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[bookmark: _Toc169781216]I.	INTRODUCTION
Q.	PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, TITLE AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.
A.	My name is Steven D. Roetger.  I am an analyst for the Georgia Public Service Commission (“Commission”) Public Interest Advocacy Staff Team (“Staff”) for the Georgia Power Company’s (“Company” or “Georgia Power”) Application for Certification (“Application”) of Yates Units 8-10 Combustion Turbines (“CT”). My business address is 244 Washington Street, S.W., Atlanta, Georgia, 30334.   

Q.	MR. ROETGER, PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND AND EXPERIENCE.
A.	I hold a Bachelor of Business Administration degree from Georgia State University.  I have been employed by the Commission since September of 2008, primarily in the capacity as the Staff team leader for monitoring the Plant Vogtle Unit 3 and 4 Project under Docket 29849.  Also, I was a member of the PIA Staff for the Plant Vogtle Unit 3 and 4 Certification (Docket 27800), and a Commission Advisory Staff team member for various other proceedings.  Prior to joining the Commission, I held various positions in either an accounting or finance capacity for firms in different industries.  My resume is included in Exhibit STF-SDR-1.

Q.	WHAT IS THE PRIMARY PURPOSE OF THIS TESTIMONY?
A.	The primary purpose of my testimony is to outline the key elements of Staff’s Monitoring Program for Plant Yates’ CT Units 8-10 beginning immediately after Certification and ending with the Commercial Operation of Unit 10.    

Q.	WHO ARE YOU REPRESENTING IN THIS PROCEEDING?
A.	I am representing the Commission’s PIA Staff in this matter.

[bookmark: _Toc169781217]II.	2023 IRP UPDATE
Q.	HOW AND WHEN WAS THE NEED FOR THE COMBUSTION TURBINES DETERMINED?
A.	On October 27, 2023, the Company filed its 2023 Integrated Resource Plan (“IRP”) Update (“2023 Update”) on the basis that the Company’s latest forecast of new load growth was expected to increase dramatically beyond what had been previously forecast in the 2022 IRP, and that the need for capacity would be realized much sooner than had been expected.  Much of this new load growth is expected to be the result of relatively few high load customers locating in the State of Georgia.  Among various proposed capacity resources and demand side initiatives, the Company requested approval to self-build three dual-fuel CTs at Plant Yates.   

Q.	HOW WERE THE ISSUES PRESENTED IN THE 2023 IRP UPDATE RESOLVED BETWEEN STAFF AND THE COMPANY?
A.	On March 26, 2024, Staff and the Company, and several other Intervenors, entered a stipulation that was intended to resolve all issues related to the 2023 IRP Update, including approval of the Plant Yates Units 8, 9, and 10 as part of the Company's 2023 IRP Update Plan.  Paragraph 12 of that Stipulation relates to the CTs being requested for Certification in this proceeding by the Company.  Paragraph 12 is repeated below:
[bookmark: _Hlk168993314]The Plant Yates combustion turbines 8-10 ("Yates 8-10") are approved as part of the Company's 2023 IRP Update Plan. Yates 8-10 are exempted from the RFP process under Commission Rules 515-3-4.-04(3)(f)(6) and (7). Accordingly, the Commission shall proceed with a hearing on the Company's Application for Certification of Yates 8-10 filed in this docket on January 31, 2024. Limited to this case, the Company agrees that if the Application is granted, Georgia Power will not seek recovery of any project construction costs that exceed the proposed project construction cost in the Company's January 31, 2024 Application for Certification absent a showing that such costs are the result of circumstances beyond the Company's reasonable control, which are: acts of God that damage necessary facilities; sudden actions of the elements such as floods, earthquakes, pandemic or epidemic, named tropical storms, hurricanes or tornados; terrorism or war; sabotage; riots; labor strikes or work stoppages; change in law; actions related to the Yates 8-10 project from a court or governmental authority; or other similar events beyond the reasonable control of Georgia Power. In the event the Company seeks recovery of additional project construction costs because of any such circumstances, Georgia Power agrees that it shall have the burden to prove that project construction costs above the amount proposed in the Application for Certification were the result of circumstances beyond the Company's reasonable control and were reasonable and prudent. In addition, if the Application is granted, the Company will file semi-annual construction monitoring reports from the date construction begins through the date of commercial operation. Specific reporting requirements will be determined in the certification proceeding.

Q.	DOES PARAGRAPH 12 OF THE STIPULATION PROVIDE PROTECTIONS FOR RATEPAYERS?
A.	Yes.  First, it states that “…the Company agrees that if the Application is granted, Georgia Power will not seek recovery of any project construction costs that exceed the proposed project construction cost in the Company's January 31, 2024 Application for Certification…” except for events which generally fall under a force majeure clause.   This language caps the cost of the CTs to the estimate provided by the Company in its Application and shifts all risks that are not attributable to force majeure to the Company.  Second, should the Company deem it necessary to request costs above the cap, the burden of showing that those costs are attributable to force majeure and are reasonable and prudent fall on the Company.

Q.	ABOVE YOU STATE ALL RISKS THAT ARE NOT A FORCE MAJEURE EVENT ARE TO THE ACCOUNT OF THE COMPANY.  PLEASE DESCRIBE WHAT RISKS YOU ARE REFERENCING.
A.	As with any large construction project, there are many potential risks and challenges outside of force majeure that this Project may need to address.  These risks include, but are not limited to, the following:
· Craft performance risks
· Sub-contractor risks
· Vendor risks
· Engineering and design risks
· Preventative and maintenance risks
· Inventory control risks
· Component received onsite risks
· Quality Control risks
· Scheduling risks
· Testing risks and turnover from Construction to Owner risks
· Unit performance risks to reach commercial operation

Q.	HAS THE COMPANY REPRESENTED TO THE COMMISSION IT WOULD BE RESPONSIBLE FOR COST OVERRUNS RESULTING FROM THE TYPES OF RISKS IDENTIFIED ABOVE?
A.	Yes.  In the March 24, 2024, hearing in Docket No. 55378, the Company’s Chief Financial Officer, Mr. Abramovitz, made the following representations to the Commission:
	VICE-CHAIRMAN ECHOLS: Regarding the -- the price protection at the Yates Plant, I heard the language act of God type of -- type of things. And I know God doesn't want any rate increases right now. So -- that's a joke. What kind of additional expenses would ratepayers be protected from that God would be out of; right? Is there -- can you give me an example of something that would be an expense that could happen; you know, supply chain, labor pool? You know, what -- what kind of things don't fit under God?
	MR. ABRAMOVITZ: Sure. So let me start first with the way that we have agreed to this portion of the stipulation is highly consistent with what any other winner of a request for proposal in a competitive bidding process would also agree to. So it's the same kind of protection. So we're not agreeing to anything that's different, if you will, or unique here, outside of what would normally happen in a competitive bidding process. So what kind of protection does that offer customers? We have an estimate to build the three Yates CTs. And we have an estimate to, if you will, build a small gas lateral from the location to a larger pipeline. If we have underestimated that cost, that's on the company. If the materials to build that pipe are more expensive, that's on the company. If, for some reason, through the management of building the facility -- now, granted, we have a highly reputable consortium building the facility. But if, for some reason, we just -- we're just not on time and we're behind schedule and it's because we just didn't manage appropriately, that's on the company. So anything that is related to project execution that is -- my words -- normal course of business that would be expected for the company and the consortium to perform on, we hold -- well, we are putting our money where our mouth is that we will not come back and ask customers to pay for any more than what we've asked for in the certification filing.[footnoteRef:2]     [2:  Docket 55378 March 27, 2024, Hearing Transcript. Page 1964 Line 16 – Page 1966 Line 10.] 


Q.	WAS THE 2023 IRP UPDATE STIPULATION APPROVED BY THE COMMISSION?
A.	Yes, it was approved by the Commission at its regularly scheduled Administrative Session on April 16, 2024.    

Q.	WHAT IS THE TOTAL CERTIFIED COST FOR YATES CTS UNITS 8 – 10?
A.	The Certified cost for Yates CT Units 8-10 is $xxxx million and is the sum of construction cost ($XXXX million), financing cost ($xxx million) and ad valorem taxes ($XX million)[footnoteRef:3]. [3:  While the Company has designated the total cost of the Yates project as trade secret, many utilities do not. For example, Entergy Texas has disclosed the cost of Lone Star Power Station a 453 MW, $753 million combined cycle facility located near Cleveland, Texas] 


Q.	GEORGIA POWER CONSIDERS THE TOTAL CERTIFIED COST TO BE TRADE SECRET, BUT DID THEY ALSO PROVIDE PUBLICLY AVAILABLE COSTS FOR OTHER NEW COMBUSTION TURBINES WITH THEIR APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION OF PLANT YATES UNITS 8-10?
A.	Yes. Appendix D of the Company’s Application includes the comparative costs of CTs including Yates Units 8-10, Canal 3 (Sandwich, MA) and Grand River Dam Authority (Chouteau, OK). The reported costs of these were approximately $961/kW and $976/kW, respectively.[footnoteRef:4]  [4:  Docket No. 55378 Rebuttal Testimony of Jeffrey R. Grubb, Francisco Valle, Lee Evans, Michael B. Robinson, and Michael A. Bush On behalf of Georgia Power Company, EXHIBIT 2 – Revised TS Attachment D to the Yates Certification Application] 


Q.	HAS STAFF IDENTIFIED ADDITIONAL COMBUSTION TURBINE PROJECTS WHERE COST DATA IS PUBLICLY AVAILABLE?
A.	Yes. Staff has identified the following projects. While it’s not possible to provide an exact apples-to-apples cost comparison due to technology differences, site specific conditions, transmission interconnection costs, and location differences, among others, these publicly available data offer a cost comparison and a range of total costs for CTs. 
[image: ]

Q.	HOW DO THE PRUDENCY AND REASONABLENESS STANDARDS APPLY IN THIS PROCEEDING AND THE MONITORING PROCEEDING?
A.	Assuming the Commission Certifies this Project, the total costs as provided by the Company in its Application will have been deemed ‘reasonable’ by the Commission.  Prudency, below the cap, will need to be determined by the Commission.  Costs above the cap will be the responsibility of the Company, except for force majeure events, where the Company will have the burden to demonstrate that the circumstances were beyond the Company’s reasonable control and were reasonable and prudent.

[bookmark: _Toc169781218]III.	STAFF CONSTRUCTION MONITORING PROGRAM

Q.	WHAT ARE THE PRIMARY OBJECTIVES FOR A STAFF MONITORING PROGRAM ON LARGE CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS?
A.	There are three primary objectives for Staff’s monitoring program.  These are presented in no order of importance:
1. To fulfill Staff’s obligation to promote the public interest by ensuring that ratepayers only pay costs that are reasonable and prudent and by ensuring that electric service is safe, reliable, and reasonably priced.
2. To monitor construction of the Project to determine whether: the Company is complying with applicable Commission laws, rules, and orders; the Company is utilizing best practices in its construction, oversight, and management; the Project remains on schedule and within the approved cost, and, to the extent that it does not, determine the root causes and if applicable, contributing causes.
3. To keep the Commission independently informed of the progress of the Project until Commercial Operation; and if necessary, alert the Commission of any material deviation from expectations at any given point in time during the construction, testing, and transfer of ownership of the assets from the Consortium to the Company. 

Q.	DOES STAFF AGREE WITH THE COMPANY’S PROPOSED REPORTING REQUIREMENTS AND WHAT DOES STAFF RECOMMEND FOR THE REGULATORY REPORTING OF THE PROGRESS OF THE PROJECT?
A.	Staff agrees with the Company’s proposal to file a Report on a semi-annual basis.  [Testimony at 9, line 6].  With respect to the contents of this Report, Staff would like to reserve the right to amend information required in the report based on performance of the Project Management[footnoteRef:5].  Staff also would like to file its own independent Report addressing the Company’s Report, providing Staff’s opinions as to the status of the Project and any risks, variances, or challenges that concern Staff.  Staff recommends that the Company’s semi-annual Report be filed 45 days after the end of the semi-annual period. Staff would then file its Report 75 days hence from the filing of the Company’s Report[footnoteRef:6].    [5:  The changes to the contents of the Report will be dependent upon conditions on the ground. ]  [6:  Staff is flexible with the filing dates and is willing to accommodate any challenges that a 45-day filing date may impose on the Project Leadership.] 


Q.	DOES STAFF BELIEVE MONITORING HEARINGS ARE NECESSARY FOR THIS PROJECT?
A.	Not currently.  Staff, however, reserves the right to request a hearing should it be necessary to explore more thoroughly the status of the Project or if Staff believes that the Company has reported costs not actually spent on the project.[footnoteRef:7]  The need for a hearing will be dependent upon Georgia Power management’s execution of the Project Plan.  [7:  O.C.G.A. 46-3A-7(b) provides that expenditures reported by the Company in its semi-annual report would be deemed approved if not disallowed within 180 days of the report; however, approval simply means a determination that such costs have been spent on the Project and does not preclude a subsequent disallowance by the Commission.] 


Q.	ARE THERE OTHER REASONS WHY STAFF BELIEVES THAT SEMI-ANNUAL HEARINGS ARE NOT NECESSARY UNLESS IT APPEARS THAT THE PROJECT COULD MATERIALLY DEVIATE FROM THE PROJECT PLAN?
A.	Yes.  Fundamentally the risk profile for this Project should be relatively low, and therefore there should be a reasonably high expectation of meeting the budget and the schedule.  CT technology has been built and operated for many decades.  Staff has been able to ascertain that several Units of this exact advanced H technology have been deployed in the United States and are in operation.  The Consortium and Georgia Power should have obtained lessons learned from those prior builds.  Those lessons learned should be incorporated in the initial Yates Project Plan.  Additionally, because of the sequence of constructing Units 8, 9, and 10, the Project lessons learned program should be able to immediately incorporate any lessons learned into the Plan for subsequent Units, thereby reducing risk for those subsequent Units.  At this time, given the level of risk, the Project should not warrant semi-annual hearings.  However, as stated above, should a risk emerge and not be successfully mitigated to an acceptable level, or a lack of budget and schedule adherence exists, that may trigger a request from Staff to hold a hearing.

Q.	SHOULD STAFF EXPECT THE PROJECT LEADERSHIP TO DEVELOP AND IMPLEMENT AN INTEGRATED EARNED VALUE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM?
A.	Yes.  An Integrated Earned Value Management System (“EVMS”) is industry standard and essential for Project success.  Given this technology has been built, and is in operation, there should be no reason for not developing a robust EVMS for this Project.  All major stakeholders and major subcontractors should coordinate to develop a “integrated” EVMS.  The key elements are a resource loaded fully Integrated Project Schedule, critical path method analyses using both forward and backward passes, integration of engineering and engineering support, integration of quality assurance and quality control, inclusion of all major sub-contractor work, and the allocation of major overheads. 

Q.	DO THE FACTORS DESCRIBED ABOVE HAVE THE OVERALL EFFECT OF REDUCING RISK FOR THE PROJECT?
A.	Yes, the overall risk to the Project should decrease.

Q.	WHAT MONITORING PROCESS IS STAFF RECOMMENDING?
A.	Staff recommends the monitoring process used by Staff and the Company for the Plant Vogtle Unit 3&4 Project conducted under Docket Number 29849.  This monitoring process provided Staff and its consultants with the necessary visibility across all aspects of engineering, procurement, construction, and testing to be able to perform the due diligence that was necessary for Staff to be sufficiently informed to develop an independent opinion of the status of the Project and assess future risks.  Staff would size this process appropriately for monitoring the Yates CT Project in this docket.  The breadth and depth necessary to monitor the Plant Vogtle expansion will not be necessary for this Project.

Q.	PLEASE DESCRIBE THE MONITORING PROCESS RECOMMENDED ABOVE.
A.	The key elements of the process are as follows:
1. Initiated by a data request, a series of reports, data, updates, etc… shall be filed by the Company on the 20th day following the month of the reporting date. The first filing by the Company will require the most effort because Staff will need all documents that baseline the Project.  Subsequent filings would be monthly updates to those baseline documents.
2. Access to the site i.e. badged to enter the site to monitor the progress independently.  It is important that Staff have autonomy when walking down the site.  During walk downs we will have the need for verbal interactions and note taking. 
3. The right to take site pictures to support our discussions and note taking.  
4. Access to the Project Leadership via a monthly meeting to be coordinated between Staff and the Company.  This access will be limited to 1 hour or less.  Project Leadership as used in this element refers to Georgia Power Company, Southern Company Services, and both Consortium partners[footnoteRef:8]. [8:  Dates and times can be determined.  Additionally, Staff understands that on any given month there may be a conflict with this meeting for one or more of the Project Leadership team members.  ] 

5. Access to site meetings on an ad hoc basis to observe participants and discussion.
6. Access to additional reports or information as deemed necessary by Staff[footnoteRef:9] such as, but not limited to, the following: [9:  Staff’s intent is not for any organization from which we request information to develop separate reports.  It is Staff’s belief that the types of reporting that will be requested should already be produced as part of the normal process of management of this Project.] 

a. Project Execution Plan (including individual department execution plans)
b. Agreement(s) between Company and Its Vendors/Contractors
c. Project Division of Responsibility (typically called Scope Division of Responsibility)
d. Construction Sequence (mapped on a Site Plot Plan)
e. Level I Management Schedule
f. Level II Management Schedule
g. Project Governance Procedures (sub bullets below are for your reference)
i. Lessons learned from prior experience on such projects (all organizations)
ii. Project Organization Chart
iii. Total Installed Cost or Value Engineering Programs / Six Sigma
iv. ES&H[footnoteRef:10] Issues and Approaches [10:  Environment, Safety, & Health] 

v. Statement on Quality
vi. Engineering Tools and Procedures
vii. Construction Plans and Procedures
viii. Rules of Credit for Engineering Hours
ix. Rules of Credit for Construction Job hours
x. DCMA[footnoteRef:11] schedule quality criteria basis [11:  Defense Contract Management Agency] 

xi. Procedure for managing total float
xii. Design and procurement coordination plan (vendor information)
xiii. Design and construction coordination plan (addressing RFI[footnoteRef:12]’s) [12:  Request For Information] 

xiv. Construction and procurement coordination plan (delivery dates)
xv. Transition Plan from Construction to Commissioning to Operations
xvi. Trend Management Plan
xvii. Model Reviews (constructability and operability)
xviii. Advance work packaging plan
xix. 4D BIM[footnoteRef:13] or 5D BIM plan [13:  Building Information Modeling:  4D introduces time phasing; 5D adds cost information to 4D.] 

xx. Team Building Plan
xxi. Project Controls Plan
h. First 90-day plan until Integrated Project Schedule is Developed/Baselined
i. Level III Integrated Project Schedule (format to be agreed and native)
j. Estimate ($XXXX) Basis (words describing the $’s)
k. Project Risk Management and Mitigation Register (including Contingency Assessment).
l. Team Formation and Assessment for the Key Positions on the Project
m. Plan for Cold Eyes (off-project personnel) reviews on the Project
n. Monthly Documentation examples:
i. Commodity release / delivery / installation curves 
ii. Unit rate report.
iii. Craft staffing curves by discipline
iv. Progress reports submitted by contractors to the Company
v. Cost Report (including Cost Performance Indicator or CPI)
vi. Schedule Report (including Schedule Performance Indicator or SPI)
vii. Schedule Adherence Report 
viii. Top 5 schedule critical path report
ix. Scope Change Register
x. Trend Report
xi. DCMA Schedule quality report
xii. Field Indirects Report


Q.	WILL STAFF ISSUE DATA REQUESTS IN ADDITION TO THE DOCUMENTS DESCRIBED ABOVE?
A.	Yes.  Staff is not waiving its right to access any additional information through the Data Request process that could be necessary to fulfill its due diligence responsibility.
 
Q.	WAS THIS PROCESS SUCCESSFUL FOR BOTH STAFF AND THE COMPANY DURING THE VOGTLE MONITORING?
A.	Staff and the monitoring consultants were extremely satisfied with the access to Project personnel and information and provided benefits to both parties.  Staff and the consultants spent thousands of hours on the site, attended thousands of meetings, and met regularly with Project Leadership and Company personnel.  To Staff’s knowledge, our presence never ‘chilled’ the discussion or impacted the functioning of any meeting.  Staff will adhere to the decorum of every meeting and will not participate in the meetings.  The main purpose for attending these meetings would be to listen and learn the current successes, challenges, or risks.

Q.	DOES STAFF ANTICIPATE THE NEED FOR EXPERT CONSULTANT SERVICES TO ASSIST AS PART OF THE MONITORING PROGRAM?
A.	Yes.  To fund this consultant work scope, Staff will utilize annual funding in accordance with O.C.G.A. 46-2-33.  If the Company manages the project appropriately, Staff does not envision needing the full $600,000 per year (as adjusted by the Consumer Price index (“CPI”)) for monitoring authorized by the statute.  This Project will require a multi-year consultant until Unit 10 reaches Commercial Operation in 2027.  

[bookmark: _Toc169781219]IV.	RECOMMENDATIONS 

Q.	WHAT RECOMMENDATIONS DOES STAFF PRESENT TO THE COMMISSION?
A.	Staff presents three recommendations to the Commission for approval.  First, Staff recommends that the Yates’ CT Project be certified at the amount presented by the Company in its Application subject to the cost cap agreed to in the Amended IRP Stipulation.  Second, Staff recommends that the semi-annual process be approved as described above.  Lastly, Staff recommends that the Staff monitoring program be approved as described above. 

Q.	DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?
A.	Yes.
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 EXHIBIT STF-SDR-1

Resume Of 
Steven D. Roetger


Steven D. Roetger
244 Washington Street, S.W.
Atlanta, GA 30334

[bookmark: _Toc363634151]Professional Experience
Georgia Public Service Commission Atlanta, Georgia 2008-Present
Analyst Primary responsibilities include monitoring the Vogtle expansion of Units 3 and 4, attending site visits on a regular basis, participate with the Commission and Company interface, and assist in the preparation of testimony.
Key achievements
Manage the Vogtle Construction monitoring process including engineering, procurement, and construction; economic analysis of the value of the Project; and financial accounting review for the Project’s costs.  
Write and review direct pre-filed testimony of the status of the Project for a semi-annual hearing.  

BCD Travel Atlanta, Georgia 2007-2008
Finance Manager Primary responsibilities were to manage financial analysts, generate and review variance analyses, analyze departmental financials, and facilitate the coordination between our group and various internal departments.
Key achievements
Elevated team's performance to improve consistency, accuracy, and timeliness of service
Identified client missed revenue opportunities and communicated to Operations for recapture and/or inclusion with future invoicing
Key Requirements
Train, motivate, and develop 3 financial analysts to achieve an outstanding level of service and performance
Direct workflow to maintain efficiency and productivity without compromising standards
Analyze departmental financials to maximize profitability by reviewing contracts, perform variance analyzes, and ensure complete transaction billing
Review complex contracts and interpret for finance reconciliation and billing procedures	
Prepare client budgets and forecasts

[bookmark: _Toc363634152]Marine Bank of Florida Marathon, Florida2003-2005
Accounting Operations Manager/Bank Officer Primary responsibilities were to manage the Bank's Accounting Department and, as directed by the COO, Deposit Operations' functions.
Key achievements
Identified high-risk, time sensitive accounts for dedicated review to significantly reduce financial risk to the Bank
In partnership with the CFO reduced audit management exceptions from 13 to zero year over year
Launched new wire department procedures to decrease response time, increase capacity, and improve customer service without increasing staff
In partnership with the COO implemented the Bank's new ACH operations to enhance existing customer relations, attract new business, and respond in a timely manner to ACH adjustments/returns
Key Requirements
Comprehensive G/L management including reconciliations, adjusting entries, and monthly/annual close
Manage and review the activities of 3 accounting and 2 deposit operations personnel responsible for accounts payable, wires, ACH operations, VISA check card operations, branch settlements, electronic funds transfers, and check clearing.
Establish and refine departmental policies and procedures to improve accuracy and timeliness of reporting, facilitate employee transition, and meet audit requirements
Oversaw Federal Reserve, FHLB, and IBB correspondent accounts
Supported the CFO to meet external audit requirements
Oversaw the Bank's daily cash position to minimize overnight net interest expense
Support branch operations by assisting branch managers maintain acceptable internal controls, provide training on Bank reporting procedures, and process exceptions

[bookmark: _Toc363634153]B. Terfloth &Co. USA) Inc. Atlanta, Georgia 1998-2000
Accounting Manager Primary responsibilities were to manage the Branch's Accounting Department with an emphasis on controlling expenses and manage the yearly audit process.
Key achievements
Re-established accurate and timely monthly reporting to the Corporate Office
Developed a cash flow forecasting model to assess the Branch's financing needs and negotiated under the President's supervision a working capital credit line to meet those needs
Key requirements
Comprehensive G/L management including reconciliations, adjusting entries, and monthly/annual close
Manage the annual audit process
Accounts payable and accounts receivable 
Payroll and annual bonus calculations

[bookmark: _Toc363634154]Bridgetown Grill Restaurants Inc. Atlanta, Georgia1996-1997
Interim Controller Primary responsibilities were to re-establish a reliable Accounting process and once established facilitate the transition to a new Controller.
Key achievements
Established internal controls to better manage purchases, inventories, and reduce cash variances
Developed Accounting procedures for Unit Managers and trained the management staff on those procedures
Assisted the Owner in evaluating an outside purchase offer
Key requirements
Comprehensive G/L management including reconciliations, adjusting entries, and monthly close procedures
Coordinate the annual audit process
Manage accounts payable and payroll processing
Manage credit card transaction procedures to reduce charge backs

[bookmark: _Toc363634155]Turner Broadcasting System Inc. Atlanta, Georgia 1991-1996
Staff Accountant Primary responsibility was to support the Managers with accurate and timely completion of assigned tasks.
Key achievements
Partnered with Management to streamline the procedure for The Statement of Cash Flows
Corrected the EPS calculation
Streamlined governmental reporting and incorporated detailed procedures for each report
Provided a Companywide vacation and sick time accrual analysis
Key requirements
Worked, as part of a team, on the Consolidated Financial Statements of TBS, Inc.
Develop various footnotes to the Financial Statements
Provide analysis of accounts for actual to budget and actual to rolling12 month forecast variances
Provide analysis of, and recommendations for, lease capitalizations
Coordinate with 72 Operating Unit Controllers for the content and timely receipt of Unit financial data
Prepare debt covenant calculations for 4 issues and provide forecasts with sensitivity analysis
Prepare all U.S. Department of Commerce and U.S. Treasury Department statistical reports

[bookmark: _Toc363634156]Software
PeopleSoft/nVision reporting,  Kirchman/Bankway and IPS Sendero banking software, MSA accounting software, Excel, Outtask, and Word

[bookmark: _Toc363634157]Education

BBA Georgia State University in Finance with an equivalent in Accounting

image1.emf
Capital Cost Capacity

Unit Capital 

Cost

Owner Plant ($ million) MW ($ million / MW)

(1)NV Energy North Valmy 573 400 1.43

(2)Entergy Texas Lone Star Power Station 735 453 1.62

Ameren Missouri Castle Bluff Energy Center 800 800 1.00

(1)

(2)

Excludes AFUDC

Inclusive of estimated costs of transmission upgrades and interconnection costs, contingency, an allowance for funds used 

during construction, and expenses related to seeking Commission certification.


