

212 2030 21131 

EAST POINT · UNION CITY 
230KV BLACK LINE 

RECONDUCTOR 
ECHECONNEE-WELLSTON 
. llSKV LINE REBUILD 

FARLEY (APC)-TAZEWELL 
SOOKV 

GAINESVILLE #2 • MCEVER 
ROAD HS KV REBUILD 

GLENWOOD SPRINGS· LAKE 
OCONEE 115KV LINE REBUILD 

GOAT ROCK REACTORS 
INSTALLATION 

GOLDENS CREEK -
WARRENTON PRIMARY 

230KV REBUILD 
GORDON-SANDERSVILLE #1 

llSKV LINE REBUILD 
(DEEPSTEP-SAND #6) 

GOSHEN AREA STRATEGIC 
SOLUTION 

GTC: BIG SMARR -
TOMOCHICHI SOOKV 

GTC: BUZZARD ROOST -
CAVENDER DRIVE 230KV NEW 

LINE 
GTC: CAVENDER DRIVE 
S00/230KV AUTOBANK 

GTC: EAST WATKINSVILLE 230 
KV STATION MODIFICATION 

GTC: HARTWELL DAM • 
HARTWELL ENERGY 230KV 

SERIES REACTORS 
GTC: HARTWELL ENERGY -
MIDDLE FORK 230KV LINE - . . 

GTC: POND FORK - MIDWAY 
115KV LINE 

2024 GA ITS Ten-Year Plan (2025-2034) 

6/1/2030 GPC 

6/1/2030 GPC 

6/1/2030 GPC 

6/1/2030 GPC 

6/1/2030 GPC 

6/1/2030 GPC 

6/1/2030 GPC 

6/1/2030 GPC 

6/1/2030 GPC 

6/1/2030 GTC 

6/1/2030 GTC 

6/1/2030 GTC 

6/1/2030 GTC 

6/1/2030 GTC 

6/1/2030 GTC 

6/1/2030 GTC 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

. 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED · 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACT£0 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED -

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

-,-
REDACTED 

REDACTED 
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214 2030 21077 GTC: ROCKVILLE - TIGER 6/1/2030 GTC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REOACfED 
CREEK -WARTHEN SOOKV 

LINES 
216 -2030 21076 GTC: TALLBOT #2 - TAZEWELL 6/1/2030 GTC REDACfED REDACTED REDACfED REDACfED REDACTED 

SOOKV LINE 
214 2030 21094 GTC: TIGER CREEK- 6/1/2030 GTC REDACfED REDACfED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

ROCKVILLE-NORTH SPA 
230KV PROJECT -

212 2030 20789 JEFFERSON ROAD - WINDER 6/112030 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
PRIMARY llSKV REBUILD 

216 2030 20284 KETTLE CREEK PRIMARY - 6/1/2030 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
PINE GROVE PRIMARY llSKV 

REBUILD 
21S 2030 21118 MEAG: ATHENA- 6/1/2030 MEAG REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

WARRENTON 230KV 
CONVERSION 

201 2030 20857 NEW CAVENDER DRIVE - 6/1/2030 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
TRIBUTARY 230KV LINE 

214 2030 21093 NORTH SPA 230KV 6/1/2030 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
STRATEGIC PROJECT 

212 2030 19995 TALLULAH LODGE - TOCCOA 6/1/2030 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
115 KV REBUILD 

201 2030 21098 TRIBUTARY - THORNTON RD 6/1/2030 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED .REDACfED 
230KV REBUILD 

213 2030 20160 I THOMASTON 230 NEW BUILD 11/1/2030 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
. SUB 

216 2030 18848 BAINBRIDGE TRANSMISSION: 12/31/2030 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
EAST RIVER ROAD, EAST 

. BAINBRIDGE 
214 2030 19626 GLENWOOD SPRINGS 115KV 12/31/2030 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED--

CAP BANK 
208 2031 20690 EAST POINT - UNION CITY 5/1/2031 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACfED REDACTED REDACTED 

(WHITE) 230KV REBUILD 
202 2031 19632 AVERY - HOPEWELL llSKV 6/1/2031 ~ REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

RE CONDUCTOR l 
211 2031 10811 BOWEN #10 500/230KV 6/1/2031 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

AUTOBANK REPLACEMENT · 
215 2031 20756 HATCH - WADLEY SOO KV LINE 6/1/2031 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

STRATEGIC PROJECT 
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contents shall be handled in accordance wittl CEIi procedures. Any and all duplications of this data must contain this notification. This document contains non-public transmission Information and in accordance with FERC 

policy, should not be disclosed to Marteting Function employees. 

TEAMS . Need Date Project . . Estimated Cost- Estimated Cost -
Zone Year Number Pro1ect Name 2024 Sponsor Estimated Cost • GPC Estimated Cost - GTC MEAG DU Totals 

214 2031 21099 MEAG: PIO NONO 230/115KV 
AREA SOLUTION 

213 2032 21114 MEAG: SOUTH GRIFFIN 
230/llSKV BANK #5 

219 2032 20784 SAV: COLEMAN - MELDRIM 
llSKV LINE REBUILD 

214 2033 20767 ARKWRIGHT BUS AND 
JUMPER REPlACEMENT 

202 2033 20758 BAY CREEK - CONYERS 230KV 
LIMITING ELEMENT 

I 
REPLACEMENT 

215 2033 20793 EVANS PRIMARY -
THURMOND DA!v1 (USA) #5 

llSKV REBUILD 
215 2033 20794 EVANS PRIMARY -

THURMOND DAM (USA) #6 
llSKV REBUILD 

212 2033 12217 GTC: CENTER PRIMARY -
CLARKSBORO 230 KV REBUILD 

212 2033 20773 GTC: CLARKSBORO - WINDER 
PRIMA.RY 230KV REBUILD 

212 2033 12147 GTC: EAST SOCIAL Cl RCLE -
SNELLVILLE 230KV 

EQ_UIPMENT UPGRADE 
212 i033 21075 GTC: EAST WALTON - MIDDLE 

FORK SOOKV 

212 2033 20791 GTC: SHOAL CREEK - SOUTH 
HALL 230KV REBUILD 

212 2033 21053 MCEVER ROAD - SHOAL 
CREEK llSKV REBUILD PHASE 

Ill 

212 2033 09661 MCGRAU FORD - MIDDLE 
FORK SOOKV LINE PROJECT 

219 2033 20796 SAV: MELDRIM BANK D 
REPlACEMENT 

215 2033 14222 THOMSON PRIMARY 
230/USKV SECOND 

TRANSFORMER 

2024 GA ITS Ten-Vear Plan (2025-2034) 

fi/1/2031 

6/1/2032 

6/1/2032 

6/1/2033 

6/1/2033 

6/1/2033 

6/1/2033 

6/1/2033 

6/1/2033 

6/1/2033 

6/1/2033 

6/1/"J.033 

6/1/2033 

6/1/2033 

6/1/2033 

6/1/2033 

MEAG 

MEAG 

SAV 

GPC 

GPC 

GPC 

GPC 

GTC 

GTC 

GTC 

GTC 

GTC 

GPC 

GPC 

SAV 

GPC 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

L 

REDACTED 

REDACT£D 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACT£D 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED" 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTE~ 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 
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PUBLIC D. ;LOSURE 

CRITICAL ENERGY INFRASTRUCTURE INFORMATION - CONFIDENTIAL. This data ts confldential CEIi and is subject to Regulation by CFR Sec. 388.113. Recipient should be aware that disclosure of this material and its · 
contents shall be handled in accordance with CEIi procedures. Any and all duplications of this data must contain this notification. This document contains non-public transmission Information and in accordance with FERC 

policy, should not be disclosed to Marketing Function employees. 

TEAMS . Need Date Project . . Estim;:ited Cost - Estimated Cost -
Zone Year Number ProJect Name 2024 Sponsor Estimated Cost - GPC Estimated Cost - GTC MEAG DU Totals 

202 2033 20759 WINDER PRIMARY 230KV BUS 6/1/2033 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
1-2 PARALLEL BUS-TIE 

INSTALLATION . 
216 2033 10487 PINE GROVE PRIMARY - WEST 12/31/2033 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

VALDOSTA 115 KV 
RECONDUCTOR 

212 2034 18700 DAWSON CROSSING - 6/1/2034 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
GAINESVILLE #1 115 KV 

~ 

219 2034 20787 · SAV: LITTLE OGEECHEE 6/1/2034 SAV REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
230/llSKV BANK 

REPLACEMENT 
215 2034 17993 ·EVANS PRIMARY -·THOMSON 12/31/i034 GPC REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

PRIMARY llSKV REBUILD 

Total REDACTED EDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

. 2024 GA ITS Ten-Year Plan (2025-2034) Page 20 of 304 
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BEFORE THE GEORGIA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

GEORGIA POWER COMPANY 
DOCKET NO. 56002 

AFFIDAVIT AND BASIS FOR THE ASSERTION THAT PORTIONS OF THE 
INFORMATION SUBMITTED ARE PROTECTED TRADE SECRETS 

As part of its 2025 Jntegrated Resource Plan ("2025 IRP"), filed in Docket No. 56002, 
Georgia Power Company ("Georgia Power" or the "Company") submits to the Georgia Public 
Service Commission Technical Appendix Volume 3, Which contains confidential details 
regarding cun-ent and future transmission projects {the •information") that is a trade secret of 
Georgia Power and Southern Company and their affiliates. 

The Information derives economic value from not being generally known to, and not 
being readily ascertainable by proper means by other persons who can obtain economic value 
from its disclosure or use. Specifically, the Information contains competitively sensitive cost 
infonnation related to the prices Georgia Power has estimated for transmlssi~ equipment and 
specific details related to the Company's transmission Infrastructure. PubHc dissemination of the 
Information would allow ·Georgia Power's competitors and ·suppliers to have access to the costs 
paid by the Company and insight into tne Company's transmission planning proc-e$S. Access to 
the Information would also aJlow competitors to gajn specific insight into the Company's 
technical analysis regarding planned projects. Competitors would obtain an unfair advantage 
because they are not required to reveal similar lnformaUon and can structure the pricing for 
competing products based on the lnformatiOn: In the event the Information wes released, it is 
quite likely that suppliers WOl,Jld use the lnfonnation to set the floor in establishing their cmn 
prices, thus artif iclally and inefficiently setting a market price that may not be representative of 
~ best cost that the market could offer. Com~titors would also unfairly benefit in having 
access and insight into the Company's planning processes and methodologies. This competitive 
advantage for the Company's suppliers .and competitors would mean that Georgia Power will 
potentially pay higher prices to suppliers, ultimately harming Georgia Power. Finally-, the 
lnforma~on includes sensitive details conceming , Georgia Powe,..s transmission infrastructure 
that must be protected from public disclosure In the interests of system security and reliability . 
Such portions of the Information contain Critical Energy Infrastructure Information as defined by 
the Code of Federal Regulations Section 388.113. 

The Information is subject to substantial procedures to maintain Its secrecy. Only select 
Georgia Power and Soutllem Company affiliate personnel are granted access to the Information 
aod receive access on a •need to know" basis only. Any parties outside the Company who 
would be granted access to the Information would be required to sign confidentiality 
agreements. 

· £XH1e1, 

I ~\PLSF - i1> 



0149

Michael 8 . Robinson, first being duly sworn, de~ and states that he has reviewed 
Technical Appendix Volume 3 of the Company's 20~5 IRP and that to the best of his knowledge 
the specific information designated· as trade secret constitute ade secrets in accordance with 
O.C.G'.A. § 10-1-761 (2018). 

... 

. Robinson 
Vice Pr · ent, Grid Transformation 
Georgia Power Company 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this ..ii_ day of j Ao 1 , 2025. 



0150

.ppen 1x - : 1st o A d" 2C l L' fT ransmiss100 p . ro.1ects U d C n er onstructmn 

Line 
PJMRTEP 

Project DescriP.tion Voltage 
Target 

Location 
Cost 

Date Estimates 
(kV) 

(SM) 
Winters Branch - Add 4th TX - DEV (Position #4) 230 A11g-24 VA 0.3 
Pearsons 230kV Switch Replacements EOL 230 Aw..-24 VA 0.5 
Altair 230kV Delivery - NOVEC (Microsoft Leesburg) (Belmont-Altair-

Sep-24 
Brambleton) 230 VA 51.9 
Line #224 (Lanexa -Northern Neck) EOL Rebuild and 2nd Circuit 230 Sep-24 VA 151.0 
Youngs Branch - Add 2nd TX - DEV 230 Sep-24 VA 0.8 
Aviator 230kV Delivery - DEV 230 Sep-24 VA 42.0 
Cemetery Road Sub - l 15kV Delivery- DEV 115 Oct-24 VA 5.0 
Thunderball (Wildwood) 230kV Delivery - NOY EC 230 Oct-24 VA 13.9 
Clifton Forge TX#2 EOL 138/230 Nov-.24 VA 3.0 
Line #2008 Uprate - Takeoff to Lincoln Park 230 Nov-24 VA 4.5 
Line #2008 Uprate - Takeoff to Walney 230 Nov-24 VA 2:0 
Gretna 69kV Delivery - Add 2nd TX - DEV 69 Nov-24 VA 0.6 
Line #2008 Uprate - Cub Run to Walney 230 Nov-24 VA 2.0 
Line #2242 Uprate - Dulles to Lincoln Park 230 Nov-24 VA 6.0 
230kV Line Extension Cannon Branch to Winters Branch 230 Dec-24 VA 22.0 
Trappe Rock 230kV Delivery - NOVEC 230 Dec-24 VA 16.2 
Roundtable 230kV Delivery -Add 3rd and 4th TX 230 Dec-24 VA 0.8 
Farmville 230- J 15kV Transfonner #5 EOL Replacement 115/230 Dec-24 VA 6.4 
Nl.VO- Bus Expansion 230 Dec-24 VA 12.0 
Magruder Sub - Upgrade 115/34.SkV TX#l - DEV 115 Dec-24 VA 1.0 
Northstar 230kV Delivery - NOVEC 230 Dec-24 VA 10.0 
Line #81 (Carolina - S Justice Branch) EOL Partial Rebuild - 1.7 mile Double 

Dec-24 
Circuit Sections with Line #2056 (Hornertown-Hathaway) 115 NC 3.4 
Metcalf Sub l 15kV Delivery- TX #1 Upgrade - DEV 115 Dec-24 VA 0.6 
Harrisonburg Transformer#! Upgrade 115 Dec-24 VA 0.3 
NIT Ind~1strial - New 230kV Delivery Point (DEV) 230 Dec-24 VA 5.0 
Line #2010 Underground Relocation 230 Dec-24 VA 40.0 
Line #100 (Locks to Harrowgate) Partial Rebuild 115 Dec-24 VA 9.1 
Bishop Substation -115 kV Delivery (MEC) - Ridge DP 115 Mar-25 VA 15.0 
Jeffress Sub - J 15 kV Delivery (MEC)- Lakeside DP 115 Feb-25 VA 15.5 

·EXHJBlT 

I C11PI ':::if - ~c. 
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Lioe 
PJMRTEP 

Project Description Voltage 
Targd 

Location 
Cost 

Date Estimates 
(kV) 

{$M) 
Nimbus 230kV Delivery - DEV (Beaumeade-Nimbus-Buttermilk) 230 Apr-25 VA 12.0 
Line #141 (Balcony Falls to Skimmer) & Line#28 (Balcony Falls to Cusbaw) 

May-25 
EOL and Balcony Falls Substation Rebuild 115 VA 55.0 
OTC 230kV Delivery- DEV (Extension of Line #2143 (Beaumeade-BECO) to 

Jun-25 
DTC) 230 VA 60.3 
Line #203 I Uprate-Enterprise to Greenway to Roundtable 230 Jun-25 VA 5.9 
Line #2186 Uprate- Shellhorn to Enterprise 230 Jun-25 VA 4.0 
Line #-2218 Uprate--Sojourner to Runway DP to Shellhorn 230 Jun-25 VA 6.5 
Rixlew 230 kV Delivery -NOVEC _ 230 Jun-25 VA 10.0 
Lost City - New 230 kV Delivery - DEV 230 Jul-25 VA 10.2 
Line # 105 (Tarboro-Parmele) EOL Rebuild 115 Jul-25 NC 26.0 
Partial L.:ine#5 Retirement (Fork Union to Cunningham DP)-line 1049 

Aug-25 
retirement 115 VA 5.5 

Interconnection 230kV Delivery- DEV (Beaumeade-Interconnection-Njmbus) 230 
Sep-25 VA 32.0 

Foster Drive 230 kV Delivery - CoM (BCG & A WS) 230 Oct-25 VA 15.3 
Ocean Court 230kV Delivery - DEV 230 Oct-25 VA 12.7 
Line #81 (Carolina - S Justice Branch) EOL Partial Rebuild 

-

115 Nov-25 NC 27.2 
Line #2095 Uprate - Cabin Run to Shellhorn 230 Dec-25 VA 8.0 
Stratus 230kV Delivery -DEV - (CPR changed .to Engineering) 230 Dec·25 VA 24.0 
Line # 172 & # 197 Conversion - Liberty to Cannon Branch 230 Dec-25 VA 28.0 
Pleasant View 230kV Deliyery - Add 4th TX - DEV 230. Dec--25 VA 1.0 
Hornbaker 230kV Delivery_- NOVEC (Avanti) (Liberty-Hornbaker-Pioneer) 230 Apr-26 VA 45.0 
Line #574- Ladysmith to ElmontR.ebuild- EOL 500 Mav-26 VA 91.3 
Bear Run Sub - Cub Run 230kV Expansion - NOVEC 230 Sep-26 VA 24.5 
Wishing Star DP -NOVEC 230 Dec-26 VA 10.0 
ldylwood - Convert Straight Bus to Breaker and a Half 230 Dec-26 VA 159.3 
Bristers - 500-230 kV TX Expansion 230/500 May-27 VA 65.0 
Line #2008 Uprate - Loudoun to Takeoff 230 Aut!.-27 VA 4.6 
Partial Line #83 EOL Rebuild 115 Mar-28 VA 23.0 
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Line 
PJMRTEP 

Project Description Voltage 
Target 

Location 
Cost 

Date Estimates 
(kV) 

($M) 

Winters Branch - Add 4th TX - DEV (Position #4) 230 Au~-24 VA 0.3 
Pearsons 230kV Switch Replacements EOL 230 Aug-24 VA 0.5 
Altair 230kV Delivery - NOVBC (Microsoft Leesburg) (Belmont-Altair-

Sep-24 
Brambleton) 230 VA 51.9 
Line #224 (Lanexa -Northern Neck) EOL Rebuild and 2nd Circuit 230 Sep-24 VA 151.0 
Youngs Branch - Add 2nd TX - DEV 230 Sep-24 VA 0.8 
Aviator 230kV Delivery - DEV 230 Sep-24 VA 42.0 
Cemetery Road Sub- l 15kV Delivery - DEV 115 Oct-24 VA 5.0 
Thunderball (Wildwood) 230kV Delivery - NOVEC 230 Oct-24 VA 13.9 
Clifton Forge TX#2 EOL 138/230 Nov-24 VA 3.0 
Line #2008 Uprate - Takeoff to Lincoln Park 230 Nov-24 VA 4:5 
Line #2008 Uprate - Takeoff to Walney 230 Nov-24 VA 2.0 
Gretna 69kV Delivery - Add 2nd TX - DEV 69 Nov-24 VA 0.6 
Line #2008 Uprate - Cub Run to WaJney 230 Nov-24 VA 2.0 
Line #2242 Uprate - Dulles to Lincoln Park 230 Nov-24 VA 6.0 
230kV Line Extension Cannon Branch to Winters Branch 230 Dec-24 VA 22.0 
Trappe Rock 230kV Delivery - NOVEC 230 Dec-24 VA 16.2 
Roundtable 230kV Delivery - Add 3rd and 4th TX 230 Dec-24 VA 0.8 
Farmville 230-1 J 5kV Transformer #5 EOL Replacement 115/230 Dec-24 VA 6.4 
NIVO - Bus Expansion 230 Dec-24 VA 12.0 
Magruder Sub- Upgrade 115/34.SkV TX# l - DEV 115 Dec-24 VA 1.0 
Northstar 230kV Delivery - NOVEC 230 Dec-24 VA ro.o 
Line #8 l (Carolina - S Justice Branch) EOL Partial Rebuild - 1. 7 mile Double 

Dec-24 
Circuit Sections with Line #2056 (Hornertown-Hathaway) ]15 NC 3.4 
Metcalf Sub 1 J 5kV Delivery - TX #1 Upgrade - DEV 115 Dec-24 VA 0.6 
Harrisonburg Transfonner#l Upgrade 115 Dec-24 VA 0.3 
NIT Lndustrial - New 230kV Delivery Point (DEV) 230 Dec-24 VA 5.0 
Line #2010 Underground Relocation 230 Dec-24 VA 40.0 
Line # 100 (Locks to Harrowgate) Partial Rebuild 115 Dec-24 VA 9.1 
Bishop Substation -115 kV Delivery (MEC) - Ridge DP 115 Mar-25 VA 15.0 
Jeffress Sub - 115 kV Delivery (MEC) - Lakeside DP 115 Feb-25 VA 15.5 
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Line 
PJMRTEP 

Project Description Voltage 
Target 

Location 
Cost 

(kV) 
Date Estimate$ 

($Ml 
230kV Line Extension to Re lieve Cloverhill Loop (Winters Branch -

Mar-25 
Wakeman) 230 VA 3.9 
EPG - Add 2nd and 3rd TX - DEV 230 Mar-25 VA 6. l 
Nimbus 230kV Delivery - DEV (Beaumeade-Nimbus-Buttermilk) 230 Apr-25 VA 12.0 
Line #141 @alcony Falls to Skimmer) & Line#28 (Balcony falls to Cushaw) 

May-25 
EOL and Balcony Falls Substation Rebuild 115 VA 55.0 
Davis Drive -230kV Ring Bus Expansion - Line Extension W &OD Trail to 

Jun-25 
Sub 230 VA 15.0 
Clifton - Replace Overdutied L282 Breaker 230 Jun-25 VA 0.5 
Install 115kV breaker at Stuarts Draft station 115 Jun-25 VA 5.0 
'cumulus 230kV Delivery - Add 5th TX - DEV 230 Jun-25 VA 0.5 
OTC 230kV Delivery- DEV (Extension ofLine #2143 (Beaumeade-BECO) to 

Jun-25 
OTC) 230 VA 60.3 
Sherwood Transformer#2 Upgrade 115 Jun-25 VA 0.4 
Line #2031 Uprate-Enterprise to Greenway to Roundtablc 230 Jun-25 VA 5.9 
Line #2186 Uprate - Shellhorn to Enterprise 230 Jun-25 VA 4.0 
Line #2188 Uprate-Shellhorn to Greenway to Lockridge 230 Jun-25 VA 3.8 
Line #2214 Uprate - Buttermilk to Roundtable 230 Jun-25 VA 4.8 
Line #2218 Uprate-Sojourner to Runway DP to Shellhorn 230 Jun-25 VA 6.5 
Line #2223 Uprate-Roundtable to Lo~kridge 230 Jun-25 VA 2.6 
Rixlew 230 kV Delivery - NOVEC 230 Jun-25 VA 10.0 
,Line #249 (Carson to Locks) Rebuild and Energize TX #1 230 Jun-25 VA 25.6 
Line #2151 Uprate - Railroad DP to Gainesville 230 Jun-25 VA 6.1 
King and Queen 230kV Delivery - DEV 230 JuJ-25 VA 1.9 
Lost City - New 230 kV Delivery - DEV 230 JuJ-25 VA 10.2 
Varina SUB - add new TX (TX #2) - DEV 230 Jul-25 VA 0.5 
Line #105 (Tarboro-Pannele) EOL Rebuild 115 Jul-25 NC 26.0 
Evans Creek Sub - Roanoke DP - 230kV Delivery-DEV_ New 230kV Line from 

Aug-25 
Tunstall to Evans Creek and Evans Creek to Raines 230 VA 30.0 

2 
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Line 
PJMRTEP 

Project Description Voltage 
Target 

Location 
Cost 

Date Estimates 
{kV) 

($M) 
Raines Sub - Jnterstate DP - 230kVDelivery-DEV-New 230kV Line from 

Aug-25 
Tunstall to Raines 230 VA 20.0 
Tunstall Sub -Hillcrest DP - 230kV Delivery-DEV-New Unity 500/230kV Sub 

Aug-25 
Two New 230kV Lines from Unity to Tunstall 230/500 VA 140.0 
Partial Line#S Retirement (Fork Union to Cunningham DP)-lioe 1049 

Aug-25 
retirement · 115 VA 5.5 

Trident 230 kV Delivery - NOVEC (ARC West) (Gainesville-Trident-Wheeler) 230 
Sep-25 

VA 15.8 

Interconnection 230kV Delivery- DEV (Beaumeade-lnterconnection-Nimbus) 230 
Sep-25 

VA 32.0 
Park Center 230kV Delivery - DEV 230 Sep-25 VA 10.0 
Foster Drive 230 kV Delivery - CoM (BCG & A WS) 230 Oct-25 VA 15.3 
Ocean Court 230kV Delivery - DEV 230 Oct-25 VA 12.7 
Prentice Drive 230kV Delivery• DEV (CPR changed to Engineering) 230 Oct-25 VA 20.0 
Southall (North Louisa (REB)) 230kV Delivery (Amazon AZ) - ODEC -

Nov-25 
Engineering 230 VA 55.0 
Line #77 (Carolina-Roanoke Rapids Hydro) EOL Rebuild 115 Nov-25 VA 7.4 
Line #81 (Carolina - S Justice- Branch) EOL Partial Rebuild 115 Nov-25 NC 27.2 
lnstall 2n~ 115kV 33.67MVar Cap bank at Harrisonburg 1 I 5 Dec-25 VA 1.0 
Walnut Creek l 15kV switching station 115 Dec-".25 VA 23.7 
Line #2095 Uprate - Cabin Run to Shellhorn 230 Dec-25 VA 8.0 
Stratus 230kV Delivery - DEV - (CPR changed to Engineering) 230 Dec-25 VA 24.0 
Brickyard 230kV Delivery - DEV 230 Dec-25 VA 6.6 
Buttermilk 230kV Delivery - Add 3rd and 4th TX 230 Dec-25 VA 1.0 
Butler Farm Sub-230kV Delivery-DEV- Bailey DP - New Finneywood 
500/230kV Sub a new 230kV Line (Butler Farm - Finneywood) and a new Dec-25 
230kV Line (Butler Fann - Clover) 230/500 VA 220.0 
Line #2019 (Greenwich to TbaUa) EOL Partial Rebuild 230 Dec-25 VA 14.3 
Line #293 (Staunton to Valley) & Partial Line #83 EOL 230 Dec-25 VA 44.8 
Line #202 - Clark to ldylwood Uprate - 230 Dec-25 VA 8.0 
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PJMRTEP 

Project Description Voltage 
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Cost 
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Line #2104 (Cranes Corner to Stafford) partial uprate 230 Dec-25 VA 28.3 
Line# 172 & # 197 Conversion - Liberty to Cannon Branch 230 Dec-25 VA 28.0 
500kV / 230kV Line Extension - Southern (Wishing Star to Mars) 230/500 Dec-25 VA 842.3 
Verona Transformer#2 New Circuit Switcher 115 Dec-25 VA 0.5 
Princess Anne Sub upgrade TX I 115 Dec-25 VA 0.5 
Line #53 (Chesterfield - Kevlar) Install Reymet Tap 115 Dec-25 VA 3.0 
Line #183 Rebuild to Resolve EOL and 2021 OW Violations 115 Dec-25 VA 38.0 
Line #53 and Line #72 (Chesterfield to Brown Boveri Tap) EOL Partial 

Dec-25 
Rebuild 115 VA 9.8 
Pleasant View 230kV Delivery - Add 4th TX - DEV 230 Dec-25 VA LO 
230kV Line Extension to Relieve Waxpool Loop (Nimbus to Farrnwell) 230 Dec-25 VA 5.7 
Line #2007 (Lynnhaven to Thalia) EOL Rebuild 230 Dec-25 VA 28.7 
Brambleton Overdutied Breaker Replacement (SCI 02,H302, H402, 218302) 230 Dec-25 VA 1.7 
Line #2011 Uprate -Cannon Branch to Clifton (Rebuild) 230 Dec-25 VA 31.7 
Harrisonburg TX#6 EOL 115 Jan-26 VA 5.2 
Line #2209 Uprate Evergreen Mills to Yardley 230 Jan-26 VA 5.0 
Decoy Airfield- 230kV Delivery - DEV 230 Feb-26 VA 12.0 
Broderick Drive 230kV Delivery - DEV 230 Feb-26 VA 24.5 
Twin Creeks Sub 230kV Delivery - DEV 230 Mar-26 VA 20.0 
Bring2-230 kV Sources into White Oak SUB and Resolve 300 MW Load Loss 

Apr-26 
Violation - Engineering Assessment 230 VA 42.2 
Hornbaker 230kV Delivery - NOVEC (Avanti) (Liberty-Hornbaker-Pioneer) 230 Ar, r-26 VA 45.0 
Northwoods 230kV Delivery - NOVEC 230 Anr-26 VA 15.8 
Gennanna 230kV Delivery - DEV 230 Ar,r-26 VA 24.8 
Foxbrook Lane 230kV Delivery -REC (AWS Central Louisa- 1st DP) 230 May-26 VA 55.0 
Line #574 - Ladysmith to Elmont Rebuild - EOL 500 May-26 VA 91.3 
Alexanders Corner Tx 1 Replace Ground Switch with Circuit Switcher 115 Mav-26 VA 0.3 
Deep Creek Tx l Replace Ground Switch with Circuit Switcher 115 May-26 VA 0.3 
Deep Creek Tx 2 Replace Ground Switch with Circuit Switcher 115 Ma\-26 VA 0.3 
Brown Boveri Tx I Replace ·Ground Switch with Circuit Switcher 115 Ma;,-26 VA 0.3 
Quantico Tx 1 Replace Ground Switch with Circuit Switcher 115 May-26 VA 0.3 
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Target 
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(SM) 
Quantico Tx 2 Replace Ground Switch with Circuit Switcher ]15 May-26 VA 0.3 
Partial Line #26 (Buena Vista to Balcony .Falls ) Rebuild 115 Jun-26 VA 22.2 
Relieve Line #219-2066 Load Drop - Loop Trabue 230kV to Midlothian 230 Jun-26 VA 8.5 
Line #502 Terminal Upgrade-Loudoun to Mosby 500 Jun-26 VA 6.3 
Daves Store 230kV Delivery - DEV 230 Jun-26 VA 36.5 
Tunis Tx 1 Replace Ground Switch with Circuit Switcher 115 Jun-26 NC 0.3 
Lines #211 and #228 (Chesterfield to Hopewell) partial rebui Id 230 Jun-26 VA 12.3 
Line # 126 (Earleys to Kelford) Partial Rebuild 115 Jun-26 NC 18.8 
Cloud 11 SkV Cap Bank 115 Jun-26 VA 1.5 
Line #23 Bell Ave to Suffolk Partial Rebuild 115 Jun-26 VA 39.5 
Line #1024 (Chestnut- S Justice Branch) EOL Rebuild 115 Jun-26 NC 5.1 
Spartan - New 230kV Substat ion 230 Jun-26 VA 21.3 
Sycolin Creek 230kV Delivery - DEV 230 Jun-26 VA 28.0 
Line #2226 (Clover to Easters) Partial Rebuild (DNH) 230 Jun-26 VA 34.0 
Line #205 (Locks to Tyler) Partial Rebuild 230 Jun-26 VA 27.0 
Jeffress Substation 230 kV Delivery (MEC) - Lakeside DP 230 Jul-26 VA 92.6 
Line #2 172 Uprate - Brambleton to Evergreen 230 Jul-26 VA 2.3 
Line #2213 Uprate - Yardley to Cabin Run 230 Jul-26 VA 1.8 
Line #2210 Uprate - Brambleton to Evergreen Mills 230 Jul-26 VA 2.3 
Daves Store 230 kV Line Extension (New) (Cut and Extend Line #216 1 

Aug-26 
Gainesville - Wheeler) 230 VA 45.9 
Gemini 230 kV Delivery - DEV 230 AlH.!,-26 VA 15.3 
Bear Run Sub - Cub Run 230kV Expansion - NOVEC 230 Sep-26 VA 24.5 
Install Cap Bank. at Lexington Substation 500 Nov-26 VA 5.9 
Mint Springs (Jacksonville) 230kY Delivery - NOVEC 230 Nov-26 VA 16.0 
Possum Point 2nd 500-230kY TX (Ox Overloads) (PP S00kV - PP230kV) 230/500 Nov-26 VA 23 .1 
Wishing Star DP -NOVEC 230 Dec-26 VA 10.0 
Line #2080 Uprate - Liberty to Railroad DP 230 Dec-26 VA 1.5 
Line #2163 Uprate - Vint Hill to Liberty 230 Dec-26 VA 13.0 
Line #2187 and #2228 Uprate - Pioneer DP to Liberty 230 Dec-26 VA 11.4 

5 
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Occoquan 500-230kV TX (OX violation); Line 2013 Upgrade and Cut in of 
Dec-26 

Line #57 1 and #237 230/500 VA 84.5 
Line #29 Fredericksburg to Aquia Harbor Rebuild 230 Dec-26 VA 59,5 
Jdylwood- Convert Straight Bus to Breaker and a Half 230 Dec-26 VA 159.3 
Line# I 08 (Boykins-Tunis) EOL Rebuild 115 Dec-26 NC 72.7 
Line #584 Terminal Upgrade-Loudoun to Mosby 500 Dec-26 VA 6.4 
Line #2056 (Hornertown-Hathaway) EOL Rebuild 230 Dec-26 NC 49.1 
City of Franklin P&L DP#4 (Pretlow) - New l 15kV Delivery Point 1)5 Dec-26 VA 2.5 
Remington CT 230 kV Terminal Upgrades (Line #2114) 230 Dec-26 VA 2.6 
Gainesville 230 kV Tem1ina1 Uo2Tades (Line #2222) 230 Dec-26 VA 9.2 
Otterdam Sub - 230kV Delivery (MEC) - Otterdam DP 230 Dec-26 VA 25.0 
Bermuda Hundred 230kV Delivery - DEV 230 Dec-26 VA 15.0 
Line #260 (Harrisonburg to Grottoes) EOL Rebuild 230 Dec-26 VA 28.0 
Line# 2090 (Ladysmith CT to Summit) Rebuild 230 Jan-27 VA 32.0 
Line #1001 (Battleboro to Chestnut) EOL Rebuild 115 Jan-27 NC 14.0 
Lunar 230kV Delivery-DEV 230 Mar-27 VA 28.0 
Youngs Branch - Add 3rd, 4th, 5th TX- DEV (Position #1,3,5) 230 Apr-27 VA 1.2 
Mars 2nd 500 -230 kV TX 230/500 Mav-27 VA 42.2 
Bristers - 500-230 kV TX Expansion 230/500 Mav-27 VA 65.0 
Evergreen Mills 230kV Delivery Part B 230 Jun-27 VA 7.7 
Pluto 230 kV Delivery - DEV 230 Jun-27 VA 64.5 
Terminate Line 583 Doubs - Bismark into Woodside S00kV DOM 500 Jun-27 VA 5.1 
Lines #2150 & #2081 Uprates-Golden to Paragon Park 230 Jun-27 VA 3.0 
Line #2207 Uprate- Paragon Park to Beco 230 Jun-27 VA 5.3 
Line #256 (Ladysmith - St John) PartiaJ Rebuild 230 Jun-27 VA 31.7 
Loudoun Capacitor Banks 230/500 .lun-27 VA 90.1 
Line #14 (Fudge Hollow to the demarcation point of AEP) EOL 115 Jun-27 VA 30.0 
Line #9290 (Ox to Braddock) and Partial Line#2097 Uprate 230 Jun-27 VA 43.5 
Line #272 (Dooms to Grottoes) EOL Rebuild 230 Jul-27 VA 34.0 
Line #2008 Uprate - Loudoun to Takeoff 230 AU!!-27 VA 4.6 
Line #265 Uprate - Sully to Takeoff 230 AU}!-27 VA 4.6 

6 
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(SM) 
Takeoff 230kV Delivery - DEV Transformers 230 Aug,-27 VA 4.0 
Takeoff Substation 230k V Interconnection for Poland Loop 230 Au'.!-27 VA 45.9 
230kV Line Extension to Relieve Pol~nd Loop (A v~ator to Takeoff) 230 Aul!.-27 VA 29.5 
Spring Hill 230kV Delivery - DEV 230 Aul,!.-27 VA 35.0 
Edsall 230 kV Delivery - DEV 230 Oct-27 VA 23.2 
Mountain Run new 230kV substation (Named Cirrus) and partial conversion of 
lines #2 and#70 to 230kV· Convert lines #2 and #70 to 230kV and connect to Nov-27 
Line #2199 230 VA 60.0 
Line # 2054 (Charlottesville to Hollymead) Rebuild 230 Dec-27 YA 71.l 
Locks Substation 230/115 kV Transformer Upgrade 115/230 Dec-27 VA 7.1 
Line# 2135 (HollyMeade to Gordonsville) Rebuild 230 Dec-27 VA 36.8 
Line #58 (Skiffes to Yorktown) EOL Partial Rebuild 115 Dec-27 VA 6.0 
Line #209 and #58 (Skiffes to Yorktown)EOL Partial Rebuild 115/230 Dec-27 VA 13.5 
Terminate New Nextera 500kV Line from Woodside into Goose Creek Sub 

Dec-27 DOM 500 VA 30.5 
Line #2101 Ut)rate - Bristers to Bristers Junction 230 Dec-27 VA 23.0 
Sloan Drive - 230kV Delivery - DEV 230 Dec-27 VA 30.0 
5-2 North Line Extension - Aspen to Golden 230/500 Dec-27 VA 623.0 
Line #204 and #220 Partial Rebuild EOL · 230 Dec-27 VA 5.4 
Nokesville to Hornbaker 230 kV Line (new) 230 Dec-27 VA 139.0 
500 kV line extension - Aspen to Doubs 230/500 Dec-27 VA 74.0 
Apollo 230kV Delivery - DEV 230 Mar-28 VA 28.0 
Partial Line #83 EOL Rebuild 115 Mar-28 VA 23.0 
Atlas 230 kV Delivery- DEV 230 Apr-28 VA 15.4 
Line #557 (Chickahominy to Elmont) EOL Rebuild 500 Jun-28 VA 58.2 
5-2 Connecter - Mars to Golden 230/500 Jun-28 VA 342.9 
Starlight 230kV DeLivery - DEV 230 Jun-28 VA 28.0 
Lucky Hill Substation - paused 230 Jun-28 VA 7.5 
Barrister Sub 230kV Delivery - DEV (CPR changed to Engineering) 230 Jun-28 VA 24.0 
Lines #2150 & #2081 Uprates-Golden to Sterling Park 230 Sep-28 VA 8.0 
Lines #2194 & #9231 Uprates-Davis Drive to Sterling Park 230 Sep-28 VA 5.5 

7 
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Nimbus 230kV Delivery - Add 3rd and 4th TX 230 Oct-28 VA 1.1 
Lines #233 and 291 (Dooms to Charlottesville) Rebuild 230 Dec-28 VA 11 2 .4 
Weyers Cave Substation - New 2nd Transformer 115 Dec-28 VA 0.9 
Line #146 Earleys to Suffolk EOL Rebuild 230 Dec-28 VA-NC 150.0 
Conve1t Line #29 Fredericksburg to Possum Point to 230 kV 230 Jan-29 VA 56.7 
Line #29 and #252 (Possum Point to Aquia Harbor) Rebuild 230 Jan-29 VA 38.0 
Line # 10 ( Goshen to Craigsvme ) EOL Partial Rebuild 115 Mar-29 VA 29.6 
Fentress Sub - Add 2nd TX 230 May-29 VA 0.4 
Vint Hill 500-230 kV Expansion 230/500 Jl.m-29 VA 115.0 
500/230kV Morrisville-Wishing Star Upgrades 230/500 Jun-30 VA 852.9 

New Nextera 500 kV Line fr_om Woodside to Goose Creek Sub (DOM Scope) 500 
Sep-30 VA 15.6 

Replace Overdutied Breakers 2022 Reliability Open Window #3 230/500 Oct-31 VA 66.3 
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Line 
PJMRTEP 

Project Description Voltage 
Target 

Location 
Cost 

Date Estimates 
(kV) 

{$M) 
Winters Branch - Add 4th TX - DEV (Position #4) 230 Aug-24 VA 0.3 
Pearsons 230kV Switch Replacements EOL 230 Aug-24 VA 0.5 
Altair 230kV Delivery - NOVEC (Microsoft Leesburg) (Belmont-Altair-

Sep-24 
Brambletoo) 230 VA 51.9 
Line #224 (Lanexa -Northern Neck) EOL Rebuild and 2nd Circuit 230 Sep-24 VA 151.0 
Youngs Branch - Add 2nd TX - DEV 230 Seri-24 VA 0.8 
Aviator 230k V Delivery - DEV 230 Ser,-24 VA 42.0 
Cemetery Road Sub - l 15kV Delivery - DEV 115 Oct-24 VA 5.0 
Thunderball (Wildwood) 230kV Delivery - NOV EC 230 Oct-24 VA 13.9 
Clifton Forge TX#2 EOL 138/230 Nov-24 VA 3.0 
Line #2008 Uprate - Takeoff to Lincoln Park 230 Nov-24 VA 4.5 
Line #2008 Uprate - Takeoff to Walney 230 Nov-24 VA 2.0 
Gretna 69kV Delivery - Add 2nd TX-DEV 69 Nov-24 VA 0.6 
Line #2008 Uprate - Cub Run to Walney 230 Nov-24 VA 2.0 
Line #2242 Uprate - Du11es to Lincoln Park 230 Nov-24 VA 6.0 
230kV Line Extension Cannon Branch to Winters Branch 230 Dec--24 VA 22.0 
Traooe Rock 230kV Delivery - NOVEC 230 Dec-24 VA 16.2 
Roundtable 230kV Delivery - Add 3rd and 4th TX 230 Dec-24 VA 0.8 
Farmville230-l 15kV Transfonner #5 EOL Replacement 115/230 Dec-24 VA 6.4 
NTVO - Bus Expansion 230 Dec-24 VA 12.0 
Magruder Sub - Upgrade l 15/34.5kV TX# I - DEV 115 Dec-24 VA 1.0 
Northstar 230kV Delivery - NOVEC 230 Dec-24 VA 10.0 
Line #81 (Carolina- S Justice Branch) EOL Partial Rebuild - 1.7 mile Double 

Dec-24 
Circuit Sections with Line #2056 (Hornertown-Hathaway) 115 NC 3.4 
Metcalf Sub 115kV Delivery-TX#l Upgrade- DEV 115 Oec-24 VA 0.6 
Harrisonburg Transfonner#l Upgrade 115 Dec-24 VA 0.3 
NIT Industrial- New 230kV Delivery Point (DEV) 230 Dec-24 VA 5.0 
Line #2010 Underground Relocation 230 Dec-24 VA 40.0 
Line # JOO (Locks to Harrowgate) Partial Rebui Id 115 Dec-24 VA 9.1 
Bishop Substation -1 l 5 kV Delivery (MEC) - Ridge DP 115 Mar-25 VA 15.0 
Jeffress Sub- l 15 kV Delivery (MEC)-Lakeside DP 115 Feb-25 VA 15.5 
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Line 
PJMRTEP 

Project De~cription Voltage 
Target 

Location 
Cost 

Date Estimates 
(kV) 

(SM) 
Nimbus 230kV Delivery - DEV (Beaumeade-Nimbus-Buttermilk) 230 Apr-25 VA 12.0 
Line #141 (Balcony Falls to Skimmer) & Line#28 (Balcony Falls to Cushaw) 

May-25 
EOL and Balcony Falls Substation Rebuild 115 VA 55.0 
OTC 230kV Delivery - DEV (Extension of Line #2143 (Beaumeade-BECO) to 

Jun-25 
DTC) 230 VA 60.3 
Line #2031 Uprate-Enterprise to Greenway to Roundtable 230 Jun-25 VA 5.9 
Line #2186 Uprate - Shellhorn to Enterprise 230 Jun-25 VA 4.0 
Line #22 l 8 Uprate-Sojourner to Runway DP to Shellhorn 230 Jun-25 VA 6.5 
Rixlew 230 kV Delivery - NOVEC 230 Jun-25 VA 10.0 
Lost City -New 230 kV Delivery- DEV 230 Jul-25 VA 10.2 
Line #105 (Tarboro-Parmele) EOL Rebuild I 15 Jul-25 NC 26.0 
Partial Line#S Retirement (Fork Union to Cunningham DP)-line l049 

Aug-25 
retirement 115 VA 5.5 

Interconnection 230kV Delivery - DEV (Beaumeade-lnterconnection-Nimbus) 230 
Sep-25 

VA 32.0 
Foster Drive 230 kV Delivery - CoM (BCG & A WS) 230 Oct-25 VA 15.3 
Ocean Court 230kVDelivery- DEV 230 Oct-25 VA 12.7 
Line-#81 (Carolina- S Justice Branch) EOL Partial Rebuild 115 Nov-25 NC 27-2 
Line #2095 Uprate - Cabin Run to Shellhorn 230 Dec-25 VA 8.0 
Stratus 230kV Delivery - DEV - (CPR changed to Engineering) 230 Dec-25 VA 24.0 
Line #172 & # 197 Conversion -Liberty to Cannon Branch 230 Dec-25 VA 28.0 
Pleasant View 230kV Delivery - Add 4th TX - DEV ~30 Dec-25 VA 1.0 
Hornbaker 230kV Delivery - NOVEC (Avanti) (Liberty-Hornbaker-Pioneer) 230 Apr~26 VA 45.0 
Line #574 - Ladysmith to Elmont Rebuild - EOL . 500 Ma,-26 VA 91.3 
Bear Run Sub - Cub Run 230kV Expansion - NOVEC 230 Sep-26 VA 24.5 
Wishing Star DP. -NOVEC 230 Dec-26 VA 10.0 
Idylwood- Convert Straight Bus to Breaker and a Half 230 Dec-26 VA 159.3 
Bristers - 500-230 kV TX Expansion 230/500 May-27 VA 65.0 
Line #2008 Uprate - Loudoun to Takeoff 230 Aug-27 VA 4.6 
Partial Line #83 EOL Rebuild 115 Mar-28 VA 23.0 
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Winters Branch - Add 4th TX -DEV (Position #4) 230 Au,g.-24 VA 0.3 
Pearsons 230kV Switch Replacements EOL 230 Aul!.-24 VA 0.5 
Altair 230kV Delivery"' NOVEC (Microsoft Leesburg) (Belmont-Altair-

Sep-24 
Brambleton) 230 VA 51.9 
Line #224 (Lanexa -Northern Neck) EOL Rebuild and 2nd Circuit 230 Sep-24 VA 15 1.0 

Youngs Branch-Add 2nd TX - DEV 230 Sep-24 VA 0.8 
Aviator 230kV Delivery - DEV 2'30 Sep-24 VA 42.0 
Cemetery Road Sub - l 15kV Delivery - DEV 115 Oct-24 VA 5.0 
Thunderball (Wildwood) 230kV Delivery - NOVEC 230 Oct-24 VA 13.9 
Clifton Forge TX#2 EOL 138/230 Nov-24 VA 3.0 
Line #2008 Uprate -Takeoff to Uncoln Park 230 Nov-24 VA 4.5 

Line #2008 Uprate -Takeoff to Walney 230 Nov-24 VA 2.0 
Gretna 69kV Delivery -Add 2nd TX.: DEV · 69 Nov-24 VA 0.6 

Line #2008 Uprate - Cub Run to Walney 230 Nov-24 VA 2.0 

Line #2242 Uprate - Dulles to Lincoln Park 230 Nov-24 VA 6.0 
230kV Line E~1ension Cannon Branch to Winters Branch 230 Dec-24 VA 22.0 

Trappe Rock 230kV Delivery - NOVEC 230 Dec-24 VA 16.2 
Roundtable 230kV Delivery - Add 3rd and 4th TX 230 Dec-24 VA 0.8 

Fannville 230-115kV Transfonner #5 EOL Replacement 115/230 Dec-24 VA 6.4 
NIVO - Bus Expansion 230 Dec-24 VA 12.0 
Magruder Sub - Upgrade 115/34.SkV TX#l - DEV 115 Dec-24 VA 1.0 
Northstar 230kV Delivery - NOVEC 230 Dec-24 VA 10.0 
Line #8 I (Carolina - S Justice Branch) EOL Partial Rebwld - l. 7 mile Double 

Dec-24 
Circuit Sections with Line #2056 (Hornertown-Hathaway) 115 NC 3.4 
Metcalf Sub 11 SkV Delivery TX #1 Upgrade - DEV 115 Dec-24 VA 0.6 
Harrisonburg Transfortner#l Upgrade 115 Dec-24 VA 0.3 
NlT Industrial - New 230kV Delivery Point (DEV) 230 Dec-24 VA 5.0 
Line #20 IO Underground Relocation 230 Dec-24 VA 40.0 
Line #100 (Locks to Harrowgate) Partial Rebuild 115 Dec-24 VA 9.1 
Bishop Substation - I 15 kV Delivery (MEC) - Ridge DP 115 Mar-25 VA 15.0 
Jeffress Sub - 115 kV Delivery (MEC) - Lakeside DP 115 Feb-25 VA 15.5 
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230kV Line Extension to Relieve Cloverhill Loop (Winters Branch -
Mar-25 

Wakeman) 230 VA 3.9 
EPG Add 2nd and 3rd TX - D EV 230 Mar-25 VA 6.1 
Nimbus 230kV Delivery - DEV (Beaumeade-Nimbus-Buttermilk) 230 Apr-25 VA 12.0 
Line #141 (Balcony Falls to Skimmer) & Line#28 (Balcony Falls to Cushaw) 

May-25 
EOL and Balcony Falls Substation Rebuild 115 VA 55.0 
Davis Drive - 230kV Ring Bus Expansion - Line Extension W &OD Trail to 

Jun-25 
Sub 230 VA 15.0 
Clifton - Replace Overdutied L282 Breaker 230 Jun-25 VI\ 0.5 
Install I J SkV breakec at Stuarts Draft station 115 Jun-25 VA 5.0 
Cumulus 230kV Delivery - Add 5th TX - DEV 230 Jun-25 VA 0.5 
OTC 230kV DeHv.ery - DE V (Ex'tension ofUne #2143 (Beaumeade-BECO) to 

Jun-25 
DtC) 230 VA 60.3 
Sherwood Transformer#2 Upgrade 115 Jun-25 VA 0.4 
Line #2031 Uprate-Enterprise to Greenway to Roundtable 230 Jun-25 VA 5.9 
Line #2186 Uprate - Shellhorn to Enterprise 230 Jun-25 VA 4.0 

Line #2188 Uprate-Shellhorn to Greenway to Lockridge 230 Jun-25 VA 3.8 
Line #2214 Uprate - Buttermilk to Roundtable 230 Jun-25 VA 4.8 
Line #2218 Uprate-Sojourner to Runway DP to Shellhorn 230 Jun-25 VA 6.5 
Line #2223 Uprate-Roundtable to Lockridge 230 Jun-25 VA 2.6 

Rixlew 230 kV Delivery - NOVEC 230 Jun-25 VA 10.0 
Line #249 (Carson to Locks) Rebuild and Energize TX #1 230 Jun-25 VA 25.6 
Line #2151 Uprate - Railroad DP to Gainesville 23.0 Jun-25 VA 6.1 
King and Queen 230kV Delivery - DEV 230 Ju1-25 VA 1.9 
Lost City - New 230 kV Delivery - DEV 230 Jul-25 VA 10.2 
Varina SUB - add new TX (TX #2) - DEV 230 Jul-25 VA 0.5 
Line #105 (Tarboro-Parmele) EOL Rebuild 115 Jul-25 NC 26.0 
Evans Creek Sub - Roanoke DP - 230kV Delivery-DEV _New 230kV Line from 

Aug-25 
Tunstall to Evans Creek and Evans Creek to Raines 230 VA 30.0 

2 
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Raines Sub - Interstate DP - 230kV Delivery-DEV-New 230kV Line from 
Aug-25 

Tunstall to Raines - 230 VA 20.0 
Tunstall Sub - Hillcrest DP- 230kV Delivery-DEV-New Unity 500/230kV Sub 

Aug-25 
Two New 230kV Lines from Upity to Tunstall 230/500 VA 140.0 
Partial Line#5 Retirement (Fork Unio'n to Cunnfogham DP)-line 1049 

Aug-25 
retirement 115 VA 5.5 

Trident 230 kV Delivery - NOVEC (ARC West) (Gainesville-Trident-Wheeler) 230 
Sep-2S 

VA 15.•8 

lnterconnection230kV Delivery - DEV (Beaumeade-Interconnection,.Nimbus) 230 
Sep-25 VA 32.0 

Park Center 230kV Delivery - DEV 230 Sen-25 VA 10.0 
Foster Drive 230 kV Delivery - CoM (BCG & A WS) 230 Oct-25 VA 15.3 
Ocean Court 230kV Oelivery - DEV 230 Oct-25 VA 12.7 
Prentice Drive 230kV Delivery - DEV (CPR changed to Engineering) 230 Oct-25 VA 20.0 
Southa11 (North Louisa (REB)) 230kV Delivery (Amazon AZ) - ODEC -

Nov-25 
Engineering 230 VA 55.0 
Line #77 (Carolina-Roanoke Rapids Hydro) EOL Rebuild 115 Nov-25 VA 7.4 
Line #81 (Carolina - S Justice Branch) EOL Partial Rebuild 115 Nov-25 NC 27.2 
Install 2nd l 15k.V 33.67MVar Cap bank at Harrisonburg 115 Dec-25 VA l.O 
Walnut Creek 1 ISkV switching station 115 Dec•25 VA 23.7 
Line #2095 Uprate -Cabin Rutl to Shellhorn 230 Dec-25 VA 8.0 
Stratus 230kV Delivery - DEV - (CPR changed to Engineering) 230 Dec-25 VA 24.0 
Brickyard 230kV Delivery - DEV 230 Dec-25 VA 6.6 
Buttermilk 230kV Delivery- Add 3rd and 4th TX 230 Dec-25 VA 1.0 
Butler Farm Sub-230kV Delivery-DEV- Bailey DP- New Finneywood 
S00/230kV Sub a new 230kV Line (Butler Farm - Finneywood) and a new Dec-25 
230kV Line (Butler Farm ·- CJover) 230/500 VA 220.0 
Line #2019 (Greenwich to Thalia) EOL Partial Rebuild 230 Dec-25 VA 14.3 
Line #293 (Staunton to Valley) & Partial Line #83 EOL 230 Dec-25 VA 44.8 
Line #202 - Clark to Tdylwood Uprate 230 Dec--25 VA 8.0 

3 
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Line #2104 (Crru;ies Corner to Stafford) partial uprate 230 Dec-25 VA 28.3 
Line# 172 & # 197 Conversion - Liberty to Cannon Branch 230 Dec-25 VA 28.0 
SOOkV / 230kV Line Extension - Southern (Wishing Star to Mars) 230/500 Dec-25 VA 842.3 
Verona Transformer#2 New Circuit Switcher 115 Dec-25 VA 0.5 
Princess Anne Sub upgrade TXl 115 Dec-25 VA 0.5 
Line #53 (Chesterfield - Kevlar) Install Reymet Tap 115 Dec-25 VA 3.0 
Line #J 83 Rebuild to Resolve EOL and 2021 OW Violations 115 Dec-25 VA 38.0 
Line #53 ·and Line #72 (Chesterfield to Brown Boveri Tap) EOL Partial 

Dec-25 
Rebuild 115 VA 9.8 
Pleasant View 230kV DeUvery - Add 4th TX - DEV . 230 Dec-25 VA 1.0 
230kV Line Extension to Relieve WaxpooJ Loop (Nimbus to Farmwell) 230 Dec-25 VA 5.7 
Line #2007 (Lynnhaven to Thalia) EOL RebuiJd 230 Dec-25 VA 28.7 
Brambleton Overdutied Breaker Replacement (SC102,H302, H402, 218302) 230 Dec-25 VA 1.7 
Line #2011 Uprate - Cannon Branch to Clifton (Rebuild) 230 Dec-25 VA 31.7 
Harrisonburg TX#6 EOL 115 Jan-26 VA 5.2 
Line #2209 Uprate Evergreen Mills to Yardley 230 Jan-26 VA 5.0 
Decoy Airfield- 230kV Delivery - DEV 230 Feb-26 VA 12.0 
Broderick Drive 230kV Delivery - DEV 230 Feb-26 VA 24.5 
Twin Creeks Sub 230kV Delivery - DEV 230 Mar-26 VA 20.0 
Bring 2-230 kV Sources into White Oak SUB and Resolve 300 MW Load Loss 

Apr-26 
Violation - Engineering Assessment 230 VA 42.2 
Hornbaker 230kV Delivery - NOVEC (Avanti) (Liberty-Hornbaker-Pioneer) 230 Apr-26 VA 45.0 
Northwoods 230kV Delivery - NOVEC 230 Apr-26 VA 15.8 
Germanna 230kV Delivery - DEV 230 Anr-26 VA 24.8 
Foxbrook Lane 230kV Delivery - REC (A WS Central Louisa - 1st DP) 230 Mav-26 VA 55.0 
Line #574 - Ladysmith to Elmont Rebuild - EOL 500 Ma) -26 VA 91.3 
Alexanders Corner Tx 1 Replace Ground Switch with Circuit Switcher 115 Mav-26 VA 0.3 
Deep Creek Tx 1 Replace Ground Switch with Circuit Switcher 115 Mav-26 VA 0.3 
Deep Creek Tx 2 Replace Ground Switch with Circuit Switcher 115 Mav-26 VA 0.3 
Brown Boveri Tx 1 Replace Ground Switch with Circuit Switcher 115 Ma, -26 VA 0.3 
Quantico Tx 1 Replace Ground Switch with Circuit Switcher 115 Mav-26 VA 0.3 

4 
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Quantico Tx 2 Replace Ground Switch with Circuit Switcher 115 Mav-26 VA 0.3 
Partial Line #26 (Buena Vista to Balcony Falls ) Rebuild 115 Jun-26 VA 22.2 
Relieve Line #219-2066 Load Drop - Loop Trabue 230kV to Midlothian 230 Jun-26 VA 8.5 
Line #502 Terminal Upgrade-Loudoun to Mosby 500 Jun-26 VA 6.3 
Daves Store 230kV Delivery - DEV 230 Jun-26 VA 36.5 
Tunis Tx 1 Replace Ground Switch with Circuit Switcher 115 Jun-26 NC 0.3 
Lines #211 and #228 (Chesterfield to Hopewell) partial rebuild 230 Jun-26 VA 12.3 
Line # I 26 (Earleys to Kelford) Partial Rebuild 115 Jun-26 NC 18.8 
Cloud 1 lSkV Cap Bank 115 Jun-26 VA 1.5 
Line #23 Bell Ave to Suffolk Partial Rebuild 115 Jun-26 VA 39.5 
Line #1024 (Chestnut- S Justice Branch) EOL Rebuild 115 Jun-26 NC 5.1 
Spartan - New 230kV Substation 230 Jun-26 VA 21.3 
Sycolin Creek 230kV Delivery - DEV 230 Jun-26 VA 28.0 
Line #2226 (Clover to Easters) Partial Rebuild (DNH) 23_0 .lun-26 VA 34.0 
Line #205 (Locks to Tyler) Partial Rebuild 230 Jun-26 VA 27.0 
Jeffress Substation 230 kV Delivery (MEC) - Lakeside DP 230 Jul-26 VA 92.6 
Line #2172 Uprate - Brambleton to Evergreen 230 Jul-26 VA 2.3 
Line #2213 Uprate - Yardley to Cabin Run 230 Jul-26 YA 1.8 
Line #2210 Uprate - Brambleton to Evergreen Mills 230 Jul-26 YA 23 
Daves Store 230 kV Line Extension (New) (Cut and Extend Line #2161 

Aug-26 
Gainesville - Wheeler) 230 VA 45.9 
Gemini 230 kV Delivery - DEV 230 Aug-26 VA 15.3 
Bear Run Sub - Cub Run 230kV Expansion - NOVEC 230 Sep-26 VA 24.5 
InstaU Cap Bank at Lexington Substation 500 Nov-26 VA 5.9 
Mint Springs (Jacksonville) 230kV Delivery - NOVEC 230 Nov-26 VA 16.0 
Possum Point 2nd 500-230kV TX (Ox Overloads) (PP 500kV - PP230kV) 230/500 Nov-26 VA 23.1 
Wishing Star DP -NOVEC 230 Dec-26 VA 10.0 
Line #2080 Uprate - Liberty to Railroad DP 230 Dec-26 VA 1.5 
Line #2 l 63 Uprate - Vint Hill to Liberty 230 Dec-26 VA 13.0 
Line #2187 and #2228 Uprate - Pioneer DP to Liberty 230 Dec-26 YA 11.4 

5 
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Line 
PJMRTEP 

Project Description . Voltage 
Target 

Location 
Cost 

Date Estimates 
(kV) 

{$M) 
Occoquan 500-230kV TX (OX violation); Line 2013 Upgrade and Cut inof 

Dec-26 
Line #571 and #237 230/500 VA 84.5 
Line #29 Fredericksburg to Aquia Harbor Rebuild 230 Dec-26 VA 59.5 
ldylwood - Convert Strail!ht Bus to Breaker and a Half 230 Dec-26 VA 159.3 
Line #108 (Boykins-Tunis) EOL Rebuild 115 Dec-26 NC 72.7 
Line #584 Terminal Upgrade-Loudoun to Mosby 500 Dec-26 VA 6.4 
Linc #2056 (Homertown-Hatbaway) EOL Rebuild 230 Dec-26 NC 49.1 
City of Franklin P&L DP#4 (Pretlow) - New 115kV Delivery Point 115 Dec-26 VA 2.5 
Remington CT 230 kV Terminal Upgrades (Line #2114) 230 Dec-26 VA 2.6 
Gainesville 230 kV Terminal Upgrades (Line #2222) 230 Dec-26 VA 9.2 
Otterdam Sub - 230kV Delivery (MEC) · Otterdam DP 230 Dec-26 VA 25.0 
Bermuda Hundred 230kV Delivery - DEV 230 Dec-26 VA 15.0 
Line #260 (Harrisonburg to Grottoes) EOL Rebuild 230 Dec-26 VA 28.0 
Line# 2090 (Ladysmith CT to Summit) Rebuild 230 Jan-27 VA 32.0 
Line #1001 (Battleboro to Chestnut) EOL RebuHd 115 Jan-27 NC 14.0 
Lunar 230kV Delivery - DEV 230 Mar-27 VA 28.0 
Youngs Branch - Add 3rd, 4th, 5th TX - DEV (Position #1,3,5) 230 Arr-27 VA 1.2 
Mars 2nd 500-230 kV TX 23·01soo Mav-27 VA 42.2 
Bristers - 500-230 kV TX Expansion 230/500 May-27 VA 65.0 
Evergreen Mills 230kV Delivery Part B 230 Jun-27 VA 7.7 

Pluto 230 kV Delivery - DEV . 230 Jun-27 VA 64.5 
Term inate Line 583 Doubs - Bismark into Woodside SOOkV DOM 500 Jun-27 VA 5.1 
Lines #2150 & #2081 Uprates-Golden to Paragon Park 230 Jun-27 VA 3.0 
Line #2207 Uprate- Paragon Park to Beco 230 Jun-27 VA 5.3 
Line #256 (Ladysmith - St John) Partial Rebuild 230 Jun-27 VA 31.7 
Loudoun Capacitor Banks 230/500 Jun-27 VA 90.J 
Line #14 (Fudge HoJlow to the demarcation point of AEP) EOL 115 Jun-27 VA 30.0 
Line #9290 (Ox to Braddock) and Partial Line#2097 Uprate 230 Jun-27 VA 43.5 
Line #272 (Dooms to Grottoes) EOL Rebuild 230 Jul-27 VA 34.0 
Line #2008 Uprate - Loudoun to Takeoff 230 Aug,-27 VA 4.6 
Line #265 Uprate - Sully to Takeoff 230 Aug-27 VA 4.6 

6 
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Line 
PJMRTEP 

Project Description Voltage 
Target 

Location 
Cost 

Date Estimates 
(kV) 

($MJ 
Takeoff 230kV Delivery - DE V Transformers 230 Aug.-27 VA 4.0 
Takeoff Substat ion 230kV Interconnection for Poland Loop 230 Aug,-27 VA 45.9 
230kV Line Extension to Relieve Poland Loop (Aviator to Takeoff) 230 Aug-27 VA 29.5 
Spring Hill 230kV Delivery - DEV 230 AU '!1..-27 VA 35.0 
Edsall 230 kV Delivery - DEV 230 Oct-27 VA 23.2 
MoW1tain Run new 230kV substation (Named Cirrus) and partial conversion of 
lines #2 and #70 to 230kV· Convert lines #2 and #70 to 230kV and connect to Nov-27 
Line #2199 230 VA 60.0 
Line# 2054 '(Charlottesville to Hollymead) Rebuild 230 Dec-27 VA 71.1 
Locks Substation 230/115 kV Transformer Upgrade 115/230 Dec-27 VA 7.1 
Line# 2135 (HoltyMeade to Gordonsvi!Je) Rebuild 230 Dec-27 VA 36.8 
Line #58 (Skiffes to Yorktown) EOL Partial Rebuild 115 Dec-27 VA 6.0 
Line #209 and #58 (Skiffes to Yorktown) EOL Partial Rebuild 115/230 Dec-27 VA 13.5 
Terminate New Nextera 500kV Line from Woodside into Goose Creek Sub 

Dec-27 
DOM 500 VA 30.5 
Line #2101 Uprate - Bristers to Bristers Junction 230 Dec-27 VA 23.0 
Sloan Drive - 230kV Delivery - DEV 230 Dec-27 VA 30.0 
5-2 North L ine Ex1ension -Aspen to Golden 230/500, Dec-27 VA 623.0 
Line #204 and #220 Partial Rebuild EOL 230 Dec-27 VA 5.4 
Nokesville to Hornbaker 230 kV Line (new) 230 Dec-27 VA 139.0 
500 kV line extension - Aspen to Doubs 230/500 Dec-27 VA 74.0 
.Apollo 230kV Delivery - DEV 230 Mar-28 VA 28.0 
Partial Line #83 EOL Rebuild 115 Mar-28 VA 23.0 
Atlas 230 kV Delivery - DEV 230 Apr-28 VA 15.4 
Line #557 (Chickahominy to Elmont) EOL Rebuild 500 Jun-28 VA 58.2 
5-2 Connecter - Mars to Golden 230/500 Jun-28 VA 342.9 
Starlight 230kV Delivery - DEV 230 Jun-28 VA 28.0 
Lucky Hill Substation - paused 230 Jun-28 VA 7.5 
Barrister Sub 230kV Delivery - DEV (CPR changed to Engineering) 230 Jun-28 VA 24.0 
Lines #2150 & #2081 Uprates-Golden to Sterling Park 230 Sep-28 VA 8.0 
Lines #2194 & #9231 Uprates-Davis Drive to Sterling Park 230 Sep-28 VA 5.5 

1 
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Line 
PJMRTEP 

Project Description Voltage 
Target 

Location 
Cost 

Date Estimate 
(kV) 

(SM) 

Nimbus 230kV Delivery -Add 3rd and 4th TX 230 Oct-28 VA 1.1 
Lines #233 and 291 (Dooms to Charlottesvill~) Rebuild 230 Dec-28 VA 112.4 
Weyers Cave Substation - New 2nd Transformer 115 Dec-28 VA 0.9 
Line #246 Earleys to Suffolk EOL Rebuild 230 Dec-28 VA-NC 150.0 
Convert Line #29 Fredericksburg to Possum Point to 230 kV 230 Jan-29 VA 56.7 
Line #29 and #252 (Possum Point to Aquia Harbor) Rebuild 230 Jan-29 VA 38.0 
Line # 10 ( Goshen to Craigsville ) tOL Partial Rebuild 115 Mar-,29 VA 29.6 
Fentress Sub - Add 2nd TX 230 May-29 VA 0.4 
Vint Hill 500-230 kV Expansion 230/500 Jun-29 VA 115.0 
500/230kV Morrisville-Wishing Star Upgrades 230/500 Jun-30 VA 852.9 

New Nextera 500 kVLine from Woodside to Goose Creek Sub (DOM Scope) 500 
Sep-30 

VA 15.6 
Replace Overdutied Breakers _ 2022 Reliability Open Window #3 230/500 Oct~3 I VA 66.3 

8 
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Appendix LI Transmission System Planning and Grid Transformation 

Table L-2: DEC and DEP Transmission Under Construction or Approved for Construction6 

Voltage Capacity 
DEC/OEP Year From To (kV) (MVA) NewfUpgrade 

DEC 2024 Aqu~dale PV (50 fv!W) 100 New 
DEC 2024 B[ackburn PV (~0.1 MW) 100 New 
q~c 2024 Bro~~cl.!ff PV (?Q MW) 100 New 
DEC 2024 Home\ PV (75 MIN') 100 New 
DEC 2024 IBM Tap , GE Aircraft Tap 100 2001 Upgrade 
01:;C 2024 Mebane Tie P]edmont EMC 10 100 143 N~w 
DEC 2024 Ne~berry PV (74.5 MW) 100 New 
DEC 2024 Oakboro PV (40 MW) ,ob New 
DEC 2024 West Rive! PV (40 MIN') 100 New 
DEC 2924 Wilkes 230/100 kV Transformer 230/1_00 448 New 
DEC 2024 Woodruff Tie BMW 100 New 
DEC 2025 Allen 230/100 kV -Transformer (2) 23()/100 448 Upg-rade 
DEC 2025 Cliffside Peach Vall~y Tie 100 Upgrade 
DEC 2025 Healing Sp_ring~ PV (55 MW) 100 New 
DEC 2025 H~d_g~s Tie Coronaca -Tie 100 450 Upgrade 
D~C 2025 Lee Shady Grove (lee Lines) 100 3681 l}pgrc!de 
DEC 2025 Newberry Main DESC Saluda 115 2781 Up~r?de 

DEC 2025 
North br'eenvllle 230/100 kV 

230/100 448 Upgrade Transformer 
DEC 2026 Boyd S~it~h1~g §talion 230 New 
DEC 2026 Bush River Tie Laurens Tie 100 368 1 Upgrade 
DEC 2026 Crete fie c'oronaca Tie 100 404 New 
DEC 2026 Hass Creek ~witct1ing Station 230 New 
DEC 2026 Hilltop Tie Sh§!l~y Jje 100 Upgrade 

DEC 2026 Lee 
Shady Grove (Piedmont 

100 3681 Upgrade Lines) 
DEC 2026 Lyle Cr~ek Switch ing Station 100 New 
DEC 2026 North Greensboro Tie Greensboro Main (Page) 100 3681 Upgrade 

DEC 2026 North Greensboro T ie 
Greensboro Main 

100 3681 Upgrade (Guilford) 
DEC 2026 Oakvale lle East Greenville 100 Upgr~de 
DEC 2026 Statesville Tie Perth Road 19.9, New 
DEC 2026 '¼ryl ie lndianfand Ret 100 New - - -

100 DEC 2026 Wyli'? . Hy~ro ~o_od_l~.-vn Tie 240 Upgf_a~e 
DEC 2027 Lan_c~sJer Main M.onrp~ M~in 100 242 Upgrade 
DEC 2028 Dixon School Road New Customer .2~0 New 
DEC 2028 Harri's-burg Tie Amfty 100 Upgrade 
DEC 2028 Lakewood Tie Woodlawn Tie 100 Upgrade 
.ciec - - -

:~~e ~ie~(!l 160 "2028 ~~fC 484 New 
DEC 2028 Mebane Tie Pleasant Garden Tie 100 Upgr'!-de 
DEC 2028 Oak Hollow Sv/~ching Station 100 New 
DEC 2028 

-··· ' ·- - ., . . . . 
230/100 Upg'rade Shelby Tie 230/100 kV Transformer 448 

DEC 2029 Concord Main Winecott Tie 100 Up_gr:_a9~ 
·Dec 2029 concord Main Harrisburg Tie 166 Upgrade 

DEC 2029 
Harrisburg Tie •230/100 kV 

230/100 448 Upgrade Transformer 
DEC 2029 Hodges 230/100 kV _Trai:isformer 230/100 448 Upgrade 
DEC 2029 Newport Tie Morning Star Tie 230 421 New 

6 Table L-2 lists projects 1 OD kV and above pursuant to Rule R8-60(ii) that are under construction or approved by Duke 
Energy for construction. 

Carol inas Resource Plan 4 
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Appendix L I Transmission System P lanning and Grid Transformation 

Voltage Capacity 
OEC/DEP Year From To (kV) (MVA) New/Upgrade 

DEC 2029 Tiger Tie 2301100 kV Transformer 230/100 448 Upgrade 
DEC 2029 Wildcat 11e Westfork 100 Upgr~de 
DEC 2030 Dan River N Greensboro 100 2421 Upgrade 
D~C 2030 Lawsons Fork w SJJartanburg foci Upgrade 
DEC 2030 North Greenville Marietta 100 484 Upgrade 
DEC 203'0 Research Triangle Ellis Rd 100 Upgrade 
DEC 2030 $h.elby Tie Cliffside 100 Upgrade 
DEC 2031 Marshall Ret l ooko-ut Tie 100 New 
DEC 2031 McGuire Marshall 230 Upgrade 

DEC 2032 Morning Star 230/100 kV Transformer 230/100 448 Upgrade (3) 
DEC 2033 Dan River Sadler (Wolf Creek) 100 2421 Upgra51e 
DEC 2033 (?an River Sadler (Reidsville) 100 2421 Upgrade 
DEC 2034 Winecoff Tie Conley 100 484 Upgrade 
DEP 2023 Havelock 230/115 kV Transformers 2~0/115 336 Upgrade 
DEP 20?3 Pig Basket Creek. ·Pv (80 MW) 230 New 
DEP 2023 Porters !'Jeck Tap Porters Neck 2o30 442 New 

DEP 2023 Wateree 115/100 kV Transformers 115/100 336 Upgrade (2) 
DEP 2024 Camden Camdf:1n Dupont 115 313 Upgrade 
DEP 29_24 Loftins Crossrg_ads PV (75 MW) 230 New 
DEP 2025 Arden Tap Arden 115 280 New 

DEP 2025 Carthage 230/1 15 kV Transformer 230/115 336 New Substation 
DEP 2025 Craggy Enk? 230 644 New 
DEP 2025 W~atherspoon Marion 115 313 Upgrade 
DEP 2026 Camden Junction DPC Wateree 115 313 Upgrade 
DEP 2_026 Ca_pe Fe.a,: West End 230 1195 Upgr?de 
DEP 2026 Castle Hayne Folkstone 115 296 Upgrade 
DEP 2026 Erwin Fayetteville East 230 1195 Upgrade 

OEP 2026 Fayetteville Fayetteville Dupont (4 9 115 313 Upgrade miles) 

DEP 2026 Holly Ridge North 115 kV Switching 
JOEMC Folkstone POD 115 296 New Station 

DEP 2026 Kingstree W.est PV (74.9 MW) '115 New 
DEP 2026 Maxton Pembroke 115 313 Upgrade 
DEP 2026 Robinson Rockingham 230 1195 Upgrade 
OEP 2026 Sumter DESC Eastover 115 270 Upgrade 
DEP 2026 Weath~rspoon LREMC West Lumberton 115 313 Upgrnde 
DEP 2027 Robinson Roc_!<fn9ham 115 310 Upgrade 
DEP 2028 Delco Leland Industrial 115 221 Upgrade 
DEP 2028 Durham Brier Creek 230 1195 Upgrade 
OEP 2029 Cape F~ar Moncure 115 201 Upgrade 

Note 1 : The MVA Capacity represents the capability for one circuit of the double circuit line 

Transmission System Planning to Ensure System Adequacy and 
Reliability 

DEC and DEP manage the adequacy and reliabi lity of their transmission systems and interconnections 

with neighboring entities through internal analysis and participation in regional reliability groups. The 

Companies' internal transmission pl~nning team looks 1Q, years ahead at projected generating 

Carolinas Resource .Plan 5 
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Appendix LI Transmission System Planning and Grid Transformation 

Table l-7: Proposed Red Zone Expansion Plan (RZEP 2.0) Upgrades 

P . t C t Potential 
P . t O roJeC OS I S . roJec wner O . t· E t· t 1 • n- erv,ce escrtp ton s Ima e .~ 0 

Broadway_ B/W 100 kV (Belton Tie-
,DEC Rebuild $19,749,000 

W.S. Lee Combined Cycle) 

Bush River 115/100 kV Transformers DEC Upgrade $8,523,000 

Champion atw 1 oo kV (Bush River-
DEC Rebuild $29,114,000 

New Berry PV) 
Clayton Industrial - Selma 115 kV DEP Rebuild $27,741 ,000 

Lilesville-Oakboro 230 kV Black3 DEP Rebuild $54,470,000 

Lilesville-Oakboro 230 kV White3 DEP Rebuild $54,470 000 
Note 1 : Class 5 Cost Estimate from the DEC 2022 D,ISIS Pha.se 2 Study Report.17 

Note 2 : Class 5 Cost Estimate from the DEP 2022 DISIS Phase 1 Study Report.28 

ate 

May 2028 

May 2028 

May 2028 

Sep 2028 

Dec 2029 

Dec2029 

Note 3 : Cost Estimate includes upgrading the entire tie-line but e)(cludes any upgrades to be identified as needed in 
the DEC Oakboro 230 kV substation. 

Status Update on Transmission Expansion Plan Projects and Benefits 
from These Upgrades 

Table L-8 below reflects the 14 RZEP projects approved through the Local Transmission Planning 
process as outlined in the DEC and DEP Joint OATT, Attachment N-1 . For the 2022. DISIS, there were 
11 solar facilities representing over 760 MW in the Phase 1 study that identified dependencies on one 
or more of the four DEC RZEP projects. There were nine solar facilities representing over 530 MW in 
the Phase 2 study that identified dependencies on one or more of the four RZEP projects. For the 
?022 DISIS , there were 30 solar facilities representing over 2.4 GWin the Phase 1 study that identified 
dependencies on four of the 10 DEP RZEP projects. There were 12 solar faciliti~s representing over 
830 MW in the Phase 2 study that identified dependencies on four of the 10 DEP RZEP projects. 
Included in Table L-8 is the July 2023·status of all 14 RZEP projects including an updated cost estimate 
reflecting a fully burdened cost with contingency included. It should be noted that all 14 RZEP projects 
are on or a.head of the original planned in-service date schedule. The aggregated cost estimates for 
the projects, inclusive of burdens and con1ingency, have increased from $554 million to $576 million. 
Additionally , the Camden-Camden Dupont 115 kV upgrade, one of the original 18 recommended 
RZEP upgrades and supported by the summer 2022 DEP cluster-type study results , is included in 
Table L-8 as being proposed for inclusion in the 2023 Local Transmission Plan as presented in the 
2022 Plan Mid-Year Update Reporl All of the project status updates were provided in the Semi-Annual 

27 Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC 2022 Definitive Interconnection System Impact Study Phase 2 Report - Rev. 1 July 7, 
2023, available at 
https://www.oasis.oati com/woa/docs/DUK/DUKdocs/DRAFT_2022_DEC_Definitive_lnterconnectio,:,_System_lmpact 
_Study_ Cluster_(Phase"""2)_Report_rev 1.pdf. 
28 Duke Energy Progress, LLC 2022 Definitive Interconnection System lmpacl Study Phase 1 Report November 23, 
2022 , available at https://www.oasis.oat i. com/woa/docs/C PUC Plclocs/2022_0 E P _DIS IS _Phase_ 1 _ study_report_ 11 -
23. pdf 
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Appendix L I Transmission System Planning and 'Grid T ransformation 

Report on Status of Transmission Upgrades and Status Report on NCJPC Process under NCUC 
Docket No. E-100, Sub 190T. 

Table L--8: Proposed Red Zone Expansion Plan (RZEP 1.0) Project Status 

. Project Cost Planne_d ln-
ProJect Owner Description Estimate1 S~r;t•~e 

Lee 1~0-kV (Le~-Shady Gro:ve) 
Piedmont 100 kV (~ee-Shady Grove) 
Newberry 115 kV (Bush River-DESC) 
c ·1inton 100 kV (Bush River-Laurens)• 
Cape Fear Plant-West End 230 kV Line 
Erwin-Fayetteville East 230 kV Line 
Erwin-Faye~eville 1~5 k~ Line 
Fayetteville-Fayetteville Dupont 115 kV 
Line- 3.2-mile section 

Milburnie 230 kV Substation 

Weatherspoon-Marlon 115 kV Line 
Camden Junction-DPC Wateree 115 kV 
Line 
Robinson Plant-Rockingham 115 kV Line 
Robinson Plant-Rockingham 230 kV Line 
Fayetteville-Fayetteville Dupont 115 kV 
Line - 4.9-mile section 
Camden-Camden qupont 115 .kV Line2 

DEC 
DEC 
DEC 
DEC 
DEP 
DEP 
DEP 

DEP 

DEP 

DEP 

DEP 

DEP 
DEP 

DEP 

DEP 

Rebuild 
Rebuild 
Rebuild 
Rebuild 
Rebu11d 
Rebuild 
Rebuild 

Rebuild 

Redundant 
Bus 

Pr.otection 

Rebuild 

R~build 

Rebuild 
Rebuild 

Rebuild 

Rebuild 

$39,660,000 Aug 2025 
... ~ . - ' -
$40,080,000 Aug 2026 
-.. -- -
$34,583,000 ~pr 2025 
$86,091,000 Oct 2026 
$83,033,000 Jun 2026 
$95,826,000 Jun 2026 
$24,083,000 Jun 2025 

$15,574,000 Dec 2024 

$5,205,000 Apr 2026 

$21 ,1 67,000 Dec 2025 

$15,909,000 Dec 2026 

$42 ,293,000 Jun 2027 
$49,020,000 Jun 2026 

$15,574,000 Apr2026 

$9,372,000 Nov2024 
Note 1 ; Cost Estimate Is fully burdened with contlngency and can change over the project life cycle due to l13bor and 
materi als costs . 
Note 2 : Upgrade proposed to be included fn NCTPC 2023 Local Transmission Plan. 

Impacts for Standalone Storage Interconnections 

Large scale standalone storage will continue to migrate to proactively selected sites such as retired 
coal sites that should minimize network upgrades relative to early projects and potentially garner the 
additional 10% Inflation Reduction Act of 202229 (" IRA") energy community tax credit. Additionally , 

locating standalone battery storage at transmission substations near load centers where the land 
availability for solar is not required should reduce the need for transmission network upgrades as well. 
In addition, the existing communications infrastructure can be leveraged at these locat1ons . 

23 Inflation Reduction Act , S. Con . Res., 117th Cong . (2022) 
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Exhibit H: Transmission Projects 

Exhibit H Transmission Projects 

23rd Street Station Rebuild: This project will rebuild 23rd Street station to address equipment 
material condition, performance and risk in Muncie, IN. The two 138/69/34.5kV transformers will 
be replaced and the 138kV and the 34. 5kV will be rebuilt in a ring bus configuration. 

o Project cost: $5 million 

23rd S1reet - Blaine Street Line Rebuild: This project will rebuild approximately 1.19 miles of 23rd 

Street-Blaine 69kV line (to be operated at 34.5kV) between structures 1-13 and structures 27 - 49 to 

address equipment material condition. performance and risk in Muncie, IN. 

o Project cost: $7 million 

Adams - Berne 69kV Structure Replacement: Due to equipment material condition and performance, 

this project replaces structures only for approximately 4.90 miles of the Adams - Berne 69kV line. 

o Project cost: $13 million 

Albion Area Improvements: This project is PJM baseline and supplemental. This baseline portion will 

address a voltage violation by adding a low side circuit breaker at Albion station. The supplemental 

portion addresses equipment material, condition, performance, and risk by rebuilding the Wolf Lake 

69kV Tap (as double-circuit), the Richland-Trilakes 69kV line (as double circuit), the Albion­

Kendallville 138kV line; and performing rehab work at Albion and Kendallville stations. 

o Project cost: $47 million 

Albion - Columbia Improvements: This project is retiring the Gateway-Tri-Lakes 69kV circuit and 

constructing a new 138kV double circuit capable greenfield line operating at 69kV between Wolf Lake 

and Tri-Lakes. A new 69kV breaker will be installed at Albion, 69kV breaker "A" at Gateway will be 

. retired, and the capacitor and cap switcher will be replaced at Gateway. 

o Project cost: $33 million 

Allen - Maddox 345kV Rebuild': This project will rebuild the 27.8 mile double circuit 345kV Allen­

Maddox Creek 345kV, which is made up of circuits Allen-RP Mone 345kV and RP Mone-Maddox 

Creek 345kV, to address a thermal violation. This project will also replace 345kV breakers B1 and B 

at Maddox Creek and 345kV breakers M and M2 at East Lima. 

o Project cost: $50 million 

Burr Oak AEP for Trinity WVPA: Wabash Valley Power Authority (VWPA) has requested a 

Transmission Interconnection at their existing Trinity 69kV delivery point. As Trinity will not be radially 

connect.ed _anymore, the Marathon switch will need to be removed and be replaced with a ring bus 

station to not create a three-· terminal line. This project constructs Burr Oak station a three 69kV circuit 

breaker ring bus to connect to WVPA's 69kV line connecting to their Trinity•station. 
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o Project cost: $7 million 

Colony Bay - Illinois Road: The Colony Bay - llli~ois Rd 69kV line asset will be rebuilt and 

reconductored to address equipment material condition, performance, and risk. In order -to achieve 

this, AEP plans to rebuild the 19_60's wood poles (2. 7 miles), re-conductor (2.8 miles) and the 1960's 

aluminum conductor of the Colony Bay - Illinois Rd single circuit 69kV 6.9 mile line. In order to support 

this line rebuild, the 69kV POP switches (qty. 2) at Aboite 69kV station will be replaced and owned by 

AEP. 

o Project cost: $11 million 

Deer Creek- Makahoy: Rebuild 16.5 miles of the Deer Creek- Makahoy 138kV line. Rebuild 3.9 miles 

of the Deer Creek - Makahoy 138kV line as double circuit west from Deer Creek: Operate as double 

circuit to allow for bringing the Grant line into Deer Creek eliminating the 3 terminal line. 

o Project cost: $46 million 

Delaware - Kenmore Rebuild: This project will rebuild ~3.7 mile double circuit Delaware - Kenmore, 

this line will be comprised of -1.3 miles of underground and ~2.4 miles of overhead and will be built 

at 69kV standards but energized at 34.5kV to address equipment material condition, performance, 

and risk in Muncie,. IN. 

o Project cost: $30 million 

Delaware - Sorenson M arkle Delivery Point: WVPA has requested a new 12 MW delivery point in 

Markle Indiana. To serve this delivery point, a new switch will be installed on the Delaware-Sorenson 

138kV line. From the new switch. a greenfield ~2.5 mile 138kV radial line will be installed to the 

customer station. 

o Project cost $9 million 

East Elkhart - Mottville Rebuild/Re-route: On the East Elkhart - Mottville Hydro 138kV circuit, ~3.95 

miles of greenfield line will be constructed from structure 96 to the newly constructed RV Capital station 

and remove ~3.75 miles of the existing circuit from structure 96 to structure 121. This will effectively 
address asset renewal needs while eliminating a hard tapped radial feed. 

o Project cost: $31 million 

Fall Creek 345kV Circuit Breaker Replacement: This project addresses equipment materlal condition, 

performance, and risk. This project will retire and remove two 345kV circuit breakers (to be funded by 

AES). Two new 345kV circuit breakers will be installed and owned by AEP towards AES's Noblesville 

and Desoto station. 

o Project cost: $9 million 

Glenbrook Area Improvements: This project will build a new 138/12kV BeckWith station to replace and 

retire Glenbrook station. The new Beckwith station will be connected to the Industrial Park - Spy Run 
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138kV circuit. AEP will retire the4.25 mile Industrial Park - Spy Run 34.5kV line as well as Glenbrook 

34/12kV substation. The Industrial Park transformer will be replaced. All 34.5kV assets at Wallen will 

be retired and the 3.5 mile Wallen - Industrial Park 34.5kV line will be retired. 

o Project cost: $11 million 

• Hamilton Area Improvements: Two•way service will be provided to Hamilton and customers by 

installing a new 69kV line to Butler to address Hamilton Station customer outages due to 

maintenance, storm outages, and fault load dropping on the radial line from Butler. Customers will 

be served from a new breaker•and-half Teutsch Station and the existing Butler Station will be 

retired, eliminating exposure to line faults. A new 69kV circuit breaker will replace the motor 

operated breaker switches (MOABs) at Hamilton. 

o Project cost $20 million 

• Hayes AES/DP&L 138kV Connect: T~is project is a Transmission owner connection request and 

baseline project which constructs Hayes station a four 138kV circuit breaker ring bus and will install 

a new ~0.19 miles 138kV line to the Indiana/ Ohio State line to connect to DP&L's 138kV line 

connecting to their Blazer station. A new 138kV line -0.05 miles will be built from Hodgin station 

to Hayes station. Additionally, 138kV metering will be installed. 

o Project cost: $15 million 

• Hillcrest - Adams 69kV Line Rebuild: AEP has identified overload criteria violations and multiple 

condition and performance needs on Hillcrest-Adams 69kV. Ferguson station will be rebuilt on the 

nearby 138kV line as Baer to move it out of the FAA flight path. The Ferguson - Bluffton 69kV 

Branch and Adams - Bluffton 69kV Line will be rebuilt and re-routed to accommodate Kinnerk 

station served out of Hillcrest station via 3.55 miles radial line and Uniondale (REMC) station 

served out of Kingsland station via 4.3 miles radial line. Oil filled circuit breakers at Kingsland 

Station, manufactured in 1969, will be replaced with new circu it breakers. 

o Project cost:· $120 m illton 

• Huguenard Area Improvements: This project will retire the ~12.9 mile Lincoln - Tillman 34.5kV line 

due to equipment material condition, performance and risk in Ft Wayne lndia_na. This project will 

build a new ~2.4 mile 138kV double circuit line extension from the Lincoln -Allen 138kV line to 

the new 138/34.SkY Huguenard station. Huguenard will be a 138/34.5kV station with a 3CB 138kV 

ring with the transformer and 34.SkV CB being re-used from Tilman station. 

· o Project cost: $19 million· 

• Hummel Creek: This project addresses equipment material condition, performance and risk. The 
project constructs ~4.48 miles of new 69kV line (to be operated at 34.SkV) between Hummel Creek 

and Marion Plant Stations. 

o Project cost: $11 million 

• Jay - College Corner: This project rebuilds 62.4 mile 138kV Jay - College Comer line due to the 

condition and risk associated with t structures of this age and type. 

o Project cost $114 million 
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• Madison - Pendleton Line Rebuild: This project rebuilds 4.17 miles of the Madison - Pendleton 

138kV line to address equipment material condition, performance and risk. In addition, the• project 

expands Meadowbrook station to address operational concerns by adding 2- 138kV circuit 

breakers to eliminate the 3 terminal line. 

o Project cost: $8 million 

• Magley - Decatur Rebuild: This project is rebuilding 5.88 miles of 69k\1 to address equipment 

material condition on the Magley-Decatur 69kV line. 

o Project cost: $12 million 

• Eastern Marion Improvements: This project is rebuilding 17.67 miles of the Deer Creek - Hartford 

City 69kV line, retiring the Deer-Creek - Hummel Creek 34.5kV line, retiring the Jonesboro - Gas 

City 34.5kV line, retiring the Jonesboro Extension 34.5kV line, retiring. the remaining Deer Creek 

-Alexandria 34.5kV line (2.2 miles), retiring the de-energized Deer Creek Extension 34.SkV line 

and upgrading Hummel Creek station to address equipment material condition, performance and 
risk issues in Marion, Indiana. 

o Project cost: $41 million 

• McKinley - Industrial Park: This project will rebuild the Industrial Park - McKinley 138kV lrne and 
replace risers at Bass to address equipment material/condition, performance and risk in Ft. Wayne, 

Indiana as well as thermal violations. The supplemental portion of this project rebuilds the .. 4_59 

mile portion of the Industrial Park - McKinley line asset which includes ~1 .9 miles of existing 

double circuit, ~1.5 miles of existing single circuit and ~1.4 miles of single circuit that'll be rebuilt 

double circuit with the Bass - McKinley 34.5kV asset. The baseline portion of the project will 

replace overloaded risers to alleviate the thermal overloads at Bass Station. 

o Project cost: $9 million 

• Eastern Melita Area Improvements: AEP will build new 69kV lines from Melita to Anthony 69kV 

an9 a double circuit extension from Lincoln to connect to the Lincoln - Water Pollution 69kV line. 

A new single circuit 34.5kV Maumee Extension will connect Maumee Sw to the Lincoln - Water 

Pollution line. Anthony station will be rebuilt as a 69/12kV station, Melita will have a 69kV CB 

added, and Storm Water, Omnisource, Water Pollution and Lincoln will have minor work done to 

bring them to 69kV operation. Filtration Switch and the Skid station will be retired, 

o Project cost: $15. million 

• North Melita Area Improvements: This project will rebuild the 2.59 mile 69kV wood line north of 

Melita while retiring the2.14 mile 34.SkV line section south of Melita along with the 34.SkV breaker 

at McKinley. To accommodate the Melita connection, a new 69kV breaker will be installed at 

Melita, the transformer at Fulton will be replaced and transformer 3 at Spy Run will be replaced to 
bring the Spy Run - Melita line to 69kV operation. 

o Project cost: $25 million 

• Northern Muncie Area Improvements: The Delaware 34.5kV station, the Delaware - Jay 34.SkV, 

20 mile line and the Delaware·- Haymond 34.5kV, 2.5 mile line have all been identified as rehab 
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candidates. AEP is installing a new. 138kV Perch station and retiring the 20-mile Delaware - Jay 

asset. AEP wm also be rebuilding the Delaware - Haymond line as well as rebuilding the Delaware 

34.SkV station as a ring bus to address the issues identified. 

o Project cost: $7 million 

• Pendleton - Makagoy line Rebuild: This project will rebuild the Makahoy - Pendleton 138kV line 

(approximately 15 miles), replaces the Pendleton 138/34.5kV transformer #2. and removes the 

Pendleton transformer# 1 which is no longer in service. 

o Project cost: $27 million 

• Pettit Avenue - Melita: This project will rebuild ~1 .9 miles of 69kV line on the Hillcrest-Webster 

691<V line asset to address equipment material condition, performance and risk. 

o Project cost: $12 million 

• Project Amazing: This project will serve a new 1,100 MW customer on the 345kV lines south of 

Olive station in the New Carlisle, Indiana area. To serve the customer, the Dumont - Elderberry 

and Dumont - Sorenson 345kV lines will be tapped and two new greenfield 345kV stations, 

Larrison Drive and New Prairie, will be constructed along with (6) customer radials from each 

greenfield station to the customer delivery points (~0.07 miles). The Kenzie Creek - Thomson 

345kV circuit will have sag mitigation work performed to help increase the operating temperature 

of the line to achieve higher ratings. Work at Olive is also required, which includes replacing 3451<V 

circuit breakers B, B 1, B2, 01 , and D2 along with bringing in the Dumont- Sorenson 345kV circuit 

that passes outside the station into a new string (C). 

o Project cost: $188 million 

• Project Discovery: This project will serve a new 1,200 MW customer on the 138kV lines west of 

Allen station. To serve the customer, Allen station will be expanded with (2) new 
1

345/138kV 

transformers and circuit breakers. A greenfield Zodiac station with (26) 138kV breakers will be 

installed to cut in AEP lines Allen-Lincoln #1 &#2, Allen-Hillcrest and Allen-Magley along with (10) 

customer radials from. Zodiac station to the customer delivery points {'""'O. 75 miles). The (2) 138kV 

double circuit lines (~4.1 miles each) wm be rebuilt from Allen station to new Zodiac station. 

o . Project cost: $169 million 

• Robison Park - Lincoln: AEP will rebuild the 7.8 mile 138kV single circuit Rob Park- Lincoln line 

asset and add a 138kV tie breaker to Trier station to remove the 4 MOAB's in series. Trier station 

will also have a DICM expansion. 

o Project cost: $25 million 

• Robison Park - McKinley; To address equipment material/condition performance on the Robison 

Park-McKinley/Wallen 69kV line AEP will rebuild ~3.24 miles of single circuit 69kV line. 

o Project cost: $6 million 
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• Robison Park - South Hicksville 69kV Line Rebuild: AEP has identified condition and performance 

issues on the Robison Park-South Hicksville 69kV line and a thermal violation for N-1-1 type 

contingency will be mitigated by rebuilding 2.2 miles of the North Hicksville - Butler 69kV line and 

33.22 miles of the South Hicksville - Robison Park Tie 69kV line. 

o Project cost: $21 million 

• Robison Park - Sowers: This project will re-conductor 18.1 miles of double circuit 138kV conductor 

and rebuild 13. 7 miles of the 138kV line (double circuit capable) between Robinson Park and 

Sowers stations. To address potential load growth with potential customers, double circuit towers 

were used for this rebuild for future projects. The project includes station upgrades at Grabill 

station to facilitate the line rebuild, complete security light upgrades at Grabill station, and install a 

MOAB toward Sowers station and a new switch towards Robinson Park at Grabill station. 

o Project cost $42 million 

• Winchester Area Improvements - East: This project will address planning criteria violations on the 
Winchester - Anchor Hocking 69kV line and 138/69/12kV Transformer #1 at Randolph station. 

Supplemental upgrades are also included to expand Randolph, Winchester, and Anchor Hocking 

stations to address asset performance, equipment condition, risk of failure, and operational 

flexibility. 

o Project cost: $19 million 

• Winchester Area Improvements - West This project will rebuild 19.1 miles of the Modoc -

Winchester 69kV line and Buena Vista - Lynn 69kV lines to address equipment material con.dition, 

performance, and risk. The project includes upgrades to expand Modoc and Lynn stations, rebuild 

Huntsville Switch, and a new switch to serve the tie to Lobdell Station. 

o Project cost: $23 million 
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PUBLiC DISCLOSURE 

Table 5: B2025 Tec:hnology Cost and Performance Summary 

Natul_'al Gas Combined 
REDACTED 100% REDACTED REDACTED 

Cycle (NGCC) 

NGCC with Local ccs REDACTED 100% REDACTED REDACTED 

NGCC with Distant CCS REDACTED 100% REDACTED REDACTED 

Combustion Turbine 

with SCR, Oil Winter (CT REDACTED 100% REDACTED REDACTED 

wSCR) 

Soler Photovoltaic (PV) -
REDACTED 0% REDACTED REDACTED 

Single Axis Tracker (SAT) 

Onshore Wind Power REDACTED 35% REDACTI:O REDACTED 

2 Recurring fixed costs Include Fixed O&M, Maintenance Capital, and Natural Gas Firm Transportation. 

·EXHlBJT 

I C7l?L~F-9 

25 

REDACTED REDACTED 

REDACTED REDACTED 

REDACTED REDACTED 

REDACTED REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED-

REDACTal 

R£DAC1'ED 

llEDACTEO 

RmACm> 

REDA 

REDACTl:O 

IO 
CX) 
co ..-
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Energy Storage System REDACTED 3001-6000 MW: 75% 

(BESS)-4Hr REDACTED 6001-9000 MW: 501J(; 

9001 +MW: 25% 

Medium Duration REDACTED 
100% 

Energy St<?rage System REDACTED 

Nuclear (AP-1000) REDACTED 100% 

PUBLIC DISCLOSURE 

REDACTED REDACTED 

REDACTED REDACTED . 

REDACTED 

26 

REDACTED 

·REDACTED 

REDACTED 

REDACTED 

co 
00 
00 ...... 
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Contact: Tom Kr.w9e 
Phone:4~56-2316 
www .psc.stata.ga.us 

·For Immediate Release 

Georgia Public-Service 
Commission 

NEWS RELEASE 

244 Washingtoo St S.W. 
Al/anta, Georgia 30334 
Phone: 4~56-4501 
Toll free:1- 800-282-5813 
Fax: ~56-2341 

PSC to Begin 6-Month IRP Process 
Georgians Encouraged to Participate 

Feb. 7, 2025 - (ATLANTA) The Georgia Public Service Commission received Georgia Power' s 
filing for the utility's 2025 Integrated Resource Plan on Jan. 31. 

The process to approve the plan will include three public hearings: March 25-28, May 27-30 and a 
rebuttal hearing on June 23-•25. The first hour of each day's hearing will be reserved for public 
comment. Members of the public . can also send comments via mail, email or via the PSes 
electronic portal, available on the homepage of the PSC' s website ww .psc.ga gov. 

The IRP is filed every three years to set Geogia Power energy production. Although the plan ~s 
updated every three years the p]an is a 20-year outlook of energy production amounts and 
methods. 

"My fellow· Com.missioners and I make every effort to hear from Georgian's during the IRP 
process," said PSC Chairman Jason Shaw. "As we weigh evidence presented to us by expert 
witnesses; engineers and energy analysts. we also read all comments sent by the public and listen 
to every public witness who takes the time to speak at the hearings. It is a vitally llllportaut part of 
the lRP process." 

Now that the IRP. has been filed, the PSC' s Public Interest Advocacy Staff will utilize experts in 
·finance and energy production to analyze Georgi~ Power' s plan. The IRP will be litigated over the 
next six months where PSC staff request data from Georgia Power, expert witnesses ftle testimony, 
and the Commissioners will hold the hearing that- will include witnesses and cross examination. As 
many as two dozen outside intervenors will join the process and ·are likewise able to : file 
documents, present witnesses and cross-exaiajne other witness~. 

On July 15, at the PSC's regularly scheduled Administrative Session, the Commissioners will vote 
on the final version of the Georgia Power IRP including all changes made during the process. 

This is a link to the 2025 IRP docket on the PSC' s website. It wil,1 -include all infonnation on the 
case: hllp :1/p c.1,;a.g v/se.ar I /fact docket/?dock.e Id= 6 02 

EXHIBIT 

I G1pLsF-Jo 
more 
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This is a link to the Procedure and Scheduling Order which provides a, schedule of .. all relevant 
dates including dates · of filings and hearings: hnps:/lpsc.ga gov/search/facts­
document/?documentld=221169 

For more information on the CoIDJ,D.ission, see the PSC website at hrtps://psc.gagov/ 
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A. (Witness Grubb) it shows a project cost . 

And then on Exhibit 6, which is the Carolinas Transmission 

Planning Collaborative, is that total where it shows -­

like page 63, 313, is that a total of all those projects 

above? 

I'm just trying to qet my -- trying to get 

oriented. 

Q. No . This one is -- this is -- this one lists 

an estimated cost project by proj_ect in the Carolinas 

Collaborative Transmission Plan. So each -- it's dQzen~ 

of pages of specific projects with their estimated costs. 

A. (Witness Grubb) But, aga~n, just trying to 

be so Carolinas, it's ·. a subtotal of the projects above 

it is what I was trying to clarify? 

Q. Oh, no. These are two separate processes . 

A . (Witness Grubb) Yeah. I get that -- okay. I 

get that Domin- okay. I' .11 -- I' 11 wa.i t. 

Is it me? Okay. 

Q. Okay. When you discuss projects as part of 

the ITS meetings, do you discuss costs? 

A. (Witness Robinson) We do. That is a very 

important part of the joint planning· process and it has to 

be known so that we can assign projects based on parity 

and we understand our parity forecast. 

Q. Does Georgia Power compete with ITS 

'a:HIBIT 

I G,1pL,:'~F- \\ 0544 
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25 

participants to build transmission in Georgia? 

A . (Witness Robinson) We do not . We each assign 

each other transmission or projects ,based on owners'hip. 

And those projects are owned by each parti·cipant ·and taken 

to COD, or in-service, and then they bring those actual 

costs into parity for our .parity calculation that I talked 

about earlier. So we do not compete to build 

transmission , 

Q. Okay. Does Georgia Power compete agai nst 

anybody. to build transmission? 

A. 

Georgia --

Q. 

A . 

(Witness Robinson) Not in the state of 

Okay. 

(Witness Robinson) -- because of the 

Integrated Transmission System. 

Sure . Q. 

A . (Witness Robinson) And that is the ·benefit of 

having an Integrated Transmission System is that we're 

jointly planning the system together and making economic 

decisiotis that are in the best interest of all of our 

customers. 

A. (Witness Grubb) But you do get people to do 

that work for us, which is -- from the trade secret 

st.andpointJ that's what we' re looking at is we' re going to 

build those projects . We don't self-build all of them . 

0545 
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Project 1 af 44 

Dominion Energy South Carolina 
Planned Transmission Projects $2M and above Total 

5 Year Budget 

Queensboro - Ft Johnson 115 kV & Queensboro-Bayfront 11SkV 
, (Queensboro-James lslapd Sect) 

Project ID 
68b7B 

Profect Desa1pdon 
Replace the Queensbom - ft Johnson 115 kV Line ~nd structures as they have reached the end of llfe. 

Project Need 
This project IS required due to address end of life Issues. 

Project status 
In Progress 

PIIIDlled. In-Senice Date 
12/31/23 

Estimated Project Cost 
Previous 2024 
$4,604,301 $800,000 

2025 
$0 

2026 
$0 

~otal Estimated Amount applied to 202:4 Rate Base Calculation 

2027 
$0 

2028 
$0 

Total• 
$5,-404,301 

iEXfflBIT 

I C71 PL '::>f- n,, 

1913 
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Carolinas Transmission Planning Collaborative 

Appendix C 
' . 

Transmission Plan 
Major Project 

Lisfngs Reliability 
Projects 

2024- 2034 CollllboTdle Tran1ml11lcn Pia, 

511 

ecilBIT ' 

I ~\pL<;'\=-13' 

v 
T"" 
CJ) 
T"" 
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- It) 

E190037 Havelock 230/115 kV Banks 1 & 2, Replaca DEP ht-SeMce 7/23/2024 8 'ffll 
.... 
O> .... 

DFYF00152 Castle Hayne.Folkstone 230 kV Une - Portsis Nack 230 kV Tap lnl, DEP In-Service 8/19/2024 38 TPL Ccnab'Uct 

W,90288 Wewrve 100 kV Une (Great Fab-Walaree), Upgrade . DEC kl-Senlkl@ 12/1/2024 12 TPL 

E180030 ~ 230 ~ Una, Cmltdrucl DEP Underway 611/2025 93 "TPL 

F170828C Rocky, Mount- Bafllaboro 11 S kV Une, Raconductol' DEP Underway 811/2025 13 AS 

W220125 Breaker Slallon on Molley 100 'kV Une fof New Customer. Construct DEC Underway 8'1/2025 16 Newloada 

NP09175 Wilkes 2301100 kV Tie Slallon. Construct DEC Undenvay 8/1/2026 63 TPL 

W200379 Island CNak 44 kV, Conversion DEC Undlrlway 12/1/2025 14 ,Newloada 

W190242 Co11eahury 100 kV line (Coronac&--Hodges), Upgrade DEC Un~ 12/1r.zD25 29 TPl 

W200126 SOuth Point 100 kV Swltchlr,g Station, qonstruct DEC Undelway 12/112025 103 TPL 

E210073 Caf1hage (HIii Crest) 230(115 kV SUbstatlon., Canstruct DEP .Undelway 811/2028 3S TPL 
·e220112 AshevlRa Plant - Oleen 116 kV Weal Lina (Arden), Construct O~P ' Underway 8'112028 12 TPL 

W200030 Wylie 100 kV Line (Wylle-Arruwood Retail}, Upgra.da DEC Und~ 811/2028 14 TPL 

E200161 Cutia Hayna-Folkatrme115 kV Una, Rablllld OEP Underway :12/1/2028 119 TPl. 

F170824H Weatherspoon- LOF 115 kV line (Maxton..Pembfflke), Raoondudot DEP Underway 12/1/20'l8 19 TPL 

E23b059 Sumler - SCEG EaalDver 11S kV Une (tel1199 Hwy-Straw Fleld -
E.eatover), Reconductor · DEP Undm.ay 12/1/2026 27 TPL 

W200042 SeVler 100 kV_ Line (East Greenvlll&-Verdae R&tall Tap). Upgflde DEC UndefWay 12/1/2026 20 TPL 
W200039 Coronaca 1~ kV line (Cotoneca-Crelo), Upgrade and Conmuct DEC Underway 12(1~ 41, TPL 

W200S99 Davtdaon River 100 kV Une (North Gn!envHle-MIIJ1etla), Upgrem DEC ·Plannad 611/20%7 19 lPl 

2024 - 2034 Callabonrt!Ye Tnnrnfsslon Plen 6Q 
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. - - ·- ... .. - ~ - ~ --~ !. - "'" --- I...&.. - -- -- • 
~ 

tat' - --.... -W230145 Hands MQI Swltcl'llng Stallon, cons1ruct DEC Underway 8f1/20'Z7 67 Newl.oads 

W200031 Monroe 100 kV Line (Lancaster-Mcrwoe~ Upgrade · · DEC Und1MBY 611/2027 89 TPL 

W220387 Boyd Swltdllng Station, Construct DEC Underway &/1/2tm 94 Newloade 

W2S02A5 Messer 230 kV Une (Oilton School Rd-Customer), Construct DEC Planned 1:l/1'2027 C1 New loads 

W220209 , Lyle Cntek Swltctllng Station, Conatruct OEC Underway 12/1/20'Z7 111 New Loads 

W220388 Haaa Creek Switching Station, Construct DEC Underway 12/1/2027 91' New Loads 

E22038Cl Asheboro -Silar City 115 kV Une, Reconductor DEP Underway 611/2028 41 New Loads 

W170308 North Greenvllle 230 kV Tie Stadon, Upgrade DEC Underway i2/1/2028 34 TPL 

Page and Guftford 100 kV Unes (Gtnnsboro-North G111ensboro). W200081 Uoarade DEC Planned 811'2D29 30 TPL 

W200172 Momlng Star 230 kV Tie Station, Upgrade DEC Planned 611/2031 39 TPL 

W200590 Crab Ord'lard 100 kV line (Harrisburg-Amity), Upgrade DEC Planned 811/2033 15 TPL 

W2D0262 Sandy Ridge 230 kV Line (NewportwMomlng Star), Upgrade DEC Planned 611/2033 37 TPL 

W200595 Westport 230 kV Une (McGuire-Marshall), Upgrade DEC Conceptual 6/1/2035 53 TPt. 

· CTPCDEP01 Durham:-- RTP 230 kV Une, R~uclor DEP ~ TSO TSO TA.. 

E210145 Holly Ridge North 115 kV SWitchlng Station, Coristruct DEP Concllptual TBD 12 TPL 

CTPCDEP02 Weathenipoon - LOF 115 kV Line (Weatherspoon- LREMC West OEP Def9m!d TBD 27 TPL Lurnbsrtun), Rlte:Onductor 

CTPCDEP03 Falle- Frankllnmn (Franklinton - Franklln!Dn Now 115 kV Feeder), DEP Conceptual TBO 16 TPL Conslruct 

W22056.9 Conconl 101) kV line (Concord-ConconUifty Dal 3), Upgrade DEC Conceptual lBO 2.6 TPL 

W230087 Kennedy 100 kV Une (Orch111rd-Newton Tap), Upgrade DEC Conetlffl)al T8D 8 TPl 

2n24 - 203-4 Collaborallw Transmission Plan 61 
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W220S07 CabamJS 100 kV Une (Wiklcat-Westrork), Upgrade ·DEC Conc:aptual TBD 4.3 TPL 

W2DD412 Skybmok 100 kV Une (W'mecoff-Eaelfleld Relalt), Upgrade DEC Conceptual TSO 16 TPL 

CTPCDEC01, Beulah 100 ltV Line (Loakaut-EnergyUn~ Del 18), Upg,He DEC Conceptual TBD 21 TPL 
W230358 Hlnlda 100 kV Una (SlamB)"-StatasviRe), Upgrade DEC Conceplual TBD 1 TPL 

W200173 Terral 44 kV line, Ccmvaralon DEC Coni:eplual ,:SD 26 TPL 

W'200149 Re!davma and Wolf ente1c·100 kV Linea (Dan River-Sadler), Upgrade DEC Conceptual TBD 37 TPl 

CTPCDEC02 Har1ey 100 W Line (Tlger-Campobelo), Upgrade DEC Concep(ual TBD ,45 TPL 
W230384 Olver 230 kV Une (Marahal-Boyd), Upgrade DEC ConcaptuaJ TBD 17 TPL 

W20D182 Dan River 100 kV line (Dan ~Iver-North GreanabOIO), Upgrade DEC Conceptual TBD 89 TPL 

Bcuah creek. ConatMt STATCOM DEP RlffllMd NawLoada 

Method - Mllbumla 115 kV North Line, Reconductor DEP RamoWed TPL 

Roc:klngham - West End 230 kV Wast LlnB. Reconductar DEP Ramalled TPL 

Subtotal RellablRIJ PrajRt (Prevlou8ly In Plan) 
, 

$1,711.1 

2024- 2034 Collaboratlve TtannmiJtlon Pieri 
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E210150 Havelock 230 kV Subslallon, Upgrade OEP \hlerway 12/1/2025 7 TPL 

WZ000,10 Cherokee JOO kV Une (Pead! V ay,Eatola Retail), Upgrade DEC Planned 8/1/2028 8 TPL 

W210192 Ea'1 10Q kV Ule (CUslrlmer Tap,Cuulamaf Tap), Upgrade DEC Planned 61112026 12 TPL 

E190092 Greenvtlle - VEPCO Everetta 230 kV Lite, RaaJnductor DEP Unde,way t2/1l2026 30 AS 

Wl30158 Nanny Mountain 1 44 kV line (81rucue 73.0 - Cusbnet' Delhtary), 
Upgrade-and Partial convenion to 100 tV DEC Planned 1211/2026 1 TPL 

W200148 Pinewood 100 W line (lawsons. Fen-Una RMid1, \lpgnlde DEC Planned 61112027 10 TPL 

1:240135 Sumlllt' - SCEG Eastover 115 kV line (Gold Kist Tap-Kl,ga ~ 
Sadlon), Raconduc:tor DEP Und&,way 12/1/2027 10 TPl 

W230276 Shelby-230/1001"4 kVTie •. U~ DB: Pla1ned 61112028 14 TPL 

W200187 Harrisburg 230/100/44 kV lla ~tatlan, Upgrade DEC ~ 1211/2028 13 TPL 

W230389 Syaarnore BfN 100 W (Longvtaw.Lyta CIM<), Upgrade and Netwmk DEC Plamed 811/2029 8 TPL 

W200116 Hodges'230/100/44 kV Tie, Upgrade DEC Ptanned 8/112029 4f TPL 

W200150 Troutman 44 kV Una, Upgrade and Patial Clll'Mdlon ID 100 kV DEC Pfamod 8/1'2029 45 TPL 
~ ID OHO in 2023 Plan-: Addlllonal Scoae) 

W200413 Tiger Tie Aulolransformer#S (230/100 kV)Upgrade DEC Conceptual TBD 7 TPl 

W2001'44 Oak Hollow Swi1dllng S1atlan, Conabuct DEC ConceplUat TBD 7 TPL 

W200120 Dilryt\11 100 kV Line (Stlelby,,CUSTOMER Tap). "Pl,ada DEC ConGepblal l8D 11 TPL 

W2S0402 A.she Streat 100 W Une (Durham-Ashe Sttaet), Upgrade DEC Conceptual TBD 12 TPL 
. . 

W200682 Betflanla and Shatlalon 100 WI.NS (Rural Hilff.Shatlafon). ~ DEC Ooncapcual TSO 15 TPL 
· Pafiltler 100 \\/ L--, ( _ ___ I te-E Durllam TklJ1 Upgfl!Sa llfld 

W200034 Natwotk tD E Ou"'8m Tie DEC Conoaplual TBD 58 TPL 
fMciclnmllan to 0098 In 2023 Plan - Snlll1INI into lWo Prftlm:ltl 

Subtotal ~illalt111lr Project (New to Plan ,.. $SM) $313 

2024- 2034 Coli.tiomlve Transmission Plan 63 
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E210078 fayett8v!Ue230l11&kVBlWlklJ1, Upglade115kVDIIICCNNled·SWhdles. DEJ' wave Tf11118. and CT Ratio& 

E2t0227 Sullon-CaSltla Ha,ne 230 kVUle (SUllon • V'Jitmlngton Nlnltl & Orange). 
Upgrade line SWitd\ DEP 

E210081 Richmond 500 kV StlbstaUon,· Upgrade 230 kV Wava Trap; DCtcannect DEJ' SWttches, and CT Rallo for 119 Laullnbulg-Rlct 230 kV Une 

E.220088 suuan:wa11ace 230 Wu.. (Craalmd Rill Salilr.Wetace) RalNSediDn DEP and lnrmae CT Ralkis and RaaySll&tlngaatWdllce.230 W&dlllilllkwl 

E230041 Rlchnmnd SOOtnOkVBml!a #1 &#2, U_pgrade CT Rallos · DEP 

E190052 Jackaonvlle - JacbonvlDe ct, 115 W Ent Line,~ CT AallD at 
Jad_CIGhollle · DEP 

W210382 KeMedy 100 kV Une, RAS (GIid Enhmlclng Techmfagy} ID A'IO!d 
Ovedoed.a on 119 KBMacfy l.n, DEC 

0aVldlon RMI!' ~00 kV Une9,, RAS (Grid l::awltlftg Ted .. RmUf) to AVllld W220619 DEC 0varlDacl on Iha Davldsal.lS Rlwrl.lnN 

E230081' Hanchtl&Oir 230/115 kV Banb t1 & 12. Upgrada CT Ratios and Relqy 
Settings .. DEP 

E220408 Vandelblft•Wtat A!1t111Mte 115 kV.line, UpflNde 1·15 kV CB end 
switahas DEP 

Ashe Straat$witding S1allan, RAS (Grid Enhancing Ted'lnalogy} ID 
W220537 AVOld Ovel1oadl on Dela 100 kV Une DeO 

(Orfglnally Caled Da1a 100 W UM, RAS In November Solullon&} 

Moanisvffle Tie, RAS (Gtid Enllancing Tl!!Ghnalogy)ta AYOld Owitoads on · 

W2303l8 Timber atd Shenlll 100 kV Una& 
DEC 

[Orlginaly called Titnhr 100 lcV Una and strerrirl 10fUcV llnfl, RAs In 
No\lemberSaMfans! 

2074- 2D34 Cdlaboratllle TransmllSlon Plan 

- . . 
" - =·- · ------

Underway 12/1/2024 

Underway 12/1/2024 

Und9fway 8/112025 

Underway 811/2025 

UndMWay 8(1/2025 

l..fndarway 811/2025-

Undel'MV 8/tr.l.025 

Undefway &M/2025 

Underway 1211/2025 

Und9rway 12/1/2025 

Underway 1211'2025 

IJnder#ay 1.7}1/2025 

.... = 
3 

1 

1.1 

0 ,8 

3.7 

0.2 

0.8 

1 

2.9 

2 

o.s 

0.8 

1-·~-

TPL 
TPL 

TPL 

TPl 

TSR 

TPL 

TPL 

TPL 

TPL 

TPL 

TPL 

TPL 

O> .,.... 
O> .,.... 
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W220S39 Batie 100 W Line. RAS (Grid Enhancing Tedwdogy) toAvdd Overloads 
on Balta IJnel . DEC 

Shatlalan Swltctwig 8laUon, RAS (Grid Enhanc:l,tg Technology} toA'JOid 

W220053 . 0Yel'toad an Bellanla and Sllllttafon 100 kV Lns DEC (Origlnalty Calad s.tbanla and Sh.ttelon 100 W l.lnN, RAS In NoY9Mlel' 
Solu1lonsl 

E240197 Brun8wlck 1 -Delco2.30 kV E.asl Une (Brunswlc:1c 1 -Soultlport TaJ>). DEP Upgrade SWlldl; ~Bnlnswldt 1-sauthport Tap Seeton 

E:220343 Ga(dsbon, 115 kV s.tillng Station, Upgrade CT Ratio and Relay 
DEP Setlilga on 1119 GddlboYD-Wommack 115 kV Line 

E240188 Brunswick 2 - Delco 230 W Weal Une (Brunswick 2 - BEMC Soutt1pott), DEP RalaeSedlOn 
Ptnewuod 100 kV UM, RAS.(Gtld Enha~ Ttld'1,doff) ,o AYClld W240008 DEC OVerloads orrP!newood Linea 

LookootTle, RAS(Gdtl ~ T~) lo Avoid Ovarloam on 
W2«>296 Boulah and Hlckary 10011.V Lines DEC 

[Origlnaly C8lled Beulah 100 kV Line., RAS 1" November ScMonaJ 

W240278 Central 230J100f44 lV Tie. Upgrade. Add Redundant Refa)1ng DEC 

W1803U Statal!I CTCC Bua Umt 4, Conltrucl DEC 

W2CXIS92 en.st St 100 kV Lines, Raise lndtvldual Towers DEC 

W190390 Gastonf.a # 2 44 kV LIM, R.etdct Clovar44kV Lin& to Double Qn:ulland DEC Add a New Tap oft. Gastonia 12 Line 

CTPCCEP04 ~Mount~ Wilson 1 ts w Una. Upgrade DEP 

W200425 MIIIWhailZ!OkVUne~).RdJelndMduafT.,.,_ DEC 

W200588 Fen8II Whll9 100 kV I.hi, ConslNct DEC 

W230387 E Durham 230f100 kV Tie, Construct Panther U1e Tarmlnals DEC (ModlftcaVon to 0098 In 2023 Plan - Spilt lnlO Two Prajec:IS) 

Z024 - 2034 Col1lllondlw Tran11m1118lon· Pl., 

.. d 

~~ 

Underway 1:l/1/2.025 

UndfflllY 8(112027 

IJNSerny 8/1/2028 

Underway 6'1'2028 

IJnd«w8y 8/112029 

Conceptual TBO 

Planned 12/112DSO 

Planned 811'2031 

Aanned 811'2031 

Planned 12/1'2031 

Planned 61112032 

Canceptual 180 

CorlQlflCUal T11D 

COl'lceplual l8D 

Conceptual TBD 

_.,_ 
-~ 

1.15 

0.8 

3.6 

0.2 

1,9 

0.1 

0.1 

0.7 

3,8 

2 

2.3 

TBD 

0.2 

0.7 

0.9 

~ -
TPl 

TPL 

TPI. 

TPl 

TPt 

TPI. 
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TPL 
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TPL . 
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W200188 Sl8am ·100 kV Line (Dan Rlwi' CC-Dan RfV8f' Steam), Rebulj OEC Conceptual TBD 1.1 TPL 

W230093 Woodlawn 230/100/44 kV Tie Station. Upgrade Add 44 kV are.er DEC Conc.ptual TSO 1.8 TPL 

W200170 Lakewood 100 kV Line (ultewood-Remount Road Retall), Reconductar DEC Conceptual TBD 2 TPl. 

W22047~ Batte 100 kV Um (Cuncord-Wlnecof ReconcMtor- DEC COnc:eplual TBD 2.1 TPL 

W21048Z Machon lle, Upgrade, Add 100/44 kV Trlnlfol11111 DEC Conceptual TBD 2.4 TPL 

W220S43 Detta 100 kV Line (Reseatdl Titangle Retal-Sla Rd Relllll), R8CCll!ductor DEC Conc,eplU8t TBD 3 TPL 

W200146 Swepsanyffle 100 kV Une ~Trollngwood Relal). Rebuild DEC cancec,tual TBO 3.-4 TPl 

Sublotal Rel 1bU1ty ProJact (New to Plan • $511) m.2 
R8llaMlty Pfojecta Tatal S2,071.3 

1 SIIIIU11;,,,___, ......-1111111111tUl8111aa1•~1'11111a!R_V,-tN .. aftZIIIZIJl4, 

tllldllMy.P!ll}lowfth 1h11, at.Im, ..,ge hm htT.....,_,,. o..,,.,,.._ IIIOlll•~tl 1111-i,-budgetr.,,.a.profeottDIM Tm\....., °"'11•1,._ m~d •me ..,,..irueoc,,,...vvi,..111, !ml j,,,,)lcl. 
,.,_Met""""'1awm..1h!11"""8danot-rn-.1rtlhe~jt0Wnflcuim,!ynrlluclta;lll'lll .. """""1teu!,j11ctloct,a,p. 

QrllNP(llll' Pl'clfK1I WIii 1/111-.a""' nat p/91!n9dll Illa..,. bald ....... 1Dl!III..,..... • • ~ 111111,n;t Ill bUJK9. 
Doaon,d;Pn,j-"111tl,tall1elua_ld.,...,ffth 202llwp,,,tandllllV9.,_,defffledbll)'Cllld.,__.,,hplmring hllllaann.daft ... """°""""to-lup111a2IQ4. 

c~ T1111W111doft P11n. 
___,,.....,..la_,andnobl9WIIIUMp!a, 

.,,.. Mllm.ied-'ls 1h hlllrmB!-Wfllol,fllllam lho9Ufflaf"9 Ntlmalalf.,,,, .... ...,...,...,,,.,.u,. ~ .. ~ patadtnrUtnpdc!IRfld~Y2-S YHra), lndudmi1tl1Ndcnb, 

to.61g1 8111! OYllt!Rda; blltnalllldUilln9 ARIDC. Ellanyaa,'a eah law II mealalDdlD 1h11 YNf' Df 1119 ,_.,..,,_, The IUIII of"'9 ._,,., cmll..,.,. 11 lhe nlnial9dallt. 

•For llf'OIMI•...,, a ll!llllsof lllldo,ny, 11111 p,aJNt lead ..,,_ la In lltne 19ffl!IWIIII IO """"""'" i:mnollue:lkln ..t ~ 111-u ....... 
'lnNallng Study Typs --~ i;_, Dnv11nd Wlid-

,.,., Rza' 

m..: 8ES- CTPL.l •"41 -.88i Re1la!IIIIIJ 
AR: ~ 8-lmtl!AqUNt 

AS:Afflldlod~ 
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I ~ 1(1'~ 

1-J ~ ~. l 
<1 a o 

NETWORK 

TRANSMISSION 
(Plan Trans.) 

1 2025 $ 419,995,051 
2 2026 $ 623, 126,504 
3 2027 $ 1,092,359,906 
4 2028 $ 1,518,597,793 

5 2029 $ 1,441,978,0~8 
8 2030 
7 2031 · 

8 2032 

9 2033 
10 2034 

Total $ 5,096,057,293 

labbla' 

0 

PUBLIC DISCLOSURE 

2025 - 2034 I & P CAPACITY ADDJTION EXPANSION_ PLAN 

LOAD SERVING 

DISTRIBUTION 
(Future Trans.) (Plan Dist.) (Future Dist.} 

$ 14a,en,135 
$ 252,011,693 
$ 311,996,427 
$ 324, 134,863 
$ 340,979,541 

$ 1,492,447,270 $ 352,913,825 

$ 1,544,682,924 $ 365,265,809 

$ 1,598,746,826 $ 378,050,112 

$ 1,654,702,985 $ 391,281,868 
$ 1,712,617,569 $ 404,976,732 
$ 8,003,197,555 $ 1,376,099,659 $ 1,892,488,345 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 
$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 
$ 

$ 

TOTALS 

566,972, 186 
875,138,197 

1,404,356,333 
1,842,732,656 
1,782,957,580 
1,845,361,095 

1,909,948,733 

1,978,796,939 

2,045,984,832 
2,117,594,301 

16,367,842,851 

<O 
0) 
c::o ..... 
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PUBLIC DISCLOSURE 

WI-MI l:P CAPACffJ.ADllfflDIIEXPANBUJN.PYft 

NE1WORK LOAD SERVING 
D1SIIIIIIU110N TOrAUI 

(Plan Tr.ma.) (Fulan Tf'8hl.) (Plan DIil) (Fl.did DIii.} 
1 2022 I 103,018,876 S 300,103.172 S 403,121,IMB 
2 2~ s 90,0'11,908 t 2-10.388.739 S 300,.t1a8,M5 
a 2024 s 78.455.319 $ 163,888.775 S 232,142,094 
4 2025 s 91,326,534 S 191.&112,746 S 282,989,280 
5 2026 • 821772.213 S 183.IIQ0';275 $ 248,581,488 
8 2027 • 28.879,834 $ 228.54J.3,18 $ 2S&.223,972 
7 2028 I 28Ml;at7 $ 2UAl15,061 $ 269,074,855 
8 2029 I 39,310.102 S 254,523,052 $ 293.833; 184 
9 2030 I 29,803;889 S 283,838.233 $ 213,742.122 

10 2031 s Z0.23:11,88,t I 118,753,740 S · 198,992.804 
Talat S 382,878,435 S 204.384.800 S 855,791.432 11,343,DD,'815 $2,781.111,1&2 

I· . B· 112022 -2031 Capacio/Additional 

MIO,auo,aao ---------------------------
MIXIAlllll,GOD 

13110,aoo.iiDO 
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POWER DELNIRY CAPACD:Y ADDmoH EXPANSION PLAN 
2018-2028 

1 -2019 
2 2()20 
3 2021 
4 2022 
5 2023 
6 2024 
7 2025 
8 2026 
9 2027 

10 2028 

NETWORK 
TRANSMISSION 

(Plan Trans.) (Future Trans.) 
$ 75,088,456 
$ 39,912,449 
$ 49,388,938 
$ . 38,380,558 

$ 49,698,352 
$ 31,461,448 
$ 28,563,823 
$ 43,693,866' 
$ 28,997,821 -
$ 16,128,940-

s 202,750,401 $ 196,444,251 

LOAD SERVING 
DISTRIBUTION 

(Plan 018L) (Foture Dist.) 
$ 328,244,241 
$ 337,208,119 
$ 360,284,747 
f 373,371 ,778 

$ 403,460,230 
$ 445,342,741 
$ 475,185,483 
S 472,890,172 
$ 497,192,398 
s 488,a, e,325 

$1,387,108,879 $2,782,169,349 

!~019-2028 Capacity Additionsl 

$500,000,000 

S400,000,000 

$300,000.000 

S200,000,000 

1100.000.000 

s-

Year 

PUBLIC DISCLOSURE 

TOTALS 

$ 401 ,332,696 
S 377,120,562 
S 409.673,686 
$ 411 ,732,335 
$ 453,158,582 
$ 478,804,189 
$ 501,729,307 
$ 516,284,038 
$ 526,190,220 
$ 504,447,265 
$4,578,472,879 

2028 

CX) 
(J) 
CX) .... 
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21 

22 

23 

2 4 

25 

expects to prqcure? 

A. (Witness Grubb) There was a lot there. So 

let me hit a few of them. I would disagree with the 

expansion plan not guiding the solar procurements. In thta 

1 22 IRP and this IRP, that guidance of the amount we would 

go procure in utility scale RFPs was driven by the 

scenario of plans. It was an average across them. So 

that's what we did in 1 22, and that's what we did in '25. 

What the generic expansion plan is doing is 

it's taking our estimates of the cost to build the 

different technologies , and it's modeling that and pick~ng 

those . What it isn't doing is catching site specific 

aspects of those units, and that's what the RFP does. 

Whether it be generation-site specific, and ·that's when we 

bring in the transmission. 

So the ·expansion plan serves several roles . 

One, is to give you an indication of what those 

technologies are. It does not factor in transmission . We 

do that in the RFPs . And then it also gives you the model 

outputs to have an expected energy - - energy projections 

for 20 to 30 years that we can do evaluations on. Without 

that generic expansion build, you don't have enough 

resources to meet your loads. So those are the reasons 

for it . 

And so what we've alwa.ys said about the 

EXHIBIT 

I Ci I PL ~ F -~ Is 0503 
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19 

2 0 

21 

2 2 

23 

24 

25 

A . 

A. 

A. 

(Witness Grubb) And we also don't -­

(Witness Kubbert) -- how 't:hey express it. 

(Witness Grubb) What we're looking at is a 

repeatable -- kind of a generic non-site specific number . 

We're not sure if theirs are site-specific or , you know, 

limited to a certain part of the state. We look at kind 

of a So.uthern system ge~eric type of costs to guide our 

resource mix studies. 

Q. We agree they•re significantly higher 

numbers? The numbers. 

A. (Witness Hubbert) They are higher than what 

we show in our mix study, yes . 

Q. Are you aware that the price for a combined 

cycle unit has significantly increased since the 

assumptions you've provided in your filing? 

A. (_Witness Hubbert) We are aware of that. So 

the vintage of the data that supported the mix study, 

because it had to be done to support the fil .ing, was 

around August, maybe September time frame. So since that 

time frame, we are aware that costs have increased because 

of the global demand for combustion turbines , combined 

cycles. But we did . not update the mix study, including 

higher costs. However, we have used a higher cost when 

making offers to customers - - large load customers and 

incorporating it into those analyses, but we didn't redo 

----------·· 
I C, IPLSF - lta 0513 
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PUBLIC DISCLOSURE 
Georgia Power Company -

Docket Nos. S6002 & 56003 
2025 Integrated Resource Piao and 202S Demand-Side Management Application 

STF-JKA Data Request Set No. 5 

STF-JKA-5-10 

Ouestion: 

Refer to '12025IRP _AV _BowenUl-4_ TRADE SECRET.xlsx" tab: "Annual Economics" which 
shows the _year transmission cost recovery and a - year NGCC cost recovery Jife_ setting the 
term equalization period (row 20). 

a. REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDA'.CTED REDACTED REDACTED 
REDACTED REDACTED Please explain. 

b. REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACT~D REDACTED REDACTED 
REDACTED Please explain. 

Response: 

a. Transmission investments are assumed to have a u0Acr10-year useful life for purposes of 
depreciation, and the generic natural gas combined cycle (''NGCC") is assumed to have a 
1<£0J.CT£0-year useful life. The transmission needed to accommodate the 2029 NGCC is fully 
depreciated at the end of the ..,..,.,.o year, and therefore no costs are shown for transmission 
in the REDACTED years. 

All compliance pathways evaluated, with the exception of the "Retire by 1/1/2032' · 
pathway, defer the need for new transmission so that portions of the UDA~ ... year 
transmission useful life are outside of the study window. 

b. Transmission costs are ·accounted for in the Unit Retirement Study ('1lJRS") because the 
URS is a resource-specific evaluation, which is designed to support an immediate 
decision, A decision to retire an existing coal unit would lead to an immediate 
replacement need; theref~r~. the current view of marginal transmj&sion cost is assumed. 

The Resource Mix Study models generic resources and is intended to be an indicative 
road map of the types of resources that are cost-effective to serve customers' capacity and 
energy needs o~er a long period of time and applying near-term costs to generic resources 
may bias the expansion plan results unnecessarily. 

Contact: Brandon Looney lE)(filfBIT Page 1 of I 

,I C,, I PLSF- ):} 



0212

1 battery sys~em four times. And looking at the net present 

2 value, we don't have to do an exhaustive analysis on 

3 the -- what you would choose, on a battery system versus a 

4 reconductor . 

5 And just a reminder to the Commission, we 

6 brought forward in this case 3300-megawatts of a portfolio 

7 of projects as far as resources, but only $60 -million 

8 worth of transmission. That is miniscule. That is $18 

9 per KW. And I think Mr. Bush would testify, as a 

10 developer, that's not a lot of transmission at all. So I 

11 think a lot of the intervenors treating it like it's a big 

12 number. It's really not a big number. So we are bringing 

13 forward very traditional solutions that we can make happen 

14 in that period of time . 

15 Now, if we study -- next year, we determine 

16 that a Series Compensation device may be a better 

17 solution, we will choose that. But in the meantime, as we 

18 were doing studies for this, it made more sense to choose 

19 the projects that we did . They were more economical, we 

20 could get them done in the time frame, to get them done 

21 for the units that we were proposing. 

22 Q. So I'm still having a hard time now 

23 recQnciling the way you answered the question in the 

24 prefiled versus the way you're answering it now, because 

25 it's in the context of considering non-wires alternatives . 

EXHIBIT 

G\Pl 'hl:-1% 
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Georgia Power Company 
Docket Nos. 56002 & 56003 

2025 Integrated Resource Plan and 2025 Demand-Side Management Application 
STF-GS Data Request Set No. 2 

STF-GS-l-24 

Question: 

Please explain any changes in estimated costs from the 2022 ITS Ten-Year P1an to the 2024 ITS 
Ten-Year Plan for the following projects: 

a. GTC: Heard County - Tenaska 500kV (Second Line) 

b. SAV: CC- Big Ogeechee 500/230kV (CC Network Improvements) 

c. CC - QTS Fayette-ville Transmission Needs 

d. SAV: Mclntosh - Purrysburg 230kV Reactors 

e. Union City- Yates 230kV (Black) Line Rebuild 

Response: 

a. The cost provided in the 2022 Georgia Integrated Transmission System ("ITS") Ten-Year 
Plan was based on Planning Grade Estimates. The cost for each -project is revised thTough 
scoping, engineering, and design pr,ocesses, which inch1de but are not limited to the 
increase in material costs over the years. The updated cost for all projects is provided 
annually through the Ten-Year Plan process. 

b. Please tefer to the response to subpart (a) above. 

c. Please refer to the response to subpa~ (a). 

d. 'Please refer to the response to subpart (a) . 

e. Please refer to the response to subpart (a). 

:EXHIBIT 

I G l?L-~t=-\J 

Contact: Mike Robinson Page 1 of 1 
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Georgia Power Company 
Docket Nos. 56002 & 56003 

2025 Integrated Resource Plan and 2025 Demand-Side Management Application 
STF-PIA Data Request Set No. 6 

STF-PIA-6-21 

Question: 

Please provide the present value of the total revenue requirements over the 12- year planning 
horizon for each of the four DSM cases. 

Response: 

The total revenue requirement associated with the programs in each of the four Demand Side 
Management (''DSM") cases is equivalent to the. sum of the total budgeted Incentive Costs, Non­
Incentive Costs, Cross-Cutting Costs Evaluation Costs, and Additional Sum amounts. Please see 
the table below for the present value .of the total revenue requirements over 2026-2037 for each 
of the four DSM cases. 

Present Value (PV) Total·Revenue Requirements in $millions 

Capacity & 
Proposed Advocacy Affordability Supply-Side 

MGO 5,051 5,088 1,107 4,285 

111-MGO 5,051 5,088 1,107 7,000 

:£Xt!l18IT 

I C,lPL Sf-lo 

Contact: Andy Phillips Page 1 of 1 
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STF-BAI-1-1 Attachment Panel A 

T&D Reliability .and Resiliency - 476 -
Economic Fleet Transition w/ Clean Energy -. 476 249 

Environmental Coll!_pliance - CCR ARO 725 189 - -
J echnology- Custom~r Experience & Operations 914 98 - -~ 
State & Local Taxes 1,012 66 
Incremental Inflation 1,078 94 -- - -
Tax Reform Benefits Fully Utilize~ 

~ 

1,172 220 

ROE 1,392 94 
-

Cost of Debt 1,375 111 
Capital Structure 1,374 1 

Non-Fuel O&M 1,212 163 
Storm Cost Recovery 1,063 149 

-

Sales Growth & Other 1,004 59 

Levelized Rate Request 1,004 

Page 1 of65 Waterfall 
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STF-BAI-1-1 AttachmHl,Penel A 

Rrat!!!I RfllUimD.!DJ. Drivers ~ ~~24 ~ bm!lYl1 ,.,,__, mt ~!21il 
T&D Non-GRID lrwesln;ents (Depreciation & Relllm) T&D Reiahui!v and Resi~ $134 s 272 $ 385 S 25t>- T&D Reria~r, a~Resiieiicv --t .. L~ ?! . $ -,76 
T&D GRID ln~estm!IIIIS {O~oon & Retum T&D Rellabli!t and Resiieocy 80 169 245 I 181 Economic FleetTransilm wt Clean EneivY ~ 225 ~I @L_ 249 
New ~ation Ra!e& -T&D-: iation & RelU!T) __ T&D Re!iabli!V and Resi1ie _ . 51 58 58 58 Enwomnenti!Compiraoce - CCR ARO &f 47 189 
Pun:hase<I PWN 1ecooanic Fleet Transitillll wl Clean Ene.!D)' i: 17 2 68 28 -~ o~ - Customer l:Xl)erience & ~~ons · 98 ' 98 
~i;I-/Olher lnaumenlal capilal ~lafbn & RebJm)_ Economic Reel Transiti011 wl Clean Eneigy 17 50 62 42 Sla18 & Local Taxes 62 2 ,. 66 
New Depecialion Ra!es • Steam (Depreciation & Rell.in) IEconcmlc Fleet TrallGllioo w/ Clean Enanrt ·, 138 - 128 125 130 lnaemeiiiailiinalion 94 94 
T• Credls/Deduclions ' {1!( {24 (19) Tai( Reform Benelits Fully Utilized 220 ZIil 

Wansley NBV Amortir.afloo 
E~n~ Reel T!_a.~on W/ Clean Eneigy (151 

70 
,- -

1Ecom,nicFleelTransltion wl Clean En11111V 70 70 70 .fil)E -l 94 94 
Wansley Exis~ Depreciation g_concmic fleet Transffioll wl Clean E00111Y ___ !.§) {56) (56) ~ £.a~I Structure {1} [1 
ln!anQille lnve~_@ep-eclation & Re!Llll) _ Teehnology • CUslumer Experience & Operat~ 34 78 137 81 Co$tof01lbl (111) (111 
~lion • Custo:ne- Usaae/Software and Cloud g:rnp~g _ec~~ ·_£ustm'ler ~nee & ~s 10 10 10 10 'Nan.fuel O&M (1o., {1ti< 
Electric: Tran"""'1alioo [Capital .-id O&Ml ,T~ • GuS1Dmer Elipelience & Operation& ◄ 8 11 7 Stam Cost~ (149 if.I" 
Oiiier Taxes {Noo-Prnp811y) StaM.&local Taxes - - (18) - nn [15 ~ (1?} Sales QCYl!h & OlrnJ (59 m 
Q1ll_ar iaxes· {P~) Stam & local Taxes 36 61 83 - 59 Total -rs 852 $ 107 $ 45 L1,oo 
O&M - lnll!l!mel1tal 1nnalion lncremM!al lnllation i" 671 75 80 74 

14Ji s Capita1 - ll1Cflllrel\lal lnftation (!)eprecialiln & Relllm) J1~nt;,1 lnnation I 11 I 20 29 20 ,CCR ARO Annual Reveoue Requitemenl J. $ 64 s 189 
Unprofecled Excess AtNntllal!idOelem!d lncm-e laxes Tax Relllnn Benefits Fully Utilzed ' 220 220 12o - 220 CCRAAO lllcremental Revenue ~I-+- 64 78 47 -
O&M -Pensioo & Benefits- Non-fuel O&M I (103)1 {142) (164) .(135) 1DSMAnnual Rlweiiue ReQui'ement 30 56 I 54 -
Prepaid Pension Assel ~O&M I 42 54 68 54 JDSM Incremental Rev13nue RommATIRnl 'f- ,30 27 1 {~ -
O&M • Fleet TransllfM Non-Fill!! O&M (55) (84 -ffoo {?9) JMFF Leveized Revenue R""'11rement 20 2 1 -~--O&M - Olher Non-Fuel O&M (16' (1) 48 9 ·i ' O&M -DSM INnn-levellzed) Noo-Fuet OW (E) (1:3) {10) ml -----

- . ·-O&M-SixmD~~_llL - __ _ Slcrm Cost Rec~ (14~ (149) (1~9) I r > 
New Deireoladon Rates · Olher (Oeprooiatlon & Relllm) ~& Ol!ler 78 76 71 75 I 
Alratizalion - O!her Sales Growth & Other ·.-=1 @ -~ ~l -- -Basa Rswnoes Sali=; GrM & Olher (72) ~ (7'7) l_ 
~lher.~enues Sales~ & Oller 2 ~ {15) I 

~ - -- Sales Growlh & OUlei 32 11!) l'IJI -K;apila/ STIJCllri ~llal 5111m.Jre (!) (1)r- i~ {11 
ROE ROE 94 94 94 94 
k;osi olDebl COstolOebl 1118] 1'1121 [1Vll 1111'it ' ·-
rl"Olal $ 490 S 706 S 1056 S 711 I I I 

Page 3 ores Waterfall Drivers 
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STF-BAI-1-1 Attachment Panel A 

Reg. Assets/Liabilities 439,036 59(),6]9 1,029,675 40,583 1,070,258 68,JJS 1,138,373 -AROs (2,103,216) 334,095 (1,769,121) 42,404 (1,726,717) 42,404 (1,684,312) 
ARO Reg Liability (254) 228,906 61 ,685 290,591 74,563 365,154 115,491 480,645 
Other Rate Base Items - - - -
Accumulated Deferred Income Taxes (5,983,437) (524.658} (6,508,095) (l 60A43J (6,668,537) (150,288) (6,818,826) 

I I I I I I 
Total Rate Base 22,418,319 2, 550,292 24,968,611 1,878.432 26,847,043 1,601,591 28,448,634 -

I I I I I I _j -
Weighted Average Cost of~ apital 7.91% 7.71% 7.74% 7.77% 
Return on Rate Base 1,772,409 153,521 1,925,931 150,796 2,076,727 133,986 2,210,714 

I I . t ! I l -
Expenses: I I I I 

Production Fixed & Variable 706,834 (59,752) 647,082 '34.211) 612,870 326 613,196 
System Control & Load Dispatching 36,029 (745) 35,784 1,699 37,484 1, (128 39,512 -
Trans.mission 128,102 (10,076) 118,026 ./.283 122,309 6, 5,JO 128,849 
Distribution 289,039 19.255 318,294 9,400 327,694 IJ,Q22 339,616 
Customer Accounting 164,430 23.747 J 88,178 7.290 ,195,468 4.0 2 199,520 

Customer Assistance 104,168 8,684 112,852 1,129 113,980 (707) l 13,273 
DSM Additional Sum .14,985 2,226 17,212 27 17,239 10 17,259 
PPA Additional Sum 21,882 (1 ,852) 20,029 3.312 23,341 l Z,592 . 35,933 

Energy Services . 51,037 (!8,4J9) 32,578 9)2 33,510 1,486 34,99~ 
Administrative & General- 271,375 (77,431) 193,943 (33,684) 160,260 (11,JS!) 149,108 
Storm Damage Accrual 213.328 (148,525) 64,803 . 64,803 64,803 

_ Interest on Customer Deposits 8,965 ( 1,1731 7,793 75 7,868 76 7,944 

TotalO&M 2,010,175 (253,600) 1,756,574 (39,749) 1,716,826 27, 183 1,744,00-9 --
Purchased Power 261,311 19,279 280,590 (18,369) 262,221 53,3i6 315,597 

Fuel 2,476,738 (232,901) 2,243,837 (53,035) 2,190,802 60,6513 2,251,~94 
Depreciation 1,161 ,197 289,458 1,450,655 113,603 1,564,258 114,443 1,678,702 

ARO 182,787 71,371 254,158 71, 113 325,271 Jo.838 362,109 
Amortization 66,159 (12,451) 53,708 (6,286) 47,421 (14,871) 32,550 --
Amortization - Wansley . 69,67Y 69,677 (2) 69,675 . 69,675 
Other Taxes { Non Property Related) 54,505 (17, 9 77) 36,528 1,329 37,857 1,575 39,432 
Other Taxes (MFF & Property Related) 240,355 35,706 276,060 24,Rfil 300,921 21,468 323,390 
Income Taxes 167,646 I J/,./54 299,LO0 (46,401 J 252,699 (71,392) 181,307 

_ .T<?_tal Expenses 6,620,873 100,015 6,720,888 47,064 6,767,952 230,312 6,998,264 

I I I I I I I 
Total Revenu!,_ Requirement 8,393,283 l53.SJ6 8,646,819 197,861 8,844,680 364,298 9,208,978 

I I I I I I I 

Page 5 of 65 Details 
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STF;..BAl-1-1 Attachment Panel A 

T 
Cos1 of Capital 

T r T T . 1 
2023 

Component Pro12ortion I Cost I Com12onent I RR Rate [_J Debt/Eguity 
Long-Term Debt · 44."00% 3.53% 1:55% 1.55% 1.55% 

Cotru11on Equity 56.00% 11.00% 6.16% s.2s% I 8.25% 

TOTAL 100.00% 7.71% 9.80% 9.80% 

I r l 
2024 - J I I Comgonent I I IDebt/Egu ity Component Progortion Cost RR Rate 

Long-Term Debt 44.00% 3.58% 1.58% 1.58% 1.58% 
Common Equity 56.00% 11.00% 6.16% 8.25% ~ 8.25% 

TOTAL 100.00% 7.74% 9.82% 9.82% 

I l I r7 
2025 

Component Progortion I Cost I ·comgonent ] RR Rate L_J Debt/Eauitv 

Long-Tenn Debt 44.00% 3,66% 1.61% 1.61% 1.61% 

Common Equity 56.00% 11.00% 6.16% 8.25% 1 "8.25% 

TOTAL 100.00% 7.77% 9.86% 9.86% 

l 
I 

Component I 
Current Weighted Average 

Proportion l _Cost - l Component I RR Rate T I Debt/Equity 

Long-Term Debt 43.97% 4.60% 2.02% 2.02% 2.02% - -
Common E uity 56.03% 10.50% 5.88% 7.87% 7.87% 

,TOTAL 100.00% 7.91% 9.90% 9.90% 

I I 
2023 with Cap Cost of Current 

Component Proportion I Cost ( Current) r Component I RR Rate r I Debt/Equity 

Long-Tenn Debt 44 .. 00% 4.60% 2.02%, 2.02% 2.02% 
--

Common Equity 56.00% 10.50% 5.88% 7.87% 7.87% 
TOTAL 100.00% 7.90% 9.90% 9.90% 

I 

Page 7 of65 Details 
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STF-BAI-1-1 Attachment Panel A 

T&D {Non-GRID} 

I t= - - . I 
(Amounts in Thouswids) 

-~ - . . ~~ ,- -
Current 2023 Net Current 2024 Net Curreut 2025 Net 

I• - -Transmission -- - -- ,-
n 

,-- ---- ., -
RateB~'ie 

PlS $ 7,313,400 $ 7,929,033 $ 7,313,400 $ 8,734,015 $ 7,313;400 $ 9,379,236 -- ,_ 
(1,464,675) (1,402,083) (1,464,675) (1,405,726) Ace Res (1 ,464,675) (1,450,230) -- - -~ 

ADITs (1,305,892) (1,366,737) (1 ,305,892) (1,441 ,988) (1,305,892) (l,502,5561 ,- - 1-
$ $ 5,886,301 Net Rate Base $ 4 542,833 $ 5,160,214 4,542,833 $ 4,542,833 $ 6,426,450 

Cost of Capital - 9.90% 9.90% 9.90% 9 .. 90% 9.90% 9.90% -
$132,978 ~ Return $ 449,653 $ 510,762 $ 61, 1Q_9 $ 449,653 $ 582,631 $ 449,653 $ 636,095 $186,442 --

--- --lnL-ome 
217 439 I $ 61_464 . 155,975- ,__$ -

$ $ 
-r 

$ 77,662 Depreciation $ 196,649 $ 40,674~ "155,975 $ 155,975 $, 233,638 - - -
Total Revenue R uiremenl $ 605.?629 $ 707,412 $ 101,783 $ 605,629 $ 800,070 $194,441 $ 605,629 $ 869,733 $264)04 - ! ·- - - - --

~ -Distribution 
. 

- -- ---
--- - -

Rate Base 
PIS -- $ 13,242,586 $ 14,253,996 $ B ,242,586 S 15,474,036 $ 13,242,586 $16,620,127 - --
AccRes (3,835,725) (3,529,253) (3,835,725) (3,666,425) (3,835,725) (3,842,801) - (1,921,307) (1,778,321) (1,972,991) (1,778,321) (2,029,669) ADITs (1,778,321) I ·-Net Rate Base $ 7,628,541 · $ 8,803,437 $ 7,62~4I $ 9,834,621 $ 7,628,541 $10,747,656 - 9.90% . 9.90% -Cost of Capital ·9.90% 9.90% ·9.90% 9.90% 
Return $ 755,079 $ 871,371 $ ,]16,292' $ 755,079 $ 973,439 $218,360 $ 755,079 $ 1,063,812 $308,733 -

-- -- - - ·--
Income - ,_ - 414 038 - $ $ $ $124,622 Depreciation $ 359,519 s 54,528 $ __i59,519 $ 450J 77 $ 90,859 359~519' 484,141 

l $ 

-
Total Revenue Re_91E rement . 

---- (iT4,598 $ $309,218 
~ 

$ I, 114,598 s 1,s41,9s3 I $433,Jss 1,114,598 $ 1,285,410 $ 170,812 $ 1,423,816 -~ -
-- -- - - -

Total Transmission &Distribution - --
-

- -
Total Revenue Requirement $ 1,720,227 $ 1,992,821 $ 272,595 $ 1,720,227 $ 2,223,886 $503,659 $ 1,720,227 $ 2,417,686 $697,459 
Depreciation - New Rates (56,581) (57,915) (58,217) 
Subtotal $ 1,720,227 $ 1,936,240 $ 216,013 $ 1,720,227 $ 2,165,971 $445,744 $ 1,720,227 $ 2,359,469 I $639,242 
GRID (79,695) (168, 107)[ - (245,474) - --- -
Subtotal $ 136,319 $277,638 $393,768 

Page 9 of65 T&D (Non-GRID) 
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PD STF-DEA-3-6 Supplemental 2-9-24 Attachment A PUBLIC DISCLOSURE 

2023 IRP Update - Estimated Net Impacts to Customers 
Thrue ore preliminary estimotes ,/solated to onfy the 2023 /RP Update proposed resoun;es and external adjustments for wan and potential large food projects._ 

Values stated in millions of dollars and rounded to nearest ten million. Estimates au! subject to change. Fuel costs and revenues not intluded in estimated fncremental revenue requirements ord esti 
*Reflects projected transmission capital cissociated with Plan! Yates Un/l's 8-10. Does not include revenue requirements for transmission prniects that mav be identiffed ond olaced in service in 2026-
••Estfmated revenues boset;I on l023 /RP Update external odiustrnentsfar won ond patentia//orge food projem, 

Cumulative View 
2026, 

Estimated lncremehtal Revenue Requirement due t o l oad Growth• $190 

Estimated Incremental Revenue due t o Load Growth** $340 

Net Estimated Cumulative Impact to Customers -$150 

llfcremental View 
2026 

Total Rel(enues $10,970 

Est imated Incremental Revenue Requkement due to Load Growth• $190 

Estimated Incremental Revenue due to Load Growth** $341;) 

Net EstimcJted Incremental Impact to Customers -$150 

Estimated Rate Impact(%) -1.4%' 

_ cumulat ive (compounded) % -1.4% 

Estimated Typical Residential $/month Impact -$2 .58 

Cumulative TypicarResidentlal $/mont h Impact -$2.58 

2027 
$580 

$680 

-$100 

2027 
$10,660 

$390 

$340 

$50 

0, 5% 

-0.9% 

$0.86 

-$1.72 

2028 
$620 

$860 

-$240 

2028 
$10,760 

$40 

$190 

-$150 

-1,4% 

-2,3% 

-$2.58 

-$4.30 

'EXfflBIT 
i 

I l\{fL- Sf 22 
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PD STF-OEA-3-6 Supplemental 2-9-24 Attachment A PUBLIC DISCLOSURE 

2023 IRP Update - Estimated Incremental Revenue Requirements for Net Deferred Costs of PPAs 
Values stated (n millions of dollars . Estimates ore subject to change, Fuel costs not included in estimated incremental revenue requirements. 
Estimates do not include revenues from any future remarket·ing of remaining PPA capacity which will further offset the net deferred costs. 

2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 
Mississippi Power PPA REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
Regional Sale PPA REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
Santa Rosa PPA REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
Total Amount Deferred REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

Reg Asset Beginning Balance REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
Amortization REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTE-D 
Reg Asset Ending Balance REDACTED REDACTED _REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 

Deferred Tax Liability REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
Average REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED . REDACTED 
Pre-Tax Weighted Average Cost of Capital REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
Financing Cost on Reg Asset REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED 
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PD STF-DEA-3-6 Supplemental 2-9-24 Attachment A PUBLIC DISCLOSURE 

Total Revenues 
Values stated in mif/ions of dollars .- Estimates ore subject to chan9e. 

2026 2027 2028 
Budget 2023 Totaf non-fuel Revenues $8,077 $8,124 $8,195 
Fuel (FCR26 settlement budget) $2,889 $2,540 $2,562 
Total Revenues $10,966 $10,664 $10,757 

Net Incremental Revenue Requirement -$150 $50 -$150 

Grossed up for MFF impact -$154 $51 -$1~4 
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Line 
No. 

(I) 

2 

3 

4 

5 

b 

7 

Exlubit_(APA/SPNAOH/MBR-l. Schedule I Total Company) 
Pagel of 10 

GEORGIA POWER COMPANY 

COMPUTATI VENUE DEF1CIENCY 
APPL! RATE TARIFFS 

FOR THE TWELVE MONTH PERIODS ENDING .JULY 311 2023 AND DECEMBER 3J. 2023-2025 
rAMOUNTS IN THOUSANDS ► 

Dc•crii!tion Tcst Perioo .2023 2024 
(2} (3) (4) (5) 

R els iJ Ra1e Base s 24,018,127 S 24,968,61 l S 26,847,043 

Requested Rate of Relllm 7.70% 7.71% 7.74% 

Earnings Requir~ment $ 1,1149,696 s 1,925,931 $ 2,076,727 

L:s.; Earnings Av,ilablc for Return 1,515,820 l,4901104 1,401 ,30.2 

F.amings Deficiency s 333.876 $ 435.827 s 675,426 

Income Expansion l'acLor 74.606o/, 74.602% 74.596% 

Total Revenue Deficiency Excluding MFF s 447,521 s 584,204 ' 905,447 

Note, Petaili; may not add lo totals due to rounding. 

2025 
(6) 

$ 28,448,634 

7.77% 

. s 2,210.714 

1,241,726 

s 968,987 

74.593% 

$ J.299,024 

\a) From l::xhlbit_(APA/SJ>A/ADHIMBR-l. Sch,dule l Total Company) Pages 3,.5, 7, and 9 for Test Period. 2023, 2024 •nd 2025, t'C5)lcctivcly 
(b) From El<h1bit_(APAISPA/ADH/MB.R-J, Schedule 2, Worxpnpcn; 1-4) for Test Period, 2023, 2024, and 202S, reopc,;tive)y 
(c) From Exhibil_(APA/SPNADRIMBR•l , Sclledllle I Total Company) Pages 4. 6. H, nnd IO for T•st Period, 2023. 2024, and 2025, re,pectiveJy 
(d) From Exhlbit_ (ArA/SPAIADH/MBR-1. Schedule I Total Company) Pagel 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

EXHIBIT 

I 
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PUBLIC DISCLOSURE 

A Georgia Power 

Ql 2025 Large Load Economic 

Development Report 

May 22, 2025 

Docket No. 55378 

··EXHIBIT 

f G{-rL s f°•Zt.J 
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pd7EditdaoSHR3UT PUBLIC DISCLOSURE 

.cJa.s.s. Se,gment Tercito,y ero.Le.c1Sla AfJD_O<JIJCed1.rJiJJJ.!_ 

Commerc_ial- Data Center Inside Technical Review 1,680 

Commercial Data Center Outside contract for Electric Service1 1,429 

Commercial Data Center Inside Technical Review 1,200 
Commercial Data Centet Inside Technical Review 1,200 

Commercial Data Center Inside Technical Review 1,200 

Commercial Data Center Inside Technical Review 1,200 

Commercial Data Center Inside Technical Review 1.200 
Commercial Data Center Inside Technical Review 1,200 

Commercial Data Center Inside Technical Review 1,186 

Commercial Data Center Inside Technical Review 1,150 
Industrial Manufacturing Multiple Sites Technical Review 1,020 

Commercial Data Center Inside Technical Review 1,000 

Commercial Data Center Inside Technical Review 1,000 

Commercial Data Center Inside Technical Review 910 

Commercial Data Center Inside Technical Review 910 
Commercial Data Center Inside Technical Review 910 
Commercial Data Center Inside Request for Service 901 

Commercial Data Centet Inside Technical Review 800 
Commercial Data Center Inside Technical Review 780 
Commercial Data Center Inside Technical Review 750 

Commercial Data Center Inside Technical Review 750 

Commercial Data Center Inside Technical Review 750 

Commercial Data Center Inside Technical Review 750 

Commercial Data Center Inside Technical Review 725 

Commercial Data Center Inside Request for Service 693 
Commercial Data Center Inside Technical Review 656 
Comm~rcial Data Center Inside Technical Review 651 
Commercial Data Cente·r Inside Technical Review 650 
Commercial Data Center Inside Technical Review 648 
Commercial Data Center Inside Technical Review 600 

Page 5 of3B 
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pd7EditdaoSHR3UT PUBLIC DISCLOSURE 

,, C.tla.ate. la 
~ 2QJA Zo.3.5. ~ wz tfl'l:'. ~ ~afJ.QU.D.c.e.Q'. LQad Lo.aa.Ramf}. e.co.i.e.c.t S.ta.ge. initial S.e.O!iC.~ Dare. 

1,056 1,200 1,368 1,476 1,680 y 

1,429 1,429 1,429 1,429 1,429 Y. 

1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 y 

1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 y 

1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 V 

1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 y 

1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 y y 

1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 y 

1,186 1,186 1,186 1,186 1,186 y 

1,150 1,150' 1,150 1,_150 1,150 y 

1,020 1,020 1,020 1,020 1,020 

1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 

1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 y 

910 910 910 910 910 

910 910 910 910 910 y y 

910 910 910 910 910 

901 901 901 901 901 

800 800 800 800 800 y 

780 780 780 780 780 V y y 

750 750 750 750 750 V 

·750 750 750 750 750 y 

750 750 750 750 750 V 

750 750 750 750 750 y 

725 725 725 725 725 

693 693 693 693 693 y 

503 536 581 623 656 y 

642 651 651 651 651 y 

527 583 650 650 650 y 

648 648 64B 648 648 

600 600 600 600 600 y 

P.age 13 of 38 
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5 

6 

7 
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9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

] 6 

BEFORE THE GEORGIA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

STATE OF GEORGIA 

In Re: 

Georgia Power Company's 2023 
Integrated Resource Plan Update 

) 
) 

) Docket No. 55378 
) ___________________ ) 

Hearing Room 110 
244 Washington Street 
Atlanta, Georgia 

Wednesday, March 27 , 2024 

The above-entitled matter came on for hearing 

Pursuant to notice at 9:30 a.m. 

1 7 PRESENT WERE : 
JASON SHAW, Chairman 

18 TIM ECHOLS, Vice-Chairman 
LAUREN "BUBBA" MCDONALD, Commissioner 

19 TRICIA PRIDEMORE, Commissioner 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

ATHENS REPORTING, LLC 
490 N. Thomas Street 

Athens, Georgia 30601 
(770) 225-7663 

www.athensreporting.com 

Copyright 2024 - Athens Reporting, LLC 

EXHIBIT 
j 
i &\Pl SF--Z..S' 
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C 

J 

2 

3 
4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

]4 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

PUBLIC DISCLOSURE 

provides additional reliability to the area, which has seen limited growth in 

generation development. 

Finally, the Yates CTs will support the continued integration and penetration of 

renewables and storage on the electric System. Notably, the Company' s correction 

of PIA Staff's expansion plans resulted in the selection of Yates 8 in winter 2027 

and Yates 9-10 in winter 2028 as the Company proposed. 

PLEASE RESPOND TO THE ASSERTIONS MADE BY INTERVENORS 

THAT THE COMPANY DOES NOT NEED ALL THREE OF THE YATES 

CTS IF TRANSMISSION RESTRICTS THE OUTPUT OF THE PLANT 

DURING PEAK PERIODS WITH TRANSMISSION CONTINGENCIES? 

There is only one specific transmission case where the full output of the three units 

was restricted. In all other scenarios, once online, all three units wiJI be available to 

be economically d ispatched. It is more economical to build three units 

consecutively to take advantage of economies of scale, especially when the 

expansion p lan indicates a need for CTs to meet future needs. Additionally, the 

three CTs will be the most efficient CTs on the Southern Company System, which 

enables all three units to be dispatched ahead of other CTs and the Yates 6-7 steam 

units. 

WHY SHOULD THE COMMISSION HA VE CONFIDENCE IN THE 

ECONOMICS OF THE PROPOSED YATES UNITS? 

Even though the proposed Yates units are being procured outside t he typical RFP 

process, the Commission can have confidence in the economics of Plant Yates 

Units 8- IO. The Company routinely engages with established original equipment 

manufacturers ("OEMs") and engineering, procurement, and construction ("EPC") 

finns to evaluate .the costs and risks associated with projects like those proposed at 

Plant Yates. The expertise garnered from these engagements ensures a high level 

Rebuttal Testimony of Jeffrey R. Grubb, Francisco Valle, Lee Evans, Michael B. Robinson, and Michael A. .Bush 
On behalf of Georgia Power Company 

Docket No. 55378 
Page 38 

2057 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

1 1 

12 

'· 
1 3 

1 4 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

did not, because we don't have time to run an RFP . But 

that doesn't mean we ' re not confident in the costs . 

Q. Okay. So let's look at that cost . You 

provide basically two pieces of evidence to support your 

conclusion that it's c ost effective , or that the company 

should have confidence in it being cost effective. One of 

those is Attachment D to the Yates certification 

application ; correct? 

A. (Witness Bush) That's correct. 

Q. And in that attachment , and I understand 

you ' ve updated with more recent numbers , but in that 

attachment, Georgia Power chose three projects to compare ; 

correct? 

A. (Witness Bush) Well , actually , Commissioners , 

there ' s no publicly available data , that is a general 

location , where you can go find this type of information , 

So this is actually what we f ound at the time, when we 

certified, actually . 

Since then, we ' ve found one other publicly 

available set of information around CTs of this nature. 

And , again , we' r e talking about advance-class CTs , that 

have state-of-the-art emission controls . And so when you 

make comparisons of this type , you have to make sure 

you're making them with the right technology , and then you 

have to equalize , or normalize, for the period of going in 

2150 
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1 number is higher , generally speaking, I would say they're 

2 all within a similar range of costs. 

3 Q. The second piece of evidence that you refer 

4 to is Lazard's 2023 leve1ized cost of energy analysis , 

5 which I believe is an exhibit to your testimony , 

6 Exhibit 3. 

7 

8 

9 

A . 

A . 

Q. 

(Witness Grubb) That ' s right. 

(Witness Bush) That's correct . 

And am I correct that , in this exhibit , the 

10 place to look is the gas peaking row , because these are 

11 CTs? 

12 A . (Witness Bush) That's correct . The Lazard 

13 report is generally a levelized cost of energy. And when 

14 you compare technologies , we would say that's not how you 

15 want to do that . But in the report itself, it does have 

16 a - - an exhibit itself that talks about the capital 

17 cost what they call overnight capital costs for 

18 different technologies. And what we've done in this 

19 exhibit is , we've pulled out the capital costs for a 

20 similar technology . 

21 Again, if you look at the numbers themselves 

22 and the information behind that technology, there ' s no 

23 indication -- first of all , what year dollars these 

24 overnight costs are in , and that ' s important when making 

25 the comparison, nor is there the specifics behind the 

2152 
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GPC EXHIBIT 18 

PUBLIC DISCLOSURE 

EXHIBIT 2 - Revised TS Attachment D to the Yates Certification Application 

Compart1on ~ Advanc•d F111m• Slmpla-Cycl• Combuatlon Turbin• ProJ•cb • Amwn ,I Ca I! o1nd Gtand AJv.,- ZOt,f S Cmt ( 

Pro!ect 
Plant Capacity (MW) 

Reported Completion Cost (kS) 
Actual Project Cost ($/kW) 
Reported Completion Cost (2024 le$)"• 
Current Projim Cost (2024$/kW} .. 

Location 

Site 
Owner 
EPC Contractor 

Commercial Operetion 
Configt1ratlo n 

Turbine Technology 
Fuel Type 

Emissions Control 

Plant Yatn CT Unlb 9 & 10" 
1,325 

REDACT£D 
REOACT£D 
REDACT£D 
REDACTED 

Newnan.GA 

Existing 

Georgia Power Company 

Black and Veatch/Mitsubishi 

12/1/2026, 5/1/2027, 8/1/2027 
Simple Cycle CT 

Mitsubishi MSOl JAC 

NG/ULSO 

HotSCR 

"Vates CT cost of gas lateral and financing el<clUded for comparison 

••values adjusted using escalation of REDACTED 
.-,, Amended ·m ues for m,! 3 3; 

~• • ri , ukd • alt:es forGra1d IDw.t-

Referenee5 

n Gtll' vn,.;e Oef!Gtor , us. s, of Ea:l'nomi.:: 

11ssum,., pvtlisl•iY> r.c,n i i,. nominal w-

11 https://gasturblneworid.co,,,/slmple--cyGle,lSO-mw•711i>-0'2,peaklng·planl/ 

ll https://www.nsene1JY1>11slness.com/news/bums-mcdonnell,canal•3-power-pJant/ 

3) https://www.power-eng.com/gas/ga~and-dl11Sel-flred-canal-l•statJon·completecl-at-<:a1>e-cod/lfln!f 

4) https:/fpower.mhl,com/reglcns/amer/n..-/100323 

350 

$280,000 

$800 

Sandwich, MA 

Existing 

Stonepeak Infrastructure Partners 

Burns & McDonnell/Skanska USA Civil 

.,,,:- u 
Simple Cycle CT 

GE 7HA.02 
NG/Ul.SD 

HotSCR 

$410,000 

$976 

REDACTED 

REDACT£D 
Chouteau, Ok 

Existing 

Gra11d River Dam Authority 

Unlu,own 

April-2026 
Simple Cycle CT 

Mitsubishi M501 JAC 

NG/Unknown 

Unknown 

u, 

~I hrtps://www.readfronller.crg/st0r1es/grand-rtver•Cl8m-au1hOr1ty-to,,ks-l<>-replace-lts-lBst·coal-fJred-11ener1tor·wllh-a·nel'/-410.mllllo~proJect/lt."':teJ<l;lhe";zoor.nd\1620Rtver'J620Dam'620Autho'1ty,Rlver,'2oene~20Center%201n'620Choteau. 

Rebuttal Testimony of.Jeffrey R. Grubb, Francisco Valle, Lee Evans, Michael B. Robinson, and Michael A. Bush 
On behalf of Georgia Power Company 

Docket No. 55378 
Exhibit 2 • Page 1 
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UNITED STATES 
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20549 

Georgia 

FORM8-K 

CURRENT REPORT 
PURSUANT TO SECTION 13 OR 15{d) OF 

THE SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934 
Date of Report (Date of earliest event reported): June 4, 2025 

Oglethorpe Power Corporation 
(An Electric Membership Corporation) 

(Exact name of Registrant as specified in its charter) 

333-192954 
(State of incorporation) (Commjssion File Number) 

58-1211925 
(I.R.S. Employer 

Identification o.) 

2100 East Exchange Place 
Tucker, Georgia 

(Address of principal executive offices) 
30084-5336 
(Zip Code) 

Registrant's telephone number, including area code (770) 270-7600 

None 
(Former name or former address, if changed since last repo,t) 

Check the appropriate box below if the Fonn 8-K is Jntended to simultaneously satisfy the filing obligation of the 
registrant under any of the following provisions: 

] Written communications pursuant to Rule 425 under the Securities Act (17 CFR 230.425) 

] Soliciting material pursuant to Rule 14a-12 under the Exchange Act (17 CFR 240.14a-12) 

] Pre-commencement communications pursuant to Rule 14d-2(b) under the Exchange Act (17 CFR 240.14d-2(b)) 

] Pre-commencement communications pursuant to Rule 13e-4(c) under the Exchange Act (17 CFR 240.13e-4(c)) 

Indicate by check mark whether the registrant is an emerging growth company as defined in Rule 405 of the Securities 
Act of 1933 (§230.405 of this chapter) or RuJe 12b-2 of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (§240. I 2h-2 of this 
chapter) 

Emerging growth company □ 

If an emerging growth company, indicate by check mark if the registrant has elected not to use the extended transition 
period for complying with any new or revised financial accounting standards provided pursuant to Section 13(a) of the 

Exchange Act. □ 

Securities registered pursuant to section 12(b) of the Act; 

Title of each class: Trading Symhol(s) Name. of tach exchange on which regisltred; 

one NIA IA 

EXHIBIT 
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SIGNATIJRE 

Pursuant to the requirements of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, the registrant has duly caused 
this report to be signed on its behalf by the undersigned hereunto duly authorized. 

Date: June 4, 2025 

OGLETHORPE POWER CORPORATION 
(AN ELECTRIC MEMBERSHIP CORPORATION) 

By: /s/ Annalisa M. Bloodworth 
Annalisa M. Bloodworth 
President and Chlef Executive Officer 
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I OglethorpePower • 

Certain of the information contained in this presentation, including certain of the statements made by representatives of Oglethorpe Power 
Corporation {An Electric Membership Corporation) {"Oglethorpe" or "OPC"), that are not historicaJ facts are foiward-looking statements. 
Although Oglethorpe believes that in making these forward-looking statements its expectations are based on reasonable assumptions, 
Oglethorpe cautions the reader not to put undue reliance on these forward-looking statements, which are not guarantees of future 
performance. Foiward-looking statements involve uncertainties and there are important factors, many of which are outside 
management's control, which could cause actual results to differ materially from those expressed or implied by these forward-looking 
statements. Some of the risks, uncertainties and assumptions that may cause actual results to differ from these foiward-looking 
statements are described under the headings "CAUTIONARY STATEMENT REGARDING FORWARD-LOOKING INFORMATION" in our 
Quarterly Report on Form 10-Q for the quarter ended March 31 , 2025, filed with the Securities and Exchange Commission on May 14, 
2025, and "ITEM 1A - RISK FACTORS~ in our Annual Report on Form10-K for the fiscal year ended December 31 , 2024, filed with the 
Securities and Exchange Commission on March 31 , 2025. 

This electronic presentation is provided as of June 4, 2025. If you are viewing this presentation after that date, there may have been 
events that occurred subsequent to such date that could have a material adverse effect on the information that was presented. 

Oglethorpe undertakes no obligation to publicly update any forward--looking statements. 

First Quarter 2025 Investor Briefing 2 
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OglethorpePower 

Smar Combined Cyc e ro·ect - Updat 

Smarr CC (1,425 MW, two-unit combined cycle; 2029 projected in-service date) 

► Selected GE Vernova as original equipment manufacturer. 

• GE Vernova will supply two of its high-efficiency ?HA.03 gas turbines, two H84 
hydrogen-cooled generators, two triple-pressure with reheat Heat Recovery Steam 
Generators and two STF-O600 steam turbines with H65 hydrogen-cooled 
generators. 

• Oglethorpe has GE units in its fleet and has worked with GE Vernova for many 
years to maintain and enhance the performance of these turbines. 

► Preliminary cost estimate for this facility is $1.8 to $2.3 billion, and we are actively 
refining this estimate amid ongoing market volatility. 

• We anticipate finalizing our budget by late summer following the completion of our 
RFP process for engineering, procurement and construction services. 

First Quarter 2025 Investor Briefing 
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OglathorpePovver • 

Oglethorpe's Diversified Power Supply Portfolio 

Rocky Mountain 
Pumped-storage 
Hydroelectric Plant • 

Sewell Creek ___ __ 

Energy Facility 

Chattahoochee 
Energy Facility 

Hawk Road 
Energy Facility 

Talbot Energy Facility 
1•ew-,,cl;onpt0/f<I' 
°""/lll/1,/lonalco,r,bu~iMll{t!)ine 
Ul!.-I al &.tJSll'ff9 pl4nl) 

Baconton Power 

Thomas A. Smith 
Energy Facility 

--- -

EMC Service Terrilory 

--- Hartwell Energy Facility 

Doyle Energy Facility 

Walton County Power 

Plant Scherer 

Washington County Power 

.------: . _ Plant Vogtle 

• 

Smarr Energy Facility 

Smarr CC 
fQCIIW(ilt)1SllUC(l'GO Dlqroc;(. 

\ lva•o-mttf cOmbh:k!Hf-t":)'C~ pl,1n1, 

'- Bobby C. Smith Jr. 
Energy Facility 

Plant Hatch 

e Nuclear Gas e Hydro Coal 

2025 Capacity (MW) 
9 323 MW (a) 
' 

2025 Energy (MWh) 
(April 2024 - March 2025) 

Gas 

■ Nudear 

Coal 

30/o 
■ Hydro 

Member and Non-Member Sales 
/ 35.2 Mill ion MWh 

Member Sales 
',-33.8 Million MWh 

(a) Capacity and energy include Oglethorpe and Smarr EMC resources. Oglethorpe and Smarr EMC capacity reflects summer reserve planning capacity. 

First Quarter 2025 Investor Briefing 6 
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Cornerstones of Oglethorpe's Credit OglethorpePower 

Strength: Contracts, Rate Structure and Members 

Strong 
Liquidity 

Diversified 
Power Supply 

Portfolio 

Long-Term 

Wholesale Power Contracts 

with Members 

(Take or Pay/ Joint & 
Several / Unlimited Step-Up) 

I \ 
Wholesale Power Contract's 

Significant 
Equity at 

Member Level 

Formulary Rate Designed for 
Full Cost Recovery 

New Resources Require 
Broad Support ("75/75/75") 
and 100% Subscription by 

Members' Financial 
Strength 

Mostly (2/3) 
Residential 

Customer Base 

Members 

Rates not 
Subject to 

Georgia Public 
Service 

Commission 
Regulation 

First Quarter 2025 Investor Briefing 8 
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OglethorpePower • 

Fina cial Strength of Oglethorpe's Member 

Member 2024 Average 
Total Operating Revenue 

$5.0B $5.3B 
Financial Ratios 6 1 $3.9B $4.0B $4.08 $4.2B $4.38 $4.3B $4.4 B $4.9B 

en 
TIER: C 4 .2 
3.55x iii 2 

Equity/Assets: 
t,f, 

0 

41% 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 

Equity/Total Capitalization: Times Interest Earned Ratio {"TIER") 
50% 3.22 3.69 3.55 

4.00 
2.47 2.52 2.43 2.64 2.84 2.95 3.04 • • • 3.00 • • .. • • • • 

Members' 2024 Aggregate 
2.00 
1.00 

Financial Metrics 0.00 
Total Annual Revenues: 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 

$5. 3 billion 
Equity to Assets 

Total Net Margins: 42% 42% 42% 43% 42% 42% 
$513 million 44% 41% 41% 41% 41% 

Total Patronage Capital: 
40% 

$5. 3 billion 36% 

0% -Total Assets: 
2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 

$13.0 billion 

Equity to Total Capitalization 
60% 

52% 52% 52% 53% 
55% 49% 50% 51% 51% 51% 50% 

Note: Oglethorpe's debt is not the 50% 
direct obligation of the Members 

~?.°(~ L and, as a result, the capital of the 
Members does not directly support 0% 
the principal and interest payments 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 
to be made by Oglethorpe on its 

Note: 2024 figures are preliminary estimates based on 37 of 38 Members reporting year-end financial data to-date. outstanding indebtedness. 

First Quarter 2025 Investor Briefing 10 
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OglethorpePovver · 

Histo ical & Projected Wholesale Power Cost 

10 

9 

8 

7 

6 
.s::. 
s 
~ 

'i,; 5 .... 
C: 
(IJ 
u 

4 

3 

2 

1 

0 

-

2019 2020 

Actual 

2022 -Average gas 
price ~$6.5/mmbtu, 
before Vogtle 3&4 
was in-service 

2021 2022 

2023 -Average gas 
price ~$2.7/mmbtu, 
and Vogtle unit 3 
came online July 31 

2023 2024 

Projected 

2025 2026 2027 2028 

2030 - first full year 
with all future 
resources in service: 
• SmarrCC 
• Talbot 7 CT 
• Battery Project 

2029 2030 

- Average Power Costs per Financial Statements Average Power Costs adjusted for Deferred Revenues for Rate Management Program 
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OglethorpePower · 

ala ce e 

($ in thousands) 

Balance Sheet Data: 

Assets: 

Electric Plant: 

Net Plant in Seivice 

CWIP 

Nuclear Fuel 

Total Electric Plant 

Total Investments and Funds 

Total Current Assets 

Total Deferred Charges 

Total Assets 

Capitalization: 

Ex erpt 

Patronage Capital and Membership Fees 

Long-term Debt and Finance l eases 

Other 

Total Capitalization 

Total Current Liabilities 

Total Deferred Credits and Other Liabilities 

Total Equity and Liabilities 

Total Capltalfzation 

Plus: Unamortized Debt Issuance Costs and Bond Discounts on LT debt 

Plus: Long-term Debt and Finance Leases due within one year 

Total Long-Term Debt and Equities 

March 31, 

2025 

$1 1,926,488 

456,401 

415,114 

$12,798,003 

1,486,384 

1,036,898 

1,174,194 

$16,495,479 

$1,371 ,424 

12,170,334 

37,690 

$13,579,448 

905,756 

2,010,275 

$16,495,479 

$13,579,448 

123,997 

395,130 

$14,098,575 

December 31, 

2024 2023 

$11,989,581 $8,996,092 

320,167 3,294,641 

402,328 389,662 

$12,712,076 $12,680,395 

1,492,372 1,449,689 

1,109,969 1,191 ,687 

1,163,121 1,203,080 

$16,477,538 $16,524,851 

$1 ,328,418 $1 ,257,917 

12,1 67,367 11 ,644,503 

37,625 35,014 

$13,533,410 $12,937,434 

936,414 1,358,453 

2,007,714 2,228,964 

$16,477,538 $16,524,851 

$13,533,410 $12,937,434 

120,328 120,560 

398,979 384,426 

$14,052,717 $13,442,420 

Equity Ratio1•> 9.7% 9.5% 9.4% 

(aJ The equity ratio is calculated, pursuant to Oglethorpe' s First Mortgage Indenture, by dividing patronage capital and membership fees by total capitalization plus 
unamortized debt issuance costs and bond discounts and long-term debt due within one year (Total Long-Term Debt and Equities in the table above). 
Oglethorpe has no financial covenant requirement to maintain a minimum equity ratio; however, a covenant in the Indenture restricts distributions of equity 
(patronage capital) to its Members if its equity ratio is below 20%. Oglethorpe also has covenants in three credit agreements that require a minimum total 
patronage capital , with the highest such requirement being $900 million. The equity ratio is less than that of many investor-owned utilities because Oglethorpe 
operates on a not-for-profit basis and has a significant amount of authority to set and change rates to ensure sufficient cost recovery to produce margins to meet 
financial coverage requirements. 

First Quarter 2025 Investor Briefing 14 
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OglethorpePower · 

Oglethorpe's Available Liquidit 

As of 
May 23, 2025 

$2,500 

$2,000 

(II $1 ,500 
C 

~ 
~ 
~ $1 ,000 

$500 

$0 
Total Credit 

Facilities 

Borrowings & Reserved Liquidity Detail 
$3 million - Outstanding Letters of Credit for Operational Needs 
$74 million-Walton Acquisition Costs 
$54 million-8.C. Smith, Washington, Baconton and Walton Deferral Costs 
$75 million- New Generation: Smarr CC and Talbot No. 7 
$41 million - Reserved to support Weekly Rate Tax-Exempt Bondsfa) 

$248 

Less Credit Available 
Borrowings & Reserved 

Liquitf,ty 

$357 

Cash Total 
Uquicf,ty 

• Represents 553 days of liquidity on hand. 

<a> $40.53 million of Oglethorpe's Tax-Exempt Bonds are in a weekly variable rate backed by Oglethorpe's own liquidity, which it is reserving to 
support these bonds. 
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· - Sec. d Long Term Debt Balance Sh4 Electric Plant . Net Margi. · 

2025 

Taxable 

RUS ($184) 

DOE I ($127) 

$(300) $(100) $100 $300 

■ Actual IS5Uanc:B 
■ Actual Repayment 

($ MIiiions) 

Forecasted Issuance 
Forecasted Repayment 

Secured LT Debt (4.30.25): $12.7 billion 
Weighted Average Cost: 4.04% 

$14 -

$13 

~ 

j $12 J$0.40 

ii -
$11 11.9 

$10 -
YE 124 MAR '25 

Total Assets 
($ Millions) 

$16,478 $16,495 

Construction Work in Progress 
■ Nuclear Fuel 

Electric Plant in Service 
-

$100 -, 

$80 J 

$60 
UI 
C 

,Q 

:E $40 

$20 

$-

2025 

1. 1 o MFI ratio ------

C .C 
IIJ QI .., u. 

ij Q. >- C "5 E' C.fi i; :ii 
~<e~~..,,a:J!Ozc 

Actual _.,_Budget 

Liquidity Interim CP Financing Wholesale Power Cost 

$2,750 
~ $2,500 
.i $2,250 
a $2,000 
~ ~$1,750 

._.$1,500 

$1,250 = $1,000 
~ $750 
~ $500 
]: $250 
~ $0 
i8 

Actual 

$1,725 

$1,275 

2025 
Forecast 

$1,725 

$1,275 

'-'"1'1.,.)>3:'-''-')>VIQZO 
CltD.a:a."'CJ C:C:c:tonOtD 
:::,t:1°~.,~:::, 10"'0...,.<n 

cash 
- CP Availabilit¥ 

Borrowings , 
- Tot;il Available Unes ofcredit i 

1 

April 30, 2025 

. , 
,-...hlo.,oo 

Defernil • 
81conton 

Deferral - CP, $2 CP, $lG 

Average Cost of Funds: 4.73% 
(dollars in millions) 
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2025 
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Notice to the Requesters of Transmission Planning Study Information 

The following studies have been conducted starting with load flow base cases developed for use as one possible scenario of the future 
that could occur. These base cases Incorporate the mpst recent information available concerning loads, transmission enhancements, 
committed generation, firm transactions, and other Information pertinent to building load flow cases. For later years, they also incorporate 
assumptions on transmission and generation additions that may not be budgeted and for which commitments may not have been made 
by the entities represented in the models. Information from other transmission owners within the Southern Balancing Authority Area 
(SBAA) was obtained and incorporated in these models. The systems external to the SBAAwere either obtained from the given Balancing 
Authority or from the most. recent NERC MMWG · cases. Southern Companies take no responsibility for the information provided by 
others in the performance of the studies. The cases represent the best effort of Southern Companies to develop load flow base cases 
for use as a starting point for budgeting and other types of studies at the point in time the analysis Is performed.' Modifications to the load 
flow cases may be required as part of any such studies. Southern Companies make no daim that the models represent a commitment 
to build any of the facilities in the n;iodels and maintain the right to change the models as additional information becomes available or 
additional possible scen\!rios are needed. The decision to use the studies or unoerlying assumptions for any purpose Is the sole 
responsibility of the user. This document reports the results from the analysis of the requested service and does not represent an offer 
of transmission service. 

Executive Summary 

1. "Designation Request" shall hereafter refer t<? the designation of 1326 MW at Plant Yates Units 8-10. 

2. Local area analysis identified constraints resulting from the Designation Request. See the "Local Area 
System Impacts" section of this report for additional information. 

3. This designation cannot be fully accommodated until Summer 2028. Yates 9-10 are eligible for 
consideration as Designated Resources with Temporary Limitations (ORTL) until Su_mmer 2028 when all 
required projects can be in.:service. Generation redispatch will be utillz~d to maximize firm capability in the 
interim. See Tables 1 and 2. 

4. Stability analysis did not Identify constraints resulting from the Designation Request. See the "Stability 
Impacts"· section of this report for additional information. 

5. A review of Nuclear Plant Offsite Power requirements did .not identify any constraints resulting from the 
Designation Request. See the "Nuclear Plant Offsite Power Impacts" section of this report for additional 
information. 

6. An assessment of the impact to transfer capability i"ndicates that the Designation Request does not limit 
the ability of Southern Companies to serve current ·firm obligations on Southern Balancing Authority Area 
interfaces during the timeframe requested. See the "Interface.Transfer Capability Impacts" section of this 
report for additional information. · 

7. Based on the analysis included in this report, the designation can be provided pursuant to Table 1 

,.ev.i.llan­
~Dl ,I 

I (J\PLS'f.27 
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Southern Company 

Generator Interconnection 
System Impact Study 
April 12, 2024 

IC-1217 
J 

470MW 

Jackson County, GA 

ERIS & NRIS 

Notice to The Requesters of Transmission Planning Study Information 

The following studies have been conducted s tarting with power flow base cases developedforuse as one possible scenario of the future that could occur. 
These base cases Incorporate the most recent information available concerning loads, transmission enhancements, committed generation, firm 
transactions and other Information pertinent to building power flow cases. For later years, they also Incorporate assumptions on transmission and 
generation additions that may not be budgeted and for which commitments may not have been made by the entitles represented in the models. 
Information from other transmission owners within the Southern Balancing Authority Area (SBAA) was obtained and incorporated In these models. The 
systems external to the SBAA were either obtained from the given control area or from the most recent MMWG cases. Southern Companies take no 
responsibility for the Information provided by others in the performance of the studies. The cases represent Southern Companies' best effort in developing 
power flow base cases for use as a starting point for budget and other types of studies, at the point in time the analysis Is done. Modifications may be 
required to the power flow cases as part of any such studies. Southern Companies do not represent the models as a commitment to build any of the 
facllltles In the models and maintains the right to change the models as additional Information becomes avallable or additional possible scenarios are 
needed. The decision to use the studies or underlying assumptions for any particular purpose is the sole responsibility of the user. This document reports 
the results from the analysis of the requested service and does not represent an offer of transmission service. 

EXHIBIT 
© 2024 Southern Compony 

) &\PLSF: -Z6 
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System Impact Study: IC-1217 -Jackson County, GA-470 MW >- Southern Company 

E. Cost and Timeline Estimates netum to Results su,,mw1> 

This portion of the interconnection study provides estimates for the cost and completion time of modifications and system 
improvements required for the Proposed Generating Facility. 

All "Project Completion Times" in the tables below start after (i) a customer provided commitment to proceed and (ii) 
receiving survey coordinates of the corners of the interconnecting substation property, Estimated project completion times 
do not take into account delays due to potential issues with land acquisitions, delivery of long lead time items, and ability to 
schedule necessary line outages. In the event such issues occur, completion of interconnection facilities required for in­
service could be delayed. If any land acquisition requires condemnation proceedings, additional time will be added to the 
schedule. 

All cost estimates are defined in inflation adjusted dollars assuming the requested In-Service Date (2029 dollars) for the 
Proposed Generating Facility. These cost estimates represent the capital cost for the identified interconnection projects but 
do not Include potential customer tax liabilities, operation and maintenance costs, Interconnection Agreement monthly 
administration charge (typically $5,000/month), transmission service charges or costs for transmission system upgrades 
required for delivery of energy, or costs for customer owned Interconnection facilities. 

For the System Impact Study, the following estimates are non-binding and are provided to aid the customer in the 
determination of continuation for the proposed interconnection. The projects shown in this section do not take outage 
scheduli~g into consideration. This will be reviewed in the Interconnection Facilities Study stage to determine the Impact 
on construction time and cost. 

E.1. Summt1ry of Estimates 
The Transmission Owner, Georgia Power Company (GPC), estimates the following for cost and completion time necessary 
from a customer provided commitment to proceed in order to complete the necessary interconnection upgrades for the 
Proposed Generating Facility. The following estimates do not include the cost of any Affected System upgrades. 

E.1.1. Cost and Completion Time Estimates: 

ERIS - Cost Estimate 
(Tables e.3.o ond e.3.b) 

ERIS - Completion Time 
, (Section E.1.2) 

ERIS Contingent facilities - Cost Estimate 
(Tobie e.4.a) 

---

NRIS - Cost Estimate 
(Tables e.3.a, e.3.b, e.5.a) 

NRIS - Completion Time 
(Section E.1 .2) 

' NRIS Contingent Facilities - Cost Estimate 
(Tables e.4.o and e.6.a) 

- -

© 2024 Southern Company 

$10,100,000 

30 - 36 months from Notice to Proceed. 

None identified. 

$12,700,000 

30 - 36 months from Notice to Proceed. 

None identified. 

Page 13 
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System Impact Study: IC-1217 - Jackson County, GA - 470 MW >-- Southern Company 

E.3. Required Interconnection Transmission Upgrades Rl!turn to Results Summa 

The following projects and costs in Section E.3 are required for the interconnection of the Proposed Generating Facility for either requested ERIS or NRIS product. 

Table e.3.a. Southern Companies Interconnection Upgrades - From Change of Ownership to POI and Other Directly Assignable Costs . . -- ---- - . -- ------ ··- ___,, -

• 1 Description of Project 
' -

i IC-1217 lnterconnectlng Substation 
• Install Dual Line Current Differential protection panel for the IC-1217 230 kV line via fiber. 

Anti-Islanding dual channel transfer trip will be Implemented via fiber optic cable using 
mirror bit communication. 
o Install three 230 kV CCVTs. Metering PTs could be used instead, If available. 

; • Terminate the customer-Installed fiber optic cable fromthe proposed Generating Facility 
for relaying, remote tripping, and data communications. 

• Install SCAOA, CTs/PTs, and. metering for two-way power flow. 

• At POI, install one advanced power quality meter, PQ sensors, and associated equipment 
to monitor harmonic currents and harmonic voltage distortion for all phases. 

. . 
• . . .. . 

GPC 30 • 36 months 

• Install a disconnect switch for the generator Une coming into the substation ..• __ - · - ··-·--- _ ____ _ 
, Athena-Center Primary 230 kV Line 

: • Raise line. Generator tie-line to cross underneath. 
,·Ath~ns -Center P;imary (White) 11S kV Line 

1 • Raise line. Generator tie-line to cross underneath. 
; Athens - Center Primary (Black) 11S kV Line 

- - ----
' 

GPC 30 - 36 months 

GPC 30 - 36 months 

GPC 30 • 36 months L~- Raise line. Generator tie-line to cro~s underneath. 

. North Commerce - Power Partners 46 kV Line 
-·- ····-· ·-.. - ..... - - ·-4·-----·-- -- - ~- - ..---' 

' GPC 30 • 36 months 
.-~·-· .. t:-'1.~~~~ line to ac:"o'!'modate Generator tie-line crossing ___ L, __ . __ ____ -·· ---~-- -------------
' Transmission Outages 

• Estimated costs of expenses associated with transmission outages necessary for the 
interconnection of the Proposed Generating Facility. - - - ·- . . -

1 Total Cost of Table e.3.a: 
I,_ • • . 

© 2024 Southern Company 

Notes_ j 

$1,100,000 1-6 

$300,000 4-5 

$200,000 4-5 

$200,000 4-5 

$200,000 4-5 

TBD in Facilities 
Study 

111111 

Page 15 
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System Impact Study: IC-1217- Jackson County, GA-470 MW 

Table e.3.c. Affected Systems Interconnection Upgrades 
---~ -H - • •- ------

Description of Project 

Center Primary Substation (GTC) 
• Replace overstressed breaker Cl. 
• Potential grounding modifications to be determined by GTC. 

• IC-1217 POI 230 kV line: Use e><isting DCUB line protection panel. Update relay 
settings. 

• Breaker Failure Transfer Trip 
o Install a dual-channel transfer trip receiver panel on IC-1217 230 kV line. 

• Anti-Islanding Protection 
o Install a single channel transfer trip transmitter panel on the IC-1217 230 

Georgia Transmission 
Corporation (GTC) 

··------· kVline. ________ ____ ____ _________ .•. . _______ _ __ ···- ··-- ---
· Commerce #4 (MEAGJ 115 kV Substation 

• Potential Upgrades to be determined by MEAG. 

--- - -- - - - - - -- -

I .• -

E.4. Contingent Facilities 

The Municipal Electric 

Authority of Georgia 
(MEAG) 

¼ Southern Company 

.. . . . . 

TBD ByGTC TBD ByGTC 7 

TBDbyMEAG TBDbyMEAG 7 

Contingent Facilities shall mean those unbuilt interconnection facilities and network upgrades upon which the interconnection request's costs, timing, and study 
findings are dependent, and if delayed or not built, could cause a need for restudies of the interconnection request or a reassessment of the interconnection facilities 
and/or network upgrades and/or costs and timing. 

Table e.4.a. Southern Companies PRIOR-QUEUED Interconnection Upgrades - - - - - - - - ---- .. _.... ____ ... ..._ - . -
. . f p . Facility Project C E . N · 

Descript1on o roiect O C I t· r· ost strmate otes 
. wner omp e ron 1me ,

1 

None Identified 

© 2024 Southern Company 
Page 17 
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Syst em Impact Study: IC-1217 - Jackson County, GA - 470 MW ~ Southern Company 

E.5. Additional Transmission Upgrades Required for NRIS Return to Results Summcr,y 

The following projects and costs are required only for the requested NRIS product and assume that all required interconnection transmission facilities in Section E.3 
are installed. 

Table e.5.a. Southern Companies NRIS Transmission System Upgrades 
r • ~ - -

D . . f P . Facility escr1pt1on o roJect 0 

Pl 

-- -

Center Primary- lC-1217 Interconnecting Substation 230 kV Line 
• Rebuild approximately one (1) mile of 230 kV transmission line from 

Center Primary to the new IC-1217 Interconnecting Substation. 

, Total Cost of Table e .S.a: 

Table e.S.b. Affected Systems NRIS Transmission System Upgrades 
+ _,. - -- -~~--~ ·~_,__ ~---- ,c, 

ro Description of Project 

wner 

GPC 

I 

Center Primary - Clarksboro 230 kV Line 
AFSl • Rebuild approximately eight (8) miles of 230 kV transmission 

line from Center Primary (GTC) to Clarksboro (GTC). 

Georgia Transmission 
Corporation {GTC) 

E.6. Contingent Facilities Transmission Upgrades Required for NR/S 

Project 
Completion Time 

24 - 30 months 

Project 
Completion Time 

TBDbyGTC 

. Notes I 

$2,600,000 

...... 
I 

Notes 

TBDbyGTC 

Contingent Facilities shall mean those unbuilt interconnection facilities and network. upgrades upon which the interconnection request's costs, timing, and study 
findings are dependent, and if delayed or not built, could cause a need for restudies of the interconnection reque.st or a reassessment of the interconnection facilities 
and/or network upgrades and/or costs and timing. 

Table e.6.a. Southern Companies PRIOR-QUEUED NRIS Transmission System Upgrades 
=-=====-- . . . 

Cost Estimate . . . . 
. None identified 

-- --

--

© 2024 Southern Company Page 19 
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Southern Company 

Generator Interconnection 
System Impact Study 
April 12, 2024 

IC-1218 

640MW 

Lee County, AL 

ERIS & NRIS 

Notice to The Requesters of Transmission Planning Study Information 

The following studies have been conducted starting with power flow base cases developed for use as one possible scenario of the future that could occur. 
These base cases incorporate the most recent information available concerning loads, transmission enhancements, committed generation, firm 
transactions and other Information pertinent to bulldlng power flow cases. For later years, they also incorporate assumptions on transmission and 
generation additions that may not be budgeted and for which commitments may not have been made by the entitles represented In the models. 
Information from other transmission owners within the Southern Balancing Authority Area (SBAA) was obtained and incorporated in these models. The 
systems external lo the SBAA were either obtained from the given control area or from the most recent MMWG cases. Southern Companies take no 
responslblllty for the Information provided by others in the performance of the studies. The cases represent Southern Companies' best effort in developing 
power flow base cases for use as a starting point for budget and other types of studies, at the point In t ime the analysis Is done. Modifications may be 
required to the power flow cases as part of any such studies. Southern Companies do not represent the models as a commitment to build any of the 
facilities in the models and maintains the right to change the models as additional Information becomes available or additional possible scenarios are 
needed. The decision to use the studies or underlying assumptions for any particular purpose ls the sole responsibility of the user. This document reports 
the results from the analysis of the requested service and does not represent an offer of transmission service. 

EXHIBIT 
© 2024 Southern Company 
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System Impact Study: IC-1218 - Lee County, AL - 640 MW 

IC-1218 Fadllty 

""'°" l 

Note: Existing &anklin 
Switching StfJtion to be 

Removed. 

Steam Combustion 
Turbine Turbine 
296 MVA 523 MVA 

L---------------

New Goat Rock 230 kV 

Substation 

Georgia Power Company 
Transmission Upgrades 

IC-1218 Generating Facmty & 
Interconnection Upgrades 

Existing Transmiasion Facilities 

Franklin 
CC#l&#CC2 

Franklin 
CC#3 

,------
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
1 
I 
1 
I 

230kVBus #2 

~ 

..........._ Note: All existing 230 IN 

Fuller 
Road 

lines re-terminate into the 
new Goat Rock West 230 IN 

· Substation asshown. 

•/Cl2lll 
•·•• GPC .. ••• 

Lee First 
Road Avenue 
(GTC) 

Danway 

Z30kV Bus #1 

Point of 
Interconnection 

685MW Net@POI 

Diagram a.6.a. Proposed Interconnection Configuration for the Proposed Generating Facility 

© 2024 Southern Company 

Southern Company 

North 
Opelika 

Fortson 
(Black) 
(MEAG) 

Fortson 
(White) 
(MEAG) 

Goat Rock 
(230/115 kV) 

Page 2 
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System· Impact Study: IC-1218 - Lee County, AL - 640 MW A Southern Company 

C. Interconnection Evaluation Return to Results Summar\ 

This portion of the interconnection study determines the requirements for the proposed interconnection configuration and 
identifies any necessary modifications and system improvements, This evaluation includes any relevant active prior-queued 
Interconnection Requests (shown in Appendix A) and the interconnection upgrades associated with those requests. The 
interconnection evaluation results identified in this section are the same for either requested ERIS or NRlS product. 

C.1. Interconnection Evaluation - Reactive Power and Voltage Schedule 

C.1.1. Reactive Power 

The Reactive Power Requirement for a generator interconnected to a system with a voltage of 40 kV and higher specifies 
that it must have the capability to produce and absorb at least 0.33 MVARs (dynamic reactive power) at the Point of 
Interconnection (POI) for each MW supplied at the POI. The total dynamic range requirement is 0.66 MVAR/MW. Based 
on the modeled system configuration and the generating facility capabilities shown in Table c.1.la: 

• The Proposed Generating Facility meets the minimum reactive power production. 

• The Proposed Generating Facility meets the minimum reactive power absorption. 

• The Proposed Generating Facility meets the minimum total dynamic range. 

Table c.1.1.a. Reactive Power - -
~ig~ Actual 
L1m1t 

Low 
Shit 

tow Sidi 
Voltage 

1.0496 

1.0473 

MW r.fVAR MVA,VMW 

I 405 

235 

640 

275 

140 

0.6790 

0.5957 

MW MVAA MW 

I.. ~~~_l 4.000 

6.500 J 4.ooo 

13.00 8.00 624.87 

' . 

MVAR MVAll/MW MVA/VMW 

320.49 0.513 

Low-Side Gross Net Absorption at POI 
1.023 

~-.J 
ST I 

l .. ,,~ 1 
1 !~~I 1 

MW MVAR MVAR/MW MW MVAR MW MVAR MVAR/MW 

---··--1 
-0.s10 I 

L 
This evaluation was performed assuming the 235.7S kV tap setting position for the main step-up transformers as the most 
favorable tap setting. If there is any technical reason that other tap positions are used, additional evaluation may be needed 
at that time. 

© 2024 Southern Company 
Page 4 
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System Impact Study: IC-1218 - Lee County, AL- 640 MW Southern Company 

C.3 Interconnection Evaluation - Stability 6 . , to 11esults sum· , , o, 

Stability analysis Identified the following requirements due to the, Proposed Generating Facility: 

• Pilot relaying scheme on the lC-1218 - North Opelika 230 kV line. 

• Pilot relaying scheme on the Goat Rock - Bartletts Ferry 115 kV line (Black), 

• Pilot relaying scheme on the Goat Rock - Bartletts Ferry 115 kV line {White). 

• Total breaker failure clearing time at the new Goat Rock 230 kV Substation bus of 8 cycles or less. 

• Total breaker failure clearing time at exist ing Goat Rock TS 115 kV bus of 8 cycles or less. 

Stability analysis did not Identify any deficiencies with the customer provided dynamic modeling data. 

C.4. Interconnection Evaluation Protection 

Protection analysis Identified the following modifications are required due to the Interconnection of the Proposed 
Generating Facility. 

C.4.1. Protection Requirements - Southern Companies 

• New Goat Rock 230 kV Substation 
o Install one new 230 kV, 80kA, 2-cycle breaker at the new Goat Rock 230 kV breaker-and-a-half substation 

with fiber optic cable to the Proposed Generating Facility. 
o Install Dual Line Current Differential protection panel for the IC-1218 230 kV line via fiber. Anti-Islanding 

dual channel transfer trip will be implemented via fiber optic cable using mirror bit communication. 
o 230 kV lines at the new Goat Rock 230 kV Substation: Use existing line protection panels. Update relay 

settings. 
o 230 kV Bus #1 and Bus #2 : Use existing bus differential protection panels. Update relay settings. 
o 230/llSkV Bank A Lines: Use existing transformer differential protection panels. Update relay settings. 

• Danwav 230 kV Substation 
o Goat Rock 230 kV line: Use existing line protection panels. Update relay settings. 

• North Opelika 230 kV Substation 
o Goat Rock 230 kV line: Use existing line protection panels. Update relay settings. 

• First Avenue 230 kV Substation 
o Goat Rock 230 kV line: Use existing line protection panels. Update relay settings. 

• Fuller Road 230 kV Substation 
o Goat Rock 230 kV line: Use existing line protection panels. Update relay settings. 

• Franklin CC#l and CC#2 (SPC) 230 kV Substation 
o Goat Rock 230 kV line: Use existing line protection panels. Update relay settings. 

• Franklin CC#3 230 kV (SPC) Substation 
o Goat Rock 230 kV line: Use existing line protection panels. Update relay settings. 

• IC-1218 Generating Facility 
a Goat Rock 230 kV Line: The customer should include two (2) line current differential devices capable of 

receiving transfer trip using mirror bit communication via fiber optic. 

C.4.2. Protection Requirements -Affected Systems 

• Fortson (MEAG) 230 kV Substation 
a Goat Rock (White) 230 kV line: Use existing line protection panels, Update relay settings. 
o Goat Rock (Black) 230 kV line: Use existing line protection panels. Update relay settings. 

• Lee Road (GTC) 230 kV Substation 
o Goat Rock 230 kV line: Use existing line protection panels. Update relay settings. 

© 2024 Southern Compony 
Page 6 
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System Impact Study: IC-1218 - Lee County, AL - 640 MW Southern Company 

D. Delivery Screen 
Thfs study Is not Intended as an offer a/ de/Ivery service and may nat be representative of the availabllity of transmission service at any particular date. 

This portion of the interconnection study evaluates the potential capability of the transmission system to receive the requested output (net capacity listed in Section 
A.2) of the Proposed Generating Facility at the POI. For study purposes, the output of the Proposed Generating Facility is studied as being delivered to Southern 
Companies' aggregate load. Analysis is based upon the forecasted system configurations and commitments as known at the time of this study. The transmission system 
capability delivery screens consider the year in which l:he generator is requesting commercial operation and the remainder of the planning horizon (2030 through 2033) 
to provide an account of the expected system configuration in the years following interconnection. 

D.1. ERIS Delivery Screen 
The ERIS product does not convey any right to delhter electricity and the followl,rg screening results are prolllded for informational purposes only. 

For ERIS, this section of the report identifies the maximum output of the Proposed Generating FaciHty without any additional network upgrades (additional to those 
required for interconnection identified in Table e.3.a) and provides a summary of possible transmission facility impacts. The ERIS delivery screen does not include the 
impact to delivery of prior-queued Interconnection Requests that do not have confirmed transmission service or designation . 

© 2024 5outhern Company 
Page 8 
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System Impact Study: IC-1218 - Lee County, A.L- 640 MW 

D.1.2. ERIS Delivery Screen-System Strength 
This section is not applicable to IC-1218. 

D.1.3. ERIS Delivery Screen - Bus Ampacity 

#!. Southern Company 

Return to Results Summal\' 

The bus ampacity delivery screen did not identify thermal constraints within neighboring substations due to the delivery of the requested full output of the Proposed 
Generating Facility. 

D.1.4. ERIS Delivery Screen - Stability 
The stability deli"'.ery screen did not identify constraints to deliver the full output of the Proposed Generating Facility. 

D.1.5. ERIS Delivery Screen- Interface Transfer Capability 
The transfer capability. screen evaluates import and export capability to ensure firm obligations across the interfaces are not negatively impacted. The transfer capability 
screen did not identify constraints due to the delivery of the requested full output of the Proposed Generating Facility, as shown in Table d.1.5.a. 

Table d.1.5.a. Impacts to Interface capability 

I Thermal Loadi11g [%) I I ' 
Year Interface limit ing Faci lity I PRE- POST- Contingency Scenario MW limit 

Request Requ1?st 

None Identified 

Scenarios: 
None 

D.1.6. ERIS Delivery Screen - Nuclear Plant Offsite Power 
The impact on voltage at existing nuclear facilities resulting from the addition of the Proposed Generating Facility has· been evaluated, and the addition of the Proposed 
Generating Facility does not negatively impact the ability to meet the Southern Nuclear Plant Interface Requirement (NPIR) for the bus voltage range, as required per 
NERC Standard NUC-001-3. 

© 2024 Southern Company Page 10 
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System Impact Study: IC-1218 - Lee County, AL- 640 MW ._ Southern Company 

D.2.5. NRIS Delivery Screen - Interface Transfer Capability I Re tum to Results S11mroo'l• 

The transfer capability screen evaluates import and export capability to ensure firm obligations across the interfaces are not negatively impacted. The transfer capability 
screen did not identify constraints due to the delivery of the requested full output of the Proposed Generating Facility, as shown in Table d.2.5.a. 

Table d.2.5.a, Impacts to Interface Capability 

V I f l . It· F .1. Thermal loading% C . S . ear nter ace 1m ing ac1 1ty ontingency cenar10 Project 
PRE-Request POST-Request • 

None Identified ··----- - - ----· - ..._ ___ ·----------- ------- - -
Scenarios: 
None 

D.2.6. NRIS Delivery Screen - Nuclear Plant Offsite Power 

The impact on voltage at existing nuclear facilities resulting from the addition of the Proposed Generating Facility has been evaluated, and the addition of the Proposed 
Generating Facility does not negatively impact the ability to meet the Southern Nuclear Plant Interface Requirement (NPIR) for the bus voltage range, as required per 
NERC Standard NUC-001-3. 

© 2024 Southern Company Page 12 
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System Impact Study: IC-1218 - Lee County, AL - 640 MW Southern Company 

E.1.2. Milestone Dates: '_ lu<r: kl ffesult5 Sum11,a , 

Based on the customer requested milestone dates and/or the completion time estimates, the following schedule 
deficiencies were identified: 

• 54 - 60 months are needed from the customer provided Notice to Proceed under a Generator Interconnection 
Agreement or Engineering & Procurement Agreement in order to reach the In-Service Date. 

• Requested In-Service Date Is not attainable. 

• Requested In-Service Date falls within summer season. APC/GPC cannot guarantee the avallabllity of 
transmission outage windows during that period of time. 

• NRIS: The requested COD is not attainable. 78 • 84 months are needed from the customer provided Notice to 
Proceed under a Generator Interconnection Agreement or Engineering & Procurement Agreement In order to 
reach the COD. 

• The transmission outage window and construction related dates supplied in this Interconnection Study are not 
reserved for Customer- These dates and related outages are based upon, among other things, expected events 
and factors (e.g., outage scheduling, resource commitments) and the assumption that Customer will provide the 
Notice to Proceed, will not suspend work on the Project, and will move forward with the development of the 
Project In accordance with the milestone dates. If any of these expected events, factors and assumptions prove 
to be incorrect, or unexpected events cause a material Impact, such outage(s) and dates may be unavallable. If 
the outages and/or dates are materially impacted and the Customer moves forward with the Project, Southern 
Companies will endeavor •to find (e.g., through construction sequencing) new transmission outage wlndow(s) 
and construction related dates (e.g., in-service}. 

Note: Further information can be found in the Generator Interconnection Agreement Implementation Process document 
located on Southern Companies' OASIS website 2• 

E.2. Special Tim line Notes 
E.2.1. Affected Systems: 

The customer should contact the potential Affected System Operator(s) Identified below to ihitiate .an affected system 
review for this interconnection. Southern Companies recommend contacting the potential Affected System Operator(s) 
prior to the start of the Facilities Study so that any Affected System review can be performed in parallel with the Facilities 
Study. Affected System Operator(s) may invoke their right to study any or all of their facilities that are suspected to be 
impacted by this interconnection request, which could result in additional transmission system improvements to those 
initially identified. Prior to approving Initial Synchronization, Southern Companies' will require: (1) written confirmation 
from all Affected System Operators that any impacts to an Affected System have been mitigated, or (2) written confirmation 
that the potential Affected System Operator did not identify any impacts to their facilities. 

• The Municipal Electric Authority of Georgia (MEAG} 
o Shen Ting : 1-770-661-2766, sting@meagpower.org 

• Georgia Transmission Corporation (GTC) 
o Contact information available at https:// ww.oasis..oatu.:om/gtc/l de .. html 

:: www.oasls.oati.com/SOCO 

© 2024 Southern Company 
Page 1--4 
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System Impact Study: IC-1218 - Lee County, AL - 640 MW ~ Southern Company 

Table e.3.b. Southern Companies Interconnection Upgrades- Beyond the POI 

. . • Facility Project 
Description of Pro1ect • . Cost Estimate Notes 

Owner Completion Time . , 

New Goat Rock 230 kV Substation 
• Install one new 230 _kV, 80 kA, 2-cycle breaker at the to-be-built IC-1218 230 kV 

Interconnecting breaker-and-a-half substation with fiber optic cable to the Proposed 
Generating Facility. Install (2) breaker contr!)I panels in the control house. Install a high­
speed breaker-failure relay for the new breaker. 

• 230 kV Lines at new Goat Rock 230 kV Substation: Use existing line protection panels. 
Update relay settings. 

~ • 230 kV Bus #1 and Bus #2: Use existing bus differential protection panels. Update relay 
settings. 

• 230/115 kV Bank A Lines: Use existing transformer differential protection panels. Update 

_ _ relay settings. _ ___ ____ _ __ · - --·- -----~-
: First Avenue 230 kV Substation 
,- -~ Goat Rock 230 kV Line : Use existing line protection panels. Upda_!.e_~lay !!~~­

Existing Goat Rock 115 kV Substation 
• Total brea_ker fallure clearing time at existing Goat Rock TS llSkV to be 8 cycles or less to 

meet stability requirements. 
o Replace existing six (6) 115kV PCBs at existing Goat Rock TS with 115kV, 40kA, 2-cycle 

breakers. 
o Replace existing six (6) 115kV breaker control relays with high-speed breaker-failure 

GPC 54 • 60 months 

------ --- -----
GPC 54 - 60 months 

GPC 54 - 60 months 

.-- - ~--, rel_ay~ ___ ., _____ , _______ ______ ·- . ----·-··- - ---- - ··._ _____ . _ _ _ 
Relay and Protection Settings Changes (APC) 
• Danway 230 kV Substation: Goat Rock 230 kV line: Use existing line protection panels. 

Update relay settings. 
• North Opelika 230 kV Substation: Goat Rock 230 kV line: Use existing line protection 

panels. Update relay settings. 
• Fuller Road 230 kV Substation: Goat Rock 230 kV line: Use existing line protection panels. 

Update relay settings 

APC 54 - 60 months 

$2,500,000 

$15,000 

$384,000 

$35,000 

- -
. _ Total Co~t ofTable e.3.b : $2,934,000 _ 

© 2024 Southern Company 
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System lmpact Study; IC-1218 - Lee County, AL - 640 MW J.. Southern Company 

E.5. Additional Transmission Upgrades Required for NRIS Retum to Results summaiy 

The following projects and costs are required only for ~he requested NRIS product and assume that all required interconnection transmission facilities in Section E.3 
are installed. 

Table e.S.a. Southern Companies NRIS Transmission System Upgrades . -

ID Description of Project F0acility 
wner 

: Fortson -Goat Rock (White) 230 kV Line 

Pl • Reconductor approximately ten {10) miles of 230 kV transmission line from 

__ .. __ ___ ..;. ___ ~ Fortson (GTC) to G_2!t Rock. ·--------··----~ 
· Fortson -Goat Rock (Black) 230 kV Line 

GPC 

. . . . . . . 
78 - 84 months• 

P2 : • Reconductor approximately ten (10) miles of 230 kV transmission line from GPC 78 - 84 months• 

_____ \ _ Fortson .i§TC) to Goat Rock. ______ ·--- ---··--- --------- -- -----·--- -- ·- - --
\ Danway- Goat Rock 230 kV Line 

P3 ; • Reconductor approximately twenty-four {24) miles of 230 kV transmission line APC 78 - 84 months• 

; ______ + fromDanwaySStoGoat·Rock. · - ·-··--- - -· -·-•- ·--· ----· . __________________ _ 
• J North Opelika - Goat Rock 230 kV Line 

P4 ' • Reconductor approximately eighteen (18) miles of 230 kV transmission line from APC 78 - 84 months* 

North Opelika to Goat Rock. -

$26,000,000 

$26,000,000 

$62,000,000 

$47,000,000 

- _ _ _ Total Cost of Table ;,5.a: I $161,000,000 1 
• Projects P1. P2. P3, and P4 must be completed sequentially for a total project completion time of 78 - 84 months. 

E. 6. Contingent Facilities Transmission Upgrades Required for NR/5 
Contingent Facilities shall mean those unbuilt interconnection facilities and network upgrades upon which the interconnection request's costs, timing, and study 
findings are dependent, and if delayed or not built, cou ld cause a need for restudies of the interconnection request or a reassessment of the interconnection facilities 
and/or network upgrades and/or costs and timing. 

Table e.6.a. Southern Companies PRIOR-QUEUED NRIS Transmission System Upgrades 
- ----- . 0 . t· f p . - I Facil ity I - Project . 

escnp ,on o roiect O C 1 . r· Cost Estimate Notes · 
wner omp et1on 1me _. 

© 2024 Southern Company 
Page 18 
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System Impact Study: IC-1218 - Lee County, AL - 640 MW ~ Southern Company 

Table APA.2. Prior-Queued Confirmed Transmission Service Considered In the Interconnection Evaluation 

Ref ID POR Source MW POD Begin End 

100652168 

101156475 

100920423 

99222883 

99468803 

N/A 

100324190 

100324205 

101184975 

100579607 

100579659 

soco 
soco 
soco 
soco 

GTC 

soco 
soco 
soco 
soco 
GTC 

GTC 

100579701 f GTC 

100579746 

100519n3 

100579783 

100579831 

100579842 

100599595 

100866410 

100866412 

100866416 

100866420 

1009n597 

101035201 

101033797 

101213384 

10150U81 

101527376 

101583627 

I 101615818 I.. . . J 

GTC 

GTC 

GlC 

GTC 

GTC 

soco 
GTC 

soco 
MEAG 

MEAG 

soco 

soco 
GTC 

GTC 

soco 
soco 
GTC 

GTC . L 

THEOCOGEN.SOCO 

SOCOGEN.SOCO 

FABLESOL.SOCO 

SANDERSVI.SOCO 

WALTONCO 

!~~~.'.!?~ 0'f N~_~)_ 
NITS AMEA Alex-Dadeville Load 

SATURSOU.SOCO 

SATURSOU.SOCO 

MIUER.SOCO 

HATCH 

SCHERER 

ROCKY MOUNTAIN 

HARTWELL 

SEWELL CREEK 

TALBOT 

TASMITH500 

TASMITH230 

DOURUNSOL.SOCO 

GTC 

soco 
MEAG SCHERER 

MEAG SCHERER 

GASTON.SOCO 

SRMETTER.GTC 

SR ROBINS 

OPCSYSTEM 

GREENVILL.SOCO 

WANSLEY.SOCO 

FRANKLIN.SOCO 

HILLABEE 

5 soco 
j 11 j_ EVERGREEN.NTWK 

78 soco 
292 

576 

10 

BO 

80 

1000 

527 

1030 

817 

354 

518 

716 

686 

686 

-220 

300 

300 

300 

300 

73 -
Summer, 

24 -

Wlnter 

80 

250 

25 

·80 

25 

70 

so 

SC 

OPCLOAD 

soco 
soco 
soco 

TVA.TVA 

OPCLOAD 

OPCLOAD 

OPCLOAD 

OPCLOAD 

OPCLOAO 

OPCLOAD 

OPCLOAO 

OPCLOAD 

soco 
MEAG 

MEAG 

GTC 

soco 

soco 

soco 
GTC 

FPL.FPL 

SOCOLOAO 

AMEALOAD.NTWK 

OALTLOAO.OALT 

OPCLOAD.GTC 

12/1/2024 

1/1/2024 

3/1/2026 

1/1/2029 

6/1/2024 

4/1/2025 

12/1/2026 

12/1/2026 

6/1/2024 

9/1/2023 

9/1/2023 

9/1/2023 

9/1/2023 

9/1/2023 

9/1/2023 

9/1/2023 

9/1/2023 

12/1/2023 

1/1/2024 

1/1/2024 

1/1/2024 

1/1/2024 

9/1/2026 

r 
\ 1/1/2046 

6/1/2029 

12/31/2024 

12/4/2023 

12/1/2024 

1/1/2024 

12/31/2023 

1/1/2041 

1/1/2029 

2/1/2050 

1/1/2034 

6/1/2054 

1/1/2046 

1/1/2042 

1/1/2042 

6/1/2029 

12/30/2049 

12/30/2049 

12/30/2049 

12/30/2049 

12/30/2049 

12/30/2049 

12/30/2049 

12/30/2049 

1/1/3000 

1/1/2025 

1/1/2025 

1/1/2025 

1/1/2025 

3/1/2040 

9/1/2055 

12/31/2040 

12/31/2029 

1/1/3000 

1/1/2026 

1/1/2029 

12/30/2028 

For a· complete list of active Interconnection Requests please refer to the Southern Companies' OASIS at 
http://www.oasis.oati.com/SOCO/SOCOdocs/Actlve-Gen-lC-Requests.pd/ . 

For a complete list of transmission service requests please refer to the Southern Companies' OASIS at 
http://www.oasls.oati.com/SOCO. 

For a complete list of current designations please refer to the Southern Companies' OASIS at 
https://oasis.oatf.com/woa/docs/SOCO/SOCOdocs/DNR_ Comparlson_and_ Update_ Tool_ -_1023_ -
_ Updated_B_Z_2023.pd/ 

© 2024 Southern Company 
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South~rn Company 

Genera or Interconnection 
Sys em mpact Study 
April 12, 2024 

IC-1219 

640MW 

Hart County, GA 

ERIS & NRIS 

Notice to The Requesters of Transmission Planning Study Information 

The followlnll studies have been conducted starting with power flow base cases developed for use as one p'osslble scenario of the future that could occur. 
These base cases li:,corporate the most recent information available concerning loads, transmission enhancements, committed generation, firm 
transactions and other Information pertinent to buildlnll power flow cases. For later years, they also incorporate assumptions on transmission and 
generation additions that may· not be budgeted and for which commitments may not have been made by the entitles represented ln the models. 
Information from other transmission owners within the Southern Balancing Authority Area (SBAA) was obtained and incorporated In these models. The 
systems external to the SBAA were either obtained from the given control area or from the most recent MMWG cases. Southern Companies take no 
responsibility for the information provlded by others in the perform_ance of the studies. The cases represent Southern Companies' best effort in developing 
power flow base cases for use as a starting point for budget and other types of studies, at the point in time the anatysls l s done. Modifications may be 
requi red to the power flow cases as part of any such studies. Southern Companies do not represent the models as a.commttment to build any of the 
facllltles In the models and maintains the right to change the models as additional information becomes available or addltlonal possible scenarios are 
needed. The decision to use the studies o r underlying assumptions for any particular purpose is the sole responsibility of the user. This document reports 
the results from the arialysls of the requested·servlce and does not represent an offer of transmission service. 

© 2024 Southern Company 'EXHIB'IT 

I (7 I pc. · 5 f - 3' 0 



0261

System Impact Study: IC-1219 - Hart County, GA- 640 MW Southern Company 

E.1.2. Milestone Dates: 

Based on the customer requested milestone dates and/or the completion time estimates, the following s.chedule 
deficiencies were identified: 

• 30 - 36 months are needed from the customer provided Notice to .Proceed under a Generator Interconnection 
Agreement or Engineering & Procurement Agreement In order to reach the ln-SeNlce Date. 

• Requested In-Service Date falls within summer season. GPC cannot guarantee the availability of transmission 
outage windows during that period of time. 

Note: Further information can be found in the Generator Interconnection Agreement Implementation Process document 
located on Southern Companies' OASIS website3• 

E.2. Special Tin el ne Notes 
E.2.1. Affected·Systems: 

The customer should contact the potential Affected System Operator(s) identified below· to initiate an affected system 
review for this interconnection. Southern Companies recommend contacting the potential Affected System Operator(s) 
prior to the start of the Facilities Study so that any Affected Syst~m review can be· performed Jn parallel with the Facilities 
Study. Affected System Operator(s) may invoke their right to study any or all of their facilities that are suspected to be 
impacted by this interconnection request, which could result in additional transmission system improvements to those 
initially identified. Prior to approving Initial Synchronization, Southern Companies' will require: (1) written confirmation 
from i!II Affected System Operators that any impacts to an Affected System have been mitigated, or (2) written confirmation 
that the potential Affected System Operator did not identify any impacts to their facilities . 

• Georgia Transmission Corporation (GTC) 
o Contactinformatlon available at tittps://www.oasis.oati.com/gtc/index.html 

3www.oasis.oati.com/S0CO 

© 2024 Southern Company· 
Page 15 
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System Impact Study: IC-1219- Hart County, GA - 640 MW 

Table e.3.b. Southern Companies Interconnection Upgrades- Beyond the POI . - -.. ---- -- - - -- - - -- - ---

• Description of Project 
--•-• - -- - -

Bio TS 230 kV Substation 
• Install two (2) new 230 kV, 40 kA, 2-cycle breakers at the to-be-built IC-1219 230 kV 

Interconnecting breaker-and-a-half substation with fiber optic cable to the Proposed 
Generating Facility. Install (2) breaker control panels in the control house. 

• GPCQF1034 230 kV line: Use existing DCUB line protection panel. Update relay settings. 

• Hartwell Energy (GTC) 230 kV line: Use existing DCUB line protection panel. Update relay 

settings. 

• IC-1194 230 kV line: Use existing step distance line protection panel. Update relay settings. 

• 230/115 kV Bank A: Use existing transformer differential protection panel. Update relay 
settings. 

• 230/115 kV Bank C: Use existing transformer differential protection panel. Update relay 
settings. 

• 230 kV Bus #1: Use existing bus differential protection panel. Update relay settings and 
make necessary wiring modifications to include new IC-1219 230 kV line and associated 
breakers. 

• 230 kV Bus #2: Use existing bus differential protection panel. Update relay settings and 
make necessary wiring modifications to include new IC-1219 230 kV line and associated 
breakers. __ __ __ , ..... _ ... . ,. ' .. . .... .. -··- -·- . ..... - .. . 

GPCQF-1034 Substation 
• Bio 230 kV line: Use existlng DCUB line pr~tection panel. Update rela 

© 2024 Southern Compony 

• 

GPC 

GPC 

Project 
Completion Time~ 

30- 36 months 

30 - 36 months 

i,.. Southern Company 

Cost Estimate 
- ~ -

$2,500,000 1-4 

$15,000 

- - - - $2,515,000 ---- 1 
- - -------
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System Impact Study: IC-1219 - Hart County, GA.;. 640 MW >. Southern Company 

E.4. Contingent Facilities Return to Rt":uilS s:ummo 

Contingent Facilities shall mean those unbuilt interconnection facilities and network upgrades upon which the interconnection request's costs, timing, and study 
findings are dependent, and if delayed or not built, could cause a need for restudies of the interconnection request or a reassessment of th_e Interconnection facilities 
and/or network upgrades and/or cos~·and timing. 

Table e.4.a. Southern Companies PRIOR-QUEUED Interconnection Upgrades 
- ---- ~- ~~- - - --

. . . Facilltv Project 
Descriptton of ProJect O c 1 • Tl _ !'mer omp et,on me 

'I 
Notes · 1 

- ., 
None identified 

1 
- -- -..... 

Notes: 
1. The Transmission Owner will own,. operate, and maintain the. Interconnection Facilities In the Bio TS 230 kV Substation. Interconnection Customer to provide a substation site 

(including ingress/egress) acceptable to the Transmission Owner for the new Interconnecting substation with substation site and access provided in accordance with the 
Transmission Owner's guidelines. The generator owner may be required to purchase additional substation property for the interconnecti ng substatlo_n and transfer ownership 
or deed the property over to the Transmission Owner. 

2. Interconnection Customer Is responsible for the cost and installation of the communication circuit between the Proposed Generating Facility and the Bio TS 230 kV Substation 
and .for coordinating with the Transmission Owner on tlie terminations. 

3. The breakers and potential/current transformers are potentially long lead time Items that can require 2 years or more for delivery, 

4. Additional reconfiguration of e.xlstlng lines outside the Interconnecting substation could potentially be required based on site visit, survey, or final design and may not be 
included in this estimate. · 

5. Gene~ator is responsible for obtaining necessary easements from ROW owner in order to cross the existing transmission ROW. 

6. The customer should .include two devices capable of receiving transfer trip using mirror bit communication via fiber optic. 

7. Affected System Upgrades to tie facilitated under a separate contract between Affected System and Interconnection Customer. 

© 2024 Southern Company Page 19 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

for construction of the proposed 

LaGrange Primary-Oseligee Creek 230kV Transmission Llhe 

and Oseligee Creek 230/25kV Substation 

Troup County, Georgia 

Deve pment 
Rural Development I Rural Utilities Service 

Environmental and Historic Preservation Division 

prepared by: 

Georgia Transmission Corporation 
1979 Lakeside Parkway 

Tucker, GA 30084 

June 2025 

' 

EXHIBIT 

f lziPhf -J:, J 



0265

4. PROJf;CT ALTERNATIVES 

4.1 - Electrical Alternatives - . 

Several electrical altern~tives were considered to respond to the system reliability 
issues identified -in Section 3.0. Six electrical alternatives. fncluding a Uno action'' 
alternative, are outlined below. 

4.1.1 No Action Alternative 
With this alternative, there are no environmental consequences as the 
Georgia ITS would not address the electrical reliability • issues identifi~d ·in 
Section 3. In addition, as generation at Franklin is dispatched at full output 
based on expected transmission service requests (TSRs), more thermal 
constraints will. appear in the are~. Per TPL-001-4, these thermal constraints 
must have a corrective action plan. 

4.1.2 Preferred Corrective Action Plan / Proposed Action: 

New LaGrange Primary - North Opelika 230kV Line ($64 Ml 
• GTC-Construct·approximately 15-mile 230 kV (10Q0 1351 ACSR 

conductor) from LaGrange Primary to. the GA/AL state line. Utilize existing 
. 115 kV corridors as needed. ($30M} 

• ITS - Construct a new metering station at the GA/AL line and terminate 
GTC and APC circuits. ($2M) 

• GPC ~ Modify Lagrange Primary Substation to terminate new 230 kV · 
circuit to North Opelika. ($2M) 

• APC to construct an additional 15 miles within Alabama to the N. Opelika 
substation. ('""' $30M} 

4.1.3 Brute Force {$105 M) 
• Dyer Road - East Roanoke .(APC) 115 kV 

o 2029 Op Guide; Open Breakers 41?880 and 416990 at Dyer Road 

• Fortson - Lagrange 'Primary 230 kV 

·o 2024 Rebuild 37.5 miles with 125° C 1351 ACSR 

• Kia Motors - Lagrange 11 115 kV 

o 2028 Rebuild 10.6 miles with 100° C 1033 ACSR 

• Kia Motors - Pittman Road 115. kV 

o 2026 Rebuild 4.6 miles with 100° C 1033 ACSR 

• Pittman·RoaQ- .West Point ·oam (USA) 115 kV 

o 2027 Rebuild 3.2 miles with 100° C 795 ACSR 

4.1.4 Butler - Thomaston .230kV ($80 Ml 
• Convert Butler-Thomaston 11 SkV to 230kV using 100°C 1351 ACS R. 

• Convert !3utler 115KV bus, Wesley 115KV bus to 230KV bus 

• Replace Butler 115/46 kV transformer With 230/46 kV transformer 

5 
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Appendix B - Project Release 

• Project Release: East Walton Project-230 kV Portion: Georgia 
Transmission Corporation. (GTC), Tucker, GA, February 6, 2023. 

• Project Release: East Walton Project - 500 kV Portion: Georgia 
T:i:ansm.ission Corppration. (GTC), Tucker, GA, April 5, 2018. 

Environmental Assessment 

East Cehtral Georgia Reliability Project 

APPENDICES ~ebruary20 

.EXHIBIT 
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DocuSign Envelope ID: ACE90D42-B23E-4C48-6A9E-F5753304FEA4 

Planning Grade Estimate 2/1/2023 

Project Name: 
Project Number: 

Bethabara - East Walton 230 kV Line 

P79467 
Scope: Construct new 1 0 miles of 230 kV line from East Walton to Bethabara substation with (1) 1351 

ACSS conductor for 170 degree C operation. (See Project# P79050 for the ALP.) 

Project Cut-In Date 6/1/2027 

Direct Charges 
EC 50 - Construction Contract labor 

EC 64 - Owner Furnished' Material 

Land 

Labor {40 & 54) 
EC 56 - Professional Services 

Legal 

Other 

Project Contingency & Escalation 

Total Direct Cost 

Indirect (overheads) 

Total Project Cost 

Retired Asset Value 
ITS Investment 
DSF Investment 
TSF Investment 

Net Change to Facility Investment 

Assumptions: 

$12,239,966.22 
$8,457,795.42 

$0.00 

$1,823,592.07 
$2,348,887.58 

$212,145.26 

$117,613 .45 
$2,799,999.72 

$28,000,000 

$7,000,000 

$35,000,000 

$0 
$35,000,000 

$0 
$0 

$35,000,000 

1. Estimate based on an estimate of $3.SM per mile provided by Transmission Projects 

2. Contingency costs set at 10% of direct costs. Cost is intended to cover high level nature of 
planning grade estimates. 

3. Indirect cost assumptions Include 25% of direct costs. 
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OocuSign Envelope ID: ACE90O42-l:123E-41C4S-BA9E-F5753304FE44 

Planning Grade Estimate 2/1/2023 

Project Name: 
Project Number: 

East Walton - Jacks Creek 230 kV line 
P79469 

Scope: Construct approximately 9 miles of 230 kV line from East Walton to a new MEAG 230 kV SIS 
(Jack's Creek) in the Monroe area with 1351 A(:SS conductor for 170 degree C operation. (See 
Project# P79060 for the ALP.) 

Project Cut-In Date 6/1/2027 

Direct Charges 
EC 50 - Construction Contract Labor 

EC 64 - Owner Furnished Material 

Lahd 

Labor (40 & 54) 
EC 56 - Professional Services 

Legal 

Other 

Project Contingency & Escalation 

Total Direct Cost 

Indirect (overheads) 

Total Project Cost 

Retired Asset Value 

ITS Investment 

DSFlnvestment 

TSF Investment 

Net Change to Facility tnvestment 

Assumptions: 

$11,015,969 .60 
$7,612,015.88 

$0.00 

$1,641,232.87 
$2,113,998.82 

$190,930.73 

$105,852.10 
$2,519,999.75 

$25,200,000 

$6,300,000 

.$31,500,000 

$0 

$31,500,000 

$0 
$0 

$31,500,000 

1. Estimate based on an estimate of $3.SM per mile provided by Transmission Projects 

2. Contingency costs set at 10% of direct costs. Cost fs intended to cover- high level natur~ of 
planning grade estimates. 

3. Indirect cost assumptions ,in dude 25% of direct costs. 
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OocuSlgn Envelope ID : ACE90O42-623E-4C46-BA9E-FS763304 FE44 

Planning Grade Estim-ate 2/1/2023 

Project Name: 
Project Number: 
Scope: 

Project Cut-In Date 

Direct Charges 

Bostwick 230 kV Switching Station 

P7.9466 
Construct a new 3 element 230 kV ring bus switching station looped into the East Social Circle -
East WatkTnsville 230 kV Line. Terminate new 230 kV Bostwick - East Walton circuit with 230 kV 
breakers (at'least 1600 A). (See P79137 for the ALP.) 

6/1/2027 

EC SO - Construction Contract Labor 

EC 64 - Owner Furnished. Material 

Land 

$2,401,356.84 
$1,945,507.12 

$0.00 

'$696,566.71 

$348,309.30 

$4,643.50 

Labor (40 & 54) 
EC 56 - Professional Services 

Legal 

Other 

Project Contingency & Escalation 

Total Direct Cost 

. $3,616.53 
$599,999.94 

$6,000,000 

Indirect (overheads) 

Total Project Cost 

Retired Asset Value 
ITS Investment 
DSF Investment 
TSF Investment 

$1,500,000 

$7,500,000 

$0 
$7,500,000 

so 
$0 

Net Change to Facility Investment $7,soo;ooo 

Assumption,s: 
l. Estimate· basec:1 on an analogous estimating approach.McFarland (P89599) used as basis fo:r 

determining EC values. 

2· Contingency costs set at 10% of direct costs. Cost is intended to cover high level nature of 

planning grac1e estimates. 

3. Indirect cost assumptions include 25% of direct costs. 
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DocuSign Envelope fD: ACE90D42-623E-4C4S.BA9E-F5753304FE44 

Planning Grade Estimate 2/1/2023 

Project Name: 
Projec;t Number: 

East Walton 500/230 ·kV Substation 
P79465 

Scope: Construct 500/230 kV S/S. Install 500/230 kV 2016 MVA transformer with an on-site spare 
phase. (See below for additional scope details. See P78780 for the associated ALP.) 

Project Cut-In Date 6/1/2027 

Direct Charges 
EC SO - Construction Contract Labor 
EC 64 - Owner Furnished Material 
Latid 
Labor (40 & 54) 
EC 56 - Professional Services 

Legal 
Other 

Project Contingency & Escalatlon 
Total Direct cost 

Indirect (overheads) 

Total Project Cost 

Retired As.set Value 
ITS Investment 

DSF Investment 
TSF Investment 

Net Change to Facllltv lnvestmen 

Assumptions: 

$17,100,981.38 
$11,816,748.45 

$0.00 
$2,547,818.64 
$3,281,731.50 

$296,397.23 
$164,322.79 

$3,911,999.96 
$39,120,000 

$9,780,000 

$48,900,000 

$0 
$48,900,000 

$0 
$0 

$48,900,000 

t . Estimate based on an analogous estimating approach. Raccoon Creek (P75960) used as 
basis for determining EC values. 

2. Contingency costs set at 10% of direct costs. Cost is intended to cover high level nature of 
planning grade estimates. 

3. Indirect cost assumptions lnclude 25% of direct costs. 
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OoaJSigfi En11elOpe ID: ACE90042-6.23E-4C46-BA9E-F5753304FE44 

Planning Grade Estimate 2/1/2023 

Project N~me: 
Project Number: 

East Walton - Rockvi lle 500 kV Lh1e 

P79463 

Scope: Construct new 46.6 miles of 500 kV line from GTC's new East Walton 500/230 kV S/S to GPC's 
new Rockville 500 kV SIS (near Wallace Dam) w/ 3-1113 ACSR conductor for 100 degree 
centigrade operation. {See Project# P78670 for the ALP.) 

Project cuun Date 6/1/2027 

Direct Charges 
EC SO - Construction Contract Labor 

EC 64 - Owner Furnished Material 

Land 

Labor (40 & 54) 

EC 56 - Professional Services 
l egal 
Other 

Project Contingency & Escalation 

Total Direct Cost 

Indirect (overheads) 

Total Project cost 

Ret red Asset Value 
ITS Investment 

DSF Investment 

TSF Investment 

Net Change to Faclllty Investment 

Assumptions: 

$83,107,573.62 
$59,183,895.46 

$0.00 
$8,846,429.9_4 

$15,182,801.20 
$1,370,312.44 
$1,508,987.33 

$18,799,999 ,81 
$188,000,000 

$47,000,000 

$235,000,000 

$0 
$235,000,000 

$0 
$0 

$235,000,000 

1. Estimate based on an estimate of $SM per mile provided by Transmission Projects 

2· Contingency costs set at 10% of direct costs. Cost is intended to cover high level nature of 
planning grade estimates. 

3. Indirect cost assumpt ions Include 25% of direct costs. 
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A.1 Rob Patrylak, Managing Partner Curriculum Vitae 

Robert.patrylak@PatrylakEnergyAdvisors.com 
Atlanta, GA 
Direct: 404. 731. 7802 

Professional Summary 
Rob Patrylak is an innovative and results oriented leader serving as 
CEO and Managing Partner at Patrylak Energy Advisors. Since starting 
his career more than 30 years ago, Rob has worked exclusively in the 
energy industry with a proven track record of delivering a unique 
combination of technical knowledge and business acumen to deliver 
innovative and successful business and technical solutions. Rob has 

worked half of his career <:lirectly in the energy industry for either an electric or gas utility (Exelon) 
or with a risk management and energy trading company (The Energy Authority). He understands 
the industry from the industry executive or manager perspective. The other half of Rob's career 
has been leading and providing strategic direction to consulting services organizations such as at 
Ventyx, Black & Veatch, RW Beck/SAIC/Leidos, Navigant/Guidehouse and now at his own firm, 
Patrylak Energy Advisors in delivering eneq;lY management and technical consulting services as 
described in his specialization section. 

Managing Partner 
and CEO 

Speclallzatla : 
Integrated Resource 
Planning, Energy dnd 
Power Market Analysis, 
RTO Market Design, Risk 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Management, Regulatory • 
Policy, Strategic Planning, 

• 
P ocess EnglneerJng and 
Design, Cap1tal Planning, 
Mergers and Acquisitions, 
TransJction Support & Due • 
Diligence, Grant 
Application Support Ser-
vices, M· rket Assessment • 
& Asset Valuation, 
Transmission Planning, • 
Expert Witne5s Testimony 

Education 
MBA, Accounting, St. • 
Joseph's University's Erivan • 
K. Haub School of Business 
BS, Mechanical 
Engineering, Pennsylvania 
State University 

Professional Registratlo 
Successfu l completion of 
Engineer In Training 
88, Pennsylvania 

Vear Career Started 
1988 

Integrated Resource Planning 
Capital Planning 
Business Strategy 
Transmission Planning 
Process Engineering and Design 
Energy and Power Market Assessment 
IIJA & IRA project development, evaluation, and funding 
applications 
RT0/1S0 Market Design and Analysis 
Transaction support, Due Diligence, business strategy 
supporting Mergers and Acquisitions 
Risk management assessing commodity, operational and 
regulatory risks 
Energy Market Amdysis and Asset Valuations acting as a 
Market Advisor for portfolio and asset transactions 
Software anaJytics and economic analysis 
·Expert Witness Testimony 

:•EXHJBIJ 

j ~ l?lSF - 5~ 
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submit grant application that included engineering and construction package and cost benefit 
analysis. 

Beaches Energy Services (2025) I Strategic Planning, Capital Planning, Grant Support 
Services - Patrylak Energy Services developed a strategy and approach to pursue a Florida 
State Grant to harden transmission and distribution circuits in Duval County. Coordinated with 
Engineering firm, BES Personnel and state agency staff to develop and submit grant 
application that includes engineering and construction package and cost benefit analysis. 

Jacksonville Electric Authority (2024-2025) I Strategic Planning, Capital Budget, IRP, 
Strategy, Business Excellence- Patrylak Energy Advisors to advise the JEA board of 
Directors in scrutinizing the city-owned utility's operations and maintenance costs for the 
electric, water, sewer, utilities and to provide the board with advice on plans to spend billions 
of dollars on capital projects over the next several years. Patrylak Energy Advisors role will 
be to review, benchmark and provide recommendations regarding the water/sewer and 
electric IRP as well at their generation, Transmission and Distribution capital and O&M 
budgets. 

Southern Environmental Law Center (2024) I Strategic Planning, Expert Witness 
Testimony, RTO Market Desing, Transmission, IRP, Stra~egy - Rob Patrylak served as 
an expert witness on behalf of the Southern Environmental Law Center (SELC) in response 
to FERC's briefing order on the Southeast Energy Exchange Market (SEEM). Drawing on his 
experience in utility regulation and market design, Patrylak provided testimony highlighting 
the structural flaws in SEEM's design, including the lack of independent governance, 
transparent price formation, and open acc.ess transmission. He emphasized that SEEM's 
bilateral tradin9 framework favors incumbent utilities and fails to deliver the economic and 
customer benefits typically seen in organized wholesale markets. His analysis supported 
SELC's position that SEEM is discriminatory and unlikely to yield meaningful cost savings, 
recommending that FERC require significant reforms or reject the market proposal outright. 

Brownsville Public Utilities Bo.ard (2024 -2025; ongoing) I Strategic Planning, IRP, 
Transmission Planning - Patrylak Energy Adviso-rs is currently developing a comprehensive 
long-term integrated resource plan (IRP). This strategic partnership underscores Brownville 
Public Utilities Board's_ commitment to ensuring sustainable, reliable, and cost-effective 
energy solutions for our community. 

Confidential Midwest ISO Public Power Agency (2024) I Strategic Planning, IRP, Grant 
Support Services - Patrylak Energy Advisors developed a financial model to evaluate cost 
benefit of install 500 residential Tesla batteries using a 3rd party, versus doing it internally 
versus a utility scale Tesla battery. The financial model addresses all costs and revenue 
stream, anticipated Grant monies and provides for scenario analysis to assist the client in 
negotiating and ultimately making an investment decision. 

Beaches Energy Services (2024) I Strategic Planning, Capital Planning, Grant Support 
Services - P~trylak Energy Services developed a strategy and approach to pursue two 
Florida State Grants: The first project was to raise substation foundation elevation and 
replace of Substation Transformer, Control House, Switches, etc. The second project was to 
install a diesel generator. PEA registered on behalf of Beaches Energy Services, managed 
the 3rd party engineer and utility staff to develop the Grant application and submit it. 

Confidential and Proprietary 
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Confidential Midwest ISO Public Power Agency (2023) I Strategic Planning, Capital 
Planning, Integrated Resource Plan -leveraging a prior resource planning effort performed 
by our firm, Patrylak Energy Advisors analysed the benefit of adding a 3.5MW solar asset 
benefltting from the Inflation Reduction Act subsidies. To help with the negotiation, modelled 
the addition of the asset in a base case scenario, high natural gas, high demand and under a 
carbon tax future as well as determined breakeven PPA pricing. Analysed the assets 
individually and combined as well as removing or retiring existing assets that allowed the 
member to .develop ~ strategy and negotiate the projects. Also 
provided a range forecast of Renewable Energy Credit revenue associated with the project. -

Confidential Midwest ISO Public Power Agency _(2023) I Strategic Planning, Capital 
Planning, Integrated Resource Plan - Leveraging a prior resource planning effort 
performed by our firm, Patrylak Energy Advisors analysed the benefit of adding a 4.0SMW 
and 1.25MW solar asset benefittlng from the Inflation Reduction Act subsidies. To help with 
the negotiation, modelled the addition of the asset in a base case scenario, high natural gas, 
high demand and under a carbon tax future as well as determined breakeven PPA pricing. 
Analysed the assets individually and combined as well as removing or retiring existing assets 
that allowed the member to develop a strategy and negotiate the projects. 

Confidential Midwest ISO Public Power Agency (2023) I Strategic Planning, Capital 
Planning, Integrated Resource Plan - Patrylak Energy Advisors advised client regarding 
Renewable Portfolio Standard legislation and evaluated Renewable Energy Credit pricing for 
their assets. 

Confidential Midwest ISO Public Power.Agency (2023) I Strategic Planning, Capital 
Planning, Integrated Resource Plan - Leveraging a prior resource planning effort 
performed by our firm, Patrylak Energy Advisors evaluated the retirement and replacement of 
BMW generation assets. The resource assessment required working with an engineer to 
determine cost of retirement, overhaul and new build of existing as Well as other alternatives. 
Both economic and non-economic factors were incorporated into our proprietary decision 
model to score and rank the best solution. 

Confidential Midwest ISO Public Power Agency (2023) I Strategic Planning, Capital 
Planning, Integrated Resource Plan - Leveraging a prior resource planning effort 
performed by our firm, Patrylak Energy Advisors analysed the benefit of a SMW and 3. 75MW 
solar asset benefitting from the Inflation Reduction Act subsidies. To help with the 
negotiation, modelled the addition of the asset in a base case scenado, high natural gas, high 
demand and under a carbon tax future as well as determined breakeven PPA pricing. 
Analysed the assets individually and combined as well as removing or retiring existing assets 
that allowed the member to develop a strategy and negotiate the projects. 

Confidential Midwest ISO Public Power Agency (2023) I Strategic Planning, Capital 
Planning, Integrated Resource Plan Patrylak Energy Advisors analysed the resources for a 
12-member municipal Power Agency under a "Business-as-Usual" reference case and 8 
scenarios. We developed financial proformas leveraging the Encompass software (electric 
system modelling software} to forecast 25-year revenue and cost streams of system 
operational costs for the utility. The evaluation compared Net System Operating Cost NPVs 
of 8 scenarios to the Business-as-Usual Reference Case. Below are the scenarios that were 
analysed in comparison to the Business-as-Usual Reference Case. 

• National Carbon Tax 
• High Demand 
• High Natural Gas 

Confidential and Proprietary Page5 
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• Low Demand 
• Low Natural Gas 
• Low Natural Gas with Carbon Limit 
• Zero Carbon Additions 

Confidential Midwest ISO Public Power Agency (2021) I Strategi_c Planning, Capital 
Planning, Integrated Resource Plan Patrylak Energy Advisors developed a resource 
planning process and decision tools to provide resource planning capability and analysis to 
support the organization regarding resource decision making for all 12 members. To 
accomplish this, Patrylak Energy Advisors solicited bids from production cost modelling and 
data vendors and oversaw the selection of tools and data. The firm then developed a system 
model for their power agency and its members and validated the outputs. Having an 
economic tool in place, Patrylak Energy Advisors then developed a decision-making process 
to evaluate and select the best solutions encompassing price and non-price factors as well as 
formats to assist the Power Agency and Members in communicating the results. In the last 
30 months, Patrylak Energy Advisors has served as their outsourced resource planning team 
and have evaluated assets regarding possible retirements, new build fossil , new build solar 
and procuring PPA for both Energy and Capacity. In total; we have performed approximately 
20 studies during that time-period as well as overseen about 5 energy and capacity 
procurements. 

Central Municipal Power Agency and Services Company (2021-2022) ( Strategic 
Planning - Patrylak Energy Advisors facilitated the development of Mission, Vision, Values 
and Strategic Goals for a Confidential Power Agency and its 12 members. The effort took 
about a year to complete where Patrylak Energy Advisors facilitated 6-10 board meeting 
sessions to work through and finalize the effort that was adopted and published. 

MEAG Power (2020-2021) I Strategic Planning, Business Process & Re-Design, IT 
Mapping- Patrylak Energy Advisors has assisted MEAG Power in Procuring and Selecting 
their existing financial reporting software that is utilized by their Budgets, Accounting and 
Treasury and Finance departments. The effort scanned 50 software vendors, issuing an 
RFQ to ·14 vendors to short list 4 vendors in developing a proof of concept and workshop to 
further evaluate and select the successful candidate. 

Bay City Michigan {2020·2021) I Strategic Planning, Policy, Procedures• Patrylak 
Energy Advisors 'has supported Bay City Michigan in developing power and energy trading 
strategies as well as developed and Energy Procurement Policy and Energy Procurement 
Operations Procedure. In addition, performed a market assessment and analysis to 
determine the capital Investment threshold for 4 generation units. 

MEAG Power (2020) I Strategic Planning, Business Process & Re-Design, IT Mapping) -
Patrylak Energy Advisors developed a Scope, Schedule and Budget for MEAG Power to 
replace their existing financial reporting software that is utilized by their Budgets, Accounting 
and Treasury and Finance departments. The effort lays out a framework and roadmap for 
replacing the existing system over a two-year time horizon. 

Bay City Michigan (2021) Generation Resource Assessment - Patrylak Energy Advisors 
performed a market assessment and retirement analysis to determine the capital investment 
threshold for 4 generation units. As part of the analysis, determined a breakeven investment 
point to establish a spending level to extend the asset life. 
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providing oversight and coordinating the marketing and sales efforts, as well as led and 
supported various project engagements related to: 

Evaluation of Impacts of Carbon Legislation and RPS 
Project Feasibility Studies 
Market Assessment and Strategy 
FTR Analysis and Strategy 
Wind Curtailment and Integration Strategy 
Renewable Energy Credit Pricing and Strategy 
Economic Transmission Evaluation 
Strategic Resource Planning 
Asset Valuation 
LMP Market Advisory 

Ventyx (Following acquisition of New Energy Associates by Ventyx) I 2008 

Executive Vice President, Advisors. Responsible for leading and managing the Advisors 
Business Unit (Consulting) for the Ventyx. Business unit consisting of more than 60 consulting 
and data professionals. His responsibilities included the $17M P&L for the business line and 
encompassed such services as power market assessment, asset valuation, Ventyx reference 
case products, economic transmission planning, integrated resource planning and Fuel Strategy 
Advisory. Mr. Patrylak was responsible for the strategic direction of his organization, providing 
oversight and coordinating the marketing and sales efforts, as well as led and supported various 
project engagements. 

Ventyx, (Following acquisition of New Energy Associates by Ventyx) I 
2007-2008 

Senior Vice President, Advisors. Lead and managed a 50% growth in consulting services 
related to the Energy Markets, Strategic Resource Planning, Operations Practice Areas and other 
consulting expertise with regional responsibility for the Eastern Interconnect (ERGOT, MISO, 
MRO, SPP, PJM, NYISO, NE-ISO, and SERC). Additionally, led and managed the MarketVision 
Data Organization supporting the Powerbase suite, which supported PROMOD, Strategist and 
Market Power. Responsible for a $6M P&L, Mr. Patrylak provided strategic direction and 
coordinated marketing and sales efforts, as well as managed and supported various projects 
related to Market Assessment and Strategy,.Asset Valuation, FTR Analysis and Strategy, ISO 
Cost Benefit Analysis, Wind curtailment and integration strategy, Renewable Portfolio Strategy, 
Economic Transmission Evaluation, and Strategic Planning. During his tenure, Mr. Patrylak 
transitioned the NewEnergy Associates/Ventyx consulting organization to a group of industry 
thought leaders with capabllities to manage large, complex and visible projects such as: 

SPP RTO Market Design Study 
Eastern Wind and Transmission Integration Study 
Nebraska Wind Integration Study 
Midwest Transmission Business Strategy Analysis 
WAPA Wind Integration Study 
OHIO PUC Demand Response/Energy Efficiency Study 
Assisted several MRO companies in strategically analyzing moving to SPP, MISO or 
remaining in MRO. 
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merchant transmission facility ($130M project) for the Long Island Power Authority's 
300MW Cross Sound Cable 

Managed or played key roles in more than a dozen merchant generation development 
project RFP solicitations and subsequent supply contract negotiations {Projects 
ranged anywhere from $70M-$300M) for projects on Long Island 

Managed and "led RFP solicitation of a 200-600MW capacity merchant transmission 
cable between Long Island and the PJM 

Developed business strategy for generation business 

Developed business profiles for new business units 

Performed business/operations assessment for utility for increasing efficiencies & 
reduced costs 

Oversaw implementation of a major capital spending process 

Supported and managed power supply solicitations 

Performed comparative analysis of the US electric wholesale markets 

Participated in development of business case and strategy for start-up utility 

Oversaw implementation of cost cutting/improved efficiency supply chain initiatives 

Oversaw client participation in an open season process for merchant transmission 
facilities 

PECO Energy Company I 1988-1998 

Resource & Project Manager (1997-1998). Managed a regional work team of 160 personnel in 
a manner that maximized the productivity of field resources in executing the region's work plan. 
This involved tight coordination of numerous support groups and controls over the scheduled 
workload to ensure crisp, deliberate hand-offs to the field for execution of work to maximize 
overall process efficiency. 

Re-Engineering Task Force Manager (1997). Responsible for the assessment, re-engineering 
and documentation of the work management process as part of a six-member task force 
representing the local Distribution Company. Played a key role in coordinating and leading focus 
groups consisting of a broad cross-section of individuals across the company. This initiative 
streamlined the existing process and was successfully implemented In October 1997. 

Work Management Supervisor (1997). Managed a group of seven in qirecting and leading the 
region's work management process. This included ·the development of multi-year forecasts and 
the yearly work plan to support development of the region's capital and operating budget, as well 
as oversight of the prioritization and scheduling of regional resources to execute the region's 
workload. 

Supervisor of Maintenance Planning (1996-1997). Concurrently, while managing the "RSR 
Express", Mr. Patrylak led a group of 11 planners and one support person for the Distribution 
Maintenance Group in overseeing the performance of job planning functions for the region. 

Project Manager• Major Capital Projects (1996-1997). Managed a $5.1 million company-wide 
Recloser Project known as the "RSR Express." Mr. Patrylak organized, Q1anaged, and staffed a 
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2022 - "Importance of Reciprocating Engines for Local Reliability" - 3Q 2022 

2019 "Financing The Energy Transition- Capitalizing on New Investment Opportunities" 
- 2Q 2019 White Paper 

2017 Mid-Year Navigant Energy Market Outlook - "2017 Mid-Year View of the North 
American Energy Markets" Webcast Presentation via Energy Central, Sept 2017 

ABMA Annual Meeting Presentation - "2017 View of the North American Energy 
Markets", June 2017 

2017 Navigant Energy Market Outlook - "2017 View of the North American Energy 
Markets" Webcast Presentation via Energy Central, Jan 2017 

2016 Mid-Year North American Energy Market Outlook 2016: Trends and Projections 
Webcast Presentation, October 2016 

EUCI Resource Planning Conference - "Perspectives on States' Roles in EPA's Clean 
Power Plan" Presentation, March 2015 

EUCI Resource Planning Conference - "The Clean Power Plan and Potential Impacts on 
Utility Planning" Presentation, March 2015 

GtiG Strategies Forum, "Impacts of the Clean Power Plan on the wider Energy Markets, 
August2014 

2014 Mid-Year Energy Market Outlook and Industry Trends National Webcast 
Presentation, July 2014 

lnfocast California Energy Summit- "Impacts of Regional Economrcs & Load Growth on 
Energy Costs, May 2014 

APPA 2014 Engineering and Operations Technical Conference - "2104 Energy Markets 
Outlook and Industry Trends", April, 2014 

2014 Energy Market Outlook and Industry Trends National Webcast Presentation, 
January 2014 

2013 Mid-Year Energy Market Outlook and Industry Trends National Webcast 
Presentation, July 2013 

EEi - Strategic Issues Round Table, April 2013 - 1'Utility Scenario Planning in a Natural 
Gas World" 

B& V Technical Conference - "Energy Market Perspectives - 2013 Energy Market 
Outlook and Industry Trends", March 2013 

2013 Energy Market Outlook National Webcast Presentation January 2013 

"Smart Planning For Uti/ities''.--Solutions Magazine Issue 2, 2012 ( June 2012) 
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2008 EUCI Western Resource Planning Conference, August 2008-'Wind Feasibility 
and Transmission Studies" 

2008 Ventyx Forum, March 2008- "FTR Portfolio Analysis" 

2008 EUCI Resource & Supply Planning Conference, January 28-29, 2008-"Designing 
and Implementing an RFP for Power Supply Needs" 

2006 NewEnergy Associates Forum, March 2006- "lndustry Trends in Energy Markets" 

2006 IEEE PES General Meeting, June 2006-"Valuation Approaches for Financial 
Transmission Rights" 
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Total Portfolio Cost Estimates 
(Present Value Revenue Requirements (PVRR) or Net Present Value (NPV)) 

GPC Dominion DESC Santee DEC/DEP LG&E l&MPower TVA2025 
2025 Virginia 2025IRP Cooper Combined and KU 2024 Indiana DraftIRP 
IRP 2024 IRP Update 2024 IRP 2023 2024 Joint IRP Update 

Update Resource IRP 
Plan 

I l ' 2.1 
Planning (PVRR)($B) (PVRR)($ (NPVRR) (PVRR) ($B) 
Scenario M $B 
1 100.2 29.3 139 13,657 32 154 
2 93.7 2.393 29.2 124 39.3 191 

3 102.9 2.407 35.7 119 25.7 130 
4 97.0 2.399 33.2 184 
5 2.519 33.3 228 
6 41.4 156 
7 39.9 
8 34.9 
9 28.3 
10 32.1 
11 32.6 
12 32.4 
13 31.8 
14 32.8 
15 34.8 

Table 2: Comparing high-level cost estimates of system upgrades disclosed by utilities in recent IRPs. 

This table is not for directly comparing the cost of upgrading the system but rather the type of information disclosed. 

EXHIBIT 
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.;2024 

2025 

2026 

2027 

2928 

·2029· 

2030 

2031 

2032 

2033 

2034 

2035 

203"6 

2037 

2038 

2039 

2040 

Large Lo:i d F<,n·casts 

GPC202SIRP DEC 2023 Carolinas DEP 2023 Carolinas LG&E and KU l&M Power 2024 
Resource Plan Resource Plan 2024 Joint IRP Indiana IRP 

Extemal Peak Forecasted System Data Center Ami.ual Adjustment'> in Load Adjustments in Load Data Center Forecasted New 
.Adjustments Energy Sales Potential Energy Forecast (GWhs) Forecast for Large Forecast for Large Load Forecast l&M Hypersoaler 

for Large Large Load Customers Site Developments Site Developments Scenarios LoadsbyPJM 
Loads (GWhs) (MWh) (MWbs) (MWs) · Planning year 

0 0 139,023 

0 1,546 711,032 525.,627 

752 6,815 1,016,318 946,087 750 

2,017 9,566 1,504,031 1,288,761 1,350 

3,327 12,793 2,122,049 1,723,534 1,900 

4,629 16,103 2,931,801 2,120,269 2,050 

6,435 19,555 3,518,174 2,402,781 4,350 

7,705 22,938 4,104,546 2,765,064 4,350 

8,826 27,067 4,690,919 2,892,107 Low:0 4,350 
Mid: 1,050 
Hi h: 1,750 

9,215 31,169 5,277,291 2,892,107 

9,215 35,894 5,863,664 2,892,107 

9,215 40,992 5,863,664 2,892,107 

9,215 46,456 5,863,664 2,892,107 

9,215 52,205 5,863,664 2,892,107 

9,215 58,411 

9,215 64,670 

9,215 

Table 3: Comparing utilities' disclosures related to the impact of large loads on forecasted demand. This table is not intended to directly compare_ the size or 

methodologies of large load forecasts, but instead reflects the type of information disclosed. 

1 These numbers reflect the difference between the energy (GWh) for Dominion's 2024 IRP projections with and without data center growth, as reflected io "SCC Directed 2024 
TRP Supplement Figure 2.1.1." 
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Combined Cycle 

GPC GPC Santee DESC 
2023 LG&E/KU LG&E/KU LG&E/KU 2025· 
IRP 2024 IRP CPCN CPCN 

Cooper2024 2025 IRP 
IRP Update 

IRP Update Update 

Brown Mill 1x1 1x1 1x1 
NGCC 1x1 NGCC H F 12 Creek 6 

Class Class 
Greenfield 

Year 2030 2030 2031 2031 2031 
Availablli 

Dollar Year 2030 2030 2030 2030 2030 2030 2030 2030 

Capacity 660 660 660 630 357 665 
MW 

2,1 21 2,120 2,138 1,949 3,010 2,337 

7.80 7.80 7.10 8.91 13.47 

Variable O&M 0.23 0.23 0.23 3.27 3.78 
($/MWh) 

6,300 6,300 6,300 6,136 6,668 

EIA Lazard Lazard 
AEO 2024 2024 
2025 LCOE LCOE 

Single-
(Low) (High) 
(New (New 

Shaft 
Bulld Bulld 

2027 

2030 2030 2030 

627 550 550 

1,003 974 1,490 

18.05 11 .46 29.23 

3.89 3.15 5.73 

6,226 6,750 7,500 

Exhibit STF-NHSW-6 
Generic Resource Comparison 

REDACTED 

Ind. Duke 
NREL 

Entergy Mich. 
Energy NOLA Pwr ATB 

2024 Comp. 
Indiana 

2024 IRP 2024 2024 

IRP IRP 

H 
Frame 

2031 2030 

2030 2030 2030 2030 

649 729 420 719 

1,752 1,520 1,955 1,662-
1,777 

46.78 14.75 19 

3.00 5.83 3 

6,068 6,759 6,430 

Duke 
Indiana 
CPCN 

Cayuga 
cc 

2030 

1,476 

2,597 
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Solar 

Santee Duke DESC 
GPC 2025 GPC Cooper Energy 2025 EIA NREL 

IRP 
2023 IRP 

2024 IRP Indiana IRP 
AEO ATB 2024 

Update 
Update 2024 IRP Update 

2025 (Mod) 

Year 2028 2027 2026 2027 2026 
Avallabll" 

2030 2030 2030 2030 2030 2030 2030 

50 . 50 100 150 100 

1,781 2,120 1,826 1,581 1,654 

27.30 26.26 26.39 

Battery Storage (4 Hour) 

Santee Duke 
Cooper Energy DESC 2025 EIAAEO 

GPC 2025 GPC 2023 
IRP IRP Update 

2024 IRP Indiana IRP Update 2025 
Update 2024 IRP (4 Hour) (4 Hour) 
(4 Hour) (4 Hour) 

Year 2028 2026 2028 2025 
Avallabili 

Dollar Year 2030 2030 2030 2030 2030 2030 

50 50 100 150 

2,132 2,636 2,281 1,811 

53.29 46.56 

Entergy 
NOLA 

2024 IRP 

2030 

100 

2,188 

15.36 

NREL 
ATB 
2024 

(Mod) 
(4 Hour) 

2030 

60 

2,123 

52.78 

Lazard 
2024 

LCOE 
(Low) 

2030 

150 

974 

12.61 

Exhibit STF-NHSW-6 
Generic Resource Comparison 

REDACTED 

Lazard LG&EIKU 

2024 TVA Utlllty-

LCOE 
Draft Scale 

(High) 
'2025 IRP Solar 

20241RP 

2027 

2030 2030 2030 

150 50 100 

1,605 1,490 1,902 

16.05 17.00 

Indiana 
Michigan 

Power 
Company 
20241RP 

2028 

2030 

150 

2,616 

10.04 

Indiana 
Entergy 

LG&E/KU 
Michigan 

NOLA TVA Draft Power 
2024 IRP 2025 IRP 

2024 IRP Company (4 Hour) 
(4 Hour) 2024 IRP 

4Hour 

2029 2028 2028 

2030 2030 2030 2030 

50/200 50 100+ 50 

2,734 1,656 2,049 2,093 

17.34 53.42 25.00 54.57 
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Project 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

9 
10 

Estimated Cost of Transmission Projects Under Construction, Planned, and Proposed' 

GPC2025 
IRP 

Dominion Virginia 
2024IRP 

(SM) 

0.3 
0.5 
51.9 
151.0 
0.8 
42.0 
5.0 
13.9 
3.0 
4.5 

Duke 
Energy 

($M) 

19.75 
8.52 

29.11 
27.74 
54.47 
54.47 

I&M Power 2024 
IndianaIRP 

(SM) 

5.0 
7.0 
13.0 
47.0 
33.0 
50.0 
7.0 
11.0 
46.0 
30.0 

DESC 

($M) 

5.40 
·5.30 
11.12 
19.89 
11.70 
8.58 
6.93 
4.91 
48.22 
40.66 

Carolinas Transmission 
Planning Collaborative 

(SM) 

8.0 
38.0 
12.0 
93.0 
13.0 
16.0 
63.0 
14.0 
29.0 
103.-0 

Table 8: Comparing disclosures of high-level cost estimates tor transmission projects. 1bis table· is not for directly comparing the cost of specific 

projects but rather shows which utilities provide cost information in transmission planning. 

1 This table shows a sample of the disclosed cost estimates for transmission projects. For a complete list of each utilities' transmission projects, see 
the exhibits associated with each utility. 
2 Exhibit 12 contains one example from Dominion Energy South Carolina's Regional Transmission Planning documents. For the full list of DESC projects 
displayed in this table, see Dominion Energy South Carolina Planned Transmission projects $2M and above Total 5 Year Budget. 
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