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The Public Utilities Commission of Nevada (“Commission”) makes the following
findings of fact and conclusions of law:
L INTRODUCTION

On May 31, 2024, Nevada Power Company d/b/a NV Energy (“NPC”) and Sierra Pacific
Power Company d/b/a NV Energy (“SPPC”, and collectively with NPC, “NV Energy”) filed

with the Public Utilities Commission of Nevada (“Commission™) a joi plication, designated

as Docket No. 24-05041 (“Joint Application”), for approval of the5-f’(%44 Triennial

Integrated Resource Plan (“IRP”) and 2025-2027 Energy Supply 4’ “ESP”).

On September 4, 2024, NV Energy filed with the C/%)m/ lission %%laﬁon addressing
Phase 1 (ESP) of the IRP (“Phase 1 Stipulation”). On Q¢ %2, 2024, th/// o mission issued
an order accepting the Phase 1 Stipulation. / ////////

On November 5, 2024, through Novemb - ‘, o, )//;nission held : earing for
{ anspértation Electrification Plan

(“TEP”), and Demand-Side Managemeng,Plan (“DSM”) of ’
& theIR?

On November 18, 2024, through I\f{/ 1,2024, thelssion held a hearing for

Phase III addressing the remaining portions <

IL. PROCEDURAL
lication.

“f///f/

uzsuan the Nevada Revised Statutes (“NRS”) and
il \C") Chapters 703 and 704, including, but not limited to
g% b .9005 et seq. Pursuant to NRS 703.190 and NAC 703.527,
sts that 6 /nformation in the Joint Application receive

staff of the Commission (“Staff”) participates as a matter of right

én I’%%al treatment.’
e The Regula

pursuant to \

. Operatio

),

§)703.301 JF
“ /

e On June 10, 2024,." evada Attorney General’s Bureau of Consumer Protection (“BCP”)
filed a Notice of Intént to Intervene pursuant to Chapter 228 of the NRS.

e On June 11, 2024, the Commission issued a Notice of Joint Application and Prehearing
Conference.

e On June 12, 2024, Western Resource Advocates (“WRA”) filed a petition for leave to
intervene (“PLTT”).
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e On June 17, 2024, Google LLC (“Google”) filed a PLTL
e On June 20, 2024, Vote Solar filed a PLTL

e On June 25, 2024, Nevada Workers for Clean and Affordable Energy (‘“NWCAE”) filed a
PLTIL

e On June 27, 2024, Sierra Club filed a PLTL

47 VA7)
). ct Management Contgahy, LP (“Tract”);

Clark County, Nevada (“Clark County”); Wynngdias Vegas, BLC (“Wynn”); SmastEnergy
Alliance (“SEA”); Interwest Energy Alliance { ) " MWP”);

. Mt Wieeler Power, Inc,
Boyd Gaming Corporation (“Boyd”), Station Casino/ /’ta ’
Vegas Gaming, LLC (“Venetian,” together with Boyd afi¢

Corporation (“Microsoft”); Solar Ene dustries Association

. R / .
Caesars Enterprise Services, LLC (“Caesdrs”):

s”);
Interstate Renewable Energy Council, Inc%‘IRE
w

@%e 4 PLTI

i@%hearing conference. NV Energy, Staff, BCP,
, United, Sjerra Club, SWEEP, NREA, Ormat, WPA,
,} . Microsoft, SEIA, LVCVA, NRA,
arties”) made appearances and discussed a

On July 23, 2024 ghe pig

of WRA, Google, Viote Solar, NWCAE, United, Sierra Club, SWEEP, NREA, Ormat, WPA,
Tract, Wynn, SEA (/lark County, IEA, MWP, SNGG, Microsoft, SEIA, LVCVA, NRA,
Caesars, MGM, and IREC.

e On July 29, 2024, the Commission issued a notice of hearing.

e On August 28, 2024, the presiding officer issued Procedural Order No. 4, scheduling a
consumer session for October 3, 2024. The same day, the Commission issued a notice of
consumer session and notice of hearings.
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e On September 4, 2024, NV Energy, Staff, and BCP filed the Phase 1 Stipulation.

e On September 5, 2024, the Commission issued a notice of continued prehearing conference.
The same day, the presiding officer issued Procedural Order No. 5.

e On September 16, 2024, the presiding officer held a continued prehearing conference. NV
Energy, Staff, BCP, Google, Vote Solar, United, Sierra Club, Ormat, WPA, Tract, Wynn,
SEA, Clark County, IEA, SNGG, Microsoft, SEIA, NRA, Caesars, MGM, and IREC made
appearances and discussed the Phase 1 Stipulation.

¢ On September 18, 2024, the presiding officer issued Procedur;
the Commission issued a draft order accepting the Phase 1

e

o

R

A

e
®)

A\

M

e On September 19-20, 2024, NV Energy filed an err%%g
¢ On September 24, 2024, at an open meeting of

f fhi¢ Commis
accept the Phase 1 Stipulation. i

1 n.

n, the Commis$

YU
.
* On September 26, 2024, the pfeSiding/ofﬁcer issued Proe
e On October 1, 2024, Ormat filed a mot%’// i

.

e On October 2, 2024, the Commission issu@/ an opfler epting the Phase 1 Stipulation.

"
/
o

e On October 3, 20 ion held a é@q

) r 8, 2024, Stati BCP, , Google, United, and SWEEP each filed direct
testimo%%%% |

the DSM poition of Phase II.
// .

regarding Phase"

e On October 10, 2024, WRA filed an errata to its Phase II (DSM) direct testimony.

e On October 11, 2024, NV Energy filed a supplement to the October 9-10, 2024 errata.

e On October 17, 2024, MWP filed a motion requesting to be excused from the Phase 11
hearing.
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e On October 18, 2024, Staff, BCP, WRA together with Sierra Club, NWCAE, United, Tract,
SEA, MWP, IEA, SEIA, and NRA together with MGM, Caesars, and SNGG filed direct
testimony for Phase III. The same day, Google notified the Commission that it would not be
filing direct testimony for Phase IIL

e Also on October 18, 2024, NV Energy filed rebuttal testimony for Phase Il (DRP and TEP).

e On October 22, 2024, NV Energy filed rebuttal testimony for Phase Il (DSM). The same day,
IEA filed an errata to its Phase III direct testimony.

¢ On October 23, 2024, the presiding officer issued Procedural der No. 8. Also on October

. | . //

23, 2024, Staff filed an errata to its Phase III direct testimong. ////
] , //

e

e On October 24, 2024, SEA, Wynn, and IEA, each ﬁ/%% u@st to | ”'/ed from the Phase
IT hearing. // ////////

o
-
e On October 28, 2024, the Commission issued‘%n a /of hearing. ///

¢ On October 29, 2024, Caesars, MGM, and NRA, filed a

IT hearing. /////// ,,
Y
e On October 30, 2024, Microsoft, Tract, a@i iledar st to be excused from the
Phase II hearing. i ‘
e On November 4, 2024) N tal testimony for Phase III.

\

®
o

gh November 21, 2024, the Commission held a hearing for

-~

"

e On November 22, 20 ’ e presiding officer issued Procedural Order No. 10 permitting legal

e On December 4 2024, CMN together with Wynn filed an opening brief (“CMN and Wynn’s
Brief”), SNGG filed an opening brief (“SNGG’s Brief”), BCP filed an opening brief (“BCP’s
Brief”), and Staff filed an opening brief (“Staff’s Brief”). The same day, Google filed a notice
that it would not be submitting an opening brief.

e On December 6, 2024, pursuant to Procedural Order No. 10, NV Energy filed a response to
the legal briefs filed on December 4, 2024 (“Reply Brief”).
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III. LEGAL BRIEFING

1. As noted in Section II, above, CMN, Wynn, SNGG, BCP, and Staff (collectively
“the Briefing Parties”) each filed opening briefs on December 4, 2024, addressing the following

two questions:

o  Whether the Commission has the authority to determine p ncy, or continued
prudency, of the Greenlink North, Greenlink West, and Common Ties Projects
following the passage of Senate Bill (“SB”) 44 '

jo)
[
w
Z,
(@}
=
—=

N
o
=
[T

o  Whether NV Energy can request incentives fof ar i ink projects that have
been designated as critical facilities in an IR if the inc es can only be
requested in a general rate case (“Questién - )

// ,,,,,,

- .

2. On December 6, 2024, NV Energy filed 1/ "/

CMN and Wynn’s Position //// . ////////

sert that n//%%/////

(Procedural Order No. 10 at 6.)

. . O g
3. Regarding Question 1, CMI\?%@n(ﬁ‘ Vs

) " /
ued approva@///

Commission to determine “

passage of SB 448, a ; gu udency of C(@ overruns, including an additional $1.7 billion
in Greenlink costs, should@e: /‘ a general rate case (“GRC”). (CMN and Wynn Brief at

¢that NV Energy refused to identify any such authority in
it gy y any y

quest // and Wynn Brief at 2-3.) CMN and Wynn assert

“

_ 9
that SB 448///@ e Commis

h no authority to deny NV Energy’s request to construct the

A\

-

N

‘required NV Energy to file a “transmission infrastructure for a
clean energy economy plan” (“TICEEP”) with the Commission as an amendment to its 2021

IRP, which merely requested that the Commission deem the application “adequate” in that the
TICEEP included the information required by statute. (CMN and Wynn Brief at 4.) CMN and

Wynn further state that nothing in SB 448 authorizes the Commission to make an IRP prudency

determination or authorize or modify the TICEEP, unlike the Commission’s authority under
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NRS 704.741. (CMN and Wynn Brief at 4.) CMN and Wynn further assert that NV Energy has
previously represented to both the Nevada Legislature and the Commission that the prudency
determination for Greenlink costs will be made in a GRC. (CMN and Wynn Brief at 2, 5.)

4. As to Question 2, CMN and Wynn argue that, based on NV Energy’s CFO’s

PG
B
5-6.) CMN and Wynn assert that NV Energy’s request cO
ratemaking harmful to NV Energy’s custopiets, e Commission’s duties, and
. L / y , 4 .
further asserts that the request is contrary to @V / O’s rgpresentations to the Nevada
"

ief at 6.) CMM

Legislature. (CMN and% in

/v

regulations unambi% //

in a GRC, as pr:

|, SNGG asserts that the Commission does not have authority to

2

grant “continued apj o; Greenlink because IRP approval of Greenlink, based on
consideration of variofis factors and data including projected budgets, has already been granted,
and any cost overruns are properly considered within the context of a GRC. (SNGG’s Brief at 2-
3.) SNGG further asserts that NV Energy’s request for continued approval of the increased

budget is made without regard to the requirements of resource planning because NV Energy has



Docket No. 24-05041 Page 13

embedded Greenlink in each of its proposed alternative plans, and NV Energy’s request fails to
recognize that the Commission has already approved its proposals, including budgets, in the
normal course. (SNGG’s Brief at 3-4.) SNGG adds that NV Energy intends to proceed with

Greenlink no matter the Commission’s determination in this docket, and therefore, there is no

06001, and no new application for approval has been 0 %

i

notes that NV Energy has identified no legal authority for® y%ommi
to project budgets after the original proj eéments and budge@% aye been satisfied and asserts

//% ,,,,,,

ssion to consider changes

i
%f | 9484 authorizes such action only in a GRC. (SNGG’s Brief

N
er intgrpretation of NAC 704.9484 is contrary to the plain

3 argues that

.

meaning of thé i dermines its purpose because the request for incentives, if

required by NRS 704:400(1)(a). (SNGG’s Brief at 5-6.) SNGG further asserts that granting NV
Energy’s request for critical-facility incentives would violate the prohibition on single issue
ratemaking, and notes that NV Energy’s former CFO previously acknowledged that such

incentives must be sought in a GRC in his testimony in Docket No. 20-07023. (SNGG’s Brief at
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6.) Finally, SNGG notes that NV Energy’s current CEO represented to the Nevada Legislature
in 2021 that NV Energy would only recover Greenlink costs in a GRC after project costs were
incurred and subject to Commission review in a GRC and asserts that NV Energy’s requested
incentives would allow recovery of these costs before the project is placed in service. (SNGG’s

Brief at 7.)

R
N

;‘Zr/
257
iy,

g\\\\\\\

BCP’s Position

\l\\\
N

7

N\

N

.

Oﬁ‘/-ﬁ%%(@ and the

@
=3

7. As to Question 1, BCP states that pursuant to %

A

Commission’s Order in Docket No. 20-07023, all costg expended to constru

7

kK

%/ ) BC@// further asserts

statutory authority to support NV Energy’s request for “c

(BCP’s Brief at 2.) BCP further states th% ’ sessment that because the
4
, ket'Nos. 20-07023 and 21-
ake in this docket. (BCP’s Brief at

subject to a prudency review in a GRC. (BCP’s

;Y
Commission already approved the Greenlm?@o
.

ion for the Coft

N

\ (@]

E

f at 4.) BCP sta s “ ility may seek critical-facility designation in an IRP

docket, but thikhy

Briefat 4.) BCP s afits interpretation of NAC 704.9484(3) is also supported by policy
considerations becaus€ the Commission may only fully assess the utility’s financial condition to
ascertain whether incentives are necessary within the context of a GRC. (BCP’s Brief at 4.)

111

/17
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Staff’s Position
9. Regarding Question 1, Staff asserts that the Commission does not have authority
to determine continued prudency of any Greenlink projects because SB 448 removed the

Commission’s discretion to determine prudency of TICEEP plan implementation as a

modification of the traditional IRP process, and preserved only the Commission’s authority to

the Harry Allen to

7 . 0
t are %fu
at 2.) Staff further states that SB 448 limited the Co ssion’s role to a cons /1

%
),
U

.

cted. (Staff’s Brief

cy review of

the TICEEP with the requirements of NRS 704.7 /{% (Staff’s Byief at 2.) Staff %/ 56 /é that

A
although Greenlink West was not explicitly included in t EEP,
. . // » . ////%}/g% ", .

Greenlink West because the TICEEP fails: isfy three requir /ts f NRS 704.79877 if

arry Allen do not create the

Greenlink West. (Stafi$iBrief at 223|) Staff furthepasserts that SB 448 did not modify the
eenlin es(%ﬁ////eaz’%/)au %/%//s y
e

// ’ % vy
Commission’}//a -[€COV r///////%// piveessyand the concept of “continued prudency” is a

in Comitsadiction of SB 448. (Staff’s Brief at 3-4.) Staff also cites

ot ' senta‘%o the Nevada Legislature regarding Greenlink cost-

fiction

éne@ CEO’s 2021 r¢

recovery in a

position that it would fic
10.  Asto Question 2, Staff asserts that utilities may request financial incentives in

IRPs, but NV Energy is barred from doing so for Greenlink North and Harry Allen because SB

448 contemplates that such incentives would only be reviewed by the Commission in a GRC,
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and because the stipulation in Docket No. 21-06001 requires that a request for incentives for
Greenlink North and Harry Allen “must include all financial impacts associated with such a
request, including a rate impact analysis that specifies the rate impact of any such proposal on
each rate class” which Staff asserts is a function of a GRC, and which NV Energy did not

A .
at NV Energy is precluded

provide in this Docket. (Staff’s Brief at 6.) Therefore, Staff assert

yms of the stipulation in

Docket No. 21-06001. (Staff’s Brief at 6.) Staff stat {%eenlink we% Commission
should maintain its decision in Docket No. 20-07¢ ying ctitical facility st ,,,,,,, ause

v d
Greenlink West remains necessary in the normal course of Bif#iness. (Staff’s Brief at 6-7.) Staff

ial incentives %%/S IRP runs contrary to NV

-%023“ i NV Eng /% former CFO expressly
%//%/ 4

7
nst be sought/%% fa

further notes that NV Energy’s request fi

Energy’s representations in Docket No. 20

recognized that such incents

08 20-07023 and 21-06001 already designated the

4

estments with the Commission retaining jurisdiction for

‘//%
continued determir/%% 16ms

W

rudency. (NV Energy’s Reply Brief at 1-2.)!
12. NV En gy asserts that, pursuant to NRS 703.110(3), any project that is approved
by the Commission following the IRP process is deemed “a prudent investment,” and the utility

may then recover all just and reasonable costs for the project in a GRC. (NV Energy’s Reply

! NV Energy asserts that Staff is the only party to have addressed the jurisdictional issue raised and that CMN and
Wynn, SNGG, and BCP relied only on arguments asserted in the testimony of Staff’s witness Adam Danise. NV
Energy’s Reply Briefat 2, fn 1.)



Docket No. 24-05041 Page 17

Brief at 2-3.) NV Energy identifies the Sierra Solar PV and BESS project, Valmy coal-
retirement and gas-repower project, and Tracy units 4/5 emission controls project in Docket No.
23-08015 as illustrative of this principle. (NV Energy’s Reply Brief at 3.) NV Energy concludes

that because the Greenlink projects went through the IRP process, they received resource

planning approvals. (NV Energy’s Reply Brief at 3.) NV Energy assertgthat Staff recognizes

_
2y,

conclusion that the TICEEP projects did not receive a prudenGy i ion is not supported

. %,

by the relevant sections of the NRS or past Commissi ractice.

%%/ eply Brief at 3-
.
4, citing Ex. 313 at 23.) A % ////// ,,,,,,,

¢ ///// //% ,,,,,,,,

13. NV Energy argues that SB 448 required it / /”/the TICEEP as a resource plan

amendment and required the Commissio eept < %’/ under NRS 704.751. (NV

ent and subsequent

)

%///9 Re
ier asserts that it filed the TICEEP as an amendment to the then-

deem any portion of the TICEEP inadequate in which case NV Energy would have had the
option to accept the Commission’s modification curing the inadequacy or withdraw the TICEEP.
(NV Energy’s Reply Brief at 4.) NV Energy asserts that the Commission’s authority in this

respect “mirrors” the Commission’s general IRP authority under NRS 704.751(1) and (2) and
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NRS 704.7321. (NV Energy’s Reply Brief at 4.) NV Energy concludes that upon entry of the
Commission’s January 26, 2022, order accepting the TICEEP stipulation, the TICEEP projects
(Greenlink North and Harry Allen) were deemed prudent investments, and the Commission

therefore had, and has, jurisdiction to determine their prudency. (NV Energy’s Reply Brief at 5.)

NV Energy notes that CMN and Wynn, SNGG, BCP, and Staff argue that the Commission

W,
Y

.

tains resource

704.110(3). (NV Energy’s Reply Brief at 5.)

15. NV Energy further states that the -

%/ SS10N

authority for Greenlink because NRS 704.79879 and NR% 7988 permit the Commission to

/
/%
n alldNA /

4,9494(3) reflects the
\
oy’s R oply Brief at 5.)

/%{
o
O

Commission’s continuous authority over the@lan.

16. zthat CMN and/ W syment that NV Energy did not cite

W

legal authority to jusfify ¢ risdiction IS@IS aced because NV Energy cited NRS and
7 p J ///

ns
)

X4 313 attachments ) \FD 14.) NV Energy concludes that the Commission may

“ E %///
grant continué‘//% roval for 1 ie Greenlink projects under NRS 704.751, at which point the

Greenlink projects wij

i 'é/g;ned a prudent investment with the indicated budgets. (NV
Energy’s Reply Brieft 6.)

17.  Asto Question 2, NV Energy asserts that Commission precedent over the past 20
years is to approve critical-facility incentives in an IRP. (NV Energy’s Reply Brief at 6.) NV

Energy states that NAC 704.9484 is included under the “Resource Planning” section of the
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regulations, which indicates that critical facility designation and related incentives should be
sought in an IRP. (NV Energy’s Reply Brief at 7.) NV Energy asserts that it identified two such
occasions in the Joint Application, Docket Nos. 04-6030 and 05-8004, and identifies several
other examples of the Commission granting critical facility incentives in IRP dockets in its brief.

(NV Energy’s Reply Brief at 7-8.) NV Energy notes that the Commissi % is not bound by stare

/ v .
_the Commission can and
0

A‘-//»/ : .
%, En //%/ I}Gply Brief at 7.)

does designate critical facility incentives in IRP proceedings.

A

4
.

M Yl
NV Energy further argues that the Commission’s lan its March 27, V. %/
/ / ///%/' . .%// ge e . ?
Docket No. 13-12040 supports NV Energy’s pos«%/ %t critical facilities incentt
a regulatory asset, can be requested outside of a GRC. Vi1 ergy’s Reply Brief

o
’@%%va t language from NRS

704.79877(3) and misrepresents NRS 704‘7%78, and %\6 compfete language of NRS

W

f%/

.

ﬁr@lm al incentives before the TICEEP is placed

/%

704.79877(3) supports NV En request fo

/
because the statute / :
-

instead placey al requirement on NV Energy to propose a rate-

%

mitigation m

consideration.”
19. NV Energy asserts that the stipulation in Docket No. 21-06001 speaks for itself,

and by its own terms does not require that “future proceedings” addressing TICEEP financial

incentives only be GRCs. (NV Energy’s Reply Brief at 9.)
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20. NV Energy argues that it addressed the issue of a CWIP rate-impact analysis by
“rate class” on rebuttal, and provided the rate-impact analysis by rate class rather than by rate

schedule, and asserts that it has done so in numerous previous IRPs. (NV Energy’s Reply Brief at

11032 and 21-06036. (NV Energy’s Reply Brief at 10.)

7

//// on NV Energy’s
a

21.  Finally, NV Energy states that the briefing p

inconsistency exists. (NV Energy’s Reply Brief at40 ) NV Enter le’s
e 4
testimony in Docket No. 20-07023 merely sought to preg WV Eifergy’s ability to seek

incentives in a future filing and recogniz customer rates, o ot be adjusted in an IRP
proceeding pursuant to NAC 704.9484(3), NAC 704°9484(3) does not preclude it

/ (l
%/////
ut inclusion ind

/ dl

from seeking an incentive wi

b

issue Constructio/

%%}/rln

ork
|
appropriately placed i / GRC and not in this IRP.* The Commission fully addresses all of its

legal findings and other issues regarding the Greenlink Nevada Project in subsection Z of Phase

3 of this Order.

2 Insofar as the parties raise other arguments not specifically addressed in this Order, the Commission has
considered the same and concludes that they are not determinative of the Commission’s conclusions as stated herein.
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IV.  AMENDED JOINT APPLICATION: PHASE 11
A. Distributed Resources Plan (“DRP”) Prayers for Relief Generally

NV Energy’s Position
23. NV Energy requests that the Commission approve the DRP as compliant with

NAC 704.9237 and determine that, pursuant to NAC 704.9494(5), the%e?ements contained in the

find the following:

1. The summary describing the results of the F ’a//ry ‘ %4, stakeholder meeting

-

"
/

@//é/% fstribution

2. The discussion of the effect of NEM systems omythe reliability o

are in compliance with NAC 7 04‘92

%
3. The load and DER forecastij been pruden rformed in compliance with

waive tie following certain

NAC 704.9237(2)(f), subjectio

L
.
!

1 to

%f) states tha@me DRP must “Be developed by a utility

. N L

net distributi Tygystem load and distributes resources. The
lesources

g ”/ ions and energy and demand characteristics for all
distribut },}esourc%s.” NV Energy states that it utilized the latest
available %distri‘ ution feeder, substation transformer, and transmission

ast will include system, substation, and feeder

- . ] . . Y
forecasts té/%/ etermine the constraints on the transmission and distribution
4 %ystems. .aﬁwever, NV Energy states that all distributed resource types as

elined 4 AC 704.90583 are not yet represented in those forecasts and NV
as disaggregated system-level private solar PV and electric vehicle
forgeasts down to the substation and feeder levels.

NV Energy states that is consultant, E3, produced geolocational forecasts for
DERs at the census block level and NV Energy translated some of that data to
its distribution feeder and incorporated it into the non-wires alternatives
(“NWA”) analyses. NV Energy states that it will integrate the Forecasting
Anywhere results for all DER types into its planning, forecasting, and
analyses associated with the DRP as appropriate over the next year ahead of
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the planned filing of an update to the DRP on or before September 1, 2025, to
close this compliance gap.

4. The HCA has been prudently performed in compliance with NAC 704.9237(3)(b),

subject to the following request to waive certain aspects of the regulation:

NAC 704.9237(3)(b) states that the DRP must includg a hosting capacity

analysis (‘HCA”) of the distribution system eval ‘timder normal
conditions and planned and unplanned contingg / conditions.” NV Energy

N X N
states that it discussed the issue of performing I
. hat a

9

conditions internally and initially concludég

sontingencies analyzed

m /// of cases analyzed
4 %%omplete the

analysis, especially considerin monthly,update and annt

%,
Y,

update processes already take 41 ent 1ar d an entire quagter to be
completed, respectively, with curre s and resources. ANV Energy

states that it will continue to investigat other utilities may be
approaching this issué ini : %% ny techniques that can be

applied to ensure that tlj i ikd not be made impractical by

the addition of contingengy conditi s. %%%//

0

°

5. The general network access (“ // dgibution system has been

iibution constraints and projects;

T qéylsknefit analysis (‘LNBA”); and

%\I for/the transmission system has been prudently performed in

a. The identification of transmission constraints and projects;

b. The NWA analyses;

¢. The LNBA; and

d. The traditional wired upgrade projects and NWA solutions recommendations.
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7. The LNBA for the distribution and transmission systems has been prudently

performed,

8. The NWAs and utility infrastructure upgrade solutions recommendations are

prudent and in compliance with NAC 704.9237(3)(c);

9. The identification of barriers to the deployment of D id,solutions to them

are in compliance with NAC 704.9237(2)(e); //////

.

% supply-side

is in gompliance with A
)

10. The summary explaining how DERs have gifie

N
.
L Y 4

11. The identification of exw@%% programs appro %z/// the Commission that address
¢ //%% il
ethods of effect/ ’/coordmatlng these

| %///%/

¢ ¢ectronic data is in compliance with NAC

14. The Transportation Electrification Plan (“TEP”) is in compliance with the
requirements of NAC 704.9237(3)(g), and the programs and budgets requested
within the TEP meet the objective of NRS 704.7867 and also meet the

requirements of SB 448 (2019) Section 14 (2)(a)-(e);
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15. That, as part of the TEP, NV Energy met the Stipulated compliance Items 2 and 3
as outlined in Docket No. 23-09002 and the four required Transportation
Electrification Stakeholder meetings as required by NRS 704.7867(3);

16. Pursuant to NRS 704.7867(2)(d), NV Energy also requests approval of the

School Bus V2G Trial

proposed revisions to the schedule No. ESB-V2G, Ele%'/

con liance with NAC

-
0

18. The following requests and directi % e, ///////
- |

17. The Technical Appendix submitted with the

imony in Docket No. 21-06001);

.

//?y 4

1,5,6 (ESS a// /// stem peak data, EV
4 SS pr; ‘%g/rams post-installation

%ate and develop an NWA Tariffed-On-Bill

.

d type of the Utility Owned Community

address the concerns #ai

b. Docket No. 23-02001_-@
charging station use data%@q
survey data

19. The req 000 to inve

24.  The Commission reviewed the DRP and evidence in this docket. Weighing the
relevant evidence, the Commission finds that, absent a finding to the contrary in this order
below, NV Energy has met the applicable provisions of NAC 704.9237, NRS 704.741, NRS

704.751, NRS 704.7867. The Commission finds that, pursuant to NAC 704.9494(5), the
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elements contained in the DRP are prudent, except as explicitly discussed and outlined further
below. In the sections below, the Commission makes specific findings regarding certain
elements of the DRP that either parties raise as issues or that the Commission raises as issues for

further discussion and findings.

25.  Additionally, the Commission finds that NV Energy hasset the directives from

NV Energy’s Position

&

"
<

T 7 4
26. NV Energy states that a load study is:

.

department in response
N

Stribdtion system and

.

curregt load forecast, and
V//

[T]he process within NV Energy :
to a request for new or additional
. . o
generally considers the rating, pa@/z, peak™
7, .
remaining reserved/load on the distriby

transformer(s) the ' 4éd ) aforementioned peak loading
values are up@at

(Ex. 2001 at 4 C’s Third Data Request, Question 3-05(A)
(Aug :
Ve N
IREC’s ﬁ@%/’on
27.  IRE ds the Commission order NV Energy to use a dependable

photvoltaic (“PV”) ¢ éthodology in the Rule 9 load study process to increase the capacity

of the distribution system to host new loads and avoid distribution system upgrades. (Ex. 2001 at
3)
28.  IREC states that it understands that when evaluating new service requests, NV

Energy assumes no output from existing distributed resource generation. (Ex. 2001 at 4.) IREC
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asserts that this assumption is unreasonable and states its expectation that peak loads occur in the
daytime on most of NV Energy’s feeders, and it is reasonable to assume that a PV system has
some level of output during daytime hours. (Ex. 2001 at 4.) IREC further asserts that failure to
consider daytime PV output could subject customers seeking to connect new loads to

unnecessary studies and upgrade costs through the Rule 9 process. (E%////S%/Ol at5.) IREC

W,

effectively into the planning process and avoid grid u

.

0,
Resources (“DERs”) can reliably serve peak loa/%/%/’ }/f//eder. ] X, /////
29. IREC recommends that the Commission o a

Sulliesn California Edisi(“SCE”), which IREC

%
4
4

methodology similar to that utilized by

and implementation. (Ex/

4

NV Energy’s Rebg/ ////// .
el |
30. NV Energy ds tha /%/% ot assume no output from existing distributed
L

when eva " ‘Sgtvice requests. (Ex. 163 at 17.) NV Energy states that when

4

generation 1s ; gnerating as it was during the most recent peak loading of the

31.  NVEn¢ Z}gy states that, given this clarification, IREC’s recommendation on this
issue is likely unnecessary. (Ex. 163 at 18.) NV Energy further states, however, that if this issue
is still relevant, the Commission should not order NV Energy to adopt a dependable PV

methodology similar to SCE’s, but NV Energy would instead be agreeable to hosting a workshop
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to discuss whether adoption of the dependable PV output concept would be appropriate and
necessary. (Ex. 163 at 18.)
Commission Discussion and Findings

32.  The Commission finds that a workshop hosted by NV Energy would be the most

beneficial path forward on the issue of dependable PV output methodolggy in the Rule 9 load

agreeable to hosting a workshop to discuss whether adoption “the ¢ able PV output
.

concept would be appropriate and necessary. The Comgniissiont directs NV

3
Y,

/
workshop within three months of the issuance of%%ﬁ// der regar

///

.

4
_
)

ittes how p/ ects are designed, constructed,

including an evaluation of SCE’s methodology.

C. Rule 9 Process

NV Energy’s Position

33.

. ‘
.
o

.(Ex. 117 at268.) NV Energy further states that Rule 9

141 fé/%/%

governs how the total costs" gsponibilities foptthe construction and modification of line
|

IREC’s Position
34.  IREC recognizes that energization is governed by NV Energy’s Rule 9 which

establishes timelines and allocates costs and responsibilities among customers and NV Energy.

(Ex. 2000 at 13.) IREC asserts that anticipated higher energy demand will result in more Rule 9

applications, which must be managed through clear, efficient, and reliable energization
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processes. (Ex. 2000 at 13-14.) IREC states that during discovery NV Energy provided general
data on average timelines for standard and non-standard projects for 2024. (Ex. 2000 at 16.)
IREC asserts that this data demonstrates that for standard projects NV Energy is meeting

timelines for step 1 (delivering a planning memo and cost estimate) and step 3 (designating a

longer timelines for each step than standard projects. (BX. 200

.

PRSRT .
swith timelines €

D,

%
%y

vehicle growth and other DERs will incr i ications, 4ad recommends that current

36. Creci 1 s order NV Energy to broadly engage

. @%‘[ 25.) Specifically, IREC requests that the Commission

.
/“t thre@‘ -depth public workshops devoted to Rule 9 and the

stog

solutions for increas
37.  IREC rfecommends that such workshops should occur after an outreach effort

conducted by NV Energy to ensure that relevant MHDEYV stakeholders are aware of and able to

attend the workshop. (Ex. 2000 at 25.) IREC further recommends that at least one workshop be

dedicated specifically to the needs of MHDEYV customers and include discussion of the use of the
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hosting capacity analysis in enabling flexible loads. (Ex. 2000 at 25.) IREC further recommends
that, once the workshops are complete, NV Energy should use the information from stakeholders
to prepare an Energization Report to be submitted with NV Energy’s 2025 DRP update covering
(1) timelines for processing Rule 9 applications, and (i1) additional processes, tools, or other

refinements to internal processes, customer engagement, and/or the tariff necessary to accelerate

7 YW,

/ / .
require NV Energy to file an energization timelines update as%rt 0 1%4/% maual DRP update
/7

7
%

y ,,
including a narrative summary of developments over o ng year. (E//é/o at 29-30.)
38 IREC further states that the Calif es Commissio

to incorporate Hosting Capacity

n processes, a

s that it is interested in

a

A\\\\\\

N

\
working with NV Energy to explore how the/%lCA art of the process for

0
t the Commission require NV

Energy to begin evgltiaiin ;LI /g‘/ porated into the load review process. (Ex.

inform the load ap %{%/ i {ocess. (Ex. 163 at 25.) NV Energy notes IREC’s statement that it

is unaware of any statés that currently use the HCA in the new load study process, and
recommends that the more prudent course is to observe developments in California on this
subject before considering any action in Nevada. (Ex. 163 at 25.)

40. NV Energy states that it disagrees with various requests for Commission order

made by IREC. (Ex. 163 at 26-27). Specifically, NV Energy states that the Commission should
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not issue an order establishing a goal that NV Energy allow new generation interconnection and
load energization requests using hourly profiles, nor require NV Energy to submit a plan to
provide 576-hour results in the HCA by the DRP 2026 update in its 2025 DRP update. (Ex. 163

at 26.) NV Energy states that it is, however, amenable to discussing this subject with interested

) ) Y
course is to observe the CPUC’s actions and assess th

e considering

%,

////
_

/ed a specific MHDEYV program,

MHDEVs could be included in the fleet / ansit ElectrificatioldGrant offerings if the

%

N\

? 4

\

%//./4

%

further action on the subject. (Ex. 163 at 25.)

42, NV Energy responds that while it has not p

, . a
customer’s fleet consists of these vehicle ty;@/ (Ex
.

o
, |

SERJ

7

43.  The C’s recommendations for a Rule 9
stakeholder gr(%/and orderg s engage stakeholders regarding the Rule 9

easi:four in-depth 1ops devoted to Rule 9 and the energization process to
//%/our in-dep SHHop g p

gather custom

effectiveness on achig customer’s requested in-service date.

44,  The Commission finds that these workshops shall occur after an outreach effort
conducted by NV Energy to ensure that relevant stakeholders are aware of and able to attend the
workshops. Once the workshops are complete, NV Energy shall use the information from

stakeholders to prepare an Energization Report to be submitted with NV Energy’s 2025 DRP

update covering (1) timelines for processing Rule 9 applications and (ii) additional processes,
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tools, staffing requirements, or other refinements to internal processes, customer engagement,
and/or the tariff necessary to achieve the customer’s requested in-service date.

45. The Commission notes that Phase III also contains Rule 9 recommendations and
Commission discussions and findings. The workshops outlined here will be the same workshops

discussed further in Phase II1.

D. DRP Portal
NV Energy’s Position
46. NV Energy states that Section 6 of th.
DRP web portal and any updates. (Ex. 152 at 15 Y
"

requirements of NAC 704.9237(5). (Ex. 152 at 15.)
IREC’s Position

47.

rgy to publish additional information which

site 'new DERs. (Ex. 2001 at 6-7.) IREC assert
y %/%%/////}% new s. (Ex a ) asserts

can be used by customers sé

h6 //// ’//'ring NV Ene /’pond to unique requests from potential applicants. (Ex.
L

.
2001 at 7.) ////////////

48. : e ends that NV Energy publish the following additional feeder and

substation data on thedDRP Portal to inform customers of system sizing and potential upgrade

avoidance:
1. Feeder type: radial, network, spot, mesh, etc.;
2. Number of phases;
3. Substation transformer the feeder connects to;
4. Substation transformer’s Nameplate Rating;
5. Number f substation transformers and whether a bus-tie exists;
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6. Service transformer rating.

(Ex. 2001 at 7).
49.  IREC further states that publishing additional HCA data on the DRP Portal on a

weekly basis will provide customers information about significant changes since the most recent

HCA update, which IREC submits may be used by customers to mak% ough estimate of the

%

o 1 . . . . 4 v
likelihood that a new interconnection or load request will require or upgrades. (Ex. 2001 at

al data on a weekly

basis: 1) Connected Load (MW) after HCA performed./ 2 é//cted DER//,'//a ) after HCA
performed; 3) Queued Load (MW) after HCA pey : and 4%:Queued DER ( after HCA

.

rovide gcatch-all notes field in the

performed.

(Ex. 2001 at 9.)

7

L /
50. IREC further recommends th/{@/N

, ; . 4
DRP Portal to permit N/ ,, i OV /4/6 or relevant information to

assist guiding new I¢ ; i interconnec@n applicants. (Ex. 2001 at 10.)

51, ]

i “‘i‘///%%vith other states and utilities where appropriate, thereby

feedes % the DRP Portal. (Ex. 2000 at 34-35.) IREC states

/////lmeer of re /
ﬂf%% NV En

that it recom erg ?explain the purpose of each redaction criterion and how it applies

 then explain to interested parties how the publication of the
relevant hosting capacity data would be adverse to grid security or risk exposing customer
information. (Ex. 2000 at 36.) IREC further recommends that the Commission require NV

Energy to host at least one public workshop to discuss the proposed redaction criteria, with

suggested procedures regarding advanced notice of the proposed criteria. (Ex. 2000 at 36-37.)
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NV Energy’s Rebuttal

52. NV Energy responds that it disagrees with IREC’s recommendation that certain
data regarding the distribution system on the DRP Portal should be updated on a weekly basis

because IREC has not analyzed the feasibility, effort, time, and cost required to achieve the

information on a daily basis does not justify IREC’s request. {Bx. 163" 2)

@)
53. NV Energy states that while it had int%/ teduce the fre/// Jéncy of its monthly

)
%, / »
HCA updates from nine times per year to four til/@%%%// ear nage its existi/%gf// A

to}

U,
and resources, it is agreeable to maintaining the current ate schedule as requested by

%,
U
U k

{}//

IREC. (Ex. 163 at 22-23.) NV Energy fur agree with IREC’s

.
recommendation that the Commission order” /V CA 12 times per year
//////%

because it still takes NV Exes /e entire first'q

irter of ea

o

o

7,

HCA update. (Ex. 1/ 2 3) N\//'/ ergy is agreé@)le to further discussion on this issue with
o )

ates/@%'t disagrees with IREC’s recommendation that the

/ V//’ K )’,’ ““‘/////
Confmissi i gy to h,"//a//“
o ‘

data redaction efiteri is agreeable to discussing such criteria with interested parties. (Ex.

7 7

7
163 at 24.) NV Ene@ ,

east one public workshop discussing proposed HCA

ér states that is finds the following items identified by IREC
reasonable for such digcussion: 1. an explanation of the purpose of each criterion; (ii) an analysis
of how the publication of hosting capacity data meeting that criterion makes the grid less secure;
and (ii1) a discussion, including citations, of whether the CPUC, other state commissions, or
relevant federal authorities allow the redaction of similar information. (Ex. 163 at 24 citing Ex.

2000 at 36.)
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Commission Discussion and Findings

55. The Commission finds that the DRP web portal and updates description meet the
requirements of NAC 704.9237(5). The Commission declines to adopt IREC’s recommendation
that certain data regarding the distribution system on the DRP Portal should be updated on a

and cost required to

weekly basis because no party has analyzed the feasibility, effort, time,

requested updates. %%

)
ergy to update its I 2

2,
%,
Y,

56. The Commission declines to order NV

%,
Y,

year because it takes NV Energy the entire first q%é/ %f each

HCA update. The Commission notes NV Energy’s agrectie o to further discussion regarding the

shall engage ‘%’;erqsted stakeholders
W

ar to complete 1

/
. !

regarding HCA updates, data redaction, and/@her / fi | guithorities” HCA programs,
%{’/ // ‘/”
but the Commission at th i %// i ‘/%to take place in a formal public
workshop. A //
Vi ////

%

discernable efig
systems on its distribugfon system reliability. (Ex. 117 at 26-28.) NV Energy requests that, as

part of a determination that the elements of the DRP are in compliance with NAC 704.9237, that
the Commission determine that the discussion of the effect of NEM systems on the reliability of
the distribution system in Section 2.F of the DRP is in compliance with NRS 704.741(3)(d). (Ex.

117 at 300.)
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Staff’s Position

58. Staff recommends that the Commission order NV Energy to propose NEM
reliability impact thresholds, related tracking, and Rule 15 or another tariff revision to ensure
there are no negative distribution system impacts with incremental NEM penetration in NV
Energy’s next IRP or IRP Amendment filing after NV Energy obtai%keholder input during

the planned 2025 Rule 15 workshops. (Ex. 302 at 2, 11-13.) /

NV Energy’s Rebuttal

// 63 at3.) NV

59. NV Energy generally agrees with Staff’ .
Y

Energy, however, states that while it is agreeable 46 3 > Staff to establish #i€relevant
;
thresholds, plan, communication protocol, and tariff revisigiia "1t requests that the topic be
"

restricted to NEM’s potential effect on th/%/” ility of the di st

0
this is what NRS 704.741(3)(d) is limited to%E
that the communication pr

4 %
4 . U

customers to prevengd@@nfusion orfiggative reactioh from existing customers. (Ex. 163 at 13.)
4///

ml/’ /ﬁnds th;i%the NEM elements of the DRP are in compliance

%
N
mmis% 'n/ﬁnds that the discussion of the effect of NEM systems

’?%/ ion S};stem in Section 2.F of the DRP is in compliance with NRS
mission orders NV Energy to propose NEM reliability impact
thresholds, related tragking, and Rule 15 or another tariff revision to ensure that there are no
negative distribution system impacts with incremental NEM penetration in NV Energy’s next
IRP or IRP Amendment filing after NV Energy obtains stakeholder input during the planned
2025 Rule 15 workshops. NV Energy shall work with Staff and other interested stakeholders to

establish the relevant thresholds, plan, communication protocol (for existing and future or
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potential NEM customers), and tariff revisions. The Commission restricts these discussions to
NEM’s potential effect on the reliability of the distribution system only, pursuant to NRS
704.741(3)(d).

F. Rule 15: Generation Interconnection Procedure

NV Energy’s Position

61. NV Energy states that it expected to file an updated Kule 15 with the Commission

ak %7/5 in Rule 15, as well

this summer but asserts that it understands the vested interests'g %
/4 S

as the stakeholders’ expectation to be a part of the updating process as oppose

simply

-
following NV Energy’s ultimate filing with the ( (%on. 2117 at 233.) NV Energy states
that it expects to hold at least two meetings with interested's

v
from them during this process. (Ex. 117 at.

;eholders to solicit specific issues

%

IREC’s Position
62. /‘%llaborative stakeholder process

within 12 months of convening the working group. (Ex. 2000 at 46.)
63.  IREC further states that the Commission should order the working group to

consider, and NV Energy’s ultimate Rule 15 revision filing to address, the following:

a. The HCA's role in streamlining the interconnection process and evaluation to
determine which initial review screens are commonly failed and/or could be
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replaced by the more precise evaluation found in the HCA and examination of NV
Energy’s supplemental review process (Ex. 2000 at 46 47),

b. Modernizing the screening and study processes to recognize recent developments,
including the use of acceptable export controls as described in the Toolkit and
Guidance for the Interconnection of Energy Storage and Solar-Plus-Storage to
incorporate best practices for export controls in Rule 15 (Ex. 2000 at 46-49);

C. The Decision Options Matrix for IEEE 1547 ™-2018 Adoption which IREC notes
NV Energy has rightly acknowledged, but which IRECS {/ﬁ(@% it is uniquely
positioned to guide NV Energy through the proceg;/ “adopting as IREC

engineers assisted in developing IEEE 1547-20 18 far Ié%%s developed tools for
at 1h=-14); and

guidance and best practices for this subject. // 2001 at/] 114);
dations found in THE

d. The voltage variation evaluation recom éndath % 1547-2018,
including the magnitude DER outpg ange an% threshold per: W] i
IREC asserts will permit more D s i it

voltage change measure as opposed to
2001 at 14-15.)

NV Energy’s Rebuttal

. ) .. 4 g
64. NV Energy replies that beca@e

\
) \
C’s recomme

°

g by NV En@%y requesting approval of an update to Rule

,‘ %%’/ ergy frther states that while it agrees that it is time
YL

regarding Rule 15, it beliey:

"l
15. . 163 at27; Ex. 1634
(Ex at 2 X //

to move fgpw /’/ i /% ’////15 and that this should likely take place in 2025, it does not
%Should be requized to do ¢ x. 163 at 35.)
%, )

////% Energy aﬁ%s with IREC’s recommendation that NV Energy should alter its

current 2.5 percent (@¥) v /ge variation criterion in the HCA to 3.0 percent (3.6V) as contained

65.

in IEEE 1547-2018. (EX. 163 at 4, 35-36.)

Commission Discussion and Findings
66.  Because of the need to update Rule 15, and because the Rule 15 update process
will likely be lengthy and include issues tangential to or not included in this IRP, the

Commission finds that NV Energy shall schedule public meetings to update Rule 15 with all
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interested stakeholders. The Commission finds that IREC’s list of potential Rule 15 topics is
best addressed in the Rule 15 update workshops and future docket itself and not in this IRP due
to the need for more information and input from stakeholders to inform the future filing. The

Commission orders NV Energy to start the Rule 15 update process with meetings with interested

addressed in the meetings and formal filing.

“L

a

%4

€

67.  Finally, the Commission finds it reaso

4

Energy to alter its current 2.5 percent (3V) Volta%%i

A\

U

(3.6V) as contained in IEEE 1547-2018 because this cha 1 perm

ltage change Mg

it more DERs to

V Energy and IREC

7

ez «%%%/«

% contpy /ce with I;TAC 704.9237(3)(b), subject to NV Energy’s

me CA include an evaluation under normal conditions
' itingency conditions. (Ex. 152 at 9, 12-14; Ex. 117 at 300, 302-
303.)

IREC’s Position

69.  IREC recommends that the Commission require NV Energy to continue to
improve the HCA so that it can be used to help efficiently direct load and generation projects to
locations on the grid where upgrades will not be required. (Ex. 2000 at 30.) IREC opposes NV

Energy’s request to decrease the frequency of its HCA updates and instead proposes monthly



Docket No. 24-05041 Page 39

updates, supports NV Energy’s proposal to reduce the amount of redaction in the DRP Portal
with additional recommended actions to accomplish this goal, and recommends that the
Commission establish a goal to allow new generation interconnection applications and load

energization requests based on hourly profiles and for NV Energy to provide 576-hour HCA

results. (Ex. 2000 at 30.)

0
70.  IREC states that NV Energy agreed, as part of the sfipulation in the 2019 DRP,

that achievement of “real-time” HCA data, as the term “re e’ 1 /

1Isu

o

31.) IREC further states that NV Energy’s curre

%ciw 0
‘

the entire system on the first quarter of each year, followed onthly updates of a significant

.
(Ex. 2000 at 31.)

p

k.

portion of the total distribution feeders foi% emainder of the

N
aﬁmWﬁ

. h NV Energy’s obligations
%

/f/‘[he HCA. (Ex. 2000 at 33.)

under the NAC and wouldgubsténtially impair g usefulnes

R

////%
71. IREC asserts that NV Energy’s,

o

ission order’@%f nergy to increase the frequency of its

72.  Vote Solar recognizes that NV Energy has provided an HCA which purports to
reflect normal system operating conditions and seeks a waiver from NAC 704.9237(3)(b) which
also requires NV Energy to provide an HCA under contingency conditions. (Ex. 1300 at 49-50.)

Vote Solar asserts that NV Energy’s HCA is fundamentally flawed because it overstates actual
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PV generation capacity. (Ex. 1300 at 50-52.) Vote Solar states that NV Energy’s assumptions on
this subject are concerning because they result in nearly half of all feeder sections at or near
capacity and implies that NV Energy will deny interconnection or require lengthy review and
costs of new solar customers. (Ex. 1300 at 52.) Vote Solar recommends that the Commission

order NV Energy to utilize actual daily solar generation curves in the , taking into account

the orientation, tilt angle, and any shading of rooftop systems acr: s terrii:ories. (Ex. 1300 at
>) < 4
Staff’s P //Z’% ///%////////
taff’s Position “
. ?//// s, %//// /%//% """"" R
73. Staff recommends that the Comm%’% m find that the DRP meets t & f84uirements

of NRS 704.741 and NAC 704.9237 and order, as directi "”'//at NV Energy in the September 1,
.

& types, and 2) include an
"

y.

(Ex 302 at 1-2, 4-5.)

2025 DRP update 1) integrate geolocatio/% orecasts for all D

evaluation of the contingency conditions ad(%
!
.
YW A
7V Energy comple

%

%

der normal operating

(

lanned coé%n ency conditions. (Ex. 302 at 5.) Staff

¢overy that it would monitor developments

include an evaluation éf the contingency conditions addition in the HCA in the September 1,
2025 DRP update once the CPUC’s final findings are available. (Ex. 302 at 2, 4-5.)

111

/17



Docket No. 24-05041 Page 41

NV Energy’s Rebuttal

75. NV Energy responds to IREC’s position, stating that it did not request that the
Commission approve a reduction in the frequency of its monthly HCA updates, but notes that it

is agreeable to maintaining the current HCA update schedule. (Ex. 163 at 22.) NV Energy

further states, however, that it disagrees with IREC’s recommendation t the Commission

order NV Energy to update the HCA monthly (12 times per year) / is agféeabl ctoa
/

discussion of the feasibility, effort, time, cost, and trade-offs 4¢liich may Be required to achieve

L

76. NV Energy disagrees with Vote S%/ dn that the HCA 1§
,

flawed due to its assumption for solar PV in the analysis

//
IREC’s suggested update frequency. (Ex. 163 at 23 -2%

/é NV Energy is aWare that the

output of solar PV systems is variable ove ie.course of a day /% year, and asserts that its

ng levgl for purposes of estimating

0 '
, £ 4
incremental hosting capaci 'x. 163 at‘%}w Energy asserts that this

.

%

o practigal limits shoul%leed to be placed on solar PV operation and

O . 4
that results are an% 4 / r/ated output.” (Ex. 163 at 30 citing Ex. 117
» '

assumption ensures g

U 4

2eS w't%taff’ s recommendation that the Commission direct NV

K

Energy to inclu, @an evaluation of the contingency conditions addition in NV Energy’s HCA in

L
NV Energy’s next DR - ydate on or before September 1, 2025. (Ex. 163 at 3-4.) NV Energy

states, however, that final findings in the CPUC’s Resolution E-5260 are not necessary and it
will therefore close this compliance gap ahead of the September 1, 2025 DRP update. (Ex. 163 at
15.) Accordingly, NV Energy is agreeable to Staff’s recommended directive on this issue, but

suggests that any such directive need not reference the California action. (Ex. 163 at 15.)

/17
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Commission Discussion and Findings
78.  First, the Commission finds that the DRP was prudently performed in compliance
with NAC 704.9237(3)(b). The Commission finds that the DRP meets the requirements of NRS

704.741 and NAC 704.9237 subject to NV Energy’s request to waive the requirement that the

update schedule.

79. Second, the Commission declines tcy

Commission order NV Energy to update the HC A%mig tith

y (

Commission does support discussion between NV Energy g

interested stakeholders regarding

hich may be r

i
suggested update frequency. The Commissign

!

7

edina f{/@re docket.

.
k
“/?y

Vote Solar’s contention that the HCA is

tion for solar PV in the analysis because NV Energy is
.

yst s variable over the course of a day and a year, and NV

estimating incremert ////

! ard are acceptably conservative planning level for purposes of
h/g capacity of a feeder section. The Commission finds that the
assumption ensures th '. no practical limits need to be placed on solar PV operation and that
results are valid for any level of output up to fill rated output.

81.  Finally, the Commission directs NV Energy to include an evaluation of the

contingency conditions in NV Energy’s HCA in NV Energy’s next DRP update on or before
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September 1, 2025, including the findings in the CPUC’s Resolution E-5260, as recommended
by Staff.
H. Non-Wires Alternatives (“NWA”) Project Tariffed-On-Bill (“TOB”) Pilot

NV Energy’s Position

develop, and evaluate

W,

82. NV Energy proposes a phase-gated approach to investigate
a new NWA Tariffed-On-Bill (“TOB”) financing mechanism to 6 jort the deployment of
y 4,

NWAs. (Ex. 145 at 7-8; Ex. 117 at 213.) NV Energy asserts Mlhcing method is

growing in the industry and contemplates equipment j Kt/alled and financed

%,
%
v,
Y

1e utility,

current customer of the premises until the equipment is full aid off. (Ex. 117 at 213))

%

on approv
(

)

ANS
%

/ tead, NY (,' nergy is seeking authorization from the Commission to
investigate the implementgtion of a future pilot TOB program. (Ex. 1800 at 3.) SEIA states that
after NV Energy performs the investigation, it will return to the Commission seeking
authorization to implement the pilot program, based on its investigation. (Ex. 1800 at 3-4.)

85. SEIA states that NV Energy proposes to fund the initial implementation pilot, if it

moves forward beyond the investigation phase, with its own capital, earning an authorized return
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on its investment in the upfront costs of improvements at customers’ homes and businesses, yet
the rate of return (“ROR”) has not been determined and NV Energy will request the Commission
to review and authorize the ROR in a subsequent tariff filing. (Ex. 1800 at 4.)

86. SEIA states that it is not necessary nor reasonable for NV Energy to spend

$300,000 of ratepayer funds to investigate a strategy to increase deployment of distributed

&
energy resources. (Ex. 1800 at 5.) SEIA explains that a robust, cthe ket already exists
i ’

across Nevada to meet customer demand for distributed eneréy resource %d deliver benefits to

L

NV Energy’s high potential NWA areas, without spe

Y

a TOB program. (Ex. 1800 at 5.) SEIA also exp //%% the Comr

NV Energy to provide customers with a service that is alrég /being efficiently provided by the
o .
market. (Ex. 1800 at 5.) SEIA states that {hieteare already sign t government incentives and

) A

y.s goalsgsuch as the Nevada Clean
-

§
grants that efficiently and cost-effectively m@t NV
o

3
ada Governigt

87.  SEIA e if : grant the investigation proposal then the

Commission sh i \ allate non-utility-provided financing options,
g

rgy / s stigation bec incor| prating financing options beyond NV Energy’s capital in

7

the TOB investig :

about the appropria'%%/@/’ '

lenders. (Ex. 1800 at 7-8.)
SWEEP’s Position
88. SWEEP recommends that the Commission approve NV Energy’s TOB

financing pilot proposal because this concept removes barriers to energy efficiency and
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distributed energy resources by providing low-cost financing that is tied to the building premise
and can be helpful for renters and income-qualified ratepayers. (Ex. 1602 at 4, 12.)
WRA'’s Position

89.  WRA recommends that the Commission require NV Energy to develop a broader

TOB financing product for all customers rather than limiting it to a sm f eld demonstration for

viovide increased demand-

2

/ a TOB financing

package to encourage participation in areas where the constraints. ¢t & 1201 at 22.)
a

WRA states that NV Energy should act swiftly t, /é//// Gy the bai i

v,

-
ers customers €0
participating in programs for distributed resources that su t ility’s policies and Nevada’s

clean energy goals. (Ex. 1201 at 22.) ////
¢ |
90.  WRA states that NV Energy’%ropo' e OB ogram is not extended to all

/ // / ’
bro L (Ex. 1201 at 21.) WRA states that NV Energy’s

— pilot progra //ill devglop gradually with limited customer participation. (Ex.
D, 9.
1201 at 21.) states that it will take at least 2 years for the first customer to take advantage

acknowledges that NV Energy must establish terms and conditions, train NV Energy staff, and
secure large-scale financing; however, WRA states that TOB financing is not a new concept.
(Ex. 1201 at 21.) WRA states that utilities have offered various forms of on-bill financing that

NV Energy can leverage. (Ex. 1201 at 21.)
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Staff’s Position

92. Staff states that it recommends the Commission deny NV Energy’s request for
$300,000 to investigate and develop an NWA TOB Pilot at this time because additional
evaluation information is required for budgetary approval, including: operation and maintenance,
capital parts replacement, warranty, insurance, fire risk mitigation, lack of performance and other
applicable costs over the asset lives of the NWA measures and th 9 y who will be responsible

for each of the foregoing costs. (Ex. 302 at 2, 6-7.) Staff fuﬂ% states% Yt it is not opposed to

s cotld provide b

0 /,// . .
c iflg ings while
.
///////%// é/ned and

the NWA TOB Pilot Program in theory, which Staff
//

)
providing operational benefits from the installed 24W A, rovide | the program is'qe:
// ////% ”””””””””

“y %

%

\\

ywever, that it does not recommend

o

%%02 at 7.)

budgetary approval without the additiona/%/

NV Energy’s Rebuttal

93. o e-gated NWA TOB Pilot in the DRP

%

is intended to begin wif nstakeholder involvemen@ad investigation in 2025 leading to a

2
%

ort the conc ) dw A

expanded to e(///% gstomers. (

ally to address the issues and questions identified by SEIA. (Ex.

investigatory pro
165 at 16.)

94, NV Energy states that, while it could move forward without budgetary approval at
any time, it has requested budget approval for transparency to interested stakeholders and will
utilize the budgetary request for expert consultants to facilitate stakeholder engagement and

program design. (Ex. 165 at 16-17.)
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Commission Discussion and Findings

95. The Commission denies NV Energy’s request for $300,000 to investigate and
develop an NWA TOB Pilot at this time because additional evaluation information is required
for budgetary approval, including: operations and maintenance, capital parts replacement,
warranty, insurance, fire risk mitigation, lack of performance and other applicable costs over the

W,

iy who will be responsible

&4 to theg cept of an NWA TOB

de bill savingg while providing

.
_
is designed iy

implemented effectively. However, the Commission fin budgetary approval is not

reasonable at this time without the additi///f" ail outlined ab/// /

), 4

L jects: 3/ Wtility Owgied Community Solar

tifiedin the 2024 TRP Supply-Side Plan as “UOCS”

) o ,
, . .
and Solas (Ex. 1%%7 -11; Ex. 117 at 219.) NV Energy requests that the
20 (E % ) gy req

ice type and size of the UOCS and S4A resources such that NV

Energy may ret ' approval with resource costs and customer program requirements

y 4

97. NV Energy asserts that UOCS is a placeholder to utilize EPA funds that could

buy down the cost of facilities related to NV Energy’s efforts regarding the Expanded Solar
Access Program (“ESAP”) by developing incremental cost-effective community-based solar

resources. (Ex. 117 at 219.) NV Energy states that it would seek to pair these systems with
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BESS facilities if the location is within an identified distribution-constrained area to support
NWA opportunities. (Ex. 117 at 219.)
98. NV Energy further asserts that S4A placeholders are related to a funding pathway

to create a new customer program with funding from NCEF to reduce the cost of purchasing

power from smaller-scale solar PV plants that could also be strategi

e
to support grid operations. (Ex. 117 at 219.) / o
/"//d A

99. NV Energy states that the goal for both UOC S4 A%golar resources is to

X

0

lower the levelized cost of energy from such facilities 4 it Y the market rate of
utility-scale power purchase agreements (“PPAL‘v,’fr’%?’/7 ’

SEIA’s Position

100. SEIA recommends that th/// |

)

structure will ensureg# sayer benefit
v

reach as many Nevad
.

A, G,
the Compmatssion approve ih 1// tional 59 MW of community solar capacity and 58 MW of

out distinguishing between UOCS, S4A, or approving any

projects, or bids as a part of its DRP filing, but instead has included the incremental UOCS and
new S4A program as placeholder resources that are not tied to specific requests for a specific
project or contract. (Ex. 1800 at 13.) SEIA provides that it is not reasonable for the Commission

to approve ownership structure of the proposed additional, cost-effective community solar

resources for UOCS or S4A placeholders because NV Energy plans to use federal funding



Docket No. 24-05041 Page 49

specifically intended to increase solar access for low-income communities and there is no
demonstrable benefit to ratepayers in preemptively setting aside some projects as utility-owned
at this stage in the process with just the assumption that 50 percent of the project costs will be
brought down. (Ex. 1800 at 13.)

BCP’s Position

7

102. BCP recommends that the Commission reject NV

community-based, federally funded solar program, and instead] r nimg hat the Commission

L

direct NV Energy to submit each resource once it obta, unds for Comh

%,

4
_
unding throug%’

"
ﬁ@;ohas .

'/,/ r, ‘
WA 4
COE”) 1 "both UOCS and S4A will be

%
%

.

cost for the UOCS facilities and the power

.

without these funds, the lexl ost of energé/é

%

dition 4ai1. (Ex. 302 at 9.)

by all parties in a future IRP or IRP Amendment. (Ex. 302 at 7-10). Staff further recommends
that any request on the subject in a future IRP or IRP Amendment include additional federal and

state funding details and LCOE comparisons of different contractual structures and project
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execution or program implementation details developed and made available for review by all
parties. (Ex. 302 at 10.)

NV Energy’s Rebuttal

105. NV Energy responds that it is encouraged by Staff, BCP, and SEIA’s shared

interest in seeking solutions to use federal funding to support low-income customers with new

wogalign with timing of

<
0
N\

/é/y,// //

: nding through EPA or NCEF will

ower purchase or the proposed S4A

|
hat ¢ dtai
specific execution is neic; Ao / A a///

.
V or BESS cap/{?i‘;;lty can be installed in a specific timeline

JOCS and S4A programs at this time until detailed scope of

of e /O
e U
ibiliti 5, and project execution plans are developed and reviewed

the IRP, but also desires more information on this su

\\\\
N
\\\§§§

3,

Commission Discussion and Findings .

-

106. The Commission agrees that federal and s

reduce the cost for the UOCS facilities a 4

funding and project-

als because the Commission

_

roles and rest

by all partie o RP o1 [RP Amendment, Furthermore, the Commission finds that any

request on the subje

g

re IRP or IRP Amendment must include additional federal and
state funding details a d LCOE comparisons of different contractual structures and project
execution or program implementation details developed and made available for review by all
parties.

/17
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J. NWA Analysis, NWA Constraint Analysis, DOE Grant Funding/Further
Requests for Proposals (“RFP”), and Directive 15

NV Energy’s Position

107. NV Energy states that it has developed NWA Suitability/Screening Criteria to

identify situations where an NWA solution would be a viable alternative to an existing or

108. Regarding meeting with stakeholders to discusg/ ‘ ¢V Energy asserts that it

forecasted constraint. (Ex. 152 at 6; Ex. 117 at 65.)

states that

O & ﬂ
-
. . ///////%V
lished in response,

Z //////4,

fon on each igsue from NV

109. NV Eng

A
(Research) and Budget Pex

TR
y .

it has comp@:ed deliverables for Budget Period 1
o

.

I}}ent) of the DOE Grid Services Grant Project, and is
iy
eployment}. (Ex. 145 at 6.) NV Energy further states that

o deplo'y%% f field demonstration to test new approaches to recruit

Nevada-Las Vegas (“ NLV?”). (Ex. 145 at 6-7.) NV Energy states that UNR will simulate the
capability of larger distributed energy resource aggregations to support distribution feeder
voltages. (Ex. 145 at 7.) NV Energy states that it expects the final total budget to climb by 5
percent from $3,981,689 to $4,179,661. (Ex. 145 at 7.)

/17
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SWEEP’s Position

110. SWEEP recommends that the Commission direct NV Energy to remove the two-
percent cap on energy efficiency in NWA-screening and replace it with a ten-percent screening
value cap because NV Energy’s two-percent reduction in overall energy usage or peak load is

not reasonable when considering NWAs. (Ex. 1602 at 4, 6.) SWEEP explains that NV Energy’s

proposed program is overall energy savings across all fuels used } ~home and may not be

4
directly applicable to electricity usage at peak times, which if%quire 40ran NWA solution.
2

t level of sav)

(Ex. 1602 at 7.) SWEERP states that its recommended /{p s 1s achievable

W,
with a targeted deep energy retrofit approach. (E»// 2.2t ///// """

/ ’/// T
EE g &
111.  SWEEP recommends that the Commission%’% it

percent cap on demand response in NW. ith a 25-percent screening
L . .

value cap because it is not clear to SWEEP " ' 0S¢ Jpercent cap assumption

comes from in NV Ene;g/ Sanalysis. (Ex. 2 : VEEP explains that this value seems

y
like it needs to be f%%é%% )

.

%/7 o.select all available demand response up to 27
. L
percent , //// , SWEEP states that 27 percent is NV Energy’s estimate of
4 .

on

{c y{/g%ﬁ%ould be utilized: ally reducing forecasted load at no additional

incremental cosfs?

112.  Vole Sélar states that NV Energy appears to delay aggregating distributed energy
resources until it can use its own software being developed via a DOE grant to dispatch and
measure distributed energy resources. (Ex. 1300 at 24.) Vote Solar asserts that this is

unnecessary because commercial aggregators which are capable of providing aggregated

distributed energy resource solutions currently exist. (Ex. 1300 at 24.) Vote Solar recommends
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that the Commission order NV Energy to develop RFPs for third-party distributed energy
resource aggregators for release within 90 days of the final order in this docket. (Ex. 1300 at 24,
57-58.)

113.  Vote Solar states that NV Energy omitted customer-sited energy storage systems

from its NWA analyses. (Ex. 1301 at 13-15, 29-33))

114.  Vote Solar recommends that NV Energy design i ve programs that benefit
&

7

low-income and historically underserved communities when
p )
NWA. (Ex. 1301 at 36.) Vote Solar states that NV E%

_ : "
distributed energy resources located in and beneﬁ%t/j (

underserved areas surrounding NV Ener. 4’ st in the next DRP filing. (Ex.

%////

! ///
//? pped the ‘//ilable distributed energy

-
/
)

). percent for energy efficiency and fifteen

Solar asserts that both caps are unreasonable

1301 at 36.)

115. Vote Sola/’/w ' NV Ener

“h
¢

results for 2034 are projections of customer adoption of
er cuggent conditions, not measures of technological limitations,

and these proj g refore be incorporated into the analysis. (Ex. 1301 at 12-13.)
modeling to incorpore following scenarios: 1) Include avoided GHG emission at the social
cost of carbon; 2) Include avoided marginal transmission capacity value; 3) Remove the two-

percent energy efficiency and fifteen-percent demand-response caps and only limit the analyses
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to technical potential, and; 4) Include customer-sited behind-the-meter battery storage as a DER
option. (Ex. 1300 at 4; Ex. 1301 at 22-23))

117.  Vote Solar recommends the Commission order NV Energy to perform its NWA
analysis under the corrected modeling paradigms recommended by Vote Solar and discussed in

the Directive 15 meetings on a monthly basis beginning January 1, 202 /(Ex 1300 at 59.) Vote

iy,
2y,

. . . &
Solar asserts that NV Energy did not abide by representations madé during the stakeholder

process arising from Directive 15 of Docket No. 21-06001 r rﬁ% to a monthly NWA
,
o,

L U
’///// y T,
118. 'WRA recommends that the Commission r//// /NV Energy to eliminate the two-

process in early 2024. (Ex. 1300 at 25-26.)

WRA’s Position

¢ uise a more accurate local
.

on the utility’s er@ savings goal, which is approximately

o

ercent of retail sales, leading NV Energy

2 X W ¢
. ) : :
riaté%;// = 1201 at 10.) WRA argues that comparing retail sales

» 4

ed, argying that NV Energy misinterprets the relationship
.

load redugtfon and statewide energy savings. (Ex. 1201 at 10.) WRA states

l

between local pea

hours rather than on péak load reductions in kilowatts. (Ex. 1201 at 10-11.)
120. WRA states that NV Energy assessed 37 NWA projects, and out of the projects
assessed, the modeling reached the two-percent energy efficiency cap in 30. (Ex. 1201 at 11.)

WRA argues that the two-percent energy efficiency cap is overly restrictive because 30 out of
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the 37 projects hit the maximum energy efficiency the model allows, suggesting that the model
underestimates the actual energy efficiency available as a resource in that area. (Ex. 1201 at 11.)
WRA suggests that NV Energy close the energy efficiency gap by gathering data on customer

savings and types through their DSM programs, as well as actual customer type information

project. (Ex. 1201 at 11.) WRA states that NV Energy believ ay be achievable using a

new analysis tool called LoadSEER. (Ex. 1201 at 11.) WRA® the revised analysis
/7

should include local, measure-specific energy efficie X at 11.)) WRA

states that NV Energy can set a higher energy eff%//

perform a more detailed analysis using specific energy e

b
project passes the first screening stage.

NV Energy’s Rebuttal

\/ ‘G
121. 7 i \ /// //e/programs and resources the

L

e @WAS before proceeding to a mandated RFP

Commission approvg
pprovgs. iy

as recommended b)f Vote Sel A0 b, v Energy further states that the terms of the
i, w0

NG ’//frings for diffe pergy customers based on location and the cost-recovery
for these solu f% (Ex. 165 a16.)

122. NV Ensigygtates that Vote Solar’s assertion that NV Energy does not utilize
third-party aggregator 1s incorrect, and that a mandated RFP would eliminate the benefits of the
fully integrated DERMS NV Energy currently enjoys via Oracle. (Ex. 165 at 6, Exhibit Steele-
Rebuttal-1.)

123. NV Energy states that in the NWA analysis, NV Energy includes customer-cited

energy storage systems. (Ex. 160 at 3.) NV Energy states that the behind-the-meter customer-
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sited energy storage measure began in 2023 and is growing after having been approved in
Docket No. 22-07004. (Ex. 160 at 3-4). NV Energy states that it is willing to investigate behind-
the-meter energy storage capacity in a future DSM plan. (Ex. 160 at 4.)

124. NV Energy states that its proposed DSM plan meets the statutory requirements of
NRS 704.751(5) for low-income and historically underserved communj

A
160 at 5-6). NV Energy states that its Grid Value Portfolio in its / plan has a standalone

ies’” DSM spending. (Ex.

low-income program that installs energy efficiency in qualifiég houseliglds, (Ex. 160 at 6.) NV
Energy states that qualified income participants are el igherimentive rates in

all other DSM programs that are capable of increvé/ ir i ives. (Ex. 160 at

125. NV Energy states that the additional bene its identified by Vote Solar and WRA

" 2
should not be immediately added to the LB, nergy or otdered added to the LNBA by

%
,,,,
4

the Commission, but states that these additiosial ben

DRP-Table 82 on page % ! '// should be discussed and considered for

%

inclusion in the L /% . 163 ) NV Energy, recognizes that the issue of including
additional ber?' i Znal lepfitied in intervener testimony in Docket No.
21-06004 that flie issuc' //% for discussion in the stakeholder process required
by 21-06091. (Ex. 163 at 50.)

Serts that the proper way to address which of the proposed benefits

percentage proxy), is ¢1a a discussion with the DSM and DRP stakeholders. (Ex. 163 at 50-51.)
NV Energy states that any agreed-upon additional benefits should be included in the September
1, 2025, DRP update. (Ex. 163 at 50-51.) NV Energy confirms that it stated to DRP stakeholders

its intention to move to a monthly process of performing NWA analysis in meetings held with
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them related to Directive 15 of Docket No. 21-06001. (Ex. 163 at 44.) NV Energy states that
upon considering the issue further, it determined that a more prudent staged improvement would
be to move from once per year to performing NWA analyses several times per year, but not
immediately moving to a monthly basis from once per year. (Ex. 163 at 44.) NV Energy further

/'// DRP-1 and the issues

%,

states that the inconsistency between the issues list in Technical Appe9

ersight which occurred

due to NV Energy’s expectation that a further meeting would%c r e%%

- February 5, 2024,
ur.

(Bx. 163 at 65.)¢

and the DRP filing, which meeting did not ultimately/
Commission Discussion and Findings y //////// """""

w
Wb
127.  The Commission finds that NV Energy shé//%/ d /rst utilize the programs and

a mandated RFP as recommended by Vote @ar b
)

g
unclear and would requireg ation of the%é for p

9

v

for different NV En i b at’@l and the cost-recovery for these solutions.

9 g different customer offerings

Furthermore, th/;/ C | ‘ ces. NV Energy that Vote Solar’s assertion that NV
. W Vi | -
Energy / —pa%@regators is incorrect. Finally, the Commission finds that a

cd RE pietits of the fully-integrated DERMS that NV Energy

W

currently enjoys /% Orac
128.  The Commié sion directs NV Energy to include information regarding more robust

le.

behind-the-meter ener.y storage capacity incentives in a future DSM plan as the Commission
finds that this is a potential area for program growth.

129.  The Commission finds that NV Energy’s proposed DSM plan meets the statutory
requirements of NRS 704.751(5) for low-income and historically underserved communities. NV

Energy’s Grid Value Portfolio in its DSM plan has a standalone low-income program that
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installs energy efficiency in qualified households, and the DSM plan’s Energy Smart Schools
programs offer more incentive dollars to public schools located in historically underserved
communities. Furthermore, qualified income participants are eligible to receive higher incentive

rates in all other DSM programs that are capable of increasing their incentives. For these

reasons, the Commission finds that the combination of the incentives ang offerings for low-

v

2

130. The Commission finds that the additiondl’benefits identified

p

WRA, as well as those identified by E3 in DRP- . 38,147 of the D

testimony in Docket No. 21-06001 and was pl

empathizes with inter¢eners in this docket that expressed frustration at the Directive 15 meeting
process. The Commission orders NV Energy to ensure that the Directive 15 meeting process

going forward occurs on a more frequent basis and contains meaningful opportunities for
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stakeholder discussion and feedback throughout the process and leading into the September 1,
2025, DRP update.

K. LNBA
NV Energy’s Position

133. NV Energy states that the LNBA is necessary for evaluating the economics of

DERs deployed at different locations on the system and their pote defer traditional wired
solutions. (Ex. 117 at 141.) /

@
Vote Solar’s Position /// %,

134.  Vote Solar states that the LNBA ¢

'w s costz:% d benefits overig e

period while the service life of the DER portfolio and ben¢fi / 1l extend longer than ten years.
O

(Ex. 1301 at 6.) Vote Solar asserts that tt s methodology effect v

7

makes the present value of

11 benefits that will accrue

. . .
net costs of the non-wired portfolio appear // pyould be 1
® ,

huded. (Ex. 13%/ , ////

over the life of the DERs

resoury’f’ 11 /“ re life of the distributed energy resource portfolio. (Ex.

130%5////

i '/{Srstem losses for the full equipment life. (Ex. 1301 at 8.)

-
136.  Vote Sel

%ar states the LNBAs include an investment tax credit (“ITC”) value set to
zero, while the Inflation Reduction Act of 2022 (“IRA”) extended and expanded available tax
credits for DERs. (Ex. 1301 at 6.) Vote Solar asserts that under the IRA, the tax credit for solar

and battery storage is at least 30 percent and could be higher based on bonus credits and

accelerated depreciation. (Ex. 1301 at 8.)
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137.  Vote Solar states the LNBAs apply a property tax and operations and
maintenance, even though NV Energy will not own and maintain property for each of the DERs
in its portfolio. (Ex. 1301 at 6, 9.) Vote Solar asserts that operation and maintenance costs which

do not exist falsely increases the apparent cost of the NWA portfolio. (Ex. 1301 at 9.)

NV Energy’s Rebuttal
138. NV Energy agrees to certain changes in the LNB sis suggested by Vote
Solar, but submits that these changes should be made on ag is only, beginning
P
with the September 1, 2025 DRP update. (Ex. 163 at (¥ Energy agrees
p pdate. ( ’ & /%/ gy ag

, ////
\8, agrees to revisa thie NWA

o

niny
W

losses beyond 10 years, agrees to

DER technologies that should not have thes%@%dder

%

%)te olar’s proposed changes to the LNBA

% e made on a going-forward basis beginning
.

.
7
€

with the/ DRf% //ate: 1) the NWA analyses shall be run for 20 years instead
of 10 ye / Il revis %NWA analysis spreadsheet to account for the effect of

technologies that sho ;d not have these adders.

/11
11/

/17
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L.  NWA Compliance with NAC 704.9237(3)(c)

NV Energy’s Position

140. NV Energy requests that the Commission determine the NWAs and utility

infrastructure upgrade solutions recommendations of the DRP are prudent and in compliance

W,

with NAC 704.9237(c). (Ex. 152 at 9; Ex. 148 at 7; Ex. 117 at 146 —/@79 301)

N\

X

Vote Solar’s Position

1 //n in this docket that
under the NRS and NAC: (1) A determination of pos net benefits is the f%ﬂve and
.

nergy is

required to propose the NWA pursuant to NAC 704.9237(3§@), and (2) NVE cannot own any of

the DERs utilized to relieve the grid const% / herwise sat///?

.
hat, pursuant { 0 NAC
.

ther requirement of a

DRP. (Ex. 1300 at 5.)

142.

.

7048237(3)(c), both wired utility

’ 57/on the L 17.) Vote Solar further asserts that, based on the

300
¥
%et positive L eterm

regufatlo/l//////j inative that a NWA is the preferred solution and NV
Energy is req dit. (Ex. 1300 at 17-18.)

NV Energy’s Rebﬁ{///(%%/

143. NV Energy states that it disagrees with Vote Solar’s assertion that NV Energy’s
NWA process outlined in DRP-Figure 11 constitutes an extra-legal process and is in violation of
NAC 704.9237(3)(c). (Ex. 163 at 6, 40-41.) NV Energy asserts that under its interpretation, the

regulation refers to circumstances in which NV Energy has determined that an NWA solution is
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the preferred solution, and reiterates its position stated in the DRP narrative that “[a] positive
preliminary financial result from the NWA Screening Analysis Tool should not be interpreted as
a final determination... that an NWA solution is the preferred solution to an identified
constraint.” (Ex. 163 at 40.)

144. NV Energy further asserts that Vote Solar adds the wordZexclusively” to support

in the regulation. (Ex. 163 at 41.) NV Energy further states
Y

v us that the language of
L
n the locatior ’%et benefit

/{///

recommended preferred solution to an 1dent@e Straint.should pe based upon an analysis that

contains local costs and

: . . C .
stating “on the basig#ot | d essment” is meant to convey that NV

Energy should not r

determined that an NWA solution is the preferred solution, and highlights NV Energy’s position
that “[a] positive preliminary financial result from the NWA Screening Analysis Tool should not
be interpreted as a final determination... that an NWA solution is the preferred solution to an

identified constraint.”
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146. The Commission finds that Vote Solar adds the word “exclusively” to support
Vote Solar’s interpretation of NAC 704.9237 in its testimony, while this language is not present
in the regulation. The Commission’s interpretation of NAC 704.9237(3)(c) is that the

recommended preferred solution to an identified constraint should be based upon an analysis that

stating “on the basis of the analysis in the grid needs assessment” i§

Energy should not recommend a solution that is not cost-effees

M. NWA Waiver Requests

NV Energy’s Position ’

147. NV Energy requests that the Commission / the requirements of NAC

%
%

/and di‘//ution systems, but all DER

of this data i

it will include the Forg

incorporated
1g Anywhere results for all DER types into its planning, forecasting,
and analyses associatetd with the DRP as appropriate over the next year to close the compliance
gap ahead of the September 1, 2025 DRP update. (Ex. 117 at 302.)

149. NV Energy states, as to NAC 704.9237(3)(b), it concluded that any contingencies

analyzed would need to be limited in scope to ensure that the analysis could be completed,

particularly due to the timelines of NV Energy’s monthly update and annual full-system updates.
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(Ex. 117 at 303.) NV Energy further states that it will continue to investigate how other utilities
may be approaching this issue and assess whether other techniques may be applied to ensure than
the analytical process would not be made impracticable by adding contingency conditions. (Ex.
117 at 303.)

Vote Solar’s Position

//éi that it is unable to
t({// / ect geospatial DER

i

150.  Vote Solar asserts that NV Energy has not demons

stations. (Ex.

1300 at 48.) Vote Solar asserts that NV Energy has %% ly allocated the | ER
. e .. /////%%/ L A
adoption forecast to distribution circuits for one year (2034 ) outside of the required forecast

< %,

ion th %d%laying net forecasts does

period. (Ex. 1300 at 48.)

%

151.  Vote Solar disagrees with N@%ner
-

. . . ", .
not impact its DRP analysig anduasserts that th ure to pr% a net forecast overstates loads

.
////

L
@te olar further asserts that NV Energy has

consolidated Docket :os. 21-06001 and 21-06002. (Ex. 302 at 3-4.) Staff states that NV Energy
has provided adequate justification to waive the requirements of NAC 704.9237(2)(f) and NAC
704.9236(3)(b) for this IRP. (Ex. 302 at 4.)

153.  Staff further states, however, that it recommends the Commission issue a directive

to ensure continued compliance with NRS 704.741(5)(a), requiring all future DRP related filings
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by NV Energy to include an examination of potential quantification or monetization of safety
benefits within its LNBA to be compliant with NRS 704.741(5)(a). (Ex. 302 at 4.)
NV Energy’s Rebuttal

154. NV Energy responds that the DRP as filed was not based upon the distributed

resource forecasts at the required levels of the distribution system, and therefore any load

%,

7

e baséd upon net load

.

L

N
o

forecasts of distributed feeders and substation transformers could

g

mission ﬁn///// e DRP meets the

L

aivers of N

-

forecasts.

QL

-
155. NV Energy notes that Staff recommendgft

7,
2

2

/
requirements of NRS 704.741 and approve NV E%%% reques

704.9237(2)(f) and NAC 704.9237(3)(b) as adequately ju” . (Ex. 163 at 10.)

k. // ,
156. NV Energy reiterates that to close this comk

//////a? gap as to NAC
(Ex. . %at 15 citing Ex. 117 at
303.)

Commission Discusé

157. } n ﬁ onable’and not contrary to the public interest to
=y, b, T
NAC 74.9237(2)(f) and NAC 704.9237(3)(b). The Commission

W
ar waivers in consolidated Docket Nos. 21-06001 and

704.9237(2)(f), the C@:m’mission finds that NV Energy used the latest available forecasts to
determine constraints on the transmission and distribution systems, but all DER types as defined
in NAC 704.90583 are not yet represented in the forecasts. NV Energy has disaggregated
system-level private solar PV and EV forecasts down to substation and feeder levels. E3

produced geolocational forecasts for DERS at the census block level, and NV Energy
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incorporated some of this data into the NWA analyses. The Commission notes that NV Energy
asserts that it will include the Forecasting Anywhere results for all DER types into its planning,
forecasting, and analyses associated with the DRP as appropriate over the next year to close the

compliance gap ahead of the September 1, 2025, DRP update. (Ex. 117 at 302.)

158. Asto NAC 704.9237(3)(b), the Commission finds tha‘%/ contingencies

analyzed would need to be limited in scope to ensure that the analy; uld //be completed,
% ,
particularly due to the timelines of NV Energy’s monthly up% | full-system updates
The Commission notes that NV Energy will contmuy/tﬁ ilities may be
y

approaching this issue and assess whether other téchnigues may

_ Ny
analytical process would not be made impracticable by addj '/contlngency conditions.
to ensure cé%%ed ompliance with NRS

159. The Commission directs %
k.
704.741(5)(a), requiring all future DRP-relate d filings by NV Energy to include an examination

N. )
NV Ene 3 siti //////%
NV Energy ifel P as Section 10 of the DRP. (Ex. 117 at Section 10;
Ex. 149 at 3, Ex. 151 at2-7.) NV Energy states that the TEP is included as required by

TEP’s inclusion in the; RP. (Ex. 149 at 23.)

161. NV Energy states that the TEP proposes a portfolio of Managed Charging
programs for both Residential and Non-Residential customers focused on educating customers
about the importance of moving EV charging to times of high renewable energy production and

lower overall energy demand, managing customer charging and its impact to the electrical grid,
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advancing existing transportation programs and tariffs, and improving the program design for
future plans. (Ex. 149 at 25.) NV Energy states that it anticipates issuing 40 Managed Charging
events based on projected grid conditions and as needed during emergencies. (Ex. 149 at 27.)

NV Energy asserts that the 2025-2027 Managed Charging program of the TEP includes the

y
o

NV Energy states that the Educat'r«%{{/ e ”'//'ces pr< oposed i Whtended to
y VO ‘
better inform customers regarding the value of shifting ve // charging to maximize the grid

(i.e. “When Charging Matters”) and incre jareness of transpor

Manage. (Ex. 149 at 29-31; Ex. 101 at 269-286.)
162

%
4
4

163. NV Efie

-

. i
t proposes a‘Program Development program to test
@//;

ge commercial customers for both NPC and SPPC. (Ex. 149 at

L
¥

rther states that it proposes three pilots within the

%% 259.268)

164. NV Energy states that the TEP proposes and funds continued efforts to expand
programs as well as proposes various new pilot programs. (Ex. 117 at 241; Ex. 149 at 3.) NV

Energy further states that a budget of $150,000 has been set aside to support planning, analysis,
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and consulting support to continue pursuit of federal grant applications with $50,000 earmarked
for this purpose for each plan year. (Ex. 117 at 260.)
SWEEP’s Position

165. SWEEP recommends that the Commission approve NV Energy’s TEP with

modifications because the proposal aligns with statutory criteria and it will accomplish the goals

)

of ratepayers saving money and reducing pollution in Nevada, in /nion to benefiting the
; sope.concerns about the

state’s economy. (Ex. 1600 at 7, 12-13.) SWEEP states it doég have soy

.make sure that

owning and operating an EV is at least as conveniént, i¢al as a conventional ¥ehicle; 2)

) a4 ‘
how will NV Energy maximize the benefits of the transitiog fo electric transportation for all

© %
ustomers be

customers; and 3) will low-to-moderate-i hind; therefore, SWEEP

proposes twelve modifications to improve LEP to be gpproved by the Commission.

(Ex. 1600 7-9.)

/
.

e Commiss@//n direct NV Energy to carry over the unspent

Trom, rrent Economic Recovery Transportation
ry Transp

4
i

166.

anig TEP, to support the proposed TEP’s highway corridor and

hub b’%/%%g%arging proj ecq%/ o /us and public fleet electrification beyond 2024,

.

otherwise these p
TEP; however, it would extend the Transit Electrification Grant program, which allocates limited
funds to help customers seek out federal grants and extends the electric school bus V2G tariff
through 2027. (Ex. 1600 at 43.) SWEEDP states that despite NV Energy’s current ERTEP and
TEP expiring at the end of 2024, it does not appear these programs are currently on track to meet

NV Energy’s objectives before the end of the year. (Ex. 1600 at 43-44.)
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167. SWEEP recommends that the Commission direct NV Energy, per NRS 704.7867
2(e), to include education about EV-charging and associated time-of-use (“TOU”) rates in its
TEP, which would increase customer awareness that driving EVs can save them money. (Ex.

1600 at 7.) SWEEDP states that the Education Services and Grants portion of NV Energy’s

proposed plan does align with the statute; however, SWEEP notes that the proposal could still do

iy,
7 2y,

a better job about educating customers on the benefits of transports on electrification and

opportunities to save money. (Ex. 1600 at 26.) . L
168. SWEEP recommends that the Commisg ect NV Energ/ ol
system-wide EV-charging management system tlf ke adfive managed chai g

o
.

5

time activity, such as the “WeaveGrid” platform that can aut /atically optimize charging

schedules at both the grid and distributior%/ vel, /%%//

L

gy to improve the

.
169. SWEEP recommends the Co//

, .
Residential Managed Chazgl 0Q If% requirement language that a

. Y
ing charger pe @V” to “customer must possess af least one

A
uage im

“customer must po

qualifying char p % plies multiple chargers for multiple

tiote EVs could easily share a single residential charger. (Ex.

;at another way to improve the Residential Managed Charging
%%/sto participate with a qualifying charger and/or a vehicle that is
capable of directly communicating with the charging management platform because this would
have the capability to automatically assign ratepayers’ vehicles to an opt-out charging window

based on anticipated grid-wide conditions and anticipate conditions within a particular

ratepayer’s corner of the distribution grid. (Ex. 1600 at 8, 49.)
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171.  SWEEP recommends that the Commission direct NV Energy to clarify the
eligibility for customers who take home a rented work EV as a transportation-network-company
(“TNC”) driver, such as Lyft’s ExpressDrive program, because this would better improve the
Residential Managed Charging program as a result of many TNCs have aggressive

172. SWEEP recommends that the Commission direct ¥ ¥ Energy to improve the

electrification targets. (Ex. 1600 at 51.)

y

energy savings. (Ex. 1600 at 8-9.) SWEEP ex 13// NV
gy savings. ( ) p 4%/

.

the make-ready infrastructure installation incentive to the

%,
should incre/// ¢ %e size of

iomers should be inclusive of

e Commission direct NV Energy to investigate and pilot

il . Sy

and low-income customer access to low-cost public

.
;
ﬁ,
]

equirements in the Income-Qualified Multifamily Managed Charging

minimum project size*
program to help ensure that all residences have an option to participate. (Ex. 1600 at 45, 54.)
SWEEP explains that the terms listed in the filing require “a minimum of six [...] dual port Level

2” chargers, which implies at least 12 ports per project. (Ex. 1600 at 54.) SWEEDP states that 12
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ports per project would limit participation and states that the minimum project size should be
reduced to one dual-port charger. (Ex. 1600 at 54.)
175.  SWEEP also recommends that the Commission direct NV Energy to allow multi-

family buildings with two to four units to participate if they do not otherwise qualify for the

/é
Multifamily Managed Charging program and further ensure that t

t

%

?

participate. (Ex. 1600 at 54.)

176.  SWEEP recommends that the Commissién di 0 }'”//odify its budget
o 3 to $14 Millio////// e

h wou

for the Income-Qualified Multifamily Managed /% P n whic

accommodate SWEEP’s modifications to the program, inelgding the infrastructure incentive of

up to $20,000 per port and NV Energy’s artici ?ion in terms of number of

new ports installed. (Ex. 1600 at 9, 55.) S P exp $14 million will make the more

o
.

robust program viable andéffeciive. (Ex. 1600'a

.
@

i,
¢

/st have to participate because the participation of smaller

%

inaged charging efforts will add to the overall ratepayer

and public va (@the prograiis.

.
United’s Position L

178.  Uniteddecommends that the Commission approve NV Energy’s TEP in its
entirety, with some modifications. (Ex. 1500 at 3-4.) United explains one of the modifications is
that the Commission should reject NV Energy’s scaled-back TEP proposal because it is currently
insufficient in comparison to NV Energy’s prior TEP filings. (Ex. 1500 at 5, 7.) United notes

that NV Energy is proposing a total budget of $19,233,000 for transportation electrification
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programs and investments during the 2025-2027 program years, yet NV Energy’s previous two
TEP filings’ proposed budgets were $348,450,914 and $329,217,914. (Ex. 1500 at 5-6.) United
also disagrees with NV Energy spending $7,385,000 of its total proposed budget on educational

services because United states it is important that significant portions of the TEP budget directly

Kk
Vehicle-to-X budget and make the following modificatiorig //ts TEP regarding the Vehicle-to-
X Pilot: 1) increase NV Energy’s budget he Vehicle-to-X0 &

Ains that t

1500 at 4.) United. " .
"y
yer thre///%% i

i)

s
s st / uent filing that United proposes should include additional

i %

inform the de ehicle-to-X Pilot, such as the number of customers NV

7 //

oh ko o

1 %" 0

Energy plans % nroll, the st% and end date of the Pilot, the proposed incentive structure for
4

participating custo/////////// /{/\I/V Energy’s plan for submitting a study evaluating the Pilot,
which should include ¢ écommendations for the design of the Pilot moving forward. (Ex. 1500 at
4.)

BCP’s Position

180. BCP requests that the Commission direct NV Energy to implement periodic status

updates for the School Bus Tariff program, which NV Energy has asked for an extension until
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2027, because while BCP does not oppose extending the program until 2027 it has concerns on
whether NV Energy will receive adequate interest in this program to support continuing it
beyond 2027. (Ex. 400 at 11.)

181. BCP recommends that the Commission deny the $3.511 million for federal grants

because of a lack of specifics for this program. (Ex. 400 at 10.) BCP

//s not oppose NV

to request approval of the costs of this program, then/'
&

%%te case once a

///g{%/@x 400

grant is obtained and the NV Energy’s costs for ints are determ

at 10-11.)

Staff’s Position
182.  Staff recommends that the Commission > Jollowing programs:

e
!
) !

Technical Advisory Servig hnology Drivei'f

!
.. //// //// 3 -
Opportunities, Prog ! né@} Electrification Grants, and Rate Impact Cost

R E U 40y,
ecovery x%n//ses///w % /////////

%/h nical Aélvisory Services provides NV Energy’s customers

ation glectrification program resources, and will provide

ort

Advisory Services wil%j assist customers understand the technical requirements for program
participation and access online tools which will be relevant to novel pilots and programs
proposed in the TEP. (Ex. 301 at 4.)

184.  Staff states that the Technology Driven Enhancements consists of both EV

Identification and EV TOU Education and Outreach. (Ex. 301 at 4.) Staff further states that EV
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Identification will identify EV charging loads, residential charging locations, and hourly

charging patterns, which will enable a full territory view of charging. (Ex. 301 at 4.) Staff states
that EV TOU Education and Outreach is designed specifically to move EV owners to TOU rates
and provide coaching on the rate. (Ex. 301 at 4-5.) Staff asserts that these technologies will help

close the gap between general EV drivers and those EV drivers who u

stand the effects EV
.

charging behavior may have on the grid. (Ex. 301 at 5.)

lications, any

186.  Staff states that it supports the three Program Development Pilots proposed by

NV Energy. (Ex. 301 at 5-6.) Speciﬁcall/% aft identifies (1) r%% dential EV TOU sub-metering,
"

(2) Residential Vehicle to X, and (3) Vehicle%lema' ,, ed charging. (Ex. 301 at 5-6.)

"
L

) . ) . .
elop large-scdle programs that provide tangible benefits.
/%/ p larg @// g P 8

/// 0 ,/%/?//W/y””w

/egate EV charging loads from whole-home loads, and

be impgrtant for EV grid integration, load forecasting and load

187.
program will allow eligible organizations to optimize both NV Energy programs and other
funding sources while maximizing the benefits of transportation electrification, particularly

within historically underserved communities. (Ex. 301 at 7.) Staff notes that electrifying public
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transportation provides a means for all NV Energy customers to participate in the TEP programs.
(Ex. 301 at 7.)
188.  Staff asserts that the Joint Application does not include information explaining

what is entailed in the Rate Impact, Cost Recovery Expenses request. (Ex. 301 at 7.) Staff states,

programs, and/or tariffs. (Ex. 301 at 8.) %/ N
//////// )

. _
189.  Staff recommends that the Commission m/

Partnerships/Educational Events (“CBP. '/’ .

tomer Outreach (“MCO”)

y

\

to narrow the scope of its education, and as {%z%omp i ergy to file the results of
////// v
. ° M
the EV Load Identificat analysis and customer surveys
upon completion roved. (Ex. 301 at 1.)
’/W ’
190. 1 b ” i ) for the CBP/EE and MCO should be tailored

.
intportance of shifting EV charging times to times of high
§

. . v . .
rene%vab%%// /rgy produc d low%rall energy demand consistent with the message

“

“when chargu/ L 01 at 10.) Staff asserts that education focused on this message
is less taxing on NV Energy’s resources or the grid. (Ex. 301 at 10.) Staff further states that if
the Commission is inclined to accept Staff’s recommendation that the CBP/EE and MCO

programs be refocused, then NV Energy should modify its marketing tools accordingly and Staff
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will review the digital, print, and direct messaging and TEP costs in the appropriate GRC for
compliance. (Ex. 301 at 11.)

191.  Staff notes that NV Energy plans to identify prospective participants via the EV
Identification program and customer surveys to determine which low-income customers and

customers residing in historically underserved communities may be eligible. (Ex. 301 at 12-13.)

4 o
ywed through with its stated

'/

d'fo purch Gior lease an EV in the

////% |
next 36 months, the Commission order as a compliancgfitem that NV Ener: %%//}the results of its

//‘ e lower-income and HL  customer
surveys with the Commission upon completed. (Ex. 301 at ///
193.  Staff recommends that the' f %%eale Partnership Program to

.
ted ¢ /ponents. (Ex. 301 at 2.)

4
Q%/,éld is not focused on the

EV Identification program, if approved, and the &

ssion modify

.
narrow the scope of its education and remov%h
.

e wel
", . O
Staff states that the Dealeg /h1p Program§§ overly br

message of “when (,‘/% %
g / @

/ /@/os ective car owners/leasers of NV
Energy’s EV programs and tatiffs’ . % 2y Staff further states that the program will
/ // g _ //// /

Wation t{g "///lerships using ratepayer funds, and that it is unclear why
i ould shoulder the burde //4186 the EV buying experience, especially for those

_
who do not re%‘“

Energy’s EV program® and tariffs and how to enroll, education on “when charging matters” and
the availability of NV Energy’s online EV tools. (Ex. 301 at 16.) Staff states that the
informational webinars NV Energy proposes a dealer must attend before enrolling in the Dealer

Partnership Program are unnecessary given Staff’s recommendation that the scope of
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information be narrowed. (Ex. 301 at 16.) Staff asserts that any dealer with a question about NV
Energy’s available EV programs and tariffs will have a direct contact to NV Energy via the
dedicated phone and email hotline for dealers which NV Energy has requested and Staff
recommends approving. (Ex. 301 at 16-17.) Staff further asserts that eliminating the webinar

to promote. (Ex. 301 at

requirement will cause there to be no specific dealerships for NV Er%
y

//

17.) Staff therefore recommends that the Commission approve only the budget line items related
7

_

to developing educational materials and the creation and maififenance i @dedicated email and

//
.
.

%,
194.  Staff recommends that the Commi Outside Servi

/ } o, s amp Up, if

one or both of the Residential and Multifamily programs /proved. (Ex. 301 at 2.) Staff
arding the Outside

. . . . . «
states that while no information was incl a.the Joint Applieation re

%

Services Ramp Up budget line item, NV Ene oy Tes lto a daga'request that this item is a
placeholder for engineering ices it Wi ‘ /446 the managed charging

elements into the cysfentd Tes / system, prepare systems for data

collection and i ) ' . eportifig structures for the program. (Ex. 301 at 31.)

195.  Staff récommends that the Commission approve the proposed revisions to
Schedule No. ESB-V2G, Electric School Bus Vehicle-to-Grid Trial, and tariffs. (Ex. 302 at 2.)
Staff notes that the previous versions of the ESB-V2G tariffs are set to expire on December 1,

2024, but due to ongoing work with Nevada school districts, an extension of the V2G trial is
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necessary. (Ex. 302 at 10.) Staff recognizes that NV Energy proposes a new completion date of
December 31, 2027, and states that it does not identify any concerns with NV Energy’s request
to extend the date of the SPPC and NPC Schedule No. ESB-V2G tariffs. (Ex. 302 at 10.)

NV Energy’s Rebuttal

196. NV Energy responds that the TEP is a foundation to support the transition to

increased transportation electrification through managed custom%/’/ arging which was proposed

&%

,
“Tiy,

to meet the statutory requirements and goals of SB 448. (Ex. 98 at 34, /%/\IV Energy states that
while some parties have proposed modifications to th TEP is not iéaded to meet

7

every need or use case. (Ex. 158 at 4.) NV Ener/ rth
<

suggestion or comment raised by the parties in the rebutt% e, and does not agree to any items

"

.
jthat it is unable?% ¢ %ress each

it may have failed to specifically address// %158 at4) NV %/{%) reiterates that it requests

TEP program as paggff its current i
7 / 7 .

/////Z/%//j
expected {fiastr

through 2024 with/
that these/pr ulg be extepided. (Ex.

G

C

2024 and 2025, and disagrees with SWEEP

i,

158 at 14.) NV Energy states that it has made

nd across all programs of $14,765,713 through 2025.

A
i
,,
3
v

te Corridor program and three additional school districts have
signed agreements for: : 1 DCFC bi-directional ports with projected spend for the previous TEP
of $12,209,716 through 2025. (Ex. 158 at 15.) NV Energy asserts that it will provide updates on
all TEP portfolio elements, and additional updates are therefore unnecessary. (Ex. 158 at 15.)
198. NV Energy states that the educational focus of the Dealer Partnership Program

will be consistent with the objectives of educating customers of the benefits of “When Charging



Docket No. 24-05041 Page 79

Matters” and enrollment in programs, and that it has suggested webinars to educate dealers
because webinars have a farther reach at a lower cost than many in-person sessions, offer greater
flexibility, and can be recorded for later use. (Ex. 158 at 19-20.)

199. NV Energy states that the full Outside Services Ramp Up budget of $150,000

v
.esidential program, are not

approved because it is a placeholder for engineering and IT ségvices w / LNV Energy will need

N
“
to integrate into current operations and systems. (EX/ St ) ////////////////
y v
200. NV Energy states that the budget %///ﬁ

/”’%ram‘ ' i jerams were

created as a foundation for future TEP plan designs and tf/"y//ioes not see a need to modify the

budget at this time. (Ex. 158 at 30.) . //// '
W
\) \ 4
201. NV Energy denies that the $%@ millt equgsted for transportation
)
%
electrification grant costs Y al grants, as it understands BCP

, N
i

evadd tzansit agencies for deployment of EV infrastructure and

L

applications, which mfly also be used to support program research and various administrative
costs. (Ex. 158 at21.)

111

/17
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Commission Discussion and Findings

203.  First, the Commission declines to adopt SWEEP’s request to carry over the
unspent 2024 budget, approximately $40 million, from the current ERTEP and TEP. These
programs are set to expire at the end of the year. Furthermore, NV Energy’s current TEP

proposal does not extend the current ERTEP and TEP.

204. Second, the Commission approves the TEP base(% Staff’s analysis and

y /
recommendations. The Commission approves the following %) “Jechnical Advisory
. .

Services, Technology Driven Enhancements, Feder:

\:9

%,
Y

Development Pilots, Transit Electrification Gran% Rate Im

U,

The Commission finds that the Technical Ag % Services provide NV Energy’s

e

205.

%
%
4

/’

note

ity EV charging loads, residential charging locations, and hourly

EV Identification
charging patterns, which will enable a full territory view of charging. The Commission finds
that EV TOU Education and Outreach is designed specifically to move EV owners to TOU rates

and provide coaching on the rate. The Commission agrees with Staff that these technologies will
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help close the gap between general EV drivers and those EV drivers who understand the effects
that EV charging behavior may have on the grid.
207. The Commission approves NV Energy’s request to pursue Federal Funding

Opportunities because, while there is a nominal cost for assistance with grant applications, any

outside funding that NV Energy secures will reduce the plan’s cost to ragepayers.
////77/@/

I,
)

g 1 ///// ommission

auge custom
%/g g

.
o~
Yy, P
W

9P
gather data that may be used to develop large-scale progr:
4

Accurate use of EV-specific rates require/( ’

at

) )

.
s smart meters te di

provide tangible benefits.
fodisage

)
il ))e impgttant for EV grid integration,

load forecasting, and lo anade , | / ///

o

that the Tra@///t

egate EV charging loads

%
4
4

lectrification Grants program will allow

. programs and other funding sources while

/”%ommunities. e pission agrees with Staff that electrifying public

transportation Py /%des a means for all NV Energy customers to participate in the TEP programs.
210. The Commifsion agrees with Staff that the Joint Application does not include

information explaining what is entailed in the Rate Impact, Cost Recovery Expenses request.
However, NV Energy clarified in discovery that this item is for the cost of studies to be utilized
for future TEPs. The Commission agrees with Staff that, while no specific study is presently

contemplated, reserving a nominal budget will enable NV Energy to perform studies relating to
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the assessment and implementation of future transportation electrification pilots, programs,
and/or tariffs.
211. The Commission modifies the Community Based Partnerships/Educational

Events (“CBP/EE”) and Marketing and Customer Qutreach (“MCQO”) to narrow the scope of its

education, and as a compliance, orders NV Energy to file the results of / EV Identification

y 4
analysis and customer surveys upon completion. The Commissig ;2/1@ that the education
’ @

budget for the CBP/EE and MCO should be tailored to educ ///E:usto __”%//bout the importance
of shifting EV charging times to times of high renewa productionq /// ower overall
energy demand consistent with the message “whefi chabgi atters.” NV Energ%/%/%l modify

its marketing tools accordingly, and Staff will review the , print, and direct messaging and

|

. P
W

o

212. To ensure that NV Energy ha@?%ollov\f “its stated plan to identify
| .
ratepayers who currently g4 1O an EV in the next 36 months,
the Commission or D ergy file the results of its EV

Identification pr. psults of the income and HUC customer surveys, with the

that the Dealer Part rogram is overly broad and is not focused on the message of “when

charging matters” or €ducating prospective car owners/lessors of NV Energy’s EV programs and
tariffs. The Commission further finds that the program will provide duplicative information to

dealerships using ratepayer funds, and that it is unclear why ratepayers should shoulder the

burden to ease the EV buying experience, especially for those who do not reside in NV Energy’s
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service territories. The Commission finds that the Dealer Partnership Program educational
materials shall contain only information regarding NV Energy’s EV programs and tariffs and
how to enroll, education on “when charging matters,” and the availability of NV Energy’s online

EV tools.

W,

agrees with Staff that while no information was included in the Joif é/ cation regarding the

Outside Services Ramp Up budget line item, NV Energy r a request that this
item is a placeholder for engineering and IT services % state the managed

charging elements into the current demand resp /ageme |
data collection and implementation, and prepare reportm/ ’
Energy has represented that these costs w/

h
ystem, prepare ems for
z//y///,j

W,
Uy

-G / rial, and tariffs. The previous versions of the ESB-V2G

] to
%’é%mber ‘/0/24, but due to ongoing work with Nevada school

) .

d {Zthat an extension of the V2G trial is necessary. The Commission
approves NV Enefé % g/sed new completion date of December 31, 2027.

216. Finall;ﬁ;. per SWEEP’s recommendation, the Commission directs NV Energy to
improve the Residential Managed Charging program by changing the current requirement

language to “customer must possess at least one qualifying charger per EV” because the current

language implies multiple chargers for multiple EVs, and one family with two or more EVs
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could easily share a single residential charger. Also per SWEEP’s recommendation, the
Commission directs NV Energy to update the Residential Managed Charging program to allow
customers to participate with a qualifying charger and/or a vehicle that is capable of directly

communicating with the charging management platform because this would have the capability

to automatically assign ratepayers’ vehicles to an opt-out charging windgw based on anticipated

s
“b

grid-wide conditions and anticipate conditions within a particular gilepayer’s corner of the

distribution grid. The Commission also directs NV Energy t6 make reagily available on its

7 /
. % // 0,
website information regarding what chargers and mo%%// <&

rgers qualif
charging management platform and to make a clefr- i

chargers that do not qualify to meet the charging manageiig

0. Managed Charging Progran%

NV Energy’s Position

217. at it seeks appfoval to cr

.
///%

W

e//%regulatory asset, with carrying
7

rred before 3

_ D
and between future rate cases which it proposes

&

N

a
o
@]
8
=)

s the cost for the TEP programs be accounted for in the normal

ratemaking process 14t n have a regulatory asset because this would constitute single-issue

|

ratemaking. (Ex. 400 at'5, 6.)

Staff’s Position
219.  Staff states that NV Energy generally requests regulatory asset treatment with
carry charges for the costs of the 2025-2027 TEP, and identifies total budgeted TEP costs of

approximately $19.2 million. (Ex. 300 at 2.) Staff states that it identified inconsistencies in NV
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Energy’s rate impact figures due to value differences in TEP Tables 31 and 32 which expressed
values in cents per kWh rather than dollars per kWh, and that these errors were corrected in the
September 19, 2024 errata. (Ex. 300 at 2.)

220.  Staff asserts that there is nothing about the TEP which differentiates it from any

expense and routine O&M expenses related to the personnel f ui i o %/’/rate the program and

2

expenses for public awareness and education would begnclu

%egula‘cory asset.

////////%

221.  Staff states that NV Energy should maintaify "///)Iant property and equipment
(“PP&E”) in a manner that it can tolerate// ‘.

N\

N

7

N

(Ex. 300 at 3.)

N

.

%

wions in load, the’% ea
) 4
equi

ere upgrade or addition

.
.

is no different from installing any other piec@%f reverie: ratin pment even if the PP&E
. A
is dedicated to EV chargip urther sta%'/t/hat the utility gains the benefits
N

. "
fween rate case(%\/h'ch is not used to offset any of its request

/d by a utility dui sefore a test year that will not be recovered as part of the

base rates in a //

asset, this process would provide a benefit to the utility through the avoidance of regulatory lag

and adding carrying charges in addition to this benefit would be unreasonable. (Ex. 300 at 6.)
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Staff estimates that the total requested carrying charges could amount to $2,099,555 (NPC
$1,516,175 and SPPC $583,380). (Ex. 300 at 7-9, Brownrigg Attachment JAB-3.)

223,  Staff also states that NV Energy was denied its request for regulatory asset carry
charges for TEP costs in Docket 22-09006 and notes its concern that negative publicity of the

slow spending in the program execution may spur NV Energy to ramp yp its TEP spending, in

’ /// lag on NV Energy may

%V Energy’s regliest to establish a
7

in Char es. B
i g ges,

%

the Commission decides to grant the request for regulatory.a et treatment then Staff

P )

recommends that carry charges not be ap

encourage cost-effective spending. (Ex. 300 at 8-9.)

224.  Staff recommends that the Commissio%ct

regulatory asset to record the costs of the 2025-2 EP with

reyenues should be treated

|
anted

set (gganted with or without

7

(il
carrying charges). (Ex. 3 % %%%/%

Z
<
=
2
~
=,
7
o
€

o,

costs args /ty costs incurred through the normal course of business.
Ex16 K

s that the TEP costs at issue would not be incurred but for the

need to implement /2)21), and asserts that SB 448 (2021) would not have been

Ry
necessary if NV Energy’s normal course of business was to accelerate transportation

electrification. (Ex. 165 at 22.) Rather, NV Energy states that it will incur investments above the

normal course of business in order to comply with the statute. (Ex. 165 at 22-23.)
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227. NV Energy asserts that Staff’s statement that NV Energy’s analysis of the
benefits, costs, and rate impacts was inadequate is not supported by evidence. (Ex. 165 at 23.)
NV Energy states that it has supported the regulatory asset treatment request and made the

request in this filing rather than setting cost recovery for SB 448 costs in regulations in

228. NV Energy states that it has not requested approv. / any c;pital costs
associated with the TEP, as no fixed asset investments are re(%sted. (e //%65 at 24.) NV

Energy states that it does, however, request regulatory very of the ental costs

that will be incurred for the TEP that would otherwisg be recordgd as OMAG. (Exy | at 24.)

NV Energy explains that regulatory asset treatment for in / is appropriate
participation‘fgigentives and advisory services

2
r"f
,,

current rates wouid" % Lised ’gvcalculate the incremental revenues since the costs at issue were
not included in the re requirements for NPC or SPPC. (Ex. 165 at 25.)

230. NV Energy states that the Commission should allow carry charges to be
calculated on the deferred TEP OMAG costs to allow NV Energy to recover the time value of

money paid for these costs before recovery in an eventual GRC. (Ex. 165 at 26.) NV Energy
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asserts that Staff ignores that a level of OMAG that allows NV Energy to earn the allowed rate of
return is established in a GRC and compliance with SB 448 will require NV Energy to incur
additional OMAG costs above the anticipated level during the rate effective period. (Ex. 165 at
26.)

231. NV Energy asserts that Staff’s recommendation that carpy charges not apply if

NV Energy’s earned rate of return exceed the authorized rate of reftsn is
a,
é}éming / %1 customers. (Ex. 165

Y. . . %y . .
ent this reconiy éndation if the
/ L

X

% ////

.. | N y
C

.
e supporting its TEP requests

not necessary because

NV Energy’s Earnings Sharing Mechanisms will share ex

o
pl

at 26.) However, NV Energy acknowledges that it ca
/ .

Commission so orders. (Ex. 165 at 26.)

7

nt would mitig/%%%

232. NV Energy asserts that it has presented ev
gredit impacts and that such
/ p

¥

22-09Q06, is now justified because

“ /erested party can petition the Commission to establish a

tgwaiting for a GRC. (Ex. 165 at 27.)

atory Asset/liability as opp
- |
|

Commission Diseussion and F

234, 1on finds that there is nothing about the TEP which differentiates it

from any other utility Pi
of business. The Commission finds that NV Energy should maintain its PP&E in a manner that

it can tolerate variations in load; therefore, a mere upgrade or addition is no different from

installing any other piece of revenue-generating equipment even if the PP&E is dedicated to EV
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charging. Furthermore, the utility gains the benefits of increased load from the TEP between rate
cases, which is not used to offset any of its request for the regulatory asset and results in
asymmetrical treatment.

235. The Commission finds that there is nothing abnormal about depreciation or
OMAG costs being recorded by a utility during or before a test year thagwill not be recovered as

earn a rate of return when

included in the revenue requirement during a GRC. The Cor%mswn‘ s

7
//Z/%

ratepayers via a

Commission were to allow the costs to be recovered

process would provide a benefit to the utility thr %// //
carrying charges in addition to this benefit would be unredsgnable. For all of these reasons, the

2,

latory asset/// punt to record the costs of the

its concern that negati blicity W

X

spen

%f//n whi

v ay encourage cost-effective spending.

_

ch case denying regulatory asset treatment and

|
P. M r Programs

237. NV Enérgy asserts that the 2025-2027 Managed Charging program of the TEP
includes the Single Family Residential Managed Charging Build (“Residential”), the Qualified
Income Multifamily Managed Charging Build (“Multifamily”), the Fleet Managed Charging
Build (“Fleet”) the Workplace Managed Charging Build (“Workplace”), and Managed Charging.

(Ex. 149 at 29-31; Ex. 101 at 269-286.)
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United’s Position

238.  United recommends that the Commission direct NV Energy to significantly
expand its managed charging programs, as a cost-effective pathway to achieve greater demand

reduction and to accelerate transportation electrification in Nevada, by making the following

%

modifications to its TEP managed charging programs: 1) increasingN//V nergy’s demand

reduction target for its Managed Charging Program to 53 megaw s “MW”/); 2) increasing NV
o

ra N
Energy’s budget for its Managed Charging Program by apprc%telj//z// 6 million overall; and

/ v
s that the Commission should

: . . y o el /
3) expanding the managed charging program to includgf Multifamily Char% frastructure
Build Program in addition to the proposed Qualifié @me M /)/%family Charging
/% ,,,,,,,,,,

%

Infrastructure Build Program. (Ex. 1500 at 4.) United e)///ff

*”/////
u /

approve an increase to NV Energy’s b ging programs, including a

" ,
$4 million budget for the Multifamily Char//%g Infra e Build'program and a $4 million
) .

.
. . .
ient to achievg greater demand reduction and to accelerate

e
///% O ///
transportation electriﬁcatio%% i //%W@%%//// t/%)

WRA /a;;r /§
/ mmend that the Commission require NV Energy to
make several / s managed charging programs. (Ex. 1200 at 4.) To elaborate,

WRA and Sierra ) recof imend that the Commission direct NV Energy to 1) Share all
available metrics on T..: U load shifting in a future proceeding concerning TOU hours; 2)
Consider how an active managed charging pilot program and updated EVRR TOU hours can
shift charging into low-cost, high-renewable hours in a future TOU docket; 3) Modify managed
charging programs so that notifications of events are delivered to any driver who is plugged in

and allows drivers participating in all programs to override events; 4) Establish a minimum
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managed charging participation period of 12 months rather than the 36 months proposed by NV
Energy. (Ex. 1200 at 6.)

240.  WRA and Sierra Club recommend that the Commission require NV Energy to
provide all available metrics on the TOU load shifting in a future proceeding involving TOU
hours. (Ex. 1200 at 6.)

241.  'WRA and Sierra Club recommend that the Commig8ion require NV Energy to

explore an active managed charging pilot program and updat hours, to encourage

shifting charging into low-cost, high-renewable hou% W (Ex. 1200 at 6.)
4

WRA and Sierra Club state that the EVRR TOU‘A%V//// iould o '4///1gnals by

providing variable rates during the most affordable hours

ed throttling of charging
.

°
does not maximize reductions in charging d /and. ( WRA and Sierra Club state
\ Y

potentially regiglt in a 10 pgrcent decrease in charging demand,
with the most ambitiéug scenario %

% gesting a red@m of up to 50 percent. (Ex. 1200 at 37.)
. U |
.

/,/ at the Commission require NV Energy to
re that all drivers who are plugged in receive

events and tha% spartici can override these events. (Ex. 1200 at 36.) WRA and Sierra

4

tgg’s proposed Qualified Income Multifamily Charging Infrastructure
demand or enhance customer experience. (Ex. 1200 at 36.) WRA and Sierra Club state that the
Qualified Income Multifamily Charging Infrastructure Build Program fails to provide any

incentives for drivers to participate in managed charging events, as it allows drivers to override
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events without any penalty, while the electric account holder benefits from bill credits for
participation. (Ex. 1200 at 37.) WRA and Sierra Club state that the Workplace Managed
Charging Build Program does not offer an opt out option for managed charging events, which
means that an EV driver charging at their workplace might not achieve the required charge due

to such an event. (Ex. 1200 at 37.)

.

244.  WRA and Sierra Club recommend that the Co require NV Energy to

Ve

rom nths to 12 months.
¢ “
(Ex. 1200 at 38.) WRA and Sierra Club state that 7 ini i isment may

.

y

(Ex. 1200 at 3

%

discourage customers who are new to managed

%

" 4
////{/%% ing

_Energy that i

Staff’s Position

245.  Staff states that it agrees i

%
4
4

by moving EV charging to off-peak and to tipes

be critical as EV adoptio

opportunity to test tlie @ i charging program design due to a limited
n makers 1gy pro and effective targeting of the “when charging
s / 0 N . . . .
matterg eet drivers o /ll as effective notification of managed charging event

. L W .
g drivers. (Ex. 301 at 22.) /Staff therefore recommends that the Commission approve

7

246. £ ' /at proposed $250 enrollment incentive amount for new equipment
customers in the Resi éntial program be reduced to $100 to match the enrollment incentive to
bring your own charger (“BYOC”) participants. (Ex. 301 at 23.) Staff further states that because
not every available charger may be compatible with a managed charging program, the higher

enrollment incentive may be seen as enticement for EV drivers to purchase capable chargers to
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these EV drivers may participate in the Residential program or future managed charging
programs, but would be wasted on those who would willingly procure the required chargers
without the higher enrolment incentive. (Ex. 301 at 23-24.) Staff also notes the lack of data

showing that the $150 proposed by NV Energy is the amount needed to entice new customers to

€ income qualified

- eligible
////// ////
participants and participants residing in historically u 4 communiti%/%// x. 301 at 24.)

Staff states that its recommendation reduces the Jear Resi ///tml program b t to
iy,

) ¢

%y,
U %

$2,154,000. (Ex. 301 at 24.)

247.

%
4
4

BN as connected during a managed charging
2

// mpensate the EV driver. (Ex. 301 at 25-26.) Staff further

gnce payment is a bill credit it is also unclear how the

! 4
.

e /ugh the payment to the EV driver. (Ex. 301 at 26.)

248. ertsfthat the Multifamily program is unlikely to build awareness of

managed charging and educate customers of the importance of shifting EV charging times
because any forewarning of a managed charging program, educational information, and
performance payments would be directed to the property owner as opposed to the EV driver.

(Ex. 301 at 26.) Staff states that without meeting the managed charging objective of educating
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EV drivers and encouraging behavior modification, this program is more akin to a make-ready
and charging infrastructure rebate program, which Staff states would be ineffective to encourage
EV drivers to modify behavior based on “when charging matters.” (Ex. 301 at 26-27.) Staff

therefore recommends that the Commission deny the Multifamily program. (Ex. 301 at 28.)

249.  Staff states that, similar to the Multifamily program, notif

. C A
announcements, education, and participation payments under the o kplace program are

7

directed to the building owner/entity who pays the electric bi PPOSk 77//0 the EV driver being
f further note/%//”//the Workplace
N

vents, which removes the

y
. . . .
program does not provide an option to override W

%d ch

disincentive of a program participant losing their annual ation payment by overriding
such events. (Ex. 301 at 30.) Staff there ommends that thg €ommission deny the

%
%

4
7

%%X 301 at 30.)

Commission should not ipgli /

A

anage program’s budget is dependent on

' v
programs, then Staff' ne

finends approving the Managed Charging Manage program with a
three-year budget of &%, 100,000 which is the Managed Charging Manage cost for only the
Residential and Fleet programs. (Ex. 301 at 31.)

NV Energy’s Rebuttal

251. NV Energy notes that it selected throttling over curtailing and delaying because

throttling allows for a better customer service experience and flexibility for both the customer
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and the utility without eliminating the option for total curtailment via a throttling to zero percent
in cases of extreme need or emergency. (Ex. 158 at 24.)
252.  Asto the Residential program, NV Energy responds that a resident must have an

EV registered to the premises to be eligible, and that it does not proposed to incentivize chargers

that do not have an equivalent EV to charge. (Ex. 158 at 25.) That is, ifg residence has one EV,

but applies for two chargers, the second charger will not be eligib// x. 158 at 25))

J

y
253. NV Energy asserts that the Multifamily progr@ should®@éapproved because this
e EV¥space and smrall

portion of the population requires support to move int. rgets allow for

a program that may develop and expand moving: d (Ex. 158 at 25.) NV EI// g% states that

oy,
/ //% Z

it is able to adjust the incentive structure for the Multifamily grogram based on the challenge to

the owner of a multifamily owner to be h . performance ic over which the owner has

le to gliminate the performance

"

no control. (Ex. 158 at 26.) NV Energy stat

fallowing the de

incentive to the owner whidk

requirement hinders participation. (Ex. 158 at 27.)
254.  Asto the Workplace program, NV Energy states that it disagrees with Staff’s
recommendation that the Workplace program be denied because this program is a valuable

opportunity to engage customers who can charge at work, thus shifting the potential peak load to
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the morning hours when excess renewable energy is available. (Ex. 158 at 28.) NV Energy
states that it has provided a revised budget for this program designed to eliminate the
performance incentive to the owner while allowing drivers to opt out such that the owner will
receive the enrollment incentive while drivers will have access to vehicle charging equipment at

their workplaces. (Ex. 158 at 29, Exhibit Grant-Rebuttal-1.)

2

255. NV Energy states that the Managed Charging Ma: Program is designed to
N

"

coincide with the approved programs for Residential, Qualiﬁ/ //}Incom' //ltifamily, Fleet, and
o /{/ Ay, //////////

herefore be establi

Workplace, and the MC Manage program budget sh

am por
///////////// |
*®

Commission Discussion and Findings
{/%//
256. The Commission approveé/y// )

.
the Fleet program provides an opportunity t%est the: gt the managed charging

| ,
pumber of decigin-makers ved in the process and effective

7

' .
targeting of the “why ging matlers” message//%" fleet drivers as well as effective notification
of managed charging eventtjiies %%% // 4
g .

/@VCS the Residential program as modified by Staff. The
Conimis /nodlﬁes the osed $250 enrollment incentive amount for new equipment

.

customers in pgram to $100 to match the enrollment incentive to BYOC
that the amount proposed by NV Energy is the amount needed to entice new customers to
purchase the necessary charging technology.

258. The Commission approves the $100 enrollment incentives for both the BYOC
participants and new equipment participants and the $500 enrollment inventive for eligible,

income-qualified participants and participants residing in historically underserved communities.
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259. The Commission denies the Multifamily program at this time. It is unclear to the
Commission whether or how the performance payments identified within the proposed
Multifamily program paid to the property owner could be passed through to residents or

participating EV drivers. The Commission agrees with Staff that even if the property owner

,,4///?/://///@,

/%//

properly compensate the EV driver. Because the proposed z : payment is a bill credit,
it is also unclear how the property owner would pass though the payment t%g%/// V driver.
260. The Commission agrees with Sta the Multifamily program iSun ely to

.
build awareness of managed charging and educate custom@% the importance of shifting EV

charging times because any forewarning & aged chargin //;%ra , educational

the pgoperty owner as opposed to

W
: : o
information, and performance payments wm%l be
©

0
D

.
0

nies the Workplace program at this time. The Commission
%

//
/,

.
// 4, y 4 . . . . P
override managed c/%// ing events, which removes the disincentive of a program participant

losing an annual partiéipation payment by overriding such events.
262. The Commission notes that the Managed Charging Manage program’s budget is
dependent on which of the proposed managed charging-build programs are approved. Because

the Commission denies the Multifamily and Workplace programs, the Commission approves the
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Managed Charging Manage program with a three-year budget of $1,100,000 which is the
Managed Charging Manage cost for only the Residential and Fleet programs.

Q. Estimated Demand Based Allowance (“EDBA”) Adjustment
NV Energy’s Position

263. NV Energy proposes to modify the upfront allowances for EV projects or projects

percentages to 100 percent for EV projects to allow full up-fr§ /' Véfkes to remove the cost
mertt

«
. 3
264. WRA and Sierra Club state that the EDBz{//%/

o, charging from receiving 100

/ c/e Adjustment. (Ex. 1200

yy//
and Level 2 chargers to be

¢ . |
ineligible unless th%/ e %ecﬂidw. (E@//l 200 at 30.) WRA and Sierra Club assert

i, *

s on
for commercial ¢
promote the use of E\%{ and that it is not the Commission’s domain to promote the usage of
commercial EVs, unless it involves a demand-side program. (Ex. 400 at 3-4.) BCP notes that the
Commission has historically not allowed recovery for marketing of gas or electric appliances,

which in BCP’s opinion EVs fall under. (Ex. 400 at 4.) BCP states it does not support subsidies

or costs for marketing of EVs that low-income ratepayers are forced to pay to subsidize the upper
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income class, since EVs are mostly owned by upper middle class and not low-income ratepayers.
(Ex. 400 at 4.) BCP provides that the commercial EV industry is currently adequately
supporting the Nevada economy demand. (Ex. 400 at 4.)

Staff’s Position

266.  Staff states that NV Energy proposes to update the EDBA,to a 100 percent up-

Z% ligible for the
.

allowance if the EV charging equipment is separately me “customers mugt:

Electric Vehicle Commercial Charging Rider (“EVCCR-TO1 ), and customers must participate

in a Managed Charging Program. (Ex. 302 at 11,) Staff notes t o

L W stomers cannot charge
%, 4

drivers additional fees for vehicle charging a@l q%’pment cannot be served by

.
"

o

Adjustment and state %
0

-
Adjustment, but instedd seeks to supplement the EDBA Adjustment with incentive programs for

RA does not appear to directly reject the proposed EDBA

charging infrastructure. (Ex. 162 at 3.) NV Energy states that it disagrees with WRA’s use of the
word “supplement” because Rule 9 does not accommodate programs or incentives and NV
Energy is, therefore, opposed to modify Rule 9 to promote such initiatives. (Ex. 162 at 4.) NV

Energy further states, however, that it does not disagree that additional incentives or broader
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incentive eligibility would accelerate charging infrastructure deployment, but asserts that its own
proposal best balances incentivizing deployment and managing costs to customers. (Ex. 162 at
4)

268. NV Energy denies that the proposed EDBA Adjustment is a subsidy, as asserted

by BCP, because a subsidy implies a financial aid that distorts the market by favoring one group

/¢
of customers over another, while the proposed adjustment is an u t payment that NV Energy
_ //l

would have invested over time. (Ex. 162 at 5.) NV Energy f dither asst 1sihat the adjustment is

r infrastruc

‘

in line with SB 448 because it is designed to balance t development

7
%%
_
%

//V

s update ol e EDBA Adjustment to a

ffff

with overall costs to all customers. (Ex. 162 at 546

R
L

Commission Discussion and Findings

3

269. The Commission approv N
100 percent up-front allowance for all comrr@m ' igstall EV charging

afinds the EDB¢ A

,

.

infrastructure. The Com

£ apital cost b@%///
. 4

.

-

\

N

Ariers to installing EV chargers.
/

\\\

$300,000; and Outside'Services, $150,000. (Ex. 149 at 24; Ex. 117 at 241-247) NV Energy
states that the budget allocation assumes maximum enrollment and participation in each of the
proposed programs and, for purposes of developing the budget, NV Energy projected a budget

split between the operating utilities at a ratio of approximately 70 percent allocated to NPC and

30 percent allocated to SPPC. (Ex. 149 at 24.)
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WRA and Sierra Club’s Position

271.  WRA and Sierra Club argue that the overall impression of the programs proposed
in NV Energy’s TEP is that they are poorly executed and lack consideration for the
programmatic details and the needs of the customers they aim to serve. (Ex. 1200 at 28.) WRA
and Sierra Club state that NV Energy should have integrated the varioug.insights gathered from

AVID, and the 2022-2024

4
TEP in this TEP’s contents. (Ex. 1200 at 28.) WRA and Sie\%
/)

7

id, ongoing programs;’

‘@p

engaged stakeholders early in the process, and considere/ mer feedback in the development

*”///
of the TEP. (Ex. 1200 at 28.) ////////%

4

if NV Energy effectively integrated lessons lear

.
W

272.  WRA and Sierra Club state t@t SB 448 i wvestor-owned utilities to
// ) 7
submit transportation ele}; plans to sp elt'up ition to transportation

1200 at 4.)
275.  WRA and Sierra Club’s second alternative approach, Plan B, recommends that

the Commission modify NV Energy’s plan by increasing its budget by $26.2 million for

programs based on incentives approved in the electric vehicle infrastructure development

(EVID) program. (Ex. 1200 at 4-6.)
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BCP’s Position
276. BCP recommends that the Commission deny NV Energy’s requested $7,385,000
for education services, as it appears most of the money is oriented toward marketing EVs. (Ex.

400 at 6-7, 8.) BCP further recommends Commission approval of educational outreach that

for charging those vehicles. (Ex. 400 at 7.) BCP states that in NV Znergy’s program objectives,
_
ing programs to the

S or ¢ %
perate EVs//

general public and not to the individuals who already

%
////,/%/
opposes NV Energy’s marketing because: 1) it 19/‘%‘%%[/e

EV usage unless it involves a DSM program; 2) EV mark f subsidies or costs that are

recouped from low-income ratepayers; ane

400 at 7.) BCP

Y

keting efforts are already well

%

payegs should not have to bear the

0
. .
represented by the EV community; and ther%)re,
"
tric utility magk
Y

burden of paying costs f} 1 ing of t

%

¥
M//vehicles. (Ex. 400 at 8.) BCP
A

‘4hierefore direct' WV Energy to design and implement an
- ’ cd chargiic that is specific to the existing users of EVs

.
its would el

states that the Comp

budget as follows:
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Programs/Requests NVE Staff

Propesed 3- | Modified 3-

Yr Budget | Yr Budget
Education Services and Grants $ 7,385,000 | $ 7,190,000
Community Based Partnerships/Educational Events $ 1,100,000 | $ 1,100,000
Marketing and Customer Qutreach $ 1,850,000 | $ 1,850,000
Technical Advisory Services $ 3,000,000 | $ 3,000,000
Dealer Partnership Program $ 30000018 105000
Technology Driven Enhancements $ 113500018 1,135,000
Program Development & Grants $ 3,511,000 | $ 3,511,000
Federal Funding Opportunities $ 150000 )|% 150,000
Program Development (Pilot Programs) $ 361,000]% 361,000
Residential EV time of use (“TQU”) Submetering Pilot | $ 76,0001 $ 76,000
Residential Vehicle to X (“V2X™) Pilot $ 7000018 70,000
EV Telematics Managed Charging $ 21500018 215,000
Transit Electrification Grants $ 3.000,000 | $ 3,000,000
Residential Managed Charging Build $ 5,599,000 | $ 2,154,000
Single Family Residential Managed Charging Build $ 2.655.000]% 2,154,000
Qualified Income Multifamily Charging Infrastructure $ 2.944.000 | $ 0
Non-Residential Managed Charging Build § 755000 )|§ 473,000
Fleet Managed Charging Build $ 47300018 473.000
Workplace Managed Charging Build $ 2820009 0
Managed Charging ~ Manage $ 1,533,000 | $ 1,100,000
Rate Impact, Cost Recovery Expenses $ 300,000 % 300,000
Outside Services Ramp Up $ 150,000 |3 150,000
TOTAL $19,233,000 | $14,878,000

278.  Staff states %t

ed several federal and state funding sources

that may zgdu 1€ % et approval request, including but not limited to, EPA’s

eligibf/{%////

National Elé“ 1 i nft

on general customer b,

arging infrastructure in Clark County, the NCEF, and
ructure program’s award to the State of Nevada. (Ex. 302 at 14.)
tvthe proposed 70/30 percent split between NPC and SPPC is based

i8¢ split and targeted customer program adoption rates for the different

programs, and is also based on NV Energy’s DSM cost split for DSM programs for 2021, 2022,
and 2023, which are in the 63 percent to 80 percent range. (Ex. 302 at 14-15.) Accordingly,
Staff recommends the Commission approve the proposed 70/30 percent NPC/SPPC split. (Ex.

302 at 2, 15.)
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280.  Staff states that NV Energy proposes different budget contingencies for different
action plan years and explained in response to Staff’s Discovery Request (“DR”) 149 that the
contingency amounts are based on the total spend in a given year or based on the total project

budget and are not based on a year-by-year comparison. (Ex. 302 at 15 citing Attachment GS-8.)

10 percent of the budget for that fiscal year. (Ex. 302 at 2, 15.) /

281.  Staff states that NV Energy consolidated the défferent T4 P
n response to Staft{)R.108 that the

. )
ftachment GS-9.) - "/c/

T

%y,
U %

Staff recommends that the Commission cap TEP program™u '//ets for each program and year in

the action plan period as not-to-exceed a (Ex. 302 at

Accordingly, Staff recommends that the Commission cap contingenc%ounts for each year at

._/ﬁ/%rograms’ budgets

based on the best data available at the time and clarifi

» ///Q/%//

NV Egergy to include both external

V4

y 4
compliance, file thefede
p  fo 2.

Lopder in this docket is issued. (Ex. 302 at 3, 16.)

/’/*funding deta{@/as they impact the TEP budget for this

o,

i,
i),

aid.is based on the drop in forecasted EV demand, Staff’s

%proved budgetary spend and program execution in the

ity as to whether NV Energy will receive federal or state funding
awards in the action" irs which might reduce the overall TEP budget. (Ex. 302 at 16.)
Staff asserts that based on the magnitude of the potential awards to NV Energy, the TEP budget

could be impacted significantly and therefore justifies Staff’s recommended compliance item.

(Ex. 302 at 17.)
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283.  Staff further recommends that, consistent with its recommendations regarding
specific TEP programs, Staff recommends that the Commission modify each action plan year’s
TEP budget as $4.26 million, $4.60 million, $6.02 million in 2025, 2026, and 2027, respectively,
with a total of $14.88 million and a 10 percent contingency cap. (Ex. 302 at 3, 17.)

NV Energy’s Rebuttal

284. NV Energy responds that it does not take a position/on the budgets proposed by

SWEEP, United, WRA, and Staff. (Ex. 158 at 5.) NV Ene % 5 ////‘c supports the TEP as

filed with a $19.2 million budget because it will serve )  foundation for con

7

chensive vehicle

i 4 4 ‘
/ altered and budgets adjusted to

ted at an appropriate budget

level. (Ex. 158 at 4-5.) C | ////%

\ ,
285, a8 . éuidelines of SB 448 via the

d incentives for enrollment in managed

8 Wi
fments and incentives to increase use of electricity as a

0 %% programs to encourage EV charging in a manner that supports

the operatioh

caf tion of transportation electrification into the electricity grid, and
funding for continued éust //er education and outreach programs. (Ex. 158 at 6-7.)

286. NV En¢rgy denies that the TEP does not meet the statutory standards of NRS
704.7867 and 704.746(10) as asserted by WRA. (Ex. 158 at 8.) NV Energy responds that WRA
conflates the two statutory standards, stating that NRS 704.7867 lists what features a TEP “may

include” while NRS 704.746(1) provides the Commission with plan evaluation criteria. (Ex. 158

at 8.) NV Energy denies that NRS 704.746(10) requires that all eight goals listed in the statute
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must be met for the Commission to approve a TEP, requiring only that the TEP meet “one or
more.” (Ex. 158 at 9-10.) NV Energy notes that SWEEP reached the opposite conclusion of
WRA. (Ex. 158 at 11.)

287. NV Energy asserts that it has not included contingency plans in the budgets for

each program because the TEP is not an infrastructure and building proggam and a contingency

4
budget for overruns therefore does not apply. (Ex. 158 at 13.) ergy asserts that the
program incentives are proposed to be set per unit or per pa Coont, %ﬁ fluctuate or vary,

/ “?V,% ‘
/lg of “When Charging Matters”

. . . N
and to increase enrolment in available EVig ms and serv1ce%

outreach and education are to build awareness and unders

/%%( 8 at 15-16.) NV
Energy states that it has included the third o %c‘uve' roga the benefits of transportation
///%/» . <//%

704.7 867(2%/ ich requ%s that the TEP include “Customer

é{/ﬁ W
//%

!

o
. .
cally appropriate outreach programs that

nd linguisti
n % %Z/ i Y
/ // .

1 sive, a/“‘% // the benefits of transportation electrification.” (Ex. 158 at

ydesigns and programs of the type listed in

ites that it disagrees with BCP’s contention that “most of the

[marketing] money%’% ;

4

/: ftated toward marketing EVs” and states that the marketing, customer
engagement, educatioft and outreach will be to inform customers of “When Charging Matters”
and promote enrollment in the managed charging pilots and programs. (Ex. 158 at 17.)

Commission Discussion and Findings

290. First, the Commission finds that the TEP as filed meets the guidelines of SB 448

via the proposed investments in charging infrastructure and incentives for enrollment in managed
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charging programs, continued funding for investments and incentives for public transit and
publicly-owned fleet vehicles, investments and incentives to increase use of electricity as a
transportation fuel, new customer programs to encourage EV charging in a manner that supports
the operation and optimal integration of transportation electrification into the electricity grid, and

funding for continued customer education and outreach programs. The& ommission agrees with

_
7y,

704.746(10) provides the Commission with evaluatic%%tema, NRS 704.74
y

. . . . Z/////% 7 /%/w
require that all eight goals listed in the statute mW/ net for t

.
. Qf

.

 the TEP budgef
.

\

TEP, requiring only that the TEP meet “one or more.’

291. Second, the Commission ith Staff’s recommended

most rgasonable and prudent budget

- %% proposed components of the

N

W

ove
L

<
WV
////%

|
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omponents, the Plan’s aff” s Proposed Budget

Programs/Reques NVE Staff
Proposed 3- | Modified 3-
Yr Budget | Yr Budget |
Education Services and Grants $ 7,385,000 | $ 7,190,000
Community Based Partnerships/Educational Events $ 1,100,000 | $ 1,100,000
Marketing and Customer Outreach $ 1,850,000 1% 1.850,000
Technical Advisory Services $ 3,000,000 | $ 3,000,000
Dealer Partnership Program $ 300,000|% 105,000
Technology Driven Enhancements $ 1135000 % 1,135,000
Program Development & Grants $ 3,511,000 | $ 3,511,000
Federal Funding Opportunities $ 1500001% 150,000
Program Development (Pilot Programs) $ 361.000|% 361,000
Residential EV time of use (“TOU™) Submetering Pilot | $ 76,000 [$ 76,000
Residential Vehicle to X (“V2X”) Pilot $ 70,000|%$ 70000
EV Telematics Managed Charging $ 215000(% 215000
Transit Electrification Grants $ 3.000,000 | $ 3,000,000
Residential Managed Charging Build 3 5,599.000 | $ 2,154,000
Single Family Residential Managed Charging Build $ 2655000 (9% 2,154,000
Qualified Income Multifamily Charging Infrastructure $ 2944000 [ $ 0
Non-Residential Managed Charging Build $ 755000 (% 473,000
Fleet Managed Charging Build $ 47300018 473,000
Workplace Managed Charging Build $ 282000(% 0
Managed Charging — Manage $ 1,533,000 [ $ 1,100,000
Rate Impact, Cost Recovery Expenses $ 3000008 300,000
Outside Services Ramp Up $ 150,000 ($ 150,000
TOTAL $19,233,000 | $14,878,000

293.

4

NV Enefgy%

=~ e

¢

m"/ |

lan period as not-to-exceed amounts.

//ﬁ@% in response to Staff DR 108 that the TEP budgets are not-

.
ly, the%mission caps the TEP program budgets for each

igsion orders NV Energy to include both external funding and program

execution details in its'future TEP approval requests and, as a compliance, file any federal and
state funding details as they impact the TEP budget for this action plan no later than 180 days
after the date of this Order. The Commission remains concerned regarding the difference in full
approved budgetary spend and program execution in the action plan years, and uncertainty as to

whether NV Energy will receive federal or state funding awards in the action plan years which
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might reduce the overall TEP budget. The Commission notes that NV Energy has only spent
approximately five percent of the approved TEP budget in two years since the last TEP approval.
The Commission further notes that grant funding may significantly affect the TEP program
budgets and therefore orders NV Energy to file with the Commission external grant and funding

details.

7

> plit and fargeted customer

ased on NV Ep %;y’s DSM cost-

NV Energy’s Position ////
L

" v
)

{6, and SPPC & combined DSM three-year
A

/z% %y » ‘
f&% p ’//% NAC 704.9006, 704.9057,

295. NV Energy states that it has f%

action plan for the program 2025 throu

1; % 139 at 4.) NV Energy requests the

alue Popttolio as the DSM Plan. (Ex. 101 at 30.
(E )

efary and savings targets for the proposed Grid

NPC with budgets of $55.9 million, $60.7 million, and $65.3 million in 2025,
2026, and 2027, respectively;, SPPC $20.2 million, $22 million, and $23.9 million
in 2025, 2026, and 2027 respectively, and NV Energy combined $76.1 million,
$82.7 million, and $89.2 million in 2025, 2026, and 2027, respectively.

(Ex. 101 at 30.)

/17
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SWEEP’s Position

297. SWEEP recommends that the Commission approve combined DSM budgets of
$87 million in 2025, $96 million in 2026, and $107 million in 2027 across NV Energy’s two
service territories because this budget is approximately halfway between NV Energy’s two

portfolios. (Ex. 1601 at 4, 25.) SWEEP explains that this is a reasonablg budget that will allow

//) its DR programs, which
o
could lead to almost $468 in net benefits for ratepayers over % threél//%/%_/ i term. (Ex. 1601 at

NV Energy to both maximize cost-effective EE while also rampi

Y

treasury rate, currently at 4.5 percent, bec//

25, o %
% YV Energy to mediFy
//// / \ nergy to m
Energy Benefits Total Resource Cost Test (“nTRC”) di sc///%% rate to be the federal 30-year
N
the U.S. governiigiit,
N

, _
208, SWEEP recommends that the Conffnissi \
-
%Y,
as identified the real rate on
for private consumption

rate provides a time value for utility

T

igned to look at benefits and costs from the perspective of

WenTR M%
as a11 evadans through the adder. (Ex. 1601 at 34.)

f" 'é;lds that the Commission approve a budget level consistent with
the cost per kWh savi s in 2023 and 2024. (Ex. 1202 at 4.) WRA states that NV Energy
considered three different objectives when constructing its 2025-2027 DSM portfolios: Grid
Value, Traditional Value, and Strategic Decarbonization. (Ex. 1202 at 7.) WRA explains that

Grid Value focuses on reducing peak demand, integrating renewable energy, and minimizing

demand during high marginal costs and emissions. (Ex. 1202 at 7.) WRA states that Traditional
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Value focused on energy savings to fulfill NV Energy’s earlier target of 1.1 percent energy
savings based on retail sales. (Ex. 1202 at 7.) WRA argues that NV Energy suggests a higher

annual budget than it spent in 2023 and 2024. (Ex. 1202 at 6.) WRA states that NV Energy

anticipates the cost of the preferred Grid Value portfolio to be $76 million in 2025, while it was
///%( %
71202 at 7.)

o
4 /////

BCP’s Position

300. BCP recommends that the Commission séfect

because there are deficiencies in the plan, and as gérgsul

i //psed DSM plan

//// | § | 4
that the Commission direct NV Energy to continue DSR//%// the 2024 budg/et levels until

an amended plan can be filed for 2026 and 2027 to correct the'd //iencies identified by BCP.
| \

Y

) ///'// ‘
in 2025 at the 2024 budg?ﬁ/ yels unti g led %ﬁ%ﬁed for 2026 and 2027 to correct

Staff’s Position

W\
WY,

, _ ,
$15,879,503 %@ ut the 2025-2027 Action Plan period because of a reduction in

.

increases, and the lac t support for the proposed budget increases. (Ex. 303 at 14, 17.)
302.  Staff states that NV Energy’s proposed budgets under its preferred Grid Value

Portfolio represent a 12-percent increase from NPC’s approved 2024 budget and a 27-percent

3 Staff also opposes a budget increase under NV Energy’s proposed alternate Traditional Portfolio, which offers the
same programs as the Grid Value portfolio with additional emphasis on promoting grid-connected devices to
increase DR capacity. (See Exhibit 303 at 10.)
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increase from SPPC’s approved 2024 budget. (Ex. 303 at 10.) Staff states that the proposed
budget for the Grid Value portfolio represents a large increase from 2024 despite many of the
programs failing to be cost-effective, with a proposed portfolio that increases average rates in
most cases. (Ex. 303 at 6.) Moreover, Staff provides that the rate-impact analyses conducted by

NV Energy do not support the proposed DSM portfolios as proposed begause they would

p
.

7

303.  Staff states that while cost-effectiveness of eaélj ndivic‘/ﬁ /program is not
/7

increase average rates in most cases. (Ex. 303 at 14.)

required provided that the portfolios are cost—effectivg/ /{3 variety of p{//{%ms in NPC’s
. W
and SPPC’s portfolios are not cost-effective. (EX% %/1 1) Sta \ él cost-
VL 4
effectiveness concerns, increasing the budget is not prudet ; the utility should instead re-
evaluate the programs that it currently of X, 12) Stat //mte that NV Energy is not

projected to spend its entire 2024 budget, haé%lot done

7
s,

1 a decage, and argues that NV

7

/based on the projected 2024

O %

. tes
\ W %
024 program 3@% hroughy'the triannual 2025 through 2027 Action Plan, and NV
.

%@%taﬁ‘ recommends the Commission retain the approved

for the program year 2025 to maintain DSM program continuity with a series of working groups
to determine future budget levels and savings targets for program years 2026 and 2027 to be
proposed in a future IRP amendment. (Ex. 161 at 3.) NV Energy also notes that SWEEP

proposes an increased portfolio budget and increased energy and demand savings targets, United

recommends increasing budgets for DR programs and certain EE programs which will increase
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the overall portfolio budget, and WRA recommends EE increases which will increase the
portfolio budget. (Ex. 161 at 4.)
305. NV Energy asserts that it supports the proposed Grid Value Portfolio, as filed, as

the DSM plan. (Ex. 161 at 4.)

Commission Discussion and Findings / ‘
} 4‘/47///4;,,

306. incrégse for its DSM

/ %,%%/nergy ’ %ings, the incl
cost-effective programs, rate-impact analyses showing rate

/////Nw / %{i
/&

sed burdgets under its preferred

the proposed budget increases.

307. The Commission finds that \

Grid Value Portfolio repr: incr s approved 2024 budget and a

. . - .
27-percent increase / m get. The Commission agrees with Staff that

, resents a large increase from 2024 despite

W

%‘L-effecﬁve, with a proposed portfolio that increases

/! reoyew% Commission finds that the rate-impact analyses
it support the proposed DSM portfolios as proposed because they
would increase avel /1n most cases.

308. The Commission finds that while cost-effectiveness of each individual program is
not required provided that the portfolios are cost-effective overall, a variety of programs in
NPC’s and SPPC’s portfolios are not cost-effective. Given cost-effectiveness concerns,

increasing the budget is not prudent and NV Energy should instead re-evaluate the programs that

it currently offers. Finally, the Commission notes that NV Energy is not projected to spend its
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entire approved budget in 2024, has not done so in a decade, and can reach Staff’s recommended
savings goals, which are based on the projected 2024 savings, without increasing its Action
Plan’s budgets.

T. Energy Savings Goals/Demand Response and Energy Efficiency Targets

NV Energy’s Position /
309. NV Energy states that the current DSM plan’s sav/i. goal is to achieve an

. y
y

y

/% 25, thdlge SaviiGs is to be

normalized sales during the plan period. (Ex. 146 at

NAC 704.9212(1)(b), beginning on or after Janug

“established by the Commission in an order denying, app

demand side plan.” (Ex. 146 at 5.) NV Engrgy.states that it ha o efore, presented a new
|
approach. (Ex. 146 at 5.) ////%

y
/ 7

at the Grid Viaftie Portfol %roposes an energy savings foal of
. ‘

1y sales statev@e and establishes a parallel goal of
i ty over the three-year Action Plan period via

310.

.
% 5.) NV Energy asserts that the energy and demand savings

.

inities presentediin the Grid Value portfolio are more cost-effective and provide more

0 '

net benefits to"guk

5.)

1 lower rate-impact than retaining the prior approach. (Ex. 146 at

311. NV En¢ Z}gy states that the maximum achievable potential forecast resulted in an
estimated 251.1 GWhs (NPC) and 108.9 GWhs (SPPC) of maximum achievable energy
efficiency savings potential in 2025, rising to an estimated 662.1 GWhs (NPC) and 290.0 GWhs

(SPPC) in 2040. (Ex. 142 at 8.)
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312. NV Energy further states that the realistically achievable forecast resulted in an
estimated 231.3 GWhs and 115.8 MWs of maximum achievable energy efficiency savings and
peak demand savings potential in 2025 for NPC, rising to an estimated 600.1 GWhs and 390.9

MWs in 2040. (Ex. 142 at 8.) NV Energy also states that for SPPC, the forecast resulted in an

estimated 84.4 GWhs and 20.3 MWs of maximum achievable energy efficiency savings and

Whs and 81.0 MWs in

peak demand savings potential in 2025, rising to an estimated/
2040. (Ex. 142 at 8. // “
(Ex at 8.) o %/@/ ////////

SWEEP’s Position / ”
p

313. SWEEP recommends that the Congfniss /1
o
330 GWh for the year 2025, 246 GWh for 2026, and 367

roye the energy sa

0

for 2027 across NV Energy

@%emeﬁts to ratepayers and

3.) SWEEDP states that its proposed

ected retail sales and is based on

provide energy savings goals continuity. (E%%////M
7

&

|
) . .
lus an increa%to account for inflation. (Ex. 1601 at 22-23.)

Z%%//// ffolios and identified budgets and savings
L

.
in 2000}

SWEEP explairl/g that it us/%;

.

goals frodreach port' 1o the Business Energy Services and Energy Smart Schools
grams XV Energy is assuming 25 percent cost increases per kwh
from 2024 to 2425 and beyo% (Ex. 1601 at 23.) SWEERP states typically these types of cost
¢ |

increases in the bu ftor are unreasonable and inconsistent with achievement in other
jurisdictions. (Ex. 1604 at 23))

314.  Sweep states that n'TRC test has been decreasing the energy efficiency values of
its portfolio and states that reduced cost-effectiveness is driven by declining avoided costs

because a greater percentage of load is being served by capital intensive renewable generation.

(Ex. 1601 at 26-27.) Because of this SWEEP believes that these types of changes in how the
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system is operated result in an underestimating the value of energy efficiency. (Ex. 1601 at 27.)
SWEERP also states that assumptions and methodologies such as net-to-gross ratios, expected

amount of energy and capacity savings, and incremental costs are important inputs into the cost-
effectiveness analysis; and that these inputs are developed during the Evaluation, Measurement,

and Verification (EM&V) process.(Ex. 1601 at 27.) Because of the impgrtance of the EM&V

W,

process SWEEP states that this puts a greater focus on avoided cosfs In developing the DSM

interested members of the DSM Collaborative to take 7 iveness

assumptions and methodologies with the end goal , consensus up

%
%y

.
United recommends that the %mmlé n direct NV Energy to significantly

315.

i and-side solutions. (Ex. 1502 at 38-39.)

using NV Energy’s MPS and other public data sources, it developed a four-

l{/%// / ’:’4onable demand savings target: 1) identify initial DR starting

step method to calc
potential; 2) adjust D .potential for Nevada state policy scenario; 3) adjust DR potential for
recent storage attachment rates; and 4) adjust for EV-managed charging. (Ex. 1502 at 39-41.)
WRA’s Position

316. WRA recommends that the Commission approve NV Energy’s overall energy

savings targets consistent with a one percent incremental annual saving rate for NV Energy. (Ex.
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1202 at 4.) WRA states that the Commission should instruct NV Energy to target a one percent
energy savings goal from 2025 to 2027. (Ex. 1202 at 19.) WRA states that the 1.1 percent target
aligns with recent historical program achievement and expresses confusion as to why NV Energy

cannot reach this level of savings in the future. (Ex. 1202 at 19.) WRA states that maintaining a

1 percent savings target is essential for preserving NV Energy’s currentAyHG emission

reductions resulting from its energy efficiency programs, addressi % crucial objective identified

by the stakeholders. (Ex. 1202 at 19.) ' "// ko

Y - )
317.  WRA states that NV Energy could real “gavings by reducing
| \

. ///////// AN iy
programs to match the levels seen in 2023 and 2024. (Ex. - at 19.) WRA states that if NV

. . _
Energy keeps these historical costs steady% _bpth programs thre

", :
0.95 percent combined savings in 2025 and @@93 erce

p iy
02 a‘g {

|

o

|
]

e portfolio.

the acquisition cost of the Business Energy Serv

4
u

h 2027, it could achieve up to

%

binedgavings in 2027, all without

altering the budget of the

///////WRA

energy savingSanid
gy g f%}// :
portfolio while offeris

hter grid advantages. (Ex. 1202 at 12.) WRA states that NV Energy’s

Market Potential Study (“MPS”) indicates that achieving a 1.1 percent annual efficiency target
based on retail sales will become progressively more challenging due to the increasing center
load, which provides minimal energy efficiency opportunities for the utility and rising baselines

because of updated codes and standards. (Ex. 1202 at 12.)
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BCP’s Position

319. BCP recommends that the Commission should reject NV Energy’s proposed
demand response and energy efficiency targets because BCP is concerned by the lack of cost-
effective energy efficiency programs and demand response comprises too large of a portion of

. (Ex. -4, 6. 11 residential ffici
the plan. (Ex. 401 at 2, 3-4, 6.) BCP states that the overall residentia e/ //;gy efficiency

,
“Tiy,

twice the benefits, and

only the Multifamily program in NPC and the Multifamily, afig Residenital Codes and New
Construction programs for SPPC are marginally cost effective®(Ex. 401 at %%% P further states
.

.

/V n SBPPC and only m;///%%//
-

\

v ot
///

, .
n.concerns with é/

that the Energy Smart Schools program is not co

effective in NPC. (Ex. 401 at 3.)
{{//

320. BCP states that it has three .

%%d response comprising such

a large portion of the DSM plan: 1) demand %spons” .

2 . .
@t as predictable or reliable as
%

expenditures are ongg s, fran p-front investment is made in the more
/ |

efficient devi / ol
% // i, .
- NTI%wlations for the demand response programs because

% e incentives costs are included, which means it is likely

that the dema/r'///%%

not as cost effective, then this would have an immediate negative impact of needlessly burdening
customers with higher rates through ineffective spending and may further harm ratepayers if

future capacity needs are not avoided. (Ex. 401 at 7-8.)
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321. BCP states that it was disappointed that the DSM goals working group never got
around to discussing actual quantitative kW and kWh savings targets for this plan. (Ex. 401 at 8.)
BCP notes that NV Energy independently developed the numeric targets proposed in its plan.

(Ex. 401 at 8.) BCP states that if residential energy efficiency is not cost effective and demand

.40 /8 -
Staff’s Position S -

322.  Staff recommends that the COIIIIIIISSIO} ject N

\;Energy s // sed energy
savings goals and instead set a goal of an averag@///@%/% - 700,00 ving
%

,000.kWh annual saviiigs per action
plan period for NPC and an average of 64,000,000 kWh i

4

savings per action plan period for

SPPC. (Ex. 303 at 17.) Staff states that

N

provides that a set kWh goal,

v

instead of a goal based on s, recognizes that new load will likely be
v

more e/ ey efficie /// / ideJgss opportunity for savings from DSM energy efficiency

/ // 303 7-8. notes“t t its recommendations apply to the 2025-2027 Action

Plan Period é d

gafter until modified by the Commission (Ex. 303 at 8.)

; § agrees with NV Energy’s recommendation to reduce its energy

323.
savings goals on the b-/éis that they are becoming less cost-effective, particularly given that the
value of energy efficiency declines during times when solar energy is abundant and marginal
costs are lower. (Ex. 303 at 6.) Given this, Staff supports lowering the kWh savings goals and

transitioning to a portfolio that maximizes other grid benefits. (Ex. 303 at 8.) However, Staff

states its concern that NV Energy did not adequately justify its proposal to reduce its kWh
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savings goal from the utility-specific goal of 1.1 percent of sales to 0.7 percent of statewide
sales. (Ex. 303 at 2 and 6.) Staff explains that in 2023, NPC exceeded its savings goal by
achieving savings of 273,408877 kWh and projects to exceed its 2024 goal with 240,691,601
kWh in savings. Staff states that NPC’s proposed DSM portfolio only projects savings of

that it did not meet its

188,144,000 kWh at a greater cost. (Ex. 303 at 6.) For SPPC, Staff s%

significantly lower savings

.

at a greater cost. (Ex. 303 at 6-7.) Given the above, Staff pr. | t@v ¥ Energy did not

adequately explain how cost savings between NPC a: / , whichi¢ /am similar
/ . //// ',

programs and measures, can decrease within suc i %‘ time. (Ex. 30//////)

) ¢

/
if recognizes th%%% for ambitious energy

savings targets, the proposed Grid Value Po@“oho /d appr%ch addresses the changing

. ////// // ’ %cﬁy (Ex. 161 at5.) NV

dynamics of Nevada’s pow démand for

NV Energy’s Rebuttal

324. NV Energy responds that

Y
%

demand—sidé%)lanagement is merited by increasing

24-hour operations from new sectors. (Ex. 161

Energy asserts that //

population, more energy inte

)

3 //// NV Energy sta taining the historical 1.1 percent energy efficiency

reduced avoided cost alue of EE savings during non-peak times which reduces the available
economic potential. (Ex. 156 at 3-4.) NV Energy explains that the addition of new efficient
loads (i.e. EVs and data centers) create difficulty in achieving savings goals based on a
percentage of retail sales. (Ex. 156 at 4-5.) NV Energy asserts that the Grid Value Portfolio is

more cost-effective and provides higher net benefits and peak demand savings that the
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Traditional portfolio because it is focused on targeted energy savings and demand reductions
when avoided cost savings are highest. (Ex. 156 at 6.) NV Energy further asserts that, when
compared to the Traditional portfolio, the Grid Value Portfolio generates over twice as many net

benefits over the 2025-2027 plan period at 70 percent of the cost. (Ex. 156 at 6, citing Table

DSM-1 and Table DSM-2.)

326. NV Energy asserts that the proposed 0.7 percent engre savih/gs goal aligns with

$O maximize

2

//" ngs which energy efficient

further asserts that it values energy efficiency and the bil .
portance of co

technologies bring to customers as well a§ g a target for achieving

=
B

N

-

3 .

energy efficiency savings in the Grid Value %) (& , %) NV Energy states,

|
.
 §

however, that it also recoggiizes that scheduled a4 emand response reductions are

.
by NV Energy’s programs in 2023 and those planned for
. y gy’'8 prog p

mgly difficult and costly to achieve and will produce less

saturation of key energ8y efficiency measures, higher incremental costs for energy efficiency
measures, and lower avoided cost value of non-targeted energy efficiency savings at times when
clean energy is available. (Ex. 156 at 7.) NV Energy asserts that these factors limit cost-effective

market potential for energy efficiency savings while, at the same time, new opportunities with
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connected technologies increase the potential benefits available from dispatchable DSM
resources. (Ex. 156 at 7-8.)

328. NV Energy states that the energy efficiency energy savings goals for the Grid
Value portfolio are lower than the realistically achievable potentials in the MPS because the Grid
Value portfolio emphasizes greater capacity and net benefits by focusi ////(//;I/l energy efficiency
programs and DSM technologies. (Ex. 156 at 8.) /

Commission Discussion and Findings

329. The Commission rejects NV Energy’s 058 ///flergy savit /%7als and instead
sets a goal of an average of 240,700,000 kWh anﬁ% s // ings I%,%Cﬂon plan peri6gd jor NPC and
.
///////// Y AN

period for SPPC, as proposed by

.

wyings goals corr

an average of 64,000,000 kWh annual savings per action

Staff. The Commission finds that the an d with 2024 projected

savings and its recommended budget levels@% he find j//that a set kWh goal, instead

of a goal based on a percenfa etail sales, regognizes thaf new load will likely be more

)

portfolio that // rid benefits. However, the Commission agrees with Staff’s
concern that NV En@ not adequately justify its proposal to reduce its kWh savings goal

from the utility-specific goal of 1.1 percent of sales to 0.7 percent of statewide sales. As Staff
notes, in 2023, NPC exceeded its savings goal by achieving savings of 273,408877 kWh and
projects to exceed its 2024 goal with 240,691,601 kWh in savings. NPC’s proposed DSM
portfolio only projects savings of 188,144,000 kWh at a greater cost, and SPPC did not meet its

2023 goals, is not projected to meet its 2024 goals, and now proposes significantly lower savings



Docket No. 24-05041 Page 123

at a greater cost. Given the above, the Commission finds that NV Energy did not adequately
explain how cost-savings between NPC’s and SPPC’s plans, which contain similar programs and
measures, can decrease within such a short period of time.

331. The Commission agrees with the overall DSM budget and energy savings goals

recommended by Staff, above, in this Order. The Commission finds thas

4 Ty

proposed a target demand reduction goal of 175 MW, which is nogealistic or achievable based

V Energy has

. . . 4 //// .
on prior experience with the demand response programs. Th&( om 1?% however, recognizes

r energy de

fite.a MW goal for dent
% g

4 %

rationally
reduction, after working in conjunction with the DSM Cof al //rative, on April 1, 2026, for the
0

A ] dbeaconsen//

2026 and 2027 summer seasons. This go s/ t is objectively

oA
& 4

achievable with the overall budgets for NPC increased] 000,000 annually and SPPC

y

nd-response objectives in addition to

|

P Yy

wn
=
=
]
w2
-
o
Q
S
=
3
&
=
e
=\

NV Energy’s Positi /////// )
4, y h///////%%SM benefits from collaboration with
2 es that the process benefits from collaboration wit
participants t  Collaborative, which requires NV Energy, interveners, and other

Work collabératively to develop a list of feasible projects, to determine the
appropriate cost/benefit test(s), to determine the projects that should be proposed
as either trial or full, to determine the appropriate amount that should be spent
on demand-side projects, staff, rebates, etc., and to discuss and resolve any such
matters that the parties deem appropriate.

(Ex. 106 at 41.)
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333. NV Energy states that the DSM Collaborative process seeks a reasonable
consensus between intervening parties which assists NV Energy with preparing an Action Plan
that 1s well-rounded and vetted by multiple interveners with unique perspectives. (Ex. 106 at 41.)

334. NV Energy states that it presented the proposed DSM Plan programs and

incentives to the DSM Collaborative on May 22, 2024. (Ex. 144 at

[
Lo

"

R
>

SWEEP’s Position

4
<

335. SWEEP recommends that the Commission diré

y

2

interested members of the DSM Collaborative to take gZelosertook at cost-
/0 %
assumptions and methodologies and propose co %/’/pdate 0,
the 2025 DSM Update because this can help with the ISSL//%% //ndervalumg energy efficiency,

%

%

%

avoided costs, and Evaluation, Measuremefi /%&V”). (Ex. 1601 at 4, 28.)

ntify the hedge benefit
efficiency programs withi, fficiency as a fixed price
r”/ . X
. %
resource can avoid fife] 4 powei/;ice Volatility.//@:?
.

i,

) /////X 1601 at 4, 31.)
United’s Position /// //////////
. ‘ // _ ////

information, transpareficy, or proper analysis to support the proposed plans, such as its 2021 IRP
and inaugural TEP filed in 2022. (Ex. 1501 at 16.) United provides that NV Energy states it will
implement the Ace Guru cost-effectiveness software to the DSMore software migration before

the 2025 DSM Update; and therefore, parties and stakeholders will have insufficient information
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to thoroughly review NV Energy’s forthcoming updated DSM without additional education in
the interim. (Ex. 1501 at 17.)

337.  United notes that it is a member of the NV Energy DSM Collaborative; however,
United explains that there are weaknesses in the current process and improvements are needed,

most critically stakeholders appear not to have regular access to complete draft plans and reports

or the underlying analysis; often NV Energy produces materials b s not share them with

adequate time for review; and written stakeholder comments

/, 2
/ N
Y,

accepted or incorporated into drafts. (Ex. 1501 at 18

. . 4 e
engagement process for its DSM Collaborative because Ut states it is important to ensure

<

there is broad support and compelling evige or the DSM px// tams NV Energy ends up
//%//% %%%// fffff
pursuing. (Ex. 1501 at 20.) United suggest t@t this'en engaf/ment process should
-

|
.
2broad understgiding of cogi<effectiveness and benefit-cost

: ted and ‘ )ease total ratepayer benefits. (Ex. 1501 at 18-19.)
//warran

7

WRA'’s Position’
it ;{/////// | ‘
339. imends that the Commission require NV Energy to assemble a

stakeholder working group to evaluate and revise the cost-effectiveness inputs and assumptions
for all programs, mainly focusing on residential equipment incentives. (Ex. 1202 at 32.)
BCP’s Position

340. BCP states that the Commission should require NV Energy to establish a working

group to conduct a collaborative, transparent analysis with stakeholders because it could help
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resolve some of the current deficiencies in NV Energy’s DSM plan. (Ex. 401 at2, 12.) BCP
states that NV Energy could file the new plan and targets, based on the working group analysis,
according to a Commission-issued schedule. (Ex. 401 at 2.) BCP explains that for the working
group to succeed there needs to be consensus around the modeling, data, and assumptions used
to formulate the DSM plan. (Ex. 401 at 12.) BCP states that the working, group could resolve

7
certain issues before new budgets and targets are proposed for 2026 and 2027, such as: 1) assess

/ ///////%ﬁ/

_progra

7

accurately value EE

0
and DR; 2) assess whether the current methods for ev%/tin fate impact ac% u

ely reflect the

/%mate modifica {to NV

W,

Energy’s current analysis to properly value DSM and assesg ’{é impacts. (Ex. 401 at 12.) BCP

provides that NV Energy would then file the Werking group’s analysis a newly proposed 2026
; i

s and
) A

"
and 2027 budgets to clarify and add additior/@ cont for the Commission to

7

make a more informed

NV Energy’s Rebuttal

A

.
.

N\

N

341.

N\i/El?ergy fosha /ﬁﬁ%%/% ared cooperation and expertise exchanged

342. NV Enérgy states that since it and the intervening parties have participated in
working groups for 18 months without consensus on a target, a single-year approval risks that the
proposed DSM working group will not timely finish their discussions and NV Energy will not
have approved budgets and targets for 2026 and 2027. (Ex. 161 at 8.) NV Energy further states

that because it takes a minimum of six months to design, prepare, and launch a program, if
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working groups cannot agree and a timely amendment cannot be filed prior to July 1, 2025, new
programs will be affected. (Ex. 161 at 8.)

343. NV Energy asserts that great time would be required to reconcile the parties’
varied proposed alternative budgets and targets, and therefore recommends that the Commission

establish energy efficiency budgets and targets for the entire triennial Agtion Plan period and not

3
/ //% )
“u

4

4

A

L

or the next /1 Update for NV

\\\\\\
\\\\

deviate from this standard practice. (Ex. 161 at 8.)

\\\\\\

&

\

Commission Discussion and Findings

%
%
Y

Energy to continue the DSM Collaborative workifig'gfoup to coliduct a collaboratiye)

% %%%% %
/ oing forward. The Commission

<
orders NV Energy to work with intereste/%f, eholders to cont%% ///o convene the DSM

Collaborative and address participants’ ques%)ns '

.

|
o

er, the Comipissi

rns befgre the next DSM Update

approval risks tha/t NV Ener

this Order.
V. Demand Response Program Structure and Incentive Model

NV Energy’s Position

345. NV Energy identifies a proposed incentive structure for the Residential Demand

Response Program, which includes upfront enrollment incentives, performance capacity



Docket No. 24-05041 Page 128

payments, and performance energy market payments. (Ex. 106 at 221-223.) NV Energy further
states that it will test and assess the proposed new incentive structure for implementation
processes, payment structure, and customer satisfaction. (Ex. 106 at 222-223.) NV Energy states

that it also plans to transition the Optional Load Management and Automation Services (“OLM-

c

AS”) Tariff Rider into a grid service tariff rider, and such changes would be submitted in a

N\

\

separate advice letter filing at a later date. (Ex. 106 at 222.) -

o

%,

\

N
W

United’s Position

A

7

X
\\\\\\

N

2 .

%

92\\\\\\\\

346. United recommends that the Commissiof NV Ener //té /%// maintain its
existing Demand Response program structure ang @ve model during the 20282627 period
- T ’

until a supplemental filling is approved by the Commissio

2expa£d participatién in the
- b .
existing DR program structure and incent//; odel to allow ne// es of devices, such as

b
.
%ive levels for Build and

batteries, controllable loads, etc., as ellglble@/lm ,%2 adjust

.

maintaining cost-effectiveness

ponse program structure lacks sufficient

Mpgent p
&

detail. (Ex. 1502 at 5.
Y

requirements and tern#s of participation, methods and frequency of communication for demand-
response events, and incentive levels for enrollment and performance. (Ex. 1502 at 51.)

Staff’s Position

347.  Staff recommends that the Commission direct NV Energy to defer

implementation of its proposed demand-response incentive structures until the appropriate tariffs
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are approved by the Commission. (Ex. 303 at 17.) Staff states that new incentive structures may
be necessary to increase demand-response capacity; however, more analysis is needed before the
new structure is implemented. (Ex. 303 at 15.) Staff provides that NV provided no details

regarding how it will test and assess the new incentive residential demand-response structure and

bears the burden to prove that the programs will be well-organized and successful. (Ex. 303 at

) ) ) ) ) 4 U
implementation of new incentive structures to outline how CL// mers compensated for
) .

0

response programs by approximately 140 PO /d budgets in the Grid Value
%

.
Portfolio. (Ex. 159 at 4-5.) NV Energy, ho , states that it stangs by the demand-response
.

t above the pr

-
does n%ppem‘ to objé@ to Staff’s recommendation that the

W)

i

piiate tariffs are approved by the Commission.
.

3

] %/ Discussion a@%/f"
350. e n

directs NV Energy to defer implementation of its proposed

demand-response capacity; however, more analysis is needed before the new structure is
implemented. NV Energy provided no details regarding how it will test and assess the new
incentive residential demand-response structure and bears the burden to prove that the programs

will be well-organized and successful. Moreover, the Commission agrees with Staff that revised
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tariff language should be approved prior to the implementation of new incentive structures to
outline how customers will be compensated for participation.
W.  DSM Program Marketing

NV Energy’s Position

351. NV Energy states that it will use marketing and engage

progrgm offerings,

BCP’s Position

352. BCP recommends that the Commj Viequire

marketing strategies and costs that it intends to utilize fo rprogram as part of the DSM plan

because DSM marketing needs transpar .401 at 2, 117

hf/// ing: 1) its DSM ’ ket ill
ent, to the o%wmg ) its -programs’ marketing wi

convey specific messages about the benefits

NV Energy, based o

the D

T,

be explicitly tied to

i

marketing activities, tidcking of all DSM marketing activities, tracking of money expended on
those DSM marketing activities, and assessments of the effectiveness of the DSM marketing
activities. (Ex. 401 at 11.) BCP states that it would like for all DSM advertising to include a
disclaimer stating that the DSM programs are funded by ratepayers. (Ex. 401 at 11.)

/17
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NV Energy’s Rebuttal

353. NV Energy responds that to meet energy savings targets set by the Commission,
NV Energy must engage in marketing to create awareness of its Powershift programs, which is
best served via a multi-pronged marketing approach. (Ex. 159 at 15.) NV Energy notes that

NAC 704.9523(2)(a) allows utility recovery for advertising and marketiag costs of DSM

g is focused on

creating explicit ties to the DSM programs and to con c messaging a ‘//ut the benefits
of these programs. (Ex. 159 at 15-16.) NV Ener fetak s that t}% wltiple prongs%/ sl
marketing strategy, including Powershift branding, direc // mer outreach, in-person education
events, specific program messaging, and li W 18 programs work together to

Y

drive messaging regarding the DSM progralﬁ’;% tot t audiencgs. (Ex. 159 at 16-17.) NV
% %
.
‘4//&161” endeavors and identifies

arking from ether branding campaigns. (Ex. 159 at 17-18.
g @///// g campaigns. (E )

ing/advertising spend is included within each

Energy denies that Power
p

NV Ener gy//// ),

355.

promotion of the portfolio of programs, community partnerships, and other direct promotional
costs that are for more than one program. (Ex. 159 at 18.)

356. NV Energy asserts that it is not feasible to include a disclaimer on every type of
DSM advertising as suggested by BCP. (Ex. 159 at 18-19.) NV Energy further states that while

this disclaimer could be included on print, social media, and digital advertising, such an effort
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would be challenging. (Ex. 159 at 18-19). NV Energy states, however, that such a disclaimer
creates challenges for broadcast, radio, event live reads, and partnerships because the disclaimer
would take away from the message and devalue the communication. (Ex. 159 at 19.)
Commission Discussion and Findings

357. The Commission approves NV Energy’s proposed marketing/advertising

w

7
spending included within each program budget for the program withi a percentage of the costs
recog % at the 2024 levels.

2,
%
%,

The costs for marketing/advertising are allocated to e oé/fam based on //ercentage of the
budget that the program represents for the overa]%’@/%% olio, and allocated co/

%%//e for the

promotion of the portfolio of programs, community partn ,,, S, ané other direct promotional
. notegiihat NAC 704.9523(2)(2)
DS

costs that are for more than one program. ommission 7%%

/’////,,é 7

L
7
|

allows a utility to recover advertising and m@ketm M %bgrams. The Commission

eating explicit ties to the DSM

.
programs and conve; % fic mesgaging about th%eneﬁts of these programs. The multiple

T

n %@%&md specific program messaging, work together to drive

L
/rogra% the target audiences.
. '

Commission finds tha’ff'expanding this narrative in the annual filing will provide additional

transparency and inform the effectiveness of market strategies in promoting the DSM programs.
359.  The Commission declines to adopt BCP’s proposed disclaimer because the

Commission finds that it is not feasible to include a disclaimer on every type of DSM advertising

as suggested by BCP.
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X. Heat Pump Incentives/HVAC Program
NV Energy’s Position
360. NV Energy states that it reevaluated heat pump water heater measures and
incentives as part of the DSM Plan, which is included as part of the Residential AC and Heat

(Ex. 144 at 12;

%

Pump Program Invectives/Rebate subsection of Section 5 of the DSM // rrative
Ex. 106 at 157-158.) NV Energy states that the current 2024 incepfives ranée from $200 to
$4,000, and the proposed incentives for the 2025-2027 DSM#la i ge from $365 to

$4,000 depending on the high efficiency air cond1t1orw%@qﬁ%ment install

b expected
L

energy savings. (Ex. 144 at 12.) ///// ,,,,,,,,,

L
361. NV Energy proposes to separate the Residt ir Conditioning (“AC”)

component of the Residential AC and He astandalone program from the

(¥]

.
Home Energy Saver program, and states tha/%@he ne dential AC and Heat Pump

.
////@7 A i
Program will perform the s vities condug gsidential AC program component

%l‘
i ion of heat pumps. (Ex. 106 at 157; Ex. 149

at 2-3.) NV E%/ urther states'that thigps ill maintain a mid-stream incentive model
v 1 i
.- T T | _
for high ¢ ' es by providing instant rebates listed on the invoice. (Ex. 106 at
g ,, g

’
%%%

/EX’ %Z
SWEEP’ \ /ﬂ

362. regpmmends that the Commission direct NV Energy to add both a $2,500
incentive for ratepaye and a $100 incentive for contractors to the Residential HVAC program
because these incentives will better promote energy efficiency. (Ex. 1601 at 4, 35-36.) SWEEP
explains that it is important for energy efficiency if NV Energy can drive cold climate heat pump
sales to its SPPC ratepayers, which would provide efficient cooling as well as heating in this

service territory. (Ex. 1601 at 35-36.) SWEEP states the addition of a $100 contractor incentive



Docket No. 24-05041 Page 134

for every qualifying heat pump or heat pump water heater it sells can help motivate contractors
to accelerate energy efficient-unit sales and ultimately save ratepayers money on their utility bills
by electrifying appliances that currently run on natural gas. (Ex. 1601 at 35.)

363. SWEERP states that, among the anomalous values it has identified in the Potential

#tion around adoption of

.

Y
) .
Vo y

NV Energy to increase incentives

this technology. (Ex. 1601 at 27-28.)

WRA’s Position

364. WRA recommends that the Commission r

for heat pumps relative to ACs, in line w e MF-5. (Ex. ?%”/ t4.) WRA states that NPC
intends to offer an incentive of $1,382 per u and AL replacements, while SPPC
plans to provide an incen s and $395 per unit for heat pumps. (Ex.

O

/ - ) //
- - en , that /{/ission require NV Energy to offer a
// //%////

6, WRA reco

residential A%% /

heat pump 1ncent1v‘//7 o

367. WRA states that NV Energy estimates a nTRC benefit-cost ratio for the AC and
Heat Pump program of 0.41 to 0.43 for NPC and 0.55 to 0.56 for SPPC during the plan period.
WRA states that NV Energy’s methodology does not capture the environmental benefits of
efficient HVAC equipment and that the n'TRC cost test does not appear to quantify emissions or

pollution benefits. (Ex. 1202 at 25-26.)
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368. WRA states that there is a reason to be concerned that the level of adoption for
Home Energy Saver and Residential AC/Heat Pumps because on August 13, NV Energy filed a
notice in Docket No. 23-06044 that NV Energy planned to suspend air conditioning and heat

pump replacement measures effective of August 31, 2024 due to “exceptional participation.”

(Ex. 1202 at 27.) WRA states that the August 13 notice illustrates the iz
¢
7.

s of underestimating

program adoption when developing targes and budgets. (Ex. 120 // ) WRA also states that it

.

t AC

9//63at pump

is concerned that the Grid Value portfolio appears to assume

participation will stagnate between 2025 and 2027. (Ex 120
that its unlikely that dem

rebates and tax credits that are available throughd% ' |

HVAC replacement measures will decrease and that failu/%%;//lan for a higher budget could
%

‘tice. ((Ex. 1202 at 27.)

e August 13qdti
7 e /////

%

th

NV Energy’s Rebuttal

369. NV Enel% :

s statement that it is inappropriate

0.74 for h@ pump water heaters, and states that the 0.74

NTG is appropri te pump te ther measures with low market penetration.

i
i

(Ex. 1574 . ""/ r, 1 understands that this is a matter of professional judgment

special NTG tentially valuable measures such as heat pump water heaters. (Ex.
157 at 2-3.)
370. NV En¢rgy asserts that the proposed DSM Plan includes programs and measures
at a level consistent with the DSM Plan’s overall strategy to drive grid value optimization and
allow for a more diverse set of targets at budget levels that NV Energy feels is appropriate. (Ex.
159 at 14.) NV Energy states that the details of final measures and incentive levels within each

program are in progress through RFP processes, which are traditionally incorporated into
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programs during implementation. (Ex. 159 at 14.) NV Energy further states that it intends to
continue this practice and engage stakeholders on the programs’ measures and incentive levels
through the DSM Collaborative as the Action Plan period progresses. (Ex. 159 at 14.)
Commission Discussion and Findings

371. The Commission adopts in part the recommendation presented by SWEEP for the

_ommission acknowledges

that an increased incentive for cold-climate heat pumps on a %@;md ‘Ee%%@%ﬁwld serve to provide

NV Energy and the Commission with a benchmark on larger incenis

HVAC program and specifically the cold climate heat pumps. T

%

7 %y

climate heat pumps in SPPC’s service territory. This inc

100 per year for each of the three years i

action plan peno%///////
_

qhang%qe Residential HVAC

implementing the p at overall budget in a cost-effective manner to achieve the

o

thyy

Program

Application.
Google’s Position
374.  Google recommends that the Commission approve NV Energy’s creation of a
Large Customer Offsite DSM program upon request that the Commission require NV Energy to
collaborate with stakeholders on the contents of NV Energy’s next DSM Plan Amendment or

Update. (Ex. 500 at 3, 7.)
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375. Google states that the Large Customer Offsite DSM Program allows large, fully-
bundled customers with a minimum peak demand of five megawatts or higher to make voluntary
contributions in return for credits toward their bill. (Ex. 500 at 4.) Google states that customers

who contribute will receive credit on their bill equal to the capacity savings from supported

measures multiplied by the generation capacity cost portion of the base 4ariff generation rate over

Z

s
the life of the supported energy efficiency or demand response medsure. (Ex. 500 at 4.) Google

S 10

Z “ . . .
500 at 5.) Google asserts that initial credits should be/ pacity savings from

£
supported energy efficiency or demand-responseﬁ%é%s and

on will prevent overcompensating
.

(Ex. 500 at 5.) Google states that following the above ca

the contributing customers. (Ex. 500 at 5. -

e to further consult with NV
.

Energy and stakeholders on how part1c1pat1n@;//custo fiers will convegy contributions to NV Energy
%//// o

%

but suggests using a rid  amount is specific to each p%paﬁng customer, whereby the

.
4

ider will collect thed ' tribution based t ’ ted usage. (Ex.
rider will collec g/ I contributio %}/}s on a customer’s expected usage. (Ex

1ohes that /Large Customer Offsite DSM Program will benefit both
nd NV En gy itself. (Ex. 500 at 4.) Google states that customers

who make vo(” / ’/ :Zns will receive credit on their bills. (Ex. 500 at 4.) Google states

/v{ . 3 . . .
Ji' from customers’ voluntary contributions because it will provide

that NV Energy wil
additional funding for‘its energy efficiency and demand-response portfolio budgets for its DSM
Plan. (Ex. 500 at 4.) Google further states that this will allow NV Energy to strengthen DSM

initiatives beyond their scope to financially support existing programs. (Ex. 500 at 4.)
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377. Google states that the funding from the customers’ voluntary contributions should
support existing program budgets instead of offsetting existing customer contributions. (Ex. 500
at 4.) Google states that it would work with NV Energy and stakeholders to identify the most
impactful programs to contribute to. (Ex. 500 at 5.) Google states that this will allow NV Energy

and stakeholders to invest in innovative solutions and targeted initiativ;

: /hat might not align

&
with traditional cost-benefit analyses, yet still offer substantial valige and support to underserved

A

will alse provide flexibility in
b %, /// Y

%—/ ~effectiveness

.

.

1
.
rts the portfolie

funding allocation because it does not require the den% ratiol
0.0f rograms proposed, which it

N\

N

N

y
“

7 4/////

O
%,

N

%

requirements. (Ex. 500 at 5.) a

NV Energy’s Rebuttal

378. NV Energy responds that

a4

asserts is informed by studies and past expe e . Energy further states that

by equivalent studies or data and would extend

/%

; % e recommends a stakeholder working group
.
Large Customer Offsite DSM Program, and broadly

%not necessary to facilitate collaboration among the

more workshops will #iot change this fact. (Ex. 161 at 9.) NV Energy states additional concerns
with increased workshops and workshop frequency with respect to participation, workload, and
the parties’ resources. (Ex. 161 at 9-11).

/17
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Commission Discussion and Findings
380. The Commission declines to adopt Google’s proposed Large Customer Offsite
DSM Program at this time because the Commission finds that there is a lack of detail and

evidentiary support in the record in this docket. However, the Commission encourages Google,

IRP Amendment proceeding.

%

Z. Residential Codes and New Constryét ot

N

NV Energy’s Position

v

.
U, .
rogra Yy
///////
381. NV Energy states that the 7 ential Codes and New
///y

%
4

4

,,,,,

rough lower energy bills,

increased comfort, ) / resale value. (Ex. 106 at 163; Ex. 149 at
states that'the.New.( ction gortion of this program will provide builders
cals ,Vsistal//‘ é/y%nd incentives to exceed building energy codes, while the

%

(odes portion the prog%%will provide tools to support local jurisdictions in

improving energy code compliance. (Ex. 149 at 17.)

nds that the Commission direct NV Energy to complete a
refresh of the Residential Codes and New Construction program, in consultation with the DSM
Collaborative, to include in the 2025 DSM Update filing because it is important for energy
savings and has a lot of potential. (Ex. 1601 at 4, 37.) SWEEP explains that NV Energy is

projected to only achieve 5.8 GWh in savings from this program; and yet in the MPS the annual
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Realistically Achievable potential for residential new construction is over 13 GWh per year in
the Nevada Power service territory alone. (Ex. 1601 at 36-37.)
NV Energy’s Rebuttal

383. NV Energy states that as the efficiency level of codes and standards increases,

that as population growth in Nevada increases, new residenc

/4>//i/’/ﬁcentw1ze e / to build above

Energy proposed a New Construction and Codes Pro

g

nimuntstandards. (Ex. 189 |

//

e any changest) ¢

code so new residences are more energy efﬁcien%

Commission Discussion and Findings

384. The Commission declines%

.
Residential Codes and New Construction Pri

recommendation to maint, /’7 erall bud,c_f//‘//tthe 2024 levels for each year in

the 2025-2027 periogdig ? o
Construction and Codes Pl/{///% firwithi 4roved budget level, and it is NV

is not appt ’%)ro ram budgets. NV Energy’s New

’y

.

le the programs in an efficient and cost-effective manner.

ty, lmp ‘

.

@Verﬁ% ("M&V?) Reports
=

-

\

z
=
e
H
)
<
.

o

N\

N

ribes the M&V process in technical appendix DSM-11 and

i

385. NV Epiergy de

172

provides its M&V Re rts in technical appendices DSM-12 through DSM-23. (Ex. 144 at 2, 4.)
Staff’s Position

386.  Staff recommends that the Commission accept the M&V reports for DSM
program year 2023. (Ex. 303 at 17.)

/17
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Commission Discussion and Findings
387. The Commission accepts as sufficiently filed NV Energy’s proposed M&V
reports for DSM program year 2023 as proposed by NV Energy and recommended by Staff.

BB. MPS

NV Energy’s Position

388. NV Energy states that the MPS performed by Integya / ytics, E3, and Tierra

Resource Consultants (“Tierra”) provided savings potential 1 /rmed the portfolio
design of both the proposed Grid Value and the alterna /%/{% r%// Jos. (Ex. 106 at

.

f@;/rra conducted a%f te

process calculating Technical Potential, Economic Poten%% ax Achievable and Realistic

0
%

L

/1/al studies are too conservative

45.) NV Energy states that to determine forecastgdigotential,

Potential. (Ex. 106 at 45.)

SWEEP’s Position

{%//%
o . .
c@ncy because potential studies 1) are a

chno ill remain static during the study period, 2)
-
%/ asures, 3) screen out all measures that are not cost-

SM,

assu

ons about the efficiency of appliances, 5) do not

stomer perceptions through outreach, and 6) use payback to

decision making. (Ex 601 at 14-15.) SWEERP asserts that each of the foregoing issues with
potential studies, generally, effect NV Energy’s Potential Study, specifically. (Ex. 1601 at 15-
18.)

390. SWEEDP states that, while it does not claim that NV Energy did not use a valid

methodology, the flaws it has identified in the Potential Study lead SWEEP to believe that the
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Potential Study underestimates the amount of achievable potential because it is difficult to model
future customer behavior and technologies. (Ex. 1601 at 18.) SWEEDP states that, based on the
foregoing, it recommends that the Commission use the Potential Study as part of its process in

approving a savings goal, but recognize that statements about “Achievable Potential” likely

United’s Position

391. United recommends that the Commission dir

because NV Energy’s MPS-originated plan to dramatigghly linfit its 1nvestm%g/l

at 23.) United

MPS are a series of sequential steps to narrow down the an ol

assumptions, each of which can lead to morg/@r 1 eing identified in the final

"

, )
/ . Y
and lowez 2( ,, c ble level of demand savings. (Ex. 1502 at 25.) United

'V//there are six l/ it tions‘ d faulty assumptions to NV Energy’s MPS: 1) NV

Energy’s assumed. ential for demand-side resources is based on a scenario not

%icy; 2) NV Energy’s assumed attachment rates for battery storage
to distributed solar aré’too low; 3) NV Energy’s assumed reduction factors used to convert
economic potential to achievable potential are not reflective of real-world limitations; 4) NV
Energy’s MPS unnecessarily excludes significant types of DR resources; 5) NV Energy’s MPS

unnecessarily limits future participation rates based on past program incentive levels; and 6) NV
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Energy’s MPS underestimates the economic potential by undervaluing avoided capacity costs.
(Ex. 1502 at 23-32))

NV Energy’s Rebuttal

392. NV Energy recognizes that there are potential shortcomings to market potential

studies, but denies that such studies are systemically conservatively biaged. (Ex. 155 at4.) NV
h

Energy asserts that such studies endeavor to predict customer behag i0r and decision making, and

O

the results of such studies are guideposts guided by the set of%@ump%% (Ex. 155at4.) NV

Energy broadly defends the MPS and its assumptions / e/al/s/f/S///’ﬁable in resp ///%o the criticisms

y .

eclines to order the changes to

\

\\\

2

leveled by SWEEP and United. (Ex. 155 at 4-10)40 0 %
Commission Discussion and Findings //// //

/'
//
gy s MPS an/%/’

393. The Commission accepts

%4
|

the MPS proposed by SWEEP and United at | ommig8ion agrees with NV Energy
that while there are pot?t'/ i i narket-potent %/wdies, such studies endeavor to

predict customer bely '/ n making, a@ they provide guideposts based on a set of

///////// - | 4
/ VB, %/; S and its assumptions reasonable because

\
\w
&

N

assumptions. The Commissje f
-

els that‘ informed the portfolio design of both the

A Center De
394. NV Engrgy did not produce a potential study specific to data center demand
response.

WRA'’s Position

395.  WRA recommends the Commission require NV Energy to produce an additional

data center demand response potential study within 90 days of the Commission’s decision. (Ex.
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1202 at 4.) WRA states that this proposed study will allow NV Energy to amend its DSM Plan,
detailing the programs it intends to create and implement through 2027. (Ex. 1202 at 4.)

396. WRA states that the MPS did not analyze data center measures, though it suggests
that additional analysis could reveal significant opportunities for demand flexibility. (Ex. 1202 at

22.) WRA states that data centers present untapped potential for demand, response and can invest

4
y (Ex. 1202 at 14.) WRA

tribut

101 //load growth, further

.
NV E ’s Rebuttal Ve -
nergy’s Rebutta 44// | /

397. NV Energy states that a demand response // tial stl;dy focused on data centers

o ntial studies are

is unnecessary because the limitations of

4

. ) 4
because general assumptions in such studies’sy

that such a study woulds b5
which is not p(;ss@ye withi %@ 5. /%/

// NV Energy also states that it is better to

provide s pa %}/ et data centers respond than it is to rely on an updated

@ %%
% know/éperational flexibility of the customers. (Ex. 155 at 4.)

emerging DR opportu: ’.1ties for data centers, these would best be explored through
implementation of pilots or demonstration projects within NV Energy’s Program Development
and/or Commercial Demand Response programs. (Ex. 156 at 16.) NV Energy asserts that if such
initial pilot efforts are successful, the data from these projects could be applied to other sites and

used in future studies without the need for a supplemental study. (Ex. 156 at 16.)
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Commission Discussion and Findings

399. The Commission declines to order a demand-response-potential study focused on
data centers at this time because the Commission finds such a study unnecessary; the limitations
of potential studies are more acute for data centers because general assumptions in such studies

ssmall number of very

would not accurately characterize the potential for a program targeting

tional flexibility

customers.

DD. New Gas Combustion Turb%

NV Energy’s Position

400. eque ; Plan, which includes a Supply Plan

addition of two 200 M8 i s-fired simple-cycle turbines at the North Valm
) | ; p ///' y

101 at 254 Ex. | .
© 4G{h NV Energy state that githough it is requesting approval of fossil generation as

// o
part of the Pre

coal from the existi

Plan, it i§ not deviating from clean energy goals because it is eliminating

that the Preferred Plarf meets or exceeds the RPS in all years and targets NV Energy’s
proportionate share of Nevada’s 2050 clean energy goal. (Ex. 175 at 14.) NV Energy states that
the proposed Valmy Simple Cycle Plant will eliminate the Valmy “must-run” requirement which

otherwise continues in perpetuity, and provides needed capacity contribution. (Ex. 175 at 14-15))
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NV Energy further states that the Valmy Simple-Cycle Plant is not included in the Alternate
Plan, which would continue the “must run” requirement continue in perpetuity. (Ex. 175 at 16.)
United’s Position

402.  United states that NV Energy’s failure to invest in cost-effective demand-side

resources in the 2025-2027 timeframe will be one reason why NV Energy will have to resort to

'
more costly supply-side additions in 2028. (Ex. 1502 at 21.) Uni %/xplains there are other

.

solutions that might minimize the need to add supply-side re%ﬁc o/% timeframe, such as

o

demand-side resources, which can often be implemented %%% supply-side
resources. (Ex. 1502 at 22.) United states that oné of //p imary g demand-

side resources is to defer or eliminate the need for supply- esource additions such as NV

102 at 22.) United's /m -

{////

.
Commission direct NV Energy to defer cons@ " osed Bew gas combustion turbines

significant portion gf } / pacity needs. (Ex. 1502 at 22-23.)

\

es that will address a

) y

United explains at enl g whi i %e resources could successfully reduce or
. i &

% , . . .

W V. Energy’s level of investment in flexible load resources and

x. 1502 at 22-23.) United provides that even if the gas

)
0

Commission Discussion and Findings
403. While the Commission appreciates the flexibility that energy efficiency and
demand response bring to managing grid resiliency, as discussed more fully in Phase III of this

Order, the Commission finds that there is inadequate evidence in the record of this case to



Docket No. 24-05041 Page 147

conclude that energy efficiency and demand response are sufficient to replace the gas-fired
turbines proposed by NV Energy. Currently, energy efficiency, demand response, and managed
EV charging all rely on the voluntary participation of ratepayers, even under aggressive incentive

structures and the programmatic recommendations made by United and others. Thus, the

Commission is unable to find that such measures provide adequate %hw to meet energy

demand and grid needs on their own.

V. AMENDED JOINT APPLICATION: PHASE IIT 4 /
R - . B
A. NV Energy’s Remaining Requests and P n /e Impact

.

404. In the remaining portions of the Joint A@aﬂ et otherwise re

V4
stipulation in Phase I or addressed in Phase I, NV Energy 1% ' "'/sts the following;:

1. Approval of the 2024 IRP.
//////%

-
Forecast and Market Fundame@als
7

to purchase from providers of new electric resources during the Action Plan
period, and the Net Differential Energy Rate of $0.04165 per kilowatt-hour
(“kWh”), and the Variable Operations and Maintenance (“O&M?”) Credit

(Charge) of $-0.00015 per kWh for the Action Plan period;
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4. Issuance of a list of any current or ongoing legislatively mandated public
policy programs for which eligible customers are required to pay costs, fees,
charges or rates pursuant to subsection 8 of NRS 704B.310;

5. Approval of the Balanced Plan as NV Energy’s Preferred Plan including

various projects including those identified in the Sug/ art; network upgrades

identified in the Joint Application, and contin appr / of the Greenlink

_

Agreement

%

owér Purchase

ial, energy. NV Energy notes that

upply Agréement (“ESA”) has been

the PPA is not effective unti/@h
_ ‘

.
fully exec/ut% all conditio %m
7. Ap miiillion for netw

Jork upgrades to add a 345 kilovolt (“kV”) line
the gene ator interconnection of the Corsac
o, "

)
8. Appro . NV E% s request to designate Greenlink West and common

- -
/////// s as critical

) 4 . . .
Construction Work in Progress (“CWIP”) accounting treatment
b gress (

ilities;

for the nlink project;
10. Approval of a regulatory asset, with no carrying charges, to record and
include the Greenlink depreciation expense;

10. Approval of NV Energy’s proposed long-term avoided costs; and

4 Not including the $110 million estimated costs of the Ft. Churchill-Comstock Meadows #2 345 kV line separately
identified in the Supply Plan.
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11. A finding that NV Energy has satisfied the directives and compliance items
from Docket Nos. 21-06001, 22-03024, 22-07003, 22-07004, 22-09006, 23-
02001, 23-02010, 23-02011, 23-06044, and 23-08015.

(Ex. 101 at 24-33.)

405. NV Energy filed the Joint Application pursuant to NRS/%4.741 et seq., and NAC

704.0995 ef seq. seeking approval of NV Energy’s 2025-2024 joinf fiiennial IRP, and the plan of

ceyear period 2025-

action for the three-year period 2025-2027, including its ESP~ /%/
A
U

y “%
406. NV Energy requests that the Comﬁ% appr ’ /Fuel and

2027. (Ex. 101 at 1.)

% N
’ the Action Plan period.

///; . . .
s that after 1 lyzing several energy supply portfolios based
//

.

_
(Ex. 101 at 24; Ex. 168 at 2; Ex. 169 at 2-3.)&

!

|

| decarbonizir/@%%o Is, societal cost, economic impact on the

combustion turbines; 4nd transmission infrastructure necessitated by the new resources and to
support growing customer demand. (Ex. 101 at 3; Ex. 175 at 9; Ex. 187 at 25-26; Ex. 177 at 2-3.)
409. NV Energy further states that it has conducted and presents with the Joint

Application numerous rate-impact analyses covering the alternative supply plans to demonstrate
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the effect on customer rates from the proposed investments. (Ex. 101 at 3; Ex. 189 at 2-4.) NV
Energy asserts that it selected the Balanced Plan as its preferred plan because it closely aligns
with Nevada’s energy policies, delivers the resources its customers value, and represents a
balance of cost to customers, reliability, and environmental benefits, and requests that the

Commission accept the Balanced Plan and authorize NV Energy to ta

kezall necessary steps in the

Action Plan period to implement the plan. (Ex. 101 at 4; Ex. IOW%A; Ex. 187 at 6-12.)

‘

410. NV Energy requests that the Commission app‘%@ze NV% ’s proposed long-

187 at 38-39.)
L

.
Interwest’s Position e //////

-
////////// b,

411. Interwest recommends that the Commissioft

10.) Ig : "/ ' e only been effective in securing resources for approval in
/”’ ” ““‘

|
,,
.

/ ell as the Commission’s preferred approach to promote competition
and transparency. (Ex?2400 at 10.)
412. Interwest critiques NV Energy for not adhering to recognized competitive

procurement practices during its RFP processes, stating that fairness requires providing all

bidders with equal information, predictable outcomes, and prevent bypassing the procurement
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process by leveraging contracts outside of it. (Ex. 2400 at 10.) Interwest also states that it is
concerned that the timing and content of the RFP, as well as the evaluation and selection of bids,
are too dependent on NV Energy’s fluctuating discretion. (Ex. 2400 at 10.)

413. Interwest argues that NV Energy’s bid evaluation process lacks clarity. (Ex. 2400

at 16.) Interwest states that NV Energy evaluates RFP bids through a ¢ //ﬁdential tabletop

ay
“Tiy,

capacity expansion scenarios. (Ex. 2400 at 16.) -

414. Interwest supports the initiation of NV Ene

Commission should: 1) direct NV Ener e ry out the RFP
.

Action Plan; 2) direct NV Energy to present/@

poses that the

/’ 2
% clude it in the approved

nd analysis in the First Amendment

/ %
as an addition to the Suppis % findings and guidance for NV

"y

i

reliability of t {%/%/ system and accommodating future load growth, particularly in

Northern Nevada. (Ex
and infrastructure initiatives would substantially undermine Nevada’s capacity to support future
load demands and economic development. (Ex. 700 at 7.)

SEIA’s Position

416. SEIA states that it agrees with NV Energy’s Preferred Plan request to add 1,028
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MW of solar and battery storage resources because the proposed clean energy resources and
associated PPAs offer needed capacity and energy to the system. (Ex. 1801 at 2.) SEIA further
states, however, that it does not believe the difference in portfolio costs or attributes between the
Preferred Plan and the Alternative Plan adequately justify NV Energy’s proposal for new gas

resources at Valmy. (Ex. 1801 at 2.) SEIA asserts that its support for the PPAs should not be

/
taken as an endorsement of NV Energy’s overall portfolio, specifigaily NV Energy’s

procurement practices. (Ex. 1801 at 2-3.)

projections

p

ncluding data

417.  SEIA states that NV Energy’s load gro

4 2 !
1801 at 3.) SEIA asserts that significant load growth could //ult in increased costs to customers

requirements ort

T,

)

il fyels. (Ex. 1801 at 3.)

.

. 2
SEIA states that the Commission should C&l‘@l wext of unprecedented load

lly
.
.
o

ces result from robust, competitive, and fair procurement

1801 at 5.) /IA statgs that Commission review and approval of the RFP

419.  SEIA further recommends that NV Energy also be required to use an independent
evaluator for future resource procurements because, while such practice will increase

administrative costs, the proposed third-party evaluator would ensure that successful bids and
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resulting projects are in ratepayers’ best interests by reviewing all bids for compliance with the
Commission-approved RFP and fairly evaluating self-bid proposals against 3rd party developer
proposals. (Ex. 1801 at 6.) SEIA states that independent evaluation in the RFP process is

supported by a 2021 report by Lawrence Berkely National Lab. (Ex. 1801 at 6.)

d resource needs

ay
“Tiy,

and third-party evaluator

420. SEIA asserts that the significant load growth and antici

processes are in the public interest, increase transpar% t practices, and

A

py

2

//

.
//

’’’’’
,,,,

Z
\:—P
=
(¢
[\
Q
N
W
<
=N
8
et
o
2
0
c
=
£
&
<
.
2
S
" .
(=N
(0]
[¢]
3
g
£
o
o
(¢
-
o,
&
(¢

Y

Ty

without must-run at Val Ilati of tireenlink West with additional

o
////

% .. .
. d that ret Valmy Units 1 and 2
n@{%/"/o at retiring Valmy Units 1 an

.\\§

F g

reliability after instgl

would be possible after i /' , fest. (Ex. 1400 at 28.) Sierra Club’s
. .

W

Energy should revise its resource plans and economic analysis to incorporate industry-standard
resource cost projections; 2) NV Energy, in collaboration with the other Parties, should resolve
the technical concerns in NV Energy’s data and modeling ecosystem and submit as an

amendment to this filing; and 3) NV Energy should continue the development of more robust
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stakeholder engagement and feedback incorporation earlier in the planning process to identify
and address concerns prior to completion of its modeling exercise. (Ex. 1206 at 5.) WRA states
that it identified errors and limitations in NV Energy’s planning initiative, including: Candidate

Resource Costs, Enhanced Geothermal Resource Profiles, Valmy Steamer Must-Run Mitigation

Alternatives, Fuel Price Exposure, Direct Reliability Analysis of Portfolios, WRAP Compliance

,
“Tiy,

Planning, Risk Concentration on Technology Pathways, and Firm.Dispatchable Resources; and

.

at 20-22.) //// |

423.  'WRA recommends that the Comnifs /% prove

storage action plan requests from the balanced portfolio bé ise renewable resources are

/ >

.
consistently selected in both NV Energy’s ng and WRA ;f// '

V Energy’s re

7,

at5.) .
424, Afreg mends% the Commlé’%;/io direct NV Energy to provide

i
substantiating % :

yackon track towé | ing tate emissions reductions goals. (Ex. 1208 at 5-7.)
% |
425. "WR. hat while NV Energy

prices than alternatives, extenuating the potential circumstances that exposed many Nevadans to
rate shock in the last IRP cycle. (Ex. 1208 at 15.) WRA states that when accounting for the
errant capital expenditure assumptions for clean energy used in NV Energy’s cost differential

between cases shrinks significantly; and therefore, utilizing the higher fuel cost assumption
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brings the Balanced Plan cost in line with the cost of the Emissions Glide Path scenario provided
by WRA, which achieves significantly higher cumulative emissions reductions through 2050.
(Ex. 1208 at 15.)

426.  'WRA supports NV Energy’s proposed renewable energy and capacity needs;

. . . . / )
dispatchable resources”, WRA’s analysis identifies greater beneﬁ $ [rom geothermal resources.

e

(Ex. 1206 at 11-12.) WRA states air-cooled geothermal reso%;es in
//) ///

i

/a face a significant

a diurnal r

ambient derate driven by high summer temperatures,

daytime hours for peak summer days. (Ex. 1206 4t™ f%// RA

impacts reliability contributions from geothermal in the n

7,
.

rm, increasing penetrations of

f these window,

solar and storage will shift hours of risk _zesulting in a corresponding
o

increase to the geothermal resource Effectlv@/oa “athying Capability (‘ELCC”). (Ex. 1206 at

L \

37)

Afstales that it

.
) /?///// -
Moot

vetted cost in;z/ or its pla /
@%x. 1206 at 34.) WRA notes that IRP proceedings are

sis because this helps ensure that optimal

15S¢f

anni' process for the electric sector, which informs the

geothermal energy modeling profiles and reliability contributions is NV Energy uses historical
production profiles to represent Enhanced Geothermal Systems (“EGS”), which significantly
undercounts the resource’s energy and capacity contributions, rendering it highly unlikely the

capacity expansion model will select EGS. (Ex. 1206 at 34-35.) WRA states that NV Energy
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utilizes historical geothermal resource profiles from existing, conventional hydrothermal wells
and these historical profiles reflect significant performance degradation, likely driven by the
finite hydrothermal reservoir, as well as nameplate capacities which may not reflect viable output
from the underlying resource. (Ex. 1206 at 35.)

United’s Position

428. United recommends that the Commission reject ergy’s Balanced Plan as

&
E//// s ]%/%/ nced Plan incurs higher

the Preferred Plan. (Ex. 1517 at 4.) United argues that NV

o

gy ]
costs, emissions, and risks in the near term comparedl % /// ’

wable Plan. 4} &, at11.)
United states that NV Energy’s Balanced and Re Plans reflect updated Comipination

o

",
7,
U,

/e are developed using different
e Base Cas://///%

/gre ning Evaluation steps.

.
(Ex. 1517 at 9-10.) United notes that aside ﬁ% difl e Balanced Plan and

//;’;
Cases developed by NV Energy, whereby alternative por%%

9

.
/.rantial battery///“. age starting after 2040. (Ex. 1517 at 11-

/7 at 13.) United states that other factors primarily drive the PWRR

cost differential. (Ex. 1517 at 30.) United states that the significant addition of 4,700 MW of
BESS by NV Energy during 2044-2050 is a key factor contributing to the Renewable Portfolio’s

higher PWRR compared to the Balanced Portfolio. (Ex. 1517 at 13.)
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429.  United states that there is insufficient justification for such substantial additions of
short-duration BESS resources in the later years since 1) the Renewable Plan contains no
additional renewable resources that might require battery storage for integration; 2) implied

ELCC value of incremental BESS resources in these later years is very low and does not provide

_

%,
iy,
“Yy,

significant capacity value relative to other possible resource options, %3) these BESS

additions were included through hand-picked adjustments m nergy and were not part
of any economic optimization. (Ex. 1517 at 13.)
430. United states that based on NV Energy

lowest-cost portfolio at least until 2035. (Ex. 15 1%

4

/ /’//////r

. ////’////%/ o o o

Renewable Plan may become more costly but only if one d¢¢epts NV Energy’s questionable
SS additions fr

i %///5/050, as well as the

absence of most cost-effective alternatives df’%/"in At petiod. (Ex. #517 at 17.) United states

assumptions of the necessity for significan

t relies on extending the IRP

) .
o ¢ than concent

. %er, ratf/2 iting

the chosen BESS additions / rl

%he port oﬁ

44 Commission order NV Energy to issue all source

-
pecific nee%/of the Renewable Plan. (Ex. 1517 at 4-5.) United elaborates on
i ’%1ude capacity resources that reduce NV Energy’s open position in
the 2028 timeline; locdl capacity at Valmy, where the RFP should specify the resource

capabilities needed to partially or completely alleviate the must-run constraint by 2031 when NV

Energy’s modeling shows that removing the constraint would result in reduced operations of the
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Valmy steam units; flexible load resources by 2027; and incremental renewable resources when
practicable. (Ex. 1517 at 4-5.)
BCP’s Position

432.  BCP states that it does not object to the approval of the base long-term fuel and

purchased power price forecasts as the best information to base long-te lanning decisions

through the Action Plan period. (Ex. 406 at 2.)
433.  BCP recommends that the Commission direct®V eroy develop LTACs
k.

AW
'm

based on which load long-term forecast it finds to be
.

t
.

Y-
. / /
Y

planning decisions through the Action Plan peri

"

nt
U

L

provided to the Commission per BCP. (Ex. 406 at 10.)

Staff’s Position . ,
. //////// ,,,,,,,,,,,
434,  Staff recommends that the C@mlssf 1nd NV Engrgy’s development and

consideration of the four ; rici h¢ purpose of the economic analysis

@t resource planning regﬁ%ti ns NAC 704.9516, 704.937, and

%

o7

including the PW . Present Worth Societal Cost (“PWSC”) analysis, is consistent with
relevant resource planfiing regulations NAC 704.9395 and 704.9401. (Ex. 312 at 11, 36.)
436.  Staff recommends that the Commission approve NV Energy’s proposed LTAC

rates and provides that the rates appear reasonable. (Ex. 313 at 68.)

437.  Staff recommends that the Commission find NV Energy’s Financial Plan is
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consistent with relevant resource planning regulations. (Ex. 312 I at 36.)
438.  Staff recommends that the Commission find that NV Energy has satisfied certain
directives and compliances from Docket Nos. 21-06001, 22-03024, 22-07003, 22-07004, 22-

09006, 23-02001, 23-02010, 23-02011, 23-06044, and 23-08015, which are all specified in NV

impact analysis pursuant to NRS 704.741; however, NV Enefgy’ not be reasonably

7 Uy, /

relied upon to estimate the impact of the proposed plapg’on customer rates beg /e it does not

2

tead demonstr /ﬁe cost

: : //////// T ’
differences between the Base Case and alternative plans. ( /// 12 at 21, 36.)
rate impact an / thodology and contends

mer because the method NV

quantify the impact of the proposed plans on cus %/ N

440.  Staff disagrees with NV Eng

s those differences to a per kWh cost for

ysis compar

N
—

N
W

alternative plar% i35,

2 i

N N
4
r &

groups Staff explains that NV Energy’s method picks up
dlfferenc/ '/the cost of the ba: ¢ and alternative plans, but such differences include
differences in ¢ osts %er generation and transmission resources, none of which are

Portfolio Standard (“RPS”) compliance, reserve margin, and NV Energy’s proportionate
contribution to the State’s net zero goal and comprised entirely of placeholder generation and
transmission resources for which NV Energy is not requesting approval. (Ex. 312 at 19-20.)

441.  Staff states that, to the extent that an actual resource added in an alternative plan
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in a given year displaces generation and/or transmission placeholder resources in future years
that are assumed in the base case, NV Energy’s rate impact analysis would show a Base Tariff
General Rate (“BTGR”) credit. (Ex. 312 at 20.) Staff notes that NV Energy’s rate impact

analysis of its Preferred Plan shows a BTGR credit from 2027-2030 for NPC, and 2027-2028 for

SPPC. (Ex. 312 at 20.) Staff provides that the BTGR credits are attrib ///gle to NPC and SPPC’s

respective placeholder transmission resources and associated capis %/osts. (Ex. 312 at 21.) Staff

further provides that the supposed impact to ratepayers is a “@%ﬁ’ f()%smission placeholder

1)

:' ////
442.  Staff states that NV Ener inot provide its r///%

of the stipulation approved in Docket No. 2f’@600 ireg'that, if NV Energy sought

of any such pro ; o=y 21; Staff’s Brief at 6.) Staff states that the

443. NV Energy states that SEIA’s and others’ recommendations for advanced RFP
review and independent evaluation are administratively burdensome, costly, and unnecessary.
(Ex. 201 at 8.) NV Energy asserts that it has demonstrated in this filing that the projects selected

were the result of a robust, competitive, and fair procurement process. (Ex. 201 at 8.) NV
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Energy asserts that the procurement process is already transparent because: 1) RFP instructions,
resource types solicited, scoring criteria, key dates, and detailed commercial and legal terms are
made clear to all bidders at the beginning of the event, 2) bidders are allowed to ask questions
throughout the RFP process, 3) proposal scoring, due diligence, proposal ranking, and negotiated

>view when the projects

final contracts are all made available to Staff and select intervenors for

are filed, and 4) procurement event questions can be asked via thedata r quést process
throughout the IRP process. (Ex. 201 at 9.)

e implemented

444, NV Energy further states that placeholp/l L

£

such that the open positions and systemwide RP$# / V. rgy Ridet gitainment of
each case is as similar as possible. (Ex. 202 at 19.) NV Ei

7
.
significant downstream impacts that skew th@%//PW
!
: L
appropriate. (Ex. 202 at 195}

445.

Z

storage/ w vab ¢ Plan 1 d the total BESS firm capacity is inaccurate because United

has éonﬁ/ ed incremental S firm gapacity with total BESS firm capacity. (Ex. 193 at 29-30.)

increasing penetra is an effect NV Energy has captured in its IRP filings since the
2020 Fourth Amend nt to the 2018 IRP and which NV Energy states that it has discussed at
length in this Docket. (Ex. 193 at 30-31 citing Ex. 125 Volume 28, Technical Appendix ECON-
12 at 169.)

446. NV Energy further responds to United and denies that its candidate resource costs
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were erroneous. (Ex. 202 at 8-9.) NV Energy agrees with United that NV Energy’s resource
needs are immediate in light of the updated load forecast and renewable/storage resource
cancellations, and that this was a key driver of the PLEXOS LT expansion plan,but disagrees

with the implication that the analysis is flawed due to differences between costs of available

represent real projects and therefore subsequent analysis in t
/7

. NV Energy states that placeholder
.
are simply the'zes

resources do not indicate intended resour S5

of the least cost PLEXOS
// 5 "

,W’t
) 4

A . .
ate an intention not to

$ criticisms re/f/@rd', g the Planning Reserve Margin (“PRM”)

448, Inr

PRM-ELCC a}%% oach

.
ther how NV Energy has put these concepts into practice. (Ex.

S that, whi

1t may be theoretically possible to calculate unique PRM
“«

: o
requirements F%

prohibitive. (Ex. 1 V Energy asserts that WRAs criticisms reflect NV Energy’s

e analysis, such an effort is so computationally intensive as to be

deliberate decisions régarding the scope of the PRM-ELLC study to provide the most useful
results to inform near-term procurement choices and long-term planning. (Ex. 193 at 5.)
449. NV Energy further states that the PRM and ELCC studies intentionally focused

on the 2025-2028 period based on the urgency of near-term reliability needs and the iterative



Docket No. 24-05041 Page 163

nature of planning and procurement cycles. (Ex. 193 at 6.) NV Energy asserts that near-term
PRM-ELCC Studies are appropriate for use across the full planning horizon due to the cyclical
and iterative nature of the IRP planning process, which NV Energy states will continue in an
iterative manner which will allow NV Energy to continue to refine planning assumptions as new

information becomes available. (Ex. 193 at 7-8.)

”//of new capacity
additions and because solar and storage are a strong ¢ ary pair with, sfnificant

comments regaigi g the

) 4 % ;
geothermal ELCC, stating that the incremental BESS adde /oughout the study period in the

Renewable Plan are a direct result of the ol egarding near-t @% CTs in this plan, and WRA
does not provide technical analysis to suppo@a hig valugitor geothermal. (Ex. 193 at

4

WRA’s assertloﬁ@//ha conducting resource adequacy modeling

v

W
| % o . . . .
// 18i0m=and.production cost could lead to inconsistencies

L
“

2050 clean energy godl, stating that this is a “near zero” goal rather than an “absolute zero” goal.
(Ex. 202 at 11.) NV Energy denies that its planning reflects any failure to engage with the
significant challenge of meeting the State’s 2050 clean energy goal as suggested by WRA and

asserts that all alternative plans target the state’s goal as illustrated in Figure EA-28 in the Supply
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Plan Narrative. (Ex. 202 at 12-13 citing Ex. 105 at 254-255 of 393.)
453. NV Energy denies that PWRR comparisons are not driven by near-term project
selection, as asserted by WRA and United, because while the Low Carbon Plan and No Open

Position Plan PWRRs are largely impacted by years after the action plan period due to the

statutory requirements for these plans, the plans created by NV Energy fzom the PLEXOS LT

least cost buildout vary only in the near-term projects selected an. //”y/resultmg ramifications of
k.

these projects on the portfolios in subsequent years. (Ex. 202%/ 20.) // ergy further states
y

N

irrespective of the selection of near-term CTs in the PLE
20-21.) NV Energy states that it is not re/'// 1

% / %
LT as WRA and United suggest. (Ex. 202 at 4%1 )

"

a
4

e ) . ' / ) .
not requitedand are 1nappr%te in Yevada. (Ex. 202 at 23))

455. "V Energy d%es WRA'’s contention that the Preferred Plan is riskier to
customers because 11 fe %ependent on fossil fuel as opposed to WRA’s alternative plans

because the Preferred Plan is based on normalized assumptions including a normal weather load
forecast, and fuel and purchased power price forecasts. (Ex. 202 at 24.)
456. NV Energy agrees with Staft”’s conclusion that the tables provided in FP-1

through FP-4 were not provided in satisfaction of the Stipulation in Docket No. 21-06001, but



Docket No. 24-05041 Page 165

were instead provided in satisfaction of the requirement of NRS 704.741(4)(b)(7). (Ex. 205 at
14-15.)

457. NV Energy states that its analysis qualifies as a “Rate Impact Analysis” despite
Staff’s argument to the contrary because the term “rate” specifically refers to a measurement

against another quantity, here: dollars per kWh consumed. (Ex. 205 at NV Energy asserts

“b

aluation of “rates charged

that the statutory requirement of NRS 704.741(4)(b)(7) requ;re//

to the customers of the utility” and does not require a nominaf dollar costimpact on an average

AN
y

customer’s bill. (Ex. 205 at 11.) NV Energy states th con/i///’/fﬂeted the custe

y ,
@4{// 1 ed to analyze pto

hieh it also iy

0»
/ ¢/
/////
. //

cases, and provides consistent analysis. (Ex. 205 at 11.) .

458. NV Energy asserts that its'y e Base Case %% hari

N

///y/?

%

analysis using the capital expense recovery mod ”

U %

0 as a comparison point is

the appropriate approach despite Staff’s ar 1 ethod gloes not account for rate
credits in certain year o1 d to evaluate multi-year plans that
would meet RPS coiplian ning reserve/@ in, and the state’s net zero goals; 2) an

,,'

‘
clu

not’
does de hypothetical resources not requested for approval,

72

|
this methodol///%///}

are examined. (Ex. 20:  at 11-12.) NV Energy further asserts that the preferred scenario precludes
potential market purchase assumptions that would be needed to evaluate rate effect while
accounting for regulatory requirements. (Ex. 205 at 12.)

/17
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Commission Discussion and Findings
459. The Commission finds NV Energy’s development and consideration of the four
resource plans are sufficient for the purpose of the economic analysis and consistent with
relevant resource planning regulations NAC 704.9516, 704.937, and 704.9465. In developing
and presenting the four resource plans, the Commission finds that NV

il 9, 2024, Modified Final

ergy complied with the

directive contained in Ordering Paragraph 6 of the Commission’s ¢

o
Order in Docket No. 23-08015. < ////////
460. The Commission finds that NV Energ/ry nomi ding the PWRR

and PWSC analysis, is consistent with relevant r%%/ ,/

461. Except as otherwise provide((//@l this ' Or¢ %e Con
m

ission finds that the Balanced

upply portfolios based on capacity

;%/ , , 000 MW, each with co-located BESS; two NV
Energy-owned ble natural gas simple cycle combustion turbines; and transmission

Commission finds that'the Balanced Plan is reasonable and prudent because it is aligned with
Nevada’s energy policies and represents a balance of cost to customers, reliability, and
environmental benefits. While it is generally accepting the Balanced Plan, the Commission will

discuss specific projects in this Order as the Commission is not fully accepting or approving
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every project as proposed by NV Energy in the Balanced Plan.

462. The Commission approves NV Energy’s proposed LTAC rates because the
Commission finds that NV Energy calculated the LTAC rates using timely and reasonable
inputs.

463. Except as otherwise provided in this Order, the Commisgion finds that NV Energy

06001, 22-03024, 22-07003, 22-07004, 22-09006, 23-02001423- 02011, 23-06044,
//%

.

¥ 4
pursuant to NRS 704.741; however, NV Energy’s analysi$ / ot be reasonably relied upon to
estimate the impact of the proposed plans//// Gustomer rates bec/////’”

fr

/it d
impact of the proposed plans on customer ratgs but ingtedd.demonsgrates the cost differences

es not quantify the

r because the method that NV Energy
/V , - //;Zy/”,// ’ . . . o
used does not} . /%%%/% stogfiers of adding certain projects to existing

. -~ 4
rates; r s compareg the differences in cost of the base case and alternative plans,

14t /) ) nvert%e differences to a per-kWh cost for groups of

customer cla s method picks up differences in the cost of the base case and

v
7

alternative plans, differences include differences in costs of placeholder generation and

/

transmission resources$, none of which are being requested for approval; rather, it is the least-cost
case to meet demand, RPS compliance, reserve margin, and NV Energy’s proportionate
contribution to the State’s net-zero goal and comprised entirely of placeholder generation and

transmission resources for which NV Energy is not requesting approval. Furthermore, as Staff
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explains, NV Energy’s analysis provides that the supposed impact to ratepayers is a “credit” for
transmission placeholder resources for which NV Energy has not sought approval, and which are
not going to be built anyway. The Commission agrees with Staff that, at a high level, it does not

make sense that rates would decrease as new resources are being added.

465. Regarding the interveners’ requests for changes to the%? process, the
ocess. The Commission

agrees with interveners that the current RFP process can bgi roved ' qj’.’.ﬂy/////increased
the approprt /%/}lace to make

) >
ess in general Docket
7 g

7
“y

"//Iemaking to implement AB 524.)

.
The Commission takes seriously its obligatignis:under AB 524, 11 ag its commitment to all
A

.

. é . .
mmisgion encourages interveners in

/’/ ” /%////
this docket to file their r ions in those /%Sideraﬁon.

transparency and stakeholder input. The Commissio;

7
.

recommendations for changes to the RFP procesw//%f@ IRP

Nos. 23-05013 (IRP Investigatory docket) and/or 23-070

9

L

Jreque @t the Commission approve the Long-Term Base Load

substantially accurate/ﬁata, adequately demonstrated and defended, and adequately documented
and justified pursuant to NAC 704.9321; 2) the 2024 Joint IRP Forecast contains all of the items
required by NAC 704.925 and other applicable regulations, and; 3) the 2024 Joint IRP Forecast

is suitable for making long-term planning decisions over the 2025 to 2044 period. (Ex. 171 at 5.)
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467. NV Energy further requests that the Commission approve the three-year base load
forecast presented in the 2024 ESP as being the most accurate information upon which to base
near-term planning decisions through the Action Plan period. (Ex 101 at 24.) NV Energy states
that the information provided for the 2024 ESP is identical to the 2024 Joint IRP load forecast.
(Ex. 171 at3))

468. NV Energy states that the 2024 Joint IRP Forecastgovides the foundation for all

s th /f/ e Load Forecast

, %/
4] for both thé%ﬂ// &P and the 2024

v

considers the effects of applicable new technologies, new ‘ggvernmental programs or regulations,

hapter 704B. (Ex. 171 at

.S C
/%
%fl period 2025-2027, the

Compound Annual Grows 7 al retail energy for NV Energy is 1.9

i é// is period increases 2,059 GWh for the combined NV

d
an

Enefgy syst {h.at NP( and 1,280 GWh at SPPC. (Ex. 171 at 7.) NV Energy

0

system during the threée-year action plan period, with 87 MW at NPC and 134 MW at SPPC. (Ex.
171 at 7.)
470. NV Energy further states that, for the twenty-year forecast period 2025 through

2024, the CAGR of its annual retail energy is 2.9 percent (1.9 percent NPC and 4.4 percent
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SPPC). (Ex. 171 at 8.) NV Energy further states that annual energy consumption increases
27,164 GWh for the combined NV Energy system, with 10,209 GWh at NPC and 16,955 GWh
at SPPC. (Ex. 171 at 8.) NV Energy asserts that the CAGR of NPC and SPPC’s coincident peak
is 2.2 percent (1.4 percent NPC and 4.9 percent SPPC) and System Peak Demand is expected to
increase 4,811 MW for the combined system during this period, wit% 0 MW at NPC and

\

2,381 MW at SPPC. (Ex. 171 at 8.)

4

: .

//ts %/m thodology,

N

\\\
Q
\\\\\\\Q\\\\\\

4

P
S’

471. NV Energy explains that it has made changes
y

SR

7
%,
%,

.
specifically regarding the use of hourly class load dat%/n

|
Joint IRP. (Ex. 171 at 9-11.) NV Energy asserts 4%%{/

economic outlook, included growth in NEM customers wh

updated changes in forecasted EV growt

tall rooftop solar generation,

2

ted the forecast% DSM programs, and

0

updated large customer activity. (Ex. 171 at%/ / / ergy stagtes that if updated Major
W, 4
Project information wer the 2024 J¢ I //éoverall load levels would be

. 171 at 20.) NV Energy further states,

however, that 1% i ncorpora i d.Joads for upcoming Major Projects that are

P % a reasonable result that the Commission may find suitable

/n ZA this Docket. (Ex. 171 at 20.)

-
CMN and Sl‘%ﬁ@%

472.

C 4{ GG recommend that the Commission direct NV Energy to reduce
its large customer load: forecast growth, related to major projects, by 949 MW in 2033 to reflect
customers that have not executed Rule 9 agreements because NV Energy’s large customer load
growth is currently overstated given the makeup of the customer types requesting electric

service and more accurately align with recent historical data. (Ex. 800 at 3.) CMN and SNGG
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explain that NV Energy assumes that a larger percentage of the 39 major projects, including
12 data centers, requesting service will eventually receive electric service from than
historical data suggests. (Ex. 800 at 3-4.) CMN and SNGG further explain that the customer

type is relevant when reviewing large customer load growth because new technologies and

. . . . W <
with new technologies and industries due to factors

demands; and therefore, this volatility and a hi%]%/% /'//lihoo%/
;
their service request both impact forecast accuracy. ( » at 5-6.) CMN and SNGG

provide that data centers tend to investigg velopment at M

tinple locations

) A .
t , al d this difference in
.

%

simultaneously, with the intent to develop a

ting process. (Ex. 800 at 6.)
W

forecast, energy suppl¥y resources, and the transmission system network upgrades outlined in NV
Energy’s Preferred Plan. (Ex. 700 at 1.)
476. SEA states that it believes that NV Energy’s load forecast is conservative,

suggesting that actual loads could be higher. (Ex. 700 at 5.) SEA states that NV Energy lowers
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anticipated load from projects with Rule 9 Agreements by 48 percent before incorporating it into
the load forecast. (Ex. 700 at 5-6.) SEA highlights that Nevada is among the fastest-growing
states in the country. (Ex. 700 at 5.) SEA states that since the load forecast was finalized,
advancements from both new and existing customers could lead to an approximate net increase

of 800 MW in load beyond the base forecast by 2033. (Ex. 700 at 6.) SEA states that without

other states. (Ex. 700 at 6.)

SEIA’s Position / ////////

.
and resource ( tions
b Y

reflect significant load additions from high load factor cu //rs, including data centers. (Ex.
1801 at 3.) SEIA asserts that significant ?/ / Y increased costs to customers

@ . L ///// ,,,,,,,,
“ eq
% ider t

ssil fuels. (Ex. 1801 at 3.)
0
i |

)

477.  SEIA states that NV Energy’

context of unprecedented load

a
and ther /f%//bstanﬁal f sk@;//%//% NV

anticipated. (EX; 1400 at 4.) Sterra Club further states that if NV Energy’s load forecast does not

0
4

e an option to end the must-run requirement at the Valmy Steam
Units without installifg the proposed Valmy CTs. (Ex. 1400 at 28.)

479.  Sierra Club asserts that NV Energy’s major projects load forecast, particularly
with respect to data centers, is highly uncertain. (Ex. 1400 at 29-31.) Sierra Club asserts that the

major projects load forecast is founded on existing large customer requests, discounted based on
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whether the request is in the study phase or a signed agreement exists. (Ex. 1400 at 30-31.)
Sierra Club asserts that NV Energy’s methodology relies on subjective judgment and puts
customers at risk of overbuilding if NV Energy’s projections do not materialize, or if growth is
less than projected. (Ex. 1400 at 31.)

480. Sierra Club asserts that under either overbuild scenario, gxisting customers might

%

// projects currently in
the study phase but includes as the largest portion of % arge Industrial loa(%cast those large

projects with signed agreements, which Sierra Cl //@

. Y,
34.) Sierra Club further asserts that NV Energy should hluded at least one portfolio based
on a low load forecast without substantial @@8industrial load g@%z which would inform what
NV Energy should do if the projected large %//stomef* wth ¢ees not materialize to the

L

%, 7

extent NV Energy projects , / %

ission require NV Energy to notify the

L

are cance] hich Sigfa Club asserts may justify further study of NV Energy’s

posed Valmy CTs and investment in the Valmy Steam Units.

482.  Tract ends that the Commission approve NV Energy’s load forecast, but
the Commission should explore methods for discounting large loads and incorporating early-

stage large projects into load forecast in future IRPs or IRP Amendments because NV Energy’s

current load forecast may be too conservative in relation to large customer loads, including data
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centers. (Ex. 2200 at 21.) Tract states that NV Energy’s load assumptions heavily discount
major projects and exclude large customer requests that have not yet entered the study
phase. (Ex. 2200 at 19.) Tract explains that even though NV Energy reported total

requested capacity additions from large commercial customers of approximately 7,600

MW, which includes 6,500 MW requested within NV Energy’s seryige territory, the

Ty
Ty,

| load by 48 percent. (Ex.

.
Gor larg/////n mercial and

ustorhers can qui %‘eplace study-

forecast derates studies load by 85 percent and derates contra

N

industrial development, like data centers, contry
phase customers who did not enter Rule 9 Agr /// /s, res

base load forecast. (Ex. 2200 at 19.) Tract states that tf'%% percent discount seems high

%//// f the 1 t
' some O (] arges ,

4
Y,
{f N

given that data centers are typically de
opge a commitment is made

»
most well-capitalized businesses in the wagld,

with customers deploying

, / ension applications with information related to the

load or capac//%% serve their intended projects, which are relevant for long-
term system plannitig £2200 at 19))

484.  Tract réquests that the Commission consider and recognize the significant risk
mitigations included in Rule 9 executed agreements, particularly those classified as abnormal
risk because Tract states its perspective on risk mitigation measures aids in the efficient

expansion of the transmission system and benefits all customers by balancing risk. (Ex. 2200 at
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21.) Tract recommends that the Commission direct NV Energy to have additional requirements
for abnormal risk projects to: 1) provide security for all up-front utility investment; 2) have the
applicant comply with stringent performance obligations under milestone schedules; and 3)
phase their developments where feasible. (Ex. 2200 at 12.) Tract states that it is its
understanding that under abnormal risk mitigations, NV Energy conse %/'Vely requires that

in its projects, including

| £ 9
FERC transmission facilities, at least until another beneﬁc1af%

e, which places Tract’s

. . g eq . . ///{//4/ _ //////////
project’s financial responsibility entirely with large c at %// .) Tract
/ %
explains that in this way, large project customer ”/ ission to

S ‘
Bission system. (Ex. 2200 at 13.)

_
_ A

these facilities, Tract is
fully committed to providing the financial ba )
that ensures risk to other e mitigated gt 148 a responsible and mutually

Is, avoiding the need for either the Company or its

study based on a custdmer request, it includes an analysis to identify whether specific portions of
the customer line-extension facilities are considered transmission or distribution. (Ex. 2200 at 8.)
Tract explains that the way it is now, a customer can have facilities classified as distribution even

though the lines are operated at only 345kV because it performs a distribution function; however,
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in the FERC context, “transmission” equates to network that is shared with the bulk electric
system and “distribution” equates to radial or customer-dedicated facilities. (Ex. 2200 at 8-9.)
Tract states that as it understands it, if a facility is deemed high-voltage distribution agreements

(“HVD?”), pursuant to NV Energy’s Rule 9, that facility is deemed to be distribution or customer

// % i
i dual cusg ’/ers or projects, and

.. . - N . i .
another for master planned communities, and both sec itize prescribedgests to determine a

.
. that once cu er cost

responsibility is determined, those costs are then divided o a combination of contribution in

M M 143 29 ////‘///%%
aid of construction (“CIAC”), advance suljject:

&

WRA'’s Position
486. WRA requests that the Commission open an investigatory docket regarding best
practices for energy efficiency and demand response for large loads, forecasting load itself, rate

design for ‘Major Projects,” and other issues related to data centers. (Ex. 1206 at 20-22.) WRA
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recommends that the Commission direct NV Energy to consider adopting a stakeholder-
engagement practice and sharing of its models in future proceedings to foster a more
collaborative and transparent approach to resource planning and allow a better evaluation of NV
Energy’s decision-making process behind resource selection. (Ex. 1205 at 5, 11-12.)

BCP’s Position

Ay,
“b

///////

%

NV Energy’s base forecast with the caveats that %@ e load |
o

capacity from plant will be held for future use or in the a%% ive a regulatory liability may be

,%/

/' senues and billi{%@%

.

gter inates between rate

created in the future to capture the offsett

cases. (Ex. 402 at 24.) ,
) <
488. BCP statesdfs comie drecedented, speculated load growth could result

in the overbuilding.

should the load
%

o

/ﬁ the state factor and are sensitive to the price of electricity when

489. BCP states that NV Energy has experienced load failing to materialize and
explain that most recently, SPPC experienced under-utilized capacity due to load not

materializing in the Tahoe Reno Industrial Center (“TRIC”) for the Tracy area master plan. (Ex.
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402 at 3.) BCP states that the problem of load not materializing would likely be compounded in
the future with the 3,820 MW of additional capacity being modeled for the Tracy Area load
forecast by NV Energy. (Ex. 402 at 3.)

490. BCP states that it lacks confidence in NV Energy’s load forecast based upon three

from previous forecasts because in the past it only incorporat/ signed Rule 9
Agreements into the retail sales forecasts. (Ex. 402 at 4 g . Energy deviated
from its past practice of only including Rule 9 a creases and mia /mes the

unreasonable, speculative nature of the current load forec é 402 at 5.) BCP notes that this

docket contains an unusually large num oject requests ﬁ%y%o signed Rule 9 Agreements
% .

in place, and if those agreements do not matéfgahze

i \ nitude will have a substantial
|\ //
ot captive

. . .,
impact on the forecasted ¢ el epayers w

:
O

ith plant that is not

. .
ZZ/ t5.) BCP cof%f%n s that the IRP process needs to focus on

2en ration%g% / PAS , respective infrastructure to meet non-

X. 4

lgned Rule 9 Agreements, commitments based upon an
s own should not inspire enough confidence to trigger the capital
expenditure that w é;{lired to have resources in place and such studies can be easily
placed on hold without further guarantees. (Ex. 402 at 6.) BCP argues that if prospective clients
want to be included in the IRP process, they need to sign firm agreements to meet their requested

load, especially given that some with signed agreements have not met the loads and resources

they requested in the past. (Ex. 402 at 6.)
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492.  BCP states that NV Energy’s reduction of the study loads, at an average of 85
percent, does not alleviate its concerns about their speculative nature. (Ex. 402 at 6-7.) BCP
provides that NV Energy represented that 40 percent of study phase projects move forward and
states its criticism that the representation was based on anecdotal discussions from the Major

Projects department. (Ex. 402 at 7.) BCP states that it is important that aew resources are

developed based on secured demand rather than speculative and ageedotal statistical wagering

/%////////////’ /// ; b %
roefit (Ex. 402 at 8.) BCP states that the

“
i
that amoun//%% Is g problem with the

%
4
4

current approach. (Ex. 402 at 8.). BCP state%/hat 11 %
//// .
contracts meeting thelr}() 1o n 2023’s fo :

/
.

231.7 MW and onl /// .7 perceiit of that expe@d ad while NPC signed contracts

i
¢

to 36.7 e¢ied load. (Ex. 402 at 8.)

X

i

S

hat an ¢
. :
ive requested capacity demonstrates dismal numbers. (Ex. 402 at

4tion of four contracted applicants’ loads at the end of

(oW

4 %7/ BCP provi
% _ f
2023 R
compare /%//%
10.) BCP states that'ifSh

_

eir cum
%s showed that all four agreements in its analysis were amended
downward and pushed.the loads out further in time, with some agreements being modified, with
NV Energy’s approval, multiple times. (Ex. 402 at 11-12.) BCP states that all four applicants are

nowhere near fulfilling their obligations of requested loads in a timely manner in the timely

manner that they requested, all with no consequences despite NV Energy having safeguards in
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place. (Ex. 402 at 12.) BCP states that modifying these safeguards should be a priority to protect
customers from the utility from earning its rate of return on currently overbuilt infrastructure.
(Ex. 402 at 12.)

495. BCP explains that the first safeguard NV Energy utilizes implements a phased

ver, facilities are bein

_
2y,

approach to construct the connection facilities as load materializes; ho

@o not mimic this
for up to 100 ”/cent of the

L
"Energy has neve%% {

.
approach. (Ex. 402 at 12.) A third safeguard required /é

utility investment, but this protection was unhelp%
U,

applicant’s security. (Ex. 402 at 12.) BCP states that NV g /%y’s fourth safeguard implements

. . . . U
a reduction of service or termination char wever the low

hresholds and ability to

rg ‘%@me on some y contracts; however, this safeguard did
/ |

.

. /%% A

| //// O
taki%

i,

ice to provide annual updated load forecasts, does not

e updated forecasts are hollow if the applicant has not

T
agreed to amerig
annual reviews of progress to full buildout; however, BCP contends that a prudent company
would do so already upon receipt of the annual forecast. (Ex. 402 at 13.)

496. BCP states that NV Energy’s methodology that downward adjusts load requests

based on a decision matrix factoring startup delays is not reasonable because it relies on a request
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for which the applicant will not be held accountable if the load is not met. (Ex. 402 at 15.) BCP
states that NV Energy’s load forecast also includes speculative loads from un-signed phases
under the guise of a signed contract and argues that if an applicant desires for unsigned phases to

be included in the IRP process, it must sign firm agreements to meet the requested load in the

future. (Ex. 402 at 15.) BCP states that NV Energy needs to enact a progision in its agreements
( ) gy P //// g

7

that allows NV Energy, at its own discretion, to permanently real e unused capacity to other

k.
\

.
_
.

497. Regarding EV load forecast adopt/ v “ates that despite/ ot

ad fogecast regarding EV rates,

. . . 7 . 7 . . / o
major projects in the study/g jjects with si sed contracts. (Ex. 402 at 20.) For

November election. (Ex. 402 at 19.)

498. BCP states it made three char%@cs to

changes. (Ex. 402 at 20.). BCP’s second change to the
o

.

it lack a signed contract to date. (Ex. 402 at 20.) Finally, BCP

projects currently in the study phase that have been

speculative load from“uture phases that lack signed agreements and reduced the load to those
contracts’ RSTC triggers since NV Energy anticipates a reduction in service. (Ex. 402 at 21.)
Staff’s Position

499.  Staff recommends the Commission accept its recommendation to remove all
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major projects without signed Rule 9 Agreements from the long-term base load forecast and the
three-year base load forecast and that, with that modification, Staff supports approval of NV
Energy’s long-term and three-year base load forecasts. (Ex. 304 at 1-2.) Staff’s recommended

exclusion of certain projects relates to its concern that the costs of new facilities built to meet

recommendation, Staff notes that it is critical of its inability

) / %,
assuthptions, to p

dology. (Ex.
g gy. (

500.  Staff’s primary concern with NV Energy’s'iase load forecast regards its

forecasted load growth resulting from fout rojects, somgg/

%

i

incorporated into [ srecast, present a risk to current ratepayers. (Ex. 304 at 6.) Staff

explains that if new f:
materialize, existing customers will be burdened with costs to pay for facilities that are not being

fully utilized and were not designed for their use. (Ex. 304 at 6.)
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501.  Staff states that Rule 9 and Rule 1 contain provisions to protect ratepayers or
offset costs if significant new loads do not materialize due to project failures by requiring that
interconnected customers achieve 25 percent of their obligated load or risk NV Energy reducing

its provision of service to that customer. (Ex. 304 at 7-8.) However, Staff states that such

protections are inadequate to protect ratepayers because without sign%teements, ratepayers

(Ex. 304 at 8.)

502.  Staff states that over the last severd!" %/’ s it has

QO
) //// /
amount of actual load growth relative to the amount of ne///' | /smission capacity NV Energy

.311at3.%//}//%

é% .example, Staff provides that

|
in the last two GRCs, Staff cautioned that th@//;r n was overbuilt for the load
.

L
.

it is serving and the billing inants promisgd alize, with NV Energy changing

W between the two filings from June of 2022
| A

and February

. eXisting % / mers with facilities that are not being fully utilized. (Ex.

-
e 2024 % (Docket No. 24-02026), the Commission ordered

states that in this procéeding, it shares the same concerns but at a magnitude up to ten times
larger. (Ex. 311 at 3-4.)
503.  Staff cites its concern regarding the large data centers outlined in the joint

application and provides that similar to any new load on the system, there is no guarantee that the
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anticipated load from the data centers will come to fruition at the expected time and amount once
NV Energy has finished constructing the project and is ready to serve load. (Ex. 311 at 5.)

NV Energy’s Rebuttal

504. NV Energy notes that multiple parties characterize the large load growth driven

e

.

. : :
e mogt up-to-date information

%
%ws into an IRP and, in this

505. NV Energy states that it is impossib
!

/ Z
.
“oiie of the fi

when developing the load 4o ecause it is I
y
case, the inputs for;&/ pdate were f%%h ed in June/July 2023 so the forecast
/'J, ///
could be finali “Aix 194 "NV Energy further states that the
o N N

nergy’s base loas represents substantially accurate data that was gathered
gy O P y g

from the most‘////

506. NV Energy asserts that CMN and SNGG incorrectly use data from NV Energy’s
response to SNGG DR 3-06 to state that the Rule 9 capacity amounts are overstated. (Ex. 194 at

11, Pollard-Rebuttal-1.) NV Energy states that it appears CMN and SNGG incorrectly assume

that the existing customer loads include the major project loads, and that the percentages in CMN
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and SNGG’s testimony based on SNGG DR 3-06 are representative of large transmission major
projects. (Ex. 194 at 11.) NV Energy states that CMN and SNGG’s method 1s flawed because:
1) they did not consider that customers requesting service in one year may not be starting service

in that same year; 2) SNGG DR 3-06 includes all customer projects, including those served at the

secondary and primary distribution levels, which do not consider load ramp schedules or exclude

ay
“Tiy,

customer projects less than 5 MW; and 3) CMN and SNGG’s ap does not consider that

/
%@/w "t I// ’W’/a//te to

N «f . 7
account for all major projects in the load forecast to acknd
{{///

on the total load serving capabilities of NV Baieray’s system.

12)

507. NV Energy states that, contrary t

e the effect these projects have

0,

4 at
»

djustments reflecting

not speculative, but ifiste izes project evo@io which NV Energy asserts should be
A 4

considered as %

W ote Solar’s contention that it has not historically projected

n sales and demand, stating that it has projected such

i ué%%r growth an

growth in past* ki

194 at 20.) NV Ener Y s that for this filing the forecasted NEM customer growth and
resulting sales impact§ have been incorporated into the load forecast. (Ex. 194 at 20.) NV

Energy notes that Vote Solar relies on more current information than was available to NV

Energy at the time it developed the forecast, and concedes that Vote Solar is correct that the
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higher growth in NEM installations is greater than what was included in the load forecast, but
denies that this constitutes a flaw in the forecast as it arises from a timing issue. (Ex. 194 at 21.)
509. NV Energy states that WRA’s request that the Commission open an investigatory

docket regarding “best practices for energy efficiency and demand response for large loads,

kb

/// A
I%ters

%,

views WRA’s request for a more robust stakehold / %

.

process as unnecessary given the already existing structure,

this recommendation is more suited to th i)

the IRP process in Docket No. 23-05013. (E@//Z% at 1481
_

"
L

)
s comments

technologies, referenced by BCP, merits addressing the increase in requests for service and
inclusion of all major projects currently in the queue should be considered for the base load
forecast. (Ex. 194 at 7-8.) However, NV Energy states, contrary to BCP’s position, all major

projects should be included in the load forecast whether or not a signed agreement exists to
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account for the negative effect on system demand should the projects materialize. (Ex. 194 at 8.)
NV Energy asserts that, to address the uncertain nature of those projects without signed Rule 9
agreements, it incorporated an average 85 percent reduction to the customer requested facilities
peak megawatt levels. (Ex. 194 at 8.)

he current load levels of

512. NV Energy states that BCP’s calculations incorrectly ti

4 .
gd loa S
%

_
August 2024 current major projects are at 54 percent //equ

which is slightly higher than NV Energy’s appro%%/, > 194 a%/%// {Uyther denies
/////// d

that the load ramp up schedule and facilities requirements“re speculative prior to a signed Rule 9

o
agreement, and entirely disregarding thesé ntial loads intro@ urther risk into the IRP

process by limiting response to expected sys@m gro
"
Ly

513. foes Wi gire jation that the electric vehicle

i Loro

. .
ied with
.
of Motor Vehicles reflecting an 11.5 percent

h rate to reflect a reduced market

“EV”) forecast be‘,'/
(“EV”) b 5

more up f%te than the infore ont which BCP relies. (Ex. 194 at 19-20.) NV Energy offers
a correction to'BUL d forecast adjustment for EV load based on more recent EV totals — 73

“
MW reduction over
514. In respi "’ﬁse to BCP’s other concerns regarding the load forecast, NV Energy
states that while it understands BCP’s concerns, BCP’s position largely focuses only on a

handful of large projects in only a certain area of the service territory in a certain instance of

time. (Ex. 199 at 9-10.) NV Energy asserts that BCP’s narrow view, resulting from selecting
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only a handful of projects, does not accurately provide the Commission with the full and accurate
picture of the provisions in the Rules which have been successful and provide flexibility
depending on the project and associated risk. (Ex. 199 at 10.) NV Energy states that the Rules
are time-tested to protect customers and allow for proper development and growth in Nevada.

Ex. 199 at 10.
(Ex at 10.) /////%//
515. i i

NV Energy disagrees with BCP’s three recommengs

Y

at 10-11.) NV Energy asserts that BCP’s recommendation tl///any antegdment to any agreement
/ G 4,

i
be subject to a confidential compliance filing is admini$ %a Bx 199 at 10.)

NV Energy further asserts that BCP’s recommen: 5//{/ 7 // at NV E ipergy be requ1r% / o
//%y _ /@% ,,,,,,,,
investigate a different structure to the RSTC is unnecessa%/%restrictive because NV Energy

justed in spe///%gre ments. (Ex. 199 at 10.)
gy

propose a new tariff for

\3

i
g

V Ener:

S

-

as demonstrated taking similar

")

aitachments PAM-6 and PAM-10, in a manner that supports

‘ ‘%ﬂg the situation. (Ex. 199 at 11.) NV Energy

his o %%%

. . . =
identifies issues wi

relating to NV Energy cont acts discussed by BCP, including language allowing NV Energy to

work with customers 0 identify solutions and provisions relating to advance subject to potential
refund amounts. (Ex. 199 at 11-12.) NV Energy further asserts that BCP also omits various

contracts from its analysis which include provisions for triggering a change if thresholds were
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not met, and which include increased requirements for an advance subject to potential refund.
(Ex. 199 at 12.)

517. NV Energy denies BCP’s contention that the load ramp schedule and facilities
requirements are speculative until such time as a customer signs a Rule 9 Agreement because,

hile the val b iable before the Rule 9 tis si it d t that th
while the values may be variable before the Rule 9 agreement is 51gnf:}////% oes not mean that the

_
2y,

/
.

projects improves the overall information included in the loa orecas “wihich is especially

important in this filing given the potential impact of% v %%d ignoring
.
these potential loads would introduce additional / fito the IRP: rocess. (Ex. 1%‘%/ f% 4)

However, NV Energy states that while all projects in the p Gine should be accounted for in the

%//// 7
load forecast, it is reasonable to consider %/
Y

)

signed agreement. (Ex. 194 at 15.) NV Energy asserts thiaf it ‘ ble that the base load

///; / o

ecommendatigns from Staff and BCP to reflect

forecast is, in fact, too co

%///// /*/
einthe/’//// /%
o

,;/ peak loads, or 32 percent of the total 4,430 MW originally
%Y

4 ‘ 5, /
/ 2 . /%
/// . the load forecagi under t//study phase umbrella. (Ex. 194 at 15-16.)

518,

recent information g ; e% / d Rule 9 agreements because six of the 19

N\
@

projects which

since the forecast was comp éted representing a total net increase in requested capacity of 4,810
MW. (Ex. 194 at 16.)NV Energy asserts that removing projects without a signed agreement as
of July 2, 2024, as suggested by Staff, would have an upward impact on NV Energy’s base load
forecast, which is why NV Energy mitigated this risk by using a discounted approach to projects

without a signed agreement. (Ex. 194 at 16-17.) NV Energy asserts that the Commission should
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consider retaining the approach of including study phase projects in future load forecasts,
adjusted appropriately to reflect their changing nature as NV Energy has proposed, because this
will allow better demand anticipation while minimizing risks associated with unverified loads.
(Ex. 194 at 17))

519. NV Energy states that it understands the risk and opportymity associated with

increasing the provisions and shifting additional risk to the ¢ er /é%yping the project. (Ex.

/m
- ), //
/Ohf/”fﬁ’s docket and/%%"f

194 at 13.) Regarding the Public Utilities Commissio
Energy states that the proposed tariff does not sp@%%/ﬁ /r/e costs 2

/ “?V,% ‘

e roject. (Ex. 194 at 13.) NV

) &
psed Ohio tariff /1

/ ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

require the utility invest a minimum of 60 p%fg/;ent
|
/

facilities with no option Qlizements for se

. L e . b
transmission and distribution facilities required to connectt

e extensions appears to

5 //?/ The Comrﬁi' o he Long-Term Base Load Forecast and Market
.
Fundamentals‘ag b h t accurate information upon which to base long-term planning

“

decisions through t
IRP Forecast 1) is baséd on substantially accurate data, adequately demonstrated and defended,
and adequately documented and justified pursuant to NAC 704.9321; 2) contains all of the items
required by NAC 704.925 and other applicable regulations; and 3) is suitable for making long-

term planning decisions over the 2025 to 2044 period.
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521. Furthermore, the Commission approves the three-year base load forecast
presented in the 2024 ESP as being the most accurate information upon which to base near-term
planning decisions through the Action Plan period.

522. The Commission notes that multiple parties characterize the large load growth

driven by major projects as uncertain, speculative, and potentially overstated, while other parties

,
“Tiy,

argue that the demand included in the forecast is potentially undeggtated and too conservative.

imony, NV Energy’s

2 /
base load forecast is a reasonable mid-range approach //
g€ app ////////

523. The Commission also agrees withJN'V. thapit is impossibl

) /’ﬁse it is one of the first inputs into

an IRP and, in this case, the inputs for th “forecast update W !
.

%
%
4

so that the forecast could be finalized by Oc%%)er ' pission finds that it may still

o
!

o

at%at that was gathered from the most current

ts substa . ially accur

N

.
to indivj j £ /////////

forecast. The Com ffinds that, while Vote Solar relies on more current NEM information
than was available to NV Energy at the time when it developed the forecast, the Commission
does not find this to be a fatal flaw in the forecast but rather an issue of timing. For the EV

forecast, the Commission accepts NV Energy’s correction to BCP’s load forecast adjustment for
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EV load based on more recent EV totals — 73 MW reduction over the 3-year action plan and 258
MW by 2044.
525. The Commission finds that removing projects without a signed agreement as of

July 2, 2024, as suggested by Staff, would have an upward impact on NV Energy’s base load

forecast, which is why NV Energy mitigated this risk by using a discounted approach to projects

_
7 Yy,

3

without a signed agreement. The Commission finds reasonable

including study-phase projects in future load forecasts, adjust%pf&’f ately to reflect their

changing nature as NV Energy has proposed, becau%
while minimizing risks associated with unveriﬁe%///’/7///

526. The Commission finds that all major proje

{//%/

d anticipation

. W
y

d be included in the load

7

b.for the potential negative

ddress the uncertain nature of

ent exists to ace

7
G

.
effect on system demand should the proj ects%laten
o

energy requirement aral

i
i /lopment timelines, which the Commission finds

‘ %%//d conservative planv‘ ng purposes. The Commission finds that this approach is
reasonable an¢ /@ 4¢ it mitigates the potential negative impact of these loads changing

.

over time and havmg%% ]
loads are incorporated’into the load forecast over the next ten years.
527. The Commission notes that when actual loads are compared to the expected

phased loads, as of August 2024, current major projects are at 54 percent of requested peak

facility requirements, which is slightly higher than the loads included in NV Energy’s forecast
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using its discounted phased-in approach. The Commission finds that the load ram-up schedule
and facilities requirements are not purely speculative prior to a signed Rule 9 agreement; entirely
disregarding these potential loads introduces further risk into the IRP process by limiting
response to expected system growth. The Commission finds that NV Energy’s approach

reasonably balances NV Energy’s requirement to plan and respond to 1g;

growth with NV

costs of new facilities built to meet unprecedented pro

$&costs may go

/ ,

%
%,
Y, +

into rates before the billing determinates matena/%/ / e loa

ratepayers. The Commission finds that there is no guaran at the anticipated load from the

data centers will come to fruition at the e ime and amo

V Energy has finished
/////

on highlights a recent

docket at the Public Utili issi i ; "isideration there that data centers

the cus : Uuse, Th %HSSIOH directs NV Energy, Staff, BCP, and any other
/ /////
ess the io proposal in the Rule 9 workshops, ordered in Phase

I, as a potentl Opti ge the current ratepayer risk involving these extremely large loads.

of this Order addressifig the Commission’s concerns in this area and the potential for an Ohio-
like Rule 9, and Rule 1 as necessary, amendment(s) in Nevada.
529. Additionally, the Commission directs NV Energy to address Tract’s suggested

changes in the Rule 9 workshops as well, and include proposed Rule 9 changes regarding the
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following suggestions in the six-month status report: Tract recommends that the Commission
direct NV Energy to have additional requirements for abnormal risk projects to 1) provide
security for all up-front utility investment; 2) have the applicant comply with stringent
performance obligations under milestone schedules; and 3) phase their developments where

feasible.

Iy,
iy,

)
(o}
w

a
id
F 4

530. Finally, the Commission directs NV Energy to CP’s suggestion to enact

2,

.

a provision in its agreements that allows NV Energy, at its ows ¢i.10 permanently

¥ amend its comfitact

4,

so that the

reallocate unused capacity to other customers and su%

%
%%/, yorkshdi

.
=%

.

requested load is binding on the applicant in the

Rule 9 changes in the six-month status report.
%////

C. NRS Chapter 704B ////

NV Energy’s Position

531.

_ y 7'7 o . . .
o %% ¢ resources during the Action Plan Period.

it

/ it has followed the methodology approved in the 2021
&,} ce between the load at the end of 2027 yields the action plan

/, 1 economic conditions. (Ex. 171 at 23.) NV Energy states that in

schedules with non-stdndard, fully-bundled price options were excluded from the load growth
calculations for both utilities, and the adjusted difference in load was then reduced by 50 percent
to offset eligible loads by future expected growth in large commercial and industrial customer

sales. (Ex. 171 at 23.)
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532. NV Energy states that the proposed eligible loads, which represent annual limits
for the action plan period, are 260,662 MWh for NPC and, due to a lack of import capacity, O
MWh for SPPC. (Ex. 171 at 24-25 and Table Pollard-Direct-6.) NV Energy further states that
customers under special tariffs are not included in the calculations of the maximum annual limits

because these customers do not contribute the same revenue per kWh agother bundled customers

&
at 25.) NV Energy asserts

wlaions to ensure that

je from loadigtawth paying
\

Y, Y, // w
traditional bundled rates. (Ex. 171 at 25-26.) NV/Enert efasserts that it als{/%/ nsi

/ Y
the determinants required by NRS 704.741(6) and the pe I// v //

that it is therefore appropriate to exclude these customers frof
y

4

revenue associated with exiting loads is offset only by hie re

_regulation, including import

capacity, system constraints, and the effe Obeligible custome

nrchasing less energy and
e

capacity than authorized by the proposed an/@/al limitt (1 //17 1 at 26-27; Ex. 103 at 83.)

7
and indus; //year-end sales growth over the

.
)
025, through%@ec mber 31, 2027, NV Energy calculated the

y 1 ial’and industrial load in 2027, from the three-

533.

three-year action peﬁ%@

year averig annval large, ial and industrial loads during the 2021-2023 period.
ed the loads for individual customers on tariff

schedules with'g -standard, élly bundled pricing options, such as the GS-4 New Generation

‘/%/-25.) NVE 2
/ .
tariff, Large Custonie; et Price Energy (“LCMPE”) tariff, Market Price Energy (“MPE”)

../
|

tariff, Economic Devé%pment Rate Rider (“EDRR”) tariff, or the Clean Transition Tariff
(“CTT”). (Ex. 171 at 23-25.) Finally, NV Energy applied a 50 percent reduction to reflect the
requirement that the annual limits are not to exceed 50 percent pf the large commercial and

industrial load growth during the three-year Action Plan period. (Ex. 171 at 23-25.)
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534. NV Energy further requests that the Commission approve the Net Differential
Energy Rate of $0.04165 per kWh, and the Variable O&M Credit (Charge) of $-0.00015 per
kWh for the Action Plan period. (Ex. 101 at 24.) NV Energy states that, to meet the NRS
704B310 public interest requirement, NRS Chapter 704B customers will continue to pay the

equivalent of the fully bundled BTGR and a Net Differential Energy R ig for a three-year period.

Rate (“R-BTER”) and other public policy program rates shal%% include 7//0r these customers’

% //

bills on an ongoing basis, and any additional costs relagd to Decommission

and Remediation
%),

V.
exit bundled service. (Ex. 171 at 27.) NV Energy asserts s calculations demonstrate that

Y

NPC customers choosing to exit the syste tential Energy Rate of
$0.04165 per kWh during the applicable thr%@//;ye ' i iog, which will be partially
. .

N
2 d such customers must also pay

rth “ i ests that, pursuant to NRS 704B.310(8), the Commission
going lggislatively mandated public policy programs for which

eligible customers are’required to pay: Renewable Energy Program Rate (“REPR”), Temporary
Renewable Energy Development Program Rate (“TRED”), Universal Energy Charge (“UEC”),
Net Energy Metering (“NEM”), Energy Efficiency and Conservation Programs (“EE”),

Expanded Solar Access Program (“ESAP”), Natural Disaster Protection Plan (“NDPP”),
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Transportation Electrification Plan (“TEP”), Economic Recovery Transportation Electrification
Plan (“ERTEP”), EDRR, and R-BTER. (Ex. 101 at Vol. 8 at 19.)
536. NV Energy filed exemplar LCMPE models for NPC’s and SPPC’s LCMPE tariffs

in compliance with Directives 5 and 6 of the Commission’s November 1, 2023, Order in

jolar and battery resource

component of a representative ESA. (Ex. 192 at-

_
537 i del¥be
. NV Energy states that, in general, the mo eg load profile

D

jergy states tha

78
%

4

approved solar and batteryfesotitce as exemplaty . 183.) NV Energy states that the

.

ation of the @

_

3) NV hat @ Iso include other rate components applicable outside of

R anq eferred Energy Accounting Adjustment (“DEAA”). (Ex.

Ve 5 /%y states

fully bundled effectiv

at the models provide both the ESA rate and the resulting overall
/nd compares that to the customers’ otherwise applicable rate class.
(Ex. 192 at3.) NVE ;ergy states that while the models show the comparison to the otherwise

applicable rate class for transparency, at the time of filing an ESA, NV Energy will provide the

applicable comparison of the ESA rate to the distribution-only rate, the most appropriate

otherwise applicable rate class for an eligible LCMPE customer. (Ex. 192 at 3.)
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538. NV Energy states that the updates to the models include replacing the one-year
representative capacity portion of LTAC with a 25-year average of the forecasted LTAC to
represent the forecasted rates over the term of the ESA. (Ex. 192 at 3.) NV Energy states that
this average capacity price is added to any hour that the load is not served by the resource. (Ex.

192 at 3.)

539. NV Energy states that it has filed advice letters requesting approval of an

U
additional tariff that employs an ESA. (Ex. 192 at4.) NV E ateg that an ESA under the

Energy states that the CTT is applicable for existifl /// /

requires a different rate comparison because the otherwiseapplicable class is the fully bundled

%
%

.

%

approval of the LCMPE model

rate. (Ex. 192 at4.)

BCP’s Position

. .
- A
Energ;; / tigin c{%uﬁlize the fully-bundled rate, not the DOS rate, as the

SA raje” (Ex. 405 at 8-9.)

| the proposed LCMPE model does not require payment of the R-

é% mparison to

model as filed could b€ interpreted as granting the right to exclude payment of the R-BTER in
future ESAs under the tariff, resulting in harm or the loss of a benefit to non-participating
customers. (Ex. 405 at 4.) BCP states that historically, the Commission has required customers

to pay the R-BTER, and reforms to Chapter 704B pursuant to SB 547 (2019) mandate that all



Docket No. 24-05041 Page 199

customers, including those seeking an alternate supply under 704B and exempt from exit fees, to
pay all public policy costs. (Ex. 405 at 3.) BCP provides that the Commission has deemed the R-
BTER a public policy cost, and since 2019, not a single 704B or LCMPE has been granted an
exemption from paying the R-BTER. (Ex. 405 at 3-4.)

542. BCP states that the fact that a designated resource is rengwable and contributes to

Nevada’s decarbonization goals should not exempt LCMPE custo; from paying the R-BTER

4

. . 7 % 2
because generally an LCMPE customer is taking a low-cost n%ew e urce away from non-

7,

| v sts, (Ex. 405 at

participants and is receiving a financial benefit in the £
5.) Moreover, BCP contends that customers who#e:

Y,

_
) /
state policies designed to increase the supply of renewabl%%% ;

2

543. BCP states that the propo od

4,
o
o

otherwise applicable rate (“OAR”), but not tﬁg

2,
app
%
.
%

resource. (EX“ “

articipati ,%ut causes them to forgo the benefit of a cheaper
//n p p g p
choses to do so on its Gwn volition and captive ratepayers should not subsidize that choice. (Ex.
405 at 7.) BCP states that setting a floor to the effective ESA rate to the fully-bundled rate is the
simplest and most cost-effective way to ensure that non-participants are not harmed by the ESA.

(Ex. 405 at 7.)
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544. BCP states that even if its recommendations are accepted, it is still critical of the
proposed LCMPE model because it only examines ESAs on an individual basis and does not
consider the cumulative effects of multiple agreements over time. (Ex. 405 at 7.) BCP states that
NV Energy has yet to adequately demonstrate that non-participants will not forgo the benefit of a

rate reduction of the lowest cost resources are designated for ESA customers, nor has there been

W
2

non-participants. (Ex. 405 at 8.) BCP explains that ESA cust%lers’ e

. /// supplies are

. . . . . s
disproportionately from supplies not subject to price hus reducmé/ hare of non-
, -
volatile priced supply for non-participating cust. ”/,/the associated fal¢. (Ex. 405
T, )
at 8.)
Staff’s Position
545.  Staff recommends that the Commission ap Fov nergy’s exemplar LCMPE

e in future S As filed under the LCMPE tariff,

bed, which include: 1) incorporating the full
-

BTGR of the %E% A custom V / . // W/Z @red energy in lieu of the grid hour
I%Aergy into the model; 2) utilizing the most recently

2 ESA i yapproved; and 3) the inclusion of a rate comparison using

.

546.  Staff e<plains that the LCMPE model is intended to be a model framework to be
used as a starting point for determining ESA pricing and a starting point for a rate comparison
that applies to all ESAs filed under the LCMPE so that all ESA customers would have the same

starting point. (Ex. 312 at 30-31.) Staff states that it is important to set an accurate ESA rate
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because it will be fixed for a very long period of time and non-participating ratepayers bear the
risk of an understated price as they would be responsible for any cost differential between the
long-term ESA rate and the actual cost to serve an ESA customer even though non-participating
ratepayers did not have input during the ESA negotiations. (Ex. 312 at 28.) Staff states that non-
participants will also likely have little recourse to amend or terminate the

4
eliminate such risk. (Ex. 312 at 28.) Staff states that while NV Epgrey may claim certain

ESA to mitigate or

benefits associated with an individual ESA, it has not quantif/ or gu// %/ ed such benefits,

either for the LCMPE model or in another ESA case,/%/t/ hose beneﬁ//%%y/be compared
7

.
against the risk of increased costs. (Ex. 312 at 28/% %/////// o ///////

» /
547.  Staff notes that while ESA customers bear thig f1sk of an over-stated long-term

energy rate, it is a voluntary tariff and su is overstated %se
e

SA customers are likely

large, sophisticated, and capable of analyzin@he te iate deal from the beginning,
o o
. . Y .. //////% 7. . “ .
and likely has options to inate.or mitigate sych risk, including the option to amend or

. O
12/ /?28—29.) Mea//'/hi e, Staff states that the LCMPE model

| 4 ///
v : % /f/fsand lacks provisions such as a

eductions to non-participating ratepayers or potential

ESA. (Ex. 3

L
the risk being

7

29.) Staff explains that an ESA passes risk to customers if the price is set too low, and non-
participating customers receive no compensation for assuming that risk. (Ex. 312 at 29-30.)
548.  Staff explains that as currently proposed, the BTGR charged to an ESA customer

does not contain any generation capacity costs because the ESA customer receives the BTGR
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generation credit; therefore, NV Energy adds the grid hour capacity component to the ESA rate
with the intent to compensate non-participating customers for the ESA customers use of NV
Energy’s internal generation during grid hours. (Ex. 312 at 32.). Staff states that it recommends

billing an ESA customer for the full BTGR rate of its otherwise applicable class for grid

NV Energy’s internal generation during grid hours. (Ex. 312

2

/ “y?y% ‘
rate class for grid-delivered
e, g

//////
/
/’
//// /%

550.  Staff states that NV Energy n@l ' e exgmplar LCMPE model from

.
. ¥
should be billed the full BTGR rate of its otherwise appli%%

the model used in the pend 4) ESA in Docket No. 23-08019.

(Ex.313 at 75.) Spgetiis /y, 5f /“//er modified its “non-solar capacity

used inthay

Energy now refers to as the grid hour
i

A long-term energy rate. (Ex. 313 at 75-76.) Staf states that
"

[ the grid hour capacity cost from the one-year

the forecasted capaé%} nent of the LTAC rate to represent the forecasted LTAC rates over
the term of the ESA. (Danse P3 at 76.) Staff states that the 25-year average of the forecasted
LTAC capacity price is added to any hour that the load is not being served by the renewable
energy resource. (Ex. 313 at 76.)

551.  Staff explains that it also has concerns regarding NV Energy’s exemplar LCMPE
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model being used as a framework to determine the ESA long-term energy rate. (Ex. 313 at 76.)
Staff states that it also has concerns regarding NV Energy’s use of the grid hour capacity cost as
a component of the ESA long-term energy rate, NV Energy’s use of the LTAC capacity pricing
forecast in the grid hour capacity cost calculation, and the mismatch between NV Energy’s

calculation of the BTGR generation credit and the calculation of the our capacity cost

W,

component. (Ex. 313 at 76-77.)

.

//
%

y
552.  Staff states that the fixed 25-year average of t%oreca /TAC capacity price
p
f ,

is not representative of the actual generation capacity} t to
7

NV Energy’s internal generation during grid dels ére /urs. (

because the LTAC only includes a capacity component d """/the hours of 7:00 a.m. through

pt g1, the exemplar model only

assesses a capacity cost for any energy deliv@ed to the castomer dyring that period, yet the

)
customer receives a gen } city credit fg

jstomer using

, O3
,.313 at 78.) Sta ains that

i,
w

/
%

2023, Order in Dockef Nos. 23-02010 & 23-02011 - the Application of NPC for approval of an
ESA with Resorts World Las Vegas, LLC. (Ex. 313 at 79.)
554.  Staff disagrees with NV Energy’s claim that there are no generation capacity costs

to serve an eligible customer’s load during the hours of 11:00 p.m. to 6:00 a.m. and explain that
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similar to a NEM customer, the eligible customer is back-stopping its load by relying on NV
Energy’s system and NV Energy has to have sufficient generating capacity to serve that
customer at any time which comes at a cost. (Ex. 313 at 79.) Staff states that NV Energy’s cost
of service study determines each customer classes’ generation capacity costs at the time of peak

system demand and recovers this cost over all the hours of the year throagh the BTGR rates rated

VA :
///151:5 in NPC’s exemplar
LCMPE model. (Ex. 313 at 79-80.) Staff states that althoggl%%;;e LCME /%ariff provides large

customers with alternative pricing options, the LCMPE u r should notpe

% }/es andRschew its obliga///// 7 %}

circumvent traditional cost of service ratemakin pay its

",
.

fair share of the costs to serve its load. (Ex. 313 at 80.) St //ates that the LCMPE tariff

d in determining,

%//%%Z}%w interest, the

lomers ofthe utility experience

requires that an ESA be in the public inte
Commission must consider whether non-par&%p
.

"

. ) )
ofar o ction of costs for electric service

.
4

_
AL the 25-year average of the forecasted LTAC

ission’s orders in Docket Nos. 23-02010 & 23-02011 and

triennial IRP. (Ex. 313"at 80.) Staff states that the Commission’s concerns are exacerbated when
fixing the 25-year average of the forecasted LTAC capacity price over 25 years because over that
ESA term, the forecasted LTAC capacity price will be updated 8 ties using a 3-year IRP filing

cycle. (Ex. 313 at 80-81.)
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556. With respect to the Resorts World ESA in Docket No. 21-06011, Staff provides
that the Commission found that NPC did not meet its burden of showing how the application, as
filed, met the public interest because of the issues the Commission had with reliance on a pricing

forecast, without adjustment, over the period during which the long-term energy rate would be in

effect and stated that reliance on a static commodity forecast for the lo rm is not appropriate.

(Ex. 313 81.) Staff further provides that the Commission rationaliZ o that there should be an

ability to update at periodic intervals any long-term energy pf // that L@i{/ natural gas forward
Resorts World ESA should

pricing as a component of the calculation, and that t}y

N
for a longsterm energy pri//%%’f// 4

appropriate. (Ex. 313 at 81.) Staff explains that NV Ener% %xemplar ESA models are still

. .

relying on a pricing forecast, but here it i

ergy rate would.be in effect. (Ex. 313 at 81.)

| 7
ned with NV Energy’s calculation of the grid hour

8

eligible 704B ¢y is either being served or not being served by the same generation

capacity; however,

calculate the savings
during the time the underlying ESA renewable resource is producing energy using the BTGR
generation capacity credits, and the costs incurred from the customer using NV Energy’s internal

generation during grid delivered hours using the 25-year average of the forecasted LTAC
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capacity price. (Ex. 313 at 82.) Staff asserts that the generation capacity credit should be
calculated the same way as the generation capacity. (Ex. 313 at 82.) Moreover, Staff states that
NV Energy’s use of a fixed 25-year average of the forecasted LTAC capacity price as a proxy

for the capacity cost of its internal generation resources during grid delivered hours is not

representative of NV Energy’s actual cost to serve an eligible custom%/./;Ex. 313 at 82))

YW,

eneration capacity costs

to serve an eligible customer’s load during grid delivered houi is baselg / (Ex. 313 at 82)
. L

558.  Staff states that NV Energy’s mismatch/s . calculating the

/xplains that the revenue

ligible customerdhie erid hour capacity cost for
using NV Energy’s internal generation capa%

- g
////// .

in harm to non-participating customers. (Ex. 313 at 83.) S

generated by NV Energy through chargin{

R
!

‘example, that in the exemplar NPC LCMPE model, NV Energy

ssociatgd with the eligible customer’s use of NV Energy’s

f%f//913,693.33 c

generation ca

during

Energy provided an'appz

elivered hours. (Ex. 313 at 83.) However, Staff states that NV

_

imate $4.3 million generation capacity credit to the ESA customer

during grid-delivered hours, leaving a shortfall of approximately $3.39 million. (Ex. 313 at 83.)
Staff states that it is unclear whether this cost shift will be borne by all customers, other eligible
customers, or become the responsibility of the shareholders. (Ex. 313 at 83.) Staff states that NV

Energy should be required to address how it intends to incorporate eligible customers in its cost-
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of-service study and rate design and remove any BTGR revenue shortfalls before the
Commission approves any potential ESA that is based on the corresponding LCMPE model
supporting that ESA under the LCMPE taniff. (Ex. 313 at 83-84.)

560.  Staff recommends that the Commission order NV Energy to modify its exemplar

LCMPE models by removing the BTGR generation credits that the ES A.customer receives

P 4

during grid hours, thereby charging the eligible customer the full B / R rates during grid-
/ ////%/%/y/n

rid hour capacity

/
eration during @

%
%

4

V /n ’ credits based on the LTAC capacity price during the

hours that the Giderlyi fation resource is producing and will pay the full BTGR rates

because the LTAC capacity price is updated every IRP, this method would not require any
averaging over a long period. (Ex. 313 at 84.)

562.  Staff states that NV Energy agrees that rates should be based upon providing
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service to a utility’s customers and that properly designed rates should produce revenues from
each class of customers which match as closely as possible the cost to serve each class or
individual customer. (Ex. 313 at 85.) However, Staff states that when it asked NV Energy why it

was not charging eligible customers its otherwise applicable fully bundled BTGR during grid-

313 at 85.) Staff states that requiring that NV Energy manual bill an' // ible customer is no

3at85) ////

to deviate from traditional ratemak 1o (Ex. .
excuse to deviate from traditional ratemaking pr1nc1p/( i ////////
563.  Staff disagrees with NV Energy th e "?/ring ad

G y//‘gomer to pay

) ) ) ) ///% / .
applicable fully bundled rate during grid hours requires a ,//ate tariff for each eligible
that allowing%/ﬁf% igib

igible customer to eschew

2

2
4
4

paying the full cost to serve its load because Of the yrovide, /”dividual billing is unfair,

deviates from traditional ‘/'n/atory. (Ex. 313 at 85-86.) Staff

states that there is ngf energy rate be fixed over the ESA term.

(Ex. 313 at 86 6n that a variable rate would make the ESA

rate un the Commission has previously not been persuaded that
//

an E{A i re

potential ESA to non-participating ratepayers. (Ex. 313 at 86.) Staff states that evaluating the
harm, if any, of an ESA can only be assessed at the time that it is filed with the Commission.
(Ex. 313 at 86.) Staff states that its modifications are intended to minimize harm to non-

participants, although additional modifications to the model and/or the ESA may still be
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required. (Ex. 313 at 86.)

565.  Staff recommends that the Commission deny NV Energy’s requests for approval
of the recommended annual limits on the total amount of energy and capacity that eligible NRS
704B customers may be authorized to purchase from providers of new electric resources during

the Action Plan period, the Net Differential Energy Rate of $.0.04165 per kWh, and the variable

O&M credit rate of -$0.00015 per kWh for the Action Plan period; and order NV Energy, as a

ual /%// Net Differential

g the loads of cus{

ers who do not

have a Commission-approved ESA. (Ex. 313 at 7/ /%// ~
////////% / R 4

566. Staff states that it is concerned that NV Enéggy removed loads of customers who

o

%
4
4

y /’/» ..
application in Docl% sproved by the Commission. (Ex. 313 at 70.)
g
Staff states th LY Er 8 9and ¢ 10, 2024, errata and subsequent supplement
: _ .
did not s. (BEx 313 at 70.) Staff states that the errata and correspondin
(% ) ponding
&

ly appear to @ addr. ‘/4 NV Energy’s original filing overstating the amount of
% 4

® Y
customer loa ,%ested in receiving service under the LCMPE or CTT tariffs. (Ex. 313 at 70.)

_ 4

Accordingly, Staff regammgends that NV Energy, as a compliance item, recalculate the NRS
Chapter 704B annual fimits, Differential Energy Rate and Variable O&M credit rate without
removing the loads of customers that do not have a Commission-approved ESA. (Ex. 313 at 71.)

567. Staff recommends requiring the use of the most recently approved inputs,

including but not limited to the LTAC, generation revenue requirement, an ESA customer’s fully
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bundled OARS forecasted BTER/DEAA rates, and weighted average cost of capital “WACC”)
at the time the ESA is approved. (Ex. 312 at 32.) Staff explains that since the ESA rate will be
fixed for a long period of time, it is important to ensure that an ESA does not harm non-
participating ratepayers, and a major component of setting the price correctly requires

incorporating the most recently available approved information at the time the fixed price is

the most recent Commission-approved inputs at the time of th : % exercise. (Ex. 312 at

N\

2
A

568.  Staff explains that using the most- Z/ nformation at'¢lie time of
7

ESA approval ensures that such information is used in the LA

el inputs is concu

33.)

or other case that could affect the LCMP%/A

!

. .

(Ex. 312 at 33.) Staff provides that there ma@ae ins
Policy charges, etc;

tly pending with an ESA.

here inputs to the models such as

ation, Staff prc;%/@ that /
.

inputs/inform//,/ /fter the / mission approved an ESA. (Ex. 312 at 34.) Rather, Staff

.

explains that it wanf

fe that NV Energy and an ESA customer are not able to cherry-pick
a more favorable long“term ESA by arbitraging the schedule of other cases to its advantage. (Ex.
312 at 34.)

569. Regarding its recommendation to include a rate comparison using an ESA

customer’s OARs, staff explains that while a rate comparison between the ESA customer’s
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OARs to the ESA 1s provided in the exemplar LCMPE model, at the time of filing an ESA, NV
Energy will provide the applicable comparison of the ESA rate to the DOS rate, the most
appropriate otherwise applicable rate class for an eligible LCMPE customer. (Ex. 312 at 34.)

Staff provides that NV Energy should be able to provide a rate comparison to the DOS rate;

however, Staff also contends that NV Energy’s claimed transparency previded in the exemplar

_
Yy,

should include an ESA customer’s OARs under which it woufd be if itwéze a bundled customer.
/,

2|

-

///
(Ex. 312 at 34.)

570.  Staff states its concern regarding I to

¥

>

N
En y’s internal generation
4

Short E Statement O to estimate

ESA customer will receive a form of credit

. .. / . .
the impact on remaining V Energy confirmed. (Ex. 311 at7.).

.
Y

Staff states that NV, 3 selfis silent on the matter of recovery and
it ’4 collected from an ESA customer

f the revenue requirement will have to be collected

2x. 311 at 3-4%/ taff stat‘//télt this BTGR generation credit shortfall could be

.

=
=

1) NV Energy does not seek recovery of the funds and

g,
g

ger the cost; 2) NV Energy creates a regulatory asset account and

explicitly requests recovery of those costs/unrecovered revenues from non-participating
ratepayers thereby creating a subsidy for ESA customers; or 3) NV Energy includes the revenues
lost in Statement O and recovers those costs from remaining ratepayers. (Ex. 311 at 5.)

571.  Staff states that it would not oppose the first option, as it would hold non-ESA
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customers harmless; however, Staff is skeptical that NV Energy intends for its shareholders to
bear the costs since the company has indicated it will seek recovery of those costs. (Ex. 311 at 5-
6.) Under the second and third options, Staff states that non-participating customers would be
required to cover the shortfall of revenue requirement of those ESA customers that voluntarily

choose to take service under the LCMPE tariff. (Ex. 311 at 6.)

572.  Staff states that NV Energy’s filing is hypothetica

ESA will be included and determined in each ESA filing u/nd%%
ps

-
Y
Y
%

y

shows that the customer will receive a BTGR gerfer credi

that the revenue requirement difference will ultimately be
at 6.) Staff notes that this matter is to be ag
Y

considered before any ESA can be approve ’%E
.
requesting that an ESA ceive a disco yunts paid through the exemplar
model in its joint a;% n, it is %somable to the same issue will arise in an actual
]

. N
//% //

.
A Z/ e Sithis.ingtance of different treatment for similar types of

are very simila oth receive electric service from a solar generating facility and

that in the Class Cost 6f Service Study, NEM customers are treated as if they are full requirement
customers and as such, all consumption by NEM customers is used to allocate costs that NV
Energy would have incurred to serve that load. (Ex. 311 at 8.) In contrast. Staff provides that the

ESA customers receive a credit for not using NV Energy’s internal generation resources despite
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receiving electricity from generation from NV Energy’s internal generating resources (the
BTGR) when the customer’s solar generating facility is unavailable. (Ex. 311 at 8-9.)

574.  Staff recommends that the Commission approve NV Energy’s request to issue a
list of any current and ongoing legislatively mandated public policy programs for which eligible

customers are required to pay costs, fees, charges or rates pursuant to 704B.310(8), and as a

7
.
.

compliance item, order NV Energy to clarify how the Commissio s Orders to cease recording

amounts to the NEM regulatory asset accounts in Docket No/%%o 4%// 1d 24-02026 affects

%ge eligible custom/// / rsuant to NRS

////////%

’s inclusion of the NEM

the NEM public policy costs NV Energy proposes t

o}

N\

N

“\\\\\\
O

N\

704B.310(8). (Ex. 313 at 73.) .
575.  Staff states that it has concerns regarding
public policy program in this request. (E /é//' ;

72.) Specific aff provides that it is

//// t

A
unclear why NV Energy included the NEM b blic po ogram g5 a legislatively mandated

V Energy preg

no%%at in NPC’s GRC in Docket No. 23-06007 and SPPC’s

gy was directed to cease recording amounts to the AB

4t 72-73.) Staff states that NV Energy should be ordered to

y

w the Commission’s direction to cease recording amounts into the

AB 405 NEM regulatéry asset accounts affect the total cost of the NEM legislatively mandated
public policy programs for which NV Energy proposes eligible customers be required to pay.
(Ex. 313 at 73.)

Iy
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NV Energy’s Rebuttal
576. NV Energy states that it disagrees with Staff’s recommendation that customers
currently pursuing ESA service option should be incorporated into the NRS 704B eligible limits

calculation because such customers pursuing an ESA under the optional LCMPE/CTT tariff is

designed to align potential exiting loads with the expected loads that will. provide the same

W,

revenue under fully bundled service to prevent harm to remaining //)ayers. (Ex. 194 at 26.)
L@n of load growth to
kA

Ny
NV Energy further states that such customers are excluded irffhe calc

ers when rates

. ’ ///// ”””
are set in a GRC. (Ex. 194 at 26-27.) y //////// ////// ,,,,,
Qf > 7

577. NV Energy also states that three currently pend

requesting service under an ESA which, , i ithe load eligible for exiting

. . ///// Y /: ””””””
fully-bundled service and may result in harn%@o remalfiinz.ratepayers if replacement load growth
does not materialize. (Ex 4 ) NV Ener tate by not preemptively elevating the

has proposed / ;ervativ ¢isting customers. (Ex. 194 at 27.) NV Energy
further st& i A is.denied, these loads could be included at the time NV
Energy filgsi . % t 27.) NV Energy asserts that Staff’s recommendation

should not bé ‘ /ted and

/Energy’s request should be approved because Staff’s
o@é// in a negligible effect on the NRS Chapter 704B eligible limits,

_
recommendation w
resulting in a decreasé€’of 0.1 MW at NPC and 0 MW at SPPC based on the zero transmission
import capacity, and rates of $0.04166 per kWh for the BTER neutrality charge and -$0.00018

per kWh for the Variable O&M credit. (Ex. 194 at 28.)
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578. NV Energy states that Staff’s recommendation for a compliance item requiring
clarification on the recovery of the NEM regulatory asset defined in the list of public policy costs
charged to eligible NRS Chapter 704B customers is unnecessary because NV Energy’s petition
for reconsideration regarding removal of the regulatory asset is still pending. (Ex. 194 at 28.)

asset, NRS Chapter

i omers due to the NEM

NV Energy states that even if such costs are not recovered in a regu
i

704B customers should contribute to any costs assessed to other

public policy program. (Ex. 194 at 28.) NV Energy fuﬂhe; s 1 / se exiting customers
will recover these costs via payment of bundled rates gger the three-year exré@od and through
DOS rates afterward, a compliance item requiring er clarifigation is unnecess/’ (Ex. 194 at

%/‘ o,
.

disagrees with ’s recommendation that the R-

BTER be mandatorily applied to the desi gna@d renéwable.resourcg in the LCMPE pricing

o

- v

o id. A§ such the Commission does not at this time find it
b @ that %%%re ESAs will include R-BTER payment and
; %%// such determ;%jon to’individual future ESA approval dockets.

J2lmg Nov

(Ex. 206 at 2-3% e / r 1, 2023 Order at 38.)

4
4
) 4

580. NV Jfurther states that it recognizes the Commission’s discretion in

y

applying the R-BTER in each ESA application employing the LCMPE pricing model and

clarifies that it requests approval of the model with the specific inputs to be provided with each
ESA application. (Ex. 206 at 3.) NV Energy further explains that the LCMPE pricing model

contains a placeholder set to zero for the R-BTER for hours where the designated resource is
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available, but notes that the R-BTER is paid in all hours and for all usage when the resource is
not available, defined as the grid hours in the pricing model. (Ex. 206 at 3.)
581. NV Energy asserts that the most appropriate comparison for an eligible LCMPE

customer is DOS rather than otherwise applicable class, contrary to Staff and BCP’s positions,

a. Zero the BTGR generation credits during /d hours;

o
b. Apply the planning res nargin to the cu%

st
ce in the .8 A price calculation,

Wier’ s annual consumption

N

c. Separate out the administra@e fedt ; ‘ning reserve margin cost to
y > “ . . -
apply th% * customer’s giption in the ESA price calculation;
d. the gri o/@sts rom the ESA price calculation.
_ ///

//7

pricing modgl should use t

A
states that the re é%%/ ’
with each ESA appli and are not necessary for approval of the pricing model in this
Docket. (Ex. 206 at 7j8.)
584. NV Energy states that it disagrees with Staff’s concerns regarding the LCMPE.
(Ex. 206 at 8.) NV Energy denies that there is uncertainty regarding how MPE or LCMPE

customers would be treated in a GRC because NV Energy has calculated LCMPE and MPE
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generation credits in Statement O in each GRC for NPC and SPPC since NPC’s 2020 GRC and
how BTGR revenue is recovered from different customer groups is handled in the rate design
process of NPC and SPPC’s GRCs. (Ex. 206 at 8-10.) NV Energy asserts that any concerns
regarding this revenue recovery should be addressed in GRC dockets, but acknowledges that

MPE/LCMPE customers should be treated the same as NEM customersawith the exception of

Commission Discussion and Findings

585. The Commission approves NV Energy’4 exemplar LCMPE ba ’y/%//@ricing model
, %, ////// )
framework for use as a baseline in ESAs filed u @CMP /*/ rift, subject to%ﬁynclusion of

all of Staff’s recommendations, which include 1) incorpo% ' "'/the full BTGR of the ESA
2

d-delivered en

customer’s otherwise applicable rate class fe

capacity cost price proposed by NV Energy @o the'm

L
.
. ¥

4
%
4

22) utilizing the most recently

7y
% ////

customer’s OARs. Jh %mmiss o the model is appropriate for use as a

.

ESAs filé ” PE taritf are in the public interest.

.

L
rgves Staff’s recommendation against using the capacity

a. Zer6the BTGR generation credits during grid hours;

b. Apply the planning reserve margin to the customer’s annual consumption
served by the underlying renewable resource in the ESA price calculation;

c. Separate out the administrative fee from the planning reserve margin cost to
apply that fee to the customer’s annual consumption in the ESA price calculation;

d. Remove the grid-hour capacity costs from the ESA price calculation.
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The Commission agrees with Staff that the generation capacity cost for grid energy should be
calculated the same way as the ESA generation capacity credit and that NV Energy’s use of fixed
25-year forecasted LTAC capacity price for grid-delivered energy does not reflect NV Energy’s

actual cost to serve the ESA customer. Again, the Commission notes that the LCMPE model is

consistency. It is important to set an accurate ESA rate becads;
/7

period of time, and non-participating ratepayers bear thé'ri an understate é’//'//lce as they
would be responsible for any cost differential be%%%% ESA rate an/%

’/e lon
Y,

to serve an ESA customer even though non-participating raf yers did not have a chance to

provide input during the ESA negotiation ermore, non- ants will also likely have

o ! ////%h risk. The

limingf

little recourse to amend or terminate the ESA to m1

Commission finds that w 1 efits associated with an

o
individual ESA, it %uc benefits, either for the LCMPE model or
in a specific "be compared against the risk of increased

costs
7 ». The Commisgio; s'with Staff that while ESA customers bear the risk of an
over-stated loi% 7 1 ate, it is a voluntary tariff, and such a risk is overstated because

negotiated the deal frdm the beginning, and likely have options to eliminate or mitigate risk,
including the option to amend or terminate the ESA early. Meanwhile, the LCMPE model does
not address all requirements of the LCMPE tariffs and lacks provisions such as a determination

of no harm or foregone cost reductions to non-participating ratepayers, or potential benefits of an
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ESA. The Commission also agrees with Staff that, given the low risk to ESA customers in
comparison to the risk being assumed by non-participating customers, it is concerning that there
is a lack of a premium or additional cost for locking in and fixing an ESA rate over the term of
the ESA.

588. In summary, the Commission finds that because the g

ridsh

not appropriately capture the costs associated with the ESA customd

ur capacity cost does

internal generation during grid hours, in lieu of the grid-hour ci Ak“%;%/%omponent of the

a

ESA long-term energy rate in NV Energy’s exemplar Y E*models, the eligible customer

%

shall be billed the full BTGR rate of its otherwis// Sl

«

The Commission orders NV Energy to modify its exemp . /MPE /models by removing the

/ 7
eceives durin%/,/ #id hours, thereby charging the

d-del .

ours. JUnder this method, the grid-

7
eligible customer the full BTGR rates durmg%

ri
7
hour capacity cost comp oved fromthe exemplar, LCMPE model. Because the
/;M /} 4

o
4 on credits to'¢stimate the savings of not using NV Energy’s

W

OARs forecasted BT EAA rates, and WACC at the time the ESA is approved. The
Commission finds that because the ESA rate will be fixed for an extended period of time, it is

important to ensure that an ESA does not harm non-participating ratepayers, and a major
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component of setting the price correctly requires incorporating the most recently available
approved information at the time when the fixed price is approved.

590. The Commission finds that the most appropriate comparisons for an eligible
LCMPE customer are to DOS and OARs, rather than one or the other. NV Energy suggests a

DOS comparison is the most appropriate, but also includes an OARs coz ))arison in the exemplar

“n
4
Y

Energy to include comparisons to both the DOS and ( | an applicant%@uld be subject to

e
Y

W D .
/////%/ » G T
591. The Commission approves NV Energy’s réque

ongoing legislatively-mandated public po _gligible customers are required

/////, T,
to pay costs, fees, charges, or rates pursuant NRé AB:3 1 s a compliance item, the

e

.y cOsts D charge eligible customers pursuant to NRS

( .
A1 ves NV Energy’s issues list with the caveat of the NEM

$ mission will be able to vet more thoroughly with the

('
) 7 ////
)

er. In ordering this compliance item, the Commission notes the
Commission’s overall’ bpinion that NRS Chapter 704B customers should contribute to any costs
assessed to other customers due to the NEM public policy program.

592. The Commission approves NV Energy’s requests for approval of the

recommended annual limits on the total amount of energy and capacity that eligible NRS 704B
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customers may be authorized to purchase from providers of new electric resources during the
Action Plan period, the Net Differential Energy Rate of $.0.04165 per kWh, and the variable
O&M credit rate of -$0.00015 per kWh for the Action Plan period.

593. The Commission disagrees with Staff’s recommendation to include customers

currently pursuing ESA service option in the NRS 704B eligible limits

/lculation. The

WY

Commission finds that the exclusion of those customers currently ¢ //s/u ing e

/;ential ’/mg loads with the
expected loads that will provide the same revenue undgffully bundled Servlé@ that there is no

/'«
harm to remaining ratepayers. The restriction of4hé‘gaximum limit set at 50 perce

o

// i
expected load growth of large commercial and industrial

Y
.

optional LCMPE/CTT tariff options is designed to align any f

%y,
U %

Energy has proposed a conservative approach to protect existing customers.

595. Finally, the Commission notes that Staff’s recommendation regarding pending

ESA customers would only result in a negligible effect on the NRS Chapter 704B eligible limits,
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resulting in a decrease of 0.1 MW at NPC and 0 MW at SPPC based on the zero transmission
import capacity, and rates of $0.04166 per kWh for the BTER neutrality charge and -$0.00018
per kWh for the Variable O&M credit.

596. The Commission disagrees with BCP’s recommendation that the R-BTER be

The Commission has the ability to require the R-BTER ¢ 0 be p /%%rrently on a case-by-
case basis, and has, in the only approved ESAs, unife : é/// 1 R-BTER to be

%%@/ andate that all
ividual

vt i
Uy

future ESAs will include R-BTER payment
future ESA approval dockets. -

(November 1, 2023 Order at 38.)

597. The Commission clarifies ,

%
4
4

with the specific inputs to be provided with %

%ch tion. Zfhe LCMPE pricing model
: . . . .
contains a placeholdeﬂ “R tor hours %ﬁere the designated resource is
. // / .
available, but notes t# t rs and for all usage when the resource is

Valmy generation statfon to serve SPPC’s customers with commercial operation projected by
June 30, 2028, and with an estimated cost of $575.3 million without allowance for funds used

during construction (“AFUDC”). (Ex. 101 at 25; Ex. 174 at 6-7; Ex. 105 at 17, 239.)
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599. NV Energy states that although it is requesting approval of fossil generation as
part of the Preferred Plan, it is not deviating from clean energy goals because it is eliminating
coal from the existing resource portfolio by the end of 2025. (Ex. 175 at 14.) NV Energy asserts

that the Preferred Plan meets or exceeds the RPS in all years and targets NV Energy’s

roportionate share of Nevada’s 2050 clean ener oal. (Ex. 175 at 144, NV Energy states that
prop gy goal. ( 9] gy

the proposed Valmy Plant will eliminate the Valmy “must-run” r ement which otherwise

/;ribuf ({%//

Alternate

would continue in perpetuity and provides needed capacity/ v 175 at 14-15.) NV

hich would

Energy further states that the Valmy Plant is not inclu ///
D
//// ,,,,,

require the “must run” requirement continue in

o i,
) //5/// ) k¢
600. NV Energy further requests that the Com % /

approve $5.22 million for

Imy Substation bus for the

r’{/’ 7 ., . %/
generator interconnection of the Valmy Plarf//@ // E28) /

601. Inte%@%comme% 5 that the Corf%ﬁ%is ion conduct a more detailed examination
of the Valmy Plant and the man

:\

//% Interwest ar

proposals for

s that t

- “

ughout the 2021 IRP, NV Energy made several

-

n

j/

8
A

o]

™)

solve a voltage problem in the area, along with two separate

go

proposals focusing." the transmission issue with solar/ BESS generation. (Ex. 2400 at

34.)) Interwest states that despite the Commission’s request in the Fourth Amendment, NV
Energy has not presented a comprehensive analysis of the transmission and economic impacts of

options for solutions to the retirement of the Valmy Plant and, instead, proposed a partial

solution to transition the Valmy Plant to be repowered with natural gas combustion, resulting in a
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522 MW gas addition to the Valmy Plant for voltage regulation and contingency related voltage
issues on the SPPC system. (Ex. 2400 at 34-35.) Interwest states that NV Energy proposes North
Valmy to prevent a must-run condition at the Valmy Plant. (Ex. 2400 at 35.)

603. Interwest argues that NV Energy failed to provide any substantive evidence

regarding the claimed must-run condition of the Valmy Plant, relying sglely on assertions that

Ty
Ty,

e is no clarity on how the

construction of the North Valmy Units would resolve the mu%ﬁ;un co/( ion, particularly in
terms of how the North Valmy Units and the Valmy ould functlo/ﬂ%ether to address
the issue. (Ex. 2400 at 34-35.) Interwest states t PN nergy Has argued that the Yalmy Plant

%

%////Z - 36) Tnterwest

would need to operate continuously without the North Valm ¥ nits. (Ex. 2400 at

ik uld not lead to/%

%%/pet al must-run condition
, -
o5 flint € %ning does not operate

states that postponing the North Valmy /
%// Z

for the Valmy Plant. (Ex. 2400 at 36.) Inte

.

choose tirces in///%i%%mems of 440 MW, starting in 2027. (Ex. 2400 at 37.)
tates that the b se limiged the total build to 880 MW, restricting the selection to a

maximum of

-

-

> within the planning period. (Ex. 2400 at 37.) Interwest states that, as a
/////%/f/ //// . . . .
result, NV Energy rcsiiic I'the model from selecting a single CT or any configuration with less

than 400 MW of CTs4Ex. 2400 at 37-38.) Interwest states that the capacity expansion model
did not adequately assess the benefits of various configurations and locations for two CTs. (Ex.
2400 at 38.) (Ex. 2400 at 38.) Interwest points out that after 2027, the model selected no

additional gas units for almost two decades, indicating a potential over evaluation of CT
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capacity. (Ex. 2400 at 39.) Interwest states that the model did not identify the next firm
dispatchable units until 2045, despite the new firm generation capacity becoming available after
2040 due to planned CT retirements. (Ex. 2400 at 39.)

Sierra Club’s Position

1k Weest with additional

7

tetiring Valm

reliability after installation of Greenlink North and fo

y
Whadex
606.  Sierra Club notes that the Title V air quality -

y )

retirement date of December 31, 2028, for 1-fired units. (

would be possible after installation of Greenlink

.
| )
further notes that Valmy Units 1 and 2 are twb

. A

Trend Load Pocket, and that at least two of the three local

generators must runt; {load shed in the Carlin Trend Load Pocket.
7 /ﬂ ///

(Ex. 1400 at;/%//%/

th //1 NV Energy’s Fifth Amendment to the 2021 IRP in

t 4%%%///?'08015, the Cios ymissi %roved NV Energy’s plan to install selective catalytic
% echnologf%

reduction (S %///t at Unit 1 and Unit 2, convert the units to gas, and amend the
Supply Plan to opefl//%% Wi f//l and 2 through 2039. (Ex. 1400 at 6-7.) Sierra Club states that the

Commission did not approve other proposed capital investments to support continued operation
of the Valmy Plant through 2049 based on its finding that the details of these additional
investments were uncertain. (Ex. 1400 at 6-7.) Sierra Club asserts that the U.S. Environmental

Protection Agency’s Regional Haze Rule and Good Neighbor Plan, temporarily stayed, may
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require emission reduction at the Valmy Plant through emissions control technology or reduced
generation which increases the risks associated with installation of SCR at the Valmy Plant if a
less expensive technology is ultimately required. (Ex. 1400 at 9-10, 21-24.)

608. Sierra Club asserts that NV Energy has not adequately studied whether it will be

able to end the ongoing must-run requirement at Valmy Units 1 and 2, e, pite NV Energy’s

%y,
Ty,
///‘?////

unjts at a similar rate to

L
that shown in the 2024 Preferred Portfolio. (| x %/%/ |
.

.
efore t

provide an expl

/
’s that NV Energy has not taken any steps to plan for

seasonal operation of fhe Valmy Plant would be economic once must-run operation is no longer
needed, and NV Energy has not communicated with Idaho Power about potential seasonal
operations. (Ex. 1400 at 4, 27.) Sierra Club recommends that NV Energy should provide an

explanation and analysis of the benefits, obstacles, and next steps toward implementing seasonal
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operations at the Valmy Plant with the sooner of its next IRP amendment or before both units are
converted to gas in 2026. (Ex. 1400 at 5, 27.)
United’s Position

612.  United states one of the primary purposes of pursuing demand-side resources is to

defer or eliminate the need for supply-side resource additions such a Energy’s proposed gas

.

7
4

defer consideration of proposed new gas combustion turbine/é?thi tit W”‘//light of increased
b, * | /////
investments in demand-side resources that will addre/{/{ggf’ﬁcant portion////i NV Energy’s

these demand-side resources could successfully reduce or'él minate these needs depends on NV

ency in pursuing them.

e Lof u
i ,%not be fully avoided, the

ther future supply-side needs,

—
3]
»
—
(V]
(e
[\
=4
[\™]
£
[\
W

Nl
-
=
=8
[¢]
(oW

=
S
2.
(oW
o
12
[¢’]
<
o
=
=3
o

2 Q

/ lOz‘at% )

5
.
//4

skeptical that NV Enetgy’s Balanced Plan analysis truly reflects all the risks associated with
investing in new gas capacity. (Ex. 1517 at 25.) United highlights three risk factors that they
believe were insufficiently addressed in NV Energy’s analysis: H2 feasibility and cost risk,

stranded cost risk, and opportunity cost risk. (Ex. 1517 at 25.) United states that while NV
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Energy acknowledges that the new units are capable of operating on hydrogen, they have not
provided any evidence or thorough analysis regarding the technical feasibility, the cost
implications, or the availability of hydrogen fuel for the units. (Ex. 1517 at 26.)

615.  United argues that implementing a must-run requirement, such as the Valmy

Plant, may increase costs and emissions since it compels an older, less efficient gas-fired steam

especially considering that a similarly sized BESS ¢ ( efits to the

N
N

QQ\\

1’/}

i %
616.  United states that there is no pressing need gf
the must-run constraint by 2028 to warra / ¢

AN
\

system. (Ex. 1517 at 29.) :

nificant advantage to eliminating

v/g@” CTs by that deadline. (Ex.
) 4

“ed Plan with the Renewable

2
)

%
_investments fo at least three years may have minimal
%/% fé%/% y y

)
17 at 30.)

NV Energy’s lack of deeper engagement with clean firm resources. (Ex. 1206 at 13.) WRA
provides that the Valmy CTs parallel a similar request for additional CTs at Silverhawk approved
in the 2021 IRP 4th Amendment and the request to convert, rather than retire, the Valmy coal

units, approved in the 2021 IRP 5th Amendment. (Ex. 1206 at 16.) WRA states that it
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recommended exploring additional analysis prior to the Commission approving these other
projects; however, NV Energy only pursued the transition from installed capacity conventions to
unforced outage capacity conventions recommendation after the Amendment proceedings. (Ex.

1206 at 16.) WRA recommends and supports direct probabilistic modeling of resource

uture plans to

_
2y,

portfolios; yet NV Energy does not appear to have implemented, or h}v /f

implement, direct probabilistic reliability risk modeling for its po // os, which WRA states

//
.
/////

Order to provide updates 6 ng the potentight 1 resources in the Valmy region”,

lack of g a% o the market for geothermal resources in Northern Nevada

/%/my region n  (Ex. 1206 at 18.)
619‘///////%

recognize that the addftion of CTs at Valmy is not the sole pathway to alleviating the must-run
requirement for the units. (Ex. 1206 at 38.)
BCP’s Position

620. BCP states that it does not object to the approval of the two 200 MW gas-fired
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CTs at the North Valmy generation station. (Ex. 406 at 2.) BCP provides that the two 200 MW
CTs are required to close open positions either under to the base or low load forecasts in addition
to complying with Western Resource Adequacy Program (“WRAP”) requirements to close open
positions. (Ex. 406 at 2.)

621. BCP states that it does not object to the approval of the

ssary network

upgrades to add a 345 kV lead line terminal at the Valmy Plant bug estimated at $5.22 million for

VA -

the generator interconnection of the simple-cycle turbines. 06 at“--.g'/ |
\ %/////////////
U

// ,
/////

quespto construct

Staff’s Position

622.  Staff recommends that the Commi

D Vol
two 200 MW CTs at the North Valmy generation station. X 07 at 1.) Staff states that NV

Energy has not proposed a new conventiojal eration resourc .
!
facing substantial load growth during that tin%,
\

early 20 years despite

_%//2/‘/%

retiriglg 300 MW of older, less

at conventional resources are

needed to ramp andf % ttelit resources such as solar and wind, and NV
Energy’s prop ' /%%// le energy resources for every one MW of

s
.

%

es a % able ration to meet clean energy goals and resource

N

| states fhat, even after accounting for inflation, the project

% 307 at 2.)
) ////

compares reasoga

////r to rece

capped to 700 max holirs run per year, creating substantially more value at a comparable cost.
(Ex. 307 at 3.)
623.  Staff states that the cost of the Valmy project cannot be meaningfully compared to

a renewable energy resource such as solar plus BESS because the Valmy Units will be able to
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run at any given time, which is crucial given SPPC’s significant winter peak. (Ex. 307 at 4.)
Staff states there are no viable long-term storage options that could enable renewable energy to
be stored and supplied 24 hours a day. (Ex. 307 at 4.) Resources like solar PV plus storage are

not capable of completely meeting high winter loads or loads that have year-round load factors

zero carbon goal. (Ex. 307 at 6.)

624.  Staff states that the proposed CTsdr /% """""""

s// i /// Whicfl are expected to continue

for the foreseeable future as detailed in the Nosth American Eleeftie. Reliability Corporation’s

Long Term Reliability Assessment publishe%n b 2023/< 307 at4.) Staff notes

"
€

L
he western U# // ing “at risk” of energy

capacity to meet resource adequacy and energy scarcity i

that the report categorized4)

shortfalls during ex/ /%/

pcoming ten-year period. (Ex. 307 at 4-
.

U

/’s territory. “ Staff states that only utilizing NV Energy’s low load

forecast, there

notes that much of that forecasted growth comes from large high-load factor customers that
cannot be served through the night without additional dispatchable resources. (Ex. 307 at 5.)
Staff contends that the proposed generation addition at the Valmy Plant is crucial to serve the

expected new load while maintaining reliable service. (Ex. 307 at 5.)
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625.  Staff states that the addition of the CTs will allow NV Energy to continue
working toward Nevada’s 50 percent by 2030 RPS goal. (Ex. 307 at 5.) Staff states that the
addition of the CTs will allow NV Energy to continue working toward Nevada’s 50 percent by
2030 RPS goal. (Ex. 307 at 5.) Staff provides that resources like the Valmy CTs will be needed

to follow the additional renewable resources necessary to meeting the RRS. (Ex. 307 at 5.) Staff

gy’s conventional

. . . _ A
resources will decline over the coming years, the most rehab/ ay to theaet zero carbon by
/7

2050 goal is to maintain all of the conventional capacits 1ve, and add capd ty if needed, as

> %, 4
%ll occullas the state transition

i he s randi
///%//% . . N 4

penetrations of renewables. (Ex. 307 at 5.) Staff notes th 'vada has narrowly avoided loss of

- "

load because of its retained conventiona Cap:

apagity and that had thg €ommission ordered the
. "

retirement of any of the capacity others haveé?/ gued 101 imihe oss of load would have

\

an insurance policy against the inevitable hiccup/

w“
the inc ionths (such as October and April) becoming hotter. (Ex. 307
at7) St o ‘ days occur in shoulder months, there is a mismatch

.
between load a

perfect complement td'solar PV plus BESS resources such that when the three resources’ outputs
are combined, they could look somewhat like the load shape for a typical summer day or an
unusually hot shoulder month day. (Ex. 307 at 8.) Staff states that a dispatchable resource is

precisely what the grid needs until BESS or some other technology can provide energy deeper
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into the evening hours to replace the energy from conventional resources. (Ex. 307 at 8.)
627.  Staff states that the Valmy CTs also provide a benefit by helping meet the forward
showing requirements of the WRAP. (Ex. 307 at 10.) Staff explains that NV Energy elected for

their first binding season with WRAP to be the winter of 2027-2028; however, NV Energy does

not have enough resources to participate, which could result in signific / penalties to the
4

that deficiency to 540 MW, which can be covered th & ' 2 RAP
/ //// W ////

628.  Staff states that the proposed CT's would a/ ove the necessity for “must run”
prop 6 //m y

wever, Staff notes th

e

\®]

AN
N

standards. (Ex. 307 at 10.)

ithout the addition of

the Valmy CTs, additional, renewable resou/@es thatha will ¢ online, which will render
¢'/////// %/
. // .
.307 at 1294 Moreov /%aff states that the Green Link

North project going6miii /%/ould el1m1nd€%th must run” requirement, meaning that

of the whether the CTs are approved. (Ex.

focus intently on the possibility of addressing the must-run constraint with other means than
Valmy CTs, the primary driver behind the selection of the Valmy CTs is capacity. (Ex. 202 at
35.) NV Energy explains that the Valmy CTS provide 379 MW or firm dispatchable capacity,

available at any time and not subject to a declining ELCC. (Ex. 202 at 35.)
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630. In response to Sierra Club, NV Energy states that the high forecasted load growth
and amount of load additions under contract cause NV Energy to anticipate that the Valmy must-
run requirement would still exist without the Valmy CTs even after the Greenlink Nevada
Project is completed. (Ex. 198 at 5.) NV Energy acknowledges that if the forecasted load growth

does not occur, the must-run requirement may initially not be requiry/% additional growth

//

”
will require ramped up system generation, including a continger%///der which 800 MW of

el L
Lk
¥V
_

generation ramp may be required, which is more severe than / curT: p requirement. (Ex.
7,

198 at 5-6.)
631. Inresponse to Sierra Club’s reco N &% narrative
explanation regarding implementing seasonal operation a almy Plant, NV Energy responds

that shutting down units when they are n({% ;

o
N

%
4
4

.
normal practice and detailed explanations or/@le subjects gessary because NV Energy
. "
has a number of generag units ed for extegded periods when customer load is
low, but are require/ f %/%t -3.) NV Energy states that Idaho Power
Company’s 50 / ent ow. nt permits Idaho Power Company and NV
.

‘ /%/ ‘ R «/ i), %
Energy : er at%

/ %}// ] thaf; "both utilities will not run the units for a period of time,

Y
o
the utilitics will3

: lacé the units in reserve shutdown, but where NV Energy does not

/ .
N

<. 195 at 4.) NV Energy states that it will continue to use the LSAP

intend to run its sha
are kept operating. (E
approved by the Commission in 2008 to review the Valmy Units’ retirement dates on a going

forward basis and will include the analysis in future IRP filings as appropriate. (Ex. 195 at 4-5.)

Therefore, NV Energy recommends that the Commission continue to rely on the LSAP to
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determine lifespans and retirement dates for NV Energy’s generating units, and states that a
further order on this matter is not necessary. (Ex. 195 at 5.)
632. NV Energy denies that acquiring 500 MW of standalone BESS in lieu of the

Valmy CTs, as suggested by WRA would eliminate the Valmy must-run requirement. (Ex. 198

at 4; Ex. 202 at 37-38.) NV Energy explains that the must-run requirement is based on outage

YW,

a7

(Ex. 198 at4.) NV Energy
.
& %

- 2
s foun

experience with the Humboldt-Rogerson and Falcon-Robinson li

Operating State following a forced outage of the Hun%f gerson line, N nt’s TS Power

Plant, and with both Valmy units offline. (Ex. 19 %%%Z%/ NV Eng

////%
Operating State constitutes a Transmission System Emerg%y
secure state no longer than 30 minutes afte; tlie. tigge State is declared. (Ex. 198 at

4-5.) NV Energy concludes that the 500 M\%B nmended/by United would not solve

7

633.

CTs wi 5 V / ///tem wide because the Valmy CTs will have quick start

[0 the Operational Reserve-Supplemental, which will

allow a reduct i it of Operating Reserve-Spinning. (Ex. 198 at 6-7.) NV Energy

'to reduce the amount of gas generation that must be kept online and

unloaded, which will feduce gas generation system wide. (Ex. 198 at 7.)
634. Regarding United’s contention that NV Energy’s candidate resource costs were
erroneous, NV Energy asserts that the cost of the candidate CTs were based on the best

information available at the time, and are generic because they were developed early in the plan
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development process. (Ex. 195 at 5-6.) NV Energy states that the Valmy CTs’ costs and costs
shown in the Brownfield Study of Technical Appendix GEN-3 of the Joint Application include
site-specific costs for site conditions and required infrastructure not included in the generic
candidate resource costs. (Ex. 195 at 6.)

635. NV Energy disagrees with United’s position that the Conami

difiers T il /r than evaluated in

W

.
PLEXOS. (Ex. 202 at 44.) ////////

y
636. NV Energy states that it is not nec%/{/

IRP proceedings as recommended by WRA because NV

“ _
ces alid. . (EX, 202 at 45.) NV Energy asserts

Y
%

inputs and outputs via technical appendi

that these inputs and outputs constitute a su nt of dat; Jpresented in a common
. 4
format not specific to gileling tool. {Ex. 202 at 45.) NV Energy further

in discovery. (E ) Thérefore, N¥aEnerd asserts, sufficient information is available
for the modeling if they so choose. (Ex. 202 at 45.)

i t N
L NV Energy state wdoes not entirely agree with Staff’s position that the

.
L

Valmy must-rig

CTs are approved‘u'
requirement, the needo provide adequate voltage support in the Carlin Trend area and the need
for real power generation at Valmy, and NV Energy is uncertain whether the agreement with
Nevada Gold Mines will provide the necessary voltage support for the Carlin Trend area. (Ex.

198 at 2-3, Pottey-Rebuttal 1, Pottey-Rebuttal 2.) NV Energy further states that real power



Docket No. 24-05041 Page 237

generation is required at Valmy because during periods of high system imports, the system is not
strong enough to survive the loss of certain 345 kV lines without shedding load in the Carlin
Trend and Reno load pockets, which is exacerbated upon loss of either the #3419 Humboldt-
Rogerson line or the #3428 Falcon-Robinson Summit line. (Ex. 198 at 3-4.)

Commission Discussion and Findings

638. The Commission approves, as part of NV Energy’s/’teferred Plan, a Supply Plan

. . i .
generation station to serve SPPC’s customers w1;%
L.

2028, and with an estimated cost of $575.3 milli

eated by June 30,
_

U //
AFURC //

u
639. The Commission finds that although it is app ’///lng limited fossil-fuel generation
N

/@. Is because it is
~ /////e/ne gy goa

25. The Commission

¥

L
as part of the Preferred Plan, NV Energy i deviating from

Energy’s proportiondte shar
§

e of
// )
will eliminate Imy r/%% pwhich otherwise would continue in perpetuity
g,
and pro contiiBution.

also %%Ves $5.22 million for network upgrades to add a 345-

rth Valmy Substation for the generator interconnection of the

efficient conventional generation. The Commission finds that NV Energy’s proposal to add

three MW of new renewable energy resources for every one MW of conventional resources
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creates a reasonable balance between meeting clean energy goals and resource adequacy
requirements.

642. The Commission finds that, even after accounting for inflation, the Valmy CT
project compares reasonably to recently-constructed generation built at the Silverhawk site in

Southern Nevada. The Commission finds that the Valmy project car%%

compared to a renewable energy resource such as solar plus BESS/4 étuse the Valmy units will

Ve
7Y,

be able to run at any given time, which is crucial given SPPC%%/mgm A winter peak.

. 4,

Moreover, the resource additions proposed in this doc & are

approximately

)
.
W

643. The Commission finds tha// Valmy CTs are ne to provide additional

continue for the foreseeabls f 1l erican Electric Reliability

N

“

/"/‘/‘/ /%
% coming ten-year period. Moreover, NV Energy’s base

] 1,6%MW of load growth over the upcoming six years, with

o

/n this docke

B that gro

low load forecast, th

over 1,000 d to be in SPPC’s territory. Only utilizing NV Energy’s
territory, which would’still be enough load growth to justify the need for the Valmy CTs. The
Commission echoes Staff’s statement that the generation addition at Valmy is crucial to serve the
expected new load while maintaining reliable service. Nevada has narrowly avoided loss of load

because of its retained conventional capacity, and had the Commission ordered the retirement of
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any of the capacity that others have argued for in the past, loss of load would have likely been
unavoidable, especially given fires and regional transmission outages that have occurred, in
addition to rising temperatures and other effects of climate change.

644. The Commission finds that the Valmy CTs will create additional benefits such as

addressing the increased load due to shoulder months (such as Octobe? nd April) becoming

/// /44//‘?4&
ch between load and

hotter. As more hot days occur in shoulder months, there is a mi

A
generation that can only be addressed by a dispatchable resm% like 1

%

//%/ 7

r PV'plus BESS resot

. f%ﬁyf/oposed CTs. The

%

Valmy CTs are forecasted to run as a complement ty

when the three resources’ outputs are combined, #fiey. gbuld looKisomewhat lik
for a typical summer day or an unusually hot shoulder-mo# ay. As Staff states, the

Commission finds that a dispatchable reso recisely whatif /"%rid needs until BESS or

%

%

er ing the evening hours to replace

!

.

some other technology can economically pr%%de e
.

W

the energy from conventiof rces. T

, .
sion finds that 4

@//’ almy CTs provide a benefit by helping
4

. NV Energy elected for its first binding
, wintej oL 2027-2028; however, NV Energy does not have enough

) ouldv% in significant penalties to NV Energy. NV Energy

Y,
r‘
///‘

it without any new resource additions, and NV Energy’s Preferred

through firm contract¢’meeting WRAP standards.

/17
117

Iy
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E. Dry Lake East PPA, Boulder City Solar III PPA, Libra PPA, Corsac PPA
NV Energy’s Position
646. NV Energy requests that the Commission approve, as part of its Preferred Plan, a

Supply Plan addition of the Dry Lake East PV and BESS PPA for 200 MW of renewable energy

and 200 MW of storage with commercial operation projected in Deceny
25, Ex. 175 at 9.) NV Energy represents that the PPA is with NPC }/”r a 25-year term at a flat
al

r of 2026. (Ex. 101 at

Q

energy price of $36.78 per MWh and 20-year term for the ba%/:y com///”/nt at a rate of $13,440

/ A

L
Ay

_
647. NV Energy requests that the Comm/%

0

D
.

i i approvy
Supply Plan addition of the Boulder Solar III PV and BE // A for 127.9 MW of renewable
energy and 127.9 MW of storage with co/// 61y x// e in June of 2027. (Ex. 101

per MW-month. (Ex. 101 at 25.)

operation p

ry component at a rate of $15,460

per MW-month, bu% / Jear //%tt ry capacity will be available exclusively
£ 30.00 peg at 25))

energy price of $34.97 per MWh and 20-year term for the battery component at a rate of $13,350
per MW-month, but for years 21-25 the remaining battery capacity will be available exclusively

to NPC at a price of $0.00 per MW month. (Ex. 101 at 25-26.)
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649. NV Energy requests that the Commission approve the Corsac Generating Station
2 PPA for 115 MW of geothermal energy with commercial operation projected for January of
2030. (Ex. 101 at 29; Ex. 185 at 6; Ex. 183 at 10-11.) NV Energy represents that the PPA is with
SPPC for a 15-year term at a flat energy price of $107.00 per MWh, will provide 24/7 renewable

energy and portfolio credits (“PCs”) to Callisto Energy via an ESA, andawill not be effective
gy and p ( ) gy s

(Ex. 101 at 29.) o

Interwest’s Position

\
L
i

\\\\\\\\\\\\

4

N\

Q\\

650. Interwest recommends that the C% n

appréve the three sol

%
/ A

1
) 4

S

PPAs, and the Corsac geothermal PPA. (Ex. 2400 at 7.)

~
.
&

V' 4

651. Interwest argues that the

(¢
[t
=
(¢
<
g
=R
)

t, noting that NV Energy

%

N\

R

X

«

B¢

o

ects. (Ex. 2400 at 40.)

2
o

(o ﬁcan %

.
As will produé ounts of clean energy, and their

\ ,
selected those projects during the 2023 RFP%M rep iable py
.
.
substantial storage / el Jance reliabilit%

Interwest highlights that

Z//%n provide capacity benefits. (Ex. 2400 at

40.) p 4 % . 4

L . . .
heyCorsac geothermal PPA, asserting that it will supply
h costg’primarily attributed to its CTT customers. (Ex. 2400 at

653. es that supporting NV Energy’s proposed investments in new energy
supply sources and upgrades to the transmission system network is crucial for maintaining the
reliability of the current load system and accommodating future load growth, particularly in

Northern Nevada. (Ex. 700 at 6.) SEA states that postponing or rejecting these energy supply
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and infrastructure initiatives would substantially undermine Nevada’s capacity to support future
load demands and economic development. (Ex. 700 at 7.)
SEIA’s Position

654.  SEIA states that it agrees with NV Energy’s request to add 1,028 MW of solar

and the Alternative Plan adequately justify NV Energyd$ /pré z;l for new g %%/sources at
Valmy. (Ex. 1801 at 2.) SEIA asserts that its su ;5 should not be as an

endorsement of NV Energy’s overall portfolio, specifically N Energy’s procurement practices.

.
\

.
sion app

//e/the PV/BESS and Geothermal

(Ex. 1801 at 2-3.)

WRA’s Position //%

655.  WRA recomin hat the Co i
PPAs: Dry Lake Eagt: der II r@ because these resources are critical to

2050, and therefore, Energy will benefit significantly from the PPAs capacity contributions
for both reliability and compliance with the WRAP. (Ex. 1206 at 13.) WRA explains that the
proposed resources will form an important hedge against the rising concentration of NV

Energy’s portfolio exposed to natural gas fuel prices, including market purchases. (Ex. 1206 at
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13.) WRA states that NV Energy has lost considerable time and momentum toward its statutory
climate and clean energy goals since the 2021 IRP filing, including its 5th Amendment, because
of a lack of successful renewable project execution following the cancellations of Hot Pot, Iron

Point, Chuckawalla, Southern Bighorn, Boulder Solar III, and the Eavor geothermal project. (Ex.

plan, WRA states that NV Energy does not appear to have c%{@ /%Q

expansion to serve customer renewable and capacity d/s (EX. 1206 at 18

WRA further

1{)

states that NV Energy indicates it is not actively

2

%//%pne its for addressing

igniicant handicap because NV

656. BCP states that it does not object to the approval of the Dry Lake East PV and
BESS PPA for 200 MW of renewable energy and 200 MW of storage with an expected
commercial operation in December of 2026. (Ex. 406 at 3.) BCP provides that the Dry Lake

project is required to comply with the fifty percent RPS mandate by 2030. (Ex. 406 at 3.)
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657. BCP states that it does not object to the approval of the Boulder Solar III PV and
BESS PPA. (Ex. 406 at 3.) BCP provides that the project is required to comply with the fifty
percent RPS mandate by 2030. (Ex. 406 at 3.)

658. BCP does not object to the approval of the Libra Solar PV and BESS PPA. (Ex.

406 at 3-4.) BCP states that the project is required to comply with the

by 2030. (Ex. 406 at 4.) BCP also does not object to the approva f/he necessary network

o
2,

upgrades to construct a new line position at the Ft. Churchill €

percent RPS mandate

YW,

; stationg //the generator

U
L
///rova hthe Corsac Gengig
v g v
2 PPA. (Ex. 406 at 4.) BCP notes that the PPA is not effe% ¢ until the ESA with Callisto

y
interconnection of the Libra PV/BESS project. (Ex. 4 fa

659. BCP does not object to the condi

Energy is executed and all conditions for s éffectiveness have bgen satisfied. (Ex. 406 at 4.)
, L .
BCP also does not object to the approval of th Jpgrades to add a 345 kV line

406 at 4.)

i),

StafPs Position Y % iy

.

City Il BR & as filed. (Ex. 306
) W |

‘ % recommending approval of these PPAs, staff notes that
it should not ///%/ strued as f&;

_ %ﬂilarly, Staff states that its recommendations should not be

. ommending approval of underlying ESAs related to these
facilities. (Ex. 306
interpreted as recomnfending approval of the CTT. (Ex. 306 at 3.) Staff states that it will address
its recommendations for those ESAs and the CTT in the appropriate pending applications outside

of this docket. (Ex. 306 at 3.) Staff also emphasizes that its recommendations should not be
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construed as recommending approval to use those facilities’ weighted average cost as the
generating facility price per MWh model input for the LVCA and Couer ESA. (Ex. 306 at 4.)

661.  Staff states that it recommends approval of the Dry Lake East and Boulder City

11 PPAs because NV Energy has a need for resources to help close its open capacity positions

b

and to provide PCs to meet its increasing RPS compliances. (Ex. 306 atz15.) Staff states that it

W 4

compliance at competitive pricing for a solar + BESS system?

2,

7 Y

prove the Libra PPA Without allocating

.
/ >
recommending approval of the PPA, staff notes that it sh e

N

cilities. (Ex. 3 /%% ),
that its recommendations should not be 1nte1@/eted endipg to approve the CTT. (Ex.

L 2

Y . .
dress its recof r those ESAs and the CTT in the

4 / v (Ex. 306 at 3.) Staff also emphasizes

//%//uer ESA. (E'//, Said
. v

663. ////” f states th%/’/%t rec

ommends approval of the Libra PPA, without allocation,

(“PCs”) for RPS compliance, and to potentially serve as the generating facility for a pending
ESA with a customer located in SPPC’s service territory. (Ex. 306 at 6.) Staff notes that NV
Energy’s RPS compliance outlook is uncertain due to projected load growth, previously

approved projects being cancelled by developers, and transmission constraints; however,
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approval of the proposed PPAs in the instant application should position the utility to meet its
future credit commitments. (Ex. 306 at 7.) Staff states that without the addition of the three solar
PV + BESS projects proposed in the instant IRP, SPPC is forecasted to be noncompliant with the

RPS in 2027, and NPC would be noncompliant in 2028. (Ex. 306 at 7.) Staff explains that NV

/
will fall Shor%t%/ v

o /éuch that NV Energy might

/ %/// .
//é %
) ///

% ! «
Energy intends to pursue all viable plans inci%dm ier tompany PC transfers and/or
.

aff states that NV

8.) Staff explains thét4hese is nission process for transferring PCs for
. ’ //// ’/%

OV i ' ys the PCs before the lending utility needs

them fz compli %ﬁ%ﬁx 306 at 9.) Staff states that NV Energy is not seeking

Ctra in the instant docket, however, Staff provides that NV

n approval for such a transaction, and a PC Agreement should be

%

PPA to NPC. (Ex. 306 at 10.) Staff argues that the cost of the resource should be borne by the
same ratepayers who receive the localized economic benefits from the construction of the

resource, which is in SPPC’s territory. (Ex. 306 at 10.) Moreover, due to its location and ability
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to provide a reliability benefit into the Carson load pocket, which directly benefits SPPC
customers, at least a portion of Libra should be allocated to SPPC. (Ex. 306 at 10.) Staff
additionally states that the cost of service, cost of energy, and joint dispatch agreement related
questions may arise in Docket No. 24-06011, the Coeur ESA, regarding whether an ESA

customer located in SPPC’s territory should be allowed to utilize a genegating resource that is

g

,

X

§
N

N

allocated 100 percent to NPC. (Ex. 306 at 10.)

N\
NN

666.  Staff states that it normally recommends reso 1l // ocat )
on widit on this deck

=N
=

n at the time of PPA

approval, but in this instance, recommends the Commj

1 ten years,

Y

o
. /f%/ iy
several large, the uncertainty of several very large potentl%// ( pany-owned resources, and the

’s RPS forecas%f%%. 3

nce 1s based on a

6 at 10.) Regarding

load growth, Staff explains that the PCs neeé@%d ton

ibra’s alloc%

.
L |

position at the time, ng. at 10.) Hov//@)/er, Staff states its concern with the
forecasted load projects, and there is no guarantee that the load

// Additionally, 5tz L é that NV Energy anticipates submitting company-
‘““ ‘%/V%} 7
owned renewa"% '

yIOjectS y

Option Agreements

d'to develop projects and meet anticipated load growth, RPS, and

open positions. (Ex. 306 at 11-12.) Staff states that it does not currently know what potential
resource types, size, or development schedule of projects that could be built on this land. (Ex.
306 at 12.) Staff provides that it does not know if or when these projects will be included in an

IRP for Commission approval; however, their inclusion or exclusion in the RPS forecast and
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load and resources table impact the PC supply and capacity needs which in turn influence how
Libra should be allocated. (Ex. 306 at 12.) Staff states that the known company-owned resources
included in the filing as “named placeholders” include 800 MW of solar and 600 MW of BESS
with the first phase estimated Commercial Operation Date (“COD”) of April 1, 2031, and a 600

MW solar project with 100 MW of BESS, with an estimated COD of

il 1, 2030, and an
/ b M

668.  Staff recommends that the Commi /p

requirement that if the Callisto ESA is terminated early, then Energy will not be allowed to

Y
4
4

ying ESA related to those facilities. (Ex.

roval of an underl

Wi

s that ij8 recommendations should not be interpreted as

A . .
at 3% Similarly, Sta
recommending; /ovingt L TT. (Ex. 306 at 3.) Staff states that it will address its

this docket. (Ex. 306 4t 3.)
669.  Staff states that the Corsac PPA will not effective until the Callisto ESA has been
fully executed and all conditions to its effectiveness have been satisfied. (Ex. 306 at 4.) Staff

further states that those conditions include Commission approval of the ESA, tariff, and
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underlying resource in addition to both parties to the agreement finding the terms of the
Commission’s order satisfactory. (Ex. 306 at 17-18.) Staff notes that the Callisto ESA allows for
early termination for a fee; however, termination of the ESA would not alter NV Energy’s
obligations as a party to the PPA. (Ex. 306 at 18-19.) Given that, Staff explains that its

recommendation includes contingencies to consider a scenario where Callisto elects to terminate

7
4 ////%,

(Ex. 306 at 19-20.) Therefore, Staff contends that the mm // the PPA terms

that the ratepayers would be bound by, and what £ %epaye% w uld be obliga /%/{pay,
P
should the Callisto ESA terminate early. (Ex. 306 at 20.) L ////
670.  Staff states that NV Ener esents that the E§ A clygles a provision requiring

)
gpayers ]%/”rmless for the period

//iration of the ESA term. (Ex. 306

%
an early termination payment to hold non-pa@/c:lpa mn
!
"
. ., .
encompassing the effective / i1 of the termina ”/

at 20.) Howeyver, S%/, vides thal it i1s not cert&(@/%

, whether ratepayers would be held harmless
. 4

i e Callisto ESA and CTT do not include the
.

term “h T4 6 at" / .) Staff states that by addressing the termination clause

V recommendations to be construed as approval of the
early termiﬁé isi ) f is it asking the Commission to modify the language contained in
the ESA. (Ex. 306 % " éff explains that this is a unique Commission decision where there is
the existence of a PPM:in this docket that is predicated on the approval of an ESA in another
docket that is enabled by a proposed tariff filing pending in another docket. (Ex. 306 at 21.)

Staff notes that its recommendations in this docket should not be construed as supporting the

pending related ESA agreement or CTT. (Ex. 306 at 21.)
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671.  Staff states that it recommends denying cost recovery of the money paid for
Corsac’s generation by NV Energy if the Callisto ESA terminates early to address the risk that,
even factoring an early termination payment, the PPA price could be more expensive than
renewable generation available to be built to serve NV Energy at the time of the ESA’s early
termination. (Ex. 306 at 21-22.) Staff states that, because NV Energy de;

eneration of Corsac through

%

available renewable resources. (Ex. 306 at 22.)
{{///

money pd per MWh cost bo

deter yine harm to ratepayers in the event of an early expiration

obtained through NV Energy’s most recently issues all resource RFP. (Ex. 306 at 22-23.) Staff
asserts that given NV Energy’s representation to hold ratepayers harmless for the ESA, it is

incumbent upon them to demonstrate that is ultimately the case. (Ex. 306 at 23.)
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673.  Staff recommends that the Commission approve the three network upgrades
associated Network Upgrades for the Dry Lake East PV/BESS, Libra PV/BESS, and Corsac
Geothermal Generating Station 2 projects, assuming that the corresponding PPAs are approved.

(Ex. 305 at 2, 6-7.) Staff states that all three requested network upgrades are essential to connect

resources to its capacity, helping NV Energy comply with N 4da’s RP

7

L help reach the net-
network upg 4@% for the Corsac

Geothermal Project will help reduce load obligat%/ % increa} ity (Ex. 305 at
.

5-6.). Staff states that the estimated costs of these networkigipgrades appear reasonable compared

.
//////////////
///

zero plan. (Ex. 305 at 5.) Staff further states that appr

.

NV Energy’s Rebuttal

674.

the Boulder City 11, 7  \

have recommended that the Commission

rkuj%

7

keetyvork upgradé%//
%

preferred plandlx, 19

are required per executed LGIA and the IRP’s

676. NV
allocating its energy, ¢apacity, and PCs to either NPC or SPPC at this time. (Ex. 201 at 11.) NV
Energy states that it agrees with adjusting Libra’s energy, capacity, and PCs at a later date based

on future needs but disagrees that approval should not specify allocation at this time and restates
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its position that Libra’s energy, capacity, and PCs should be allocated to NPC for planning
purposes based on the economic analysis and RPS forecast. (Ex. 201 at 12.)
677. NV Energy disagrees with Staff, stating that Staff’s proposed condition related to

the Callisto Enterprises ESA is not necessary because the early termination terms of the ESA

adequately protect customers. (Ex. 201 at 12; Ex. 206 at 12-13.) NV Energy asserts that the

Y,
“Ub

_

existing customers will pay while the ESA customer will pay’// y exc
4, 2

Commission-approved rate and the PPA price. (Ex. 2 /eﬁ 12

/
.
//////// ””””

. U
///////f / / 9 Y
678. The Commission approves the Dry Lake a5t

Commission Discussion and Findings

to meet its increas /glpliances. The Commission agrees with NV Energy and Staff that
these PPAs will help support native-load customer needs and RPS compliance at competitive
pricing for solar plus BESS systems.

680. The Commission approves the Libra PPA without allocating its energy, capacity,

and PCs to either NPC or SPPC at this time. The Commission notes that it should not be
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construed as approving an underlying ESA related to those facilities. Similarly, the
Commission’s Order in this docket should not be interpreted as approving the CTT. The
Commission will address ESAs and the CTT in the appropriate pending applications outside of

this docket. The Commission emphasizes that its approval should not be construed as

7,
“u

recommending approval to use those facilities’ weighted average c%he generating facility
price per MWh model input for the LVCA and Couer ESA. /f//

681. The Commission approves the Libra PPA, wi /l t allé@, because NV Energy

ce, and because

-
ility fora pending ESA

0
W (4

S compliance outlook is uncertain

ed projects bei

the Libra PPA may potentially serve as the gener %@%

y
o

customer located in SPPC’s service territory. NV Energy

7,
.

N

transmission constraints; however, approval %’ the
|

y

before the lending utility needs them for their own RPS compliance. NV Energy is not seeking
approval for an inter-company PC transfer in the instant docket; however, the Commission finds
that NV Energy should seek Commission approval for such a transaction, and a PC Agreement

should be used.
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683. The Commission disagrees with NV Energy’s proposed 100-percent allocation of
the Libra PPA to NPC at this time because the cost of service, cost of energy, and joint dispatch
agreement related questions may arise in Docket No. 24-06011, the Coeur ESA, regarding
whether an ESA customer located in SPPC’s territory should be allowed to utilize a generating

resource that is allocated 100-percent to NPC.

684.  The Commission notes that, normally, the Commisgign approves resource

85160 waits on this

allocation at the time of PPA approval, but in this instance, tl/% m
y

ed amount of exp

decision because NV Energy is forecasting an unprec
.

4

over the next ten years, and the related uncertaintz/

2S€ Proj

\ @,
) V¢
O

%%%h the requirement that if the

omiygfssion approval to set the

‘%r/the remainder of the PPA term.

I11, the Commission will address its

/{rgy’s RPS

/%?%WIH affect NV

%,
U

forecasts.

7’ the CTT in the appropriate pending
2,

%

cke

/////// :Fhe Corsac PPA wi me effective until the Callisto ESA has been fully

executed and ‘ ditions t'/ its effectiveness have been satisfied. Those conditions include

the agreement finding’the terms of the Commission’s order satisfactory. The Callisto ESA
allows for early termination for a fee; however, termination of the ESA would not alter NV
Energy’s obligations as a party to the PPA. Given that, the Commission approves the Corsac

PPA with the contingency to consider a scenario where Callisto elects to terminate its ESA early
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to prevent ratepayers being used as a safety net in the event a single large customer decides to no
longer pay for an out-of-the-money resource that was procured solely on its behalf.

687. The Commission notes that the ESA includes a provision requiring an early
termination payment to hold non-participating ratepayers harmless for the period encompassing

the effective date of the termination until the expiration of the ESA termp, However, the

&.nor the CTT include

would be held harmless by the terms of the ESA; neither t;e
7

price that ratepayers would pay

.

being equal {6

. ,, "

the term “hold harmless.”

to Corsac through the end of the PPA ter /7

%
%

4

PPA if the early termination payment is sho

lower per-MWh price th %/1 ratepaYersN'/ less, witlgthe out-of-the-money portion of
the PPA’s per-MW/ rborne b %

e ers. /@@/e ommission notes that Staff provides a

potential metho }%y 'Fo d ’ % yers in the event of an early expiration, which

obtained through NV I s most recently issued all-resource RFP. Given NV Energy’s
representation to hold’ratepayers harmless for the ESA, it is incumbent upon it to demonstrate
that 1s ultimately the case.

689. Finally, the Commission approves the associated network upgrades for the Dry

Lake East PV/BESS, Libra PV/BESS, and Corsac Geothermal Generating Station 2 projects.
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The Commission finds that the requested network upgrades are essential to connect each

underlying project to its respective substation and eventually the grid. The Dry Lake East and
Libra solar projects will add 900 total MW of renewable resources to its capacity, helping NV
Energy comply with Nevada’s RPS to help reach the net-zero goal. Furthermore, the network

upgrades for the Corsac Geothermal Project will help reduce load obligations and increase

system reliability. The Commission finds the estimated costs of thése network upgrades

F. Tolson Substation

NV Energy’s Position

690. NV Energy requests that the Commission & / ve, as part of its Preferred Plan, a

Supply Plan addition of Tolson substatio rmer #2, 230 /%V,

., e,
2028 in-service date and a cost of $9.60 mil@n. /26, Ex 177 at 2, 14-15))

ith a projected March

/ the approva/ Lof the Tolson Substation 230/138 kV

Tolson Substa%% ransforny‘#Z. (Ex. 308 at 2,5.)
693. i at it reviewed NV Energy’s transmission planning assessment of for

the project and note tiat it included a corrective action plan that, in part, discussed the eventual
need for a Tolson - Ford 138 kV line addition and a Pebble - Tolson 138 kV line Uprate due to
either a combination of P6 contingencies or because the proposed addition of the Tolson 230/128

kV Bank #2 will create overloads. (Ex. 308 at 3-4.) Staff provides that these additional projects
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were not proposed in the instant joint application or previous IRP filing and explain that NV
Energy asserts in the filing that these projects need to be completed regardless of the installation
of the Tolson 230/138 kV 336 MVA Transformer #1. (Ex. 308 at 4.)

694.  Staff provides that adding the second Tolson bank would make the overloads in

)

308 at 4.) Staff states that it is concerned that neither of the rieg : /%ventual projects were

) .
essary to achieving®

i -service date of

/
%//7/// //7{/; /’,&// /

March 2028; however, Staff does not consider th/ etwork upgr

barrier to moving forward with the Tolson Substation Tra

////
L
//////

ransfgrmer is required per North

NV Energy’s Rebuttal .
L Y
695. NV Energy states that the To@)

American Electric Reliabiljty € FRC”) standagg’ TPL 001-5. (Ex. 197 at 2.)

Tolson/ | 138 kV, with a projected March 2028 in-service date and
4 D vqqe \ . /’ N N N
a cost 50 million bec bstation Transformer is required per NERC
%y the u quired p

standard TPL Q5. The J imission notes that no party objects to this project.
NV Energy’s Positiofi
697. NV Energy requests that the Commission approve, as part of its Preferred Plan, a

Supply Plan addition of Reid Gardner-Harry Allen 230 kV line #3 and separate of lines #1 and
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#2 with a projected May 2026 in-service date and a cost of $24.20 million. (Ex. 101 at 26; Ex.
177 at 2, 15-16.)
BCP’s Position

698. BCP does not object to the approval of the Reid Gardner to Harry Allen 230 kV

transmission line. (Ex. 406 at 3.)

y

N
N

Staff’s Position

4,

699.  Staff recommends that the Commission rejec '7//fthe Reid Gardner -
. . . //// . /////////
Harry Allen 230 kV line #3 and Separation of Lines # project. (Ex. % t9, 14.) Staff

N

e viabt

- A,

customer’s procurement of the required lands to which thegaly LGIA is based upon; and 2) the

. .
forecasted costs of $24.20 million appear d either 1ncoﬁ%@ estimated or not fully
- !
explained and transparent. (Ex. 308 at 11.) //////// ‘

)
« Staff states@ %evie\:///f/the 2023 RFP deduced that this

.
//

P
confidential intercoﬂ%// /n customier ranked poo@ as,compared to evaluations of other
¥ / , W rage PPAs. (Ex. 308 at 11.) Staff provides
¢

states it has two primary concerns with the proje

&

h
K
inds an/% %/nvironmental category, giving Staff little to no

confidence that this i tion customer will be able to secure the land required for them to
interconnect a 200 , r/f)lus BESS facility, demonstrating a high likelihood that this
interconnection will n6t come to fruition despite a signed Large Generator Interconnection
Agreement (“LGIA”). (Ex. 308 at 11-12.) Staff states that this project is high risk because the
only interconnection customer has no risk other than a small security invested to secure NV

Energy as the off-taker, and if the interconnection customer is unable to secure the land or
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permits and NV Energy has built the project, those costs would be borne by ratepayers in
transmission rates. (Ex. 308 at 12.)

701. Regarding project costs, Staff states that its concern is predicated upon a simple
cost estimation for the construction of the single 230 kV circuit. (Ex. 308 at 12.) Staff explains

that using the 2.3-mile Reid Gardner to Tortoise #2 transmission line preyiously approved in

4
Docket No. 19-05003, which had a projected cost of $5,745,400, 2 roxy to estimate the

' estini4 %/',stoo comparatively

.
low. (Ex. 308 at 12.) Staff estimates that a project of { ould be for///

%
4
4

|

.
.
(Ex. 308 at 13.). Moreover, Staff states that ﬁ%/}y Energy histogy of exceeding their original
.

/éllink Nevada Project. (Ex. 308 at

7

!

L

NV Energy ” // . /////////
7’4//%5”” , % '/ Ot %f/

.

=

.

j
4

t the in-service date for the Reid Gardner-Harry Allen 230 kV line
#3 has been moved to’ anuary 1, 2028. (Ex. 197 at 4.)

703. NV Energy further states that the customer wishing to connect the generation
project at Reid Gardner has a valid fully executed LGIA, and the line is required pursuant to

FERC’s Open Access Transmission Tariff (“OATT”), pursuant to which NV Energy has
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executed the LGIA. (Ex. 198 at 8.) NV Energy states that it is currently working through the
BLM'’s permitting process for Reid Gardner-Harry Allen 230 kV line #3, which it notes was
previously approved in Docket No. 22-11032, and the projected in-service date has been moved

to January 1, 2028, upon the customer’s request. (Ex. 198 at 8.)

704. In response to Staff’s concern that the forecast cost for thas project should be

approximately $64 million, NV Energy states that the estimated ¢ // or the project submitted in
the filing is $24.2 million, and the latest estimate available pl%s the %

d 26
///te cost at $

r

network upgrade costs. (Ex. 198 at 9.) NV Ener% tates that if ¢

L
'

of this project at this time, NV Energy will be obligated unger the LGIA to resubmit the project
in a future IRP or IRP amendment, whic a “without delaying the new in-

%

id the giced for resubmission, the

/// )
Commission approve th subject tg the interconnection customer fully

y
.

\

securitizing all netw#é %% quired by the LGIA. (Ex. 198 at9.)

Commission D i a/ﬁ%/ﬁ %/%/%

on f% conditional approval of the Reid Gardner-Harry Allen

230V nditional approval of security provided by the customer and an in-

y 1,2028. The Commission grants the conditional approval to
706. The Cdmmission notes that the customer wishing to connect the generation
project at Reid Gardner has a valid fully-executed LGIA, and the line is required pursuant to
FERC’s OATT, pursuant to which NV Energy has executed the LGIA. NV Energy is currently

working through the Bureau of Land Management’s (“BLM’s”) permitting process for Reid
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Gardner-Harry Allen 230 kV line #3, which was previously approved in Docket No. 22-11032,
and the projected in-service date has been moved to January 1, 2028, upon the customer’s
request.

707. The Commission is still concerned by the projected cost estimates; even with NV

Y
////4/%///7////@/ . .
mated cost is still well

below Staff’s $64 million cost estimate. To help alleviate the. / //n’s cost concerns, the
Commission conditionally approves the project subject i@ thejnterconnec / i customer fully

Y

securitizing all network upgrade interconnect cost; quiredy the LGIA. %
. / - //////// //%
H Lantern-Comstock Meadows //////// / ‘
B

.

of its Preferred Plan, a

A

Supply Plan addition of Lant /% { e with a projected December

(% 101 at 26; Ex. 177 at 2, 16.)°
°

. | 4

\ V- 4

16c %% hat, at this juncture, the Commission reject approval of the
tern, %omstock Meadows 345 f%/cmsmisﬁon line (Ex. 406 at 6, 40.) BCP states that the

provéd in Docket No. 22-11032 as part of the Fernley Area

that there are no exec;i ¢d line extension or High Voltage Distribution (“HVD”) agreements to
establish the need for service from the proposed interconnected Vaquero and Viking Substations
and the Veterans substation has been postponed indefinitely. (Ex. 406 at 6.) BCP provides that

the need and an estimated in-serve date for the line should be fully supported and justified in a

5 The Commission notes that NV Energy’s Lantern-Comstock Meadows request is duplicated at sections VIII.G.vii
and VIII.G.x of the Joint Application.



Docket No. 24-05041 Page 262

future IRP filing, and such a filing would not require a reintroduced Triennial IRP application.
(Ex. 406 at 6.)
Staff’s Position

710.  Staff recommends that the Commission reject NV Energy’s request for the

Lantern-Comstock Meadows 345 kV transmission line, or if approved, place all costs associated

o
with the project into the appropriate Plant Held for Future Use or 2 /@ulatory liability account

.
oject. (¢ /309 at 1-2.)
Y

ie substatiof// nd switchin
L

N
o not i ////// g (Bx. 309

until an appropriate amount of load is being supplied from th/ér
//% %

711.  Staff recommends rejecting this projec

station that this line will fold into, Vaquero and \%/%%

at 7.). Moreover, NV Energy claims that the two stations 1@

served by this transmission line

/////

.

ig, fransmission li%elf will not be placed in-
y/

service until December of 2029. (Ex. 309 at@/) Staff esplains that it 1s impossible for the two
//é 1 %// %/
facilities to operate and s il wi i ission lgre. (Ex. 309 at 7.). Moreover, any

iro and Vikin%////ac' ities with an investment exceeding $100

% Additionally, Sta ) that NV Energy now asserts that the need for this 345

facilities for multiﬁ

kV transmiss

7
i

, i evrs. (Ex. 309 at 7.) However, Staff states that only one other LGIA
is included in the list, 4nd it is only for a 115 MW facility. (Ex. 309 at 7-8.) Staff questions how
a 115 MW LGIA would trigger the need for this transmission line without Sierra Solar Phase II

(600 MW) also coming online. (Ex. 309 at 8.) Staff notes that in Docket No. 23-08015, the

Commission approved a request to construct transmission infrastructure capable of serving 700
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MW of load, which could accommodate both Sierra Solar Phase 1 and the 115 MW LGIA. (Ex.
309 at 8.) Staff argues that this transmission line should only be brought forward for approval
when Sierra Solar Phase 11 is being considered or when additional firm, signed agreements have

been submitted to the Commission. (Ex. 309 at 8.)

713.  Staff states that the timing of the Lantern-Comstock lin /

g
n approved by the
//// pp y

/f////ontends that this line

é@% ved

docket, but instead in the same filing request for/%/% /a Solafi expansion. (

i

learly intertwined

with the Sierra Solar 2 600 MW project expansion, which has no V'
4
Commission and has been shown to be uneconomic. (Ex. 30 %)

. . %%/ '//'
should be considered a network upgrade for the Sierr ar fg%clhty .

.

in this

Staff also cites its concern that approval of the transmissi

potential Sierra Solar 2 project would bi aé//

7 .
/]ect prior to approval of a

(i

RFEP process by gt preferential treatment to

S

at twother large solar projects are

%A
the NV Energy-owned project. (Ex. 309 at 9% Statt’
“

Y
that / 1d both compete against a

Staff estimates that, sfould this line necessitate a block wall security perimeter, it would increase
the project cost by $5-10 million. (Ex. 309 at 10.)

111

/17
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NV Energy’s Rebuttal
715. NV Energy notes that Staff and BCP have recommended that the Lantern-
Comstock Meadows 345 kV line project be denied. (Ex. 197 at 5.) NV Energy recommends on

rebuttal that the Lantern-Comstock Meadows 345 kV line project be approved and asserts that

_

Y,
_
Yy,

the Lantern-Comstock Meadows 345 kV line project is required by % , LGIAs, Designated
Network Resources, Network Integrated Transmission Service Agfgement (“NITSA”), and Rule

9 Agreements. (Ex. 197 at 5.)

.
that approv//// _this project is

716. NV Energy responds to Staff and BCP’s/} i
. N
unnecessary due to the lack of signed Rule 9Agr % for the ¥aquero and Vikis

' / acilities,

o,
stating that the Lantern-Comstock Meadows 345 kV line 1§

OATT, pursuant to which NV Energy hag

%y,
U %

/gired pursuant to the FERC’s
////%

7,
7
.

ed into two LGIASH(Ex. 198 at 10.) NV Energy

M(Ex. 1
ired

equired due to the two Designated

further states that the Comstock-Meadows 34@

{ 2z
-

1 olar) added to the NITSA
%
.) NV Energy.

her states that the Lantern-Comstock

7

cu' ( , including those served at the Gosling, Goose, Mackay,
R //‘5 g g y

eteraps, and Viking facilities, which will be required even if

planned to be served ffom the Chukar Substation. (Ex. 198 at 11.)
717. NV Energy states that the additional 345 kV line entering the Comstock Meadows
substation will not necessarily require the security update recommended by Staff in the form of a

block wall around the substation because, based on the most recent CIP-014-3 analysis
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performed in 2023, Comstock Meadows is not a critical impact substation with its current three
lines. (Ex. 198 at 11.) NV Energy further states, however, that it will include the fourth line
from Lantern in the next CIP-014-3 analysis scheduled for 2025. (Ex. 198 at 10.)

718. NV Energy responds to Staff’s recommendation that the Lantern-Comstock

nt Held for Future Use

Meadows 345 kV line (and other projects), if approved, be placed into

at 7.) NV Energy further asserts that Staff’s recomme ts, including
the Lantern-Comstock Meadows 345 kV line, be4 % Linto Plaj _se are

. ,

impractical in designing a comprehensive transmission and distribution system to meet load

0
Y
W,

>lant Held for Future Use in

growth. (Ex. 199 at 7.)

719. NV Energy references its tes@lo 1 hessubject

Docket No. 24-02026, a // eful assets into a Plant Held for

Future Use account/ /

by th

W,

and intent of ty/ : % ‘ gy further states that Staff’s recommendations
/ %,

lations is in violation of the definition

y

),

X\‘\\‘-:

aﬁ%%/ , well as how e | liability account will provide suggested benefits to
L
customers. (E/ / . v Energy asserts that moving away from a long-standing standard

that reasonably inc s for used and useful projects which serve and benefit customers are
recoverable is concerrfing and will challenge NV Energy to efficiently support growth and
economic development. (Ex. 199 at 8-9.)

720. NV Energy contends that from an accounting perspective, Plant Held for Future

Use is not included in rate base and recovery of the depreciation expense for this account is not
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included in a GRC, which is an effective disallowance to NV Energy because there is no “return
on or of” these investments. (Ex. 205 at 6.) NV Energy asserts that such treatment does not
allow NV Energy to recover the cost of the facilities even though they are put in-service to meet
customer-requested demand. (Ex. 205 at 6-7.)

¢ the Lantern-

721. NV Energy asserts that if the Commission does not a[%

/

7

Comstock Meadows 345 kV line, NV Energy would continue wogk on the project and would be

..
y in‘adfull RP filing in 2027,

//// 108 at 12.)

which date would not allow NV Energy to meet the r ervice date

p W

oject in this Dogkgt

NV Energy therefore recommends the Commissi
o

the interconnection customers or load addition customers hgving fully securitized all network

<

le 9 agreeme

//I///%//%x o8 at 12.)
o o012

7 . .
ern-Comstpck Meadows 345-kV line project
%

 Commission 1inds that the Lantern-Comstock Meadows

,,,,,

at a cost of $105 ml/)ﬂ///

‘ f/ [ ’//that the Lantern-Comstock Meadows 345-kV line is

, pursuant to which NV Energy has entered into two

ion

LGIAs. Furt / Comstock-Meadows 345-kV line is also required due to the

facility for several transmission load service requests from Rule 9 customers, including those
served at the Gosling, Goose, Mackay, Naniwa, and Nighthawk facilities, which will be required

even if the Sierra Solar Phase II project does not proceed. The Commission finds that the
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Lantern-Comstock Meadows 345 kV line will be required for the 120-kV native load growth
planned to be served from the Chukar Substation. (Ex. 198 at 11.)

L. Comstock Meadows Transformer #2, West Tracy Transformer #1, Naniwa
Switching Station, Nighthawk Switching Station

NV Energy’s Position

724. NV Energy requests that the Commission approve, asfs

e
%,
o

s | 3 ,
Supply Plan addition of West Tracy transformer #1 34" . ///%I%a projected May 2028
.
illion. (Ex. 101% 26 Ex. 176 at 2, 5.)

.

Ve, rt of its Preferred Plan, a

2027 in-service date and a cost of $13 million. (Ex. 101 %%/ - Px. 176 at %, %
o /@Zﬁy{% ///
725. NV Energy requests that the Commigsion approye, as part of its"Bret Plan, a

N\

"
/

Supply Plan addition of Naniwa Switching St@'o

/%'

S,

transformer #2 only u o loads reaching a 500 MW threshold on the Comstock Meadows 120

kV reach. (Ex. 406 at 7, 31.) BCP explains that it is upon NV Energy to effectively manage the
timing for the transformer and if the Companies install the transformer before the 500 MW load

threshold, then the transformer should be considered plant held for future use. (Ex. 406 at 7, 31.)
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729. BCP recommends conditional approval of the West Tracy 345/120 kV
transformer #1 only upon loads reaching a 600 MW threshold in the TRIC on the 120 kV
transmission system. (Ex. 406 at 7, 30.) BCP explains that it is upon NV Energy to effectively
manage the timing for the transformer and if NV Energy installs the transformer before the 500

for future use. (Ex. 406

MW load threshold, then the transformer should be considered plant he //
.

730. BCP recommends the Commission reject app %} of
& -
Switching Station. (Ex. 406 at 8.) BCP provides that ¥

subsequent IRP filing and that such a filing woul equire a

\ Vg
\ ¢

ayal of the Nighé@ﬁw 345 kV Switching Station.
//%//% 7 ' v
(Ex. 406 at 9.) BCP explains that the need w% establish gxecuted HVD agreement for

\ /7

itghing Station”(Ex. 406 at 9.)

at 7, 30.)

.

%niwa 345kV
gy can file fo

7

roduced Triefit al

///,roval ina

application. (Ex. 406 at 8.)

731. BCP does not object to th

Staff’s Position  \

fiergy’s request for the Comstock Meadows

,/

i

X Lracy Transformer #1 345/120 kV, the Naniwa 345 kV

%%%ﬁon, and the 5/120 kV Substation. (Ex. 311 at 2.) However, in

approving the‘s/%%% 0] states that the Commission should order that NV Energy place

offset the cost of the new facilities from impacting existing customers until an appropriate
amount of load is being supplied from these projects. (Ex. 311 at 2.) Staff recommends approval

of the projects because NV Energy has signed agreements, including security, in place with
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known customers that each of the projects will be serving and the new load should be paying for
the infrastructure expansion needed to serve the increased growth, assuming the loads show up in
time and in the magnitudes to which they have committed. (Ex. 311 at 13.)

733.  Staff recommends the projects be placed into the appropriate Plant Held for

other ratepayers and rate

Future Service or an appropriate regulatory liability account because al

N\

classes will be paying for the facilities requested in the instant joinf D lication until the load

shows up that the facilities were built for and the current pro ctions inplace do not adequately
y

/4%/ /%/// low the

opportunity for Staff and the Commission to revi ‘the. 8 imi 1/% WERC until
the appropriate amount of load is using the facilities and ure that the costs will not be

ays for itself. (Ex. 311 at

%
being temporally %erbuilt,//%ﬁ,%
. %%s that its recommendation will put NV Energy on notice

s . . C e
roperly manag”/ 1ese pr% or bear some of the timing risk. (Ex. 311 at 14-15.)

Staff provides thak

/ f. a fair rate while not guaranteeing the timing of recovery unless

NV Energy prudently‘manages the project and timing. (Ex. 311 at 15.)
NV Energy’s Rebuttal
735. NV Energy disagrees with Staff’s recommendation that Comstock Meadows

345/120 kV Transformer #2 and West Tracy Transformer #1 345/120 kV should be approved
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upon reaching a predetermined MW loading threshold, and if not, the transformers should be
considered Plant Held For Future Use because theses transformers are necessary pursuant to
existing customers’ load forecasts, and utility best practice is to construct network upgrades prior
to reaching the area load limit. (Ex. 197 at 5-6.) NV Energy denies that it is possible to predict

/1t 111

t instead intends to

@%/s‘w and may adjust the

in-service date for the transformers accordingly. (Ex. 19 y %6,) NV Ener / //'ther states that

€Ts, and Sierra S¢

St

belp delay

p
Yy,

and useful as soon as they are placed in s¢

Wil provide capacity for load
% pacity
t

X, 197a////é////

Y A

e . & ),
736. NV Energy fusther states that p%c' & ’ For Future Use threshold on a

o

project would be un 0d in violation @/FERC accounting guidelines® which require

that a transmission or dist////// //'o ! sptis consider //{/sed and useful and providing a direct
) / "’ M

W

s, (Ex. 197t 6), ) ///////
737. L r the reason§ stated above, NV Energy disagrees with Staff’s recommendation

N

v
7

and asserts that pl AN

o=

Held for Future Use threshold on a project would be
unprecedented and in ). ation of FERC accounting guidelines. (Ex. 197 at 6.)

738. NV Energy notes that Staff has recommended that the Commission approve the
Naniwa Substation project with Plant Held For Future Use, and BCP has recommended that the

Naniwa Substation project be denied. (Ex. 197 at 3.) NV Energy recommends on rebuttal that

®Code of Federal Regulations ("CFR") Part 101 Uniform System of Accounting Prescribed for Public Utilities and
Licensees Subject to the Provisions of the Federal Power Act Electrical Plant Instructions
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the Naniwa project be granted conditional approval with an amended and restated Rule 9
agreement. (Ex. 197 at 3; Ex. 199 at 6.)
739. NV Energy further states that negotiating an amendment to the Rule 9 Agreement

does not obviate the fact that there is an executed Rule 9 agreement already in place which will

decrease and the security for the investment will shift to be afl // dvancegubject to a potential
y ////

y
be approved subject to a compliance filin includ/%/  the.amenddid. a ent. (Ex.
pp j p g g ////a 4 (

//////////

199 at7.) //

L

2

N\

740. NV Energy notes that BCP haiw >commended th g Commission approve the
Nighthawk project, and Staff has recommen@%d that"tlie hawlg project be approved with
Plant Held for Futur : B /élds on rebuttal that the

- //}
proved a i : the Nighthawk project is required per
@/ " :

.,
ment. /

@@//}rmer #2 A cost of #13 million, West Tracy Transformer #1 345/120-kV at

a cost of $13 millio , @/ Nighthawk 345/120-kV Substation at a cost of $67 million, and
conditionally approve$ the Naniwa 345-kV Switching Station at a cost of $26 million pursuant to
an amended and restated Rule 9 Agreement.

742.  First, the Commission shares Staff’s concerns regarding overbuilding projects and

leaving existing ratepayers to pay. However, the Commission also agrees with NV Energy that it
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is impossible to predict the exact year when the MW threshold will be reached, and moreover
finds that the transformers will be used and useful as soon as they are placed into service because
they will provide capacity for load growth, voltage support, and transformer redundancy. The
Commission also finds that placing a Plant Held For Future Use threshold on a project would be

hich require that a

unprecedented and in potential violation of FERC accounting guide? ;

transmission or distribution asset is considered used and useful and providing a direct benefit to

the system when it is tested and energized and/or placed into/ ? i ///ed and useful state.

n orders NV

/ Y
adjust the in-service date for the transformers accordingn/////////

/
o ////
k- L
743. Regarding Nighthawk, th ¢ D

%

A 4
required per an executed Rule 9 Agreement////%f;s stated ak mmission finds that placing

.
a Plant Held For Future

y/// W
4 W
| %

FERC accounting gyid B i quire that a @ns ission or distribution asset is considered
. N | 4 y |
used and useful and providing adlireet. system when it is tested and energized

1 and useful state.

> e

ommission conditionally approves the project subject to

amendment, the uti gstment will decrease and the security for the investment will shift to
be an advance subject®o a potential refund. Once the Rule 9 amendment is executed, NV
Energy will file the amendment with the Commission to trigger the approval of the Naniwa

project.

/17



Docket No. 24-05041 Page 273

J. Machacek Substation
NV Energy’s Position
745. NV Energy requests that the Commission approve, as part of its Preferred Plan, a
Supply Plan addition of 230 kV line breakers at the Machacek Substation with a projected June

2027 in-service date and a cost of $14.8 million. (Ex. 101 at 26;

MWP’s Position

746.  MWP recommends that the Commission appr: y’s requested
/7

improvements to the Machacek Substation, which inclgde the 4ddition of brégkéers as provided in

2,

Machacek Substation, a jointly used facility by MWP and . /%/nergy, to meet the current design

.

and engineering standards that NV Energ | ipplies to similar fac s within its balancing

k Substation currently does not

have the necessary 230kVA4 /reakers, which affect MWP members, and that
the proposed 1mpro/ Nt %nergy would @e ately address their customers’ critical

needs served by this i /%//%%%/%%/

at s he transfer of the Machacek Substation to NV Energy in

ingreased by over 27 percent reaching a peak load of 26,750.

area. (Ex. 2600 at 3.) *
748.  MWP argues that the equipment’s current condition is a safety concern for NV
Energy and MWP employees. (Ex. 2600 at 3.) MWP states that Transmission and Substation

crews are often required to manually open and close the MODs, a task that should be automated,
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which increases the risk of injury to personnel and damage to equipment. (Ex. 2600 at 3.) MWP
states that the current Motor Operated Disconnect cannot operate while under load, which means
that the entire station must be de-energized whenever maintenance is required or at fault occurs

from either side of the facility. (Ex. 2600 at 3.) MWP states that each time the station is de-

been at least ten outages attributed to equipment issues at the%égyb 2600 at 4.) MWP

states that it has garnered support from both MWP’s era Cooperative

and Desert Power Electric Cooperative (“Desert’?’ @ matter i )W
that Desert has assessed the condition of the facilities at the - chacek Substation and found that
d reliability sta the re-energization cycles

U
ds; th
4
ipment. (Ex. 2600 at 4.)

/ i
are causing unnecessary damage on transfor(%rs ant

%%//

clistomers. (Ex. 2600 MWP at 5.) MWP states

that as a NITS m D o

p |

i /// ’ {7 l{//////%
ork T

“ /mission Customer of NV Energy, and that its expectations

TS cu‘{ /céer; however, due to the status of the MODs, the

services prov ded iceably lacking. (Ex. 2600 at 5.) MWP states that if the prior IRP

filings had been app%{

(Ex. 2600 at 5.)
BCP’s Position
750. BCP states that it does not object to the approval of the 230 kV line breakers at

the Machacek Substation. (Ex. 406 at 9.)
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Staff’s Position
751.  Staff recommends approving NV Energy’s request for the 230 kV line breakers at
the Machacek Substation. (Ex. 311 at 2.) Staff explains that the Machacek Substation was

acquired in 2012, included in rates in 2013, and had only reached its payback period of the

o
and was also critical of a lack of any due diligence report cor/ ; ns reg% / /g the status of the
facility prior. (Ex. 311 at 17-18.) Staff contends that rey should ha wn whether

% that SBRC
// ////"?

there were any maintenance or reliability concer

maintenance years before purchasing it, and but-for the p

%
VVVV
4

752.  Staff states that NV Energy s%uld ﬁ%//" nducted

V

ea d owns this substation. (Ex. 311 at 18.)

. .
s t%/ %at bringing t

reliability. (E

753. nergy asserts the Machacek 230 kV Breakers are required to improve
reliability. (Ex. 197 at 2.)

111
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Commission Discussion and Findings

754. The Commission approves, as part of its Preferred Plan, a Supply Plan addition of
230-kV line breakers at the Machacek Substation with a projected June 2027 in-service date and
a cost of $14.8 million. The Commission finds the history of Machacek useful: the Machacek

Substation was acquired in 2012, included in rates in 2013, and had only.reached its payback

Y,

. G

th origing b only cost $884,000,

cerns regarding

W,

li status o
ould have kné

) ¥

. . . Y S : :
there were any maintenance or reliability concerns given thgt SPPC was responsible for its

~for the purchase, & VP, the prior owner, would

maintenance years before purchasing it,

2
: .
have been responsible for the upgrade costs/%‘ he
“
o

7%he / %

.
O

b

i ding theige 6f th t and reliabilit d to be add d that NV
issues regarding the/ge 6f the eq ent and re 1%@%//1 need to be addressed now tha

SO /e for the age of the facilities. Most importantly, the

. .
o, pproves the J acek‘/ject to bring the substation up to today’s standards to

.

,
/’/rellablht

K. Darling S

improve safet}/

NV Energy’s Positio
755. NV Energy requests that the Commission approve, as part of its Preferred Plan, a
Supply Plan addition of Darling Substation with two 230/12 kV transformers with a projected

June 2028 in-service date and a cost of $43.5 million. (Ex. 101 at 27; Ex. 176 at 2, 6.)
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BCP’s Position

756. BCP does not object to the approval the of Darling 230/12 kV Substation with one
230/12 37 MVA transformer to support load growth in the area. (Ex. 406 = at 10.) BCP states
that the estimated cost of $43.5 million should be reduced to reflect the installation of this first

transformer. (Ex. 406 at 10.) BCP states that at this juncture, the Com / ion should reject the

4
| need

in a future IRP filing for the second transformer to establish

ffling woul %%///e uire a

////////;///

y
reintroduced triennial IRP application. (Ex. 406 af”

////// / *?%
Staff’s Position “ .
U

757.  Staff recommends denyin it the elements addition of the Darling

Substation project associated with the secon%%3 VA pransformer required for
-

L
O
M i

NV Energy and thedpp ff@% If the Commission approves the
entirety of the gosts associated with the additional 230/12 kV

055
.
758%///////@

L /ts recommendation relates to NV Energy’s position in SPPC’s

energized, it is irrelevdnt how much load the facility was designed for and is serving provided
that the facility is serving a single watt of power, NV Energy must be authorized to place the
facility in rates for 100 percent recovery. (Ex. 308 at 16.). Staff additionally states that in its

petition in the aforementioned GRC, it should also be the sole beneficiary of the load growth that
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accrues on these substation additions regardless of whether the facilities have been included in
rates and existing ratepayers are already compensating NV Energy for 100 percent of its
investment, creating a “game of heads they win, tails the existing customers lose,” which is an
inappropriate allocation of risk for projects driven by large and sometimes speculative load

additions. (Ex. 308 at 16.)

NV Energy’s Rebuttal

N\
\\\\\\\\

=

2 2

7

N

1t the Commission

approve the Darling Substation project with one transf d agrees to %

|

759. NV Energy notes that Staff and BCP have rec

y

%

e in rebuttal.

b o 1s required
2 4{/’ 4 (4
for load relief, but states that the Rule 9 customer which red the second Darling 230/12 kV

it (Ex. 197 at 3368

)

18 Substation is required for load relief in the area but finds that

d Darling 230/12 kV transformer has not signed the

transformer, the Comfhission directs NV Energy to file an update with the Commission on the
budget for one transformer within 14 days of the effective date of this Order.

/17
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L. Log Cabin Substation
NV Energy’s Position
761. NV Energy requests that the Commission approve, as part of its Preferred Plan, a
Supply Plan addition of Log Cabin Substation with a 230 kV transformer with a projected in-

service date of June 2028 and a cost of $33.75 million. (Ex. 101 at ,6.)

BCP’s Position

762. BCP recommends that the Commission reject

y
Substation with a 230/12 kV transformer. (Ex. 406 a%

/
need for this substation lacks an executed line ex&%/ / greemg af
////I/%// &

states that NV Energy can file for approval in a subsequeitt,

‘?/%/
as executed line extension agreement(s) ang

763. o . Comm1ss1on/% NV Energy’s request for the Log Cabin

\
\ N
.\\‘QQ\Q\Q\\\
\\
'(&% *

Substation proj

v . ///% . . .
agreemenyt, //lrchasmg the tt / epexposes risk to existing ratepayers because no controls to

protect them v%/ s / such as the controls outlined in Rule 9 that require an applicant
milestones. (Ex. 309 at 18.) Staff states that such a high risk should not be permitted as it would
cause undue harm to ratepayers that would have to subsidize those facilities until the load of the
applicant materializes. (Ex. 309 at 18.)

764. While Staff contends that the lack of an executed agreement is reason enough to
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reject this project, Staff also cites its concern that NV Energy’s forecast shows the Northwest
Substation to exceed capacity by 10.4 MVA before June 1, 2028, requiring multiple new feeder
breakers fed from the new Log Cabin Substation transformer as well as from a new breaker
position at an existing substation. (Ex. 309 at 18.). Staff states that given the timing of the

forecasted exceedance at Northwest Substation, NV Energy should continue its negotiations for a

position identified within the Planning Memo to satisfy the r hwest Substation

_ ///
that is not expected for a few years. (Ex. 309 at 18-19//‘§ff States that in t// "

y
J

Commission approves this project, it should requite

N

4
7 %,
" a////

porti

costs, be placed into Plant Held for Future Use or create a atory liability account for the

increase in billing determinants that may ,if the projecte Ohds

%
%

765. NV %{ Staff and B%@///%a e recommended that the Log Cabin

4

ergy also recommends on rebuttal that the

7

Ty

/‘A

2nied as Rule 9 agreements have not been executed. (Ex. 197

o
o

Commissioﬁ‘ ise

766. Th ion denies approval of the Log Cabin Substation as recommended
by Staff and BCP and* V Energy. The Commission denies the Log Cabin Substation project
because Rule 9 agreements have not been executed.

111

/17
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M. Spring Canyon Substation
NV Energy’s Position
767. NV Energy requests that the Commission approve, as part of its Preferred Plan, a

Supply Plan addition of Spring Canyon Substation with three 230 kV transformers with a

projected in-service date of December 2026 and a cost of $49.6 milliongEx. 101 at 27; Ex. 176
at2,7.) /
BCP’s Position

768. BCP recommends that at this juncture,

Spring Canyon Substation with three 230/12 kV 1 %/‘n

.

4 .
Med line extension agreement(s). (Ex.

that as proposed, the need for this substation lacks an execy -
pfile for approvalif

406 at 10, 29.) BCP states that NV Energy ¢4 equent IRP filing to

appropriate milestone§ to protect ratepayers. (Ex. 309 at 19, 21.) Staff states that such a high risk
should not be permitted because it would require ratepayers to pay for those facilities until the
loads of the applicant customers materialize. (Ex. 309 at 20.) In this instance, because the Spring

Canyon Substation is not at least partly driven by the need to provide relief to existing facilities,
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and because the four pending Rule 9 Agreements related to this project are still being negotiated,
purchasing the transformer exposes risk to existing ratepayers. (Ex. 309 at 20.)
770.  Staff states that if the Commission does approve this project, it should include a

provision in its order that some, or all of the project costs be placed in Plant Held for Future Use

or a new regulatory liability account as part of a future rate case procee g to account for the

, %%,
2 Yy,

NV Energy’s Rebuttal //
y »

771. NV Energy states that Staff and %@%
.

€ T€CO
/ oy
Substation project be denied. (Ex. 197 at4.) NV Energy/%%f 0

%

Tk
Y W

mends on rebuttal that the Spring

Canyon Substation project be granted co 1 “nexecuted Rule 9 Agreement,
o

3 T th%%////

and asserts the Spring Canyon Substation pr@&: ending execution of the

. . .
es that it sub/@/tt d requests for approval of transmission

/%

S, Q,
2 i n% forward with their projects and NV Energy is required to

/s ny tra psmission project that is greater than 200 kV in a resource

plan filing, (E3 %%% NV Energy further states that it must navigate when to request
/ v
approval for long-le: Jtrgusmission projects, which may significantly affect the customer’s

project and business objectives where such customers do not yet have executed Rule 9
agreements and must wait until the next IRP or IRP amendment. (Ex. 199 at 3-4.) NV Energy

states that, therefore, it included several transmission project requests in this IRP because the
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relevant customers are engaged in the process and are likely to execute the Rule 9 agreements in
the coming months. (Ex. 199 at 3-4.)

773. NV Energy clarifies that in the Joint Application it requested conditional
approval, pending executed Rule 9 agreements, for the Mackay 345 kV Substation, Gosling 345

kV Substation, Ft. Churchill to Veterans 525 kV line, Spring Canyo 30 2 kV Substation,

original.))

774. NV Energy states that, since filing the at i u %z%/*%yreements have
.

o 4 .
been executed for Mackay 345 kV Substation, G%f/ 345kV })station, and Ft/// %/rchill to

. ?
K

%

Veterans 525 kV line, and therefore recommends these projeets for approval. (Ex. 199 at 4) NV

Energy further states that it anticipates R e ill be éxecuted in the near future for
.

eements will

Spring Canyon 230/12 kV Substation, Vaquego 345/12
. "
Substation. (Ex. 199 at 4 )¢} S

in reject projects for which no Rule

9 Agreement has be

compliance fi

li - i ecuted agreements to support timel
. /%/« g pp y

7

iest the appropriate number of transformers based on the capacity
required under the exécuted Rule 9 Agreements, similar to its suggestion regarding the Darling
230/12 kV Substation. (Ex. 199 at 4; Ex. 197 at 3; 6-7.)

111
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Commission Discussion and Findings
776. The Commission rejects the Spring Canyon Substation project at this time
because NV Energy has not entered into a fully-executed agreement between NV Energy and the

applicant entity. Without an executed agreement in place, purchasing the transformer exposes

7
2

existing ratepayers to risk because there is no security, construction de %its, reduction in service

charges, and appropriate milestones to protect ratepayers. The Cofimission finds this too hi gha

. . .. . . @« .
risk because if the Commission allowed this project to proce t wou%/% guire ratepayers to pay

L

erialize. Furil

for those facilities until the loads of the applicant cust /ea//fs

the Spring Canyon Substation is not at least partl%// by thelh y
/% / 4 “ v
facilities, and because the four pending Rule 9 agreementSigelated to this project are still being

.
negotiated, purchasing the transformer exposes:existing ratepaye i too high of a risk. NV

Energy may refile the Spring Canyon Subst?«é%)n pro

\

NV Energy s% 7 /////////////

‘ >%/ddition of Ft 0 : - mstock Meadows 345 kV line #2 with a projected in-

service date of"

2 /// 4
at 3, 19.) ///////

Tract’s Position

778.  Tract recommends that the Commission approve the Ft. Churchill-Comstock

Meadows 345 kV Line #2 because this facility is directly contracted for or contingent on Tract’s
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Peru Shelf and South Valley projects and benefits other customers besides Tract. (Ex. 2200 at
21)
BCP’s Position

779. BCP does not object to the approval of the Ft. Churchill to Comstock Meadows

345 kV #2 transmission line. (Ex. 406 at 7-8.) BCP states that there is an executed HDV

4
/«’V Substation which is to be

interconnected into the Ft. Churchill to Comstock Meadows

| fansmission line. (Ex.

406 at 8.) However, BCP notes that the current estim for this line is $1004

16.) .

. //////// ,,,,,,,,,,,,
.

. /%% """""""
L

.
//

780.  Staff recommends that the mimission approve// v,

addition of the Fort Churchill to Comstock M #23: ) kV tragiismission line based on an

i

Staff’s Position

’s request for the

specific customer’s, d e ) it irect Testimony of Layne Maxfield,

materializing. (]

not materialize leaving ratepayers on the hook — a scenario that recently occurred when SPPC
constructed extensive transmission infrastructure in the TRIC to serve large load requested by
data centers that have not materialized to the extent that those customers forecasted. (Ex. 313 at

62-63.)
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781.  Staff states that NV Energy has an obligation to manage risks with these loads and
although it is obligated to construct infrastructure to serve a data center customer’s forecasted
load pursuant to a Rule 9 agreement, NV Energy must also manage any risk of that load not

materializing to offset incremental costs to remaining ratepayers. (Ex. 313 at 63.) Staff states

% ’ 4,({/{7/ .
Energy are progressing together. (Ex. 313 at 63‘)//% /// ’ /oads in

Nevada have not materialized as forecasted, NV Energy g / ully enforce its Rule 9

%
\

anting prudency of the Fort

782.  Staff states the Commission c@/l also isk by,
7 \ Y, /// . .% //%%
Churchill to Comstock o , ragigmission lm/ ased on the need to serve the

////

/ n should not'grant prudency approval to meet a specific in-

/////

n the specific customer’s load materializing

/’j Y, ///
with th i ol ciate%% th the project being evaluated in the context of a GRC when

0Se COSIS. (Ex. 313 at 63-64.). Staff states that the Fort Churchill

 kV transmission line is not a part of the Greenlink Nevada Project

15 ’/"to be in service by December 31, 2028. (Ex. 313 at 64.) Staff states

and therefore is not
that although NV Enefgy has included both Fort Churchill to Comstock Meadows lines with its
Greenlink West project in previous filings, and the permitting has been done in tandem, the

instant request is not part of the Greenlink Nevada Project as it is not required to complete the

project and is solely required to serve a specific customer. (Ex. 313 at 64.) Accordingly, Staff
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contends that the in-service date should be based upon that customer’s load materializing. (Ex.
313 at 64.)

783.  Staff states that the cost of the Fort Churchill to Comstock Meadows #2 345 kV
transmission line’s projected cost does not include costs associated with building a block wall

acture Protection

security perimeter, which may be required under NERC Critical Infras

-

tie | erimeter be required the

(“CIP”) standards. (Ex. 313 at 64-65.) Staff cautions that should

5
2"
projected cost will be higher. (Ex. 313 at 65.) %%/ ///////////////
’ %////
NV Energy’s Rebuttal ////////
784. NV Energy states that the Ft. Chu/ /2 345 kV line Iy

//////

%

executed Rule 9 Agreement. (Ex. 197 at 2.)

785. NV Energy disagrees with//ﬁ/ﬁ,

=

cause this transmission line was

1 Docket No. 2(%@70 3 with the expectation that this

three Common Ti 4%% ﬁ;g this line, are planned to serve load in the northern Nevada service

region and are required as part of the Greenlink Nevada Project. (Ex. 203 Lateef Phase II at 24.)
Commission Discussion and Findings

786. The Commission approves NV Energy’s request for the addition of the Fort

Churchill to Comstock Meadows #2 345-kV transmission line based on an estimated incremental
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cost of $97.4 million, but the Commission orders the in-service date to be contingent on the
specific customer’s load, referenced by Q&A 15 of the Direct Testimony of Layne Maxfield,
materializing. The Commission finds that there is a risk associated with serving the extremely

large and somewhat speculative loads associated with data centers, which based on current

k load. The

//%77//@

YW,

agreements and current study phases, could quintuple SPPC’s current

7
J a hundred million dollars

2 345%%/, ansmission line for

“
%,

customer(s) whose load(s) may not materialize, leaving rs on the hool >

. a scenario that

L

%

recently occurred when SPPC constructed extensf /smissw sinfrastructure i

Reno Industrial Center to serve large load requested by d

ters that have not materialized to

%

"
/ g
7

|

i

f st also managg. any risk of that load not materializing to
%/%// 8

agreement milestonés {.erdsure the customer and NV Energy are progressing together. The
& L

Commission finds that'because data center loads in Nevada have not always materialized as
forecasted, NV Energy must fully enforce its Rule 9 Agreements. For these reasons, the

Commission finds that the in-service date shall be contingent on the specific customer’s load
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materializing with the resulting costs associated with the project being evaluated in the context of
a GRC when NV Energy seeks to recover those costs.

0. Ft. Churchill Substation
NV Energy’s Position

788. NV Energy requests that the Commission approve, as pagt, of its Preferred Plan, a

i

///locat
Substation at a cost of $12 million for each transformer. (Ex. 401 at 27 > 177 at 3, 19-20; Ex.
176 at 7-8.) NV Energy represents that it seeks cond/l provals for th //ansformers

because they will be constructed only upon loads/ ncting at { Ft. Churchill Substati

W

Supply Plan addition of the third and fourth 525/345 kV transfo at the Ft. Churchill

materializing. (Ex. 101 at 27.)

Tract’s Position

//
) 4
ve the

\ t. Churchill 525/345 kV

transformers 3 and 4 bec & ed for or contingent on Tract’s Peru
Shelf and South Valley, enefits othel@lst mers besides Tract. (Ex. 2200 at 21.)

BCP’s Positi(;/// / ,

imends’ % /itional approval of the third and fourth 525/345 kV

hill onl y upon loads connecting at the Fort Churchill Substation

-
materializing % MVA an%l

,200 MVA for the third and fourth transformers, respectively.

the transformer and if‘the Companies install the transformers before the 600 MV A or the 1,200
MVA threshold, then the transformers should be considered plant held for future use. (Ex. 406 at
8,32.)

/17
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Staff’s Position
791.  Staff recommends that the Commission approve NV Energy’s request for
conditional approval to construct the third and fourth 525/345 kV transformers located at the Fort

Churchill substation at a cost of $12 million each only upon loads connecting at the Fort

with serving large and speculative loads associated with data cen the 10,000 MW in

y
. : - 7
additional executed agreements and projects still in the study/ )

SPPC’s current peak load. (Ex. 313 at 67.) Staff provi %/ ot expect that

cally actal loads are sigti

)
%

)

all of the projected loads will materialize becaus@‘%’//@” i

L
_
than the load growth forecast provided by customers. (EX -

792.  Staff states that NV Ener 9 tariff contafs k protocols to protect

%
4
4

), /{/%t//
security of the utility m iri i:/u subj e%@otential refund, implementing
a phased approach ;//% ct tra ssion infras@%/lct re over time as the load materializes, and
establishing agreement mil€sy : tomer and NV Energy are progressing
' « //

S% hat because data center loads in Nevada have not

ise datav"/ nters have forecasted, NV Energy must fully enforce its

Rule 9 agreefn . %7.)
NV Energy’s Rebu 4@/// f

793. NV En .rgy disagrees with Staff’s recommendation that the Ft. Churchill 525/345
kV transformers #3 and #4 should be approved upon reaching a predetermined MW loading

threshold, and if not, the transformers should be considered Plant Held For Future Use, and
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asserts that placing a Plant Held for Future Use threshold on a project would be unprecedented
and in violation of FERC accounting guidelines. (Ex. 197 at 6.)
Commission Discussion and Findings

794.  The Commission approves NV Energy’s request for conditional approval to

construct the third and fourth 525/345-kV transformers located at the Fgrf Churchill substation at

2

here is a risk

associated with serving large and speculative loads of, rs given the/% %00

.

fully enforce its Rule 9

gy /////'
> ‘

the amount that those data centers have

Agreements.

date’and"a ¢ illion A(Ex

. 10V at 27, Ex. 176 at 8.)

because this facility is”directly contracted for or contingent on Tract’s Peru Shelf and South
Valley projects and benefits other customers besides Tract. (Ex. 2200 D at 21.) Tract states that
the Mackay facility provides benefits beyond Tract’s immediate use by strengthening the

regional integrated transmission network, creating additional points of interconnection into NV
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Energy’s high voltage network, providing a 25 percent reservation for future use, and Mackay
substation’s physical extents have been designed to contemplate future expansion at both 525 kV
and 120 kV. (Ex. 2200 at 16.)

BCP’s Position

Substation. (Ex. 406

797. BCP does not object to the approval of the Mackay 3%

%

Staff’s Position

798.  Staff recommends that the Commi @g%//
project and the Gosling 345 kV Switching Station projectwiih a provision that some or all costs
associated with the projects may be place »Plant Held for % se, or be put into a new

ok
4///
0

regulatory liability account associated with ﬂ% ased bi ) % nants, to help offset the

%
%

4

materializes. (Ex. 308at5.) Staff tecommends approvs
zes. (Ex. 3 | p@//%

i

made contractual commitments to take service

o

the inf rastructure expansion needed to serve that growth,

ill be paying

and {hdf/% // )

with such high power4actors and notes the risk that should the loads not materialize, there is a
risk that existing ratepayers face undue harm through the costs to install the infrastructure. (Ex.
308 at 7.) However, Staff explains that the high voltage distribution agreements contain project

controls requiring customer security, construction deposits, reductions in service charges and
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construction milestones, but these controls do not eliminate the risk. (Ex. 308 at 8.) Staff states
that the Commission can enhance protections for existing ratepayers through additional methods
such as placing project costs into Held Plant for Future Use or establishing a regulatory liability

account until an appropriate amount of load materializes. (Ex. 308 at 8.). Staff states that

of the expected load down to the flow of a single electron to quali g proj egt as energized, used,

?
and useful, and places the onus on NV Energy and its appl/ic %/ sto %/ //Ex 308 at9.)
. .
NV Energy’s Rebuttal ////////
800. NV Energy notes that Staff has reébir sthe Mackay Substgtion project
be approved with Plant Held for Future Use treatement. , /7 at 3.) NV Energy recommends

on rebuttal that the Mackay Substation pl/

Substation is required per executed Rule 9 ag

%

ion, a Rule 9freement ‘ n executed for the Mackay 345

7
%

kV Substation. (Ex ¢ %4.) |
Q) v

on / ‘gves, as part of NV Energy’s Preferred Plan, a Supply Plan

stationpwith a projected December 2027 in-service date and a

_

.

Mackay facility provides benefits beyond Tract’s immediate use by strengthening the regional
integrated transmission network, creating additional points of interconnection into NV Energy’s
high voltage network, and providing a 25-percent reservation for future use.

/17
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Q. Gosling Switching Station
NV Energy’s Position
802. NV Energy requests that the Commission approve, as part of its Preferred Plan, a

Supply Plan addition of Gosling 345 kV switching station with a projected April 2027 in-service

substation and will also require the Ft. Churchill-Mackay-Go < Veter 08,525 kV line. (Ex. 176

_
L
g

////////%

I

>s Peru Shelf and South
>
X. 2200 at 21.) Tract states that the

at 8-9.)

Tract’s Position

,contingent on

L

. g

Valley projects and benefits other customers@/emdeé
¥

Gosling facility provides ; beyond Tract'f e by strengthening the regional

. . » c. 4 . . . ,
integrated transmlsg/ : /‘/ 4l points of interconnection into NV Energy’s

etwork.
P

ng tgeservation for future use. (Ex. 2200 at 16.)

4

04 not object ;%% roval of the Gosling 345 kV Switching Station

BCP explai///f////g//////%% “/%J v‘ y g g

450 MW from the. : {Xr/itching Station. (Ex. 406 at 8.)

Staff’s Position
805. As noted, above, Staff recommends that the Commission approve the Gosling 345

kV Switching Station project and specifically outline in its order that NV Energy may be

required to place some, or all costs associated with this project into Plant Held for Future Use or
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to establish a regulatory liability account associated with the increased billing determinants to
help offset the costs of the new facilities from impacting existing customers until an appropriate
amount of load materializes. (Ex. 308 at 9.)

NV Energy’s Rebuttal

806. NV Energy notes that Staff has recommended that the ing Substation project

iptes that, since

¥

' for the Gosling 40
W e Oosne
"
<
N

.
by

filing the Joint Application, a Rule 9 agreement //

Substation. (Ex. 199 at 4.)

Commission Discussion and Findings ///%

.
807. L P it . red PJan, a Supply Plan addition of
| .
Gosling 345-kV Substati 4&: date and a cost of $5 million
/y”’ {%/

because, since NV E

, catign,

/ .
/S}lbsta t@%/ ‘ omts out, the Gosling facility provides
N ‘
ed

& %/% ating additional; poi v onnection into NV Energy’s high voltage network,

%
and providing/// ” srvation for future use.

Rule 9 Agreement has been executed for

the Gosling 34

R.
NV Energy’s Positio
808. NV Energy requests that the Commission approve siting and permitting costs for

Ft. Churchill-Veterans 525 kV line with a projected May 2031 in-service date and in the amount

of $14 million. (Ex. 101 at 28; Ex. 177 at 3, 20.)
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Tract’s Position
809. Tract recommends that the Commission approve siting and permitting costs for
the Ft. Churchill-Mackay-Goose-Veterans 525kV Line because this facility is directly contracted

for or contingent on Tract’s Peru Shelf and South Valley projects and benefits other customers

besides Tract. (Ex. 2200 at 21.) Tract states that the Ft. Churchill-Mackay-Goose-Veterans

project is critical in supporting the long-term growth of the ener; rastructure in Nevada, and
it is a necessary component of Tract’s Phase two load expan/‘%l Peru Shelf and
% '

South Valley sites. (Ex. 2200 at 17.)

.
D
BCP’s Position ) /// / /

L _
N o
810. BCP does not object to the approval of the/% ' /

%///% b
Churchill to Veterans 525 kV transmission b illion subject to

|

b
%9, 3
"

determining the Veterans location. (Ex. 406

Commission reject the ?) 0
to Veterans 525 kV% be % onstrated the need for the line by May
% géd and an estimated in-serve date for the line
ied in a future IRP filing. (Ex. 406 at 9, 37.)

811. recommefids approving NV Energy’s request for the siting and permitting

.'eterans 525 kV transmission line, provided that NV Energy is
directed that it is not 'érmitted to perform any land acquisition as part of this approval given the
utility’s failure to provide a cost breakdown for the project. (Ex. 311 at 2.) Staff recommends

approval of the siting and permitting plan because it will help NV Energy meet its obligation to

support load growth for an additional 1,125 MW of Master Planned Community Rule 9 load,
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which will be required when the load exceeds 900 MW between Gosling switching station and
Mackay substation. (Ex. 311 at 16.). Staff explains that approving the siting and permitting will
help NV Energy meet customer load needs without expanding the entire cost of the new line
until the load is ready. (Ex. 311 at 16.) However, Staff recommends that no land, land rights, or

private easements should be acquired as part of the siting and permitﬁ% ocess because NV

//costs being requested. (Ex.

311 at 16.) | ; ////////////////

g 2

<
.

812. NV Energy notes that BCP and Staft* 1% y omimission

NV Energy’s Rebuttal

approve the Ft. Churchill-Veterans 525 kV line permitting, / 197 ;t 3.) NV Energy
//.///%%

recommends that the Ft. Churchill-Veter .kV line permi 0 // e approved and asserts the
Ft. Churchill-Veterans 525 kV line permittir@/ls T futurg foad growth per customer
.

. 4

filing the Joint Application, a

Rule 9 Agreement b ’ € ted for the Ft. C@rc ill-Veterans 525 kV line. (Ex. 199 at 4.)

7

//ves NV Energy’s request for the siting and permitting
Y

,525-kV transmission line, but the Commission directs NV

7

o

failure to provide. i gakdown for the project. The Commission approves the siting and
permitting plan becau$e it will help NV Energy meet its obligation to support load growth for an
additional 1,125 MW of Master Planned Community Rule 9 load, which will be required when
the load exceeds 900 MW between Gosling switching station and Mackay substation. The

Commission finds that approving the siting and permitting will help NV Energy meet customer
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load needs without expanding the entire cost of the new line until the load is ready. However,
the Commission finds that no land, land rights, or private easements shall be acquired as part of
the siting and permitting process because NV Energy was unable to provide a breakdown of
what is included in the costs being requested.

S.  Vaquero Substation /////
" 4

NV Energy’s Position

) S

N

AN

N
—

e, asp% its Preferred Plan, a

814. NV Energy requests that the Commission appf

N\
S

29 in-service

Supply Plan addition of Vaquero 345/120 kV Substati i rojected ,
pply q proj %/

date and a cost of $30 million. (Ex. 101 at 28, Ex%% -Z/%}//’/& ll-f%'// //////
BCP’s Position /////////

. ////
815. BCP recommends that at t// cture, the Com//

ect approval of the

that ag’proposed, the need for this

approval in a subse@%/ filing fo establish th%//%e such as an executed HVD agreement(s)

ced% nial IRP application. (Ex. 406 at 7.)

that the Commission rfequire NV Energy to place this project in the appropriate Plant Held for
Future Use account or create a regulatory liability associated with the increased billing
determinants to help offset the costs of the facility from impacting existing customers until an

appropriate amount of load is being supplied from the projects. (Ex. 311 at 3.) Staff states that
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its recommendations are based upon the lack of a signed agreement for the project. (Ex. 311 at
19.)

817. Staff states that without signed contracts, approving projects and authorizing NV
Energy to expend capital to build this project would not be prudent, particularly given NV

Energy’s stance that if the facilities are energized and serving a watt of power, the projects must

7 Yy,
/ U,
y
7 .

without an agreement, the

risk of this project would fall entirely on ratepayers, assuming N %%%an demonstrate the
; W
costs are just and reasonable in a GRC. (Ex. 311 at 194 eover, Staff'¢/tes its concern that

the project is not well developed, as it is project b /l

-

- Comstock 345 kV transmission line required to connect 1 ///%lquero 345/120 kV Substation
g e . . . /%,, ) ////%//% .
and Viking 345 kV Switching Station are ) rovides that NV Energy

projects total almosy ” /’ i ’ cost/risk solely born by ratepayers. (Ex. 311
4 ,
/ ¢ T,
at 20.) o o =

fbe granted conditional approval with an executed Rule 9 Agreement,

and asserts the Vaquefo Substation project is required per the pending execution of the relevant
Rule 9 agreement. (Ex. 197 at 3.) NV Energy further states that it anticipates the Rule 9

Agreement for Vaquero Substation will be executed in the near future and requests conditional
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approval for the project subject to a compliance filing upon execution of the Rule 9 Agreement.
(Ex. 199 at 4-5.)
Commission Discussion and Findings

819. The Commission denies NV Energy’s request for the Vaquero 345/120-kV
Substation because there is no executed Rule 9 Agreement for this proj // The Commission

finds that it is not prudent to approve this project without an execy

7

risk of this project would fall entirely on ratepayers, without &gowing ii:the presumed load

P .
nst are, D and reasonable

would materialize, and assuming NV Energy could d

in a GRC. NV Energy may bring this project baﬁ/{%{% 0
if/when NV Energy signs Rule 9 Agreement(s) with the cugioimer(s) to be served from these

.
Y

substations.

7
.
.
©

o
!

T. Viking Switching Station

"J/ion. (Ex. 406 at 29.) BCP explains that as proposed, the need for
this substation lacks a’. executed line extension or HVD agreement(s) and the Companies can file
for approval in a subsequent IRP filing. (Ex. 406 at 7.) BCP notes that such a filing would not
require a reintroduced Triennial IRP application. (Ex. 406 at 7.)

/17
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Staff’s Position
822.  As with the Vaquero 345/120 kV Substation, Staff recommends denying NV
Energy’s request for the Viking 345 kV switching station. (Ex. 311 at 3.) Howeuver, if the

Commission approves this project, Staff recommends that the Commission require NV Energy to

place the project in the appropriate Plant Held for Future Use account/f/// eate a regulatory

liability associated with the increased billing determinants to hel set the costs of the facility

o
from impacting existing customers until an appropriate amQL/ . 48 being supplied from the

7

lack of a signed

.

/// .
/
{/// >

Energy to expend capital to build this projeet swould not be pru %art'cularly given NV

t of power, the projects must

Energy’s stance that if the facilities are ener. aw

. 4

7
Staff siates that without an agreement, the

be allowed for full inclusig

/w

7
O

o 7 3 .
/ ) E n demonstr h
7 on ratepayerﬁ%//as uming NV Energy can demonstrate the

ve _ K /
meﬁ%‘ ‘ ations. (Ex. 311 at 20.)
N
NV Energy’s Rebuttal

ta
824. NV %/ 2 that Staff and BCP have recommended that the Viking

Switching Station profect be denied. (Ex. 197 at 4.) NV Energy recommends on rebuttal that the
Viking Switching Station project be granted conditional approval with an executed Rule 9
Agreement, and asserts the Viking Switching Station project is required per the pending

execution of the relevant Rule 9 agreement. (Ex. 197 at 4.)
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825. NV Energy further states that it anticipates the Rule 9 Agreement for Viking
Switching Station will be executed in the near future and requests conditional approval for the
project subject to a compliance filing upon execution of the Rule 9 Agreement. (Ex. 199 at 4-5.)
Commission Discussion and Findings

826. The Commission denies NV Energy’s request for the Vi ///1g 345-kV Substation

_
iy,

not prudent to approve this project without an executed Rule 9 agreement.and the risk of this
TG
project would fall entirely on ratepayers, without kno he presumedgad would

U

materialize, and assuming NV Energy could de

the
GRC. NV Energy may bring this project back for approv%%//’{l IRP or IRP Amendment

’ .

if/when NV Energy signs Rule 9 agreem sawith the customey served from these

substations.

/ %/// 0
. %@rans//{ ///120 kV Substation with a projected May 2030 in-service
aSost of $40 milliop (Ex. 10V at 28; Ex. 176 at 3, 12-13.)

"4
BCP’s Positi//%

b,

kV Substation. (Ex. 406 at 7, 29.) BCP states that NV Energy provided an update explaining
that the Veterans Substation has been postponed indefinitely. (Ex. 406 at 7.)
Staff’s Position

829.  Staff recommends rejecting NV Energy’s request for the Veterans 345/120 kV
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Substation. (Ex. 309 at 3.) Staff explains that because it recommends rejecting the Lantern-
Comstock Meadows 345 kV line, it also recommends rejecting approval of this substation. (Ex.
309 at 11.) Staff contends that if NV Energy can serve the load for the one project projected to

come online soon, and before the projected in-service date of the Veterans Substation of May of

2030, then it can wait to construct the Lantern - Comstock Meadows li
> Wi 9

7
better justification. (Ex. 309 at 11.) Moreover, the Vaquero substafion will eventually be
constructed, which will serve the load that would otherwise % ‘/'_ the Veterans

iBstation should be

7

Substation. (Ex. 309 at 11-12.) Accordingly, Staff

denied. (Ex. 309 at 12.) ////////////// ) ///////
NV Energy’s Rebuttal ////////// A |
830. NV Energy notes that Staff an@BCP have recon@led that the Veterans

!
L

o
L\ En

)
d, if the Vague i1on is conditionally approved, as

Substation project be denied. (Ex. 197 at 4.)

id executed Rule9 Agr

finds that it is not pru prove this project without an executed Rule 9 Agreement, as the
risk of this project would fall entirely on ratepayers, without knowing that the presumed load
would materialize, and assuming NV Energy could demonstrate the costs are just and reasonable

in a GRC. NV Energy may bring this project back for approval in an IRP or IRP Amendment
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if/when NV Energy signs Rule 9 Agreement(s) with the customer(s) to be served from these
substations. If NV Energy brings back the Veterans Substation for approval, NV Energy will
also need to explain how the Veterans Substation does or does not overlap with the Vaquero
Substation.

V. Prospector Line Terminal

a
832. NV Energy requests that the Commission app’@% pa //f its Preferred Plan, a

N

Dec er 2026 in-

o

%,

//// 4

.

0
@

to the approva

BCP’s Position

833. BCP states that it does notf//

pector 230 kV line
terminal. (Ex. 406 at 10.)
Staff’s Position
% Commission%n the Prospector 230 kV Line Terminal

y ’413,8 been no demonstration that any

‘ //// - gz
p/’%/ /'al refunds have been secured from the applicant. (Ex. 308
a

%eu‘g which was four months prior to the filing of the

the
joint applicaﬁ igiit months after NV Energy updated Staff with its summary table of
& Y ///('

securities and ASTP aff cites its concern that there may be some unknown scope, schedule,

or budget changes, orthat the project has since been canceled. (Ex. 308 at 23.)
835.  Staff states that notwithstanding the signed agreement, without the demonstration

of a security or ASTPR collected more than eight months after signing, Staff cannot treat the

Prospector project differently from others lacking a signed agreement because in this instance,
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there appears to be no backstop that would protect ratepayers from harm should the project not
fully materialize. (Ex. 308 at 23-24.) However, is the Commission does approve the project,
Staff recommends that the Commission include a provision that some, or all, of the project costs

be placed into Plant Held for Future Use or that a new regulatory liability account be created as

(Ex. 308 at 23-24.)

NV Energy’s Rebuttal % _

836. NV Energy notes that BCP has re /%/ i

: -
Prospector network upgrades project be app@ved a&

1 e 9A

red per execu ed

B

.

837. NV Bffers }further(/ tes that no

ed, an

é//%ent. (Ex. 197t 3.)

.
.
2% her than Staff objects to this project. (Ex.

Yy
ergy asse/l%/% /,/ e e Prospector network upgrades because there
was no / nstration‘tf Er///  received security or an advance subject to potential

| /%//99 at 5-6.)

385 after Sta

that it served a supplemental response to Staff DR

7

ed its testimogly showing the security received for this project. (Ex. 199 at 5-6.)

Commission Discussionafid Findings
838. The Commission approves, as part of NV Energy’s Preferred Plan, a Supply Plan
addition of Prospector 230-kV line terminal with a projected December 2026 in-service date and

a cost of $2.2 million. The Prospector network upgrades project is required per an executed Rule

9 Agreement. The Commission finds that Staff objected to the Prospector network upgrades
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because there was no demonstration that NV Energy received security or an advance subject to
potential refund, but during discovery NV Energy served a supplemental response to Staff DR
385 after Staff filed its testimony showing the security received for this project.

W.  Harry Allen Substation

NV Energy’s Position

839. NV Energy requests that the Commission approve $4 million for network

upgrades to construct a new line position and lead line at the rry f/ //Jbstation for the

B ’ : Ex. 177 at 21.)

generator interconnection of the Dry Lake East PV/B projéct. (Ex. 101 8;

\
.

A

BCP’s Position _

%
4
4

7
.
million for the interconnection of the Dry L% East*
Staff’s Position / L
4

% PV/BESS project, if its corresponding PPA is approved

4 ’ ? - /%/Z///
by the Coy ssion. (Ex. 3 1-2.))

Commission Djse

842. The ommission approves the $4 million for network upgrades to construct a new
line position and lead 1ine at the Harry Allen Substation for the generator interconnection of the
Dry Lake East PV/BESS project because the Commission is approving the corresponding PPA.

111

/17
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X. Ft. Churchill Substation Interconnection
NV Energy’s Position
843. NV Energy requests that the Commission approve $3.9 million for network
upgrades to construct a new line position at the Ft. Churchill Substation for the generator

interconnection of the Libra PV/BESS project. (Ex. 101 at 29; Ex. 1 % )

21.
o,

new line position at the Ft. Churchill Substation esti : enerator

_
/ ,,,,,,,

N

N\

N

BCP’s Position

N

N
=R

844. BCP does not object to approval of necessary des to construct a

interconnection of the Libra PV/BESS project. (E //

Staff’s Position ////
»

.

845.  Staff recommends that th ission approv

%
4
4

;y}for tﬁ ’
/%//

by the Commission. (Ex. 305 at

¢

% ““‘///
exec{lte and the IR referr“ /%n. (Ex. 197 at 3.)

Commission

.
NV Energy’s ///// //
7 ‘//}/ //////////

line position at the Ft.“Churchill Substation for the generator interconnection of the Libra
PV/BESS project because the Commission is approving the corresponding PPA.

111

/17
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Y. Lantern Bus 345 kV Line Terminal
NV Energy’s Position
848. NV Energy requests that the Commission approve $2 million for network
upgrades to add a 345 kV line terminal at Lantern bus for the generator interconnection of the

Corsac Geothermal project. (Ex. 101 at 29; Ex. 177 at 21-22.)

Y,

BCP’s Position
849. BCP states that it does not object to the appro%/ | sary network
. . ////Z&%% ¥ “
upgrades to add a 345 kV line terminal at Lantern bu} fimated ;. the generator
, "

%,
v,
U

e
&

Staff’s Position

850. Staff recommends that th etwork upgrades to add a

at2.)
.
NV Energy’s ///////
oy g iy

exec{lte and the IR 'V ’411. (Ex. 197 at 3.)

Commission
on approves $2 million for network upgrades to add a 345-kV line
terminal at Lantern bus for the generator interconnection of the Corsac Geothermal project
because the Commission is approving the corresponding PPA.

/17

Iy



Docket No. 24-05041 Page 309

7. Greenlink

1. Budget and Continued Approval

NV Energy’s Position
853. NV Energy requests continued approval of the Greenlink Nevada Project with a

combined budget for Greenlink West, Greenlink North and Common% of $4,128 million.
/// iy,

Y 4

Position

[« N

4 i)

- Y pp 1 (
// o //W,% /
“and SNGG explain that it may be more
reasonable and prudent for the Commissi preview Greenlin //%%vsts nd related incentives in

future GRCs when NPC and SPPC are each %ckl o ust custotier rates to recover

%

costs; ang further, incentives cannot be

Jiat NV Energy’s current forecast includes a

"

i
“and a forecast of cost escalation through the completion of the

emb“%%g'

amission approves Greenlink incentives in this proceeding though,

(Ex. 801 at 11.) CMN and SNGG note that

%vada Project igec

regardless of
the incentives cannot, teﬁ cash flows for NV Energy until new rates are approved in a future
GRC. (Ex. 801 at 6.) CMN and SNGG state that they are unclear if the Commission needs to
take action on NV Energy’s request for continuing approval; however, regardless, giving the

project continuing Commission approval eliminates the incentive for NV Energy to manage

project costs and reduces protections for ratepayers. (Ex. 801 at 11.)
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Interwest’s Position
855. Interwest recommends that the Commission approve the continued development
and capital investment in the complete Green Link Nevada Project. (Ex. 2400 at 7.)

856. Interwest argues that continued investment in the Green Link Nevada Project

_
Yy,

necessitates a robust regional transmission backbone. (Ex. 2400 at 42.)/%\’[61‘\7\/%‘( states

renewable energy enhances system value by offering diverse resowices and locations. (Ex. 2400

e 3

L and reduces long-
2

4tion tie-lines

desmaller

2, ,
§

857. Interwest emphasizes that interregional trar //si on is essential for fostering
market growth in the West, as it supports iversity an %

a //%es ownward pressure on

t risin  costs are attributed to market

term system costs by minimizing the need for extc?r

interconnection upgrades for new generators. (Ex? 400,

expedite new generation interconnections. (Ex. 2400 at 43.)
859. Interwest warns that without the Green Link Project, project development in
Nevada would become riskier and more expensive, resulting in a reduced transfer capacity

needed for effective market structures. (Ex. 2400 at 44.) Interwest acknowledges that while NV
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Energy could achieve resource adequacy without the Green Link Nevada Project, it stresses that
the Green Link Nevada Project is critical for managing the substantial energy demands stemming
from load growth and market development. (Ex. 2400 at 45.) Interwest states that the Green

Link Nevada Project is pivotal for unlocking Nevada’s renewable energy potential, as

2400 at 45.)

NWCAE’s Position

860. NWCAE supports NV Energy’s applicagion and proposed pr///

oy

construction of the Greenlink Nevada Project be //V En s workers are
Local 396, which is required to represent its members and e that its members’ material,
social and intellectual welfare is advancec/i// ther ood of Electrical
) e %y
Workers (“IBEW”) International Constitutlo% /, ) /CAE states that members of

evada, Local 1245, are who will be

' ’scale and power transfer capabilities the
é@ ////%EX 2800 at 3.) NWCAE explains that the Greenlink
_

V.

sto 0 of its members throughout the course of

i ver 600 line employees. (Ex. 2800 at 6.)

861. /alns the significant increased costs for the Greenlink Nevada Project
are because of supplyChain issues, increases in fuel costs, labor wages increases, BLM-related
construction changes, and inflation; yet the Greenlink Nevada Project is still important despite

the increased costs to build it because it presents an important and unique opportunity to build

Nevada’s energy infrastructure by ensuring that the current demand for electricity is met and the
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Greenlink Nevada Project looks to the future and allows infrastructure to be built now at a lower
cost than waiting years to construct and incurring additional costs. (Ex. 2800 at 3, 6.) NWCAE
explains that wage and benefit increases were included in a newly executed collective bargaining
agreement between Local 396, Local 1245, and NV Energy for the 2023 to 2027 term and

prevailing economic

accounts for job market conditions for Local 396 and Local 1245 mW
4

forces, and the unique skills and nature of work performed by thegitembers. (Ex. 2800 at 4.)

‘ /e three-and-a-

io Ay wage adjust%%”s began in

September 2023, which will include a two to two-and-a-half percent wage increase for all

employees in all classifications, which aré wi the market ra%%/gr public utility employees.

or emyployee retention, which

classifications, including all line classifications in Sip

half percent increase for certain classifications, a,/

///"
%
o

projects, but also b
\

approval” of the entiré Greenlink Nevada Project. (Ex. 406 at 4, 20; BCP’s Brief at2-3.). BCP
states that instead, the Commission should defer to its governing orders for approvals and
acceptances pursuant to Docket Nos. 20-07023, 21-06001, and 23-08015. (Ex. 406 at 4-5, 20-21,

BCP’s Brief at 2-3.) BCP provides that based on these governing orders, and assuming the
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Commission approves the Ft. Churchill to Comstock Meadows #2 345 kV transmission, all
components of the Greenlink Nevada Project have and will be Commission approved. (Ex. 406
at 5, 21.)

864. BCP recommends that the Commission reject the approval of the estimated

_
ol R

7,
%,

orders in Docket No. 20-07023, Docket No. 21-06001, and

$2,633 million. (Ex. 406 at 5, 21; BCP’s Brief at 2-3.)4BC

4,
%,
7

704.9494(6) and the Commission’s Order in 20-¢ %%l costs

previously approved Greenlink Nevada Project are subject f¢ %mdency review in a future GRC.
.
N\

i

)|
.
O

subject to a prudengyrey (i in a future GRC. (Ex;/{%%% at 21.) BCP states that seeking

L.pmddence and provides that no party to this

i

eview of the $4.128 billion estimate, which does not

eadows #2 345 kV line requested for approval in this

//m Churchill ¢
docket. (Ex. @/22 ommends that should the Commission make a finding on the

4

it that finding to acknowledging the increased budget versus

“approval.” (Ex. 406 4t 22.)
866. BCP provides that the NAC does not contain provisions requiring continued
approval of a project while it is in development; however, provisions like NAC 704.9503(1)(d)

require NV Energy to inform the Commission of projects that it is unable to develop and must
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terminate. (Ex. 406 at 17.) BCP states that NV Energy seeks continued approval for the entire
Greenlink Project based on escalated costs. (Ex. 406 at 20.)
867. BCP states that NV Energy is not proposing to terminate any components of the

Greenlink Nevada Project and provide that cancellation of any component would likely be

unfeasible and violate the intent of SB 448 (2021). (Ex. 406 at 17.) BCR, states that because

Greenlink West, Common Ties, and Greenlink North are directly #iid

“

comply with the requirements of the Transmission Infrastructgze to Conpiect Existing Energy

he Commis

mission

Production (“TICEEP”) or SB 448 (2021), it is not fe _

development of any components of the current (}%// uii (%%/// /%9.)

oject. (Ex. 406

%
_

//% ition that the TICEEP was not

868. BCP explains that NV Energy has taken the go

legislatively mandated pursuant to SB 44 /%mre a filing for the

//// fffffff

istruct and place any of the

4

he Greenlink Nevada Project. (Ex. 313 at 15.) Staff explains that
NV Energy received }%ecemeal Commission approval for the project itself, but a budget has
never been presented. (Ex. 313 at 15.) Staff states that it is not aware where NV Energy arrived

at its $2.484 billion budget. (Ex. 313 at 15.)
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870.  Staff states that it is also concerned with NV Energy’s treatment of the Nevada
Project as a fungible project. (Ex. 313 at 21.) Staff explains that in Docket No. 21-06001, NV
Energy received Commission approval to construct Greenlink North as required by statute,

including the build out of the Lander 230 kV substation and two 525/230 kV transformers, with

an in-service date of December 31, 2028. (Ex. 313 at 21.) Staff states t //t NV Energy has not
requested to modify any portion of Greenlink North and therefor atten;;)t to do otherwise
should be construed as a failure to comply with a Commissio atute, which Staff
contends is worthy of potential administrative sanctio //////////

871.  Staff provides that in its filing, “ngigy did nobspecify which statitory

/ / ’/3,% ‘
authority under which it bases its request. (Ex. 313 at 23. f explains that the Commission’s

approval of Greenlink West was authoriz the tradition

process outlined in NRS
; ,
f%fthe” lin o‘//

L \
.. //// /
704.741 whereas the Commission’s approva link N

N\

2 t project and the Harry Allen
i.line were au’ zed purs
L |

, .
outlined in NRS 70449871 through NRS 704 787

to Northwest 525 kV transgs

the TICEEP requirements
7%

////% . 313 at 23; Staff’s Brief at 2-4.) Staff

f M//"da Legislatm///? | %cy decisions. (Ex. 313 at 23; Staff’s Brief at 2-3.) Staff
\ O

containing a range tives to provide reliable electric service; whereas, the TICEEP

process contains specific, statutorily mandated projects to spur economic development by a
certain date. (Ex. 313 at 23.)
872.  Staff states that in discovery, NV Energy represented that it seeks continued

Commission approval of Greenlink North through the TICEEP but would not provide a specific
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authority for Greenlink West, instead relying on the applicable Optional Pricing and Resource
Planning provisions of Chapter 704 of the NRS and NAC. (Ex. 313 at 25.) Staff states that the
Commission has the authority to grant NV Energy’s requested approval of the Fort Churchill to

Comstock Meadows #1 transmission line and the construction of the Fort Churchill to Comstock

W,

Meadows #2 345 kV transmission line; however, the Commission h% ady approved the

construction of the former at a budget of 67.9 million in Docket% 0-07023. (Ex. 313 at 25.)
4

Accordingly, Staff provides that the Commission does not h ////to re- é@ pve the Fort Churchill
to Comstock Meadows #1 345 kV transmission line apg can réview the prudengy of any cost
‘ L

N\

5//// N //////// ,,,,,,

increases in the context of a GRC. (Ex. 313 at 25426, /// |
_ T
873.  Staff states that from a practical standpoinﬁ% ¢ Commission may not have the

Y

authority to grant NV Energy’s request fc/%

.
@% eenlink West because the

inued approval o ]
» | - NS, WY
Commission’s authority to determine pmder@ was'elicl by SB 448 (2021) and the
/’/ o,

enactment of the TICEEP«{lx, at 26.) -’»? tates that onstructing Greenlink West
affects NV Energy’ ¢ FICEEP, which is essentially%/{ three-legged stool including Greenlink

|

////

West, Greenl LN est 525 kV transmission lines. (Ex. 313 at 26.)
" 'g B .
Staff statés't : %&%/raﬂed the TICEEP in SB 448 based upon the
A 2

%///s approval of nllnk“ est in Docket No. 20-07023. (Ex. 313 at 27-28.) Staff

explains that ¥
313 at 26.). Staff state§ that the Commission cannot force NV Energy to take an action that
would violate the law and therefore, the Commission has no additional decision to make in the

instant docket. (Ex. 313 at 26.)
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874.  Staff states that failing to construct Greenlink West and just building Greenlink
North and Harry Allen transmission lines would not satisfy each of the TICEEP criteria that must
be met in NRS 704.79877(1)(a)-(f). (Ex. 313 at 29.) Staff states that NRS 704.79877(2)(a)
mandates the construction of high-voltage transmission infrastructure interconnecting northwest

and northeast Nevada that increases the transmission import capacity ofsmorthern Nevada by not

YW,

i,
)

23

"/)e capacity mandates of the
TICEEP, Greenlink West must be built. 3 at 31; Staff’s Byief at 2-3.) Staff states that

K
NRS 704.79877(4) requires the TICEEP to 1@; : ion gfthe impact that the

4
implementation of the TI¢ tderations including but not limited
to transmission systgfi geliab é%l e development, economic activity, carbon

i " - g
i 1 “ ’ . ///// ol . ) . I age
1ts pro; ) gess transtijssion service, rates, and the financial condition of the utility.

.
(Ex."313% 3. staft statey that NV Energy has asserted that it cannot satisfy the

1
.

B NE S 704.797/5 (4)(a)-(m) without constructing Greenlink West. (Ex. 313 at 31-

4

34.)
875.  Staff disagrees with NV Energy’s assertion that the TICEEP requires the
construction of Greenlink North. (Ex. 313 at 34.) Staff explains that NV Energy provides that it
was only required to file its TICEEP on or before September 21, 2021, but does not require it to

construct and place in-service any component. (Ex. 313 at 34.) Staff states that during discovery,
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NV Energy provided that the Commission’s Order in Docket No. 21-06001 approved
construction of Greenlink North with a planned in-service date of December 31, 2028, and that
an intentionally delayed in-service date of 2031 or later would be contrary to the Commission’s
Order. (Ex. 313 at 34.) Staff disagrees with NV Energy’s contention and argues that it is the

most important issue at stake in this IRP. (Ex. 313 at 35.) /
y 4

876.  Staff states that NRS 704.79877(1) clearly require Energy to file the

TICEEP, which sets forth a plan for the construction of Greef //:k Nor@%%/d Harry Allen to
//%% //////1//” December 31

\

:%/ to setvice not late
2028. (Ex. 313 at 35.) Staff explains that the leg %%%%%nswry //EB 448(2021) onstrates

Northwest 525 kV transmission line that will be

that the bill was intended to direct investment in transmissi

o

W
rate of

) re/din a manner that most

its ptvestments. (Ex. 313 at 35-

) on 1ts.

benefits ratepayers while allowing the ut111t)//@

s that in Docketl\é/%

.
]

a / Northwest 525 kV transmission line

Energy stipulated that

&

ci

1 448 because it ¢ the construction of a facility that meets the

requirements O
that can serve existing’and projected transmission obligations, it must construct the Greenlink
Nevada project. (Ex. 313 at 36.) Staff states that if construction of the Greenlink Nevada Project
was not mandated in SB 448, as stated by NV Energy, then both the Greenlink West and Harry

Allen to Northwest 525 kV transmission line projects cannot be designated as critical facilities
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and are not eligible for incentives, as the stipulation in Docket No. 21-06001 only designated
these components as critical facilities because all parties agreed the projects were legislatively
mandated. (Ex. 313 at 36-37; Staff’s Brief at 6.) Staff states that NV Energy has presented no
evidence in the instant filing to support a critical facility designation for Greenlink North and

Harry Allen to Northwest transmission line but is instead relying on theprevious designation

W
3

Y
y %, /
878.  Staff states that NV Energy does not segi¢'to madify its Gree '////,/Nevada Project
- P /// 4,
in the instant filing and is only providing an upd %/% estimage/budget for app%// f
at 37.) Staff states that NV Energy has not provided inforf //m regarding what the cost to
cancel the Greenlink Nevada Project wou/% cause the pI‘Oj// is i

completion of milestones and would vary baé%d upon

. )
v

é/
ndl invoices.

A .. .
ent of fhe Commission’s denial and

(EX. 313 at 37.) Staff states that NV

)

. . . r T, ), . . .
final order in this 0oc i %%/%/// Staff states that if the Greenlink Nevada Project
was no/t // /nission would still not be able to decide to authorize NV

cel thg%foj ect because it would require a complete cost-benefit

the $2.484 billion cost’estimate that NV Energy claims the Commission approved and is an
increase of $1.312 billion from the $2.927 billion cost estimate provided by NV Energy in 23-
08015. (Ex. 313 at 38.) Staff states that NV Energy attributes the $1.775 billion cost increase to

the following: 1) $416 million for contingency; 2) $340.8 million in escalation costs; 3) $97.4



Docket No. 24-05041 Page 320

million for adding the Fort Churchill to Comstock Meadows #2 345 kV transmission line
construction costs; 4) $124 million to address to BLM requirements; 5) $30.7 million for
increased environmental mitigation efforts required by BLM; and 6) $101 million for sales and

use taxes that were not included in the original estimate. (Ex. 313 at 38.)

880.  Staff states that even with the inclusion of contingency%i escalation costs into
o .

t in NV Energy exceeding
its updated cost estimate. (Ex. 313 at 39.) Staff explains that/ nce /k North is currently
in the BLM permitting process, any delays or additionaf required env1ronme%ﬁ//mtl gation
measures could have a significant effect on costs%%@%//// 3at39 ) Staff states thati ‘delays are
VWK,

 tion schedule further to meet the

extensive, it would require the utility to compress the con /
aggressive statutorily required in-service ate further resultln/ increased costs. (Ex. 313 at

“{////

! ndex above 3.5 percent per
|
"

year would also increase g¢ 313 at 40.) 8taff states

%{//NV Energy executed an

agreement with an gAgigiee o0t ¢ X ction contractor for the combined

7 .
AN

o
A/

ontingency reserve to offset additional anticipated significant

gstimate. (Ex. 313 at 40.) Staff states that this demonstrates

percent annually from”2021 to 2024. (Ex. 313 at 41.) Staff explains that NV Energy’s estimate
miscalculated the contingency costs, overstated costs associated with project expansion and
included sales tax and escalation costs that were not included in the 2021 estimate. (Ex. 313 at

41-42.) Staff states that the omission of sales tax in its original estimate was particularly
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concerning because NV Energy touted the local economic benefits associated with paying sales
tax on the project, which were included in the present worth of societal cost figures. (Ex. 313 at
42.) Staff provides that after adding back erroneously removed costs, NV Energy’s 2021
Greenlink Nevada Project cost estimate increased by 23 percent annually between 2021-2024,

which is higher than the approximately 17 percent per year growth rate that the Bureau of Labor

mention its July 20, 2023, $2.927 billion cost estimate for th/ Kl?%%vada Project in
y

y

or the proje
well over the inflation rate in just ten months. (E%/@%/%

}/
882.  Staff argues that NV Energy mismanaged

Docket No. 23-08015 and similarly failed to explain
y

N

e increased

42-43

\
N
-

7

Vo
 Oreenlink Nevada Project. (Ex. 313

at 43.) Staff provides that, as discussed a%; NV E ginal budget was incomplete and
- ,
flawed. (Ex. 313 at 43.) Staff further providéﬁ; aggressive and unrealistic.

ink North contemplated in service

Jecember 31, 2029, respectively. (Ex. 313 at 43.) Staff states
@/%/ pectively. ( )

) ) . , . ) )
that six mont}y ter it revi e o1 Gréenlink North to have an in-service date of
1

2

f%//nshr@ned in statute. (Ex. 313 at 43.) Staff contends that

L 4

dule by a year without explaining why or how it would achieve

/ %&f%/%)mpressed th

«
the new in-servige:date, V Energy did not update the original cost estimate to reflect the

compressed schedu %/ / 3 at 43.) Staff states that the utility pushed for the aggressive
schedule at a time whi 'fe the world was experiencing supply-chain issues from COVID and the
highest inflation in 40 years, making the decision to compress the schedule inexplicable and
unreasonable. (Ex. 313 at 43.) Staff states that NV Energy is not prudently managing the

Greenlink Nevada Project and provides that the management strategy appears to maximize its
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shareholder profitability. (Ex. 313 at 43-44.) Staff states that NV Energy’s push to move the
date of Greenlink North and maintain Greenlink West’s in-service date unnecessarily increased
the costs of the project. (Ex. 313 at 44.)

NV Energy’s Rebuttal

gval for the Greenlink

883. NV Energy states that it continues to seek continued ap

based on NV Energy’s transparency regarding the costs caus% the in¢gedse in the anticipated

.

budget, continued critical need for the projects, and h T d comparan\{%//

in higher costs. (Ex. 206 at 15.) NV Energy asse %

affirm NV Energy’s recommendation to approve these projgct

15.)
ommission conditionally
ubstations and directed NV
"@/1 t held for future use until the 230 kV
facilities are s ' ated large generator interconnection

: ould make use of this equipment. (Ex. 203 at 6.) NV Energy

stimate % Greenlink Nevada Transmission Project is $2.484

ed cost estimate provided by NV Energy in response to Staff DR

permitting, and land a€quisition for the Fort Churchill-Comstock Meadows #2 transmission line
($12.8 million). (Ex. 203 at 6-7.)
885. NV Energy responds to Staff’s statement that NV Energy has executed an EPC

contract for combined construction of the Greenlink Nevada Project, stating that it has executed
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a construction only contract for combined construction of the Greenlink Nevada Project
transmission lines, substations, and telecommunications infrastructure and asserts that it remains
responsible for procurement of all long-lead-time equipment and materials and has retained a
separate engineer-of-record for the project. (Ex. 203 at 7.) NV Energy denies Staff’s assertion

that it is using a potential $300 million savings from the combined constzuction as a contingency

for additional anticipated cost increases that are not included % 2.239 billion cost estimate
.

because NV Energy is continuing to work with the contracto 1
y
t

planned crew sizes

7
U 4,

the exact level

adjusted. (Ex 305

and the make-up and construction schedule, and is cur,

&
by which the Greenlink Nevada Project cost estiw%///%%%

.

886. NV Energy denies Staff’s assertion that th%

. L
because the project budgets are not locked b@ 4NV Ene

i

o |
f/ jects in past Docket Nos. 20-

has requested, and the

/i
4

07023 and 21-0600}4/ // at8-9) N

i

the updated Greenlink el he 2021 IRP (Docket No. 23-08015)
- escalation'ig the ‘@ras informational and based on limited preliminary and

2 servi ¢es that were available at the time with the expectation that

numerous contr,

% //// would b alized prior to the IRP filing in this Docket. (Ex. 203 Lateef
Phase IIT at 9.) N\%/ i

and construction contfacts which have enabled it to project cost escalation over the course of the
project and believes that it is important to receive continuing Commission approval of the

Greenlink Nevada Project due to the forecasted significant escalation in costs over the original

estimates. (Ex. 203 at 10.) However, NV Energy states that its request for continued approval
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does not limit the Commission’s authority for a prudency review in a future GRC. (Ex. 203 at
10-11.)

887. NV Energy denies Staff’s characterization of its request regarding these facilities
as ever-changing. (Ex. 203 at 19-21.) NV Energy asserts that it provided additional information

in response to Staff’s concerns regarding the Amargosa and Esmeralda Substation buildout. (Ex.

4 :
203 at 16-17 citing Ex. Lateef-Rebuttal-2.) NV Energy asserts thaf the 230 kV buildout costs for

1¢ incre ///e Greenlink Nevada

@ "
. . 7
tions will orily

the Amargosa and Esmeralda substations are not included in

built when and

Y
Project cost forecast because the Amargosa an Esme% %

if the Companies execute large generator intercoﬂ/{%%/%

interconnections at these substations, as contemplated in

to construct the Amargosa

and Esmeralda Substations in Docket No. 2 2 ceived conditional approval

.

for the 230 kV buildouts i DIoc e 5 I @ts approval of the 230 kV

1 &/%7 .the pr vio argosa and Esmeralda Substations with
, /,, ,

“ n///% o inve

deemed a

w/’l/

expenditures associ 'the investment in a future rate case. (Ex. 203 at 11.)

889. NV Enérgy agrees with BCP’s recommendation for quarterly prudency reviews
between NV Energy, Staff, and BCP while Greenlink is underway. (Ex. 203 at 11-12.)

111

/17
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Commission Discussion and Findings
890. The Commission does not make a finding granting the “continued approval” of
the entire Greenlink Nevada Project. The Commission finds NV Energy’s request for continued

approval unnecessary, as the Commission has not revoked any approval of the Greenlink Nevada

wehill to Comstock

,
“Tiy,

Project. Moreover, the Commission in this docket approves the Ft. Ch

Meadows #2 345-kV transmission line, which is another Greenli ect. Instead of granting
%%%/0-07023, 21-06001,
and 23-08015. Based on those orders, and the Commigs oval in this'd@eket of the Ft.

&
Qo
=
=
=
o
o
o
&

"

=
3
<
=N
=
[¢]
@]
Q
=
8
=.
w
7]
“.
]
=
-
g,
o
=
v
=+
o]
=
n
Q
=
[«
o
=
173
—_
=

components of the Greenlink Nevada Project have receiv "'/élmission approval.

that “continued approval” implies a presumption of

ty to this

| finds that no {

<
7
$4.128 billion/

roceeding has conducted a prudency review of the
1 does not include the Fort Churchill to Comstock Meadows #2

a request that equates to a prudency approval for unvetted costs.

public interest to gran
893.  Neither the NRS nor the NAC contains provisions requiring continued approval
of a project while it is in development; however, provisions like NAC 704.9503(1)(d) require

NV Energy to inform the Commission of projects that it is unable to develop and must terminate.
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NV Energy is not proposing to terminate any components of the Greenlink Nevada Project; the
Commission notes here that cancellation of any component would likely be infeasible and may
violate SB 448 (2021). Moreover, the record in this docket lacks information regarding the costs

of any such cancellation or whether there are better alternatives currently available.

894. While the Commission makes no finding regarding continpued approval of the

4
Greenlink Nevada Project because such a finding is unnecessary, /Commlsswn questions

.

ed approval because of
.

C o . ////////% N . ‘
525-kV transmission lines. The 2021 Legislature crafted /ICEEP in SB 448 based upon the
Commission’s approval of Greenlink West if . 20-0 , Without Greenlink West,

NV Energy’s TICEEP fails to achieve the pl@os
.

NRS 704.79877(2)(a), a 4.79877(4).%/{/ sston has no additional decision to

CommiSSiOW% : . enlink’Nevada Project in aforementioned dockets,

Y

West and common ties. (Ex. 101 at 29; Ex. 177 at 13-14.) NV Energy notes that Greenlink West
consists of a 525 kV transmission line connecting the Fort Churchill and Harry Allen substations,

through the Esmeralda, Amargosa, and Northwest substations while the common ties projects are
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two 345 kV transmission lines that connect the Fort Churchill substation to the Comstock
Meadows and Mira Loma substations. (Exhibit 180 at 3, fn 1.) NV Energy requests critical
facilities designation for both Greenlink West and common ties. (Exhibit 177 at 14.) NV Energy

asserts that the Commission has already designated Greenlink North and the Harry Allen to

planning studies, it may be impossible to comply with statutd Lot e

the Greenlink project, the system may not have the r;%ary ibili ///d to system
contingencies without the Greenlink Nevada Pro%/// omotefidi ersity of sup/%f%allowing
interconnection of a diverse range of resources, allows fo?/% ”//ransfer of energy between

. /////// )
northern and southern Nevada, is critical 1 déwelopment of ad(% G newable energy

7

.
. %
resources, provides access to renewable energy res margosa, Esmeralda and

FERC OATT provigion %/ﬂ is n il price stability. (Ex. 177 at 13.)

///

. .
Nor%@st and Harry Allen substations in southern Nevada which

i
ion lo%d provides substantial benefits in terms of electrical

-
. k¢ %, « / oy ede
system reliabil / ’ /%al flexibility. (Ex. 182 at 5.) NV Energy asserts that the

kV project. (Ex. 177 at 13; Ex. 190 at 14.)
897. NV Energy requests the Commission approve CWIP in rate base accounting

treatment for Greenlink West and Common Ties and Greenlink depreciation expense after the in-
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service date and until included in rates, in a regulatory asset with no carry charges. (Ex. 101 at
29.) (Ex. 189 at 4-5; Ex. 190 at 14-18.)
CMN and SNGG’s Position

898. CMN and SNGG recommend that the Commission reject NV Energy’s Greenlink

critical facility designation and related incentives, including requests for.CWIP in rate base, a

depreciation expense regulatory asset, and continual Commissiondpproval of the Greenlink
Nevada Project because, per Docket No. 21-06001, CMN and/SN ol

GG exg

XD

.

%plain that it may be more

-
S costs an/%

ted incentives in

reasonable and prudent for the Commission to review

future GRCs when NPC and SPPC are each seek/

Greenlink costs due to the current uncertain project costs, an 5/urther, incentives cannot be

t .
7 //////// £2,6,11.) CMN and

included in customers’ rates until a GRC 1 J.Leyko Positig ]

4
i nt amount of contingency

ignif

"
)

SNGG explain that NV Energy’s current fore

and a forecast of cost escalg ', through the comf

. .
//j and SN’/%O that regardless of whether the
er in.this proceeding though, the incentives cannot
%p g though,

December 2028. (Ex*8fbat 11.)
%

Commission approves Gree
Y

7

% ntil new rates are approved in a future GRC. (Ex. 801 at
%%% B  they e unclear if the Commission needs to take action on NV

Energy’s reques 5
///// /,f
Commission appr \% '

approval; however, regardless, giving the project continuing
reduces protections for ratepayers. (Ex. 801 at 11.)
BCP’s Position

899. BCP recommends that the Commission reject the approval to designate Greenlink

West and Common Ties as critical facilities. (Ex. 406 at 5, 23; BCP’s Brief at 4.) BCP states



Docket No. 24-05041 Page 329

that instead, the Commission should defer to its governing orders in Docket No. 20-07023 and
Docket No. 23-08015. (Ex. 406 at 5, 23.) BCP notes that in Docket 20-07023 the Commission
denied critical designation for the approved Greenlink West and Common Ties. (Ex. 406 at 5.)
BCP further notes that in Docket 23-08015, NV Energy did not request critical facility

ers. (Ex. 406 at 5, 23.)

designation for the approved Amargosa and Esmeralda 525/230 trans&;

4
Moreover, BCP states that NV Energy guaranteed it would go fo 4 with Greenlink West
.
without critical facility designation. (Ex. 406 at 23.) BCP n beket No. 23-08015,
y
NV Energy did not request critical facility designationdr the " a and
gy q y desig //

Esmeralda 525/230 transformers. (Ex. 406 at 23.¥ //// ) 8§
» Y

900. BCP recommends that the Commission rej

////////%

enlink depreciation for

Gr
the Greenlink Nevada Project in this IRP cas@/ (Ex. 4 % 3.) BCP explains that pursuant to

the Commission’s acceptas Phase 1V Cgr lation in Docket No. 21-06001,

WIP an
.
%rchlll to s %% ission lines. (Ex. 406 at 5-6, 24.) BCP

further / i, Gﬁ/i% the financial impact of these incentives be known and

Ex. 4%5; BCP’s Brief at 4.) BCP recommends the

901. BCP explains that NV Energy agreed via stipulation in Docket No. 21-06001 that
it could request CWIP in rates for the Harry Allen to Northwest 525 kV and the Fort Churchill to
Robinson 525 kV transmission lines designated as critical facilities. (Ex. 406 at 24.) BCP

explains that any such request is required to include all financial impacts associated with the
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request, including a rate impact analysis that specifies the rate impact of any such proposal on
each rate class. (Ex. 406 at 24.) BCP states that NV Energy’s filing is insufficient and bases its
analysis on estimates of general classes of customers, which does not comply with the

stipulation. (Ex. 406 at 4.). BCP states that only through a rate case can actual financial impacts

Critical Facility financial incentives, including C3

regulatory asset treatment for depreciation expense after ¢egiipletion, for the Greenlink North,

@

Greenlink West, and Common Ties proj e/ use incentives/////'//ld only be requested in a
GRC where the financial factors impacting ﬁ@ credit metrics and NPC can be

L
"

' 0
% suant to N @70

At as CWIP and regulatory asset treatment

.9484(3), an IRP is not the proper

T
%%yadates that such a request occur in an application to change

k.

CP’s Br, 4.) BCP explains that in an IRP, a utility may seek

critical facility'des form the Commission that it will seek incentives in its next

7
7

4

GRC; however red ing approval of incentives in the instant docket is premature. (Ex. 408 at
9, BCP’s Brief at4.) ° ;CP states that in addition to clear regulatory language, it also makes sense
to evaluate a request for financial incentives from a policy perspective because only in a GRC
can the Commission fully assess the financial condition of the utility on a prospective basis to

ascertain whether such incentives are necessary. (Ex. 408 at 9; BCP’s Brief at 4.) BCP states
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that NV Energy supports its request for incentives by focusing on the financial metrics of the
Funds From Operation to Debt (“FFO/Debt”) ratio. (Ex. 408 at 9.) BCP is critical of this
rationale because the only proceeding in which the Commission can ascertain the FFO/Debt ratio

is in the context of a GRC proceeding in conjunction with the authorized return on equity, equity

level in the capital structure, the actual cost of debt, the approved level gf rate base, the level of
;

revenues used to set rates, and the level of expenses authorized. ///08 at 9-10.) BCP states

e

. . . . ) //j%%/ Y . .
that NV Energy provided a list of financial assumptions that,% % cur, could indicate
U . .
to justify

Y

b

sincentives for the projects to

to support cre%e’m s and reduce regulatory

t on the argument that

generate cash flow during the constructio

lag. (Ex. 408 at 10.) BCP states that NV Ené ! ,

that CWIP will pro;/ %tomers states that NV Energy failed to provide
|
@ | 4

%ere isa '

A

"%
.

/8’ i gnot needed as the figures provided by NV Energy show

that the utility" / $an FFO/debt ratio sufficient to avoid a credit downgrade without the inclusion

treatment. (Ex. 408 at 13.)

of critical facility ratefial
905. BCPs .tes that if a utility is materially and consistently above the 18 percent

FFO/Debt threshold, it is an indication that rates are set too high, and if consistently below 18

percent, it indicates that rates are too low. (Ex. 408 at 14.) BCP states that the results displayed

for NPC and SPPC in the Behren Direct-3 and Behren Direct-4 tables, which show FFO/Debt
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ratios from 2024-2033 for NPC and SPPC respectively, are reasonable and demonstrate that
CWIP and regulatory asset incentives are not necessary. (Ex. 408 at 13-14.) BCP states that NV
Energy must demonstrate the need for regulatory asset incentives because the regulations that

contemplate financial incentives and special ratemaking treatment is merely permissive and

given that the regulations also contemplate that such requests in a GRCgit follows that NV
Energy’s requests are premature and unwarranted from a fin ctive. (Ex. 408 at 14-
15.)
906. BCP states that NV Energy identified twfo occai e /mmission
: . . . / /} % U, . ///////?’ .
allowed interim rate recovery of CWIP, including’ €] istruction of th zie power

| D, ¥ o
plant in Docket No. 04-6030 and construction of the Trac er plant in Docket No. 05-8004.

%

(Ex. 408 at 15.) BCP explains that the pl Mdirection of the Commission

i I'

. % 2 7/ 7 /
to address concerns regarding NV Energy’s @( // e wholesale purchased power market,

and the plants were bein k bond status, near bankruptcy,

earning for the past
907. BCP stftes that it is highly unusual for the Commission to authorize CWIP in rate
base because it violates the used and useful standard and amounts to single-issue ratemaking.

(Ex. 408 at 16.) BCP explains that the request asks ratepayers to pay for assets before they are in

service providing benefits to customers, and also seeks to go beyond a test year to include one
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item that increases rates without considering other items over that same period of time that could
decrease rates, such as depreciation, ADIT, load growth, lower capital costs, and other cost
savings. (Ex. 408 at 16-17.)

908. BCP states that ratepayers will not save money from including CWIP in rate base.

(Ex. 408 at 17.) BCP explains that when the time value of money is ingluded in NV Energy’s

4

calculation, as it must be, it is better for ratepayers to avoid payi ts in the early years for a
project while it is under construction and before it is placed if 408 at 17.). BCP
states that the present value of the cost stream with CWIP s is goi el igher for
ratepayers than the present value of the cost stre IP in rates. (Ex. 408 at 17.)

//e sligilt benefits to ratepayers by
//@é n for SPPC. (Ex. 408 at 17-

avings are miniscule

.
L
909.  BCP states that NV Energy’s filing demon

//// ?
18.) However, BCP states that BCP provide///é//'/%hat: %

compared to the total inv ess than one

4
calculations take in; /// o nt the

s calculations;

%

L

consumer disceyis

910. ardiig ' e/ giscount rate, BCP explains that the value of money to a ratepayer
would reflect opportuflity cost and, on the margin, it might be a credit card with an interest rate
of 21%, or even more conservatively 10 percent. (Ex. 408 at 19.) BCP states that based on its

calculations, at ten percent, there is no net benefit from including CWIP in rate base and instead

a large detriment to customers. (Ex. 408 at 19.) BCP calculates that customers would break even
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at a discount rate of 7 percent. (Ex. 408 Garrett P3 at 19.) Given the above, BCP states that the
claim that CWIP would save customers money is inaccurate, even when using NV Energy’s own
model. (Ex. 408 at 19.)

911. BCRP states that from an earnings perspective, inclusion of CWIP in rates 1s not a

benefit to the utility because regulated entities are allowed to acc eturn on the CWIP

balance while the project is under construction through AFUD

from an earnings perspective during the construction period. {§ x.

1§ /

BCP states that the inclusion of CWIP in rates shifts caffstruction project ri

because otherwise, the utility would bear the risl%/ s construlion that the

LW
be finished or included in rates. (Ex. 408 20.) BCP states///// '

material portion of that risk shifts to ratep/ states that because NV

‘ %ﬂ rate base only shifts

1 and offsetting cost to

|
Energy does not benefit from an earnings pe@)ec‘u
cash flow toMl

risks to customers while i,
y 4

ratepayers. (Ex. 408

20-21.) | 4///////}?12‘1% that a utility foregoes cash flow on the project during
construction,
(Ex. 408 at 21.) B i 41/1at without this motivation, construction projects can be strung-out
over longer periods of : ime due to the lack of financial urgency. (Ex. 408 at 21.) BCP states that
NV Energy’s request for a regulatory asset for depreciation expense is inconsistent with NAC
704.9484(3), as it is not a listed incentive under the regulation. (Ex. 408 at 21-22.) BCP states

that NAC 704.9484(3)(c) makes clear that a regulatory asset incentive may include costs
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incurred to construct the project but does not provide for costs and expense items associated with
ongoing operations, such as depreciation, which is incurred only after the project has been placed
into service. (Ex. 408 at 22.) Accordingly, BCP argues that NV Energy’s requested relief is not

available under the regulation. (Ex. 408 at 22.) BCP states that NV Energy can protect itself from

913.  Staff recommends that the Commissiond . /t to designate

-
/////////g// /é s Brief at
| - e *
6-7.) Staff explains that NV Energy bases its request to degi

///ate Gfeenlink West and Common
Ties with critical facilities status for cons{// . with the Gre r{/% 1

the Greenlink West project and Common Ties a%/ / ilitids, (Ex. 310 at 22

us vig stipulation in Docket No.

h and Harry Allen to

Northwest 525 kV project, which obtained c@lcal

L

alities because it was determined to be part of

10//// - Staff’s Brief at 6-7.) Staff ds that NV E i
el taff’s Brief at 6-7.) Staff contends that nergy 1s

der the “guise” of consistency and argue that the joint

ects to the critical facility status for the Greenlink West and Common

914.  Staff obj
Ties projects from both an engineering and financial perspective. (Ex. 310 at 7.) Staff
recommends the Commission reject NV Energy’s request to designate the Greenlink West and

Common Ties projects as critical facilities. (Ex. 313 at 48.) Staff states that in Docket No. 20-



Docket No. 24-05041 Page 336

07023, the Commission declined to designate the Greenlink West project, which included
Common Ties, as critical facilities because they were considered part of normal utility planning
under Nevada law and given NV Energy’s representation that it would pursue the project without
the designation. (Ex. 313 at 46; Staff’s Brief at 6-7.)

915.  Staff reasons that because the TICEEP was predicated upon the Commission’s

7
approval of the Greenlink West project, one can assume the Nev 4 egislature was satisfied

mm & O,
. L
with the Commission’s Order in Docket No. 20-07023, inclu 7 g the /%./_/ :

West Project was not a critical facility. (Ex. 313 at 47 ) Staft states that ha.

intended for the project to be a critical facility, 1&%/4@%% magdated it in SB

chose not to do so. (Ex. 313 at 47.) Moreover, Staff prov

%

that the Greenlink

that NV Energy stated that it

%,

intends to continue to develop and const Greenlink Wesff% project and Common Ties

‘// 7
even if the Commission denies NV Energy’%ques . mific giities. (Ex. 313 at47.)

016.  Staff statesdl a financial yer

|

for critical facilitiesr pport the ﬁnan% strength of NV Energy; however, Staff

9 S
provides that Commission regulationsida fotdistghe financial position of the utility as criterion
for criti i e an@% not relevant in making that determination. (Ex. 310 at 8.)

sthat the onl nce NV Energy’s financial position has to critical facilities
T .

%

regards wheth % , ppropriate. (Ex. 310 at 8.) To that end, Staff notes that in the

v
7

past dockets that N % cited as a basis for its recommendation, the Commission expressly

held that while “imprévement of a utility’s financial situation and financial health are desirable
goals, the critical facility regulation was not designed to reward the utility for those reasons.”

(Ex. 310 at 8.)

917.  Staff argues that NV Energy’s current financial circumstances do not warrant the
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need for incentives compared to the financial context of past decisions where it was awarded
financial incentives because such reasons are not representative of NV Energy’s current
situation. (Ex. 310 at 8.) Staff provides that NV Energy utilizes critical facilities designations

that received financial incentives in Docket Nos. 04-06030 and 05-08004 as justification for its

generating assets, and the utility was overly exposed to whol power markets. (Ex.
/7
. . . Ny .
310 at 9.) Staff further explains that designation and iz .encourage the
g y /% g

¢

J
completion of the projects to obtain reliability an%% 6 "

Additionally, Staff states that at the time of these dockets, | nergy had a credit rating of B1,
2,

310 at9.) St%y}tes that NV Energy was
% //%//
e //qu hagrdifficulty obtaining

7

W

failed attempt to %egulate i . sthe events that led to the Western U.S. Energy

_

plajiis,that during the deregulatory transition, NV Energy stopped

g mechanisms and had accrued approximately $1.127 billion in

deferred enéf h%/{en the two companies. (Ex. 310 at 10.) Staff states that to
address rate shockl,." ack period on those balances of those accounts required a three-year
collection period, credting the need for NV Energy to receive additional financial regulatory
support. (Ex. 310 at 10.) Staff notes that even during this period of financial duress, critical

facility designation and associated incentives were opposed in a dissent by a commissioner. (Ex.

310 at 12.)
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919.  Staff states that NV Energy’s current financial circumstances do not jeopardize
the completion of these projects, nor do they warrant financial incentives. (Ex. 310 at 12.) Staff
states that NV Energy’s credit ratings are Baal and Baa2 for NPC and SPPC, respectively, which
are substantially higher than in 2004-2005. (Ex. 310 at 12.) Staff further states that unlike 2004-

2005, NV Energy is now financially backed by Berkshire Hathaway E and in 2021, NV

7

4

Energy is prepared to fund $2.5 billion in private money into? ¥t {l ould not be expected

Given the

%

Y,
Staff argues t

10U the need for financial incentives

.

funding and representations regarding 1nvestment?6

under critical facility designations. (Ex. 3 ) Moreover, 9] rovides that NV Energy
committed to develop and construct Greenli@' “an mon Jies regardless of critical

4

k ¢

7

e the GTeenl?

/est and Common Ties projects do not

e Eshoulv stead be considered in the context of a GRC, which

L

n the true rate impact of any financial incentive. (Ex. 310 at 14.;
. //// -'//
Staff’s Brief at 6.) ///////
921.  Staff récommends that the Commission reject any financial incentive requests for

Greenlink North and Harry Allen to Northwest 525 kV because any request for incentives must
be included in a GRC consistent with the Stipulation approved in Docket No. 21-06001. (Ex.

310 at 22; Staff’s Brief at 6.)
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922.  Staff explains that in Docket No. 21-06001, the parties agreed by Stipulation to
designate the Greenlink North line and Harry Allen to Northwest 525 kV project as critical
facilities for the purpose of fulfilling a specific statutory mandate pursuant to NAC
704.9484(2)(d); however, the stipulation did “not grant or authorize any incentive pursuant to

NAC 704.9484(3), reserving this Commission determination for future proceedings.” (Ex. 310 at

3.) Staff further explains that the stipulation included a provision
such incentives in a future proceeding for these projects, [N %&nergy ///s that

must include all financial impacts associated with suc 4 ?equé’?st, including 4.£dte impact analysis

that speciﬁes the rate impact of any such propos. /// ach rate di //

at 6.) Given that requirement, Staff provides that NV E n///,

/{an only request financial

.

U

taff”s Brief at 6 ) Staff provides that the impact
t %%/ p

oup.
V. 4
r

several rate classes into
general rate class descri/p ropposed to thedmore detailgd rate classes that would result

incentives in a GRC, not an IRP. (Ex. 31 2

o

analysis in the instant joint application lacks/@ranu% .

i,

(Ex. 310 at 4; Staff’s Brief % ////////

rate‘{)a o \ for th%nlink Nevada Project and include the project’s
' irry charge in a regulatory asset. (Ex. 313 at 61.)

924, £ ’ ét NV Energy’s claimed need for financial support to maintain a
specific credit rating es not satisfy and of the required criteria under NAC 704.9482(2) for a
critical facility designation. (Ex. 313 at 49.) Even if the Commission determined that the

financial position of the utility somehow relates to the required criteria, Staff provides that NV

Energy has not provided any information to ascertain how maintaining a specific credit rating
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promotes retail price stability any better than not maintaining a specific rating, nor has NV
Energy provided any information regarding the cost to ratepayers of granting NV Energy
financial incentives in order to maintain the credit rating versus allowing the consequential cost
to flow through ratepayers resulting from NV Energy’s credit being downgraded. (Ex. 313 at

49.) Staff provides that NV Energy itself noted in the instant proceeding that NV Energy has

h

7 W,

0

similar credit ratings and to receive common equity 1nfus1ons%o
/7

.
Energy, Inc. (Ex. 313 at 49.) / ///////
925.  Staff states that in the midst of th%%@-w pat %emic, NV Energ

the private capital to bring to Nevada to fund the Greenlink ‘evada Project to spur economic

&

that it would not feeover any of that capital

investment until the Greenlink Nevada Proj e@/ goes 11i1o service ang'provides the benefits of that

.
°

. . w /
capital investment to th (Px 313 at 50.) 8t

nanej /%/wentlves to start recovering the return on its capital

eive ‘%eneﬁts associated with the assets. (Ex. 313 at 50.)

ghould be held to its public commitments, which were made by its

at 51.) Staff states thdt NV Energy should be held to its word. (Ex. 313 at 51.)
926.  Staff states that NV Energy has taken the position that CWIP in rate base is not
the return of NV Energy’s capital investment; rather it is partially a return on its capital

investment, and NV Energy would not recover the costs assoctated with CWIP in rate base until
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it is reflected in rates. (Ex. 313 at 52-53.) Staff argues that asking customers to begin paying for
any costs associated with the project is asking for recovery of the costs of the project early and
there is no other reasonable interpretation of NV Energy’s incentive requests. (Ex. 313 at 53.)

927.  Staff states that NV Energy has numerous options to address its financial concerns

transmission projects like the Greenlink Nevada Project. (Ex / : L

Staff explains that
L

/ “?V,% ‘
without significant increases in rates, NV Energy could exglote joint ownership models similar

to the agreement it has for joint ownershi% One Nevada Ligtransmission project with LS

%//%m

es may also allow NV Energy to

Power. (Ex. 313 at 54.)

cial incen

/%
/
é//

/ . :
a@ not been determined to be prudent or just

and reasonable, raenel: %/ ied, and potential inequities between NPC and
SPPC f taff states that a proper review of the costs associated with

\\\\ -

2

N

-

e/%/ ot occur un
Staff notes th has already included $4.23 million of costs associated with the

N\

just, and reasonable. (Ex. 313 at 55.)
929.  Staff states that if the 10,000 MW of anticipated and proposed loads that the

project intends to serve materialize, NV Energy will have more billing determinants to spread the



Docket No. 24-05041 Page 342

cost of the project over, which in time would lower the impact on customer bills. (Ex. 313 at 55.)
Staff explains that NV Energy’s requested financial incentives create generational inequities
because it is asking current customers to pay for costs that would have been paid for, at least in
part, by the new customers that the project is being built to help serve. (Ex. 313 at 55.) Staff

states that the Commission should deny NV Energy’s request for CWI ///1 rate base to provide

_
7y,

additional time for the anticipated billing determinants to materialize and for NV Energy to

7
4 .

y .
access cheaper renewable energy to help offset the impact th fihe Gre/

| %k Nevada Project will
have on energy bills. (Ex. 313 at 55-56.) /

45

@

L
“

930.  Staff states that granting NV Energg%/g/j uested Bhcentives could

N
////////fo 7 4 - “ 4

between NPC and SPPC customers. (Ex. 3 “provides that the cost allocation for

Greenlink West was set at a 70/30 alloc i bwe C P

the futy€. (Ex. 313 at 56.) Staff

respectively, with the

i . :
@/;//// PPC, respectively; however, the
108

growth, the cost alloc4tion is no longer applicable. (Ex. 313 at 55.) Accordingly, Staff argues
that the cost allocation rations must be modified in a GRC. (Ex. 313 at 56.)
931.  Staff states that NV Energy requested and received FERC approval for CWIP in

rate base, recovery of 100 percent of prudently incurred costs in the event the project does not



Docket No. 24-05041 Page 343

materialize for reasons outside of NV Energy’s control, and deferral of the Greenlink Nevada
Project depreciation expense into a regulatory asset. (Ex. 313 at 56-57.) In approving the above,
Staff provides that FERC Commissioner Mark Christie stated his concern that FERC needs to

revisit the array of financial incentives offered to transmission developers and questioned

whether FERC’s determination for those incentives has become nothingzmore than a “check-the-

,
“Tiy,

7

] /// should not be a mere
. 2 /?
“check-the-box exercise.” (Ex. 313 at 58.) Staff state h nergy Will// id to file an

7
%

application seeking approval of CWIP in rate basé€ ar /s yet t¢: n

. I : /////%f% A . :
determined when it might. (Ex. 313 at 59.) Staff prov1des¢ NV Energy intends to determine
(’{/%

.

the timing of a potential FERC filing after mmission mal% ing on the requested

arul

!

%%stomé 0 the instangdocket. (Ex. 313 at 59.)
f/////%/// ”
7

at it is imperative that SPPC
o
7 ’/// 4///;
generate more cash flow %m on tk%ther hand, N¥]
. | "/g/
U .

rgy does not know when, or if, it will

file a FERC rat

ertives for which it has already received

Project to NPCig in th t NV Energy’s native load FERC transmission jurisdictional cost
explains that because NPC recovers approximately 18 percent more of its transmission
requirements from native load than SPPC, allocating more Greenlink costs to NPC allows NV
Energy to collect more revenue for native load customers, thereby potentially delaying the need

for NV Energy to file a FERC rate case. (Ex. 313 at 59.)
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933.  Staff states that NV Energy is required to mitigate costs by utilizing any federal
tax incentives or federal funding pursuant to NRS 704.79878(1) and propose a rate method or
mechanism to mitigate any increase in its total revenue requirement of more than ten percent due
to recovery of the costs of the Greenlink Nevada Project pursuant to NRS 704.79878(2);

however, the legislative mandates are silent on placing any caps on the gosts that would be

4 o
¢ by the Commission in a

0
Vo N
// {,,//

GRC. (Ex. 313 at 60.) Staff states that NV Energy’s incentiv 5 getting | /uild the project and
- o /%/% N ////%%/

earn a return on a significant capital investment. (Ex. at 60.) Staff state§ // NV Energy’s

final project cost has increased over 100 percent - riginal //95t estimate, an//%/%l an

.
) ¥

increase creates concerns that would make it inappropriatégo award financial incentives. (Ex.

| /
/
.

313 at 60.) .
934.  Staff recommends that the C(@l 1] | NV Egtergy’s request to approve

4//{ " .
: 060%?9 310

ol , NV Entergy should not receive critical facility designations for

4

at 15.) Additionally, Staff states that consistent

ecommendatl

A

where customers woufd be paying for facilities before they will be placed into service and will be

responsible for those costs even if the project is never completed. (Ex. 310 Brownrigg Phase 111
at 15.)

035,  Staff states that CWIP in rate base also violates the “used and useful” standard of
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the regulatory compact with ratepayers paying for projects that are not yet in service. (Ex. 310 at
15.) Staff provides that this can result in scenarios such as the Tracy Area Master Plan, where
project load does not materialize as anticipated, and ratepayers are left paying for something that

is not used and useful. (Ex. 310 at 15.) Staff opposes also opposes NV Energy’s request for

CWIP because most of the costs will not occur until the later stages of the project’s timeline.

(Ex. 310 at 15.) Moreover, Staff is concerned that awarding CW1P /ould not incent the utility to

finish the project in a timely manner, whereas the AFUDC approach cr

) . %}9 a greater sense of

rate case to avoid rég. ////tory lag. (Ex.
//// ,,,,,,,
310 at 15-16.) %//// / /////
W,

49//%%% """"""""
o .
/the PWRRSs by using NV

036.  Staff states that there are no material savin%
.

<

A ”’/' approach, and those

negligible savings are highly dependent on cé@wtrud Lvity angrrate case timing. (Ex. 310 at

ad of AFUDC would only realize

%
%,

\4

\\\\

he traditional

‘/1 percent for SPPC. (Ex. 310 at 16.)

ma@ ations as critical facilities. (Ex. 313 at 22.) Staff
provides that Ny E not demonstrated the need for the build-out, has not executed large

Moreover, Staff states’that NV Energy determined that its Amargosa Solar project significantly
reduces interconnection transmission capacity on the Amargosa 230 kV substation because it
already reserved a majority of the Greenlink West transmission capacity at the Amargosa 525 kV

substation for the Amargosa Solar project and therefore it is unclear whether these collector
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substations will ever need to be built. (Ex. 313 at 22.)

938.  Staff states that it was confused by NV Energy’s request for continued approval
for the build-out of the Amargosa and Esmeralda 230 kV substations, including the procurement
of four 525/230 kV 600 megavolt-ampere transformers for each substation as part of its
Greenlink Nevada budget and accompanying request for critical facili%/ esignation because the

build-out of the Amargosa substations, including the procurementdf 525/230 kV

17.)

. / nergy///
525/230 kV transformers at the Amargosa and Esmeralda‘sgbstations, and its intention to move

substation to el@ margosa or Esmeralda

the two 525/230 kV transformers at the L3s

substations. (Ex. 313 at 20.)

Commission %3 hat the need was not urgent because NV Energy
y -
7’ - . . . TRy
’, iformers before the Commission could render its decision.

Energy intends to re-order materials and start construction of the substations once large generator
interconnection agreements or agreements to serve a customer’s load are executed. (Ex. 313 at

21.) Staff contends that NV Energy has failed to explain how a facility could be designated as a
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critical facility when the need for that facility is not currently known and may never be needed.
(Ex. 313 at 21.)

941. Staff recommends that the Commission reject NV Energy’s request to approve a
regulatory asset, with no carry charges, to record and include the Greenlink Nevada Project

depreciation expense. (Ex. 310 at 22.) However, should the Commission designate this project

for a regulatory asset. (Ex. 310 at 19.).

942.  Staff states that without incentive treatng gulatory; asset, NV Energy

regulatory lag. (Ex. 310 at 19.) However, Staff explains t //{u at<;ry lag can also accrue to a

utility’s benefit, such as instances where d load growth ///xddi ional billing
determinants occur in between GRC cycles, ﬁ%caus . not ppoportionately adjusted based

.

W ,
on updated customer coupgs-(Ex é‘% ccordingl /é[aff states that any regulatory

mechanism that add; ' of capital should also address lag related to

i sed load growth. (Ex. 310 at 20.)

N

overcollect

”io% //}3

y. ///% ,

7

liability mechanism would be appropriate for a more symmetrical payback mechanism. (Ex. 310
at 21.) Alternatively, NV Energy states that NV Energy can file additional rate cases outside of
its statutory three-year cycle, which can drastically reduce the regulatory lag the regulatory asset

attempts to address. (Ex. 310 at 21.)
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944.  Finally, Staff notes that NV Energy has a compressed and more costly
construction schedule given its 2028 deadline for certain projects. (Ex. 310 at 21.) Staff
contends that denying regulatory asset treatment incents NV Energy to more prudently manage
the overall construction costs until they can be recovered in rates. (Ex. 310 at 21.). For these

reasons, Staff opposes NV Energy’s request. (Ex. 310 at 22.)

;‘Zr/
257
iy,

g\\

NV Energy’s Rebuttal

\

/

d Ggmmon Ties projects

se they me/%/’%/ yur of the

requirements provided in NAC 704.9484. (Ex. 1% %%////First, Energy states %/ fi
.

required to maintain system reliability, which may not be

because all recent transmission planning | i (¢ link West. (Ex. 198 at 13.)

N

=
sy
=

945. NV Energy states on rebuttal that Greenlink

y

meet the requirements to be designated as critical facili esb

y
7

//

{/4 Y,

cess to renewable energy resources at

stability as it allows fér the development of the most economic portfolio of generation resources.
(Ex. 198 at 14.) NV Energy states that the Commission should, therefore, designate the
remaining portions of Greenlink, including Greenlink West and Common Ties, as critical

facilities similar to Greenlink North. (Ex. 198 at 14-15.)
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946. NV Energy denies that any provision of NAC 704.9848 prevents the Commission
from making a determination that a facility that is approved as part of the normal resource
planning process from being designated as a critical facility, as Staff contends. (Ex. 198 at 15.)

NV Energy asserts that NAC 704.9848 is part of the resource planning regulations, and does not

/77//¢
iy,

identify abnormal resource planning within its criteria for determinati/%/ hether a facility
_

lifies for critical facility designation. (Ex. 198 at 15. //
qualifies for critical facility designation. (Ex at 15.) /// ////////

947. NV Energy asserts that Nevada ratepayers will penefit
/7

C
///////

2
%,

facilities designation because the Commission may al ‘CWIP for thce///7 %nated facility

in rates, which will reduce the total cost of the pr

@ recuingithe amount of
. a

2
2 / “y %
he

and reduce potential rate shock

%
while reducing NV Energy’s total earnin on the reduce/{/é/ t of the project. (Ex. 198 at

accumulated and reduce the costs that will be recovered

nlink West and Common Ties are not more critical

”
" 4

ve inc{/ ased, but states that it is requesting the designation based

states t th ha

Ry

2

that w

L
///////y . 4 . . .. e . .
14-15.) NV Energy 1y yacknowledges that it did not request critical facility designation for

the Amargosa and Estiieralda Substation buildout in Docket No. 20-07023, but states that this
was because the equipment requested in that Docket did not represent all of the facilities for
these substations. (Ex. 203 at 15.) NV Energy asserts that it now has information regarding the

magnitude of the interconnection requests at Esmeralda and Amargosa Substations which
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supports the criticality of these Greenlink West facilities to protect reliability and promote
diversity of supply and access to renewable energy. (Ex. 203 Lateef Phase Il at 15.) NV Energy
further agrees with Staff that its “TICEEP is a three-legged stool with the Greenlink West,

Greenlink North, and Harry Allen to Northwest 525 [kV] transmission lines representing

individual legs of the stool...” (Ex. 203 Lateef Phase III at 15-16.) NV Energy further states that

¢
Greenlink West and Common Ties are required to fulfil statutory mandates, and notes that

ssion h@ 1ave already been

%

.

.

\\

designated as critical facilities. (Ex. 203 at 16.)

i/y(

949. NV Energy states that BCP incorr % clude%’/pat Tables FP- %ﬁgh FP-4
do not comply with the stipulation in Docket No. 21—060% . }///)ecify rate impacts for each rate

such purpose. 05 at 14.) Rather, NV

3 7
////
4

R

.- , . .
Energy asserts that these tables were prov1d%@/to satisty the r ent in NRS

0
D

tions as critical facilities is based on the magnitude of

‘4/,//

able /erconnections ubstations and associated electric system reliability needs.

included in the estimate provided in this Docket based on “cancellation fees” because it fully
intends to proceed with the 230 kV buildout once required by executed interconnection

agreements, and the noted cancellation fees are calculated by the manufacturer based on
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development milestones which may be offset by reduced costs for work required when NV
Energy proceeds with procurement of the transformers. (Ex. 203 at 22.) NV Energy ultimately
disagrees with Staff’s recommendation that the Amargosa and Esmeralda Substations not be

granted critical facility designation. (Ex. 203 at 24.)

952. NV Energy asserts that it has satisfied the requirements ¢f the Stipulation in

“u

%

approved during the construction phase of the Gué @ i

k. rojects

states that this analysis shows an increase in revenue durifg / construction phase and a

@freenlink proje

decrease in revenue required for the life er they are put in-service.

o

as prgvided as a workpaper which

4nmonly used ratepayer

issue additional debt t6 reduce the equity levels for NPC and SPPC to the levels prescribed by
the Commission due to the equity investment necessary for the Greenlink Nevada Project and
other capital projects. (Ex. 204 at 4.) NV Energy asserts that additional cash flows will better

position NV Energy to take out additional debt by increasing NV Energy’s borrowing capacity.
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(Ex. 204 at 4.) NV Energy states that including CWIP in rate base is a historically recognized
method for increasing cash flows during large construction periods, and asserts that this method
is a balanced approach which increases cash flow to the utility while reducing rate base when the

infrastructure goes in service. (Ex. 204 at 4) NV Energy asserts that this method ultimately

lowers the total cost that customers pay for the project. (Ex. 204 at 4-5.),
pay project. (E Y,

W
2

projects because the Commission has ordered that NPC and o //rate at an
approximate 52 percent equity ratio, and shareholders ake equity avzi

Energy if the investment cannot be expected to edf -t /%

N

W,

but will instead earn only the lower Commission-approve 4 (Ex. 204 at 5

Energy asserts that credit metric pressure and «

%
,,,,
,,,,

granted due to the level of debt required to al , including Greenlink. (Ex.
204 at4) NV Energy fuzsliceass that CWIP V\/ nld help secure debt at the best

and is available as a tool to the Commission
.

&
7

money and rate stab‘@f%% icause AFUDC application ceases when CWIP is recovered in rate

base and lowers total €osts to be recovered from customers. (Ex. 204 at 6.) NV Energy further
states that implementing CWIP in rate base would mitigate the rate effects associated with
Greenlink North, in harmony with NRS 704.79878. (Ex. 204 at 6-7.) NV Energy asserts that

CWIP in rate base may provide a greater long-term benefit to customers than AFUDC because
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under CWIP the overall cost of the project to customers over the life of the project is reduced
rather than increasing the rate base and balance on which the utility would earn a return. (Ex. 204
at 7.) NV Energy denies that CWIP in rates shift risk to customer. (Ex. 204 at 9.)

956. NV Energy responds to Staff’s contention that it cannot know if the CWIP will be

any different than if NV Energy receives a credit downgrade, stating thaz the additional cash

4

flows from CWIP would increase the funds available from operatigis which better positions NV

%y/ (Ex. 204 at 8)) NV

at it is unkfio

Energy notes that it does agree with Staff’s apparent azgti able whether

 _

A

CWIP in rate base would prevent a credit metric 4 %de, bu
///%/%

from CWIP would send a message to credit agencies rega

the challenges facing NV Energy, even in/// < ade. (Ex. 204 at 8-9.)

A
VVVV

957. NV Energy states that Staff’ tions: ingitilizing alternative
. . W . Y, ) %%Z//// . . .
ratemaking or decoupling4omiti orcerns may, pe viable alternatives in the future,

are untested, an
-

Z

ked to proven tools in the regulatory structure because, to

Kk

R
large gapital projects, a financial solution is urgently required.

958. dlenies that the requested incentives lead to the concerns about

intergenerational ineqdiities identified by Staff because, although a certain amount of
intergenerational inequity exists throughout utility rate making, Greenlink is a 65-70 year project
and many generations of customers will come and go throughout the lifetime of the project. Ex.

204 at 10.) NV Energy reiterates that it is requesting CWIP in rate base for a period of three



Docket No. 24-05041 Page 354

years, compared to the 70+ years Greenlink is likely to be in service, and states that the
Commission can shape recovery of the Greenlink costs in a GRC to ensure current customers
receive the benefit of their pre-funding Greenlink via CWIP. (Ex. 204 at 10.)

959. NV Energy states that it acknowledges its past statements in 2020 regarding

rivate funding of the project and not seeking recovery of any costs for&reenlink North prior to
p g proj g ry y / N p

4 Yy,

1t continues to bring billions

of dollars of investment to facilitate the Greenlink Nevada Px/ ct an %%//r capital projects, and
that when it made its statements in 2020, it thought it w able to utilize s to meet RPS

////
obligations. (Ex. 204 at 11.) NV Energy continu%/%%%ecwse/?f PA does not CI//// ”

%

///////
/ ¢

obligations on the utility, it planned to utilize the capital t6. /elop the Greenlink Nevada
were terminated by the

fia. everal of these/% s
| /54%%/// ,,,,,

% 4
with few options to achieve

%

developer following the COVID-19 pandem %whlc e
L

RPS compliance in 2027 rgy states that it, therefore,

y (// /%
proposed the Sierra/ 2 %)roject o cﬁ%/el ped timely and under control of NV
Energy, requi% he Mdeplo% neitt gl capital at the same time Greenlink

&% 11.) NV Energy further states that its past statements
sti

Ex. 2
/
/%4

nary periods our country has ever witnessed and

/&
lishe
.

4
/
_
%

%%/? to one of tlf;;:

Greenlink projects have escalated not due to any mismanagement or fault on the part of any
particular party. (Ex. 204 at 12.) NV Energy assert that the foregoing factors have led to its
request for CWIP as a cash flow tool that will ultimately reduce costs for customers (Ex. 204 at

12.)
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960. NV Energy states that FERC granted CWIP in rate base recovery for the
Greenlink Nevada Project in Docket No. EL22-73-000, which is noted by Staff. (Ex. 204 at 13.)
NV Energy asserts that it is in one of the largest capital deployment periods in history to meet

state energy policies, and suggests that while the Commission has independent jurisdiction in

these matters, FERC may be looked to for guidance given its exper ith capital

deployments on a national scale. (Ex. 204 at 13.) /
)

rate basg would eliminate the

.
2

961. NV Energy denies Staff’s position that CWIP
/&

onies that

%

would be recovered through CWIP. (Ex. 204 at 1/’) Energylexplains that it //%e/cover

only a very small portion of the total project costs througf

period compared to the entire project bu ’ {Bx ) N /ner notes that, even with
h,.. Ry \ A4
CWIP in place, it would face massive write-@f 1ld | %z%lk awgy from the Greenlink Nevada

"/

Project, and states that C m cash flowoption with benefits to NV Energy

most chall ial for | //m light of SPPC’s size and cash flow challenges. (Ex. 204
at 1 s, ho wever, that if could agree to CWIP through 2027, and
recognizes th ug%oent on NV Energy to justify further CWIP recovery should

963. NV Energy states that it is requesting regulatory asset treatment for the
depreciation expense because it will experience material regulatory lag for major project
recovery based on the timing of NPC and SPPC’s respective GRCs and the constraints in NRS

704.110(6) limiting contemporaneous GRCs by affiliated utilities. (Ex. 205 at 5.) NV Energy
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asserts that deferral of depreciation expense of the projects will mitigate regulatory lag by
allowing NV Energy to recover on the assets, without which NV Energy may not be given the
opportunity to fully recover its investments for the facilities. (Ex. 205 at 5.) NV Energy asserts
that Staff’s contention that NPC and SPPC may file more frequent GRCs the constraint in NRS

704.110(6) will result in one or both of NPC and SPPC experiencing material regulatory lag.

)
(Ex. 205 at 5-6). ////

964. NV Energy notes that Staff has proposed an a% ate option under which Staff
recommends that, if the Commission grants NV Energy t to establis ‘/‘Vf%}/gulatory asset

ould create

7 2 P
omers’ detriment that would

a regulatory liability for the supposed regulatory lag to the gl
account for additional revenue incurred load growth. (E {805 Behrens Rebuttal at 5-7).

%

NV Energy states that Staff’s proposed alter@tlve pthat the garning sharing mechanism
-

therefore unnecessary. (Ex. 205

|

.
.
)

further/ fes that é/%mmetrical ESM to capture over- and under-earnings,

oses the same symmetrical approach for a regulatory

Energy asserts that Statf ignores the preceding May 6, 2026 Moody’s Rating Action which
stated:

Sierra Pacific’s downgrade reflects our expectation that the utility’s CFO pre-WC to debt
ratio will weaken to the 15% range over the next few years as its large capital spending
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associated with the Sierra Solar project was approved without any additional regulator
support of its cash flow during the construction phase.

(Ex. 205 Behrens Phase 111 Rebuttal at 9.)

966. NV Energy further states that the May 31, 2024, Moody’s Credit Opinion states
that a further downgrade could occur if SPPC falls to 14 percent or below on a sustained basis,

. . . . . . »?/F/
which may be caused by significant delays or cost increases, insuffic /%@ent support, or

. ssserts that continued

Commission action which may be viewed as unfavor. 7, theicredit a/ gies may further

2

{% nly one

erode NV Energy’s rating, which could cause SPPCA. ”

V Energy has Berkshire

that Staff 0siipports restrictions on

-

967. NV Energy further respo% to Staff’s note /@/
A

Hatheway Energy’s (“BHE”) financial sup ort,

returns for equity contributions from BHE as @ﬂe % spercent imputed equity ratios
@rgy asserts that it is unreasonable to expect a
)

not permi
?y/,?// y/ /
/// ftates that without additional liquidity support the

drge construction phase, but the credit metrics should

. v K ik’ .
company to continue to ; ¢d to earn a reasonable rate of return on its

%t

are in-service and in the intervening time NV Energy will

pressure. (Ex. 205 at 9-10.) NV Energy also states that a regulatory

company’s credit rating. (Ex. 205 at 10 citing Docket No. 24-02026 Prepared Rebuttal

Testimony of Ellen Lapson.)

/17

/17
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Commission Discussion and Findings

968. First, the Commission grants NV Energy’s request regarding critical facility
designation and designates as critical facilities Greenlink West and common ties. The
Commission has already designated Greenlink North and the Harry Allen to Northwest 525-kV

project as critical facilities. The Commission finds that, per NAC 704.9484, the Greenlink

V4

Nevada Project is required to protect system reliability, is inclu% 1 all recent transmission
A

.
L

planning studies, promotes diversity of supply by allowing i erconnection, of a diverse range of

iy,
ern ahd southern Ne

resources, allows for the transfer of energy between n ada, is critical to

resources located at Amargosa, Esmeralda and Lander subs ons. NAC 704.9484 contains an

’?%////
“or,” not an “and,” and provides that any b

, .
that Greenlink West and thé coni g;//iteria under NAC 704.9484: (a)

. (c) Developing renewable energy

apl
) (e), inclusive. Importantly, however, the

o

/c////' ith the GTeenli

969‘////////%”

/
. 4

addressed in a GRC anithngPin this IRP proceeding. Only in a GRC can the financial impact of
these incentives be known and measurable for each rate class. NV Energy has recognized the
appropriateness of requesting CWIP in GRCs, and several of the parties in this case recommend

deferring any CWIP decision to a GRC. NV Energy has stated that it intends to file a GRC for
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NPC sometime in the first quarter of 2025. If NV Energy files a future CWIP request for the
Greenlink Nevada Project, NV Energy must do so in a GRC.

970. The timing of NV Energy’s request for CWIP in this case is concerning to the
Commission for several reasons. First, NV Energy just completed an SPPC GRC. NV Energy

did not request CWIP for the Greenlink Nevada Project in that docket, despite acknowledging in

previous dockets before the Commission that a GRC is the most priate forum for NV

S

/ergy sought CWIP
a Commission

/
// »
decision before 2025, the year for which NV En . //”/ 4

Z Uy,

), ¢

Project in this docket. More concerning, however, is the g¢ne ’ﬁl timeline in front of the

. Nevada PrOJeC%/////

:£0 ction, and Greenlink North

for permitting, in Docke b mmyjgsion issued an Order on March 22,

2021. In that Ordery/the i denied critic/% facility designation (NV Energy did not

Y

rof /////On May 17, 2021, Mr. Cannon testified on behalf of NV

Nevada Sen

Enefgy to,th mmittee on Growth and Infrastructure regarding the Greenlink
Nevada Project, Energy is coming forward with private money and saying we

that asset goes into sefvice, through a contested proceeding with the PUCN... We will bring $2.5
billion to the table. We will put thousands of people to work today, and Nevadans will not be
asked to pay for this investment until at least five to six years down the road.” The Commission

notes that the purpose of the CWIP incentive, according to FERC Commissioner Christie in
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FERC Docket No. EL.22-73-00, is that it “allows recovery of costs before a project has been put
into service—|[Incentive policies—particularly the CWIP Incentive] run the risk of making
consumers ‘the bank’ for the transmission developer...” (Christie Concurrence at 2.) The
Commission acknowledges circumstances can change for a project, but the Commission

questions how NV Energy could make such certain statements to the Legislature in May of 2021,

and then in June of 2022, file a Petition for Declaratory Order wi L

other financial incentives for the Greenlink Nevada Project af/ e fedet

// %

2
2
t1v

Ve

*from FERC dh

%@@/ r makBa FERC 205 filing B6r

CWIP incentives, which FERC granted to NV Energy, foF P and other financial incentives
‘?/%/

972. To be fair, CWIP and other financial i

trigger; NV Energy would have to file a FERC r

ed its CWIP ability with

FERC. Again though, the Commission has é/é; cemns angdguestion Docket No. 20-07023,

\

the Greenlink Neva,g% j ) /é/% which Mr. Cole stated the following:

hat filing are still being evaluated, and, as such, no decisions
bt filing... [NV Energy] [is] committed to mitigating the
rojects and will continue to evaluate the best approach to

2021. Asof Decem.. 4, NV Energy has not filed a FERC rate case, despite being granted
CWIP and other ﬁnaﬁbial incentives at FERC. The Commission notes and understands that for
NV Energy to file a FERC rate case, NV Energy must consider more than CWIP for the
Greenlink Nevada Project. But the Commission looks at the timeline and NV Energy’s CWIP

request for the Greenlink Nevada Project— NV Energy first requested critical facility
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designation in 2020 in an IRP Amendment as a precursor to a CWIP GRC ask; the Commission
denied that request in March 2021; NV Energy then seemingly guaranteed the Legislature in
May 2021 that it would not ask for CWIP; NV Energy filed for CWIP and other financial
incentives in June 2022 at FERC; FERC granted CWIP and other financial incentives in March

2023; NV Energy has not filed a FERC rate case to date to trigger the CWIP incentive; NV

SPPC’s GRC filed in

Feb 2024, but th di in in this IRP filing it f/////?/ d the C i8si
ebruary , but then requested 1t again 1n this 1ling 1 / and the Commission
wonders why NV Energy’s actions are so disjointed. Jhe is congerned that NV

different forums—the Commission, FERC, and the Nevad

973.  Perhaps most concerning t/// ’

.

~ommission in tefms of timing and financial

ition of the financial risks of its

%
implications is NV Energy’s failure to provide

Petition for Dgc ory Oré%/ . ik, and other financial incentives for the

I@ sought authorization to recover 100 percent CWIP in rate
"¢ Petition in the following way:

nergy, Greenlink Nevada will be the largest transmission
/ yiergy’s history, with a total estimated cost of more than $2.5
billion. N Joy claims that the expenditure of such large sums will create
significant fipancial challenges and pressure on NV Energy’s cash flows, and
that the CWIP Incentive will help alleviate financial risks and cash flow
pressures that Greenlink Nevada will impose on NV Energy during the
construction period.

NV Energy explains that the CWIP Incentive would support NV Energy’s ability
to finance the construction of the Project and reduce the overall need to raise
capital during the construction period. In addition, NV Energy argues that the
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CWIP Incentive would help keep the costs of the Project lower because it would
stop AFUDC from accruing into the capital costs for the CWIP amounts. NV
Energy also asserts that the cash flow from the CWIP Incentive will help NV
Energy to raise equity and debt capital from investors who may otherwise be
discouraged by the delay in recovery or the debt and equity carrying costs of the
Greenlink Nevada investments, while also reducing the need for NV Energy to
obtain debt and equity financing,

(FERC Docket No. EL.22-73-000 at 22-26, issued March 23, 2023.) /////
y 4

974. On August 21, 2023, not a year after NV Energy /] //C filing, NV Energy filed

“

0
its Fifth Amendment to the IRP, Docket No. 23-08015, a%t at §11ng c// ’/'1ed a request for

NV Energy to self-build the Sierra Solar Project, thg% 1

e4fi0st expensive generatl/ 2

///%/&;15 billion d //r/s Despite

Energy’s history, with a proposed budget in 2025 of

having told FERC that the Greenlink N@}/ﬂada Project, then 2. % %-billion project (now closer to
o,
approximately $4.2 billion), would create § , allenges and pressure on NV

Energy’s cash flow, NV Energy filed with th?@//Co ‘aregutst for approval of the Sierra
/%// 7%

o . . .
usly expensive projects at the same time, and how one

nlink Nevada, / such a financial concern for NV Energy. The

Ay

Commission find

comprehensive information illustrating whether large self-built and owned capital projects, like
the Greenlink Nevada Project and the Sierra Solar Project, which purportedly necessitate
Commission approval of financial incentives to shield NV Energy and its ratepayers from

adverse financial implications, are the best solution to serve the energy needs of Nevada. As a
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result, it remains unclear to the Commission to what extent those large investments are putting
upward or downward pressure on NV Energy’s credit metrics, and most importantly, whether
such investments balance the interests of customers and shareholders and realize the best value.

975. The Commission does not wish to relitigate the Sierra Solar Project and stands by

its decision. What the Commission is articulating here is a desire to se/ V Energy’s entire

financial picture for planning purposes and not receive informati % G N Encrgy sk

a stable regulatory environment and cites the regulatory comfiget as thebasis for that stability.

The Commission agrees, but notes that the regulatory pact'goes both Waé//%%//n

. /e Commission
- <
A A

make decisions and has a full record upon which to base

can only provide stable regulatory outcomes wh.

underpins the Commission’s decision to con

Project in a GRC.

976.  The. /

and a regulato?f isset to recafdy

2 %//%///////

the Ggmmission’s acceptance of the Phase IV Corrected Stipulation

%eciﬁcaﬂy request CWIP and regulatory asset

0 Northwest 525-kV and Ft. Churchill to Robinson 525-kV

transmission lines a nay request other CWIP incentives in the GRC filing. Any such request

.
in Doc N ergy

is required to include 4ll financial impacts associated with the request, including a rate impact
analysis that specifies the rate impact of any such proposal on each rate class. As previously
discussed in this Order, NV Energy’s filing is insufficient and bases its analysis on estimates of

general classes of customers, which does not comply with the stipulation in Docket No. 21-
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06001. As contemplated by NAC 704.9484(3), only through a GRC can actual financial impacts
be known and measurable and set for each rate class; thus, requests for financial incentives
should “be in an application to change general rates filed pursuant to NAC 703.2201-703.2481,
inclusive.”

Therefore, it is ORDERED:

1. The Amended Joint Application filed by Nevada P e mpany d/b/a NV

Energy and Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy -%;;Dock 24-05041 is granted
in part, as delineated in this order.

_
Y,
0

7

N
L

p
/7 /%/

P -

L N
2. Nevada Power Company d/b/a NV Energy/// // ierra Pacific Power Company

oad Identification analysis and the results of

N
NN
-

\\\

Compliances:

.
d/b/a NV Energy shall file the results of t ¢

the lower-income and HUC customer surve}@///m ¢ Commission when they are completed.

4
)

e
o .
nergy and Sierra Pacific Power Company

W
!

eral and state fu@in details as they impact the TEP budget for

the action plan no later thart. % ’/of this order.
. . 4
! a Power Co@z%y d/b/a NV Energy and Sierra Pacific Power Company

ergy shall file /’/)date % the Commission on the budget for one transformer at

7
.
o

tbstation within 1+ days of the issuance of this Order.

ger Company d/b/a NV Energy and Sierra Pacific Power Company

d/b/a NV Energy shal ,.:alter its current 2.5 percent (3V) voltage variation criterion in the HCA to
3.0 percent (3.6V) as contained in IEEE 1547-2018.

6. Nevada Power Company d/b/a NV Energy and Sierra Pacific Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy shall, within 30 days of the issuance of this order, submit in this docket

information clarifying how the Commission’s Orders to cease recording amounts to the NEM
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regulatory asset accounts in Docket Nos. 23-06014 and 24-02026 affect the NEM public policy
costs that Nevada Power Company d/b/a NV Energy and Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a
NV Energy propose to charge eligible customers pursuant to NRS 704B.310(8).

7. Nevada Power Company d/b/a NV Energy and Sierra Pacific Power Company

ent 1s executed.

d/b/a NV Energy shall file the Naniwa Rule 9 Agreement once the Agr Bl

Directives: //////??

8. Nevada Power Company d/b/a NV Energy an Sierra Pag //c Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy shall host a workshop on the issue o p/e/:g@'able PV outp'/////%""’ thodology

_

%/ idi atput methodology.

within three months of the issuance of this order. /cluding an

U
%

Y,
NV Energy and Pacific Power Company

%
4
4

evaluation of SCE’s methodology.

.
issuance of this ogder addr/"%" A

.

//// ule 9 changes regarding the following suggestions in the
al re "‘//41%‘[8 for abnormal risk projects to: 1) provide security

for all up-frd ity i ﬁ;t; 2) have the applicant comply with stringent performance

hedules; and 3) phase their developments where feasible; and,

Energy shall include in the six-month status report proposed Rule 9 changes to address BCP’s
suggestion to enact a provision in its agreements that allows NV Energy, at its own discretion, to
permanently reallocate unused capacity to other customers and subsequently amend its contract

so the requested load is binding on the applicant.
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10. Once the Rule 9 workshops are complete, Nevada Power Company d/b/a NV
Energy and Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy shall use the information from
stakeholders to prepare an Energization Report to be submitted with NV Energy’s 2025 DRP

update covering (i) timelines for processing Rule 9 applications, and (ii) additional processes,

u,
4

tools, staffing requirements, or other refinements to internal processy/z%stomer engagement,
.

d/b/a NV Energy shall include in all future DRP rela f g inatiog b.

/ potential
<

Energy and St acific Power Company

704.741(5)(a).

12.  Nevada Power Company

d/b/a NV Energy shall change the current re%;’ ireme Residential Managed

iy,
i

hicle that is capable of directly communicating with the charging

d/b/aNV Energy% / /d/gboth external funding and program execution details in their
tuture TEP approval

14.  Nevada Power Company d/b/a NV Energy and Sierra Pacific Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy shall include in its DSM Plan Update narrative for the period covered by the

update the specific details of its market strategies.
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15.  Nevada Power Company d/b/a NV Energy and Sierra Pacific Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy shall informationally file a MW goal for demand reduction, after working in
conjunction with the DSM Collaborative, on April 1, 2026, for the 2026 and 2027 summer

seasons. This goal should be a consensus of what is objectively achievable with the overall

4
16.  Nevada Power Company d/b/a NV Energy and Siegia Pacific Power Company

ser Company

%
gs with inter e/%////

/ /;% ‘
formal filing shall include an

/
n sse 1tems were addressed in

/////

stakeholders. Nevada Power Company d/b/a NV Ene 4§

awith §
stakeholders, with a formal filing due by January 1, 202 ah

d/b/a NV Energy shall start the Rule 15 update p & //

update on the topics outlined by IREC incly why or why

the meetings and formal filing.

7

17. Nevada; ierra Pacific Power Company

/%
L
@

ipact thresholds, related tracking, and Rule 15

M%/ose /«reliability m@/q//

‘negative distribution system impacts with

next IRP or IRP Amendment filing after NV

W 4

e an evaluation of the contingency conditions in NV Energy’s HCA
in the next DRP update on or before September 1, 2025, including the findings in the CPUC’s

Resolution E-5260.
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19.  Nevada Power Company d/b/a NV Energy and Sierra Pacific Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy shall include information regarding more robust behind-the-meter energy
storage capacity incentives in a future DSM plan.

20.  If the Callisto ESA is terminated early, then Nevada Power Company d/b/a NV

Energy and Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy shall seek £ommission approval to

term.

.

iding Officer

<




