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CHATIRMAN 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 parti
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.
will allow witnesses, and beginning with Georgi
Power. But do we have any public witnesses tha
wanted to provide public comment in relation to
this hearing?

(No response.)

CHAIRMAN SHAW: Okay. Hearing none, we'l
begin. If Georgia Power wants to call -- do yo
have any witnesses you want to call up-?

MR. HEWITSON: I do, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN SHAW: At this time, I'll let yo
that and swear them in.

MR. HEWITSON: All right. Georgia Power
calls Mr. Michael Robinson, Mr. Randy Hubbert,

Mr. Matthew Bowers to the stand.

es
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CHATIRMAN 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. 1I'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 wvarious
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. 1It's clearly -- it's highlighted in yellow to
indicate its trade secret nature. 1It'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
pPlease 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, T
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 Jjust 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. 1If
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
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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.

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

I

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
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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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

33

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.

CHATIRMAN 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 wvarious

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.)

CHATRMAN 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? 1It'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.
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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. 1I'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. 1It'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 1l2-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. 1It's a
present value over a defined period. 1In the filing itself
of the capacity expansion plans, we actually provided that
level of detail. 1It's a very high level. 1It'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. 1I'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 20257

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
pPlans 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 0O&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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

54

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. 1I'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.




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

55

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 7.2.17

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
Pl 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. 1In 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. 1In 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.
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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? 1In 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.
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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 --

CHATIRMAN 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. 1In 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 wvalue 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.
CHATIRMAN 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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

76

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 Jjust 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 wvendor, 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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

81

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
pPlanning 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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

86

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) 327?

Q. Yes. Okay. 1I'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 327?
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 227?

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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

96

the -- I see the capital structure in here, which we
provide in the public disclosure, unredacted.

Q. Of 2A as well? 1It'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 1like.

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.




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

97

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-0-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.
CHATIRMAN 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.

CHATIRMAN SHAW: All right.

MS. WHITFIELD: GIPL and Southface would 1like
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: 1It'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. 1Is 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. 1I'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
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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: 1Is 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. 1In 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. 1It's going
to need some, you know, energy supply. 1It'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
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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 T
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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

121

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
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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.

CHATIRMAN SHAW: Thank you, Ms. Whitfield.

Commissioners, any questions for the witness?

(No response.)

CHATIRMAN 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 T 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 202572

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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

127

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. 1It'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. 1In 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. 1It'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
pPlace, 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
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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 T
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.

CHATIRMAN 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? 1If
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. 1I'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: 1It'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.

CHATIRMAN 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




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

154

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
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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
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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. 1It'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
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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. 1It'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. 1It'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
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of harm, but that is not the test.

*0.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,
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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.)

CHATIRMAN SHAW: All right. 1I'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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GEORGIA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In Re:

Georgia Power Company’s
2025 Integrated Resource Plan

And

Georgia Power Company’s 2025
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Demand-Side Management Plan
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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
\ol. 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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2-G

Duke Energy 2023 Carolinas Resource Plan, Table 2, Figures 3-5, 3-6, 37, 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 1, Table 9-1 (pp. 9-1)

2-1 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 |, 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 |, 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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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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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 — 1C-1217 (470 MW, Jackson County)

29 Southern Company Generator Interconnection System Impact Study, April 12,
2024 — 1C-1218 (640 MW, Lee County)

30 Southern Company Generator Interconnection System Impact Study, April 12,
2024 — 1C-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 27);

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”)

40f4
0004



0005



0006



0007



0008



0009



0010



0011



0012



0013



0014



0015



0016



0017



0018



0019



0020



0021



0022



0023



0024



0025



0026



0027



0028



0029



0030



0031



0032



0033



0034



0035



0036



0037



0038



0039



0040



0041



0042



0043



0044



0045



0046



0047



0048



0049



0050



0051



0052



0053



0054



0055



0056



0057



0058



0059



0060



0061



0062



0063



0064



0065



0066



0067



0068



0069



0070



0071



0072



0073



0074



0075



0076



0077



0078



0079



0080



0081



0082



0083



0084



0085



0086



0087



0088



0089



0090



0091



0092



0093



0094



0095



0096



0097



0098



0099



0100



0101



0102



0103



0104



0105



0106



0107



0108



0109



0110



0111



0112



0113



0114



0115



0116



0117



0118



0119



0120



0121



0122



0123



0124



0125



0126



0127



0128



0129



0130



0131



0132



0133



0134



0135



0136



0137



0138



0139



0140



0141



0142



0143



0144



0145



0146



0147



0148



0149



0150



0151



0152



0153



0154



0155



0156



0157



0158



0159



0160



0161



0162



0163



0164



0165



0166



0167



0168



0169



0170



0171



0172



0173



0174



0175



0176



0177



0178



0179



0180



0181



0182



0183



0184



0185



0186



0187



0188



0189



0190



0191



0192



0193



0194



0195



0196



0197



0198



0199



0200



0201



0202



0203



0204



0205



0206



0207



0208



0209



0210



0211



0212



0213



0214



0215



0216



0217



0218



0219



0220



0221



0222



0223



0224



0225



0226



0227



0228



0229



0230



0231



0232



0233



0234



0235



0236



0237



0238



0239



0240



0241



0242



0243



0244



0245



0246



0247



0248



0249



0250



0251



0252



0253



0254



0255



0256



0257



0258



0259



0260



0261



0262



0263



0264



0265



0266



0267



0268



0269



0270



0271



0272



0273



0274



0275



0276



0277



0278



0279



0280



0281



0282



0283



0284



0285



	zIndex
	MICHAEL ROBINSON
	RANDY HUBBERT
	MATTHEW BOWERS
	ROBERT PATRYLAK




