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I. [bookmark: _Toc80176053][bookmark: _Toc87341243][bookmark: _Ref87534208][bookmark: _Toc200550813]Identification & Qualifications
[bookmark: _Hlk129274564]Q:	Mr. Wilson, please state your name, occupation, and business address.
A:	I am John D. Wilson. I am the Vice President of Grid Strategies LLC, Bethesda, MD and my office is in Lexington, KY.
Q:	Summarize your professional education and experience.
A:	I received a BA degree from Rice University in 1990, with majors in physics and history, and an MPP degree from the Harvard Kennedy School of Government with an emphasis in energy and environmental policy and economic and analytic methods. I have been employed by Grid Strategies since 2023, and previously I performed similar duties as an employee of Resource Insight.
Prior to entering consulting in 2019, I was deputy director of regulatory policy at the Southern Alliance for Clean Energy for more than twelve years, where I was the senior staff member responsible for SACE’s utility regulatory research and advocacy as well as energy resource analysis. I engaged with southeastern utilities through regulatory proceedings, formal workgroups, informal consultations, and research-driven advocacy.
My work has considered, among other things, the cost-effectiveness of prospective new electric generation plants and transmission lines, retrospective review of generation-planning decisions, conservation program design, prudency review, ratemaking and cost recovery for utility efficiency programs, allocation of costs of service between rate classes and jurisdictions, design of retail rates, and performance-based ratemaking for electric utilities.
My current clients include consumer advocates, a state regulatory commission, renewable energy trade associations, and clean energy advocacy organizations. My professional qualifications are further summarized in Exhibit 1.
Q:	Have you testified previously in utility proceedings?
A:	Yes. I have testified more than seventy times before utility regulators in eleven U.S. states and Nova Scotia, and appeared numerous additional times before various regulatory and legislative bodies.
Q:	Have you previously provided testimony in other matters before this Commission?
A:	Yes. I have testified six times before this Commission, as listed in Exhibit 1.
Q:	On whose behalf are you providing testimony?
A:	My testimony is sponsored by the Natural Resources Defense Council (“NRDC”), Sierra Club, and the Southern Alliance for Clean Energy (“SACE”).
[bookmark: _Toc200550814]Review of the Proposed Stipulation for an Alternate Rate Plan (“ARP”) Extension
Q:	What is the purpose of your testimony?
A:	My testimony reviews the sufficiency of consumer protections given the growth in large loads, particularly data centers and manufacturing.
Q:	Do you have any comment on the sufficiency of information about the stipulation and time for its review in this proceeding?
A:	Yes. I do not believe the Commission has been provided with sufficient information to understand the full impacts of approving the stipulation between Staff and Georgia Power.
As I understand it, the ARP extension is enabled by utilizing deferred tax benefits and depreciation expenses for certain plant and regulatory assets. Staff testimony provides the total amount of these adjustments over the three-year extension as a trade secret number.[footnoteRef:2] I have several concerns with this information. [2:  Direct Test. of Tom Bond and Steven Roetger on behalf of the Ga. Pub. Serv. Comm’n Staff, Docket No. 44280 at 10:14.] 

First of all, the aggregate value of the adjustments should not be redacted as trade secret information. Neither should the forecast retail rate base, requested rate of return, and other values in Georgia Power’s Exhibit APA/MSB-2, a preliminary pro forma revenue requirement deficiency statement. Neither should the aggregated deferred and generated ITCs based on contracted PPAs in Exhibit APA/MSB-1. The Commission should recognize that there is no party that can derive economic value from knowing these values.[footnoteRef:3] [3:  In my experience as a rate case witness in multiple jurisdictions, I do not recall any filings in which aggregate, high-level information of this nature is redacted. ] 

But more importantly, the impact of these adjustments on future rates has not been analyzed or disclosed. The various deferrals and extensions of depreciation periods that are included in the trade secret adjustment amount, the routine adjustments that are being waived during the extension period,[footnoteRef:4] and the additional potential deferrals under ¶ 7 of the stipulation will all be collected from customers in the future. And not dollar-for-dollar, but instead after application of the weighted average cost of capital to those deferral accounts and extended depreciation balances. [4:  Direct Test. of Aaron P. Abramovitz and Matthew S. Berrigan on behalf of Georgia Power Company, Docket No. 44280 at 10:5-10.] 

These adjustments “free up” room in the ARP rate for Georgia Power to recover increased expenses (including depreciation of increased rate base) as well as increased profits, relative to an ARP rate extension that does not include those adjustments. The stipulation does not provide for any regulatory review of those increased expenses, although it does maintain the earnings band and the sharing mechanism approved in the 2022 Rate Case.[footnoteRef:5] [5:  The Commission directed that 40% of earnings above the band be applied to regulatory assets, 40% be directly refunded to customers, and 20% retained by Georgia Power. Ga. Pub. Serv. Comm’n, Order Adopting Settlement Agreement, As Modified, Docket No. 44280 (December 30, 2022), ¶ 11.] 

Georgia Power and Staff’s testimonies explain the benefits of the stipulation, but not its costs. Neither Georgia Power’s testimony nor its exhibits include a forecast of increased costs that customers will pay once the extension is over. Staff only indirectly acknowledges customers will ultimately bear these deferred costs when it references a concession to allow the adjustments.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  Direct Test. of Tom Bond and Steven Roetger on behalf of the Ga. Pub. Serv. Comm’n Staff, Docket No. 44280 at 13:15.] 

Another critical question is the growth in rate base. The trade secret information regarding forecast retail rate base in 2026 through 2028 shows a rate of growth that in any other rate case would merit intense scrutiny. I am currently involved in a pre-construction need determination case on behalf of a consumer advance involving a planned budget less than one tenth of the 2026 to 2028 growth rate for Georgia Power in which the utility has filed thousands of pages of evidence to substantiate its project budget. Yet in this case, a large amount of this forecast rate base would be deferred for recovery in future rates, without any scrutiny at this time.
And at times, the supporting testimony overstates the benefits of the settlement. Staff’s testimony states that “the Stipulation to Extend the ARP ensures that customers will benefit both now and in the future from these projected tax benefits.”[footnoteRef:7] As an observer of the Commission’s practice for nearly two decades, I am certain that neither the Staff nor the Commission would have allowed customers to fail to benefit from tax benefits that are being included in the adjustments. [7:  Id. at 11:10-12.] 

Finally, the schedule for this proceeding has allowed only two weeks from filing to intervenor testimony.[footnoteRef:8] This limits the amount of diligence that I and other testifying witnesses can exercise, as well as the opportunity for discussion with Staff to better understand their analysis. Additionally, Georgia Power’s response to Staff’s data request STF-PIA-30-1, which asks for the assumptions and inputs that the Company used to prepare Exhibit APA/MSB-2, will be due by July 7, 2025, long after this testimony is due, after the hearing and after the Commission is scheduled to render a decision in this case. While the Commission practices robust stakeholder engagement on many topics, in this circumstance, there is little opportunity for engagement. [8:  While it is not unusual to have a relatively short period of time to review a settlement, in my experience such a short review period only occurs where parties have had full opportunity to review an application, conduct and review discovery and, usually, make submissions (briefs or testimony).] 

For these reasons, I believe that the Commission – and the public – are insufficiently informed to decide whether this stipulation is just and reasonable.
Q: 	Is the stipulation compliant with the approved stipulation in the 2023 IRP Update?
A:	No. The order adopting the stipulation, approved just thirteen months before the ARP extension stipulation testimony was filed, states:
As part of the Stipulation, the incremental revenue forecast associated with Georgia’s extraordinary economic growth, shown in the 2023 IRP Update and in Figure 1 of the Abramovitz Rebuttal Testimony, will be set as a minimum estimate for years 2026, 2027, and 2028 in the Company’s 2025 Base Rate Case. (Stipulation ¶ 2.) This provision provides significant benefits for customers, as it will ensure that, as part of that next rate case filing, the incremental revenue from new large load customers will have downward pressure on rates of at least $2.89 for the typical residential customer using an average of 1,000 kWh per month. (See Rebuttal Hearing Tr. 1957.)[footnoteRef:9] [9:  Ga. Pub. Serv. Comm’n, Order Adopting Stipulated Agreement (April 16, 2024), Georgia Power Company’s 2023 Integrated Resource Plan Update, Docket No. 55378 at 8.] 

First of all, the ARP extension stipulation does not include an incremental revenue forecast. Thus, Georgia Power has not provided an incremental revenue forecast that equals or exceeds the minimum estimate for years 2026, 2027, and 2028. And it cannot comply with this provision in a future rate case, since it will not be filing an incremental revenue forecast for years 2026, 2027, and 2028. 
Second, Georgia Power has not made a showing that the incremental revenue from new large load customers is having downward pressure on rates of at least $2.89 for the typical residential customer. If Georgia Power were to make such a showing – and yet make no adjustments to base rates – it would also need to make a showing as to why other factors are causing at least a $2.89 upward pressure on rates. In this case, the only material expense adjustments that have been presented are deferrals or other reductions in costs.
To present evidence of costs that are causing a $2.89 upward pressure on rates without violating the single-issue ratemaking principle, Georgia Power would need to file a full rate case, with a demonstration of prudence for those costs. Otherwise, it is impossible to distinguish between the factors that are causing the downward pressure on rates and those that are causing the counteracting upward pressure on rates.
Taking the 2023 IRP stipulation at its word, this stipulation seems like either a take-back of a benefit that was promised, or a rate increase hidden in the shadows.
Georgia Power could argue that the language does not strictly specify that the evidence for downward pressure on rates needs to be submitted in 2025, because it is not filing a full base rate case. But if Georgia Power wishes to parse the Commission’s order so finely, then it also needs to reckon with the term “rate case filing.” The stipulation it has filed is, of course, a filing, and it is in a rate case docket.
I beg the Commission’s forgiveness for making such an obvious point, as the Commissioners surely do not need their own orders explained by me. But Georgia Power’s direct testimony does not mention this stipulation or how it believes it has complied – or should not be required to comply – with the Commission’s order. Due to that omission, and the lack of any opportunity for discovery, this is my only opportunity to respond to any arguments that Georgia Power may make in rebuttal or during the hearing on this point in prefiled testimony.
Q:	Please summarize your understanding of the protections that have been adopted and proposed to ensure that the additional costs associated with serving large loads are not borne by other customers.
A:	My understanding is that the Commission has approved rule changes and revisions to tariffs that apply to new customers with 100 megawatts (“MW”) or more of load, allowing Georgia Power to set minimum billing requirements and longer contract term lengths.
The proposed stipulation includes two additional measures. Staff’s testimony states that “[f]or the next three years, it is stockholders, not existing ratepayers, that bear that risk (via lower earnings) if data centers are not covering their costs.”[footnoteRef:10] I note that if data centers more than cover their costs, then the sharing mechanism approved in the 2022 Rate Case order could result in some of those excess revenues being directed to reducing regulatory assets, customer refunds, and increased profits for Georgia Power. [10:  Direct Test. of Tom Bond and Steven Roetger on behalf of the Ga. Pub. Serv. Comm’n Staff, Docket No. 44280 at 14:17-19.] 

Second, in the next rate case, Georgia Power commits to include additional cost-of-service data that are intended to assist in designing rates to protect “existing customers from bearing any of the costs of adding these large customers.”[footnoteRef:11] [11:  Id. at 15:2-9.] 


Q:	What is your opinion of these protections?
A:	I believe these steps are directionally correct, but insufficient.
In reviewing the changes to Georgia Power’s rules and tariffs, I agree that the language – if diligently implemented by Georgia Power – provides for the types of protections that should limit the exposure of existing customers to bearing the costs of adding new large load customers.
However, the rules and tariffs provide Georgia Power with substantial discretion in implementation. For example, if Georgia Power sets contract term lengths that are insufficient to fully recover depreciation expense for generation or transmission plants built to serve the additional load, then future customers could bear those costs if the contracts are not renewed or replaced with other customer load.[footnoteRef:12] [12:  Georgia Power’s General Rule A.1. states, “…the Company may require additional terms and conditions of electric service, including, without limitation, minimum billing requirements and a longer term of contract, when the Company deems it appropriate…” Otherwise, the contract term is one year, automatically renewed.] 

This risk is of particular concern given that many large load customers are pressing utilities to build generation and transmission quickly. This may result in more costly and less robust investment decisions than Georgia Power would normally make in its resource planning process. My clients and I are certainly concerned that these rapid decisions may result in more costly generation with higher levels of carbon pollution. But irrespective of near-term impacts, if these assets revert to the financial responsibility of other customers, then any inefficiency in their procurement imposes unnecessary costs on those customers.
My second concern is that the process for review of the cost-of-service data and methods, and their application to tariffs, may not be effective in protecting existing customers. One reason for this is that Georgia Power is in the process of signing contracts that cannot be revisited in a future rate case. The implications of these contracts for existing customers cannot be known unless fully disclosed in a cost-of-service study.
If Georgia Power’s approach to these contracts is flawed, neither Staff nor other parties will have the information needed to raise concerns about how those contracts affect the rates of other customers until the cost-of-service study is made available for review. Deferring this review until the next rate case could create a situation where either customers or Georgia Power have to bear the costs obligated in those contracts if the guaranteed revenues are insufficient.
Q:	What is your recommendation?
A:	I recommend that the Commission direct Georgia Power to file an illustrative cost-of-service study and updated resource procurement practices to address the concerns described above. This filing and proceeding should occur as soon as practicable, but completed no later than would be necessary for any Commission direction that emerges from the proceeding to be implemented by Georgia Power in its next rate case filing.
The illustrative cost-of-service study should include actual costs for a test year, forecasted costs relating to the new generation and transmission capacity for large load customers, and the forecasted revenues for those same large load customers. The filing should be sufficient for parties to understand how customer rates could be affected by both increases in actual costs and the forecasted costs related to the large load customers. This illustrative study would allow the Commission to direct any necessary changes to the classification of which costs should be borne by large load customers and any other methods that it determines merit adjustment.
With regard to my recommendation for updated resource procurement practices, Georgia Power should review its current process for conducting load forecasting and resource procurement. In engagement with stakeholders, it should determine whether there are any methods that could both expedite responses to new large load requests without compromising the cost-effectiveness and pollution minimization of proposed resource investments.
Georgia Power may also be able to identify improvements to cost-of-service allocation that result in rate design that facilitates lower resource acquisition and operating costs. Presenting any new concepts in an illustrative cost-of-service study could facilitate stakeholder engagement and lead to greater support for a full proposal in the next general rate case.
My proposal is inspired by the extremely successful Commission workshop that explored the Renewable Cost-Benefit Analysis methods in advance of their formal proposal in Georgia Power’s 2016 Integrated Resource Plan proceeding.[footnoteRef:13] A similar approach could ensure that the Commission is able to encourage adoption of the best practices that can be offered by any party. [13:  Ga. Pub. Serv. Comm’n, Workshop to Examine Issues Related to the Value of Renewables and Distributed Energy Resources in Preparation for the Georgia Power 2016 Integrated Resource Plan, Docket No. 39732.] 

Q:	Does this conclude your testimony?
A:	Yes.
