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PUBLIC DISCLOSURE
Direct Testimony of E. Cary Cook
Docket No. 29849
Thirteenth Semi-Annual Vogtle Construction Monitoring Period
[bookmark: _Toc216246043]
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Q.	PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.
A.	My name is E. Cary Cook.  My business address is 1850 Parkway Place, Suite 800, Marietta, Georgia 30067.
Q.	PLEASE OUTLINE YOUR FORMAL EDUCATION. 
A.	I received a Bachelor of Business Administration degree from Georgia Southern University in 1970.  I am a Certified Public Accountant in the State of Georgia.
Q.	WHAT IS YOUR PRESENT POSITION?
A.	I am a Senior Project Manager of GDS Associates, Inc. (“GDS Associates”), an engineering and consulting firm.
Q.	TO WHAT PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATIONS DO YOU BELONG?
A.	I am a member of the Georgia Society of Certified Public Accountants, the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants, and the Society of Depreciation Professionals.
Q.	WHAT ARE YOUR DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES WITH GDS ASSOCIATES?
A.	My primary responsibilities include the analysis of Wholesale Production and Transmission Formula Rate Filings.  I also provide other consulting services related to depreciation analysis, tax and accounting analysis, litigation support, and regulatory advisory services.  I have also provided consulting services related to affiliate transaction audits and regulatory reporting assistance.
Q.	PLEASE BRIEFLY DESCRIBE YOUR PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE. 
A.	Prior to joining GDS Associates in 1986, I was employed by Southern Engineering Company from 1982 through 1986 and Ebasco Business Consulting Company from 1978 to 1982.  Prior to joining Ebasco Business Consulting Company, I was employed by Southern Company Services as an Economic Analyst in the Electric Rates Department.  During my years with these companies, I provided wholesale and retail electric rate consulting services, with primary focus related to electric utility cost of service and revenue requirements.  I have analyzed and prepared wholesale and retail jurisdictional cost of service studies for many electric utility clients including investor owned utilities, generation and transmission cooperatives, municipal utility systems, industrials (e.g., steel mills), and state public service commissions.  I have analyzed numerous cost-of-service and formulary rate studies filed by electric utilities with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) and various state regulatory commissions.  I have attached a copy of my current resume as Exhibit STF-ECC-1 for further reference to my professional experience. 
Q.	HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY TESTIFIED BEFORE THE GEORGIA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION?
A. 	Yes.  I have testified before the Georgia Public Service Commission (“GPSC”or “Commission”) in Georgia Power Company, Docket No. 3840-U and in Docket No. 29849-U in the Matter of Georgia Power Company’s Third, Fourth, Fifth, Sixth, Seventh, Eighth, Ninth, Tenth, Eleventh and Twelfth Semi-Annual Vogtle Construction Monitoring Reports; the Texas Public Utilities Commission in Docket No. 22355 (revenue requirements); and three times before the Regulatory Commission of Alaska, in Docket No. U-96-37 (1997 Test Year Revenue Requirement Calculation), in Docket No. U-96-37 (1998 Test Year Revenue Requirement Calculation), and in Docket No. U-01-108 (2000 revenue requirements calculation).  I have also filed testimony in FERC proceedings including Docket Nos. ER84-379, et al., (Florida Power & Light Company); Docket No. ER85-477-000 (Southwestern Public Service Company); Docket No. ER85-720-001, et al., (Connecticut Light & Power Company); Docket No. EL91-28-000 (Carolina Power & Light Company); Docket No. OA96-204-000, et al., (Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company and Toledo Edison Company); Docket Nos. EL02-25-001, EL02-76-001 and EL03-33-000 (Public Service Company of Colorado); Docket No. ER03-971-000 (Public Service Company of Colorado); and Docket No. ER05-719-002 (Entergy Services, Inc.), which all were ultimately settled during, or prior to, the trial phase of these proceedings.  I have also testified before the FERC on behalf of Golden Spread Electric Cooperative, Inc. and certain other wholesale customers in Docket Nos. EL05-19-002 and ER05-168-001 (Southwestern Public Service Company). I have filed testimony on behalf of wholesale transmission customers in a complaint proceeding in Entergy Services, FERC Docket No. EL11-64, and on behalf of Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation, Mississippi Delta Energy Agency, Clarksdale Public Utilities Commission, Public Service Commission of Yazoo City and South Mississippi Electric Power Association in a complaint proceeding FERC Docket Nos. EL12-110 and ER12-1895.  I have also filed testimony on behalf of Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation, South Mississippi Electric Power Association, and the Mississippi Delta Energy Agency, the Clarksdale Public Utilities Commission and the Public Service Commission of Yazoo City in FERC Docket No. ER12-1428. Most recently, I have filed testimony on behalf of the Oklahoma Attorney General in Cause No. PUD 201500208. 
Q.	WHOM ARE YOU REPRESENTING IN THIS PROCEEDING?
A.	I am representing the Georgia Public Service Commission Public Interest Advocacy Staff (“Staff”).
[bookmark: _Toc421544314]II.	PURPOSE OF ASSIGNMENT
Q.	WHAT WAS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR ASSIGNMENT IN THIS PROCEEDING?
A. 	The purpose of my assignment in this proceeding was to review the monthly Vogtle Units 3 & 4 Engineering Procurement and Construction (“EPC”) and Owners Costs included in the Thirteenth Semi-Annual Vogtle Construction Monitoring Report for the period January 1, 2015 through June 30, 2015.  In addition to reviewing the monthly cost data, I also reviewed Georgia Power Company’s (“Georgia Power,” “GPC” or “Company”) accounting procedures and guidelines.  The goal of this detailed review was to determine whether there were any Vogtle Unit 3 & 4 costs not supported or confirmed by Company personnel responsible for reviewing the costs charged to the Project by the Consortium, Southern Nuclear Company (“SNC”), Georgia Power, Southern Company affiliates and Other Contractors.  I was asked to provide feedback to the Staff regarding the review and reconciliation of the Project costs in addition to noting any problems that were found in the monthly reports and to make any further recommendations with respect to the organization and confirmation of costs included in the six-month reporting period January 1, 2015 through June 30, 2015.
[bookmark: _Toc421544315]III. 	DISCUSSION OF PROJECT COST REVIEW PROCESS
Q. 	PLEASE IDENTIFY SOME OF THE VARIOUS REPORTS OR OTHER DOCUMENTS PROVIDED BY THE COMPANY THAT YOU REVIEWED THAT SUPPORT THE COST DATA PROVIDED IN THE PROJECT MONTHLY STATUS REPORTS.
A. 	Along with members of the Staff, I reviewed a number of reports included in the Company’s Monthly Financial Records Cost Notebooks that provide support for the compilation of the Vogtle Units 3 & 4 Project costs in the Project Monthly Status Reports. Some of the reports that were reviewed include:
(1) 	Net Monthly EPC Invoice Account Reconciliation (PE 003824, 003825 and 003826) to review monthly accruals, reversals, retentions, joint owner credits and payments of the Project costs.
(2) 	Monthly Construction Work in Progress (“CWIP”) Balances, Beginning and End of Month for each month of the six-month reporting period January 1 through June 30, 2015 as reported in the Monthly Budget Update to PSC.
(3) 	Various supporting Pivot Table Reports extracted from the Company’s General Ledger used to support reconciliations of the detailed Additions, Accruals/Reversals, and structures/equipment closed to plant in service included in the Vogtle Monthly Status Reports.
Q. 	PLEASE DISCUSS THE REVIEW PROCESS YOU CONDUCTED.
A. 	I reviewed the various reports noted above to reconcile the monthly Vogtle 3 & 4 CWIP costs included in supplemental reports to the summary reports to analyze the month to month roll forward of costs for the six-month reporting period ending June 30, 2015.  These costs are contained in the electronic general ledger that roll-up to the Vogtle Project Monthly Status Reports.  The monthly detailed reporting documentation served to support the Project Monthly Status Reports.  These reports provided information related to capital expenditures recorded by the Company.  These costs were recorded in CWIP Sub-Accounts 307 (Westinghouse Costs) and 308 (CB&I Costs).  These costs then rolled up into FERC Account 107 – CWIP.  
Q.	DOES THE COMPANY USE VARIOUS SOFTWARE MODELS TO CAPTURE AND EXTRACT COSTS TO CONFIRM PROPER ACCOUNTING AND ASSIGNMENT OF THOSE COSTS INCURRED FOR THE PROJECT?
A. 	Yes.  The Company uses various software models including Walker/Oracle, which contains the General Ledger and many of the modules that interface with it such as Power Plant applications. These applications provide journal voucher information for queries of data using Microsoft Excel, SSAT[footnoteRef:1], SOFIA[footnoteRef:2] and SARA[footnoteRef:3] to isolate and track costs including, e.g., Ad Valorem Taxes, legal costs, or transmission step-up substation costs, that are generated and reported on the various pivot tables.  [1:   SSAT is the Single Source Accrual Tool which is linked to Oracle Financials.]  [2:   SOFIA is the Southern Financial Information Access System and is an on-line, end-user query tool that provides access to the Data Repository in Oracle General Ledger application which shows actuals and budget costs.]  [3:   SARA is the Southern Accounting Reporting Application that creates monthly financial reports.] 

Q. 	DID YOU SUBMIT ANY DATA REQUESTS TO THE COMPANY TO ASSIST IN YOUR REVIEW OF THE COMPANY’S PROJECT CONSTRUCTION COST REPORTING?
A. 	Yes.  On behalf of the Staff, I submitted a number of data requests (STF-77-1 through STF-77-36, STF-79-1 and STF-80-1 through STF-80-11) to the Company requesting data including the most current internal and external audit reports in addition to performance audit reports that addressed findings associated with the audit of accounting and financial reporting of the Project construction costs.  I also submitted data requests for information on any changes in accounting procedures, guidelines or instructions since the last filing, and costs associated with the Company’s deferred assets and liabilities for the six-month period ending June 30, 2015. 
Q.	WHAT OVERSIGHT ACTIVITIES DOES THE COMPANY CONDUCT AS PART OF ITS INTERNAL REVIEW PROCESS?
[bookmark: _GoBack]
A.	During previous discussions with the Company, it was explained that as part of its internal review process, the Company completes a detailed checklist of the job tasks for each month.  These pages, contained in the front of each monthly Project Cost Notebook entitled “GPC Nuclear Development Financial Management Monthly Procedure Check List,” include a check-off of the various financial/accounting tasks.  This monthly check-off review is attested to by the Project Cost Controls Director and the Nuclear Financial Manager.  Company personnel have indicated previously that this process serves as a continuing monthly internal oversight of the accounting process for the Project and is in response to Sarbanes-Oxley (SOX) 404 Controls. Based upon my observations of various supporting reports, the Company maintains a disciplined invoice review process that includes multiple confirmations by Company personnel.   
Q. 	WERE THERE ANY INTERNAL AUDIT REPORTS ISSUED BY THE COMPANY THAT ADDRESSED THE EPC CONSTRUCTION-RELATED COSTS FOR THE PERIOD JANUARY 1 THROUGH JUNE 30, 2015?
A. 	No.  As indicated in the Company’s response to STF-77-4, there were no internal audit reports addressing accounting and financial reporting of the Vogtle Units 3 & 4 EPC Agreement construction-related costs issued for the period January 1, 2015 through June 30, 2015.
As noted in the Company’s response to STF-77-4, Internal Auditing (“IA”) develops a risk-based audit plan designed to address identified enterprise, compliance, operational, and control risks.  IA seeks input from Company management to identify and evaluate risks in developing the annual audit plan, which in turn is reviewed and approved by the Audit Committee.  The Company noted that the accounting and financial reporting processes were subject to IA review in a prior period identified by Staff and will be reviewed again in a to-be-determined future period.  The Company noted that it adheres to its internal EPC Invoice Control and Oversight Procedures to ensure that all invoices are thoroughly reviewed before approval and payment processing.
Q.	WERE THERE ANY ADDITIONAL AUDIT REPORTS, E.G., FINANCIAL OR PERFORMANCE REPORTS PREPARED BY THE COMPANY’S INTERNAL AUDIT GROUP FOR THE PERIOD JANUARY 1, 2014 THROUGH JUNE 30, 2015?
A.	Yes. In STF-77-20, Staff asked for a copy of all other internal financial or performance audits or other similar reports conducted on the Vogtle Units 3 & 4 Project for the period January 1, 2014 through June 30, 2015 and going forward.  The question addressing the twelve months from January 1, 2014 through December 31, 2014 was to inquire into any other audits that might have been pending but not finalized prior to the Thirteenth Semi-Annual VCM Reporting Period. Southern Company IA explained in its supporting response to STF-67-15 that for the period January 1 through March 31, 2014 there were no “reportable findings” in its first quarter 2014 final report for the Vogtle 3 & 4 Information Management Assessment.  “Reportable” findings require a resolution action plan by management. The Company also provided information in its Attachment STF-67-15-a, noting that there was one “Other” observation that did not rise to a reportable level.  “Other” items are communicated to management, referenced in a report and do not require a management resolution action plan; however, one may be prepared at the discretion of management. Due to the significance of the Project in terms of scale, scope and complexity, the Project management team and Internal Auditing agreed that items classified as “Other” would be included as an attachment to each report, along with a resolution action plan, to increase management’s attention to these items. The purpose is to identify and highlight any potential weakness in processes or controls and to seek continuous improvement.
Also, there were no “reportable findings” for the Schedule Management Assessment (See GPC’s response to STF-67-15-b) performed during the period tested as of March 31, 2014.  IA did note one “Other” observation that did not rise to a reportable level. The information provided in GPC’s response to STF-67-15-a and STF-67-15-b was addressed in more detail in my trade secret testimony in the Twelfth VCM Reporting period.
Q. 	PLEASE ADDRESS THOSE REPORTS PREPARED BY INTERNAL AUDITS DURING THE PERIOD JULY 1, 2014 THROUGH DECEMBER 31, 2014.
A. 	As indicated in the Company’s response to STF-77-20, which referred back to a previous data response, STF-72-20, IA issued a final report in August 2014, for the Vogtle 3 & 4 Joint Ownership Cost Allocation Review performed in the second quarter of 2014. There were no reportable findings. 
In October 2014, Southern Company IA issued a final report for the Vogtle 3 & 4 Risk Management Program assessment performed in the third quarter of 2014 that reviewed the adequacy and effectiveness of the risk program.  There were no reportable findings associated with this audit. There was however one “Other” item noted by IA.   
In December 2014, Southern Company IA issued a final report for the Vogtle 3 & 4 Project Integration Assessment performed.  The objective of this engagement was to evaluate the adequacy and effectiveness of the coordination of the specified activities across the Vogtle 3 & 4 project.  There were no reportable findings associated with this audit. There was however one “Other” finding that did not rise to a reportable level.
The discussion of these audits was also addressed in my prior testimony in the Twelfth VCM Reporting Period, Pages 10 through 12.
Q. 	WERE THERE OTHER AUDITS FOR THE PRESENT REPORTING PERIOD JANUARY 1, 2015 THROUGH JUNE 30, 2015?
A. 	In addition to the three audits noted above, as reported by GPC in prior data response STF-72-6, there were two audits reported in January 2015. GPC also referenced data response attachment, STF-77-6-b, which noted that XXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX According to the intercompany correspondence, fieldwork was scheduled to begin the week of March 9, 2015, and Southern Company IA planned to report the results of this engagement during the second quarter of 2015.  At the present time, I am not aware of a report being finalized.
As noted in GPC’s response to STF-77-6-a, on June 18, 2015 a final report was issued by IA for the Vogtle 3 & 4 Vendor Quality Assessment. There were no reportable findings determined, however there were two “Other” observations determined by Southern Nuclear Operating Company IA that did not rise to the level of reportable findings. XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
Q. 	HAS THE COMPANY PREVIOUSLY PROVIDED ANY OTHER SUPPORTING INFORMATION TO CONFIRM THE PROPER OVERSIGHT OF THE ACCOUNTING FOR PROJECT COSTS?
A.	Yes.  As noted in my prior testimony in the combined Ninth and Tenth Semi-Annual Vogtle Construction Monitoring Period, the Company has provided additional supporting confirmation of accounting oversight. Previously, the Company provided a two-page software screenshot noting confirmation by Company Personnel of the Vogtle Accounting Oversight function and Project EPC Invoice Approval in compliance with SOX 404 Controls as another level of accounting confirmation attested to by a responsible representative of the Company.
Q.	WERE ANY EXTERNAL AUDITS ISSUED DURING THIS PERIOD?
A.	In its response to STF-77-8, the Company stated that its external auditor Deloitte & Touche LLP (“Deloitte”) had not performed any stand-alone or specific audits of Vogtle 3 & 4 during the reporting period. Deloitte did perform its annual audit of Georgia Power’s financial statements as of, and for the years ended, December 31, 2013 and December 31, 2014.  This audit examined evidence supporting the information in the financial statements on a test basis, but the audit focused on the financial statements as a whole rather than individual project accounts or specific costs. The Company referred Staff to its formal audit as of, and for the years ended December 31, 2013 and December 31, 2014 provided in its Attachment to STF-72-8 which provided information regarding the external audits performed by Deloitte.  Deloitte noted in the GPC audit that the financial statements were prepared based upon United States of America generally accepted accounting principles (“GAAP”) .
Also, as indicated in the Company’s response to STF-72-8, Deloitte performed an audit of the effectiveness of Southern Company’s internal control over financial reporting as of December 31, 2014.  Deloitte issued unqualified audit opinions and these opinions were included in the Southern Company and Georgia Power Company Annual Form 10-K Reports for the year ended December 31, 2014.  Deloitte also noted in its response to STF-77-8 that it would be performing an audit of the Company’s annual financial statements for the year ending on December 31, 2015.
Q. 	DID THE STAFF ASK THE COMPANY WHETHER THERE WERE ANY UPDATES TO THE ACCOUNTING PROCEDURES, GUIDELINES OR INSTRUCTIONS CONTROLLING THE ACCOUNTING OF THE PROJECT COSTS WHICH MAY HAVE BEEN INCORPORATED INTO THE THIRTEENTH SEMI-ANNUAL VCM REVIEW?
A. 	Yes. GPC noted in its response to STF-77-14 that during the period January 1, 2015 through June 30, 2015, there were no changes or updates to the EPC Vogtle 3 & 4 accounting procedures, guidelines, or instructions.
Q. 	DID THE COMPANY RESPOND IN A TIMELY MANNER TO THE STAFF’S DATA REQUESTS?
A. 	Yes.  The Company responded in a timely manner to the Staff’s data requests.  These responses were helpful in providing the necessary information to confirm that the accounting process, including adherence to controls and procedures, was being followed by the Company. 
Q. 	HAS THE COMPANY CONTINUED TO INCREASE ITS PROFICIENCY IN THE ORGANIZATION AND REPORTING OF ITS FINANCIAL AND ACCOUNTING DATA IN THE MONTHLY FINANCIAL RECORDS COST NOTEBOOKS?
A.	Yes.  The Company has continued to improve upon its reporting by providing better mapping of supporting schedules to the higher summary level cost reports; specifically, including more highlighted page references to expedite going from detailed reports to summary reports in the Monthly Financial Records Cost Notebooks. The Company has continued to improve its financial reporting document organization by including detailed efficient indexing and tabbing of cost data. This process includes references to schedules of the reports that build up to the summary Construction Work in Progress reports (e.g. Tab 13, Monthly Budget Update to PSC of the Monthly Financial Records Cost Notebooks).  These continued refinements made by the Company have reduced the time required by Staff to reconcile each month of the CWIP roll forward of costs to the detail supporting data extracted from various pivot tables or other reporting schedules.  This improved organization has enabled the Staff to allocate more time to performing a more in-depth review of the data, ask more questions during the discovery period and follow up with Company representatives to discuss issues identified by the Staff.  
Q. 	PLEASE ADDRESS ANY FURTHER ENHANCEMENTS THAT THE COMPANY HAS MADE TO ITS ORGANIZATION OF ITS COST NOTEBOOKS.
A. 	Most recently, during the Staff’s review of the Thirteenth VCM Monthly Financial Records Cost Notebooks, Staff met with the Company and asked if it could provide additional tracking information that would better link each notebook tab’s information to other supporting tab’s information.  The Company agreed to compile this roadmap information and subsequently shared this with Staff during the Staff’s visit to the Company’s headquarters.
Q. 	DID THIS INFORMATION PROVIDE A USEFUL TOOL TO HELP STAFF BETTER UNDERSTAND HOW EACH TAB’S INFORMATION IS INTERRELATED WITH SUPPORTING OR SUMMARY DATA CONTAINED IN OTHER TABS?
A. 	Yes.  As Staff continues to review the Company’s cost notebooks it is most helpful and beneficial to gain as much knowledge as possible on how the costs included in the tabs interrelate to each other. This will allow Staff to be able to expedite the review process and make an assessment as to whether all costs are properly recorded in the Company’s Vogtle Units 3 & 4 CWIP Accounts.
Q. 	COULD THE COMPANY’S COST NOTEBOOK CROSS-REFERENCING AND ORGANIZATION PROCESS BE IMPROVED UPON?
A.	At this point in the continuing review, I believe that the Company is providing satisfactory cross-referenced and organized cost notebook data in order for the Staff to complete its review. I do, however, recommend that both the Company and the Staff continue to discuss the presentation of reported costs and consider, as necessary, making any additional improvements in cost presentation to help expedite the review process.
Q. 	DID YOU REVIEW THE OWNERS COST NOTEBOOKS FOR THE THIRTEENTH VCM REPORTING PERIOD?
A. 	Yes.
Q.	PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE COMPANY’S REVIEW PROCESS OF OWNERS COSTS INVOICES.
A. 	As discussed in the Company’s response to STF-77-16 there were two quarterly reviews performed for the 4th Quarter of 2014 and the 1st Quarter of 2015.
In the 4th Quarter Review, GPC Nuclear Development Financial Services performed a review of non-EPC invoices. The review was in conjunction with the Vogtle 3 & 4 SOX 404 oversight controls. The Owner’s Cost Invoices were classified as Owner’s Cost and EPC Scope Change for PSC reporting purposes and primarily pertained to work managed by Southern Nuclear (“SNC”). The report presented the results of the GPC Nuclear Development Financial Services review of invoices paid in the 4th Quarter of 2014. The selected invoices for testing were based on random and judgmental sampling techniques.  The sampling included invoices for work performed by vendors for the Owner’s Cost efforts, time and materials (“T&M”) contract work, legal fees, and consulting services. 
Q. 	WHAT WERE THE FINDINGS BASED UPON THE GPC NUCLEAR DEVELOPMENT FINANCIAL SERVICES REVIEW?
A.	There were no findings during the 4th Quarter 2014 VCM Reporting Period.
Q. 	WERE THERE ANY OBSERVATIONS MADE BY THE GPC NUCLEAR DEVELOPMENT FINANCIAL SERVICES? 
A.	Yes.  The GPC Nuclear Development Financial Services Review Team made one observation XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
Q. 	PLEASE ADDRESS THE REVIEW CONDUCTED FOR THE 1ST QUARTER 2015 PERIOD.
A.	GPC Nuclear Development Financial Services performed a quarterly review of non-EPC invoices as part of their ongoing Vogtle 3 & 4 SOX 404 oversight controls. Their sample included invoices for work performed by vendors for Owner’s Cost efforts, T&M contract work, legal fees, and consulting services. 
Q. 	WHAT WERE THE FINDINGS MADE BY GPC’S NUCLEAR DEVELOPMENT FINANCIAL SERVICES?
A. 	There were no findings for the 1st Quarter 2015 Reporting Period. 
Q. 	WERE THERE ANY OBSERVATIONS MADE BY THE NUCLEAR DEVELOPMENT FINANCIAL SERVICES? 
A. 	Yes. The review team made one XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
Q. 	IS THERE AN OWNERS’ COST REVIEW BEING CONDUCTED FOR THE PERIOD APRIL THROUGH JUNE 2015.
A. 	As noted in GPC’s response to STF-77-16, the Company is in the process of completing the 2nd quarter 2015 Owners’ cost review.
[bookmark: _Toc421544316]IV. 	DISCUSSION OF REVIEW PROCEDURES AND CONTROLS
Q. 	DOES THE COMPANY CONTINUE TO MAINTAIN OVERSIGHT OF ITS VARIOUS CONTROLS AND PROCEDURES TO ENSURE ACCURATE REPORTING OF PROJECT COSTS?
A. 	Yes.  In my opinion, the Company is continuing to maintain oversight of its controls and procedures to ensure that Project costs are being properly recorded. As noted previously in my testimony, the Company provided information on its controls and procedures that were reflected in the Thirteenth Semi-Annual VCM Reporting Period.
Also, the most recent audit of the Company’s books and records was completed for the 12-month period ending December 31, 2014, as was acknowledged in the Company’s response to Staff’s previous data request STF-72-8. Based upon information provided in the audit of the Company for the reporting period ending December 31, 2014, Deloitte assessed the Company’s internal controls and found that the Company was properly maintaining internal controls over financial reporting.  Based upon the information provided in the Company’s response to STF-77-8 and STF-72-8, I believe that the Company is continuing to apply its prescribed internal controls and procedures adequately. I will note that when IA has raised any concerns it has with procedures, the Company has gone forward to address IA’s recommendations. With respect to the monthly Project EPC invoices, controls have been in place to address the verification, approval and recording of costs in accordance with Company accounting policies and procedures.  This process entails a sampling of invoices and provides analysis of the flow, from approval of costs to the recording of costs on the Company’s books and records, pursuant to the procedures in place.  The sampling of invoices is completed based upon prescribed Project SOX 404 Controls.
[bookmark: _Toc421544317]V. 	FINDINGS BASED UPON REVIEW
Q. PLEASE DISCUSS YOUR FINDINGS BASED UPON YOUR REVIEW OF THE COMPANY’S REPORTING AND RECORDING OF THE PROJECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS FOR THE PERIOD JANUARY 1, 2015 THROUGH JUNE 30, 2015.
A.	Based upon my review of the Vogtle Units 3 & 4 Project cost data reported in the Company’s Monthly Financial Records Cost Notebooks for the period January 1, 2015 through June 30, 2015, I have no significant problems with the costs reported or with the accounting controls and procedures in place and followed by the designated representatives of the Company.  
[bookmark: _Toc421544318]VI. 	RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE REVIEWS
Q.	DO YOU HAVE ANY SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE REVIEWS?
A.	Yes. As the construction of the Project continues, I recommend that the Company keep Staff apprised, as it has done in the past, of any and all changes in the accounting of the Project’s costs.  This continued transparency will allow Staff to assess whether accounting guidelines and procedures are being properly followed.  I might note that the Company is continuing to work with Staff by timely responding to Staff’s questions formally and informally. The Company has allocated time to meet with Staff to discuss questions while Staff has been in the process of reviewing the Monthly Financial Records Cost Notebooks. The Company’s continued willingness to timely respond to questions asked by Staff greatly assists in maintaining confidence in the Project’s cost reporting.
Q.	DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?
A.	Yes.
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Education
Georgia Southern University; BBA, Management, 1966-1970
Woodrow Wilson College of Law; JD, 1972-1975
Certified Public Accountant, 1987

Professional Memberships
American Institute of Certified Public Accountants
Georgia Society of Certified Public Accountants
Society of Depreciation Professionals

Experience 
Mr. Cook has extensive experience in the electric utility industry.  This experience over forty four years includes preparation of cost of service studies and revenue requirements analysis; development of depreciation studies, audits of electric & gas affiliate transactions and wholesale formula rates, preparation of merger studies, cost of capital analysis , nuclear construction cost analysis and negotiation of wholesale and retail revenue requirements and rates.
Mr. Cook was employed by Ebasco Business Consulting Company from March 1978 through June 1982.  While at Ebasco Mr. Cook served as Project Manager in the utility rates division where he provided cost of service, revenue requirements and FERC reporting services to investor-owned and municipal electric utilities.  In June 1982 Mr. Cook joined Southern Engineering Company as a Project Manager where he continued to provide cost of service and revenue requirements assistance to rural electric cooperative and municipal electric utilities.  In February 1986 Mr. Cook joined GDS Associates, Inc. where he has served as Senior Project Manager.  He has provided cost of service, revenue requirements, depreciation analysis, mergers and acquisitions studies, FERC and state reporting and other ratemaking services to electric cooperative, municipal, industrial and governmental organizations.  Mr. Cook has also provided electric rate negotiation services on behalf of electric utilities.
Mr. Cook has prepared testimony and has testified before several regulatory agencies.  Mr. Cook has filed testimony regarding the preparation of utilities’ cost of service, O&M expenses, depreciation, taxes other than income taxes, A&G expenses, other revenues, income taxes and rate base on behalf of various electric utility clients.  Mr. Cook has testified before the Georgia Public Service Commission, the Texas Public Utilities Commission, the Alaska Regulatory Commission and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.  Mr. Cook served as a symposium member addressing the implementation of Fuel Adjustment Clauses (FAC).
Specific Project Experience Includes:
Prepared 1997 cost of service analyses regarding Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company on behalf of Cleveland Public Power.
Reviewed and prepared cost of service analyses regarding 1997 Southern Company open access transmission filing on behalf of Southeastern Federal Power Customers, Inc.
Reviewed and analyzed Florida Power & Light Company’s 1997 depreciation filing on behalf of Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc.
Prepared 1997 transmission rate cost of service analyses regarding South Carolina Electric & Gas Company on behalf of Southeastern Federal Power Customers, Inc.
Prepared 1997 cost of service analyses of Western Resources/KCPL merger filing on behalf of Kansas Electric Power Cooperative.
Prepared 1997 analyses of SEPCo’s depreciation rate study on behalf of Georgia Public Service Commission.
Provided 1998 cost of service and rate assistance to Georgia Public Service Commission regarding Georgia Power Company retail rate filing.
Provided 1999 litigation support and analysis on behalf of Niagara Mohawk Power in counterclaim regarding Baesha Engineering Associates.
Provided 1999 cost of service and rate analysis assistance to Southeastern Federal Power Customers regarding SEPA/TVA proposed rate increases.  Reviewed and provided recommendations regarding reasonableness of costs.
Prepared 2000 testimony regarding depreciation issue in Reliant HL&P filing on behalf of City of Houston and others.  Provided 2001 testimony on behalf of City of Houston at retail rate proceeding.
Prepared 2000, 2001 and 2002 direct testimony regarding adjustments to Chugach cost of service and wholesale rates.  Testified before the Regulatory Commission of Alaska regarding issues addressed in testimony.  Dockets were ultimately settled resulting in reduced rates to client, Matanuska Electric Association. 
Prepared 2000 testimony regarding recommended revenue requirements and wholesale cost of service of Pennsylvania Electric Company on behalf of Allegheny Electric Cooperative, Inc.
Reviewed 2005 electric utility affiliate transactions regulations and audited utility affiliate regulations of Sempra Energy Utilities, San Diego Gas & Electric Company and Southern California Gas Company.  Prepared findings and recommendations to California Public Utility Commission resulting in revisions to affiliate transactions regulations. 
Prepared 2005 direct and answering testimony on behalf of Golden Spread Electric Cooperative and others regarding cost of service issues in FERC Docket No. EL05-19-002.  Testified on behalf of client before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. Analyzed fuel adjustment clause components and reconciled proposed costs to allowable costs pursuant to FERC Code of Federal Regulations.
Prepared 2006 direct and closing testimony on behalf of Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation in FERC Docket No. ER05-719-000 and proposed adjustments to wholesale transmission rates.  Docket was ultimately settled.
Reviewed and analyzed Southwestern Public Service Company 2006 projected test year wholesale cost of service on behalf of Golden Spread Electric Cooperative to determine rate issues.  
Prepared depreciation and cash working capital testimony on behalf of the City of Houston in Center Point Energy, PUC Docket No. 32093.  Docket resulted in settlement of proposed retail and wholesale rates.
Analyzed 2003 through 2009 Southern Company annual OATT transmission formula rate determinations and recommended adjustments to wholesale transmission rates.
Analyzed 2003 through 2009 Entergy Services, Inc. OATT annual transmission formula rate determinations and recommended adjustments to wholesale rate filing.
Analyzed 2003 through 2009 Entergy Arkansas annual transmission formula rate determinations and recommended adjustments to wholesale rate filing.
Assisted Florida Office of Public Counsel in 2008 and 2009 Biennial Filings regarding oversight of FPL and PEF nuclear plant construction costs associated with nuclear uprate units and proposed additional nuclear units.  Assisted client in depositions and discovery.
Assisted Holy Cross Energy in analysis of PSCo Wholesale Formula Rate Filings in 2013-2014.  Prepared discovery and assisted in the identification of issues.
Testified on behalf of Georgia Public Service Commission Staff in Docket No. 29849-U from 2011 through 2014 regarding Semi-Annual Reviews of Vogtle 3 & 4 Construction Costs.
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