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BY THE COMMISSION:

I. 	GEORGIA POWER COMPANY’S 2019 RATE CASE
	
	On June 28, 2019, Georgia Power Company (the “Company” or “Georgia Power”) filed a this rate case pursuant to the terms and conditions of the Georgia Public Service Commission’s (the “Commission”) December 23, 2013 Order Adopting Settlement Agreement in Georgia Power’s 2013 Rate Case in Docket No. 36989 (“2013 Rate Case Final Order”). In the 2013 Rate Case Final Order, the Commission provided Georgia Power with specific instructions for its next filing as follows: 

The Commission finds that a three-year term for the Stipulation ending December 31, 2016 is reasonable. The Company shall file a general rate case by July 1, 2016. As part of its consideration of that general rate case, the Commission will determine whether to continue, modify or discontinue the Stipulation beyond December 31, 2016.

By July 1, 2016, the Company shall file testimony and exhibits required in a general rate case along with supporting schedules required by the Commission to support a “traditional” rate case.  The test period utilized by the Company in its rate case filing shall be from August 1, 2016 to July 31, 2017.  The Company may propose to continue, modify or discontinue this Alternate Rate Plan.  The Company shall also file projected revenue requirements for calendar years 2017, 2018, and 2019. 

Docket No. 36989, Order Adopting Settlement Agreement

Subsequently, the Commission established in its May 12, 2016 Order Adopting Settlement Agreement in Docket No. 39971, the Joint Request of Atlanta Gas Light Company, AGL Resources Inc., and The Southern Company for a Finding that Southern Company’s Merger with AGL Resources Complies with Applicable Law that:

In furtherance of securing an agreement on the merger application, and in light of the fact that this merger presents the unique combination of an electric utility and a gas utility both under the jurisdiction of this Commission, the current 2013 Georgia Power accounting order shall continue in effect without further rate adjustments under Paragraph 6 of Attachment 1 of that Accounting Order until December 31, 2019 and Georgia Power shall file its next retail rate case, or request for an accounting order, on July 1, 2019.

The Commission has general ratemaking jurisdiction over Georgia Power Company under O.C.G.A. Ch. 2, T. 46. The Georgia Public Service Commission has general supervision over electric light and power companies.  O.C.G.A. §§ 46-2-20(a) and 46-2-21.  The Commission has “exclusive power to determine what are just and reasonable rates and charges to be made by any person, firm, or corporation subject to its jurisdiction.”  O.C.G.A. § 26-2-23; see also O.C.G.A. §§ 46-1-1(5), 46-2-24, 46-2-25, 46-2-26.1, and 46-2-26.2.

	The Company’s 2019 Rate Case filing was made in compliance with the May 24, 2019 Procedural and Scheduling Order (“PSO”) for the Company’s 2019 Rate Case that identified the procedures to be followed in this docket along with corresponding dates on which designated events were set to occur with respect to the Company’s filing. In the body of the PSO, the Commission, pursuant to O.C.G.A. § 46-2-25, suspended the subject matter of Georgia Power’s filing for a period of five months ending January 1, 2020. In addition, the Commission determined that the proceedings on the Company’s filing constituted complex litigation, as that term is defined in O.C.G.A. § 9-11-33. The Company’s 2019 Rate Case filing included information responsive to the Commission’s rule regarding Minimum Filing Requirements (“MFRs”); exhibits reflecting Georgia Power’s cost of service study, sales and revenue forecast, depreciation rates, and cash working capital; and the testimony and exhibits of W. Paul Bowers, the panel of David P. Poroch, Sarah P. Adams and Michael B. Robinson, James H. Vander Weide, Ph.D., Steven M. Fetter, Lawrence J. Vogt, Ahmad Faruqui, Ph.D., and Larry T. Legg. On September 24, 2019, Georgia Power filed an errata to reflect the revenue requirement impacts from various items included in the amended Stipulation approved by the Commission in the Company’s 2019 Integrated Resource Plan (“IRP”) and DSM Certification proceedings in Docket Nos. 42310 and 42311 (“Errata”). 
Georgia Power’s 2019 Rate Case filing, as amended by the Errata, requests approval to continue the three-year alternate rate plan (“ARP”) structure and requests rate increases of $560, $144 and $233 million to be effective January 1, 2020, 2021 and 2022, respectively. These proposed increases include a one-time levelized adjustment for traditional base and ECCR tariffs and annual increases to recover compliance costs associated with ash pond closure as well as the demand side management and municipal franchise fee tariffs. Hearings on Georgia Power’s direct case in support of its filing were held September 30, 2019 through October 2, 2019.

	In addition to the Commission’s Public Interest Advocacy (“PIA”) Staff, which has a statutory right to participate in this proceeding, interventions were filed by a number of interested parties. These interested parties included the City of Atlanta; the Commercial Group; Concerned Ratepayers of Georgia;  the U.S. Department of Defense (on behalf of all Other Federal Executive Agencies) (“DOD”); Georgia Association of Manufacturers (“GAM”); Georgia Industrial Group (“GIG”); Georgia Interfaith Power & Light, Inc. (“GIPL”), Southface Energy Institute, Inc. (“Southface”), and Vote Solar, Inc.; the Georgia Solar Energy Association, Inc. (“GSEA”) and Georgia Solar Energy Industries Association (“GSEIA”); Georgia Restaurant Association (“GRA”); Georgia Watch; The Kroger Company (“Kroger”); Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority (“MARTA”); Resource Supply Management (“RSM”); and the Sierra Club.[footnoteRef:1] Thereafter, on October 17, 2019, PIA Staff and Intervenors filed testimony and exhibits presenting their respective direct cases. With the exception of Concerned Ratepayers of Georgia, GSEIA/GSEA, and Georgia Watch, all other parties to this case filed testimony in this proceeding. Hearings on PIA Staff and Intervenors’ direct cases were held November 4-6, 2019.  [1:  Liberty Utilities filed a late intervention on November 5, 2019, which Liberty Utilities later withdrew on November 25, 2019 before any Commission ruling upon the petition was entered.] 

	On November 15, 2019, the Company filed the rebuttal testimony of the panel of David P. Poroch and Sarah P. Adams, James Vander Weide, Ph.D., Steven M. Fetter, and the panel of Larry T. Legg and Lawrence J. Vogt in response to the positions advocated by PIA Staff and various Intervenors in their direct cases. Hearings regarding the Company’s rebuttal testimony were held November 25-26, 2019.  
	At each phase of the hearing of evidence in this case, the Commission also heard from numerous public witnesses who expressed their views on the Company’s application, either individually or on behalf of specific groups.

II.	FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

A.	ROE, Capital Structure, Cost of Debt, and Financial Integrity 
	To ensure that the competing interests of all parties were properly considered, the Commission has carefully analyzed all evidence of record including the testimony given and the various exhibits entered by all the parties. As set forth hereinafter, the Commission makes findings of fact and conclusions of law based on the evidentiary record created.   
1. Commission Determination Regarding Return on Equity (“ROE”). 
The difference between the respective ROE recommendations of Georgia Power and PIA Staff were significant. Georgia Power requested an ROE of 10.9%; whereas PIA Staff Witness, Michael Gorman recommended an ROE of 9.2% and DOD Witness Reno recommended an ROE of 9.1%.

Georgia Power Witness Dr. Vander Weide relied on the following widely accepted models to develop his ROE determination: the Discounted Cash Flow (“DCF”); the Ex Ante Risk Premium, Ex Post Risk Premium; the Capital Asset Pricing Model (“CAPM”); Historical CAPM—DCF Based; and Comparable Earnings. In addition to his econometric models and evaluation of capital market risks, Witness Vander Weide also considered several Company-specific business risks in arriving at his final ROE recommendation. Based on that analysis, Dr. Vander Weide estimated the cost of equity to run from 9.3% to 11.7%, with an average of 10.4%. Dr. Vander Weide then adjusted the 10.4% average cost of equity to reflect the greater financial risk in the Company’s proposed capital structure to ensure Georgia Power has the same weighted average cost of capital (“WACC”) as the average cost of capital for the proxy group. As such, Dr. Vander Weide recommends an allowed ROE equal to 10.9% for Georgia Power in this proceeding. 

DOD Witness Reno recommended an ROE of 9.1% with a  rate of return of 6.92%, an embedded cost of long-term debt of 4.14%, and an assumed capital structure comprised of 43.92% long-term debt and 56.08% common equity. Ms. Reno based her ROE recommendation on the higher end of an 8.9—9.1%range derived from her mean estimates of market-based cost of equity methodologies using a proxy group of comparable risk utilities. Witness Reno developed her ROE recommendations using the DCF model, CAPM, and Empirical CAPM. In addition, Witness Reno conducted a comparable earnings analysis that produced a 10.86% ROE estimation. Despite conducting this earnings analysis and including the results in her summary page, she expressly did not consider the results of her comparable earnings analysis in making her recommendation.  

PIA Staff Witness Gorman used the DCF Model using sustainable growth rate estimates Multi-Stage growth DCF Model Risk-Premium Model, and the CAPM to estimate the Company’s ROE. Witness Gorman recommends that the Commission reject Dr. Vander Weide’s recommended ROE of 10.9% as excessive and unreasonable. Notably, unlike prior PIA Staff witnesses, Mr. Gorman refused to conduct a comparable earnings analysis rejecting the approach as irrelevant for not being based on market evidence. 

GIG/GAM Witness Pollock did not separately calculate or recommend a specific ROE. He asserted that removing the floatation cost and financial risk adjustments proposed by Dr. Vander Weide results in an ROE that better aligns with industry trends. Further, Witness Pollock disagrees with Dr. Vander Weide’s use of a financial risk adjustment and argued there is no basis for including such an adjustment. 

As in every rate case, the Commission understands its obligation to provide a fair rate of return to the regulated utility. A fair rate of return is normally interpreted to mean that an efficient and economically managed utility will be able to maintain its financial integrity, attract capital, and have an opportunity to earn comparable returns to those of similar risk investments. These concepts are derived from economic and financial theory and are generally implemented using financial models and economic concepts. In determining a fair rate of return in the present case, the Commission is mindful of the standards established by the United States Supreme Court in Bluefield Water Works and Improvement Co. v. Public Serv. Comm’n of West Virginia, 262 U.S. 679 (1923), and Federal Power Comm’n v. Hope Natural Gas Co., 320 U.S. 591 (1942). 

Consistent with the Bluefield and Hope decisions, the Commission has considered comparable earnings, financial integrity, and capital attraction in reaching the decision that the 10.9% ROE recommended by Dr. Vander Weide is just and reasonable. A 10.9% ROE is a fair, forward looking rate of return on equity that provides the Company with an opportunity to earn a return on its investment over the period in which rates are in effect commensurate with returns that investors expect to earn on other investments of similar risk. Accordingly, the Commission finds and concludes that the ROE proposed by Dr. Vander Weide’s recommendation will allow the Company to continue accessing capital markets at competitive rates and on reasonable terms. 

Dr. Vander Weide’s testimony in this case supported his quantification and application of equity flotation costs and a financial risk adjustment. PIA Staff Witness Gorman and DOD Witness Reno presented no contrary analysis. Contrary to arguments against including flotation costs, Dr. Vander Weide calculates flotation costs based upon economic evidence. Mr. Gorman failed to address this evidence. DOD Witness Reno accepts the reasonableness of including flotation costs, albeit at a lower level, but provided no calculations or economic evidence to support an estimate lower than Dr. Vander Weide’s. 

Dr. Vander Weide’s use of market capital structure adjustment to correct for financial risk differences between the proxy group’s market capital structure and the book regulatory capital structure proposed for Georgia Power is appropriate. Dr. Vander Weide’s adjustment is correct and necessary to provide an overall cost of capital commensurate with market expectations. Neither Witness Gorman nor Witness Reno contested his testimony that his financial risk adjustment reflected universally accepted financial economic theory underlying estimations of the of the cost of capital. 

The recommendations of Witnesses Reno and Gorman are unreasonably low under the governing Hope and Bluefield standards, as was shown by the prospective comparable earnings analysis presented by Witness Reno and Dr. Vander Weide. Although every methodology for estimating the cost of equity has its limitations, no witness presented a sufficient justification for the Commission to depart from its long history of affording due weight to a prospective comparable earnings assessment using the expected performance of a reasonable and representative  proxy group of utilities. The Commission considered the fact that PIA Staff Gorman ignored the comparable earnings analysis, which has been one of the traditional cost of equity analyses employed by prior PIA Staff witnesses and accepted by this Commission. Although Witness Reno conducted a comparable earnings analysis, she provided no justification for ignoring the results. 

After careful consideration of the evidence presented by the parties, this Commission concludes that a 9.1% or 9.2% ROE is unjustifiably low and could impede the Company’s ability to attract and access capital at reasonable rates and on reasonable terms. The corrected calculation of the cash flows available to the Company after debt service further confirm that a 9.2% ROE on the existing capital structure is unreasonably low and likely would result in financial harm detrimental to the interests of customers and the public. Through the ROE it awards, the Commission has historically acknowledged the Company’s long-standing history of excellent performance and customer service as being above industry average. Witnesses Gorman and Reno disregard this Commission’s well-established precedent and policy without explanation. In light of the increased risk the Company assumes by agreeing to be bound by an ARP, this Commission has included additional basis points in its awarded ROE. Witnesses Gorman and Reno disregard this Commission’s well-established precedent and policy without explanation. PIA Staff and DOD’s recommendations would result in at least a 175 basis point reduction in ROE, which ignores and contradicts this Commission’s policy of gradualism. Therefore, the Commission approves a 10.9% ROE, as supported by Company Witness Vander Weide.
2. Commission Determination Regarding Capital Structure. 
Georgia Power proposed that a capital structure containing approximately 44% debt and 56% common equity be used for ratemaking purposes in this proceeding. The Company maintains that the proposed 10.9% ROE and 56% equity ratio will ensure that Georgia Power has access to capital whenever necessary, provides the opportunity to earn a fair return for its investors and does so at rates favorable to customers. The Company highlights that its allowed equity was reviewed in 2018 following the passage of the Tax Cuts & Jobs Act which lowered the federal income tax rate from 35% to 21%. As pointed out by the Company, in April 2018, this Commission adjusted the Company’s equity ratio upward from the 51%, which was previously approved in the 2013 Rate Case, to 55% as a part of the Tax Cuts & Jobs Act settlement between the Company and Commission Staff in Docket No. 36989 (“Tax Reform Settlement”). The equity adjustment approved in the Tax Reform Settlement was implemented to address the negative implications of tax reform, provide support for maintaining the Company’s credit profile, and allow the Company timely access to capital markets and the ability to borrow at reasonable interest rates. The slight increase in the Company’s proposed equity capitalization from that previously approved by the Commission (55%) reflects an adjustment commensurate with lowering the allowed return on equity to 10.9% instead of 10.95%. Witness Reno accepted the Company’s proposed capital structure for the purposes of her analysis.

Staff Witness Gorman recommends that the Commission lower the Company’s equity ratio to 51% common equity consistent with the ratio approved in the 2013 Rate Case. According to Witness Gorman, his recommendations support credit metrics that will significantly improve and strengthen over time after the start-up and inclusion in rates of Vogtle Units 3 and 4 and cash flow from coal ash amortization expense. Witness Gorman further explained that the Tax Cuts & Jobs Act will not increase the cost of equity for utilities. According to Witness Gorman, the effects of the Tax Cuts & Jobs Act are fully observable in the market data where a majority of utilities have stable credit rating outlooks because they have adequate cash flow supporting their bond ratings. Witness Gorman contends that Dr. Vander Weide failed to accurately compare the capital structure weights for the electric utility industry followed by Value Line and Georgia Power, that a 60% common equity ratio is simply excessive for a low-risk electric regulated utility. 

GIG/GAM Witness Jeffrey Pollock argues that Georgia Power does not need a 56% common equity ratio to maintain financial integrity because: (1) the average book common equity ratio of Dr. Vander Weide’s proxy group is 53.5%; (2) the authorized common equity ratio in rate cases since 2014 ranged from 50.3% to 52.4%; and (3) the 56% common equity ratio is not necessary to achieve the cash flow credit metrics recommended by Moody’s.

The Commission finds and concludes that adoption of PIA Staff and Intervenors’ cost of capital positions would contradict this Commission’s history of consistent and predictable regulation and harm the Company’s financial integrity. The Commission understands that its constructive regulation is a component of the credit rating agencies’ assessment of Georgia Power’s credit profile because it determines the Company’s rate levels necessary to recover expenses such as depreciation, O&M, storm damage cost recovery, and return on investment as well as the terms and conditions of electric service. This Commission reviewed the Company’s equity ratio in light of the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act less than two years ago and determined that an increase in equity capitalization was necessary to counter balance the negative effects of tax reform on the Company’s cash flows. Although the Tax Reform Settlement reserved the Commission’s right to address the appropriate equity level in the Company’s capital structure in this proceeding, no change in circumstances or the tax law warrants a reduction to the Company’s equity level at this time. Further, PIA Staff has not articulated a justifiable reason to depart from the currently approved 55% equity level. The Company argued that reducing its equity level by 400 basis points back to the pre-tax reform level approved in 2013 is significant enough to trigger a revised negative outlook from the credit agencies and threatens a downgrade. As highlighted by Georgia Power, each of the three credit rating agencies have issued a Georgia Power-specific credit opinion since the Tax Reform Settlement was approved. Based on the evidence presented, the Commission finds and concludes that the recommended capital structure of 56% common equity level is just and reasonable to all parties considering all the evidence presented and is necessary to avoid a credit rating downgrade. 
3. Commission Determination Regarding Cost of Debt. 
Georgia Power recommended a 4.14% cost of debt be used for ratemaking purposes in this proceeding. PIA Staff Witness Gorman makes recommended two major adjustments to the Company’s filed cost of debt: (1) he updates the coupon rates for two debt issuances; and (2) he adjusts the projected cost of debt to 3.65% for projected issuances beyond March 2020. DOD Witness Reno recommends that the Commission reject the Company’s proposed cost of long-term debt. According to Witness Reno, market and economic indicators do not support the increasing cost of debt in the ARP. Instead, Witness Reno recommends that for purposes of the ARP, the Commission require that the Company use the cost of long-term debt for the test year (4.14 %). 

	As it pertains to Witness Gorman, his recommended adjustment to the cost of debt revises only one component of the Company’s filing impacted by interest rates and creates inconsistencies with the interest rate assumptions throughout the remainder of the Company’s filing. For example, adjusting interest rates only for the debt assumptions included in the Company’s WACC and ignoring the interest rate assumptions that are used to project the Company’s pension obligations, creates a distorted and inconsistent application of interest rates used in calculating the cost to serve Georgia Power customers. If Witness Gorman was systematic in the application of his alternative interest rates assumptions, he would have calculated increased pension costs that would more than offset any debt cost rate decreases included in his testimony. 

Second, Witness Gorman’s adjustment of projected cost of debt to 3.65% for the projected issuances beyond March 2020 is inappropriate for forecasting the Company’s future cost of debt because it: (i) is estimated on a backward-looking basis; (ii) contains only 13-weeks of history; and (iii) is unclear on tenure. (Id.) Georgia Power’s forward-looking approach using a reputable, third party, independently-developed interest rate forecast is more appropriate and consistent with industry best practice and has been supported historically by this Commission.

	The Commission finds that the Company’s proposed cost of debt is a fair and reasonable approximation of the cost of debt during the three-year ARP period and should be approved. 
4. Commission Determination Regarding Georgia Power Financial Integrity. 
In additional to setting rates to permit the Company to continue to provide clean, safe, reliable and affordable electric service, the Commission is tasked with ensuring the financial integrity of the Company in order for it to access capital at reasonable rates and on reasonable terms. The Company presented testimony on the impacts of its proposed cost of capital and capital structure as well as the impacts of PIA Staff’s proposals on the Company’s financial risk metrics used by the credit rating agencies to determine credit quality. Although PIA Staff Witness Gorman calculated the FFO to Debt for S&P, he erred in his calculations and underestimated the effect of his recommendations on the Company’s financial health. When corrected, these errors reveal that PIA Staff’s proposals would reduce the Company’s credit metrics to levels well below the very clearly communicated expectations of the credit rating agencies, and that would likely trigger a ratings downgrade. (Tr. 2625.) This degradation in financial health and credit quality would harm the Company’s customers. Notably, PIA Staff counsel did not question the Company’s calculations or resulting impact of Mr. Gorman’s errors during the hearings on the Company’s rebuttal testimony. PIA Staff appears to have changed its position on the importance of Georgia Power’s financial integrity, implying that it is less important than Mr. Gorman intimated before the calculational errors were identified. 

Further, the evidence in the record demonstrates that PIA Staff Witness Gorman did not fully evaluate the cumulative effects of PIA Staff’s recommendations on the Company’s credit quality. PIA Staff’s combined proposal would cause the Company’s FFO to Debt to fall well below S&P and Moody’s established expectations necessary to retain the Company’s current credit ratings. Based on the latest Moody’s Credit Opinion, issued on October 16, 2019, Moody’s stated that a ratio of cash flow from operations (“CFO”) pre-working capital (“W/C”) to debt should be about 20-23% in order to support the Stable outlook for the Company. In addition, S&P stated in the latest summary for Georgia Power, issued on October 12, 2018, that they “expect GPC’s funds from operations (“FFO”)-to-debt ratio to average close to 15% through 2019, with gradual improvements beginning in 2020.” The Company’s proposed case results in an average CFO pre-W/C to debt ratio of 21.2% and an FFO to Debt calculation of 16.3%, both of which are within the reasonable range or above the minimum threshold noted by Moody’s and S&P. The combination of Witness Gorman’s recommendations and those of Witnesses Smith and Trokey, when corrected for the errors the Company identified in Mr. Gorman’s calculations, cause the Company’s financial metrics to fall to 16.4% and 13.1%, respectively, both of which are well below the credit agencies’ lower bound thresholds to maintain the Company’s current credit quality. Adopting Witness Gorman’s recommendations would signal a clear break from the Commission’s long history of constructive decision making and would likely result in credit rating agencies taking negative actions. As a result, costs to customers would increase and the Company’s ability to continue providing customer service at levels that Georgia Power’s customers expect and deserve would be restricted.

The Commission’s action in this proceeding should not impair or worsen the Company’s credit quality. The Commission agrees with the Company that by setting rates based on a 10.9% ROE, 56% common equity ratio and 4.14% cost of debt is fair and reasonable and will not threaten the Company with a credit rating downgrade. 
B. 	Alternate Rate Plan and Alternate Rate Plan Earnings Band
Under Georgia law, the Commission may not “order” the Company to enter into an ARP unless Georgia Power agrees to such an ARP. Without an agreement, the Commission must resolve this case under traditional ratemaking standards, which involve a single test year analysis and would eliminate the positive attributes of a three-year predictable plan such as the institution of earnings ranges and earnings sharing mechanisms. O.C.G.A. §§ 46-2-25; 46-2-26.1. However, for several rate case cycles, this Commission has approved and the Company has agreed to three-year ARPs in lieu of traditional test year ratemaking. The Company recommends continuing the current ARP structure approved by the Commission in the 2013 Rate Case. This would continue the earnings sharing mechanism for earnings above the band and maintain the Interim Cost Recovery mechanism for earnings projected to fall below the band. The Company proposed to keep the current earnings band of 10.00% to 12.00% with the approved ROE as an approximate midpoint.

PIA Staff proposed modifications to the Company’s ARP to remove the earnings sharing mechanism and instead apply any earnings above the band to accelerate deferred costs given the large deferred accruals presented by the Company in this case. PIA Staff proposed an earnings band ranging from 9.20 to 10.50% with the ROE set point at the bottom of the 130-basis point band.  

Only GIG/GAM Witness LaConte recommended that the Commission reject Georgia Power’s ARP and replace it with a pay-as-you-go approach based on the projected test year due to potential inaccuracies in further out projections such as those in the Company’s proposed three-year ARP period. Regarding the earnings band, DOD Witness Larry Blank recommended that the Commission narrow the ROE band from 200 basis points, as proposed by the Company, to 100 basis points, allowing for just 50 basis points above and below the approved ROE based on the assumption that it would reduce risk to the Company. Commercial Group Witness Chriss recommended that the Commission reject the Company’s proposed ROE band and structure the bands symmetrically at +/- 100 basis points from the approved ROE in this proceeding. 

The Commission has resolved prior Georgia Power rate case proceedings through three-year accounting orders as opposed to traditional rate case proceedings. Under this arrangement, all stakeholders win as demonstrated by the Company’s consistent delivery of exceptional service while keeping rates low in relation to other utilities. Maintaining the earnings band as-is affords the Company the opportunity to continue the innovation and efficiencies in operations that the Company was able to identify since the last rate case. Customers have benefitted under this structure and the Commission approves the continuation of these benefits for customers under the Company’s proposed ARP. PIA Staff’s recommendation is effectively an earnings cap with the top end of the band set artificially low at a levels below even the Company’s cost of equity. Although the Company has previously agreed to use all earnings above the top of the band to retire regulatory assets as part of the settlement in a prior case, that agreement was dependent upon an appropriate earnings band having been set. If an earnings cap was approved in this manner, the Company would be disincentivized from continuing to innovate and seek efficiencies, which would be detrimental to customers.  

Witness Blank’s recommendation to narrow the ROE earnings band to +/- 50 basis points fails to recognize that reducing risk to the Company, necessarily increases risk to customers. Increasing the risk to customers alters the fundamental nature of the ARPs that have been in place for the last 25 years. Georgia Power has proposed an earnings band approximately +/-100 basis points around the proposed ROE, consistent with the structure of the earnings bands previously approved by the Commission for the last several decades. Similarly, altering the structure of the earnings band as proposed by Witness Chriss to limit the Company’s potential interim rate relief could send a signal to credit rating agencies and investors that the long-standing constructive regulatory environment in Georgia has been compromised. This recognition could worsen the qualitative factors that rating agencies use when assessing the Company’s credit quality, which ultimately has a negative impact on customers.

Therefore, the Commission finds and concludes that since customers benefit under this ARP structure, the Company’s three-year proposed ARP is fair and reasonable in light of all the evidence presented. The Commission finds that it is reasonable to adopt the Company’s proposed ARP and maintain the current earnings band of 10.00% to 12.00%.  
C. 	CCR ARO Compliance Costs 
Several parties presented testimony and made recommendations regarding the appropriate CCR ARO cost recovery mechanism, recovery period, and review process. A summary of the parties’ positions and arguments is included below. 
1. Commission Determination on Allowed Return on under-recovered CCR ARO compliance costs.
PIA Staff recommended that the Commission deny the recovery of Georgia Power’s debt and equity financing costs for any under-recovered portion of CCR ARO compliance costs. Instead, PIA Staff proposed limiting the Company’s return to carrying cost allowance based on the Company’s long-term cost of debt. According to PIA Staff, it is within this Commission’s policy discretion to assign a different return on under-recovered CCR ARO compliance costs than the WACC otherwise approved for the enterprise. PIA Staff cites to this Commission’s 1992 Atlanta Gas Light Order in Docket No. 4167 as precedent for this position. See Order Adopting Settlement Agreement, as Modified, between Atlanta Gas Light Company and Adversary Group Staff, Docket No. 4167-U, Filing of Atlanta Gas Light Company Environmental Response Cost Recovery Rider (Sept. 1, 1992)(“AGL ERCR Order”). In addition, PIA Staff provided the following three rationales supporting its recommendation for a cost of debt return on the under recovered portion of CCR ARO compliance costs: (1) these expenditures provide no energy or capacity; (2) in making these expenditures customers are burdened with no offsetting benefits; and (3) PIA Staff otherwise agrees to the timely recovery of CCR ARO compliance costs consistent with the three year period proposed by the Company. GIG/GAM Witness LaConte shares a similar position to PIA Staff’s that if the Commission approves a three-year amortization period, Georgia Power should fund the balances at the Company’s short-term debt rate.  

In rebuttal, Georgia Power argued that PIA Staff provided no justification supporting why the Company should be denied the opportunity to recover all of its financing costs – including debt and equity – on the under-recovered CCR ARO amounts. Company witnesses testified that Georgia Power is entitled to recover its debt and equity financing costs on its CCR ARO compliance costs, and anything less than that would penalize the Company. The Company emphasized that these costs represent investments the Company must make to comply with state and federal environmental regulations and are appropriately included in rate base. The Company’s CCR ARO compliance costs are rate base investments and are therefore entitled to the Company’s full cost of capital. The Company argued that a unilateral application of a financing rate to CCR ARO costs that is lower than what the Commission has determined is appropriate for the enterprise would effectively be a disallowance without a finding of imprudence. 
	The Company is entitled to recover its debt and equity financing costs on its CCR ARO compliance costs. These costs represent required investments by the Company to comply with state and federal environmental regulations. These investments are appropriately included in rate base. In this proceeding, the Commission will decide the appropriate capital structure and return on equity for the Company. The Commission’s decision determines what is appropriate to finance the Company’s capital investments. Assuming that one portion of the rate base is funded solely with debt changes this determination and fails to recognize the true cost of financing these investments. Moreover, a unilateral application of a financing rate to CCR ARO costs that is lower than what the Commission has determined is appropriate for the enterprise would amount to a disallowance without a finding of imprudence. 

	It is a fundamental principle of utility regulation that a utility is entitled to the full cost of financing for its capital costs. Not allowing the Company to recover a fair return on the costs is confiscatory and would deprive the utility of its property without due process or just compensation. What a public utility “is entitled to ask is a fair return upon the value of that which it employs for the public convenience.” Bluefield Water Works & Improvement Co. v. Pub. Serv. Comm’n, 262 U.S. 679, 690 (1923) (quoting Smyth v. Ames, 169 U. S. 467, 547 (1898)). From the investor’s view point, a utility should have sufficient revenue for its operating expenses and for its capital investments, including “service on the debt and dividends on the stock.” Fed. Power Comm’n v. Hope Natural Gas Co., 320 U.S. 591, 603 (1944). A decision that the Company cannot recover the costs of its equity financing for prudent investments is confiscatory and contravenes longstanding principles of utility regulation.

	PIA Staff and Intervenor recommendations to apply different financing rates to under-recovered CCR ARO compliance costs are inconsistent with this Commission’s prior precedent. Since the inception of ARO accounting in 2003, the Company has historically been in an over-recovered position. During that period, the Company afforded customers the benefit of this overcollection through a regulatory liability through which customers were afforded the full WACC. PIA Staff never questioned the accounting treatment for this item during the intervening rate cases. It would be inequitable for the Commission to afford customers the benefit of the Company’s full WACC when the regulatory balance is over-collected, but now change course to restrict the Company’s return when the Company’s CCR ARO compliance costs are under-recovered. Further, this type of Commission action destroys the constructive regulatory environment investors and the credit rating agencies expect in Georgia.

	PIA Staff’s assertion that the Commission has the policy discretion to limit or deny carrying costs is unsupported because it relies on a case that was resolved through a settlement agreement. During the Staff/Intervenor hearing, the Smith/Trokey Panel referred to the AGL ERCR Order as support for their proposal to limit the Company’s return to the cost of long-term debt. While PIA Staff is correct that this case involved the recovery of expenditures to address an environmental liability without full carrying costs, the case has little to no bearing on PIA Staff’s proposal in this case for several reasons. Unlike PIA Staff’s proposal here, the cited case involved the Commission’s approval of a settlement agreement. A utility’s agreement to forego carrying costs in exchange for other concessions does not indicate that the arrangement reached can or should be unilaterally imposed on the same utility in the future, let alone a separate utility in a different industry. In contrast to the AGL ERCR Order, PIA Staff’s proposal to limit the financing cost for CCR ARO compliance costs in this case is not part of a mutually agreed resolution of issues. Consequently, the AGL ERCR Order offers no precedential value for reducing the carrying costs applicable to the Company’s CCR ARO compliance costs.

	Similarly, the application of short-term debt rates for over- or under-recovered amounts in the context of fuel cost recovery provides no support for Witness LaConte’s position. Unlike the over- or under-recovered fuel balances , CCR ARO compliance costs include rate base investments that are entitled to full carrying costs. Financing long-term expenses that will occur over many decades using short-term debt is not in the best interest of either the Company or customers. Customers benefited from the electricity generated from coal plants for decades, and coal ash is a necessary by-product of coal-fired generation. Moreover, customers continue to benefit from the Company’s coal-fired generating plants and their associated ash ponds. Plants Bowen, Wansley and Scherer are three of the Company’s largest coal plants that all continue to operate and serve customers today. Further, the Company applies short-term debt to non-rate base assets in two instances. First, the short-term debt is applied to the fuel balance. Second, it is applied to CWIP. (Id.) Therefore, there is no short-term debt left to apply to CCR ARO costs.

[bookmark: _Hlk26356299]	PIA Staff’s three rationales provided to support their position do not justify the application of a lower financing rate. PIA Staff has not suggested that the Company failed to comply with environmental regulations and has not proposed a prudency disallowance. The Commission agrees that the Company’s CCR ARO compliance costs are rate base investments and are therefore the Company is entitled to recover the full cost of capital on its CCR ARO compliance costs. Accordingly, the Commission rejects PIA Staff and Intervenor recommendations to apply different financing rates to CCR ARO compliance costs. Setting a carrying cost for a particular investment at anything less than the WACC, except in the context of an agreement, represents a de facto disallowance of a prudent and necessary cost without the requisite finding of imprudence. The Commission will not take such action in this case, nor would such action be appropriate. The Company shall recover the full WACC on the under-recovered portion of CCR-ARO compliance costs during the amortization period.  
2. Commission Determination on CCR ARO Cost Recovery Mechanism and Recovery Period. 
The Company currently recovers all ARO costs based on the annual accrual approved in the 2013 Rate Case Order. Similar to plant removal and dismantlement, ARO costs were designed to be recovered over the life of the related asset and prior to the expected date of the ARO settlements, which were generally expected to occur at the end of life of the asset. The accrued recovery of the ARO costs and actual settlements are offset and any resulting under- or over-recovery has been reflected in a net regulatory liability account included in retail rate base. Except for costs associated with ash ponds and certain landfills for CCR compliance, Georgia Power proposed to continue following this methodology of accruing for ARO costs over the life of the related asset. 
To address the under-recovery of the ARO regulatory balance related to CCR AROs, the Company proposed to recover the projected balance as of December 31, 2019 ratably over the three-year period ending December 31, 2022. For costs projected to be incurred in 2020, the Company proposes to recover the annual spend on ash ponds and landfills ratably over the three-year period ending December 31, 2022. Similarly, the projected annual spend in 2021 would be recovered in years 2021 through 2023 and the projected annual spend in 2022 would be recovered in years 2022 through 2024. The Company proposes to increase traditional base rates to recover the projected under-collected balance at December 31, 2019, expenditures projected to be incurred 2020 through 2022, and the return on the under-recovered balance minus the ARO accrual for ash pond and landfill compliance in current rates, as described in the Chart 4 of the Direct Testimony of David P. Poroch, Sarah P. Adams, and Michael B. Robinson. Following the initial increase effective January 1, 2020, the Company proposes to submit a filing on November 1, 2020 for recovery of the projected incremental increase in CCR ARO compliance costs for 2021 with new rates to be effective January 1, 2021. On November 1, 2021, the Company would submit an additional filing for recovery of the projected incremental increase in CCR ARO compliance costs for 2022 with new rates to be effective January 1, 2022. 
Conceptually, PIA Staff agreed with the Company’s proposed three-year recovery period for CCR ARO compliance costs, based on the one-third amortization approach proposed by the Company. PIA Staff recommended that the Commission not pre-approve a cost recovery level for years 2021 and 2022 in the current proceeding. Rather, PIA Staff recommended that the Commission require the Company to submit annual compliance filings that include updated CCR ARO spending and estimates each year on October 1, for CCR ARO rates to become effective the following January 1. In contrast, GIG/GAM Witness LaConte was the sole party to recommend that CCR ARO compliance costs be recovered over a longer period. Witness LaConte proposed that the Company amortize CCR costs over a period of at least 25 years rather than the three years proposed and accepted by the Company, PIA Staff and DOD Witness Blank.

Regarding the recovery mechanism, the Company and PIA Staff recommend that CCR ARO compliance costs be recovered through base rates. DOD Witness Blank argued that the Commission should establish a CCR rider to provide for exact cost recovery of CCR Costs. According to Witness Blank, a CCR rider would add protection and transparency for customers while also ensuring timely and full cost recovery for the Company. GIG/GAM Witness Pollock testified that CCR Costs should be recovered through the ECCR tariff since the purpose of the ECCR tariff is to recover capital and O&M costs associated with governmental environmental mandates. Furthermore, Witness Pollock recommends that the Commission and interested parties consider the merits of securitization financing for CCR cost recovery. Sierra Club Witness Wilson recommended that the Commission disallow already-incurred CCR costs. According to Witness Wilson, the Company did not present sufficient detailed evidence on CCR dollars spent to determine whether the expenses were reasonable and prudent and, therefore, should not be recovered through any mechanism.

	This Commission has carefully considered the evidence and testimony presented on these issues and finds that it is just and reasonable for Georgia Power to recover CCR ARO compliance costs ratably over a three-year period in base rates as proposed by the Company because this provides the best balance between the impact on customer’s rates and the total cost.
3. Commission Determination on Inclusion of Contingency in CCR ARO and ECCR Tariff estimates.
In questioning the accuracy of Georgia Power’s CCR ARO estimates, Staff recommended removing contingency dollars from both the ECCR tariff and CCR ARO compliance costs estimates for the test year and plan years 2020-2022. According to PIA Staff, CCR ARO-related costs do not differ from costs associated with any Company project. To that end, PIA Staff argued that the risk of cost increases exists with any project. Further, it is not known at this time what the future cost overruns for these projects will be, if any. PIA Staff stated the Company and its contractors will have the opportunity to assess cost challenges and work to mitigate cost increases. As such, PIA Staff recommended removal of contingency from these estimates.

The Company contended that contingency is an essential component of a comprehensive and transparent cost project estimate. The Company explained that the inclusion of contingency in cost estimates comports with industry practice for large, capital-intensive projects. The Company also asserted that the inclusion of contingency mitigates risk, maintains cost stability, and allows for a transparent estimating process. The Company maintained that its contingency estimates represent part of what the Company projects it will cost to complete these required projects. Therefore, the contingency amounts are appropriately included in the Company’s CCR ARO and ECCR projections.

Based on the evidence and testimony presented regarding contingency, the Commission finds and concludes that it is reasonable and appropriate for the Company to include contingency in its CCR ARO estimates and the ECCR Tariff. 
D.	Revenue Requirement Adjustments 
1. Commission Determination Regarding Electric Vehicle Charging Facilities. 
Since 2014, the Company has deployed electric vehicle (“EV”) charging infrastructure throughout the state to bring greater awareness to the benefits of driving electric vehicles, including both economic savings and environmental impact, as well as enabling the growth of EVs in Georgia. The EV chargers were installed to help the Company respond to the evolving needs and expectations of its customers, including expanded access points for customers to charge electric vehicles. Georgia Power’s deployment strategy connects communities across the state through corridor chargers and serves the infrastructure needs of existing drivers in high-adoption regions. 

The Company’s 2019 Rate Case filing reflects $6 million in capital investment for projected capital and O&M costs associated with electric transportation activities, including: (1) net investment of all existing electric vehicle (“EV”) charging facilities (located on and off Company property) and the associated revenues and expenses; (2) residential and commercial rebates for installing EV chargers; and (3) an amount related to EV education and awareness. These activities include those that were formerly part of the Electric Transportation Pilot. The Company argued that because the Commission has previously approved the recovery of certain EV-related costs, the Commission can and should approve the Company’s full EV-related request in this proceeding. Nevertheless, Georgia Power acknowledged that the actual amount to be recovered is a policy decision by the Commission. 

PIA Staff Witnesses Trokey and Smith excluded EV charging facility costs and revenues from rate base in their recommended adjustments to the Company’s 2019 Rate Case filing. According to PIA Staff, these costs should not be included in the Company’s cost of service because: (1) non-EV customers would be subsidizing the costs for EV charging stations since the EV charging stations will not generate sufficient revenue to cover O&M expense and depreciation; and (2) it would be unfair and inappropriate regulatory policy to allow Georgia Power to use its monopoly status to subsidize its investment in EV charging facilities. 

The Commission finds and concludes that the $6 million in capital investment for projected capital and O&M costs associated with electric transportation activities should be included in the Company’s cost of service. Whether EV charging facility costs warrant inclusion in the Company’s cost of service is a matter of policy to be decided by this Commission. This Commission finds that EV charging facility costs must not be examined in isolation: EV charging stations serve as much more than an additional source of revenue for the Company or any other business for that matter. EV charging stations provide public benefits above and beyond dollars and cents. For example, the overall grid benefits from EV drivers who routinely shift their load and place a positive benefit onto the grid. In addition, evidence presented by the Company indicates that residential and business/workplace rebate programs have positive RIM values, which helps all customers by putting downward pressure on rates. Accordingly, the Commission finds that allowing EV charging station costs into rate base strikes the right balance for the monetary and non-monetary benefits associated with EV infrastructure deployment. 
2. Commission Determination Regarding Storm Damage.
The Company requested that the Commission reasonably amortize the substantial deferred storm damage expenses incurred since 2013 over three years ($150 million annually) and set a new level of projected storm damage accrual at approximately $64 million annually for the next three years to better reflect the cost of future storms and prevent further under-recoveries. 

PIA Staff Witnesses Smith and Trokey accept the Company’s proposed $63.5 million estimate of storm damage charges for the test year and each plan year. Witnesses Smith and Trokey adjusted the Company’s deferred storm damage cost balance with actual expenses for 2019, rather than the projected expenses included in the Company’s filing. Notably, the Company agreed with this recommendation. Finally, Witnesses Smith and Trokey also recommended that the Commission separately review the Company’s storm damage costs in a more detailed investigation as part of Georgia Power’s Annual Surveillance Report filings.

DOD Witness Blank was the only intervenor to propose alternate treatment for storm damage costs. He recommends that the Commission establish a separate rider and annual cost recovery mechanism for storm damage costs. 

The Commission finds and concludes that adopting Witness Blank’s recommendation to separately recover storm damage costs through a storm damage rider and annual cost recovery mechanism would (1) inappropriately keep Georgia Power in an under-recovered position, (2) unnecessarily depart from past Commission precedent, and (3) result in single issue ratemaking. Accepting Witness Blank’s recommendations would run counter to the goals and principles that underlie a three-year ARP. The Commission finds and concludes that the Company’s proposed projected storm damage accrual of $64 million is just and reasonable and is approved. In addition, the Commission finds it appropriate to resolve the Company’s deferred storm damage expenses incurred since 2013 in this proceeding and that a separate investigation is unnecessary. The Commission approves the Company’s proposed three-year plan to recover the $450 million-dollar accrual ratably over the plan years 2020 through 2022.
3. Commission Determination on Plant Kraft Donation Accounting Treatment.
The Company proposes to follow the accounting requirements and process outlined in the Commission’s October 16, 2018 Order Approving Donation of Tract-1 Land at Plant Kraft in Docket No. 36989, which approved the Company’s donation and proposed accounting treatment for the Plant Kraft land. See Order on Georgia Power Company’s 2016 Annual Surveillance Report, Docket No. 36989 (Jan. 19, 2018) at 2. 

PIA Staff recommends that the Commission and the Company consider applying a portion of the donation-related tax savings, that would otherwise be below-the-line, to addressing the Plant Kraft ash pond clean-up cost to the benefit of customers. PIA Staff cites the fact that Plant Kraft benefitted from ash pond clean-up as support for its recommendation to apply the tax savings from the donation to customers. In the alternative, PIA Staff recommends that if the full benefit of donating the Plant Kraft land is to be retained by shareholders then the related ash pond remediation costs be allocated to shareholders.  

The Commission finds and concludes that it has already ordered the appropriate ratemaking treatment for the Plant Kraft land donation and PIA Staff has not presented sufficient evidence to overturn this Commission’s prior ruling. 
4. Commission Determination regarding Plant Held For Future Use (“PHFFU”).
PIA Staff recommends that PHFFU for more than 15 years be removed from rate base until it is placed into service out of a concern that the extended expected use dates for the land held in PHFFU continues to increase annual costs to customers. Witnesses Smith and Trokey also recommend that the Company evaluate whether Stewart County costs should be transferred to non-utility property since the Commission has not approved those costs and the Company has no firm plans to construct a generating plant on the land within a reasonable planning period. 

The Company argued that the benefits to holding certain land in PHFFU outweigh the current costs to customers and hedge against higher future costs and availability concerns. The Company claimed that costs to customers would be greater if the Company waited to obtain the same or similar land in the future because land is a limited resource that generally appreciates in value over time. Georgia Power explained further that the land required for future projects may be unavailable when needed because of other development. The Company testified that as land availability becomes more constrained, future land acquisitions are more likely to be obtained through condemnation, which is the least preferred method of securing land and land rights. The Company also explained that continued need and utility plans for land held in PHFFU are reviewed quarterly and that removal of any additional items from PHFFU is not necessary at this time. In addition, the Company argued that the Stewart County site was determined to be an appropriate site for locating future generation resources. The Company maintained that while it is unlikely that the Company will use the Stewart County site for nuclear generation purposes, the site could facilitate future generation generally. 

The Commission finds and concludes that no action is needed to be taken on the Company’s practices regarding PHFFU. The Commission is satisfied that the Company appropriately monitors and regularly evaluates the classification of land and land rights in PHFFU. It is unnecessary for this Commission to direct Georgia Power to examine whether Stewart County should be transferred from PHFFU to non-utility property. As the evidence showed, the Company regularly reviews the items included in PHFFU and PIA Staff has not justified its removal from PHFFU at this time. 
5. Commission Determination regarding Gains and Losses on Sales of Utility Property.
PIA Staff recommends that gains and losses on the sale of land held in PHFFU be shared with ratepayers based on the amount of time the land was held in PHFFU compared to the total time the land was held by the Company up to a maximum sharing of 80% for customers. 
The Company explained in its rebuttal testimony that it continues supporting and following the accounting guidance contained in the Code of Federal Regulations (“CFR”) regarding gains or losses on the disposition of land. Pursuant to that guidance, customers pay for the costs to maintain land and a reasonable carrying cost on the land. However, customers do not pay for the land itself. Notwithstanding the Company’s position that following the existing CFR accounting guidance pertaining to gains and losses on the disposition of utility land is still appropriate, if the Commission is inclined to impose a sharing of gains and losses on the sale of utility property, the Company recommends that it adopt the Company’s proposed sharing mechanism in lieu of that proposed by PIA Staff. The Company’s proposal would share 20% of any gain or loss on land sales with customers
The Commission finds and concludes that no changes relating to the Company’s treatment of gains and losses on sales of property is necessary. PIA Staff did not present sufficient evidence showing that existing accounting guidelines and regulations should be disregarded. 
6. Commission Determination Regarding Property Taxes.
The Company’s revenue requirement appropriately includes the projected property taxes Georgia Power will pay during the test year and plan years 2020 through 2022. 
PIA Staff proposed that the Company decrease the projected amount needed for property taxes to reflect the average value of historical property tax true-ups. According to PIA Staff, it is reasonable to use this historic annual average property tax true-up level as an appropriate proxy for the normalized level of test year property tax true-ups.
In its rebuttal testimony, the Company explained that PIA Staff’s proposed adjustment assumes that the projected annual property tax true-up will be estimable and favorable. However, the Company contends that it cannot forecast, with any certainty, the value or direction of the potential property tax true-ups that it may receive year over year. In addition, the Company argued that PIA Staff’s proposed adjustment inappropriately uses the historical average of the true-ups over the last 17 years as the basis for the adjustment. The Company highlighted that many prior year property tax true-ups were the result of positive outcomes from appeals the Company pursued, which do not occur regularly or succeed with any predictability. 
The Commission finds and concludes that it is reasonable and appropriate for the Company’s revenue requirement to include the projected property taxes it will pay during the test year and plan years 2020 through 2022.  
7. Commission Determination regarding Stock-Based Compensation and Payroll Taxes.
The Company included expenses related to stock-based compensation in its 2019 Rate Case filing. The Company explained that this form of at-risk compensation is not additional compensation. It is part of the employee’s market pay and put at risk to align employee behaviors with customer interests. According to the Company, stock-based compensation, as part of a comprehensive compensation plan, allows it to remain competitive with the market for employees and incents the balance of long-term and short-term goals, both which, in turn, enable the Company to provide its customers with high satisfaction and reliability by allowing the Company to operate its business efficiently and effectively. 

The Company’s budgeted costs to attract, retain and engage employees are expenses that arise in the ordinary course of the Company’s business and appropriately should be included in the Company’s revenue requirements and recovered in retail rates. The Company maintains that customers benefit from a healthy company, which should be measured over the short- and long-term to ensure that the decisions made by the Company are optimized for both short- and long-term benefits. The Company explains that designing the Company’s at-risk stock-based portion of the total compensation plan to include longer-term goals, the Company achieves an appropriate balance that motivates employees to deliver safe and reliable electric service to its customers in a manner that is economically efficient. In addition, the Company proposed to include the payroll tax expenses associated with stock-based incentive compensation, which the Company also contends represent prudently incurred costs.

PIA Staff proposed disallowances for the Company’s stock-based compensation program expenses. Specifically, Staff removed the Performance Unit Shares (“PSU”) and the Restricted Stock Units (“RSU”) expense from retail jurisdictional operating expenses establishing the Company’s revenue requirement. According to PIA Staff, the stock-based incentive compensation expenses for these programs should not be included in the revenue requirement as these costs are incurred to improve the Southern Company financial performance for the benefit of shareholders, not to improve customer service or meet other regulated utility service requirements. In addition, PIA Staff recommended that the Commission exclude the payroll tax expenses associated with the stock-based compensation. 

In its rebuttal testimony, Georgia Power argued that these proposed disallowances are inappropriate and should be rejected by the Commission. Company witnesses testified that PIA Staff did not base these recommendations on supporting data or market analysis that the Company’s expenses are excessive or that the programs are not competitive with the external market. Georgia Power noted acknowledged that it previously agreed to remove stock-based compensation for the duration of the then-current ARP as part of a negotiated settlement of the 2013 Rate Case. However, the Company contends that its settlement position should not be used to imply that the Company supports the exclusion of stock-based compensation as a matter of principle. 

The Commission finds and concludes that it is reasonable and appropriate for the Company to include stock-based compensation and the associated payroll taxes in its revenue requirement. The Company’s long-term at-risk compensation program is comparable to and competitive with the utility industry. The Company’s long-term at-risk compensation program is comparable to and competitive with the utility industry. The Company’s budgeted costs for stock-based compensation to attract, retain and engage employees are expenses that arise in the ordinary course of the Company’s business and appropriately should be included in the Company’s revenue requirements and recovered in retail rates. 
8. Commission Determination regarding Future Nuclear Investigation Costs. 
PIA Staff proposes three options to recover the Stewart County future nuclear site investigation costs from the Company’s earnings in 2018: (1) recover future nuclear costs from $153 million over earnings; (2) recover future nuclear costs only from customer shares of the earnings; or (3) apply the Company’s one third share of over earnings to the recovery of future nuclear costs. Pursuant to the Commission's March 7, 2017 Order in Docket No. 40161, the Company appropriately included this $49 million in its revenue requirement for rates effective January 1. 2020.

The Company explained that it is unnecessary for this Commission to consider alternate recovery options for future nuclear site investigation costs because the Commission has already determined the ratemaking treatment for these costs. The Company contends that it spent only $49 million prior to ceasing its investigation activities and putting the Stewart County site into a preserved state. However, the Company did state that if the Commission removed Stewart County investigation costs from the current rate case consideration using some portion of the Company’s 2018 earnings above the band, it should not impair the Company’s share of those earnings. The Company elaborated that such an action would constitute a retroactive modification of the Commission’s Final Order in the 2013 Rate Case.  

The Commission finds and concludes that its Final Order in Docket No. 40161 governs the recovery of costs related to the investigation of future nuclear at Stewart County. In that Final Order, this Commission approved recovery for up to $99 million for costs related to the investigation of future nuclear at Stewart County. 
9. Commission Determination regarding Amortization of Retired Unit Remaining Net Book Values. 
With the exception of Plant Hammond, the Company proposed a three-year recovery of these regulatory assets to match the three-year ARP proposed by the Company. The Company notes that a three-year amortization period provides the Company timely recovery of these costs, which has a positive impact on the Company’s credit metrics while reducing the financing costs for customers. For Plant Hammond, the Company proposed the remaining net book value be recovered over the lives of the units as approved in the 2013 Rate Case Order in order to mitigate the rate impact to customers. These proposed amortization periods are consistent with the other regulatory assets and liabilities. 

GIG/GAM recommended that the Commission extend the amortization period for the remaining net book values of the retired units approved in the 2019 IRP from three years to the useful lives of the assets approved in the 2013 Rate Case.

The Commission finds and concludes that the Company’s proposed amortization of the remaining net book value of units retired in the 2019 IRP, which is consistent with the Company’s treatment of other regulatory assets and liabilities is reasonable and appropriate. 
E. 	Cost Allocation
1. Commission Determination Regarding Cost of Service Study. 
The Company filed its 2019 COSS consistent with the methodology used in prior Georgia Power rate cases. Georgia Power explained that it refined the methodology used in the 2013 Rate Case to classify protection equipment as customer-related and to independently analyze the padmount transformers rather than continue to use overhead transformers as proxy. Georgia Power advocated for the continued use of the 12-CP and NCP methods for allocating costs at the transmission and distribution level costs, respectively. Further, the Company states that its COSS accurately reflects cost causation and can be used to judge the adequacy of rates with respect to the costs to serve and be used for rate design purposes. PIA Staff generally supports the Company’s COSS methodologies including use of the 12-CP method for generation-related fixed costs and a blended approach for high voltage transmission costs. 

Based on the evidence presented and general agreement expressed by the parties, the Commission finds and concludes that the Company’s cost of service study is reflective of cost causation and is objective, fair, and equitable to the different groups of Georgia Power customers. The Company’s cost of service study provides a reasonable basis to functionalize, classify and allocate costs to customer classes. The Commission approves the Company’s COSS as filed by Company Witness Vogt.
2. Commission Determination Regarding Minimum Distribution System.
The Company used the minimum distribution system (“MDS”) methodology in its COSS to separate customer-related distribution system costs from demand-related costs that customers place on the system. The Company explained that the MDS is a key input of its COSS as it separates the cost of line transformers, primary and secondary lines, and equipment, into demand-related costs, which are directly related to customer’s peak load requirements, and customer-related costs, which are independent of customers’ peak load requirements. Company Witness Vogt explained that Bonbright, NARUC, and several utilities around the country acknowledge MDS as an acceptable method for allocating customer-related distribution costs. 

PIA Staff, GIPL/Southface/Vote Solar, and Sierra Club recommended that the Commission require that the Company use the Basic Customer Method instead of MDS. PIA Staff disagreed with the Company’s use of MDS for determining distribution costs caused by the need to serve customers separate from customer demand placed on the system. Citing Bonbright, PIA Staff faults the MDS technique because it does not vary with the number of customers and loads customers with more fixed system costs. PIA Staff estimated that close to $8 of the $20.87/month customer costs calculated in the COSS are MDS related. PIA Staff recommended the Company remove the allocation of the MDS costs to customer service or strip out the MDS effects on the monthly basic service charge it proposes. 

The Company’s rebuttal testimony explained that MDS is more comprehensive than the Basic Customer Method. According to the Company, MDS includes the costs identified using the Basic Customer Method, and also includes the cost of equipment necessary to provide safe and reliable service, which is not based on a customer’s demand and should be allocated as customer-related. (See Tr. 2870.) The Company opposes classifying or collecting fixed customer-related costs through the variable energy portion of customer rates. The Company requests permission to continue relying upon the MDS methodology arguing that this approach yields a fair and equitable assignment of costs to customers. 

After considering the parties’ testimony and all of the evidence presented, the Commission approves the Company’s continued use of the MDS methodology to determine the customer-related portion of distribution costs. The Company has consistently relied upon this methodology in prior filings before this Commission and the Commission is satisfied that the MDS properly aligns with cost causation principles. 
3. Commission Determination on Basic Service Charge.
Georgia Power proposes to increase the Basic Service Charge (“BSC”) for the Domestic Group from $10 to $14.95 in the first year and then to $17.95 by year three of the Company’s proposed ARP. The Company explained that it tailored this approach to specifically support a gradual transition and to help mitigate the impact to customer bills from the rate design change. For all rates, the Company moved the BSC toward the related costs in the COSS. 

Regarding the BSC, PIA Staff recommends that any BSC increase be phased in to reflect an even dollar increase over a three-year period rather than the Company’s accelerated proposal. A more evenly-distributed increase would achieve a greater level of stability in customer bills from year to year and better align with the principle of gradualism. PIA Staff does not support the Company’s request to prorate the BSC on a daily basis. PIA Staff evaluated three BSC options: (1) remove MDS from BSC (reduces back to current $10/month); (2) strip out the MDS component by percentage of total cost (equates to $11.25/month); or (3) strip out the MDS component from the COSS calculated cost to serve the domestic group (equates to $13.08/month). PIA Staff recommends either option 2 or 3 and supports a BSC ranging from $10-12/month. 

Sierra Club Witnesses Melissa Whited and Ben Havumaki recommend the Commission reject the Company’s proposed increase in the BSC and retain the existing $10.00 BSC to: (1) avoid rate shock, (2) protect low-income and low-usage customers, (3) encourage adoption of efficient technologies and distributed generation, and (4) allow customers greater control over their bills.

After considering the parties’ testimony and all of the evidence presented, the Commission finds and concludes that the Company’s proposed BSC increases are just and reasonable and strike an appropriate balance to provide rates that more clearly reflect actual cost causation, minimize subsidization, and provide proper price signals to customers in the rate class, while also moderating the impact of such increase on low-usage customers. As in prior rate cases, the parties in the present case filed testimony advocating various methodologies for cost allocation and various rate designs favorable to each party’s interests. In light of the reasonable allocation of costs and rate design contemplated, the Commission finds that the allocation of costs and rate design contemplated and specified by Georgia Power are reasonable and in the best interests of all customer groups. 
F. 	Rate Design 
	Company Witness Larry Legg provided testimony regarding the Company’s existing tariffs and its proposed changes to rate design. The Company testified that its portfolio of rates proposed in the 2019 Rate Case filing offer optionality for customers while supporting a gradual move toward more modern rates. PIA Staff and several Intervenors provided testimony on various rate design issues in this proceeding, as discussed below. Having considered the testimony and exhibits of each witness and the entire record in this proceeding, the Commission makes its findings and conclusions on each of the issues set forth below. 
1. Residential Rate Design.
 a.	Closing the Residential Service (R) Rate to New Premises.
Georgia Power requested to begin transitioning away from the more antiquated, volumetric option of the Residential Service (R) tariff (“the ‘R’ Rate”) toward more modern rates. As a first, step, the Company proposed to close the R Rate to new premises. The Company argued that by closing the R Rate to new premises, the Company will begin to establish new residential accounts on other rates within the Domestic Group that better align with the cost to serve customers. If approved, customers establishing service at new premises will be able to select from four of the most modern rate options. Then, after the initial year of service at those new premises, customers will be eligible for two additional rates. The R Rate would remain available to existing residential premises on the Georgia Power system that established service prior to January 2020. The Company proposed that the TOU-RD rate be the new default rate. 
PIA Staff opposed the Company’s recommendation to close the R Rate to new premises. PIA Staff argued that while it supports marketing and education to grow customer adoption of modern rates it does not support the utility eliminating customer choice in rates. PIA Staff asserted that the TOU-RD rate would be a poor default rate for residential customers because customers don’t have enough information or education to appropriately minimize their bills on such a rate. If the R Rate is closed to new premises, PIA Staff supported using the TOU-REO rate as a more appropriate default rate for customers.
b.	Modifications to the R Rate. 
PIA Staff proposed several modifications to the ‘R’ Rate. Staff argues that the Company’s retention of a declining winter block rate on the ‘R’ rate incents wintertime usage in conflict with the Company’s winter seasonal planning posture and winter system cost structure. PIA Staff argued the Company should revise its wintertime declining block rates to a flat energy rate and evaluate for the next rate case whether an inclining block rate similar to summertime usage should be implemented for the ‘R’ and TOU-RD rates. PIA Staff also argued the Company should reexamine and restructure its ‘R’ rate block breakpoints or usage tiers in its next rate case. GIPL/Southface/Vote Solar Witnesses Fitch and Gillam argue that Georgia Power should eliminate the non-summer declining block portion and replace it with a flat tariff. 
c.	Time of Use – Residential Demand (“TOU-RD”)
The Company proposed to modify the TOU-RD Billing Demand interval from the highest 30-minute kW measurement to the highest 60-minute kW measurement during the current month, asserting that a longer demand interval provides a more stable bill for customers. PIA Staff disagrees with setting the demand charge billing determinant in TOU-RD based on non-coincident peak demands whenever they occur and recommended instead that the demand billing determinant be set on a short pre-defined window during which the Georgia Power system is virtually certain to peak. 
		d.	FlatBill

The Company proposes to remove the requirement that a customer must have 12 months of usage history at their current residence, which would allow the Company to expand this popular rate option by making it available sooner. PIA Staff opposed the Company removing this requirement because it would risk customers being over-billed or under-billed if a new FlatBill customer could be charged monthly based on another household’s previous 12-month usage. PIA Staff support a Budget Billing option with a monthly true-up in lieu of the Company’s FlatBill option.

e.	Commission Determination on Residential Rate Design Issues.

	In light of the parties’ testimony and all of the evidence presented, the Commission approves Georgia Power’s request to close the ‘R’ Rate to new residential premises and supports the Company’s gradual movement toward more modern rates. Closing the R rate to new premises does not affect existing customers on the ‘R’ rate unless they move to a residence that has never received service from Georgia Power before. In beginning the move toward more modern rates, the Commission finds PIA Staff and Intervenor arguments to otherwise modify the ‘R’ Rate by adjusting the declining winter block rate and usage tiers to be unnecessary. The Commission approves the Company’s proposed adjustments to FlatBill, TOU-RD, and each of the remaining tariffs as filed by the Company.
2. Commission Determination Regarding Commercial and Industrial Rate Design.
The Company proposed to close the MLM tariff, update various commercial and industrial rates to update the tariff language to conform to current Company practice, and recommended clarifications to its real time pricing (“RTP”) tariffs to clarify rules on creating and changing a customer’s customer base load (“CBL”). The Company proposed to restrict CBL changes during the initial term and require customers to stay off RTP for 24 rather than 12 months before setting a new CBL to ensure that short term changes in usage don’t result in the permanent conversion of embedded load into marginal load.  PIA Staff did not comment, question or propose adjustments to any of the Company’s commercial and industrial tariff changes.

GIG/GAM Witness Pollock recommends that the Commission adjust the PLM and PLL BSC charges to recover actual customer-related costs. Mr. Pollock maintains that this comports with cost-based rate design and the proposed cost-based BSC charges in other tariffs applicable to large customers. Mr. Pollock highlights that GIG/GAM generally support RTP tariffs and believe it is a “win-win-win” situation. However, GIG/GAM have concerns regarding the terms and conditions that Georgia Power proposes. First, Mr. Pollock opposed the Company’s RTP modifications claiming that since an initial contract term for RTP customers is five or more years, RTP customers are effectively prevented from reducing their CBL—the inability to improve energy efficiency could jeopardize a customer’s competitiveness and sustainability. Second, Mr. Pollock expressed concern over the definition of “Existing Load,” which states that any load previously served by the Company at another location that was moved to another location constitutes “existing load.” Mr. Pollock claimed that it is unclear how Georgia Power would determine whether two loads are identical. 

Regarding the MLM rate closure, GIG/GAM generally supported closing MLM rate; however, Mr. Pollock argued that revenue neutrality should be based solely on calendar year 2019 usage—GIG/GAM also disagreed with limiting a customer’s choice to take service on the TOU-RN rate. Mr. Pollock offered several other suggestions and modifications relating to the closing of the MLM rate. 

PIA Staff and GRA alleged that the Time of Use – Medium Business (“TOU-MB”) rate is inequitable because it is available only to franchise-run and owned restaurants, but not individually-owned franchise label or non-franchise restaurants. GRA requests the Commission expand the eligibility requirements for the TOU-MB Tariff whereas PIA Staff recommended that the Commission direct the Company to examine all commercial and industrial tariffs for similar inequities. PIA Staff also recommended the Company consolidate customers on less beneficial tariffs into the rate classes with more beneficial tariffs. Staff supports the proposed changes to the outdoor lighting governmental and outdoor lighting tariffs. 

	The Commission finds and concludes that the Company’s proposed changes to its commercial and industrial tariffs should be approved as filed by Company Witness Larry Legg. This Commission supports the balance the Company maintains in meeting customer demands for more beneficial rates with greater marginal load components. However, the Commission finds that appropriate restrictions, such as limiting CBL changes during the initial term and requiring a customer stay off RTP for longer before resetting the CBL, help to ensure the Company recovers its costs to serve but also to prevent undue revenue erosion and cost shifting to other customers in a rate class. Further, the Commission rejects PIA Staff and GRA’s request to expand the TOU-MB eligibility or otherwise investigate the Company’s commercial and industrial tariffs.
3. The Commission finds that Georgia Power’s Implementation of the RNR Tariff complies with the Cogen Act.
	The Commission-approved Renewable and Non-Renewable (“RNR”) tariff was designed and implemented to comply with the Georgia Cogeneration and Distributed Generation Act of 2001 (“Cogen Act”) and has been approved in each Georgia Power rate case since it was initially approved. O.C.G.A. § 46-3-51. The Georgia General Assembly found that a program to provide distributed generation for eligible cogenerators was a way to achieve this goal. Id. The Company designed and implemented its RNR tariff as its customer offering to comply with the requirements of the Cogen Act. Georgia Power introduced the RNR Tariff in 2002 and the Commission subsequently approved it in 2003 in the Commission’s Order Approving Green Energy Programs for Georgia Power Company and Savannah Electric Power Company in Docket No. 16573. Since then, the Commission has approved its continuation in each rate case thereafter, including most recently in 2013. The Company proposed several changes to the RNR Tariff as part of the 2019 rate case filing. First, the Company proposed to remove the ‘Part I’ and ‘Part II’ language arguing that it is no longer necessary as Part I closed on December 31, 2010. Second, the Company proposed to remove the monthly bi-directional metering charge. Third, the Company proposed to update the language concerning interconnection requirements for renewable or nonrenewable energy resources. 
	GIPL/Southface/Vote Solar contend that Georgia Power’s method of measuring customer-generated energy does not comply with the Cogen Act. More specifically, GIPL/Southface/Vote Solar claim that Georgia Power’s practice of instantaneously netting a customer’s consumption and production through a bidirectional meter to measure energy inflows and outflows does not reflect ‘normal’ metering practice and negatively impacts the value proposition of distributed generation customers.
[bookmark: _Hlk26334541][bookmark: _Hlk26334458]	After considering the parties’ testimony and all of the evidence presented, the Commission approves Georgia Power’s proposed changes to the RNR Tariff and finds that Georgia Power’s implementation of the RNR Tariff complies with the Cogen Act. For customer generators whose distributed generation facilities are connected on the customer’s side of the meter (which is how most of the Company’s RNR customers are connected), the Cogen Act requires the electric service provider to “measure the electricity produced or consumed during the billing period, in accordance with normal metering practices using bidirectional metering.” O.C.G.A. § 46-3-55(1)(A). The Company made compelling arguments that the simple distinctions between a single directional meter and a bidirectional meter in practice and as discussed in the Cogen Act support the Company’s metering practices for distributed generation customers under the RNR Tariff. The Commission is satisfied that Georgia Power measures and credits customers using the Company’s normal metering practices using bidirectional metering. The Commission finds and concludes that the Company’s implementation of the RNR tariff is and has been compliant with the Georgia Distributed Generation and Cogeneration Act since the RNR tariff was enacted. 
4. Commission Determination Regarding Low Income Customer Discount and Qualified Working Group.
[bookmark: _Hlk26304691]PIA Staff recommended the Company revise the senior low-income discount to make it available to households with two senior citizens with combined incomes that fall below 200 percent of the federal poverty guidelines for a two-person household. PIA Staff further recommended that the program, and the assistance it provides, be reconfigured to provide the same level of discount to each qualifying household member so that the assistance flexes with the number of qualifying members of the household even if at a commensurately lower level in order to keep the dollars associated with the discount the same. PIA Staff requested the Company expand its income qualified discount opportunities and establish an Income Qualified Customer Working Group based on the DSM Working Group model to address programs and assistance available to low income customers. 
The Company rejected the need to expand the Senior Low Income Discount because the effect of PIA Staff’s recommendations would erode the benefit to current participants in the discount program and increase the subsidy borne by other customers. Further, the Company opposed the creation of an Income Qualified Working Group citing the current work of its Energy Assistance Team, its partnership and collaboration with non-profits and community action agencies, and its payment and rate options structured to provide greater stability, predictability and flexibility in paying bills. 
Acknowledging the breadth and depth of customer assistance options currently available to low income customers, the Commission finds and concludes that a Low Income Working Group would be redundant to work the Company already does. The Commission further finds that the Senior Low Income Discount appropriately supports Georgia Power’s low-income customers as-is and no additional changes are needed to the discount at this time. While this Commission understands and supports programs and offerings to assist customers in paying their bills, this Commission is opposed to expanding the subsidy all other customers bear in supporting this discount. 
5. Commission Determination on Customer Usage Data.
[bookmark: _GoBack]	Regarding customer usage data, PIA Staff recommended that the Commission require the Company to continue its investigation of the costs and benefits of providing hourly usage information to its residential customers and provide an updated cost estimate within six months. GIPL/Southface/Vote Solar argued that the Company should provide customers tools to maximize the benefit of their rate options, including providing shadow billing and hourly data to residential customers. GIPL/Southface/Vote Solar advocated for greater customer education through effective marketing about each of the Company’s available rate options for customers. The Company did not object to investigating the costs and benefits of providing hourly usage information to its residential customers and providing an updated cost estimate to Commission Staff  to provide this service to customers. Therefore, the Commission finds and concludes that the Company shall investigate the costs and benefits of providing hourly usage information to residential customers and provide updated cost information to Commission Staff within six months of the date of this order.

III.	ORDERING PARAGRAPHS

WHEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED, that the Company’s Alternate Rate Plan shall be adopted as amended by the Company’s September 24, 2019 Errata and the rates pursuant to the Alternate Rate Plan are just and reasonable, and effective for service rendered from and after January 1, 2020.

ORDERED FURTHER, that the Company is awarded a 10.9% ROE and 4.14% cost of debt, using 56% common equity in the capital structure. 

ORDERED FURTHER, that the earnings band shall be 10.00-12.00%, with earnings above the top of the band shared two-thirds with customers.

ORDERED FURTHER, that the Company will recover CCR ARO compliance costs ratably over a three-year period in base rates as proposed by the Company. 

ORDERED FURTHER, that the Commission approves recovery of the Company’s estimates, including the contingency amounts, for CCR ARO compliance costs and for the ECCR tariff.
ORDERED FURTHER, that the Company’s proposed projected storm damage accrual of $64 million is just and reasonable and is approved. In addition, the Commission finds it appropriate to resolve the Company’s deferred storm damage expenses incurred since 2013 in this proceeding and a separate investigation is unnecessary. The Commission approves the Company’s proposed three-year plan to recover the $450 million-dollar accrual ratably over the plan years 2020 through 2022.

ORDERED FURTHER, that the Company shall share any gains and losses on the disposition of utility property split 20/80 between customers and the Company as applied to all future utility land sale transactions.

ORDERED FURTHER, that the Company may include in base rates the projected capital and O&M costs for electric transportation activities such as the net investment of all the existing community electric vehicle charging facilities, whether located on and off Company property and the associated revenues and expenses, the commercial and residential rebates for installing EV chargers, and an amount for EV education and awareness.

ORDERED FURTHER, that the Company appropriately included stock-based compensation expenses in its revenue requirement in the 2019 Rate Case filing. Georgia Power’s long-term at-risk compensation program is comparable to and competitive with the utility industry. Furthermore, the Company’s budgeted costs for stock-based compensation to attract, retain and engage employees are expenses that arise in the ordinary course of the Company’s business and appropriately should be included in the Company’s revenue requirements and recovered in retail rates.

ORDERED FURTHER, that the Company’s Grid Investment Plan is approved as filed. 

ORDERED FURTHER, that the Company shall defer software and cloud computing project costs as a regulatory asset as requested by Georgia Power, the timing for recovery of which will be determined in the Company’s next base rate case. 

ORDERED FURTHER, that the Company shall amortize the remaining net book value of units retired in the Company's 2019 IRP over three years, except for the remaining net book value of Plant Hammond Units 1-4, which shall be recovered over the life of the units.

ORDERED FURTHER, that the Company shall amortize the balance of obsolete inventory, including units decertified in the 2019 IRP, ratably over the three-year period ending December 31, 2022.

ORDERED FURTHER, the Company’s Cost of Service Study as filed in the testimony of Larry J. Vogt is approved. 

ORDERED FURTHER, that the Company should move the basic service charge closer toward the customer-related costs calculated in the cost of service study as recommended by Larry T. Legg.  The fees should be increased in each of the three years of the ARP as filed.

ORDERED FURTHER that the Company’s plan to modernize rates by making new residential premises ineligible for the ‘R’ Rate is approved.  

ORDERED FURTHER, that the Commission approves the addition of a customer generation section in the Company’s Rules and Regulations. 

ORDERED FURTHER, that the Commission approves the Company’s request to eliminate fees customers pay when making payments at Authorized Payment Locations and through credit and debit card transactions.

[bookmark: _Hlk26334324]ORDERED FURTHER,  that the Commission specifically approves the Company’s proposed changes to the TOU-RD, BU, DPEC Rider, RTP, RNR and Simple Solar tariffs.

[bookmark: _Hlk26334315]ORDERED FURTHER, that the Commission finds that Georgia Power appropriately measures and compensates RNR customers for electricity produced and consumed during the billing period through the RNR tariff and that the Company’s implementation of the RNR tariff is and has been compliant with the Georgia Distributed Generation and Cogeneration Act since the RNR tariff was enacted.

ORDERED FURTHER that the Commission approves the Company’s clarification of the applicability in the FS, SCH and SLM tariffs.

ORDERED FURTHER,  that the Commission approves the Company’s request to close the OLG, OLNG, and TC-U tariffs.  

ORDERED FURTHER,  that the Company will be allowed to expand FlatBill eligibility to new customers at a premise that has 12 months of prior usage history.  

ORDERED FURTHER, that all changes to tariffs, riders, rules and regulations filed by the Company should be approved as filed unless ordered otherwise in this Order.

ORDERED FURTHER, that the Company shall further study the need for and costs of providing hourly data to customers and file this information with the Commission within six months of the date of this order.

ORDERED FURTHER, that the Company shall maintain the senior citizen low income discount at present levels and as currently structured without modification.

ORDERED FURTHER, that Georgia Power shall file compliance tariffs within 30 days of the issuance of this Order, reflecting rates to implement the rate increases ordered herein.  These tariffs shall reflect the rate allocations adopted in this Order, and shall be subject to the Commission’s review for final approval.  

	ORDERED FURTHER, that all findings, conclusions and decisions contained within the preceding sections of this Order are adopted as findings of fact, conclusions of law, and decisions of regulatory policy of this Commission.

	ORDERED FURTHER, that jurisdiction over this proceeding is expressly retained for the purpose of entering such further order or orders as this Commission may deem proper.

	ORDERED FURTHER, any motion for reconsideration, rehearing, or oral argument shall not stay the effectiveness of this order unless expressly ordered by the Commission.

	The above by action of the Commission in Administrative Session on the ___ day of December, 2019.



_______________________				_________________________
Reece McAlister					Lauren “Bubba” McDonald 
Executive Secretary                                                    Chairman


_______________________				__________________________
Date							Date
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