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Docket No. 56003	Georgia Power Company’s 2025 Application for the Certification, Decertification, and Amended Demand-Side Management Plan



PUBLIC INTEREST ADVOCACY STAFF’S 
BRIEF IN SUPPORT OF ITS PROPOSED FINAL ORDER 


	COMES NOW, the Georgia Public Service Commission Public Interest Advocacy Staff (hereinafter “Staff”), and submits its Brief and Proposed Final Order in the above-captioned matters, Docket No. 56002, Georgia Power Company’s 2025 Integrated Resource Plan, and Docket No. 56003, Georgia Power Company’s 2025 Application for the Certification, Decertification, and Amended Demand-Side Management Plan. The Staff recommends the Commission enter Staff’s Proposed Final Order, attached hereto as Exhibit A, for the reasons set forth therein. 
	Under Georgia’s Integrated Resource Planning (“IRP”) Act, O.C.G.A. § 46-3A-1 et seq., Georgia Power Company (hereinafter “Georgia Power” or “the Company”) was required to submit, as part of the integrated resource plan, “the electric utility’s electric demand and energy forecast for at least at 20 year period.” O.C.G.A. 46-3A-1(7). After hearing the matter, the Commission must then determine whether “The utility’s forecast requirements are based on substantially accurate data and an adequate method of forecasting.” O.C.G.A. § 46-3A-2.
	As set forth in the Record, both Georgia Power and Staff’s load forecasts in this proceeding are largely driven by the anticipated growth from one customer class for which there is a lack of historic information to inform many of the assumptions used in the forecast. This makes all of the load forecasts in this Docket speculative, which in turn makes it difficult to simultaneously ensure that Georgia has enough capacity to serve all potential customers while also ensuring that existing customers are not placed at risk of bearing substantial costs of unused or under-utilized assets being built to service large customers.   While Staff recommends the Commission adopt its load forecast recommendation, which would allow substantial new growth while still mitigating the risk to existing customers, if Commissioners desire to approve more new capacity than Staff has recommended, but also wants to include robust customer protection, Staff recommends the Commission also consider ordering the following:
The Company shall be authorized to request certification of up to 6,000 MW of capacity (PIA Staff’s recommended amount) from the 2029 - 2031 All Source Capacity RFP and may seek to add the construction costs related to such capacity to its rate base upon project completion. The Company may also request certification in the 2029-2031 All Source Capacity RFP of up to an additional 2,000 MW (Company’s forecasted additional amount) provided that the Company agrees to not seek to add to its rate base the construction costs for the final 2,000 MW of capacity until the capacity is necessary to meet Georgia Power system demand. Upon such a showing by the Company, recoverable construction costs shall be added to rate base upon the delivery of electric service.  In the interim, the Company may sell energy on the market and retain any proceeds to cover its costs, but it may not charge or accrue costs, including AFUDC, payable by ratepayers until the Commission has approved the recovery of construction costs from rate base. 

Respectfully submitted this 3rd day of July, 2025
							/s/ Justin M. Pawluk		
							Justin M. Pawluk
							Staff Attorney
							Georgia Bar No. 394705
Georgia Public Service Commission
244 Washington Street, SW
Atlanta, GA 30334
Tel. (404) 463-8783
jpawluk@psc.ga.gov
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BY THE COMMISSION:
On January 31, 2025, Georgia Power Company (“Georgia Power” or “Company”) submitted to the Georgia Public Service Commission (“Commission”) its 2025 Integrated Resource Plan ("IRP" or “Plan”) for approval pursuant to O.C.G.A. § 46-3A-1 through 11 (“IRP Act”), Docket No. 56002. The Company simultaneously submitted an Application for the Certification, Decertification, and Amended Demand-Side Management Plan (“DSM Application”) Docket No. 56003.
JURISDICTION AND AUTHORITY
Georgia Power is a public electric utility serving retail customers within the State of Georgia.  Georgia Power is one of the retail operating companies of which the Southern Company system is comprised. This Commission has jurisdiction over Georgia Power’s IRP and DSM Application pursuant to O.C.G.A. § 46-2-20, 46-2-21, 46-2-23 generally, and the IRP Act in particular. 
The IRP Act requires the Company to file an Integrated Resource Plan at least every three years.[footnoteRef:1]   A “plan” is defined in the Act as an Integrated Resource Plan that contains the utility’s electric demand and energy forecast for at least a 20-year period; program for meeting the requirements shown in its forecast in an economical and reliable manner; the analysis of all capacity resource options, including both demand-side and supply-side options; and the assumptions used and the conclusions reached with respect to the effect of each capacity resource option on the future cost and reliability of electric service. The Plan also must: [1:  O.C.G.A. § 46-3A-2.] 

(A) 	Contain the size and type of facilities which are expected to be owned or operated in whole or in part by such utility and the construction of which is expected to commence during the ensuing ten years or such longer period as the Commission deems necessary and shall identify all existing facilities intended to be removed from service during such period or upon completion of such construction;
(B)	Contain practical alternatives to the fuel type and method of generation of the proposed electric generating facilities and set forth in detail the reasons for selecting the fuel type and method of generation;
(C)	Contain a statement of the estimated impact of proposed and alternative generating plants on the environment and the means by which potential adverse impacts will be avoided or minimized;
(D)	Indicate, in detail, the projected demand for electric energy for a 20-year period and the basis for determining the projected demand;
(E)	Describe the utility's relationship to other utilities in regional associations, power pools, and networks;
(F)	Identify and describe all major research projects and programs which will continue or commence in the succeeding three years and set forth the reasons for selecting specific areas of research;
(G)	Identify and describe existing and planned programs and policies to discourage inefficient and excessive power use; and
(H)	Provide any other information as may be required by the Commission.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  O.C.G.A. § 46-3A-1(7).] 

Pursuant to the IRP Act, the Commission has promulgated rules that further detail the information that the Company is required to include in its Plan.[footnoteRef:3]   [3:  See GA. COMP. R. AND REGS. (“Commission Rule”) 515-3-4-.01 through .12.  ] 

The Commission is required under O.C.G.A. § 46-3A-2 to make determinations as to the adequacy of the IRP and to ensure that the utility’s Plan has appropriately addressed numerous matters. For instance, the Commission must determine whether the forecast requirements contained in the Plan are based on substantially accurate data and an adequate method of forecasting.[footnoteRef:4]  The Commission must also make a finding as to whether the Plan identifies and considers any present and projected reductions in the demand for energy that may result from measures to improve energy efficiency in the industrial, commercial, residential, and energy-producing sectors of the state.[footnoteRef:5] [4:  O.C.G.A. § 46-3A-2(b)(1).]  [5:  O.C.G.A. § 46-3A-2(b)(2).] 

Further, the Commission must determine whether the Plan adequately demonstrates the economic, environmental, and other benefits to the state and to customers of the utilities, associated with the following possible measures and sources of supply:
(A)	Improvements in energy efficiency;
(B)	Pooling of power;
(C)	Purchases of power from neighboring states;
(D)	Facilities that operate on alternative sources of energy;			
(E)	Facilities that operate on the principle of cogeneration or hydro-generation; and
(F)	Other generation facilities and demand-side options.[footnoteRef:6]	 [6:  O.C.G.A. § 46-3A-2 (b)(3).] 

After hearings have been conducted on a Plan, the Commission may approve the IRP; approve it subject to stated conditions; approve it with modifications; approve it in part and reject it in part; reject the plan as filed; or provide an alternate plan, upon determining that this is in the public interest.[footnoteRef:7] [7:  Commission Rule 515-3-4-.01(2).] 

An electric utility is entitled to recover the approved or actual cost, whichever is less, of any certificated demand-side capacity option in rates, along with an additional sum.[footnoteRef:8]  In determining the additional sum, the Commission “shall consider lost revenues, if any, changed risks, and an equitable sharing of benefits between the utility and its retail customer.”[footnoteRef:9] [8:  O.C.G.A. § 46-3A-9]  [9:  Id.] 


BACKGROUND AND STATEMENT OF PROCEEDINGS
	On January 28, 2025, the Commission issued its Procedural and Scheduling Order in both dockets setting forth the dates for filing of testimony and briefs, as well as the dates for the hearings in this matter. These proceedings were declared to be contested cases as the term is defined in O.C.G.A. § 50-13-13 and were also held to encompass complex litigation pursuant to O.C.G.A. § 9-11-33(a).  The two proceedings were assigned Docket Numbers 56002 and 56003, respectively, and combined for purposes of administrative efficiency and convenience.
Pursuant to O.C.G.A. § 46-3A-5(c), the Commission established the fee for review of the IRP within sixty days of the filing of the applications.  On March 18, 2025, the Commission concluded that nine hundred seventy-six thousand one hundred fifty dollars ($976,150.00) was the appropriate fee for review and analysis of the Company’s filing. 
The Commission held three rounds of hearings in accordance with the Procedural and Scheduling Order.  On March 25-28, 2028, the Commission heard direct testimony of Georgia Power’s three panels of witnesses: (1) Jeffery R. Grubb, J. Randy Hubbert, M. Brandon Looney, Michael B. Robinson, and Francisco Valle; and (2) Dr. Ross Beppler, Carley Goff, and A. Wilson Mallard; and (3) Jennifer McNelly and Robert Mitchell III. 
The Commission conducted hearings on the direct cases of the Public Interest Advocacy Staff (“PIA Staff”) and intervening parties in both dockets on May 27-30, 2025. The PIA Staff sponsored the following witness panels:  
· Robert Trokey, Dylan Drugan, and Karan A. Pol; 
· Philip Hayet, Tom Newsome, Anthony Sandonato and Leah Wellborn; 
· Douglas A. Smith, Sasikumar Kannan, and Michael S. Goggin; 
· Ralph C. Smith and Jason R. Forsyth; 
· Robert Stephens; and 
· Jamie Barber, Nick Cooper, and Richard F. Spellman.
The following witnesses and witness panels were presented by intervening parties:
· Advanced Power Alliance – panel of Jeff Clark, Andy White, and Ryan Sanders;
· Capital Good Fund – Russ Bates;
· Clean Energy Buyers Association – panel of Priya Barua, R. Brent Alderfer, and Ted Thomas;
· Georgia Center for Energy Solutions, Inc. – Peter Hubbard;
· Georgia Coalition of Local Governments – panel of David A. Nifong and Blake F. Richetta;
· Georgia Conservation Voters Education Fund – Dr. Maria Roumpani;
· Georgia Interfaith Power & Light and Southface Energy Institute, Inc. – panel of Chelsea Hotaling, Anjali Patel, and Stacy Sherwood;
· Georgia Solar Energy Association, Inc.- panel of Olivia Amyette, Daniel Pertwee, and Adam Hoyt;
· Georgia Solar Energy Industries Association, Inc. – Ani Backa, Tully Blalock, and Jonathan Roberts;
· Natural Resources Defense Council, Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, and Sierra Club – panel of Derek Stenclik, Matthew Richwine, and AJ Goulding;
· Southern Renewable Energy Association – Alejandro Palomino
· Vote Solar and Georgia WAND Education Fund, Inc – Yunus Kinkhabwala;
· Walmart – Lisa V. Perry.

The following parties intervened but did not sponsor testimony:
· Americans for Affordable Clean Energy;
· Fermata Energy;
· Georgia Association of Manufacturers;
· Georgia Watch;
· Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority;
· Microsoft Corporation.
· Resource Supply Management;
· The United States Department of Defense and All Other Federal Executive Agencies.

	On June 9, 2025, Georgia Power filed its rebuttal testimony, which consisted of the 
following witnesses and witness panels:  
· Jeffery R. Grubb, J. Randy Hubbert, M. Brandon Looney, Michael B. Robinson, and Francisco Valle
· Dr. Ross Beppler, Carley Goff, and A. Wilson Mallard
Hearings on the Company’s rebuttal testimony were held on June 23-24, 202.5





FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
1.
The Commission finds and concludes that the 2025 IRP adequately meets the requirements of O.C.G.A. § 46-3A-2, and the Commission’s Integrate Resource Planning Resource Rules 515-3-4-.01 et seq., except as set forth below:

2.

	The Commission finds that the method employed by the Company to adjust its organic load forecast to account for projected large load projects,[footnoteRef:10] does not adequately forecast projected load for those customers. While the Company’s B2025 load forecast uses a generally reasonable forecasting approach and methodology for both the organic load forecast and the large load forecast, given the limitations in currently available historical data for emerging data center projects, there are significant flaws in the Company’s “Load Realization Model” (LRM) described in Section 7 of Volume 1 of the technical appendices of the IRP as filed. [10:  Large load projects are defined by the Company as customers who have requested service or otherwise communicated proposals to the Company to receive service from the Company for 100 Megawatts of more of electric service] 

 
	In their pre-filed testimony, pages 5-6, Staff witnesses Robert Trokey, Dylan Drugan, and Karan Pol testified as follows:

· Since the 2023 IRP Update, the Company has identified a significant rate of project removals and net load reductions in its large load pipeline.

· Since the 2023 IRP Update, the Company’s near-term large load forecast has consistently reduced growth expectations.

· Project removals and net load reductions are concentrated amongst data center projects, particularly those in the Technical Review stage.

· Approximately 54% of the large load pipeline as of Q2 2024 is represented by data center projects in the Technical Review Stage, based on 2037 announced load.

· The Company’s Budget 2025 Load Realization Model (“LRM”), which is the basis for the large load forecast, continues to add new data center projects, increasing the proportion of the large load pipeline represented by data centers.

· The B2025 LRM continues to assume that data center and crypto currency projects will materialize at a rate higher than other industry segments without sufficient justification.

· The B2025 LRM unreasonably biases the materialization of data center projects, potentially leading to overestimation in the large load forecast.

· The B2025 LRM does not consider seasonal variation in project operations which may lead to an overestimation of peak load in the Winter season. 

· The Company’s Project Success assumptions are subjectively set for each project, introducing the potential for further bias.

· The Company has not updated the underlying assumptions of the B2025 LRM. As such, the B2025 LRM does not account for any of the trends identified in these conclusions.

· The Company has not outlined a plan to update the assumptions in the LRM.

Based on these flaws in the LRM, Staff has recommended that the Load Realization Model be modified by setting load materialization assumptions uniformly for all industry segments at the range specified on p. 98, line 12 of the Trokey-Drugan-Pol testimony, decreasing the load materialization assumptions for data center and cryptocurrency projects by 20%/25%/15%. The Commission finds that this adjustment is reasonable and necessary to adequately and accurately forecast adjustments to the Company’s organic load forecast in order to account for large load customers.

3.

The Commission finds that the Company’s requested winter Target Reserve Margin “TRM”) of 26% is overstated for the following four reasons, identified by PIA staff witnesses Tom Newsome, Philip Hayet, Anthony Sondonato, and Leah Wellborn on pages 22-25 of their direct testimony:

· Load Forecast Error (“LFE”) Distribution: This issue can be summarized by the fact that the Company’s LFE methodology significantly increased the LFE adjustment factors, which in turn increased the TRM under both the EORM calculation and the LOLE calculation. The LFE distribution is a probability distribution that was developed by the Company to adjust the 2028 load forecast for assumed forecast errors, either understatement or overstatement of the forecast. The Company’s determination of the LFE distribution was overstated because the 2025 Reserve Margin Study included both statistical model errors produced by its load forecasting equations and economic driver forecast errors (for example, Gross Domestic Product (“GDP”)). In addition, the Company did not adjust the economic uncertainty values to reflect the fact that there is not a one-for-one relationship between load and macro-economic drivers, such as Gross Domestic Product (”GDP”). The Company’s LFE methodology significantly increased the LFE adjustment factors, which in turn increased the TRM under both the EORM calculation and the LOLE calculation. 

· Data Center Load Sensitivity to Weather and Forecasted Load Growth: The Company’s data center load assumptions contributed to an overstatement of the Company’s winter TRM. The overstatement stemmed from the weather modeling approach the Company used to adjust the base year load forecast. The same weather adjustments were applied to the entirety of the load forecast even though large data center loads are much less weather sensitive and should have received a different (lower) adjustment to accurately reflect their impact on the system in the winter.

· Cold Weather Data Training Model: The Company’s SERVM modeling approach adjusted the 2028 base-year weather normalized load forecast for each of the 50 weather year histories. However, as explained in Staff’s testimony, the statistical regression models (so-called “training models”) used by the Company only used data from 2018 to 2022l; a period that contains little history of extremely low temperatures. Applying training models developed on data of relatively mild temperatures to fifty years of historical data that includes extremely low temperatures may lead to an overstatement of weather adjusted loads for certain extremely low temperature conditions, which affected the Company’s LOLE and TRM figures. 

· Model Sensitivity and Single Cold Weather Month: Staff is concerned by the magnitude of the impact that just a couple of months of extremely low temperatures had on the overall LOLE and winter TRM, which reinforced Staff’s concern that the system 26% winter TRM was overstated. As shown in Staff’s testimony, simply removing the effects of the weather that occurred in a single month of 1985 resulted in a 2.5% reduction in the winter TRM.

	For the above reasons, the Commission authorizes the Company to use a winter TRM of 24.5% and a summer TRM of 20% for resource planning purposes. Setting the Reserve Margin at this level is conservative and would provide necessary reliability for the Southern Company system and would not burden customers with excess costs.

4.

Georgia Power uses “Area Max” scenarios to assess whether the transmission system can accommodate the full simultaneous output of all generators within a defined region. While this method supports firm deliverability and ensures that generation is not “trapped” in constrained areas, it also reflects extreme, infrequent system conditions that may never occur in practice.[footnoteRef:11] [11:  See Direct Testimony and Exhibits of Douglas A. Smith and Sasikumar Kannan, page 4, lines 2-6.] 

5.
The Commission finds that the Economic Dispatch (“ED”) analysis used by Georgia Power for transmission planning is not security-constrained, potentially overstating transmission congestion and infrastructure needs.[footnoteRef:12] [12:  See Direct Testimony and Exhibits of Douglas A. Smith and Sasikumar Kannan, page 4, lines 16-18.] 

6.
The Commission finds that Grid Enhancing Technologies (“GETs”) like DLR, flow control devices, and topology optimization are proven, mature technologies widely used across the U.S. and internationally to boost capacity and defer traditional upgrades.[footnoteRef:13] [13:  See Direct Testimony and Exhibits of Douglas A. Smith and Sasikumar Kannan, page 5, lines 9-12.] 


7.

Non-wires alternatives such as Storage as Transmission-Only Assets (SATOAs), distributed generation, and demand-side solutions have not been routinely assessed in Georgia Power’s IRP transmission planning.[footnoteRef:14] [14:  See Direct Testimony and Exhibits of Douglas A. Smith and Sasikumar Kannan, page 5, lines 20-22.] 

8.

While Georgia Power has incorporated GETs into some project evaluations, there is no consistent indication that these technologies are systematically screened across all voltage levels or project types, including higher-voltage, load-driven infrastructure. Planning documentation does not reflect a transparent methodology for determining where and when GETs are preferred over traditional upgrades.[footnoteRef:15] [15:  See Direct Testimony and Exhibits of Douglas A. Smith and Sasikumar Kannan, pages 20-21.] 

9.
The Commission finds and concludes that the Company shall consider improvements to the Renewable Integration Study (“RIS”) methodology to more accurately reflect the flexibility of the system and its ability to address solar variability. The Commission concludes that the Company has not demonstrated that the RIS provides a reasonable estimation of costs incurred by the system due to the variability of solar. Furthermore, the Company’s RIS methodology is not designed to quantify actual costs incurred by the Company due to the presence of solar resources and artificially models a system that is less flexible than the Company’s actual system. The result is that the RIS is likely overestimating the cost of integrating solar resources into the system, and that future improvements to the methodology could produce more reasonable results.  
10.
The Commission finds and concludes that the Company shall finalize the next RIS far enough in advance of the 2028 IRP so that the results can be used in the Resource Mix Study. The Integration Cost used by the Company in the 2025 IRP capacity expansion modeling was based on the analysis from the 2021 RIS, rather than the updated RIS conducted in 2024, because the 2024 study was not completed in time for use in the Resource Mix Study. Because there were some significant changes in the SERVM cases between 2021 and 2024, the use of outdated results could potentially have an impact on the final values used in the IRP. The Company shall complete its analysis such that an updated RIS can be completed prior to commencement of the Resource Mix Study in order that the latest results can be incorporated into the Company’s planning process.
11.
The Commission finds and concludes that the Company shall engage with Staff prior to the next Renewable Request for Proposals (“RFP”) to determine how the specific Integration Costs and Flex Credits will be determined using the results of the 2024 RIS. There are several significant uncertainties about how the Company will determine the specific values of existing or committed solar and BESS resources for future RFPs, and what the implications of those values will be on the Integration Cost and Flex Credit values. The Company shall engage with Staff well in advance of the next renewable RFP to establish the assumptions and procedures used in updating the Integration Cost and Flex Credit values before they are used in future renewable RFP evaluations.
12.
The Commission finds and concludes that requiring Georgia Power to continue to calculate Renewable Energy Credit (“REC”) prices from third-party data and extrapolating that value using a compound annual growth rate calculation is reasonable and appropriate. In the 2025 IRP, the Company formalized a REC component, which was approved as part of the stipulation between the Company and Staff in the 2022 IRP Order Adopting Stipulation. If the Company seeks to change the methodology in the future, it should collaborate with Staff regarding a replacement methodology.
13.
The Commission finds and concludes that the Company’s request to replace the Deferred Transmission Investment component of the RCB Framework with a Locational Transmission Value component is reasonable and appropriate. The Deferred Transmission Investment component applies only to DG resources and represents the potential for these resources to reduce the demand placed on the transmission system and defer or avoid otherwise needed transmission investments. The proposed Locational Transmission Value component identifies the effect of location-specific solar development on transmission upgrade need and timing over four zones (North GA, Metro GA, Central GA, and South GA).
14.
The Commission finds and concludes that Georgia Power shall update its expansion modeling of new solar tracking resources to reflect the Company’s Effective Load Carrying Capability (“ELCC”) calculations. ELCC studies are used to determine the capacity value of various resources. The Company uses the results of its ELCC study as an input into their analysis regarding the accredited capacity value of renewable resources and BESS. The Company conducted a new analysis in 2024 to determine the ELCC of resources to be evaluated in the 2025 IRP for solar, wind, and BESS. In the Aurora modeling for the 2025 IRP, the Company assumed no capacity value for these resources during the planning horizon, although the Company’s ELCC calculations showed that even in winter, the next 3,000 MW of tracking solar facilities has a 5% ELCC value.
15.
The Commission finds and concludes that the Company’s request to continue the implementation and integration of a Distributed Energy Resource Management System (“DERMS”) with the Company’s real-time operations platforms is reasonable and appropriate. In the 2022 IRP, the Commission approved an initial plan for Georgia Power to develop DERMS and in the 2022 Rate Case, the Commission approved a limited budget for initial activities for the development of a DERMS. The Company has conducted a DERMS request for information in 2023 and an RFP for a DERMS vendor in 2024. The enhanced control of DERs through DERMS will support grid reliability and expand potential use cases for DERs that can be reflected in customer program incentive valuations. DERMS will provide a platform for optimizing utilization of DERs as adoption increases. By investing in the infrastructure now, Georgia Power will be able to better manage and deploy resources to their best use as they come online, rather than waiting to develop programs after a certain threshold is met. The Company’s budgeted incremental spending for DERMS for the remainder of 2025 through 2028, which was not already approved by the Commission in the 2022 Rate Case is reasonable and shall be approved. The Company shall make an annual filing which will provide the current status of the DERMS implementation as well as the amount of budget that has been spent to date.
16.
The Commission finds that it is reasonable and appropriate that any unfilled megawatts (“MW”) from the current Distributed Generation (“DG”) and Utility Scale RFPs roll forward on an ongoing basis to subsequent respective RFPs. In recent DG and utility scale RFPs, the Commission approved unfilled MW from prior solicitations to be rolled over to future RFPs. Also, the Commission finds it in the public interest to allow any unfilled MW from future DG and Utility Scale renewable RFPs to roll forward on an ongoing basis to subsequent respective RFPs. This policy ensures that the renewable capacity that has been approved will be procured.
17.
The Commission finds and concludes that the Company’s requested modifications to the utility scale procurement process are reasonable and appropriate since changes are necessary to procure enough renewable energy to meet customers’ demands. Regarding Flexible Commercial Operation Dates (“CODs”), Staff, the Company, and the IE shall meet and collaboratively work to determine what changes, if any, will be needed to the Utility Scale RFP evaluation. 
18.
The Commission finds and concludes it is reasonable and appropriate to approve the Company’s request to procure 1,000 MW of utility scale renewable projects for all customers and up to an additional 3,000 MW to satisfy customer subscriptions. The Commission finds and concludes that Staff, the IE, and the Company shall meet and work to resolve any concerns related to the evaluation of bids with flexible CODs. During the Direct Hearing, Company Witness Mallard confirmed that this might be an issue that will need to be resolved if flexible CODs are approved by the Commission (Tr. at 878). Additionally, Georgia Power requested to allow bidders to provide flexible CODs and the use of a multi-phase approach which would include the procurement of customer identified resources. Phase I would include a “buy down” process whereby projects that were not selected as part of the short list but were part of the competitive tier, will be able to buydown their bid price to meet the average total net benefit of the selected short list portfolio. After completion of Phase I and if customer subscription demand still has not been met, the Company proposes to initiate Phase II. Phase II will allow new projects to be submitted at prices that meet or exceed the average total net benefit of the initial short list. During this phase, customer identified resources would also be allowed to be submitted on behalf of potential CARES subscribers at prices and terms that protect non-participating customers. The Commission finds that the requirement that projects meet or exceed the average total net benefit will provide protection to customers.
19.
The Commission finds and concludes the Company’s requested modifications to the DG procurement process are reasonable and appropriate. This finding includes Georgia Power’s request to allow flexible DG resources to participate in future RFPs, with additional information to be provided to Staff explaining how the requirement that the project be visible and controlled through DERMS could impact future flexible DG bid prices. The Company has indicated that they are still in the process of determining requirements and cost estimates to bidders that would enable DERMS integration with DG RFP solar projects. As required, and supported by Staff, for the DG procurement process, the requirement that bids for Phases I and II must meet the average of the total net benefit of the selected portfolio is a protection for retail customers.
20.
The Commission finds and concludes that it is reasonable and appropriate to approve the Company’s request to procure 100 MW of DG resources, including unfilled MW from the 2024 DG RFP, with or without renewable-charged or grid-charged storage facilities, through two RFPs. These RFPs will be implemented in the multi-phase approach as described in the Company’s IRP filing, including customer identified resources, to assist in procuring resources needed to meet customer subscription demand.
21.
The Commission finds and concludes that it is reasonable and appropriate to use a locational transmission value in future DG RFP evaluations. By analyzing incremental DG solar in the four zones separately, the Company will be better able to identify the effect of location-specific solar development on transmission upgrade need and timing. These results will allow the Company to calculate a benefit or cost for each DG resource bid into the RFP which will be dependent on the zone.
22.
The Commission finds that it is appropriate to approve the Company’s proposed modifications to the Customer-Connected Solar Program (“CCSP”) which are necessary in order to fully subscribe the MW allotment for this program. The modifications to the eligible minimum and maximum project sizes to 250 kW and 6 MW and allowing new customers in addition to existing customers to participate will help increase participation in the program in order for it to be fully subscribed. 
23.
The Commission finds and concludes that the Customer-Sited Solar Plus Storage Pilot Program, conceptually, should be approved. The Company’s request to not allow customers to participate in the Pilot Program if they are receiving service on the “R” or “GS” rates should be denied as approximately 80% of residential customers that currently have solar and/or BESS at their premises are on the R rate. This requirement would limit participation in the Pilot Program. The Commission finds that there are still items that need further discussion and finalization prior to implementation of the pilot program such as how potential participants in the pilot program will be made aware of the remaining capacity for each pilot program option and formalizing the process regarding how the Company will request to increase the targets before the pilot program becomes fully subscribed. These issues should be discussed and formalized, and the Company is required to hold additional meetings with Staff and interested parties once an implementation partner has been selected.   
24.
The Commission finds and concludes that the proposed enhancements to the CARES Utility Scale Subscription Program are approved. Customer demand for RECs through subscription mechanisms such as CARES has outpaced the available supply due to the growth of new and existing customers with sustainability goals. At the same time, the Company’s recent Utility Scale RFPs have not been successful at meeting the procurement targets. These changes proposed by the Company were due to feedback from customers and developers in order to provide flexibility and optionality for customers to increase the chances of procuring additional renewable resources The inclusion of Phase II of CARES, if customer demand for CARES subscriptions exceeds the amount of MW procured through Phase I or if customers choose to participate through a customer identified resource procurement, will improve the current CARES subscription program. The requirement that projects participating in Phase II must result in a total net benefit at or above the total net benefit of the selected short list portfolio will protect other Georgia Power customers. 
25.
The Commission finds and concludes that adding the DG Subscription Community Solar Program is beneficial as another program option for customers. Both residential customers and eligible C&I customers, who otherwise would not be able to participate in the CARES Utility Scale Subscription Program, will be able to participate and provide customers with more options to subscribe to carbon-free resources, while adding flexibility and optionality to the RFP process for both bidders and subscribers. The Commission finds that the Company shall make quarterly filings which will provide the current level of DG Community Solar Program subscriptions, by month.
26.
The Commission finds and concludes that the Large Customer Owned Resiliency (“LCOR”) Program and the proposed term modification for the Distributed Energy Resource (“DER”) Customer-Owned (“DCO”) Program shall be approved. The LCOR Program creates a new large C&I customer-owned option that is not available in the current DER programs. This new resiliency option will restrict the customer’s DER from pushing back to the grid which changes the way such DER is interconnected. Rather than being a supply-side option, the program will operate as a demand-side program, such that the customer’s DER is behind the meter and reduces the customer's load. The modification to the DCO program term up to 15 years would provide more certainty to customers.
27.
The Commission finds that it is reasonable and appropriate for Georgia Power to receive an additional sum of $3.00/kilowatt (“kW”)-year for its proposed renewable procurements and programs in this IRP as it appropriately balances the interests of the Company and customers. 
28.
The Commission finds and concludes that the Company’s Electric Transportation Vehicle-to-Everything (“V2X”) Pilot Project should be approved. This pilot will study the transfer of energy stored in underutilized batteries to buildings, houses, and the grid and will include the evaluation of V2X technology starting with a pilot with public school systems, to install up to 10 chargers.
29.
The Commission finds and concludes that Georgia Power’s DSM Certification is a reasonable and appropriate plan for energy efficiency and should be approved as amended by PIA Staff and outlined in Staff’s Recommended Case.

30.
The Commission finds that it is reasonable and appropriate to include an additional sensitivity in Georgia Power’s 2028 IRP development and resource optimization process. For this additional sensitivity case, DSM resources, including demand response and energy efficiency, will be allowed to compete head-to-head with supply-side options in Georgia Power’s IRP model as  selectable resources. This change will allow all parties participating in the 2028 IRP to better understand what and how much DSM resources the Aurora model selects to optimize the overall system. The Commission concludes that this additional scenario will provide the necessary information to determine the appropriate amount of DSM that would provide the least cost resource plan.
The Commission further finds that in order to implement this change, the DSM Program Planning Process shall be revised in the following manner:
a. Step 8 in the DSM Program Planning Process will be revised to state: “The Company will also produce an additional sensitivity in its 2028 IRP development and resource optimization process, where DSM is allowed to compete head-to-head with supply-side options in the Company’s IRP model as a selectable resource. This sensitivity will be called the Integrated DSM Change Case.” 
 
b. Step 9 in the DSM Program Planning Process will be revised to state: “The Company will use the difference in costs between the base case and the Proposed DSM change case configuration to determine the avoided generation cost impact of the DSM measures in the Proposed DSM change case. As the final step, the cost effectiveness tests mentioned in item 6 (above) will be calculated based on the inputs and adjustments from the system tools. Revenue impacts will be based on current rates and escalations based on the Company‘s financial projections adjusted for the DSM cost impacts. The avoided generation costs from the system tools and the avoided Transmission and Distribution (“T&D”) revenue requirements as estimated by PRICEM will be used to calculate the benefits of the RIM, TRC and Program Administrator test for the Proposed DSM change case. The projected deadline for including new programs in the system planning process is October 1, 2027.” 

31.
The Commission finds and concludes that the Demand Side Management Working Group (“DSMWG”) shall continue in its current form and be involved in the development of future DSM programs in the same manner it has operated in past IRP cycles.The DSMWG serves an important role in assisting the Company in the development of its energy efficiency programs and helps ensure that current and pertinent information is being considered by the Company.
32.
The Commission finds and concludes that Geogia Power’s requests for decertification of the Refrigerator Recycling Plus, Residential Specialty Lighting, and Commercial Behavioral programs, approval of Georgia Power’s waiver request for Commission Rule 515-3-4-.04(4)(a)3 for the Residential Home Energy Improvement, Residential Energy Assistance for Savings and Efficiency, and Residential HopeWorks programs, and approval of the amended certificates for the Residential Behavioral, Residential Demand Response, Residential Home Energy Improvement, Residential Energy Assistance for Savings and Efficiency, Residential HopeWorks, Commercial Custom, Commercial Prescriptive, and Small Commercial Direct Install programs is the reasonable and appropriate method to administer the DSM programs. Georgia Power’s proposed Residential Products Program will not be certified. Georgia Power’s waiver request for the Residential Home Energy Improvement, Residential Energy Assistance for Savings and Efficiency, and Residential HopeWorks programs allows for the programs to continue without the burden of passing the economic screening.. While the economic screening of the programs may not show benefits to customers in the near term, the programs have demonstrated verified savings and high customer satisfaction in previous years. Therefore, it is appropriate to grant a rule waiver in order to continue these programs. All amended certificates include program economic updates and/or other program design changes.
33.
The Commission finds and concludes that continuing the Automated Benchmarking Tool (“ABT”) for the 2026-2028 program cycle as approved in the past two IRPs will provide benefits to customers at a preapproved cost of no more than $600,000. The ABT provides a service to building owners that is otherwise unavailable and allows the building owner to better understand and manage the energy usage in their buildings.
34.
The Commission finds and concludes that Georgia Power will implement Staff’s Recommended Case for the 2026 through 2028 IRP cycle. Staff’s Recommended Case energy savings targets in Staff Exhibit_BCS-9 of the Direct Testimony of Jamie Barber, Nick Cooper, and Richard F. Spellman shall be approved. In the development of Staff’s Recommended Case, Staff conducted a thorough review of all the Cases modeled and presented by the Company in its filings. Staff designed a Case that seeks to increase the energy and demand savings goals outlined in the Company’s Proposed Capacity and Affordability Case while being mindful of past DSM program performance and approved budgets. Staff’s Recommended Case consists of five Residential programs and three Commercial programs. 
For Staff’s Recommended Case, the MWh savings are increased for the Residential programs by 44.1 GWh per year and 149.7 GWh per year for Commercial programs in comparison to the Company’s Proposed Capacity and Affordability Case. 
35.
Staff’s Recommended Case program and other DSM related activities budgets as provided in Staff Exhibit_BCS-10 of the Direct Testimony of Jamie Barber, Nick Cooper, and Richard F. Spellman shall be approved.  In the development of the budgets for Staff’s Recommended Case, Staff conducted a thorough review of the budgets of all Cases modeled and presented, as well as the Company’s historical spending. Regarding the incentive portion of Staff’s Recommended budget, Staff reduced the incentive budgets for most programs based on a rigorous analysis of the Company’s historical and approved DSM spending and kWh savings. Staff adjusted the non-incentive costs by program and category, including Administration, Marketing, and Implementation, to reflect whether the DSM Program was growing or contracting in comparison to the Company’s Capacity and Affordability Case. Staff’s proposed non-incentive budgets have a much lower cost per first-year kWh saved than the non-incentive budgets proposed in the Company’s Proposed Case and the Company’s Capacity and Affordability Case. Staff’s Recommended Case budget also includes increased costs due to inflation and increases in energy savings targets, as compared to the 2023 to 2025 program cycle. Staff’s Recommended Case costs $0.275 per first-year kWh saved compared to $0.387 per first-year kWh saved for the Company’s Capacity and Affordability Case. 
36.
The Commission finds that it is reasonable and appropriate to continue the educational feature of the Demand Side Plan. The Learning Power program began in July 2011 and is an energy efficiency education program for students in grades K-12. In the 2016 IRP and DSM Certification Final Order, an annual budget of $3 million was approved. In the 2019 IRP and DSM Certification Final Order, the annual budget for the Learning Power program was increased to $4 million. Therefore, the Commission concludes that the education initiative, Learning Power, will continue with a $4 million annual budget for 2026-2028.  
37.
The Commission finds and concludes that the annual Residential and Commercial Energy Efficiency Consumer Awareness budgets of $4.5 million and $1.1 million, respectively for the period of 2026-2028 is appropriate. These amounts are the same as approved in the 2022 IRP and will allow the outreach spending to remain at its current level.
38.
The Commission finds and concludes that the DSM pilot budget shall be $3 million per year. This amount shall be split evenly between the Residential and Commercial classes. The Commission further finds that Georgia Power shall seek Staff’s input regarding any proposed pilots before they are implemented and throughout the pilot.
39.
The Commission finds and concludes that the currently approved methodology for the DSM additional sum mechanism shall continue at 9.5% of shared savings except for Residential income-qualified programs. The Commission further finds that the additional sum shall continue to be based on net energy savings rather than gross energy savings. For residential income-qualified programs, the additional sum will be based on $.02 per first-year kilowatt hour (“kWh”) saved, based on net savings. This methodology balances the benefits of the DSM programs between customers and Georgia Power while providing an appropriate incentive for the Company to continue offering certain Residential Programs. 
40.
The Commission finds and concludes that once Georgia Power selects program implementers and program plans are developed, that these plans shall be provided to PIA Staff for review and input prior to the implementation of the corresponding programs. The Commission finds that it is appropriate that PIA Staff has the opportunity to review these plans prior to the implementation of the respective DSM Program. The Commission further finds that Georgia Power shall provide PIA Staff with at least 15 days of review of the Final Program Plans.
41.
The Commission finds and concludes that the current DSM true-up process shall continue, including not allowing the rollover of unspent annual budget dollars or unrealized savings targets. Additional details of actual incentive and non-incentive costs compared with budgeted costs for each program will be provided in the true-up filing. The Commission finds that the True-up filing, in 2028, will include details for non-incentive costs including the categories of Administration, Delivery (Implementation) and Marketing. This information will assist Staff to better understand specific program spending and be able to track these key program metrics.  The true-up process has been successful for several years and provides protection for customers that any unspent budget dollars will be refunded.
42.
The Commission finds and concludes that the three-year program Evaluation Measurement and Verification (“EM&V”) cycle shall continue from 2026-2028. The EM&V process provides Staff and Georgia Power valuable feedback for all programs. The timeline for research, filing of reports, and implementation of results the reports allows for proper oversight of the programs and provides sufficient time to determine what, if any, adjustments need to be made to the programs for the next program cycle. 
43.
The Commission finds and concludes that the 2024 EM&V results shall be used as recommended by the independent program evaluators.
44.
The Commission finds and concludes that Georgia Power shall evaluate income-qualified savings in a manner consistent with the remainder of the Residential sector to confirm whether assuming a 100% Net-To-Gross (“NTG”) ratio for income-qualified programs is appropriate. It is not appropriate to assume a 100% NTG without a rigorous evaluation. 
45.
The Commission finds and concludes that the current policy to implement the EM&V results in the first year of the next IRP cycle will continue by using the 2024 EM&V results as the basis for DSM measures and program savings for the 2026-2028 cycle. Georgia Power shall implement new EM&V results in the first year of the next IRP cycle in 2029.
46.
The Commission finds and concludes that if EM&V findings or results show errors with reporting of program or measure kWh and kW savings or costs during the program cycle, such errors will be immediately corrected for the reporting of results in the next program cycle. This provision will ensure programs are administrated appropriately and provide proper accounting of all savings.
47.
The Commission finds and concludes that Georgia Power will use the NTG ratios from the 2024 EM&V report for the 2026-2028 program cycle as referenced in Staff Exhibit STF-BCS-13. 
 
48.
The Commission finds and concludes that the current Commission policy that requires Georgia Power to provide detailed evaluation plans for each of the approved DSM programs within 90 days of the selection of the Program Implementers for each of the certified programs shall continue. The Commission further finds that Staff will work with Georgia Power to extend the 90 days on an as needed basis as it has in prior cycles. This extension if needed will allow Georgia Power the additional time that it needs to complete the detailed evaluation plans in the event that the selection of the Program Implementer is delayed.
49.
The Commission finds and concludes that Georgia Power will include an assessment of potential demand savings from demand response measures in the potential study that will be filed in January 2027. The cost of this additional assessment will be recovered through the DSM rider after review and approval by Commission Staff. Georgia Power will work with Staff on input regarding the scope of this study prior to issuance of a request for proposals for both studies.


ORDERING PARAGRAPHS

	WHEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED, that the Integrated Resource Plan filed by the Company is approved except as set forth below:

1. The Company’s “LRM” adjustment to the load forecast for large load customers is hereby modified by setting load materialization assumptions uniformly for all industry segments, as set forth on pp. 80-85 (Section VIII) of the pre-filed testimony of Staff witnesses Trokey, Drugan, and Pol.
2. Pursuant to Rule 515-3-4-.06(3)(a)6, the Company shall file a report to the Commission in this docket outlining how the Company will evaluate and incorporate into the current LRM the data produced from all prior LRM vintages as well as the quarterly large load development reports filed in Docket 55378.
3. The Company shall submit an amendment to the 2025 IRP with an updated load forecast if seasonal peak load materializes at an error rate of 8% or greater. The error rate shall be defined as the absolute value of the difference between forecasted seasonal peak load and actual seasonal peak load, relative to forecasted seasonal peak load.
4. The Company shall validate the factors that led to the significant residual errors and high MAPE in 13 the ST Residual Customer Growth model. 
5. The Company shall validate the factors that led to significant residual errors and high MAPE in the ST 16 Commercial Customer Growth model. If necessary, these issues should be 17 addressed in future forecast vintages.
6. The Company shall examine, explain, and justify the magnitude of the pre-adjustment calibration between the ST Commercial Sales forecast and the LT Commercial Sales forecast. The justification shall include a quantitative demonstration of the calibration process as well as a comparison to the magnitude of historical calibrations.
7. The Company shall provide a plan for how it will use the quarterly large load economic development reports described below and any other relevant data to improve and refine the underlying assumptions of the LRM. This plan shall be submitted within ninety days of the date of this order to ensure that the Company can refine its data tracking and analysis of customers in the large load pipeline. The plan shall describe a revision and validation process that is repeated on a quarterly basis, in line with the quarterly large load economic development reports.
8.  The Company shall continue providing quarterly large load economic development reports, in the format specified in Attachment A of the Stipulation approved by the Commission on April 26, 2024 in Docket No. 55378, through the Commission’s decision on Georgia Power’s 2028 Integrated Resource Plan (“2028 IRP”). In addition to the data currently provided in the quarterly reports, the Company shall provide the following additional information:
a. The quarter in which each project entered the large load pipeline,
b. The announced load of each project when it first entered the large load pipeline, 
c. Whether the customer is considering sites outside of Georgia, and  
d. A description and quantification of financial commitments provided by each large load customer. 
9. The Company shall file a report on or before April 17, 2026, explaining how the new tariffs and contract structure authorized by the Commission in its April 17, 2025 Order in Docket No. 44280, have impacted the large load forecast and the large load pipeline described in the LRM. The results of this report shall be used to adjust the Load Realization Model accordingly.
10. Pursuant to Rules 515-3-4-.03(3)(d) and 515-3-4-.06(3)(c), The Company shall provide model parameter and related summary statistics in a similar format to the 2025 IRP filing for all statistical and econometric models, including but not limited to the hourly regression models used in the Peak Forecast model.
11.  Pursuant to Rule 515-3-4-.06(3)(a)6, the Company shall develop sensitivities to the Load Realization Model that test variation in underlying assumptions (Project Success, Ramp-Up, Delay, and Load Materialization).
12. The Company’s request to the upgrade at Plant Hatch Units 1-2 shall be delayed two years after the completion of the Company’s Vogtle 1-2 upgrades. The Company’s cost recovery for these projects shall be limited to the projected cost estimates on an approved $/kW basis.
13. The Company’s proposed hydro modernization request, as described in Section 8.5 of the Company’s IRP Main document is rejected, as it is too broad in both cost and scope. The Company shall be allowed to spend up to $100 million on preliminary investigation and engineering through 2027 on the most economic hydro units remaining to be modernized. 
14. The Company will meet semi-annually with PIA Staff to provide updates on the Strategic Transmission Projects identified in Table 11.3 of the 2025 IRP to improve power transfer from South Georgia to North Georgia, prepare the transmission system for generation fleet transitions, and maintain System reliability. The Company will continue to identify alternative solutions considered for each project and the associated costs and benefits of the alternatives. The Company will continue to investigate and consider the use of emerging grid technologies as described in Technical Appendix Volume 3 of the 2025 IRP.
15.  Staff’s transmission recommendations will be adopted as follows: 
a. Georgia Power shall adopt a formal process to evaluate Grid Enhancing Technologies (“GETs”) as potential solutions for all major Georgia Power transmission projects and will include in the 2028 IRP a report on the planning assumptions, criteria, and outcomes associated with its GETs evaluations.
b. Georgia Power will continue to incorporate Non-Wires Alternatives screening into its standard project development process. If future BESS applications, configurations, and operations demonstrate that BESS can be deployed reliably and economically as transmission solutions, Georgia Power will continue to consider this technology as a solution. 
c. As part of its 2028 IRP transmission plan, Georgia Power will formally evaluate the economic costs and benefits of opportunities to expand transmission ties with neighboring utilities, including but not limited to, South Carolina utilities, Florida utilities and TVA.

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

	ORDERED FURTHER, that a motion for reconsideration, rehearing, oral argument, or any other motion shall not stay the effective date of this Order, unless otherwise ordered by the Commission.

	ORDERED FURTHER, that jurisdiction over this matter is expressly retained for the purpose of entering such further Order(s) as this Commission may deem just and proper.




	The above by action of the Commission in Administrative Session on the ____ of July 2025.




________________________			________________________
SALLIE TANNER					JASON SHAW 
EXECUTIVE SECRETARY				CHAIRMAN


________________________			_________________________
DATE							DATE
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