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

On August 22, 2023, Nevada Power Company d/b/a NV Energy (“NPC”) and Sierra
Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy (“SPPC”) (collectively, “NV Energy”) filed with the

Commission a joint application (“Joint Application”), designated as Doc@m No. 23-08015, for
approval of the fifth amendment to its 2021 Joint Integrated Resource Pl RP”

il
On January 17, 2024, to January 19, 2024, the Commissi f“:
Application.

mm’hearmg on the Joint

<
Il SUMMARY mmm“”m fin

1

The Commission grants in part and modlﬁ MMH the t Apphcatlon etalle

|

Commissio o1nt Application.
Uﬂ

below.

III. PROCEDURAL HISTORY

e On August 22, 2023, NV Energy fi

e NV Energy filed the Joint Applicatio
and the Nevada Admini stra

seq NV Energy request
confidential treatmefit.

s Staft Ofit

1 ){‘/ Bureau of Consumer Protection (“BCP”) filed a Notice
i to o pter 228 of the NRS.

e TheR ator
right pursm?ﬁ%%@% e
"“

e OnA 5, 2023 Iiii’/ﬁ / Energy ﬁled revised versions of Volumes 1 and 2 of the Joint

g

e On August ‘,"'ill 023, the Commission issued a Notice of Joint Application and

,
Prehearing Conference.

e On August 31, 2023, Google LLC (“Google”) filed a Petition for Leave to Intervene
(“PLTI).

e On September 5, 2023, Western Resource Advocates (“WRA”) filed a PLTL

e On September 6, 2023, the Commission issued a Procedural Order.
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e On September 15, 2023, Staff filed a Motion to Dismiss Prayer No. 8 without Prejudice
(“Staff’s Motion”).

e On September 19, 2023, NV Energy filed the information requested in the September 6,
2023, Procedural Order. That same day, the Nevada Resort Association (“NRA”), Caesars
Enterprise Services, LLC (“Caesars”), and MGM Resorts International (“MGM”) each filed a
PLTI.

e On September 20, 2023, Arevia Power Holdings, LLC (“Arevia” )¢MSG Las Vegas, LLC

(“MSG”), Nevada Workers for Clean and Affordable Energy (“NWCAR %Mvanced Energy

United (“AEU”), and Interwest Energy Alliance (“Interwest”) each.file

Nevada Gaming Group (“SNGG”) and Wynn Las Vegas, LLC an

(“Wynn and SEA”) each filed a Joint PLTI. WRA filed an Erré ““Ig

NV Energy filed an amendment to its Joint Application. mmmm \ 0
f

att, Energy Alliance
”’M That same day,

Iy

and a Wo‘uce of Associat] e of Counsel.

——

e On September 21, 2023, Sierra Club filed a Plg
That same day, the Presiding Officer held a preheM I
Google, WRA, NRA, Caesars, MGM, Arevia, SNGG,

HHH!

e
ied Procedural Qi fe

e On September 22, 2023, the Commi|
procedural schedule and discovery processe

e On Septembeﬁ esponse to each of the PLTIs filed by Wynn

and SEA (“NV En s Joint PLTI”), MGM (“NV Energy’s
ergy’s Response to Caesars’ PLTI”), NRA (“NV

PNV Energy’s Response to SNGG’s Joint PLTI”)

2

0
, Wytin and SEA filed a reply to NV Energy’s Response to Wynn
Al 1led areply to NV Energy’s Response to MGM’s PLTI, Caesars
’s Response to Caesars’ PLTI, NRA filed a reply to NV Energy’s
(IENGG filed a reply to NV Energy’s Response to SNGG’s Joint PLTI,
teply to NV Energy’s Response to Sierra Club’s PLTI. That same day,
the Commission issugd an order granting the PLTIs of Caesars, MGM, NRA, SNGG, and Wynn
and SEA; and NV Energy filed a Motion to Strike BCP’s Joinder and Response (“NV Energy’s

Motion to Strike”).

e On September 28, 2023, the Commission issued an order granting Sierra Club’s PLTL

e On September 29, 2023, the Commission issued an order granting the PLTIs of AEU,
Arevia, Google, Interwest, MSG, NWCAE, and WRA. That same day, Staff filed a reply to NV
Energy’s Response.
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e On October 4, 2023, BCP filed a response to NV Energy’s Motion to Strike (“BCP’s
Response to Motion to Strike”) and Staff filed a response to NV Energy’s Motion to Strike
(“Staff’s Response to Motion to Strike”).

e On October 11, 2023, NV Energy filed a reply to BCP’s Response to Motion to Strike
and NV Energy filed a letter addressing Staff’s Response to Motion to Strike.

e On October 20, 2023, the Presiding Officer issued an order denying Staft’s Motion and
NV Energy’s Motion to Strike.

e On November 2, 2023, and November 7, 2023, the Presidingf)

dispute conferences. %ﬂm

i

e On November 9, 2023, the Presiding Officer issue@w@%c dural OrﬂWﬁWo. 3 directing NV

Energy to provide certain information to requesting parti¢s. HW

1l . ””””HHHH s
Ty , on. %me . 4%%

e On November 20, 2023, Arevia filed a joinder to N\ y
I

Joinder”).
se to NV Ene

* On November 15, 2023, NV Energy filed isily

\ /»Motion (“SNGG’s
esponse”), Caesars, MGM,

e On November 22, 2023, SNGG fil
Response”), Staff filed a response to NV En
and NRA (together “CMN”) filed a response

“H!“M‘%!]Jm

the Commission’s Dgg
e On December 14, 2023, NV Energy filed an amendment to its Joint Application.
e On December 18, 2023, in response to the Commission’s December 4, 2023, Order and

NV Energy’s Brief, Staff, CMN, Interwest, SNGG, Wynn and SEA, Arevia, WRA, Sierra Club,
and AEU each filed a brief.
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e On December 19-20, 2023, Staff, BCP, Interwest, Sierra Club, WRA, CMN and SNGG,

MSG, and AEU filed testimony.

e On December 21, 2023, the Commission issued a Notice of Hearing. That same day,
CMN filed an errata to its December 18, 2023, brief.

e On December 27, 2023, NV Energy filed a brief in reply to the briefs filed on December
18, 2023.

W///@me parties’ briefs

e day, NV Energy
Al HWWW the December 29,

)

e On January 5, 2024, the Presiding Officer 1ssueqﬂ ocetlural Order NM%W tablishing
procedures for the hearmg. WNT
i

N g
,«mﬂ“ﬁ{m H ff// ftat same day W and

e On January 8, 2024, NV Energy filed rebuttal t Y
SNGG, Sierra Club, and WRA each filed supplemental ditegtltestimony pursuant to the
December 8, 2023, Revised Procedural Qrder No. 2.

e On December 29, 2023, the Commission issued an Order addregs
and affirming the November 9, 2023, Procedural Order No. 3. Thatsé
submitted revised confidential portions of its Joint Application
2023, Order. ‘

e On January 9, 2024, Staff filed an
certain portions of testimony to reflect the ¢
2023, amendment to its Joint Application.

8| Direct Testimony, updating
"Energy’s December 14,

uwl!»};f(’ ////// ..

e On January 12, q”’v;,v,u

December 8, 2023, Re llll"m“w Proc
Architects and the Mﬂ@ "””M onse

VAl

That same day, the American Institute of
‘f‘, #iled comments.

1. In its Joint Application, NV Energy makes the following requests and prayers for

relief:

I.  Approval of the Amendment to the 2021 Joint IRP base long-term fuel and
purchased power price forecasts provided in Technical Appendix FPP-1 as
presenting the most accurate information upon which to base the planning
decisions set forth in the filing.
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II.  Approval of NV Energy’s Preferred Plan, including the resources listed
below:

a. Valmy Generating Station (“Valmy”) Units 1 & 2 Repower on Natural
Gas

i. Approval of NV Energy’s request to amend its Supply Plan to
expend approximately $83 million, SPPC’s share of the total
prO] ect cost shared with Idaho Power Cg (anany, to repower

il %@w fired combustion
at Valmy, Wlth an in-service date w‘il‘ub ecember, 2025, for

2 2

’ |||||||||||Il||

H@l ; s Supply Plan to
{8 powered Valmy

accommodate the cont

ii. Approval of NV Energw
through 2049.

w«

gl
b. Sierra Solar Photovoltaimg (¢

-:;'»J\H‘ . Energy Stordge System

;i:’(&v' ent, to purchase, install,
4 AW™) solar PV project located
@) with an in-service date of April

//////’ ?

pately $731 million, with NPC’s share at 60
C’s share at 40 percent, to purchase, 1nsta11

ii. Approval of NV Energy’s request to designate the Sierra Solar
project as a critical facility pursuant to NAC 704.9484 and
associated accounting treatment in the form of Construction
Work in Progress (“CWIP”) balances in rate base and project
expenses after the in-service date recorded in a regulatory asset
¢ account with a carrying charge.

iv. Waiver of NAC 704.6546, use of separate-entity method by
utility members of consolidated group, to pass through to
customers the full benefit of the Investment Tax Credit (“ITC”)
for the Sierra Solar project;

v. Approval of NV Energy’s request to amend its Transmission
Plan to expend approximately $71 million to construct
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transmission infrastructure needed to support the
interconnection of the Sierra Solar project.

c. Tracy Units 4/5 (“Tracy 4/5”) Continued Operation

i. Approval of NV Energy’s request to amend its Supply Plan to
accommodate the continued operation of Tracy 4/5 through
2049.

ii. Approval of NV Energy’s request to g
expend approximately $54 millionfpr
environmental regulations to e
Tracy 4/5 past 2031. ’

efig, its Supply Plan to
compliance with
mw”continued operation of

\ I

III.  Approval of NV Energy’s request to WW@WM GeneranJW n for regulatory
asset treatment of the decommlssmW of coal and coal co WM} gresiduals
4

| rrmu

q
operations at Valmy. m ﬂ“ l,

IV.  Approval of NV Energy’s request to amgnd the Renewables Plan to expend

.......
i i

V.  Approval of NV Energy

;”JJ itsT ransmission Plan to expend
approx1mately $56 million fistruct t ))))WJ

@ﬂneralda 525/230-kilovolt

1111on to c/ 1 ruct the Amargosa 525/230-kV
//
W

xpend approximately $15 million for Apex East 230/12-kV
Substation;

”” W '

c. Expend $0.22 million for Apex Southeast 230/12-kV Substation
constraint study, environmental studies, permitting and land
acquisition efforts;

d. Expend $0.17 million for Apex Southwest 230/12-kV Substation
constraint study, environmental studies, permitting, and land
acquisition efforts.
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VIII.  Waiver of NAC 704.6546, use of separate-entity method by utility members
of consolidated group, to pass through to customers the full benefit of the ITC
for the Valmy BESS project if the Commission approves the project.

IX.  Grant the request for confidential treatment of information contained in the
Joint Application as described above.

X.  Grant such additional other relief as the Commission may deem appropriate
and necessary.
N '

(Ex. 100 at 14-17.) “ﬂﬂﬂﬂ“‘

2. NV Energy states that there are several key factgis driv % e need for this Joint

Application at this time. (Ex. 120 at 5.) NV Energy statW@(W% mhe first drive H‘ M’mle need for a

solution that allows NV Energy to move forward w m m J e on-t1rqﬁ%retlrement of W mbustlon
y
”U 4
at Valmy by the end of 2025. (/d.) NV Energy states thaWHm W provides both capacity and
critical system support to the Carlin Trend pocket, and V H ,

z/@w
)

3. NV Energy state ,wh" er is th ncellatlon of the previously-

approved renewable Iﬁﬂﬂ v ergy to remove multiple renewable energy
Lrﬁ{rﬂmff A’

| |
‘ S project, ‘the Chuckwalla PV/BESS project, and the Hot

Southern ﬂ[

Pot WM%%}}W 0] ectﬂ Wa’) NV Energy states that between these four projects, a
combined 1795 MW BESS have been canceled since the Third Amendment to
the 2018 IRP. (J ) gy states that the loss of these projects presents two significant

enewable energy generation during daylight hours to contribute to
Renewable Portfolio Standard (“RPS”) requirements, and the loss of capacity to support resource
adequacy in the evening hours after solar energy production has declined. (/d.)

4. NV Energy states that the third driver is the continued need to reduce NV

Energy’s open position. (Ex. 120 at 6.) NV Energy states that NV Energy holds one of the larger
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open positions in the Western region, and the strategy to reduce the open position is consistent
with actions being taken by other utilities similarly reliant on the market today. (/d.) NV Energy
states that the Joint Application’s proposed resource portfolio would reduce its systemwide open
position from 1,092 MW in 2025 to 820 MW in 2026, representing a year-over-year open
position decrease from 13 percent to 10 percent of NV Energy’s proj ectjjﬁmet system peak

i

demand. (Ex. 109 at 13.) NV Energy states that without the mwé,.e;-‘fg»»,,» roposed in the Joint
W

Application, the open position in 2026 would be 1,435 MW—1 percen ”W‘e projected net

i,
Wﬂﬂm th»e{ 2025 open po W«WM is a reduction

[f [W W
/.:«e’:”u| and the red on in 2026

[w

system peak demand. (/d. at 13-14.) NV Energy states

relative to the open position that NV Energy has hMWW]

m

H<:ition in this Joint Application.

reflects NV Energy’s stated intent to further reduce the op

W%‘%ﬁ%}ﬁ

(Id. at 14.) NV Energy states that a numb cent regiona

portions of the Western Interconnection are W%j%%% 2

at 18.) NV Energy states twm\\ ' n study facused on the Desert Southwest and
found that significanf@meunts of eity will be needed in the next decade
(I/d)) NV Energy states thawww ition, both ; {/{ f t‘“‘ American Electric Reliability

CorporatWiiﬁ’WW )W J
el |

of market ca

2027, NV Energy will need to pass a forward-showing requirement to avoid potentially

Ty

iy
ce adequacy cauti : zements regarding uncertain availability and deliverability

significant financial penalties. (Ex. 120 at 7.) NV Energy states that, without the addition of new
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resources before that time, NV Energy is currently projected to be 1,600 MW deficient for July
2027. (Id.)
6. NV Energy states that the fourth driver is NV Energy’s intent to continue to

advance the state’s objectives to become a leading producer and consumer of renewable energy

b,

_— %%& WMMM

fli

7. AEU states that NV Energy’s Joint App 1 Wl n'should be rej Wmmfther in its

. d
entirety or in part. (Ex. 500 at 5, 21.) AEU states hi mm" Valm fiepower plan is n %Wﬁdequately

while supporting growth in the state. (Ex. 120 at 7.) Wmﬂﬂﬂﬂw

4

supported, its approval via the Joint Application is not ne’ﬂw ssary, and the issues purportedly

////////////// w

" Energy( prov1de all supporting

information in that filj

y cluding: 1) a complete alternative analysis;
y

regardlngﬂ'(

thi s

the Joint A

are significant new proposals including a proposal that would extend the life of several major
fossil-fuel-fired assets until 2049. (Ex. 500 at 11.) AEU states that inclusion of a low-carbon
scenario is critical to a complete IRP because it allows the Commission and stakeholders to

compare a more robust set of IRP options, including at least one that achieves low carbon
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dioxide emissions in line with state clean energy goals. (/d.) AEU states that it disagrees with
NV Energy’s assertion that because it conducted a low-carbon analysis for the Fourth
Amendment to the 2021 IRP, no such analysis is required in the Joint Application. (/d.) AEU
states that Commission review of the Joint Application without a low-carbon analysis would

undermine the clear intent of state law and regulation, and the Commlsswmuﬁhould not approve a

re

HHHHHHHHHHH
HHHHHHHHHHH

|

Wﬁc resource develoWﬁme[Wz%uests

proposal to repower Valmy or extend Tracy 4/5. (Id.)

Interwest’s Position W%i’ﬂ
» I

9. Interwest states that by bringing these s

l[Uw

m’” ing a %re fulsome rey

)J [U}

.

rm‘mfmmg 2024 IRP process. (Ex.

l,,

10. Interwest states that NV En ails 't «: t a)ﬁ(m eek solutions within the

forward through this Joint Application, NV Energgww
consideration that might result from its consideration in th

900 at 35.)

framework of a fully-devem” :

) /

Energy’s resource S%‘, I nked to such a fully-developed plan. (Ex.
y |

‘ r prﬁposals (“RFP”) process designed to test the market for

‘W%H Wﬂ”

resources. (/dijlinterwest states, therefore, that NV Energy’s resource additions

Ssion-appreved scenario development, and NV

900 at 7.) Interwest add1t1 nal
W#'M% '| e
transpare nd predigtapie req

Wm”ocket are

proposed in
Commission and Jw ’

limited set of options for the Commission’s review that are not rooted in an RFP, and therefore

NV Energy’s analysis of relative ratepayer costs to implement its preferred resource additions is

limited. (/d.)
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11. Interwest states that NV Energy’s resource planning and acquisition process were
misaligned because NV Energy coupled the modeling for and identification of a new resource
need, and options to fill that need, together with the proposal of a specific resource solution to
meet that need. (Ex. 900 at 11.) Interwest explains that, pertaining to NV Energy’s Valmy
proposal, NV Energy failed to provide the essential resource need 1nforwﬁ%on to 2023 open

ey,

resource RFP bidders, and with the Commission and stakeholders W ’ av1ng the opportunity to

E—
—
%

review that information before this proceeding, NV Energy s Valmy propgsal presumes its

i "
underlying modeling and assumptions and ultimate resmwmce se//fmectlon are optlwmm Id. at 12.)
i
4
dieetsiat the cefiter of NV Ener s Joint

I,

tates that althougl

’0 gigawatts) of clean power

OVG%

projects that first experienmmﬁw deve re onhne by the third quarter of
2023. (Id. at 25-28.) ;

W
overcome widespread malmw

expetienge eveloplng larg

targeted coan 1a1 operatl

I

solar PV and 100 MW ./

MSG’s Position
13.  MSG states that its Energy Supply Agreement (“ESA”) with NV Energy furthers

Nevada’s sustainability goals in multiple ways, notably by maximizing the amount of direct
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sustainable energy consumed by the MSG Sphere, and therefore MSG asks the Commission to
approve the portions of the Joint Application that support its ESA. (Ex. 1100 at 2.)
SNGG and CMN’s Position

14. SNGG and CMN recommend that the Commission reject NV Energy’s Joint

Application and defer the proposals to the planned 2024 IRP in June ZOﬁ‘mmHMecause NV Energy

f

has not shown that the current Joint Application is reasonable andﬁmmﬁ%wnt or is the lowest-cost

'Y

option for ratepayers. (Ex. 700 at 8, 11.) SNGG and CMN staf@%ihat thewmmm

Application should
o N I
not be approved because there is significant uncertalntyﬂjﬂﬂngth respect to NV E ’s ability to
4
to install the ri%%ces at the

W iy, d
cost estimated. (Ex. 700 at 4.) SNGG and CMN state that’

J
Wﬁﬁﬂmﬂis uncertainty with respect to the

([[Uw

place the requested projects in service on the planw@%mm W’Wlines

following issues: %WM
a. NV Energy’s annual capacity \deficie ¢ e thﬁ;ﬂ he load forecast has not been
updated, wledges load growth;

to firm natural gas supply and delivery
ete the coal-to-gas conversion of Valmy;

ﬂ o ‘ ‘ |
lﬂwﬁ»»% %m’fli‘\lh yithat NV Energy can bring the Sierra Solar project to
L u o b

i

e. eed fo

””””””Windustry-wi ply(ﬂichain challenges;

horough assessment of other resource options to reduce NV

city deficiency which do not have the same supply-chain challenges
f.  The lack of detailed project specifications and budget information for the Cresent

Valley Solar project.

(Ex. 700 at 3-4.)
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15. SNGG and CMN state that NV Energy’s preferred repower minimum plan is not
reasonable and prudent because of uncertainty related to NV Energy’s annual capacity
deficiency, whether natural gas would be a firm and dispatchable resource for the Valmy
repower project, and the ability to place these projects in service by the planned timelines and
within the estimated costs. (Ex. 700 at 4, 5, 8, 10.) SNGG and CMN adWm wimlally state that,
given the resource adequacy concerns raised in the Joint Applicati V Energy should be
required to thoroughly assess what alternatives are available toad MW ource adequacy

ﬂj i, \ FWW

t the ‘solar indust

concerns that do not have the same supply-chain issues

L

this time. (/d. at 8.) A W HHH””H” %W%

16. SNGG and CMN note that delaying the cu ” 01nt Application until the 2024

eriencing at

p”

4

IRP would provide NV Energy with mor ort its profals with additional
p gy %///////////// P ) )
tl NN

state that NV Energy’s

preferred plan is not the loyyest: oS i use it has the second lowest
il

Jﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂ |
present worth of rev equireme
Pl
(“PWSC”) out of the four » i

billion, a MIHW ( mﬂw i
@M

20- of its pref
N

| .
WWWW 4

alternative p

proposed least-cost ternatlve (Id) SNGG and CMN provide that NV Energy’s preferred plan

o)
)]
=
=
)
)
£
@
[22]
—+
o
=
)
[72]
a
=
—+
g
@]
=
=
[72]
Q
Q
a
o+
=N
o
@]
[22]
—+

would impact ratepayers’ base tariff energy rate (“BTGR”) ranging anywhere from four to ten
percent, and upwards; however, the BTGR impacts that NV Energy has presented may be more

substantial because NV Energy used the outdated load forecast information approved in the
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Third Amendment to the 2021 IRP. (/d. at 13.) SNGG and CMN state that if the Commission
approves the Joint Application before further analysis is conducted, then there will be more harm
to ratepayers than to NV Energy. (/d.) SNGG and CMN state that NV Energy can take on the
risk of continuing to pursue these projects now until NV Energy can prove the proposals in the
Joint Application are reasonable and prudent and the lowest-cost optionsmMm ratepayers. (/d. at

'

13-14.)

i
no «w%ﬂ )

ffv////

1
17.  WRA recommends that the Comm1ss1orWMM Energy’s JointiApplication

l[Uw .
and defer it to the next full IRP because the Joint M@[ HW ion is W @Wequate due to,

[w

greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emission reduction backsliding JMWW the 2021 IRP cycle. (Ex. 1600

) Wﬂforecasts, which should

v
iy s. (Id. at 15.) WRA notes

W
gates that before the Commission can approve

its assumptions or a Valmy repower; rather, it only included emission reduction assumptions

from retiring Valmy. (/d.)
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18.  WRA also recommends that the Commission reform the IRP process because
there are current weaknesses in the amendment process and significant changes are needed to
maximize the public interest. (Ex. 1600 at 17, 25.) WRA states that investment decisions for
large resource procurements should not be fast-tracked in shortened IRP amendment
proceedings. (Id. at 19, 25.) WRA states that if the Commission approv WMV Energy’s Joint
Application in its entirety, the approved sum could total over $2]ﬂﬂlﬂ” mlion. (Id) WRA

M M M : gt ))
provides that the Commission can reform the IRP process by ifaplementtl "”’
ly

akeholder access,

Hhy
amendment limits, and modeling best practices. (/d. at M4 ) MWRA states t W{Wneeds to be

}W

() )i‘} not constitut

amendment limits and a bright line rule denoting \M‘W %W‘s and df

amendment to an IRP. (/d. at 25.) WRA recognizes that

being addressed in Docket No. 23-07026,
approve this substantial resource Joint Appl

new rules. (/d.)

NV Energy’s Reb M%W W

NV Energ
i

needs thaw 1St to

applications WWW

(Docket No. 23-0

20. NV
than a full IRP avoids scrutiny is not supported by the facts. (Ex. 137 at 8.) NV Energy states
that the Commission’s standard for approval is the same for an amendment or a full IRP. (/d.)

NV Energy notes that almost five months will pass between the time NV Energy filed the Joint
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Application and the hearing, which is similar to the amount of time between the time of filing
and the final, third phase, hearing in the latest two full IRPs. (/d.) NV Energy states that with the
Joint Application proposing supply and transmission projects only, the scope of this IRP
amendment is much narrower than a full IRP and, thus, allows the parties to focus on a handful
of projects. (Id.) Wmnﬂﬂmﬂlﬂm% .

21. NV Energy states that the projects proposed in the JW H pplication should not be
f
postponed because of a claimed uncertainty associated with lo%ﬂ%growt
gl

WM%W e future. (Ex. 138 at
JJ)%% ly, ’

3-4.) NV Energy explains that additional load growth wyi ‘mee included as a pjwwwwm n updated

a
%
y states that th”l urrent open

iy,

/wrgy states thatigk
|

:.‘ At
wify iy

22. NV Energy
ddresWWgc%J) ’ ‘ getns. (”];mx 137 at 13.) NV Energy states that it brought
W

i fuel, solar, a

the resourceuwmw erns identified in the Joint Application. (/d.)

W,

Commission yand Findings
23. Asap
Application but instead considers each of the prayers for relief and projects requested in the Joint

Application individually in this Order. The Commission considers the Joint Application now (as

opposed to deferring consideration of the Joint Application’s requests to the full IRP that will be
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filed this June) for several reasons. First, the Commission requested that NV Energy file a
complete Valmy solution in the order addressing the Fourth Amendment to the 2021 IRP. In the
order issued on June 12, 2023, in Docket 22-11032, at paragraph 128, the Commission stated:

As a directive, NV Energy must provide, in a future IRP amendment or the 2024
IRP, whichever comes first, the following related to the retirement of Valmy:

i. A complete solution for the retirement of Valmy

ii. Comprehensive analysis and comparisons@f t!
impacts of each potential solution; and, 'u"
WMHHH HJ/ L

iii. Updated information on the fede lﬂ and g’fate limitation N ontinued
operations of Valmy and asso ed costsy, W "

W“ WM i,
Because NV Energy filed a fifth amendment to the 202 W%WM‘ dfore % filed its 2024 IRP, the

Commission will consider the Valmy so

. . L
24.  Second, in filing its plicationuNV ﬁﬁwﬂwed the IRP statutes and

IRP amendment.

25. Thuﬂ”mjjww
adequacy anwﬂ“ M({WW%/%

Joint JJJH Mlca‘uon 1n 1ts cntin
proj ects h% used NV En ’
portfolio, incluM Soyfhern Bighorn Solar PV and BESS project, the Chuckwalla PV/BESS
project purchase pongreements (“PPAs”), and the NV Energy-owned-and-developed Hot Pot
and Iron Point PV/BESS projects. Between these four projects, a combined 1,100 MW PV and
795 MW BESS have been canceled since the Third Amendment to the 2018 IRP. The
Commission finds there to be a reasonable need to begin to address the loss of these projects

now, so as not to unduly delay addressing resource adequacy in Nevada.
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26.  However, the Commission is concerned with the piecemeal planning process that
is exemplified in the Joint Application. The Fifth Amendment to the 2021 IRP requests more
expensive and expansive projects than the initial 2021 IRP itself. NV Energy argues that there is
an urgency for approving the projects contained in the Joint Application for RPS compliance

needs, resource adequacy needs, and to address its open position, yet adﬂmmﬁsing these issues in
%’///ﬁ'

an amendment to a previously-approved IRP is patchwork planningg :”!,,;q;,

planning of addressing these issues in the upcoming full IRP

»{%

n because the Commijssi
W %‘ o }

less-than-ideal piecemeal planning in this Joint Applic

process, the resource prOC il W
)

W,‘ .
applications and am?m%%m ”nts the'\(¢

reexamined and d1scussed MMW

ced ol

progess. However the Commission finds that the best places to

4

rent [ '/‘"’ process are in the IRP Process investigatory docket

IRP reform and proo sses in those proceedings.
28.  Furthermore, as a Nevada administrative agency, the Commission cannot engage
in ad hoc rulemaking, meaning that the Commission cannot make any rules of general

applicability, and more specifically cannot set general IRP reforms or processes going forward,
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outside of a rulemaking docket that follows the procedures set forth in Chapter 233B of the NRS.
The Commission opened Docket No. 23-07026 so that it can properly engage in rulemaking for
reforming the IRP process in accordance with AB 524.
B. The Sierra Solar Project
i. Project Approval
NV Energy’s Position Wm

29. NV Energy seeks approval for ongoing developtiient and cohistruction of a 400-

g, |

!
MW solar and 400-MW BESS project known as Sierra M ar gf@x. 100 at 69.) WEnergy states

n

y/
that the Sierra Solar project will be rate-based, dewﬂ% by N

4
ergy, and willﬂHWﬂM allocated

([[Uw

j
Va
60 percent to NPC and 40 percent to SPPC. (/d. at 95.) NVijlinergy states that, as a self-

I

oper cost premy

el

i

y

LT
3Wﬂmﬂlﬂﬂﬂﬂmﬂm NV Ele the Sierra Solar project is in the advanced development
stag#’W%WWte control, exe enerator interconnection agreement (“LGIA”), secured
solar panel s’ , and projeet design and permitting underway. (Ex. 100 at 95.) NV Energy
states that execution Mﬂse I at this time will also support efficient execution of future project

phases at the same site. (/d.) NV Energy states that the land purchase is complete, the LGIA has
been fully executed, and a Master Supply Agreement with the solar panel module supplier has

been fully executed. (Ex. 115 at 14.)
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31. NV Energy states that the Sierra Solar project also supports reduction in market
dependence for energy and capacity while supporting the State of Nevada’s energy policy goals
in Senate Bill (“SB™) 358 (2019) and AB 524 (2023). (Ex. 115 at 14.)

32. NV Energy states that the Sierra Solar project is expected to generate
approximately 1,142,508 megawatt-hours (“MWh”) and 1,086,528 portﬁmmﬂ /%energy credits
(“PECs”) annually. (Ex. 115 at 13.) NV Energy states that the Slemﬂrﬁ%’ lar project is proposed to
help close SPPC’s capacity open position by providing capac1 1nc1u %eak capacity—to
support NV Energy’s needs as soon as 2026 and beyonWW W%

33. NV Energy states that the Sierra SMW ”Wect 1sﬂ% on 6,787 acre‘ f private

)J iy

land owned by SPPC, located in Churchill County approxi 15 miles northeast of Fernley,

| w vada in a reglof e
// o

will support a master

f
states that the site V\MMWJ ly supp i 000 MW of solar generating capacity or
equivalent or more BESS ‘W%Wm (( ceithei@ it ”Eock Meadows to Lantern transmission tie-in is

g |
Ene 4 a :

@%jwis also potential for geothermal development (/d.)
J
4

”1 W NV Energy es thatja portion of this project is expected to serve MSG through
an ESA thatww%"ﬂ een filed with the Commission in a separate docket and is currently pending
approval. (Ex. 11 %W

35. NV Energy states that the total capital project cost of the Sierra Solar project is
estimated to be $1.5 billion, with transmission costs. (Ex. 100 at 97.) NV Energy states,
specifically, that it estimates approximately $734 million in project costs without transmission

for the solar PV portion and $731 million for the BESS portion. (/d.) NV Energy explains that
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the Sierra Solar project is expected to provide energy for a 30-year period at a hybrid levelized
cost of energy of $86.77 per MWh and will be $38.25 per MWh and $13,622.56 per MW-month
when estimated as energy and capacity price separately for comparison purposes. (Id.) NV
Energy notes that a comparison of the Sierra Solar project relative to solar-plus-storage project

proposals received in NV Energy’s 2023 RFP is presented in Table REIWMWH\ (]d )

iy,

36. NV Energy states that the cost for the Sierra Solar pm dile

at 15.) NV Energy states that the Sierra Solar project’s hybrldfm{%ehze cost

/ [[ﬂwlred against the sol s-storage bids
P
A )ﬂﬂ
O Jﬂ e %M% issued on J NMWary 17,

i

WWW d in response to both a forecasted

WWMAM

g RPS obligatigmns,

I'I“:"' ‘

ly

2023. (Ex. 115 at 15.) NV Energy states that the RFP was

37. NV Energy states)d

energy price of $38. M mem

below the lower range of

NPC meet their RPS requirements. (Ex. 115 at 17.)

AEU’s Position
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40. AEU states that NV Energy’s Joint Application should be rejected in its entirety
or in part. (Ex. 500 at 5, 21.) AEU states that to the extent NV Energy includes any of the Joint
Application’s proposals in the 2024 IRP filing, the Commission should require NV Energy to
provide all supporting information in that proceeding that is currently missing, including: 1) a

complete alternative analysis; 2) a low carbon scenario; and 3) all relevaw&ﬂmost assumption

” g

information, including information regarding pipeline capital costsm

the Commission declines to reject this Joint Application in its &nfirety, 1t/sh

I[WH i, W’”W

hile allowing the tran8mi

generation and storage proposals in the Joint Applicatlcwﬂ g(v
related projects, including the Esmerelda and Ama&» me
proceed. (Id. at 4, 21.)

41. AEU states that the Joint

NV Energy is not bu11d1n its lllu:/ posals from p bench potential projects. (/d.) AEU

i

states that NV \ ed to d J br on its promisessin the Fourth Amendment to the IRP, in

rrrrrrrrr
// o
»»/ // ""\“I’IJ J'W

|\| ”\M“J)I UH ’ll

TR Mg
amendm 838 o ern '\ i %@f need in addition to the ongoing capacity needs to

bring forward more resources in a future

Wjjﬂm

im M@W ource adequacy] 8 hile employing Inflation Reduction Act (“IRA”) tax

Il
i

vetis (o)
Interwest’s P0s1t ' %“”f”f)f)\

42. Interw est states that NV Energy used the results from its 2023 open resource RFP
to justify utility self-build projects without having established that the 2023 RFP produced a

competitive and robust result. (Ex. 900 at 11.) Interwest states that, although NV Energy’s

estimated LCOE for the Sierra Solar project is lower than the build-transfer agreement (“BTA”)
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bids it received for the two projects listed in Table REN-5, an RFP conducted in a manner
consistent with the principles recommended by Interwest could have attracted a more robust
response from additional lower-cost projects. (/d. at 13.) Interwest additionally contends that
NV Energy’s 2023 open-resource RFP was flawed because it did not provide adequately specific
information about what NV Energy was seeking in regard to this Joint %mmm:atlon NV Energy’s

supply plan, specific resource needs, or procurement targets. (/d. a r .) Interwest states that

the 2023 open-resource RFP also unfairly limited bids to spec1 contra’WM”” ctures and the use

JW“HHH y, ”’”
h

of NV Energy’s approved vendors list. (/d. at 14-16. ) rwes/f” also states t

ent1a1 bidders
M [Uw W
in the 2023 open resource RFP may have been dlsww ’d by %nergy s recer) istory of

’ [w
issuing RFPs that result in little or no procurement and by ” W wnergy s practice of contracting

Interwest Il

ongison “Tts following RFPs. (/d. at 19-21.)

1 W’W%Zm a full review of the level of participation in and results

Iy
of N f ’

P, which is being used as a benchmark for the evaluation

of the costs

t—P
§<‘i
= 5
S
S
o
s
(€]

W project,

Sierra Solar proje

)l
concerned that NV @ ergy’s 2021 IRP and RFP were flawed in ways that may have diminished
market participation in this solicitation. (/d.) Interwest additionally states that it appears that the

project costs provided by NV Energy for comparison to its Sierra Solar project were only for
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BTA projects originally submitted in response to the original January 2023 RFP and did not
include any PPA bids submitted during the July 2023 phase of its 2023 open-resource RFP. (/d.)
MSG’s Position

44,  MSG states that the Sphere was designed to be the most sustainable venue in the
world. (Ex. 1100 at 3.) MSG states that the ESA will allow Sphere to sone power from

erey. (Id. at 3-4.) MSG

its to e te the impact of all

gl il y, !

ly ’
non-renewable sources of power under the ESA and en e that'the entire pr(J WM{WW ultimately

y, y

45. MSG states that, despite having the option L

states that it intends to voluntarily acquire renewable energy cregd

powered by renewable energy. (/d. at 4.) «W J))

dke service pursuant to NRS 704B,

MSG entered into an ESA with NV Ener ust 21, 2023, '
/

g
/ // ;mﬂ

ute to alldpublic program rates, the ESA will

reviewed and considered in Docket No. 23 19

serves the public interest begdiike,MSG will co

I

I

I ///((”’W r

f

=
—

J
f i
further the efforts of “Mﬂ (m and N /'ﬁ?ffiﬁuw towar eving Nevada’s RPS goals, and the ESA
r{ ,,,,,,,,,,
i

will continue to serve as a

y N
W ”H \tha

WJ’

”” hat, if J‘y’“‘"‘ SA were delayed, “MSG would be incredibly

disappointe W‘Wm ”nly for itsignergy future, but also for the entire State of Nevada, and in such

event would need |

SNGG and CMN’sW
47. SNGG and CMN state that if the Commission should choose to approve NV

Energy’s Joint Application, SNGG and CMN recommend the Commission deny the Sierra Solar

project and defer it to the upcoming 2024 IRP because further analysis is needed to assess its
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benefits. (Ex. 700 at 20.) SNGG and CMN state that construction of solar resources is not the
most cost-efficient project at this time due to supply-chain issues with procuring materials. (/d. at
18, 19.) SNGG and CMN state that NV Energy’s priority should be protecting ratepayers from
cost overruns due to delays with labor and material shortages. (/d. at9.) SNGG and CMN
provide that NV Energy’s requested enhanced ratemaking treatment for Wm Sierra Solar project

///m
could exacerbate the impact of potential cost overruns on ratepaye

P
cause signiticant costs.
WWWWW )

(Id.) SNGG and CMN state that NV Energy’s proposal for th%ﬁ%erra SMW Woj ect to be a
))M %//// ly
company-owned resource, rather than utilizing a PPA \WW a déﬂ{/eloper mean’ the project’s
) }W k
costs will be included in rate base and earn a returs! estmeﬁw%hereas PPA csts are passed

[w

V\mlt out the additional cost of a

Ml ownershlp will provide

through to customers via the Base Tariff Energy Rate (“BT

gv%

return for the utility. (/d. at 21.)
48.  With regard to NV Energy’s

greater control in aV01d1n ”:u I 1 deadhne procuring materials, and bringing

the projects to comn}m%f operat
W

n date, SNGG and CMN state that NV

Energy has not shown any

}uj notion that choosing company-owned solar

stter for ratepayers because NV Energy would not be more likely than

Wﬂ”ﬂh

a pro&%@ to commercial operation in a timely fashion at the
estimated costjigiven the curgent industry-wide supply-chain challenges. (/d. at 20, 26.) SNGG
energy resources and complylng with RPS goals while improving capacity deficiencies. (/d.)
SNGG and CMN add that PPAs are typically less expensive to customers than rate-based
resources, t0o. (Id) SNGG and CMN note that NV Energy has not provided an economic

analysis of a mixed PPA and rate-based resource portfolio in this IRP amendment, even though it
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could be more advantageous to ratepayers. (Id.) SNGG and CMN state that NV Energy has
assumed that the existing renewable energy PPAs will expire and has not explored the economics
of renewing the existing PPAs instead. (/d. at 22.)

49. SNGG and CMN state that even with the Sierra Solar project, NV Energy would

still be capacity-deficient in every year from 2024 to 2051 because solar Mm‘ources alone
/lm

contribute little to resource adequacy relative to nameplate capac1‘w” ) SNGG and CMN

f

explain that NV Energy’s supporting data shows that the effectiyje load-M%W.ng capability of the
W{)»WmU l M

proposed solar resource is approximately one-thlrteenﬂWM the nameplate capJ (Id) SNGG
i

[W

}
and CMN state that NV Energy does not need the«ﬂw olar p Oject to meet Sta S goals
Y

Vi

because both NPC and SPPC currently exceed the State-m ed RPS requirement and are both

compliant until 2029 and 2033, respectively ffd) SNGG and CM Ni vaide that the addition of

IW

w‘// al goal, and instead NV

Energy should work towa}Wﬂ alas energy ef rts Wlth ratepayer affordability and
y
resource efficiency W Wj ity. : nd CMN note that NV Energy has already
y ,

spent $81.9 million on the Amn

without ‘]ﬂN ”///”
at 9y,vJJﬂ’W %MM l

(“NGR”), Market Pﬁce Energy (“MPE”), and Large Customer Market Price Energy (“LCMPE”)
programs. (Id. at 23-24.) SNGG and CMN state that NV Energy should provide a complete

economic comparison of the Sierra Solar project and Option B2 presented in Table REN-5, and
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additional detail as to why Option B2 was not more seriously considered, particularly in light of
NV Energy’s capacity deficiency and clean energy objectives. (Id. at 2.)

51. SNGG and CMN note that, as shown in Table Ren-5, Option B2 includes 700
MW of solar capacity and 700 MW of BESS capacity, which is the largest amount of capacity
among the projects being compared in the table. (Ex. 701 at 3.) SNGG w%m?mMN state that

Option B2 is similar to the Sierra Solar project with respect to the i 1W [ onnection voltage, the
ﬂ W

commercial operation date (“COD”) for the solar component, 4% the h)wmw w COE. (/d. at 3-4.)
% ly

Iy
SNGG and CMN state that, due to the similarities betvxﬁMm‘“[he Sierra Solar Pr a6

igation. (/d. at 4.) SNGG and CMN

Wmu

/ // e information'gs t

iy,
/W%//////////%W

therefore state that NV Energy should p

project was selected rather than Option B2.

é

WRA'’s Position
52. WRA 1d choose to evaluate the merits of NV

J . .
Energy’s Joint Application mpfiends that the Commission approve the Sierra

TOWWWW 6 'W

emlﬂM %m duction goals t it ean be considered a near-one-to-one replacement for the

Iron Point a Wm”mmt Pot projegts, and it would increase renewable energy resources in the state.

) ﬁﬂw

53.  BCP offers three options regarding the approval request for the Sierra Solar
project:

a. Option 1: Reject the request for the 400-MW Sierra Solar project, reject the
request for the Sierra Solar project, and reject the request for the transmission
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infrastructure needed to support interconnection. Do not preclude NV Energy
from requesting these projects in future IRP applications.

b. Option 2: Reject the request to designate the Sierra Solar project as a critical
facility and conditionally approve the Sierra Solar project as follows:

1. BESS expenditures above $731 million and above the referenced BESS
operations and maintenance (“O&M?”) expenses in Confidential Exhibit
402 Attachment DAS-20 shall not be subject to ¢ @%) [recovery for
ratemaking purposes in a future revenue recov UMa‘uon

2. The 400 MW BESS facilities, related O&WM{‘ er expenses be
ly

allocated 100 percent to SPPC; WMWMHW”
) il W ”W””U
@onst C‘Flon AFLWW%W ;/;;ﬁ}l not

4. Approve the request for transmis %W str/(%ture support
X

interconnection estimated at appro

eat w
%/rement dett c1ency including but not limited to
bject to the ESA sought in Docket No. 23-

1.

-
HUWWWW }/ %A arl y tacility expenditures above $734 and $731
J\IIJ{\{}I[\H' i Spectively, including the referenced annual O&M expenses in
th tifidential Exhibit 402 Attachment DAS-20, shall not be

5. Approve the request for transmission infrastructure to support
interconnection estimated at approximately $71 million.

(Ex. 402 at 22-24.)
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54.  BCP states that using solar PV and BESS resources to close open positions is
costly. (Ex. 402 at 7.) BCP states that, for instance, the Amargosa Solar project, which is not
contained in the Joint Application but instead will be brought forward in a future IRP application,
is estimated to cost $4.4 billion. (Ex. 402 at 10-11.) BCP states that the cost of the project
requests in the Joint Application is $2.2 billion. (Id.at 9.) BCP states thammwzre resource projects

total up to approximately $7.4 billion (without ITC and AFUDC CWWWW’M erations) in the next

several years. (/d.) BCP states that these projects are deﬁned 1scov ponses in this
HH hy, "

iy,

docket. (/d.) BCP states that, given large plant addltlorWMch as the Greenlinkitre

project, adding other large rate base plant additions'} m”’”

near-term rate impacts. (/d. at 14.) BCP states that third-p

significant cost increases

dwﬁwzge %////%% |

JJ [ qul%)ment appears to have stabilized. (Ex. 402 at 14.)
this a%ears to be the first time an ESA based on levelized pricing

larger, which would+
paying a lower rate for the Sierra Solar project than the remaining customers. (/d.) BCP notes
that it is unclear if the remaining customers would be responsible for any revenue requirement

deficiency for the selected customer’s load share of the Sierra Solar project. (/d.)
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57.  BCP states that projects with PPA-style pricing (NV Energy owned or third-party
owned) can promote retail price stability in addition to protecting reliability, promoting diversity,
and fulfilling renewable energy statutory mandates. (Ex. 402 at 20.) BCP states that, in addition,
the Sierra Solar project does not provide performance guarantees as does a PPA-style pricing

project. (Id.) BCP states that there are risks to ratepayers associated w1th%e Sierra Solar project

M,

because project cost, decommissioning costs, and ongoing expense h as O&M expenses are

not certain. (/d.) BCP states that NV Energy can request reco of COWWW rruns for the Sierra
ly

m il
. D . lg,
Solar project and decommissioning costs in a general r case as well as Var1 WM@JM expenses

P

il l/uull [HU }/W

BODstates thm%mparmg the Sierra Solar
o

project to projects with PPA-type pricing solely on a LCO s is not appropriate due to these

58. BCP states Wm '

o
to 2028 would affe%ﬂmﬁ%@nergy ( ”””” / :
degree that cannot be miti W%M (B d(
tr MMMW//{%

ansfers

itigate'any RPS defigiencies.
i W 72
s1t10n 4 )

E—

59. ”””H””HHHW ff recom ’ ds that the Commission approve the Sierra Solar project, but only

for the PV portion and $731 for the BESS portion) do not include O&M costs. (Ex. 308 at 4.)
Staff points to the Greenlink Nevada project as a recent example of the Commission approving a

rate-based project at an estimated cost, with an understanding of how that estimated cost will
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affect rates, and then watching the project price tag increase past the estimate to potentially be
recovered by captive ratepayers. (Id. at 4-5.)

61. Staff also states that it is likely that the development of the Sierra Solar project
will face cost overruns. (Ex. 308 at 4.) Staff states that it is unknown at this time if the amount
of contingency included in the $1.536 billion project cost estimate is adem@%‘te to absorb any and

iy

all unexpected costs faced during development. (/d.) Staff states t W/ Energy recognizes that

difficulties procuring critical hardware and supply-chain dlsm%ﬂ%ns are art of doing
J)%/rff»/// ly
business in a post-COVID world. (/d.) Staff notes that W%eral Tenewable res O] ects, such
P
A )ﬂﬂ

[w

as Southern Bighorn Solar, Chuckwalla Solar, andw mme curr % facing delays ortfalls, or

IHHHH |

cancelations due to various market conditions surrounding

milestones that affected thm abil

commitments. (/d.) [M%WMM

romt

tates

decommission the PV and BESS at the end of their useful lives that would also be borne by
ratepayers. (Ex. 308 at 4.) Staff states that, according to a 2021 NREL report, responsible and

cost-effective dissolution of PV system hardware at the end of the performance period is an
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important business and environmental consideration, and the costs incurred at the end of a PV
project life cycle should be considered at the earliest stages of project planning. (/d. at 7.)

63. Staff states that it is making its recommendation for rate-based cost-recovery
prudency determinations in this IRP Amendment Joint Application because letting NV Energy
commence development without Staff’s recommended customer cost pm» mt%ﬁns increases the

risk that ratepayers would be on the hook for cost overruns and TGIW "’J the certainty of being

f

compensated for operational delays and performance shortfallsli(Ex. 30 Staff states that
JM”“HHH ly,,
its recommended customer cost protections afford rate ers tl/{e same cost ce and cost
P
A )ﬂﬂ

protections that they receive when NV Energy s1g4ut’@ Wéﬁm Wable A or when the mpany

w [w

develops an NRS 704.752 facility. (/d. at 7.) Staff notes t W111 still review all of the Sierra

"I’.i? ; Wtates that if NV Energy

|| /

should be the entity bearmW 1 cost overriins, not ratepayers. (/d. at 9-10.)

Staff also states that W}Wmmﬂ

Nevada is not barren, and JM
Energ;m tﬁ“ WWW
d e Com

MH If the C

cost to cons ””Mhe Sierra

Narrative, and the @&\

O&M costs be borne by the shareholders and not ratepayers; 2) NV Energy credit ratepayers
with daily delay damages if the PV or BESS is not commercially operational by the CODs stated

in the Narrative; 3) NV Energy credit ratepayers with liquidated damages if the storage
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availability is not maintained and/or there are renewable energy and/or PEC shortfalls; and 4)
any and all decommissioning, remediation, and site clean-up costs incurred at the end of the
PV’s and BESS’s useful lives that were not included in the project cost estimate be the
responsibility of NV Energy’s shareholder and not ratepayers. (Ex. 308 at 9.)

65. Staff states that its first recommended cost protection, cawﬁ% capital and O&M
costs at the amount presented in the Narrative, is similar to the cos Mec‘uons included in NV
Energy’s most recently approved PPA. (Ex. 308 at 10.) Staff states that”” S3 PPA stated that

I
the cost per MWh and cost per MW-month were fixed “ wejﬂmi % Lhd not COH"EMW clause that the
prices may be adjusted upward to account for anyMW ” rruns% %nexpected ma %%Mance that

)JI iy

were incurred during the development and operation of th [ ity. (Id.)

commercially operatlonal

delwWWWWﬁ%W dot

-

situation is causingthe, d '
67. Staff ,, .

paid to ratepayers if the storage availability is not maintained and/or there are renewable energy

and/or PEC shortfalls, is also similar to the cost protections included in NV Energy’s most

recently approved PPA with BS3. (Ex. 308 at 11.)
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68. Staff states that it is not certain whether its fourth recommended cost protection,
that future decommissioning costs should not be recovered from ratepayers, is typically included
in PPAs with third parties. (Ex. 308 at 12.) Staff notes, however, that NV Energy included
decommissioning and remediation costs in project modeling for its Dry Lake Solar project. (/d.)
Staff also notes that, based on today’s estimated costs of decomm1ss1on1m V installations, just

iy,

”n on and $176 million to

m W m”

the PV portion of the Sierra Solar project could cost between $1 147 m (
I

decommission; though Staff recognizes that those costs could deggrease JMJ ”” ”recycling and

mwm%

69. Staff states that, regarding the comW Wmmless of %Slerra Solar D ject

repurposing technologies advance. (/d. at 12-13.) ”H”mﬂ

’ [w
compared to other options presented in the Joint ApphcanMWW cost comparison provided in

|

W »Commission approves

project, as the compariso
LCOE values that aw@% e o i esented in this filing, costs which NV Energy
v ’

) . ..
will not commit to abide SOslat, 141 i ft states that if the Commission does not

ve WMWW %%ngﬂ me

rough rates wauld his Joint Application’s price comparisons useless and

move the Wﬂ%the Sierra i8¢
gl
)

)
to calculate storage dvailability liquidated damages, and renewable energy and PEC shortfall

replacement costs for the Sierra Solar project in accordance with the calculations detailed in
BS3’s PPA. (Ex. 308 at 16.) Staff states that NV Energy should use BS3’s PPA as a template

and replace any BS3-specific values with the Sierra Solar project-specific values, to provide
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documentation that outlines how the liquidated damages and shortfall replacement costs would
be calculated and credited to ratepayers by NV Energy if the Sierra Solar project faces delays or

performance issues. (/d.) Staff proposes that the same daily delay damages in the BS3 PPA

should apply to Sierra Solar. (/d. at 17.). Staff states that NV Energy should perform the Sierra

gl

Wm/(ﬂw

iy

Solar project’s calculations and credit ratepayers, when applicable, atfhe same time that it

processes its other PPAs’ liquidated damages and shortfall rep}mw meﬂw

%ﬁmmm)unts. (Id)
71. Staft recommends that the Commission ahW@%h% Sierra SMWU ’roj ect’s
g Ml
ownership, energy, capacity, and PECs at 90 percem}W 0 MW RY and 360 MW
*%/«U "m

o
and 10 percent (40 MW PV and 40 MW BESS) to NPC. 08 at f8.) Staff states that the

allocation to NPC is for the purpose of setili \lislapproved.! (Id.) Staff states
that if MSG’s ESA is denied, Staff recom

SPPC. (Id. at 19.)
Ml

72. Staff states that easons in the Joint Application, it appears

«Wﬂﬁm

that the site was selected't

)

resou
,ﬂ{fffm

/ Khen they shou

f

come frorﬂwwmwng a renewallle resource constructed and operated in its service territory. (/d.)

- :
eceive the local economic and employment benefits that

il - f ( ‘ .
306 at 19')"[[[IHIIWWWWW%/ if NP@ ratepayers are being asked to pay for a rate-based renewable
)
I
Staff states that
the development per/iﬂ s through 2027 and is expected to provide approximately eight permanent
jobs with an average wage of $38 per hour, for an estimated total payroll of more than $16.4

million over 25 years. (Id. at 21.) Staff states, therefore, because the site was specifically chosen

to benefit load growth in SPPC’s service territory, and that ratepayers in SPPC’s service territory

! Staff notes that MSG’s actual load is confidential; however, MSG states that it is comfortable publicly stating that
40 MW would be a large enough size to meet its needs, without compromising the confidentiality of its actual load.
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will receive more, if not all, of the local economic benefits from the development of the Sierra
Solar project, Staff recommends that the ratepayers receiving these benefits also assume the
majority of the cost to build, operate, and maintain the Sierra Solar project. (/d.)

73. Staff states that, under its proposed allocation, NPC is forecasted to be non-

compliant with the RPS by 2028. (Ex. 306 at 22.) Staff states that, with mﬁ%ur-year timeline to

i,

replace a canceled renewable project, there is still time for NV "J o contract or self-build

f

NPC-dedicated resources before the forecasted 2028 RPS nondgmplian %Wme (Id. at 22-23))

g, N |
Staff notes that NV Energy intends to request approval [W renewa ble energy v | %’f]],,f its 2024

}W
W .
states that if

i

)
IRP, including the Amargosa Valley Solar Energyuww %WW’O] ect. @Wa‘r 24-25)) S

NPC does not acquire the necessary PECs for RPS compli I””'\W”&ﬂﬁ"“’%%«w it could request permission to

eaning between SPPC and

enter into a Portfolio Credit Exchange A 0

mi %/ to facilitate PR

////////////////%

NPC. (/d. at 23.)

-

d with a¢renewable PPA are recovered

E

through different meﬂwﬂw mrms thang

renewable energy generatr

the MM%%WS of money t ”

proposed i 1n 1nt Appli

for NPC’s current U
approximately 6.15 w/ ]
renewable resource than for a renewable PPA. (/d. at 4.) Staff states that in this scenario, the
large industrial class would see a 2.4-percent decrease in cost responsibility. (/d.) Staff states

that 6.15 percent of the over $1.4 billion in costs that NPC is projected to expend on its share of
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projects proposed in the Joint Application amounts to $86 million. (/d.) Similarly, Staff states
that, based on Statement O from SPPC’s latest general rate case, the residential classes would be
responsible for approximately 4.91 percent more in cost responsibility for an NV Energy-owned
and rate-based renewable resource than for a renewable PPA. (/d. at 5.) Staff states that in this

scenario, the large industrial class would see a 2.65-percent decrease in Wﬁ%ﬁresponsibility. (Id)
| y

Staff states that 4.91 percent of the over $800 million in costs that SERC is projected to expend

on its share of projects proposed in the Joint Application amodW%%

{}WJ WM%@W l ’”
75. Staff states that NV Energy assumes ad(}}WM’nal risk by owningif§lp

([[Uw
generation facility rather than entering into a renew” W’A. (EWM%Z at 7-8.) Staff
iy,

|
f
in a PPA, the provider assumes the risk for unforeseen COSUMWWW% maintenance, and NV Energy’s

), Staff explains tha t
/////Z///%////% "
mmmﬂ

costs are capped pursuant to the PPA. (/d.

which NV Energy can thetm to recover fromifatepayers.#/d.) Staff states that, similarly, in

f
ity

the instance of a faciﬂ]«'
i

the risk associated with unw »%W
Ry |
er“ s Re J}

NV Energy

diversify theWWmW ”r

t meetifig the specifie
W

((/{f rather Wg the provider in a PPA. (/d. at 8.)

| I

Jﬂ[ﬂh
S tha”

Sierra Solar project represents an opportunity to

WH

weighted toward PHAs

NV Energy will divef
77. NV Energy states that the Joint Application represents an important inflection
point in resource planning in Nevada. (Ex. 141 at 2.) NV Energy states that, as Nevada moves

beyond just achieving a renewable portfolio standard and begins to increase reliance on
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renewable resources for load-serving purposes, it is important to ask what that portfolio of
renewable resources should look like from an ownership and control perspective. (Id.)) NV
Energy explains that a third-party that enters into a fixed-priced PPA to provide energy has
different motivations versus a utility. (/d.) NV Energy states that where the third-party is likely
viewing the PPA as a financial instrument, a utility with an obligation to” [ﬁmme customer load
will view an energy-generating resource primarily from the perspve% of the ability of that
resource to contribute to a stable-priced, reliable energy supplﬁw%source %ﬁm NV Energy states

%M/ l
that, under long-established regulatory cost-recovery pf les/f””that the Com

il
a8

)
) . ..
elctions th ive reliability ar

V.ol

term viability of the electric generating asset. (/d. at 2-3.) ” nergy states that this regulatory

I
JWW "

_— — ===

heavily weie s. (lxlh141 at 3.) NV Energy states that, with the Sierra Solar
f '
projM@ ify itgjgeneration portfolio by including company-owned

renewables W ma reasons ribed in this and other pieces of testimony submitted in this

proceeding. (]dmmn EMW f
79. NV Energy states that the Sierra Solar project serves as an important milestone as
NV Energy continues its transition from a thermal generating fleet to a renewable-dominated

generation fleet. (Ex. 141 at 13.) NV Energy states that the Sierra Solar project would represent

NV Energy’s first large, utility-scale, rate-based renewable resource. (/d.) NV Energy explains
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that approval of the Sierra Solar project as proposed by NV Energy sends a strong message that
NV Energy can continue the transition to renewables through a balanced approach that includes
both company-owned rate-based renewable resources as well as renewable PPAs. (/d. at 13-14.)
NV Energy states, however, that if the Commission places conditions on that approval, those

Wvould proceed with
/

conditions will be material to NV Energy’s decision-making on whethermw
W by,

the project. (/d. at 14.) NV Energy states that the establishment of ” ice cap will send the

wrong signal to NV Energy on how it develops renewable enef% fac111 w at 15.) NV
: . : MWWWW
Energy states that, if the Commission decides that fixedspticed eneratlng ass e the

}W
m%ommlssmn m] e that

[w

),
t that t

I

expectation clear on a going-forward basis, versus applyin

expectation going forward, then NV Energy woul@"WWMH
mm standard retrospectively to the

Sierra Solar project. (Id. at 16.) ”H””HHWH

H

80. NV Energy requests that the mls%mwﬂ}%%% ov)we Slerra Solar project as a

ion asset cost recovery. (Ex. 141 at

rrrrrrrr

to the Sle m n move forward, or (2) if the Commission intends to apply
5
Wﬂ
a So‘%ﬂproj ect, that the Commission not approve the Sierra Solar

thow%

I . .

Slea ” [ Energy states, further, in such an instance, NV Energy request that
implement with respé ct to renewable generating assets so that NV Energy can properly assess
renewable generation to bring forward to the Commission in future IRP proceedings. (/d. at 20-
21.) NV Energy states that this is imperative to creating a more certain and lower-risk

environment that facilitates continued investment in Nevada. (/d. at 21.)
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81. NV Energy disagrees with Staff’s recommendation that the Sierra Solar project
incur liquidated damages, storage availability costs, and energy and PEC replacement costs
similar to the BS3 PPA. (Ex. 135 at 7.) NV Energy states that the Sierra Solar project, as a rate-
based renewable generation resource, should not be treated any different than a traditional
company-owned thermal generation resource that does not subject NV ]Wﬁm@gy’s shareholders to

"
any such costs. (Id.) Wm ’W
82. NV Energy states that the Commission has nevétirequire me Energy to include
i, WHH

liquidated damages, storage availability costs, and ener, /Man C replacement gosts as part of

([[Uw

|
any rate-based thermal or renewable energy proj ewﬂﬁw))%%mm or regW ‘m%ry approvalsq.”l
g -

.
ibxact same function as a thermal

reliability and is subject t(ﬂ)ﬂl eiiem
“”” i

thermal assets, eachm nse NV Eiie
p

rrrrrrrrrr

this Commission through MWH#

prudent. W W%%///////fj////////fﬁmﬁm
J

M m”””” NV Energy"

‘ W

S thawﬂwﬁ put forward a number of unprecedented cost-limiting
recommendJW’WM for the S Solar project such as a cost cap, liquidated damages, and
ratepayers avoiditﬂw tostsior decommissioning. (Ex. 139 at 20.) NV Energy states that these
cost-limiting measur K
asset. (Id.) NV Energy states that it is inconsistent for Staff to claim, addressing regulatory
treatment, that Sierra Solar is just another utility project and then recommend applying

conditions not applied to any other utility-owned project. (/d.)
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84. NV Energy states that Staff’s recommendations demonstrate that Staff seeks to
treat NV Energy like a PPA developer and are intended to provide all of the benefits to
customers while forcing NV Energy to absorb the costs. (Ex. 139 at 21.) NV Energy explains
that, when a project is rate-based rather than developed through a PPA, NV Energy’s customers
receive a significant benefit because the power at the back-end of the aﬁ[mm@fe remains the

ratepayers’ at a significantly lower cost. (/d.) NV Energy notes th hke in a PPA, customers

will get the benefit of any cost savings if the project is complef‘%underwwmm” et. (Id)

l

85. NV Energy states that the cost protec‘uom ecommended by St e not needed
‘[[UJ /M}}ﬂﬂ
i%” Lt i a HHrotect

customers. (Ex. 139 at 21.) NV Energy explains that, pert

because, as a rate-based asset, the Sierra Solar prquw

g to the price cap, if NV Energy
W@tion, those costs would

Energy states, similarly for

8 W WMW e

ownﬁ‘“@w}) rcent by SPP(ai ( grcent by NPC is reasonable, and NV Energy would still be

WW}
able to affor )
WWWWH

advantage of the tax credits from the IRA. (/d. at 15.) NV Energy notes that the project would
also bring benefits to customers by establishing a larger rate base at SPPC that will help its long-

term financial stability. (/d.)
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87. NV Energy states that Staff’s calculations relating to the possible rates paid by
customers for projects in the Joint Application are premature and speculative. (Ex. 139 at 22.)
NV Energy states that, if at the time when the costs from these projects are presented for review
in a general rate case, Staff believes that the cost responsibility among classes is inequitable, then
Staff can make an argument for a more equitable distribution of the costw %

{ |

88. NV Energy rejects SNGG and CMN’s claim that theie ra Solar project should

I
be denied and resubmitted in the 2024 IRP because NV Energ{%%eeds a ‘ JM%ﬂm"mw percent of its

WM%% ly
2023 retail sales to be derived from renewable energy ﬁlﬂ che// . with PECs i 1ng every
P
year until it reaches 50 percent in 2030, to complw‘@W) mwm SR (EX 136 at

requirements. (/d. at 3.) N

o
2024 IRP would 1113(%@&%///

2024, and as a result delay
could ]eOWWW%) su
Enem@w WS that the Sierr

milestones are critical for timely delivery and cost optimization to ensure pricing certainty. (/d.)

NV Energy also notes that as of November 30, 2023, the costs associated with the Sierra Solar

BESS are $711 million, and if the Sierra Solar project is not approved in this Joint Application,
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the project costs and schedule could be negatively impacted. (/d. at 5.) NV Energy states that it
should receive all permits, including its Utility Environmental Protection Act (“UEPA”) permit
to construct, by December 2024; however, if there are approval delays, then permitting work
would need to be paused, resulting in schedule delay and potential cost impacts with fees,

consulting, and other related cost increases. (/d. at 6-7.) NV Energy promm s that most solar PV

g,

f

g

,H
project is not approved in this Joint Application, then ratepayeM%%Nould ”chive the best
ly

1m

Uy

f ‘
project value and would continue to be subject to markW @[rlcmg volatility assogidte

and BESS projects have a five-to-six-year development to COD cy, W nd if the Sierra Solar

l[Uw
purchased power and PECs for the duration that thé'prgject is de %d (Id at7. )

[w

89. NV Energy also rejects SNGG and CMN’ SWWMS regarding uncertainty about

|

NV Energy’s ability to bring Sierra Solar | erc1a1 operati

/ ;mﬂ

because Sierra Solar is already at an advan

involving project des1gn a

currently negotlatln MWW

executed on December 31, (reh). further provides that because the Sierra Solar

roject lstated oﬂ) LY ate

Mwled by NV Energy, third-party involvement will be

controlling cost ove f ns for ratepayers’ interests by procuring major equipment, timely
monitoring critical project milestones, and making other related key milestone decisions needed
to mitigate supply chain availability, price volatility, inflation, and schedule risks. (/d. at 8.) NV

Energy states that NV Energy’s COD schedule and budget are on track, and NV Energy will
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update the Commission on the project’s status in the 2024 IRP or a progress report pursuant to
NAC 704.9498. (Id.) NV Energy disagrees with SNGG and CMN that any additional
decommissioning costs need to be included in the Sierra Solar project’s initial cost estimate
because this is the fifth amendment proceeding, and the Commission has not required NV
Energy to include retirement costs for thermal or renewable energy proj Wm in the previous four

IH

its Joint Application because no decommissioning and remedidtion requ ‘ nts currently exist
WWH\H ly,

approvals. (Id. at 9, 10.) NV Energy further states that NV Energy id 0 t include these costs in

"
rovides that

),

for the Sierra Solar project due to it being constructed (Wﬂ”%rwate land, and therg i uncertainty
around decommissioning costs several decades 1n(mﬂw))J e (ld. %’, /% ) NV Energ%
[w

”’f'f"?" es that these asset costs would

ears. (/d. at 9-10.)
Wﬂﬂ
able REN-5 demonstrates why the Sierra Solar project

cycle in August of 2023 than Option B2. (/d.)

Commission Discussion and Findings
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91. The Commission approves the Sierra Solar project, with modifications to reflect
ratepayer cost protections recommended by Staff, for the reasons outlined below.

92.  First, the Commission approves the Sierra Solar project because of the resource
adequacy needs created by the cancellation of the previously-approved renewable projects that

caused NV Energy to remove multiple renewable projects from its resoum‘m@ iportfoho As
%

previously mentioned in this Order, these projects include the SOUtHW Blghorn Solar PV and

I

BESS project, the Chuckwalla PV/BESS project PPAs, and th: ot Pot ang

. ] mmﬂﬂmm% |
projects owned and developed by NV Energy, which tow 100 MW PV and 19 BESS of

i

[[U

W
%cancellatlon o) Mese

canceled projects since the Third Amendment to th

’” iy,
projects presents two challenges: the loss of renewable gelw n during daylight hours to

acity to supp w

///%%//%//////////////

e Wrce adequacy in the

Mgy

93. i ncerned about resource adequacy because of
the recent studies su e,Western Interconnection are currently at
risk of experlencmg rehab ed its own study focused on the Desert

mounts of new generation capacity will be needed in the
//////
addition, both NERC and WECC continue to issue

SouthweWWl

1gn1 1
nexWMW% for resource J« cy
I

resource adewﬂw cautlon M
market capacity a
resource adequacy ir

94, Since the summer of 2020, the Western United States has continued to experience

capacity shortfalls during peak periods of electricity usage. This has resulted in multiple states

experiencing emergency energy alerts over the last several years. NERC and WECC have issued
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resource adequacy and reliability cautionary statements regarding the uncertain availability and
deliverability of market capacity and energy due to stresses on the electric system caused by
more frequent and extreme weather, weather-related events, and a changing climate. The

Commission highlights that in E3’s study, E3 found that across the Wes Unlted States, there

///(/

is evidence that the supply of capacity is becoming increasingly CW%%Wmned Multiple recent

regional studies indicate that large portions of the Western I’ﬁﬂlte nnect1 currently at risk to
experience reliability events today, and these studies stw that the developme ”’W%W ew resources
, /////”’

at a rapid pace will be needed to ensure system relﬂf@ﬁg w
95. NV Energy has cited its open position as onﬂW%m"re drivers for the need to

approve the Sierra Solar project now, as o o waiting for NI¢

e ,/ L
il 2
%W
th Commission modifications to the

ths pntll the full IRP is due in June, yet is also arguing that

e Slerra Solar project due to potential conditions limiting

adequacy need necessitating consideration of the Sierra Solar project now and is troubled by the
suggestion that this need may be ignored unless NV Energy gets the terms that it desires for the

Sierra Solar project. The Commission reminds NV Energy that it has an obligation to provide

2 See, i.e., Tr. at 708, where NV Energy states the following: <. ..if that’s where the Commission is hung up, that if
there has to be an upper limit on price...if the Commission, for whatever reason in this case, feels like it has to have
an upper limit on costs, we’ll assess if we think it’s reasonable and whether we can move forward with the project or
not.”
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safe, reliable service, which, based on NV Energy’s representations in this proceeding, includes
following its own recommendation to close some of its open position with urgency.

96. The Commission has an obligation to balance the interests of NV Energy’s
ratepayers and shareholders. Because the Sierra Solar project, as proposed, does not have the
ratepayer protections of a PPA, or the protections that would exist if the WM%‘[ had been brought

JI Wm ™

awPPA for cost-recovery

forward under NRS 704.752 as a company-owned resource styled ag

purposes, the Commission cannot at this time find that the projég t represents a

e approaches

MH{WMW mﬁ
prudent course of action. Based on the available 1nforl‘WM(on and known alte %m

b
tbormance, and u w own

decommissioning costs, the Commission can only determr t it would be prudent to move
forward with the Sierra Solar project if . %ths are balanced through
a modification to NV Energy’s proposal en rotections are in place for this

capacity. ‘Hmmﬂﬂmﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂll

l

project are rM,M

A

nﬂ”ﬂm DN ﬁnqu at Staff’s recommended conditions for the Sierra Solar

) y

’able and nege

|

project ever proposed

//
project’s proposed pfice tag, its actual costs are unknown at this time. The estimated $1.536
billion Sierra Solar project costs (roughly $734 million for the PV portion and $731 million for
the BESS portion) do not include O&M costs. NV Energy could not and would not provide any

final cost estimate for the Sierra Solar project and, in fact, when asked at hearing if there was any
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upper limit of cost that NV Energy could agree to not overrun, would not commit to any upper

W mmmﬁﬂmﬂﬂuw%

limit number.

=

M

98. NV Energy acknowledges that the Sierra Solar ppoyect mstly and may not be

Wmﬂ

cheaper than a PPA-style project, either NV Energy owneW%%il%-party OMW%WW At hearing,
nd pricey ”

s your number ofigponcern,
)/ Il

NV Energy stated, “[1]f you’re looking at purely prim%%

%}/I "(ff

oy argues that there are factors

other than price that need to be considerée :

L
and no qui
0

sustainability, but NV Energy offered limi plan fn

)]

o

o
in this docket.> NV Energy mentions the favorab spatc %@W@ and curtailment of the Sierra
4

Solar project and the the@reti ",”{ff' lity to save dggommissioning costs as other factors besides

) ) «WM
price to consider when evig

. W;
these as pﬁﬁWﬂW%ﬁ% he ect and can weigh these factors when
! .

consi zmg the Sierra S

) W*Wm

weigh or offset

=

”ecause NV ;"'",""‘i gy did not quantify these benefits or provide evidence for how to
WW S Sierra Solar project against these benefits. NV Energy also failed

. L
to explain why a comip

3 See Tr. at 720-721:

Q from the Commission: “so those other values [other than price], I don’t recollect any meaningful discussion or
quantification of any of them in this filing. Is there a way to quantify some of the other benefits or other factors that
you’ve alluded to?”

A from NV Energy: “Yes, I don’t want to say you couldn’t, I assume you could, just as you suspect. My testimony
tries to provide a narrative on what some of those considerations could be. You’re right, I don’t offer a
quantification on those. That is certainly something the Company could look at on a going-forward basis, to
recognize that’s part of our responsibility, and that’s something the Commission is looking for, and something we
could provide in future filings.”

4 See Tr. at 876: When asked about decommissioning costs and that being a benefit to ratepayers NV Energy stated
the following: “...we’re going to try to continue the operation of that facility past its expected life, just like we do on
our thermal units.”

Q from party: “you’ll try, but you don’t have any experience in doing that; correct?”

A from NV Energy: “Not on renewable units.”

Q from party: “So you can’t tell this Commission the likelihood of your success, or the cost of doing that; correct?”
A from NV Energy: “What I'm pointing out is an intent, not a fact.”
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provide the same operational control benefits as the rate-base proposal, or why the terms of a
PPA with a third party could not include provisions that enable equivalent operational flexibility
to a rate-base project.

99.  With cost as a driving consideration for the Commission to consider with the

Sierra Solar project, the Commission is concerned about the potential fomi mﬁiﬁﬂ overruns. As Staff
My,

gl %’My

points out, the Greenlink Nevada project is a recent example of the @@mmission approving a

f
rate-based project at an estimated cost, with an understanding &ff how thwﬁw

ﬂfmw) " by
affect rates, and then watching the project price tag incmf” pa@t the estimate tQ,

imated cost will

potentially, be
4

a
recovered by captive ratepayers. Greenlink Nevad;@ﬂw rbudgﬁm% excess of $4(”) million

[w

-

100.  The Commission also agres i aff when Staff]sta

Commission notes that se
Chuckw. W Wﬁﬁlﬁ(ﬁﬁf ‘J

itions surround

BES WW

2023 and 2024, re

mently gacing delays, shortfalls, or cancelations due to various
y

and BESS markets. Furthermore, both Iron Point and Hot

——
=

the projects to meet t
acknowledges that NV Energy has completed the land purchase, the LGIA, and a Master Supply
Agreement with the solar panel module supplier to try and mitigate delays and cost overruns for

the Sierra Solar project. However, as NV Energy acknowledges, these steps may not fully
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mitigate or prevent delays and cost overruns.” Most importantly, the Commission finds that NV
Energy self-development projects that are rate-based, like the Sierra Solar project, shift all risk of
cost overruns, underperformance, and delays from a third-party developer to the ratepayers.
Unlike Hot Pot and Iron Point and the PPA model in general, if the Sierremfolar project faces

g,
delays and cost overruns, there is no mechanism like canceling a COMWC'L or reconsidering

Wm
i

whether the pricing is reasonable and the project remains prudet befor

costs. While the Commission can disallow imprudentlymu ur/%d and unreas

i mne costsin a
. . . f | HUJJ Ww
general rate case, the Commission has limited abily mmlsallow ‘H%:iently 1ncurr? t
unforeseen costs in a general rate case. “
101.  Additionally, the Commissidinfinds that while M

touted in the Narrative as the project cost,

ratepayers. According(tg a 2021 NR ponsible and cost-effective dissolution of PV

o
system hardware at the en ”” ipet },,»»(,?,f?i:‘s"' ‘/ efiod is an important business and

enV1roan%W (

be CM%%” ed at the earlie ’/
\ N oot

prudency determingfion tefthe estimated costs that NV Energy has identified as supporting the

—

ages o O] ect planning.

selection of the Sierra ¢
NV Energy commence development without the recommended customer cost protections

increases the risk that ratepayers would be on the hook for cost overruns and removes the

> NV Energy states, “So what we’ve done to mitigate those delays, is we’ve sourced our panels from the United
States. That’s one mitigation strategy we’ve done. Now again, does that solve everything? Probably not. Idon’t
know. But we’ve done everything we can.” (Tr. at 892.)
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certainty of being compensated for operational delays and performance shortfalls. The
Commission notes that NV Energy could have structured the cost recovery of the Sierra Solar
project with PPA pricing but chose not to do so.

103.  The Commission is concerned with the cost recovery model proposed for the
Sierra Solar project which, compared to a PPA type of model, appears twm%t risks from the

project owner (whether a third party or NV Energy) to ratepayers \WW simultaneously being

more expensive. NV Energy’s assertion that the rate-based co ecovejm%m hod is important

}W

tly illustrate

),

il

Uy,
for the sake of “balance” is not persuasive, as NV Eneerms not presented s nt evidence
refiptie. W1tho Jj%elng abletoc %‘W

[w
how the rate-base cost recovery method provides benefits MM payers that only exist under that

M increased risk &

':‘,,, i //
//
/% //

and imprudent.

104. The Commmm o i ds that Staffl§'r ecomme

mm iy
ratepayers the sameﬂ ’ u

renewable PPA or when NV Hipefoy !

WW

conditions a mmn

”H

Twa Solar project costs in the appropriate general rate case.

resource- planmng approval:

included in the calculations of the LCOE and PWRR provided in this filing; 2) NV Energy will
credit ratepayers with daily delay damages if the PV or BESS is not commercially operational by

the CODs stated in the Narrative; 3) NV Energy will credit ratepayers with liquidated damages if
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the storage availability is not maintained and/or there are renewable energy and/or PEC
shortfalls; and 4) the approval of the Sierra Solar project does not include any decommissioning,
remediation, and site clean-up costs incurred at the end of the PV’s and BESS’s useful lives that
were not included in the project cost estimate.

106.  The first condition of cost protection, capping capital J O&M costs at the
amount presented in the Narrative, is similar to the cost protech in d in NV Energy’s

|

most recently approved PPA. The BS3 PPA stated that tWW@% pér MWh a st per MW-

month were fixed prices and did not contain a claum ﬂmmm
o

account for any cost overruns or unexpected maintenanc

cost overruns and 1ns‘[@w%mJ i percent contingency amount already built
Wﬂﬁ
into the Sierra Solar proj

W i

to ratgfayers if the PV or'f mmercially operational by the CODs stated in the

9

Narrative, 1§ @l  cost protections included in NV Energy’s most recently approved
NV Energy and its rafepayers are afforded daily delay damages according to a specified
schedule. Pursuant to NRS 704.752, although Dry Lake did not meet its December 31, 2023,
COD, ratepayers do not receive delay damages, but they also cannot be asked to pay for

whatever situation is causing the delayed COD.

6 At hearing, NV Energy stated that the $1.536 billion cost estimate NV Energy provided for the Sierra Solar project
includes a contingency estimate in project costs that is “about 9 percent,” lower than 15 percent. (Tr. at 993.)
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108.  The third condition for cost protection, that liquidated damages will be paid to
ratepayers if the storage availability is not maintained and/or there are renewable energy and/or
PEC shortfalls, is also similar to the cost protections included in NV Energy’s most recently
approved PPA with BS3.

109.  The fourth condition for cost protection, that future decormwm fmsmmng costs not be
included in this IRP approval, is not analogous to a typical term 1nmw s with third parties, but
PPA pricing typically does not include any obligation for theW ’

W}r

gl
decommissioning costs that are not already captured in [f MPPA s fixed pr1c1n

included decommissioning and remediation costs M m t mod

project, and based on today’s estimated costs of decommis MM

decommission, though the Commission agrees with ”,”'W th}W ¢ costs could decrease as PV
4

110. ne competitiveness of the Sierra Solar

c
r

project compared to other

i a ¢ Joint Application, any cost comparison
///////////////ﬁ?//////

prov1ded“’w fithe filini ugh intemrvenor discovery is only meaningful if the Commission
W

appré mmmff’ s recomme ( ) Wa\/e a cap on the cost to construct and operate the Sierra

Solar proj ecW,J pns use the energy price per MWh, MW-month charges, and hybrid

%’Wme compa

LCOE values that are W/ sed ‘”’) on the cost estimates presented in this filing, costs which NV Energy
{ J

will not commit to abide by. In the absence of the Commission’s modification to the Joint

“c

Application’s proposed open-ended costs for the Sierra Solar project, any capital or O&M cost
overrun would render the Joint Application’s price comparisons useless and move the price of

the Sierra Solar project further away from a market-comparable price.
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111. The Commission issues a compliance requiring NV Energy to calculate storage
availability liquidated damages and renewable energy and PEC shortfall replacement costs for
the Sierra Solar project in accordance with the calculations detailed in BS3’s PPA. NV Energy
should use BS3’s PPA as a template and replace any BS3-specific values with Sierra-Solar-

specific values to provide documentation that outlines how the liquidatew pmages and shortfall

i

%’///ﬁ'

replacement costs would be calculated and credited to ratepayers by{IN\W Energy if the Sierra

n J
Solar project faces delays or performance issues. The Commiﬂ%%m fin ‘ mmthe same daily

MJ%%/ l
olar'pro'ect NV
[[UJ |
perform the Sierra Solar project’s calculations andy atepay when apphca le
W

N

delay damages in the BS3 PPA should apply to the Slerw

same time that it processes its other PPAs’ liquidated dam nd shortfall replacement

HHHHHHW %

amounts.

W
different than that offa solar field or BESS. Renewable energy projects bring RPS compliance
with them but some variability, while thermal projects deliver the exact opposite—no RPS
compliance potential but less variability. Thermal projects are not subject to the unique PV and

BESS supply chain issues that solar projects have faced. NV Energy has a proven track record
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of developing thermal resources, but much less so with renewable energy projects.” For all of
these reasons, the Commission finds that the appropriate cost-recovery comparison and paradigm
for the Sierra Solar project should reflect how the Commission evaluates renewable energy
projects rather than thermal resources. ‘m w

113.  The Commission also finds uncompelling NV Enerﬁmﬁﬁ argun//(lwent that restricting
the scope of pre-approved costs for the Sierra Solar project somﬂ%ow a %MM s to the creation of

a new standard. The current and historical standard for WM& e-planning rer%W ‘the same:

I[U
prudence. NV Energy conflates the cost- recoverymwwmwcurs in mﬁeneral rate cas 1th the
Uy

predetermination of the prudence of costs in an IRP proce WW . In an IRP proceedlng, the

of the pre-approved costs in a@e:
munmfﬂmﬂmm

is lower than it woulﬁ%r or costslha
&

Commission’s modlﬁcaticww

t hased on t! ))) a

i ""””W/// final determination as to whether NV Energy may recover

additional c n a future ”””””
any amounts beyﬂm%” o ts pre-approved here would require a demonstration of prudence that
NV Energy failed tog ake in this case.

114. The Commission notes that costs associated with a renewable PPA are recovered

through different mechanisms than costs associated with an NV Energy-owned and rate-based

" For example, as noted during the hearing, the following NV Energy-developed renewable energy projects were
subject either to cost overruns or delays: Jean Airport Flow Battery, Iron Point, Hot Pot, Dry Lake Solar, Carson
Lake Geothermal, China Mountain Wind.
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renewable generation facility. The difference in the recovery mechanism used can amount to a
significant impact on certain customer classes, given the large sums of money that NPC and
SPPC are projected to spend on their shares of projects proposed in the Joint Application.

115. The Commission allocates the Sierra Solar project’s ownership, energy, capacity,
and PECs at 90 percent (360 MW PV and 360 MW BESS) to SPPC and MM %ercent (40 MW PV

and 40 MW BESS) to NPC. (Ex. 308 at 18.) The Commission ﬁnm( at the Sierra Solar project

site was selected to support a specific load growth area in SPP! serJ% itory, justifying the
mﬂm“ J}% l M

allocation of the majority of costs to SPPC. However, yfider its proposed all ””W%ﬂ “
y
)
|

l[Uw
ith a f{ﬂ@m %ear tlmehne « p'replace a
w JJJ iy,

|

canceled renewable project, there is still time for NV Energyfit contract or self-build NPC-

forecasted to be non-compliant with the RPS by ZM %/ﬁﬁmf

i
il
»‘W

J
compliance, it could{ W%ﬁws‘[ perm
l, 4

facilitate PEC loamng bet\JUJﬂ

Energy Zone project. g"’ilmﬂ

e
e s plit betiygen SPPC and NPC to reflect any benefit to NPC with RPS

Hm

reconsid NM
116. ’ HHHHHHH”W e Commisgipn notes that this appears to be the first time that an ESA based on
levelized pricing renewable energy project that is to be a rate-base addition. The
Commission also nvﬁ%@ that, with levelized pricing, the revenue requirement for rate-base cost
recovery may be larger, which would be unfair to ratepayers as a whole because the ESA
customer would be paying a lower rate for the Sierra Solar project than the remaining customers.

It is unclear to the Commission whether the remaining customers would be responsible for any
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revenue requirement deficiency for the ESA customer’s load-share of the Sierra Solar project.
The Commission flags this issue here, which will be fully addressed in the ESA docket, Docket
No. 23-08019.

ii. Critical Facilities Designation/Regulatory Asset Treatment

NV Energy’s Position

117. NV Energy requests that the Sierra Solar project rew :]; Ve

designation pursuant to NAC 704.9484. (Ex. 100 at 97.) NAC”W 4.9484l e
”»WHW(H UM

facility” and lists the following criteria, among others, Wﬂ quaiwlﬁes a facility fion

i)

iy,

a
Develops renewable energy resources; fulfills statuf %mfndate%

118. NV Energy states that the Sierra Solar proj JMW

ﬁm” the first solar and BESS project

and renewable energy attributéSias

J[HHHH J
reduce dependency (Mﬂ%mr

diversity of supply s1de reJ

vz%%”’” )

w il
i

resource paired with a large dispatchable 400 MW BESS. (Ex. 100 at 98.)
120. NV Energy states that the Sierra Solar project adds diversity of supply as a

renewable resource capable of providing energy during daytime, evening, and nighttime hours.
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(Ex. 100 at 98.) NV Energy states that it reduces the open capacity position via a large
dispatchable BESS, larger than any BESS currently in NV Energy’s portfolio, available in the
net-peak evening hours after solar production has dropped off. (/d.)

121. NV Energy states that it continues to face supply issues with existing resources.
(Ex. 115 at 17.) NV Energy states that it also has renewable energy supﬂmmﬁbligations per the

‘ /%’//mr

J
existing green tariff programs like NV Energy GreenEnergy Ridermﬂmwnm SAs. (Id.)) NV Energy
f

H
|

states that any resource pipeline cancellation, existing resourcélyinderper

bimance for another

atutory and co

il o ’)W
PPA or company-owned resources and ability to procuWﬁMturg”””resources maw %Wt additional
i

- o .
challenges to RPS compliance. (/d.) NV Energy st ” ctual

[

obligations continue to be met by the same pool of NV En¢

WWH renewable energy resources and

7r delays. (/d. uu.

=
he

tulfilling future RPS compligifigee

I,

.q- . v
ability to deliver cont tete
r Wﬁ

therefore, the Sierra Solar itity required for continued fulfillment of a

statutory ,//@ W
all

P
g
M ”" NV Energy N@;WWM the location of this project is ideal to protect and
enhance sysww%m ' Ix. 100 at 98.) NV Energy states that the generation will be in close
proximity to the T4l 0 o Industrial Center, Fernley, and Fallon areas which have

growth. (/d.) NV Energy explains that having generation located close to the load reduces

system losses and improves system reliability. (/d.)
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123. NV Energy states that if Commission designates the Sierra Solar project as a
critical facility, NV Energy requests to be allowed to:

a. include the CWIP balances from the Sierra Solar project in rate base for general
rate cases (or any other recovery mechanism or filing that would allow NV
Energy to update the CWIP balance in rate base, which may or may not be in
place today, such as a capital recovery mechanism that NV Energy may file in the
future) prior to the unit being placed into service; and WNM“W\HM

P,

b. 1nclude the Sierra Solar prO] ect expenses, deprec1at1 il nd O&M expenses, after
fegulaf asset with carrying

e ///{ N HHHWWHH

(Ex. 100 at 99.). NV Energy states that it is requesting t M cos maccountln trw nt because
g

a
constructing the Sierra Solar project will involve s m nt con ctlon expendlt S and

4

[w

without CWIP, no cost recovery until the project is in rat ase and has gone through a general

oyt contemporaneous cost

artiqn arl SPPC’s. (Id.) NV

L uw,/ .
w[” M%%///ﬂ/é@w

5 traditionally been a solution for this

Energy states that CWIP in
Wﬂlﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂlﬂ

circumstance. (/d.) WKMMM "

{

SNGG and CMN’s Posil”w

///%
not be designated as a critical facility. (Ex. 700 at 4.)

reliability, promote d

CMN state that the Sierra Solar project should not qualify as a critical facility because solar
resources do little to protect reliability and it provides little capacity relative to nameplate and
thus does not significantly improve resource adequacy. (/d.) SNGG and CMN provide that even

though the Sierra Solar project would contribute to the state’s goal of achieving net zero carbon
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emissions by 2050, this is not a statutory mandate and the Sierra Solar project is not required for
RPS compliance at this time. (/d.) SNGG and CMN note that critical facilities can receive
incentives like an enhanced return on equity for the life of the facility, inclusion in rates of
CWIP, and costs incurred to construct the designated Critical Facility can be recorded to a
regulatory asset. (/d. at 28.) SNGG and CMN provide that NV Energy IWMWE currently

//m

' balances in rate base for

requesting an enhanced ROE, however, it is requesting to include |

s

general rate cases and depreciation and O&M expenses after tHejin-servige

rviee date and until

WMMMM/ UM
included in rates in a regulatory asset with carry chargeW d) ¥NGG and C

te that NV
p
dvised on any%&%neﬁts to

125.  SNGG and CMN recommef S ol W@c‘t is approved and

[[UJ

Energy has not quantified the cost of this enhanceyzl“w

ratepayers. (/d. at 29.)

i

recovered in rates. (%MWWO at 4-

y
established, in which NV u M and depreciation expense incurred after the

———_=__

-;\\“:
=
2
(¢}
=+
=
8
—
aup)
©
=
(¢}
uQ
[
i
=3
3
©
[22]
[72]
(@}
=3
—
w2

il
in-service M%unn those 1ncluded in rates, then SNGG and CMN recommend the

the full O&M costs and carrying charge will be included in the regulatory asset amortization.
(d.)

BCP’s Position



Docket No. 23-08015 Page 63

126.  BCP states that this is not the proper proceeding for NV Energy to request critical
facility incentives such as CWIP and regulatory asset treatment. (Ex. 401 at 9.) BCP states that,
pursuant to NAC 704.9484(3), any incentives associated with a critical facility designation must
be requested in a general rate case. (/d.)

127.  BCP recommends, if the Commission approves the Slerrem WMlar project, that the

Vo

] »»' WL a critical facility to be

JJMJJ /////M UM
recovery as PPA-style pricing. (Ex. 402 at 20.) BCP prav " des that PPA- style ing helps

l[Uw
romot%%wersﬂy, fulﬁ g RPS

[w

0P ” otes that NV Energy’s current

omote retail prigg
/{%@W , . ({a.
ance guarantees and ratepayers are

balances in rate base and project expenses after the in-service date recorded in a regulatory asset
with a carrying charge to comply with NAC 704.9484(3) because NV Energy’s calculations

demonstrate that the most pertinent credit ratio of forecasted funds from operations
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(“FFO”)/Debt is sufficient throughout the analysis period through 2033. (Ex. 402 at 20; Ex. 401
at 22.) BCP states that NV Energy’s analysis shows that the critical facility ratemaking
treatment is not needed. (Ex. 401 at 13.) BCP also recommends that the FFO to debt ratios
reflect the MSG-transaction ESA revenues, which should improve the FFO/Debt ratios. (/d. at
o yA
Staff’s Position HHH

129.  Staff recommends that the Commission deny N%%%nergyuw uest to designate

the Sierra Solar project as a critical facility pursuant toﬂWC 704.9484. (Ex. m 8.) //
q Mﬂw
130 ks the cr» %a in NAC 7O4MW%/84(2) (Ex.

iy,
307 at 9.) Staff states that under NV Energy’s rationale, elm%% ’mgle renewable energy facility

otes however,

%/////////////////W dombined cycles) under a

4
iLf states tl%mhe circumstances regarding the

ifferent from those when the Commission granted critical

the memission has only

facility status for the LenzW%W ACY. 0 mbi W ycles because there are currently many

available WW W@M ¥ fpti

% at 10 ) Staff points to the robust response to NV Energy’s

esource RFP asiwell as ! fact that NV Energy is pursuing additional NV Energy-

owned rene\M%m ””energy cts. (Id.) Staff states that the Commission has and should continue

to grant critical fa m;..;;;« designation in only the most unique of circumstances, and the Sierra

Solar project does nd r1se to that level. (Id.)
131.  Staff recommends that the Commission reject NV Energy’s request to include

CWIP in rate base. (Ex. 306 at 5.) Staff states that there is nothing unique with respect to the
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Sierra Solar project that, on its own, would warrant including CWIP in rate base to be collected
from ratepayers before the project goes into service. (/d. at 6.)

132, Staff acknowledges that large amounts of spending, especially debt spending
without some increase in revenue, could negatively impact various financial metrics. (Ex. 306 at
6.) Staff states that this negative impact could be reduced by NV Enerﬁwm“}%jfing into PPAs or
BTAs rather than electing to build the entirety of the project with ¢ «Fny funds, equity, and

-
[

debt. (/d. at 7.) Staff states that NV Energy may also file genefgl rate casgsic
MHMHHH\UJHUJ/,,, y
JJJ l ”before the Co

that

a more regular

2

basis to reduce the regulatory lag. (/d. at 7-8.) Staff ste}r

ion should
e
grant an incentive request like having ratepayers gﬂ‘@ﬂ ility omined equipment Betore it

/

133.  Staff also .~ il ; S previously authorized CWIP in
rate base in the pas‘gm %{ ¢ be ginning to recover from the Western
Energy Crisis and beginning to. butld hei 'seneration resources. (Ex. 306 at 8.) Staff
states thaWMWﬁ%//t 6| PRCor I\fﬂ};C’s debt rating was considered investment grade and
the ! J"““‘( the CWIP in ratg base waﬁ@%&wﬁ” tool the Commission used to help improve those credit

ratings and buld the new gene

more stable ﬁnam”JJ WW

134,  Staff tecommends that the Commission reject NV Energy’s request for regulatory
asset treatment of project expenses after the in-service date of the Sierra Solar project. (Ex. 306
at 2.) Staff states that, notwithstanding the Commission’s determination on whether or not to

designate the Sierra Solar project as a critical facility, nothing regarding the Sierra Solar project
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itself differentiates it from any other utility project that is completed and placed into service
during the normal course of business. (/d. at 2-3.)

135.  Staff explains that any project owned by the utility would incur similar costs once
it is placed into service and becomes used and useful. (Ex. 306 at 3.) Staff states that, as part of
the first general rate case that occurs after the project is placed into ser\wm Ehe cost of the

/%

project, less any depreciation incurred since it went into service an’w %ww costs related to operating

and maintaining the functioning plant would be included in th Venue irement and used to
J%%/ ly, ”’

set rates to be charged to ratepayers. (/d.) Staff states t Wlthout the 1ncent1 ez,.a:m“u,;ﬁ gatment

mwm%

the O&M expenses that occur during the interim period. (

l[Uw
uld n %over the deprﬂ 1ation nor
Ll

iy,

offered by the use of the regulatory asset, the co

m”””aff states that this is part of the

HHHHHHW

W ehglble for tax credits

it, if the Commission allows NV

<
P

136.  Staff states that, because both'the f/ff/ W S a

on Tax Cr

should also be required to record the

Energy to record coswjﬁjm” H]

applicable tax credlts as an

i

rees NV Energy’s request that regulatory asset accounts
if the Commission‘ gre 0’ allow depreciation and O&M costs to be recovered from ratepayers
through a regulatoryasset, that process alone provides a benefit to the utility; adding a carrying

charge in addition to that benefit would be unreasonable. (/d.)

NV Energy’s Rebuttal
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138. NV Energy states that the Sierra Solar project meets four of the five items listed
in NAC 704.9484 (of which only one is required). (Ex. 139 at 3-4.) NV Energy states,
specifically, the project promotes diversity in supply as NV Energy only has 35 MWs of owned
solar capacity; it is a renewable energy facility; it helps fulfill a specific statutory mandate for

meeting RPS requirements; and it helps promote price stability as it is nmﬂﬂﬂ“@ependem on
i,

unknown flexibility of commodity prices, such as natural gas. (]d mmw V Energy states,
therefore, the project does qualify for critical facility des1gnat1 under %Wm”r 04.9484. (Id.) NV
MMHWWH J}% y

Energy states that Staft and BCP’s focus on the financi Mosmo n of NV Energy éppears to be an

ﬂ .
!
attempt to create new requirements for critical facwﬂWW)% gna‘udﬁm Wﬂt go beyond

iy,

g
regulation requires. (/d.) NV Energy states that, while fin W distress might be an additional

reason why critical facility designation may %//ropna‘[e, it is ngtla
.

particularly when th W

§

(Ex. 139 at 4.). NV Ener

financial sasi KW

WWMW N

designation WWWMMM‘[ to NA
T4

designation prior
in a general rate cas¢’ (EX 139 at 10.) NV Energy states that it is only asking for approval to
designate the Sierra Solar project as a critical facility in this docket and identify incentives for

Commission’s consideration, it is not asking for the incentive to be in rates at this time. (Id.) NV

Energy explains that recovery would be brought forward in a different docket. (/d.)
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141. NV Energy states that there is no guarantee on the action of the rating agencies,
related to NV Energy being issued a downgrade, which is why NV Energy is requesting critical
facility designation for the Sierra Solar project to support the financial position of NV Energy
and minimize the potential for a rating downgrade. (Ex. 139 at 10-11.)

142. NV Energy states that between the Financial Plan and Mimmyehrens’ direct
testimony in the NV Energy’s Joint Application, as well as NV En ’s data requests responses,

f

there is sufficient evidence to see there is a financial beneﬁt fo he proj m have the critical

143. NV Energy states that SNGG and @W%%WW 1

does not significantly improve resource adequacy or providesili

5t in asserting t th1s project

at 13.) NV Energy explains that a 400 ar and battery @ large-scale project that
= 4
will provide material generation to address uré////é//////// conéerns. (Id.) NV Energy also
j 4
”Wﬁ W

disagrees with SNGG and NS {Mes not provide any RPS benefit. (/d) NV

Energy states that rewﬁ%

unanticipated delays so ha

M{)é)//%/{///z//{// s I

)
project without the cfitical facility designation, even if approved at 90 percent ownership for
SPPC and 10 percent ownership for NPC as proposed by Staff. (Ex. 139 at 14.)
145. NV Energy disagrees with Staff’s recommendation to deny CWIP in rate base as

Staff incorrectly characterizes building the Sierra Solar project as normal course of business and
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uses that characterization as reason to deny NV Energy’s request for CWIP in rate base. (Ex. 139
at 8.) NV Energy also states that the alternate recovery mechanisms proposed by Staff would not
adequately compensate NV Energy, would still create regulatory lag, and would create
uncertainty about future Commission decisions. (/d. at 8-9.)

146. NV Energy states that the assertion that that this project 1m Mt any different than

///m

any other in the normal course of NV Energy’s business is mlsplacmm

sz. 139 at6.) NV

Energy states that, while it is ultimately a rate-based generatio' lus storage

course of business” projects would be more in the area 1str14f)ut10n cap1ta1 mmiijzance and

rO] ect, “normal

g

l[Uw
transformers, not a large, new generating facility MW 1d be tﬁ @Wrst rate-based utility-scale

HHHH

helps mltlgat ""i,lu B,

// /////}/////% ////////

[w

solar project owned by NV Energy. (/d.)

147. NV Energy agrees that lo

2
aQ
@
O
)
;
(9]
us
=N
8
o
<
~3
g

service to the new CUStomﬁjJ]E stich,
i

that for large generamﬁjf WO] ects

expense would be s1gn1ﬁcJW%M gre ’-'rIT/J""r}})};;M;(;x//
LT
7) lﬂ %////%/////({m%

mﬂnﬂﬂll”mmm%m"n NV Energy
|

expenses do ”” ’

Iy

” W

s, iniwwjfrast to Staff’s assertion that depreciation and O&M

a return as that has historically been the treatment approved by
the Commission, thi§llsitwition is different because the regulatory asset is being requested on
something that is not yt in rates, i.e. the regulatory lag. (Ex. 139 at 7.) NV Energy states,
therefore, the depreciation and O&M expense incurred before the next general rate case represent
a portion of a cost for a capital investment which NV Energy would never get the opportunity to

recover or even earn a return on. (/d.) NV Energy explains that allowing the depreciation and
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O&M expenses to go into a regulatory asset allows NV Energy to recover the cost of the asset
and the carry would represent a return NV Energy never had an opportunity to earn on that
portion of the investment that would be depreciated before the next general rate case to get the
value in rate base. (/d.)

149. NV Energy disagrees with SNGG and CMN’s recommenm on to use an after-tax

Hy,

rate of return for the carrying charge is a regulatory asset is allowed .h‘:',,' the critical facility

1 y,

I
regulatory asset is not any different from any other reg M@)ry asset that NV

establish and there is no need to account for the taﬂ“@%ts of t

designation for the Sierra Solar project. (Ex. 130 at 4.) NV Energy statjwmmw this particular

l[Uw
egulatory asse I d

[w

h et. (Id)

HHHWHWHH

than all of the other regulatory assets on NV Energy’s bal

5 fy as a critical facility. The Commission has only deemed
g

W
y status for the Lenzie and Tracy combined cycles because there are

granted critical facili
currently many available in-state supply options.

151. The Commission rejects NV Energy’s request to include CWIP in rate base. The

Commission finds that there is nothing unique with respect to the Sierra Solar project that, on its



Docket No. 23-08015 Page 71

own, would warrant including CWIP in rate base to be collected from ratepayers before the
project goes into service.

152. The Commission acknowledges that large amounts of spending, especially debt
spending without some increase in revenue, could negatively affect various financial metrics.

by NV Energy

M/m’/w

However, the Commission finds that this negative impact could be redumﬁm
J

«»»)J
entering into PPAs or BT As rather than electing to build the ,,,'m%,,,w the project with company
f

funds, equity, and debt. NV Energy may also file general rate‘ggses on Uﬂwmme regular basis to

e . A\

l[Uw
153.  The Commission rejects NV Energﬂ’w t for %Wulatory asset t tment of

n JJ iy,

preject. The Commission finds that

fferentlates it 1 o

////////z///////%«

W%@w isiness. The Commission
W incur sim#ltar costs once it is placed into

case that occurs after the prgj¢

deprec1atM%ng//ﬁ sinbe i
w‘z//I’ il !
i |

7

0 serv1ce and the costs related to operating and maintaining
u Wd in the revenue requirement and used to set rates to be

C. Valmy Units 1 and 2

i. Repower

NV Energy’s Position
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154. NV Energy states that its Joint Application provides a complete solution to
support the timely retirement of coal generation at Valmy and the need for voltage support and
available around-the-clock generation in the Carlin trend load pocket. (Ex. 120 at 3.) NV Energy
states that Valmy provides both capacity and critical system support to the Carlin Trend load
pocket, and the units cannot be retired without a replacement that can pr M}e firm and

4

155. NV Energy requests approval to complete the ¢ ers1on‘ %We existing Valmy

“WH‘ J)(; .
coal-fired units 1 and 2 to operate on natural gas and cmWMete%e retirement W%ﬁred

dispatchable output. (/d. at 5-6.) ﬂ”m

}W
[W .
;(1“'”“/'{.3'»1,, ect scope willjihclude

operations at Valmy. (Ex. 100 at 59.) NV EnergyM at

[w

replacement of the coal-fired burner equipment on the eXISW W% m[oﬂers with burners and controls

‘i,/%'/'m'w )

ff

Energy also statest ”” repar
’ Wi W

would be completed on th

WK‘WM e (ld

ntinue eration

generation,

|

states that by elim

inati
deliver on its commitment to reduce carbon emissions, (/d.) NV Energy states that its Preferred
Plan achieves and exceed the RPS in all years, and, as in recent IRP filings, targets NV Energy’s

proportionate share of the state’s 2050 clean energy goal. (/d.) NV Energy states that firm

dispatchable resources, which are modeled today as gas turbines, contribute much more
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significantly to firm capacity in 2050 in the Preferred Plan than they do to energy production,
resulting in a positive impact on resource adequacy with minimal potential carbon dioxide
emissions. (/d. at 9.)

157. NV Energy states that, while it is true it did not support the refueling of Valmy in
the 2021 IRP, system conditions and resource options have changed sin mm Wzt time and the
refueling option is now an economic and reliable option. (Ex. 120 W NV Energy states that,
per a new transmission study, there is a need not only for VOltd/@ SuPpOWWMWthe Carlin Trend

M///ﬁ l

area, but also the availability of around-the clock generagion Wlf”’hout runtlme Mmiations to be

)) )

a
located at or near Valmy. (/d.) NV Energy states MW) %Mme a ﬁrﬁﬁ @%spatchable resp f

iy,

needed to resolve the Carlin Trend’s post contingency volta ge sues, an intermittent resource

such as a solar/BESS pairing would not or would a sta ;W 'BESS, as it does not

Tre% area. (Id.) NV Energy states

1l //%//

eenlink W%f@ls completed, the continued

is required as loads contin

this leave MWWWﬁ ﬁmﬂ

S“W‘“W%ﬂm

natural gas,

lower than the peaki s g units and would allow NV Energy to eliminate coal combustion from its
fleet by the end of 2025. (/d.) NV Energy states that the earliest peaking units could be installed
is estimated to be May 31, 2027, which would require continued existence of the coal-fired units

for a minimum of 17 additional months. (/d.) Additionally, if there were any delays in the
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installation of the peaking units, system reliability could be at a risk as the existing coal
generation would be severely limited for the summer months in 2027 due to updated
environmental restrictions. (/d.)

158. NV Energy states that the project and continued operation costs assumes that
Idaho Power Company will continue to participate in Valmy with its 50 Wmcent ownership,

tates that it has been in

> —

sharing 50 percent of the output and cost. (Ex. 100 at 59.) NV Vﬂ@

thorough discussion with Idaho Power Company regarding 1ts t1nue c1pat10n in Valmy.
“ M l
(Ex. 120 at 10.) NV Energy states that Idaho Power C Many tias a 50 perce ership share

}W
in Valmy and has the first right to participate in thﬂﬁw%

‘%WWW

ownership share. (/d.) NV Energy states that [daho Power or

@any has continued to indicate its

and participat

-~
Span Analysis Process (“L 3l 1ed a scendrio where Idaho Power Company
does not part1c1pat¢rfﬁ%ﬁmﬁff

the analysis shows that thisl§eendrio s fitegtive for SPPC, but since Idaho Power Company

,.. aintai
not Mﬂ%}% utside the H‘

potential co ce filing

its 1nterest and operation of its share, this alternative was
///%
(ld. ) Energy proposes to provide status updates and a

the Valmy conver

150, NV Bhe
will be completed in the fall of 2025 with the outage starting after the peak season of 2025. (Ex.
100 at 59.) NV Energy states that during the Unit 1 outage, Unit 2 would continue to operate on

coal in support of the transmission system must-run requirement. (/d.) NV Energy states that the
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outage to complete the conversion to natural gas operations would be completed by December
31, 2025, to allow coal-fired operation at Valmy to cease. (/d.) NV Energy states that once the
Unit 1 outage is complete and Unit 1 is capable of operation on natural gas, it would take over
the must-run support and the Unit 2 outage would begin, with both units being converted to

natural gas operation by June 1, 2026. (Id.)

WMMMM

160. NV Energy states that the total cost of the Valmy C(MW%' sion to natural gas is

estimated at $166 million, with SPPC’s 50 percent share belng” proxJW $83 million. (Ex.

ly

\l i,
/ .
es capital 1mprove necessary for

P
A { }ﬂﬂ/

operat from the current retirement

WHHWHHHHHH |
|
| f%%

S
i
1s solicitation process could take one of two

eted to the Valmy need now;

2

100 at 60.) NV Energy states that the cost estimate incﬂ#
the continued operation of the Valmy units to prep4
[w

date of 2025 through 2049. (Id.)

AEU’s Position

161. AEU states that the Commi

Valmy need. (Ex. 500 at SJHH
y

forms: 1) order NV({W or 2) use

. y
the 2024 IRP to develop a pie Ve s gnt of need that can form the basis for an all-

source RT |,//
could Wﬁ% szaluate those
2024 TRP. ( %ﬁWHWH |

fueled plant at Valm / to a natural gas fueled plant. (Ex. 500 at 5.) AEU states that the proposal

024 mIRP process. (Id. at 4.) AEU states that NV Energy
w
y

together a proposed portfolio as the first amendment to the

=\

should be rejected for the following reasons: 1) the proposal is inconsistent with prior NV
Energy commitments and Commission directives, and NV Energy’s broader Joint Application

also fails to comply with key Commission requirements; 2) the costs and risks associated with
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the repower proposal cannot be meaningfully analyzed at this time; and 3) the short-term and
long-term needs cited in support of the Valmy Repower “station” could be met with
combinations of other options that were not examined. (/d.)

163.  AEU further states that NV Energy’s Valmy proposal is inconsistent with its
longstanding commitment to retire the Valmy plant by 2025 and Commlmmﬁn directives

iy,

regarding Valmy retirement. (Ex. 500 at 5.) AEU states that NV Engre

f

to satisfy the requirement for a complete analysis of alternativ plution WWWalmy retirement.

’s Joint Application fails

H ly hy l
(Id)) AEU states that NV Energy’s Joint Application a m@ﬂ{ﬁalls to provide a lo wt»s::, bon scenario.

W
y
U . :
vl/w S 1ntentions

at6.)
164. i t1V i ocket No. 22-11032 that

NV Energy, in a future resg ﬂ r the 202

> RP whichever comes first, NV
f

Energy must providW ment of the coal-fired Valmy generated
d

units: 1) a complete solutijﬂmuw

W

itations on continued operations. (Ex. 500 at 7.) AEU

omlc impacts of each potential solutions; and 3) updated
on the federal W

Wm state |
states that th%}% in these findings and orders is significant and should not be
ignored as the Co Ui / i ﬁnow considers the Joint Application. (/d. at 7.) AEU further asserts
that a retirement of wz/ combustion is not Commission ordered and is NV Energy’s attempt to
redefine prior Commission orders to fit its preferred solution. (/d. at 7.)

165. AEU states that NV Energy limits the scope and content of its solutions analysis

through successive discussions of options with inconsistent criteria and methodology through the
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supply plan, Valmy LSAP analysis, and alternative plan analysis. (Ex. 500 at 8.) AEU states that
it does not believe these analyses are presented in sufficient detail to allow for rigorous
Commission and stakeholder review. (Id.) AEU states that NV Energy failed to discuss various
individual components that together could potentially form a complete solution to Valmy

retirement, such as: 1) the continued operation of Valmy until the in- servm /of Greenlink West
My,

in late 2026, 2) the continued operation of the TS Power Plant; 3) 1nat10n of Valmy

PV/BESS and the Sierra Solar project; and 4) additional recentl O] ect pW%Wals (d)

Wﬂmﬂm Iy /// by
166. AEU states that it does not believe the C ﬂﬂn S élOn oo mewure n

I y

l[Uw
fons oc1at?m¢ﬂ%lth the Valmy proposal. (Ex.
WUW [w

500 at 12.) AEU also states that the costs associated with cessary buildout to Ruby

e not been

Apphcatl cannot fully analyze this proposal.
(/d) AEU states thaM{ ieject risk as it has previously been in
bankruptcy and its future 1 »m’

P % es.that 1 WM’“

Wf agree with NV Energy’s position that the Carlin Trend

W
ket requlres aroungithe-clock’generation. (Ex. 500 at 16.) AEU states that around-the-

HH

around-the- clock eration rubric encompasses a range of recognized planning constraints and

objectives, which md  be accomplished by a broader array of technologies. (/d.) AEU states that
the resources necessary to address these needs include both active and reactive power, voltage
support, fast-start capability, and long-duration capacity. (/d.) AEU states that these needs can

be met with existing renewable energy technologies and energy storage, non-generating



Docket No. 23-08015 Page 78

resources and advanced transmission technologies and imported power. (/d.) AEU further states
that it disagrees with NV Energy’s position that there is a long-term need for the Valmy repower
proposal. (/d. at 16-17.)

168.  AEU further states that the Commission does not have adequate information to

decide on the Valmy proposal currently, and there is no short- or long-tewm need to repower this

%
J
fossil asset for 24 years. (Ex. 500 at 18.) AEU states that the ValrrW// »[ posal is not ripe for

review given the uncertainty of Idaho Power’s participation in' repo “ %moposal and Idaho
ly

i,
Power’s IRP is pending before the Idaho Public Ut111tleWWémn/nssion (Id) @t@w‘zf that if

"

and risks

l[Uw
Idaho Power does not participate in the Valmy rep o osal V Energy’s co

[w
would be substantially different, and yet an analysis of thomw,f%w Hts and risks are not present in the

HHHHHW

nll W///////////// )Jllfﬂ

'ommissiof'reject the Joint Application as it

Joint Application. (/d.)

%ﬂ§

Sierra Club’s Position

.

169.  Sierra Club nends that the

I

pertains to Valmy U“
il

support its assertion that N@uedtic ”ff/f// ipment and SCR will be required under the Good
bormwww&ﬁw i@jj intai atus during the ozone season (May through September).
(EXMHM[%W ) Si | that spending $82.6 million on gas conversion, SCR
installation, W%ﬂwmommued operations at Valmy is concerning because there are other viable
options for Valmy'that aré'fairer to the ratepayer. (Id. at 20-21.) Sierra Club provides that NV

Energy notes in the flarrative: “it is ‘reasonably anticipated’ that coal-fired must-run operation at
Valmy could likely be sustained through the 2026 ozone season without SCR installation.” (/d. at

9.) Sierra Club states that NV Energy’s schedule for gas conversion and SCR at Valmy could be
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pushed back one year from completion in May 2026 to completion in May 2027 to facilitate
further study of these alternative options. (/d. at 9.)

170.  Sierra Club states that NV Energy’s 2023 Valmy LSAP Update looks at the cost
of only four different Valmy scenarios. (Ex. 1400 at 16.) Sierra Club states that two scenarios
assess the cost of a portfolio that converts the existing Valmy units to gammmmrith different

g

allocations between NV Energy and Idaho Power Company. (]d ) a Club provides that a

third scenario assesses the cost of replacing Valmy with new S le cyc %m bustion turbines.
JJ)Z/% l Wﬂ

(Id.) Sierra Club states that the fourth scenario assesseﬂﬂﬂ e cost of replacmg Wlth solar

plus BESS. (/d.) Sierra Club states that the LSAPMWM e and

converting the plant to gas with SCR is expected to be less'expensive than either of the two other

ub states that

[ renewab energy market sales, or

eperation in excess of retail load would be

rrrrr

curtailed. (/d. ) Sierra Clu St f that/N // ergy evaluated only two alternative scenarios
W el 1”»
Enew@w M’m n; this study d

1ze a resource portfolio to find the lowest-cost
alternative t% ration of, and investment in, Valmy. (/d. at 17.)

@W do not represent the full range of alternatives to NV

showing the potential lower capital costs associated with retiring the Valmy plant earlier than
2049. (Ex. 1400 at 24.) Sierra Club provides that NV Energy’s updated transmission reliability
study, the 2023 Valmy Must Run Study (“Must Run Study”), indicates that the transmission

system can withstand the retirement of Valmy, but not until Greenlink West is completed. (/d. at
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9.) Sierra Club states that the Must Run Study further indicates that once Greenlink West is in
service, it will resolve many of the identified reliability issues with retiring Valmy. (/d. at 14.)
Sierra Club notes that Greenlink West is currently planned for service in May 2027 and
Greenlink North is expected in December 2028. (/d. at 15.) Sierra Club states that the Must Run

Study provides insight into the grid in 2025 and 2027 but it does not sulwmm NV Energy's plans
iy
2

to run Valmy through 2049 because, as soon as Greenlink North is rvice in 2028, the study

7 WMM

shows no further transmission system issues resulting from thel\almy r

iy,

rement. (/d.)

=

ting timeframe of Vi

, and instead
A }W !
7 or ﬁmﬂ , after Greenl%[ West and
iy, d
/

tes that retiring Valmy then will

172, Sierra Club recommends reducing the opgr

Greenlink North are in service. (Ex. 1400 at 22.) Sierra C

Sierra Club notes that capitalligkipe
WMMUH !

$32.25 million, are a antial paj
Y

N 4

)
173.  Sierra Club 1 i gfcy could retire one Valmy unit in 2025 or

erwis ({{WWW f@ﬁﬁ stan
s W

il Grmeenlink West and Greenlink North are in place in May
W

i
1400 Hestimony at 23.) Sierra Club states that NV Energy could

2007 WWchmber 2028.'¢
maintain co ’H m” ”’f two sou s of generation near Carlin Trend after retiring one Valmy unit by
negotiating a deal ij Mﬂl/mont for NV Energy to operate Newmont Mining Company’s TS
Power Plant (“TSPP?) until Greenlink North is in place. (/d.) Sierra Club recommends that NV
Energy provide the Commission with a report on the potential for demand response, customer-
sited backup generation or storage, negotiations with Newmont for operation of TSPP until new

transmission resources are in place, and other options to avoid costs associated with long-term
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operation of both Valmy units. (/d. at 25.) Sierra Club states that NV Energy did not evaluate a
plan without Valmy 1 in its Key Decision Report (“KDR”), despite the savings that could be
achieved by avoiding investment in Valmy 1. (/d. at 17.)

174, Sierra Club states that according to the Nevada Regional Haze State
Implementation Plan (“SIP”), SNCR is a cheaper solution than SCR as t ﬁMfOSt of SNCR is one-

'y,

tenth the cost of SCR for Valmy. (Ex. 1400 at 9.) Sierra Club stat W% t NV Energy has not

I

analyzed SNCR to see if it would be an adequate alternative to e inste SCR (Id.) Sierra

WMM Iy

//////

Club recommends that NV Energy provide the CommiﬂWMn with a report on 1 %@g SNCR
I

etmg Good

the ozone season enough tm Sty
)W

|
current 2023 Must Wﬁ%wmdy did e

SNGG and CMN’s Positi
mmummm”w

e
NGG /Kﬁ% I

will supply natural gas to Valmy to support this project. (Id. at 14.) SNGG and CMN note,

however, that NV Energy does not appear to have any current transportation service agreements

(“TSAs”) with Ruby Pipeline or Pinyon Pipeline. (/d. at 15.)

WRA'’s Position
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176.  WRA states that if the Commission should choose to evaluate the merits of NV
Energy’s Joint Application as filed, WRA recommends that the Commission deny the Valmy
conversion and repower without prejudice. (Ex. 1600 at 6.) WRA notes this action would not
prevent NV Energy from refiling itsValmy conversion and repower proposal in a 2024 IRP

application after a full regulatory and GHG emissions evaluation have bﬂWm //ﬂcompleted. (Id)
by,
i

WRA provides that approval of a new thermal generation resource Wis in direct opposition to
statutory emissions-reduction goals for the state. (/d.) W%i’ﬂ
ly

HHH
R

ﬂ
177.  WRA recommends that the Comm1ss1onm Wﬂ)usﬂy interrogate a es the linkage
}W

stem. (Ex.

%%%%// e

e must-rin requirement for Valmy. (/d. at 6.)
ﬂ pported the need for around-the-clock
i

generation at or near the
W(

Study. (] 10- l

analM

SPPC system, not just with retiring Valmy. (/d.) WRA notes that the late identification of the

need for firm generation reflects the failure of the IRP process to produce a sufficiently rigorous
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analysis for SPPC’s system, illustrating a need to more regularly and thoroughly analyze
reliability risk with more granular transmission topology. (/d. at 12.)

178.  WRA recommends that the Commission require NV Energy to analyze and
explore the viability of a geothermal resource as all or part of the Valmy solution prior to moving
forward with the proposed gas repower because of the economic and pcml'ﬁ%m ‘%ﬂeneﬁts. (Ex. 1601
at 5.) WRA states that it is unclear why NV Energy did not evaluat¢ geothermal as a Valmy

" W,

replacement because, according to a study by the U.S. Departrignt of EJ’W ¥'s 2014 Pacific

Jﬂﬂmmmﬂ\% I

_—
—

Northwest National Laboratory, Valmy has the best chagficteristics of any coaw

W‘% urce in the
JJIJJJ ) }W k
nation for geothermal augmentation or replacement’ t 13-141 WRA provide”l at

g |
Mmits are in a geothermal-rich

%ontmuous gencrighy

—

geothermal replacement is a viable solution because the

resource area and geothermal resources p

. . . 1l {IIIIH‘,/,,‘//,, . W ‘ ‘
that continuous generation could reduce im level§ g ‘, S );Eﬂ : NV Energy is trying to
resolve with he proposed ﬂﬁ di) WRA states that a geothermal resource would

e
help with the signiﬁmJ J at industih

evated heat rates, and both expose NV Energy and their

Wﬂ”ﬂh

provides that geothermal may be a cost-effective

solution bec ”M
geothermal resour 4;;.’,;.‘@'!‘) 1ﬁcantly higher than a gas conversion, a geothermal resource
provides firm capacit ith a high-capacity factor as an emissions-free renewable energy

resource. (Id. at 15.) WRA states that NV Energy can invest in a geothermal resource and in turn

solve the Valmy technical need and current and future RPS needs. (/d.) WRA notes that if NV

Energy goes through with the Valmy gas repower instead, then it will have to develop other
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renewable energy resources to comply with statutory obligations. (/d.) WRA provides that their
preliminary economic screening of a geothermal option suggests a ballpark figure that it can be
constructed and operated for approximately 65 percent of the cost that would be required for the
combined coal-to gas conversion with an equivalent level of other resources producing an

equivalent quantity of renewable energy. (/d. at 28-29.) WRA notes tha M onomlc incentives

%

also include the 40 percent federal Investment Tax Credit for rene W energy resources. (/d. at

15.) WRA states that if further investigation shows that Valm ould MWM ””sultable for
J%ﬂ//// ly

geothermal, it is highly likely that, with sufficient lead ti e and'market dlrect ommercial
P

l[Uw %}ﬂﬂ

developers of geothermal resources could find sufﬂW% apac1tﬁWMmprowde much ¥ not all of

[w

the generating capacity needed for the Valmy retirement. W

KK

Jnergy to address its use

reu ” “
o

RA statesdthat an error of this magnitude can

underestimates fuel

U T ViEne odytd calculate the heat rate value, but it does not

Jﬂ[ﬂh

M///////////
M i

o mululhu'H uded'dgtnal performance and efficiencies when modeling the options.

(Id. ##'38}y, WRA provides, UJ

d.fferen“hew 2018 high I¢
i WWM ghlo

significantly underestis

=

) 4

p

” 3 afe ratepayers fuel price exposure. (/d. at 16.)

%

BCP’s Position ¢
180. BCP states that NV Energy’s proposed conversion of the Valmy units from coal
generation to natural gas seems to be the best solution for the Carlin Trend load pocket. (Ex.

402 at 17.) BCP notes that while natural gas peaking units could be an alternative option, new
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peaking units could not be placed into service until 2027 and are approximately $270 million
more expensive than the repowering of the Valmy units. (/d. at 17-18.) BCP states that a Valmy
unit operating under a must-run procedure is required to ensure a firm dispatchable resource can
mitigate unacceptable low voltage in the Carlin Trend area. (/d.) BCP states that a standalone
Valmy BESS option does not have sufficient output duration to serve ljjﬂwm%d support voltage
issues during transmission outage events until starting an ex1st1ng M W unit, which requires
approximately twenty-four hours to place in-service. (/d. at ISM%%CP r WMM ends the

l

HH HJ g,

Commission approve only $50.4 million, not to exceed WM 4 million, of SPP “WW are of the

l[Uw

estimated $83 million necessary for the engmeenm@w P wz;»;’:ﬁ'm rementland constructlo

iy,

installation improvements to the Valmy units because NVWWWY s request for capital projects

$32.25 million later /// )

will maintain SPPC; apacity. (Id. at 18.) BCP provides that the
y ,

d. amt 15.) BCP states that this conversion will reduce
W
g

e;,,a«"//wm s1ons by approxin U percent. (/d. at 18.) BCP recommends that the

)
181. BCP 'commends that the Commission reject NV Energy’s proposed $419
million 200-MW Valmy BESS project in the Carlin Trend region because the Valmy repowering
is a better solution. (Ex. 402 at 30.) BCP states that NV Energy’s current application does not

describe the full scope of the December 2025 Valmy BESS project in sufficient detail. (/d.) BCP
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states that NV Energy does not include the transmission facilities to interconnect the Valmy
BESS project. (Id.) BCP states again that a standalone Valmy unit is not a viable option and
therefore the best solution for NV Energy is to repower both Valmy units because a standalone
Valmy BESS option does not have sufficient output duration to serve load and support voltage

issues during transmission outage events to support the Carlin Trend areaantil starting an

"

existing Valmy unit. (/d.) BCP notes that there currently is uncertew of solar development

(

success in the Carlin Trend region and a Valmy BESS or similfisolar prejegt would be a better

se, the 400

MM Vllyél%lllmi[y in CathWWMMW]% at 31.)

&
growth. (/d.) //////////////%/

W////////////W

Staff’s Position

rrrrr

ueﬂsted because the actual cost estimate to convert the
///%
1d to ing 1 the required SCR is only $50.43 million. (/d.)

M»%W to natural gas®
183. ””””””””” ff states
is the must-run re
states that in the w/ ear miss years out of the last four years (2020, 2021, and 2022), NV

Energy was on the verge of having to declare a system emergency and potentially curtail loads

during the peak summer months because of available capacity concerns. (/d.) Staff therefore

states that retiring any existing internal generation capacity that helped avoid those load
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curtailments is a risky endeavor, especially given the load growth NV Energy is experiencing
and the delays NV Energy has seen with previously contracted renewable energy resources
coming on-line. (/d.) Staff states that NV Energy has also committed itself to High Voltage
Distribution agreements as well as WRAP requirements that will require the production of the

Valmy units to satisfy. (/d. at 8-9.) m ”[[HHHHHHWJJJJJJJ)%/’

J
184.  Staff states that the load pocket constraint NV Ener"ﬁ«%% ”s outlined is likely to

J

improve in the future such that the Valmy units may not need t4/be run JMW ch as perhaps NV

|

ﬂﬂ%m l Wmmmm
i tes that additional resd

Energy is alluding to in this filing. (Ex. 309 at 9.) Stafﬁ[

[ q
L
Carlin Trend load pocket will be added tools that MWMMWW the Wm%y units to op ora
’m iy
during non-peak load periods. (/d. at 10.) Staff also states”WW JMmhe partnership with Idaho Power

"y
-

Company in the Valmy units will allow to use Idaho'®

half of the Valmy units to aid with the loca

Energy always needing t]ﬁﬂ[ﬂlmﬁw})

185. Staff(;ﬂm{)%m

on renewable energy proje

existing r 0
Wﬂﬂ

I %m er to keep customer rates in a reasonable and affordable
| . . o1y
09 at 12.) St 'J“l‘mH"‘w otes that NV Energy estimates that it will cost over $630 million to

ran ”MM%
“

ey
uild the 14 H solar and

states that this cost

’/
Energy’s 261 MW shares of Valmy. (/d.)
186.  Staff states that converting the coal units to natural gas provides an immediate 50

percent reduction in carbon. (Ex. 309 at 14.) Staff states, additionally, with NV Energy



Docket No. 23-08015 Page 88

proposing to extend the retirement date until 2049, the conversion does not impact the Nevada’s
goal of achieving its net zero carbon goal by 2050. (/d.)

187.  Staff states that the cost estimate to convert the Valmy units to natural gas and
install the SCR pollution control equipment is only $100.846 million, with NV Energy’s cost

share being $50.430 million. (Ex. 309 at 20.) Staff states that this is thewmm@unt Staff is
iy
W«» "
recommending be approved. (/d.) Staff states that the remaining awn t requested by NV

ff

Energy, for “capital projects for continued operation,” is just a® cehollw ount associated

ﬂmﬂ H » % ly

with upgrades that may be needed at some point in the ”W%re in'order for the

‘[[UJ

operate out until the end of 2049. (/d.) Staff s‘ta‘zea&ﬂ%‘wJ ”V Ener;

I

no specific details regarding these upgrades and when th ¥ ¥

therefore states that if and when additior
projects can either be included in a future
general rate case proceeding

NV Energy’s Reb M%W

NVE ””””HW e Y -

. nergy djsa ith themeg mmen ation to order a fresh solicitation

eted ﬂwﬂ(((({ﬁ%{/[/ﬁ((
‘,

diffeft H '

rrrrrrrrrr
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and would e
189.
this time. (Ex. 133 at -4 ) NV Energy explains that as a unit approaches its retirement date, less
investment is made in the unit and the O&M strategy shifts from investing in the long-term
operations of the units to only completing the maintenance and capital projects necessary for a

unit to run to its retirement date. (/d. at 4.) NV Energy states that the Valmy units have seen
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their major outages delayed since it did not make sense to complete significant outages with only
a few years of operations left. (/d.) NV Energy states that its generation engineering team
conducted a detailed survey of the Valmy plant records and interviewed plant personnel to
identify the projects needed to operate the units past 2025. (/d. at 5.) NV Energy explains that

‘ /fﬂ

these projects are those that would normally have been completed durmmﬁm‘e planned outages

that were postponed or canceled due to the impending retirement o units. (/d.) NV Energy
J m

f
states that the units could feasibly operate beyond 2025, but sa@%and re mw”” perations would
ly u

Jﬂﬂﬂ
be a great concern without the completion of these pquﬂW ) NV Energy m
[[UJ

that it
Wuse they proy, e a complete

[w

e1r currently approved retirement

date as the conversion and emissions cont ojects are not theiphil

= //// |
incurred to operate these units until 2049. (/ ///( fff///////////////// )W

recommendation to ﬂwﬁ%

recommends that the Com

bWM Wfﬁﬁ{é) cur

opew{’]ﬂw) mm

controls, at

Wﬂ”ﬂh

d retirement date of 2025, and amend the Supply Plan to
0 by CO@JMerﬁng them to operate on natural gas and add emissions

will have the opportuii y O feview the prudency of the investments for the natural gas
conversion, emissio »
(Ex. 133 at 24-25; Ex. 132 at 4.)

191. NV Energy explains that SCRs were used for planning purposes, understanding

the final selection of NOx controls will be determined as part of updates to the Regional Haze
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Analysis, Federal Good Neighbor Plan, and permitting. (Ex. 132 at 3.) NV Energy states that
SCRs were selected for planning purposes as they would be the most stringent control evaluated
under Regional Haze for Valmy. (/d.)

192. NV Energy states that the final determination of suitable controls under the

Regional Haze Rule will be assessed through an updated four-factor anamms for both Valmy

by,

J
Units, in which both SNCR and SCR will be evaluated. (Ex. 132 a W NV Energy states that

I

NDEP will select the appropriate level of controls cons1der1ng M%st effeMM ess with respect to
mm . ly
the Regional Haze Rule and incorporate those into the ] for ﬁegmnal Haze nvironmental
}W
NCRs on

iy,

Protection Agency (“EPA”) approval. (Id.)) NV E@M /%W”mtes th e 1nsta11at10n

the Valmy Units would limit operation under the Federal eighbor Plan, if implemented,

during the ozone season as NOx allowan ations and a NOx

emissions rate commensurate with SCRs. ( ///////////////%

ffﬁ%///////////ﬂﬂ

d1V1dua1 mponents proposed by AEU could

not form a completem%j i

m nt.{Ex. 137 at 12.) NV Energy states that the
¢

l i m /MJ}
majority of options presen A ddlliionpro ide voltage support and available around-the-
Il
) r////ﬁ%{f uireme arhn Trend load pocket after Greenlink West is in service.
y’
M”I” rgy states tha i ) ﬁﬁt that could not accommodate potentially recurring

WMW |

generation n mn this location, as discussed in the Transmission Section of the narrative were
194, NV E@Mewrgy states that the Valmy LSAP analysis does not provide only summary

not evaluated. (/d.

metrics of the economic analysis. (Ex. 137 at 10.) NV Energy notes that for each scenario
evaluated in the Valmy LSAP, the summary of production cost output for the economic analyses

are provided in Technical Appendix ECON-4, the Loads and Resources tables are provided in
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Technical Appendix ECON-5, the capital projects are presented in Technical Appendix ECON-
6, and the present worth of revenue requirement is provided in Technical Appendix ECON-7.
(d.)

195. NV Energy disagrees that it did not provide sufficient analysis for the Valmy
conversion project. (Ex. 133 at 7-8.) NV Energy explains that its LSAIWM%%%SE for the Valmy
units is a Commission-approved process that has been used in thism ””Mfrevious filings to review

|

retirement decisions for generating units and recommend eithefitetirem continued

Wm% Iy ”MWJ ,

i
operation of NV Energy’s generating units. (/d. at 8.) @Energy describes
il J

seful life of a g

iy,

([[Uw
detailed economic analysis that examines the remaﬂWW%ﬁmwonomWMW

unit, examining the costs of continued operation versus the'gganomic benefit derived from using

HHH
DNV Energy states that

cannot be meaningfully an

197.
explicit Commissio directives regarding the Valmy retirement. (Ex. 133 at 10.) NV Energy

states that the retirement of Valmy has always been aimed at eliminating coal generation from
NV Energy’s portfolio. (Ex. 138 at 7.) NV Energy states that, at no point was it stated that the

retirement of the Valmy plant meant the removal of fossil generation from the Valmy location
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forever. (Id.) NV Energy state that any long long-term planning solutions must balance
emissions, reliability, and cost, and the Valmy conversion proposes a solution to significantly
lower carbon emissions by retiring coal generation while ensuring continued reliability for the
benefit of customers. (/d.)

198. NV Energy interprets the Commission’s directive to be awmm‘d at reducing

I,

i
emissions by ending coal-fired generation, not necessarily endlng M»WWMH -fired generation at

Valmy, while maintaining a reliable and economic electrical sy m in %% ”a (Ex. 133 at 11.)
“WH‘ M . H

NV Energy points to previous Commission orders (in IWML 22-11032, W 001, and 21-
i
4 W
06002) and the legislative mandates of SB 123 to i t the 1 1 ests in the eli ” ation of

’ [w d
coal-fired electric generation while still recognizing the im ”HW nce of generation at the Valmy

H\ ’

the intent of the LSAP lu e

NV Energy and the ission t@iteview the decision at this time. (/d. at 13-14.)
199. NV Energy

resource MMM W(W

resource location or point of interconnection. (Ex. 135 at
W
i

ne bid was received for a geothermal portfolio resource

regardless of these efforts, these resources are either not in the same region as Valmy or not to

scale in time to support the December 31, 2025, Valmy coal retirement date. (/d.)
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200. NV Energy disagrees with the concerns raised by SNGG and CMN pertaining to
the supply of natural gas for the operation of Valmy following the Valmy conversion. (Ex. 133 at
2, 14.) NV Energy states that it has executed precedent agreements with Ruby Pipeline Ruby
Pipeline and Pinyon Pipeline. (/d. at 15.) NV Energy provides that these agreements state that

iy

Ruby Pipeline and Pinyon Pipeline will make reasonable efforts to obtai 'ﬂmmmwy required permits or
J

prior authorization to site, construct, place into service, maintain, OM%%{M rate the new pipeline

facilities and prior to the facilities’ in-service date NV Energy 11 exec WM’W As with Ruby

////rr;///
Pipeline and Pinyon Pipeline. (/d.) NV Energy states tW 1n}/on Pipeline requgeste

L=

build the new lateral by filing a Certificate of PubMW oty eniencdla

Commission on December 29, 2023. (Id.) NV Energy notmwmmmt its natural gas procurement

Ruby Pipeline lateral, werm i Clinde il e modehm results that were put forth in the
i

f

filing. (/d. at 8.) ““KMHW%WW

201. NV Energy 1gj

Vamwﬂﬂgas cfc{ﬂ 8o W% (Ex. 133 at 2.) NV Energy states that the heat rate curve
WaSMWW ged because the design for the converted units is not available until an engineering

design is co ’med. (Id. at

=
=
=
a
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will operate similHUW ¥ o

’iwm

change dramatically+
that NV Energy analyzed the best generation options for the Valmy conversion after the LSAP
process. (/d. at 19.) NV Energy explains that NV Energy used the best available information

when evaluating the conversion options and took into consideration updates to transmission
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topology, retail and unbundled customers’ load growth, and market conditions. (/d. at 19-20.)
NV Energy states that a delay in the approval of a Valmy solution could necessitate the
continued use of coal at Valmy or else jeopardize the continued reliable operation of the northern
system. (/d. at 20.)

202. NV Energy disagrees with Sierra Club and explains that Wﬁﬁ

L

adequate, reasonable, and reliable when analyzing and comparing Mﬂ fr retirement options.

MSAP process is

b,

4
(Ex. 133 at 21.) NV Energy provides that the Valmy LSAP ar (sis on luded scenarios that

WMHHH b, H
addressed the transmission system needs identified in tww ranélmission Sectl %fm @he narratwe

4,
with the exception of the scenario that replaced Val ﬁﬁm ’ h Hot }%for illustrative purposes,

iy,

valuable in examini?( m
f

when one of the triggering

//////////////f/
y Wf W ///////%M[m
WWW WWNV Fnergy

WM 1n only

been evaluated. ( 10.) NV Energy states that when the Newmont TSPP is not online,
i

g
W
grees fhat the Valmy analysis should be updated to consider

making inve Valmy unit because the need for both Valmy units has already
both Valmy units must be in Reliability Must Run status. (/d.)
204. NV Energy also disagrees with Sierra Club’s two recommendations to retire one

Valmy unit in 2025 or put one unit in standby and to install SNCR instead of SCR. (Ex. 133 at

22.) NV Energy explains that if one unit is retired, the units can no longer support the system



Docket No. 23-08015 Page 95

contingencies during any kind of outage or if the one remaining unit trips offline. (/d.) NV
Energy further explains that the standby unit would not meet the Good Neighbor rule
requirements because it would still operate on coal if it was called out of standby mode and in
turn would exceed acceptable emission limits. (/d.) NV Energy states that there would be
increased costs and issues with maintaining a standby Valmy unit that is Mm expected to

%

normally operate. (/d.) NV Energy explains that installation of an R may only allow limited

|

summer operation of these units could be critical for th @ﬂumts "to support cu %Wr needs for

operating hours during the ozone season under the Good Neig r Rul teg) atlons and that

ly

p’
d these

),

energy when solar and renewables are not availablé" M%‘” ’ oper hours are hm

[w

units would not be available to support the customers. (/d. W% -23.) NV Energy provides that

using SCR installation at Valmy was the

of the required environmental controls will
permitting. (/d. at 23.)

205.

Carlin Trend load pocket b eet]

8. r g;ﬂﬁeration and/or reactive support in the Carlin Trend
areww%wmm) Wwﬁirowth that occurs in northern Nevada and how the
transmission §ystem i ad after the Greenlink projects are in service. (Id.)

))I
voltage control suppﬁ in the short term, Sierra Club fails to discuss the long-term value of the

capacity and energy that would be made available from the project. (Ex. 138 at 9.) NV Energy

explains that it is facing a significant capacity shortfall and are working to reduce their open
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position as required for participation in WRAP, a future day-ahead market, and/or a future
regional transmission organization (“RTO”). (/d. at 9-10.)
Commission Discussion and Findings

207. The Commission approves NV Energy’s request to repower Valmy from coal to
natural gas, to continue operations of Valmy units 1 and 2 beyond their Wme)@ntly -planned
retirement date of 2025, and to amend the Supply Plan to operate tm[ 1ts through 2049 by
converting the Valmy units to operate on natural gas and add efyissions W%mols However, the

g, g ””

Commission does not approve the $83 million amount %es‘[ed because the agfuial cost estimate

),

to convert Valmy to natural gas and to install the WM% ’SCR i ly $50.43 milli

4

[w

Commission approves $50.43 million to convert Valmy towww al gas

Uy

impossible to retire Valmy g

2009. €
r

condition and so is the muﬂJ ’

thiree nea years out of the last four years (2020, 2021, and 2022),
WW

L,

f having to declare a system emergency and potentially curtail

loads durmg””WgW Weak sum

|

Commission finds

g

\ét refl 1ng any existing internal generation capacity that helped avoid those
i

load curtailments is @ risky endeavor, especially given the load growth NV Energy is

experiencing and the delays NV Energy has seen with previously-contracted renewable energy

resources coming on-line. WECC and NERC have issued reports that warn of resource

adequacy issues across the Western United States, particularly in the summer months. The
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Commission finds that, without Valmy, there is a high probability Nevada would have
experienced rolling blackouts three out of the last four years. The Commission finds that, for
reliability reasons, NV Energy needs to be able to operate Valmy to maintain available capacity
and meet summer demand. NV Energy has also committed itself to High Voltage Distribution
agreements as well as WRAP requirements that will require the productmiW %f Valmy to satisfy.
ﬂm V Energy has outlined is
likely to improve in the future such that Valmy may not need t” e run WH ch as NV Energy is

{ %//«/ by
alluding to in this filing, as outlined by Staft. The Con}ﬂ ﬂsmt{ finds that ad

210. The Commission finds that the load pocket constra1

Uy,

the Carlin Trend load pocket will be added tools thﬂ@m Wm” llow /,

allow NV Energy to use Idaho Power Cor

nning its half of] iz

reliability situation in the Carlin Trend vers

two units. L

W’rr

211. The nission reife

g [
between $5 and $10 b11110W%W

accessin ” Mﬁ exist

reasofiabiyand affordable llpe
ZMM '

gas provides an i

——\
<
c
:_

net-zero carbon goal by 2050. While NV Energy is requesting approval of natural gas, NV

Energy is not deviating from its clean energy goals.
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213. The Commission finds that, per the new transmission study, there is a need not
only for voltage support for the Carlin Trend area, but also the availability of around-the-clock
generation without runtime limitations to be located at or near Valmy. Because a firm
dispatchable resource is needed to resolve the Carlin Trend load pocket’s post contingency

voltage issues, an intermittent resource such as a solar/BESS pairing W(WM //not suffice, nor
iy,
mm iy
would a stand-alone BESS, as it does not have sufficient output dlﬁﬂM W by itself to support the
A
Carlin Trend area. While the transmission study shows that whign Gree West is completed

Mmu‘[}w@re\“wﬂl likely MWWW e periods

([[Uw
when generation is required as loads continue to iné Wm’n nort n
’ !

y

of coal generation at Valmy and

i,

the continued must-run at Valmy will no longer be req[ i

Nevada. As m Energy

.

notes, this leaves two feasible options to support the retireUW

to support the continuing need for a firm
natural gas, or the construction of new natur.
Commission finds that the feff

JJUJUH
units and would allow(N?
Y Mfﬁg ”

214.  Going fo

desires tOWMQWI»W%W githe potential for geothermal resources in the Valmy region.

In thn

Wﬂﬂﬂ
in the Valmy'teaion. r, NV Energy states that it will continue to pursue geothermal
are set to expire throtighout the planning period. As a directive, the Commission asks for
updates regarding geothermal resources in the Valmy region.
215. The cost estimate to convert the Valmy units to natural gas and install the SCR

pollution control equipment is $100.846 million, with NV Energy’s cost share being $50.43
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million. The Commission approves NV Energy’s cost share at $50.43 million. The Commission
finds that the remaining amount requested by NV Energy, for “capital projects for continued
operation,” is just a placeholder amount associated with upgrades that may be needed at some
point in the future in order for Valmy to operate out until the end of 2049. NV Energy has
acknowledged that it has no specific details regarding these upgrades me when they will be

//m

i

needed. If and when additional Valmy capital expenditures are w ed those projects can

),

either be included in a future IRP filing or presented in a gef% al rate ’Wm’froceeding once

&Y |

rols, th mmm1ss1on fin at NV

M g ’

they have been completed and placed in service. ”[

216. Regarding the use of SCRs and No<lcot

most stringent control evaml atediu
f

suitable controls un(c“}m%%} Regiong

analysis for both Valmy uW WW l

R
select the 7 n";’;;”/”’.’f////'/(ﬁ////‘

c
MW y
Regi Wmn ze Rule and 1 porate those into the SIP for Regional Haze for EPA approval.
217. ”””””””” arding the Valmy LSAP, the Commission finds that the Valmy LSAP analysis
does not provide
)l
for each scenario evd uated in the Valmy LSAP, the summary of production cost output for the
economic analyses are provided in Technical Appendix ECON-4, the Loads and Resources
tables are provided in Technical Appendix ECON-5, the capital projects are presented in

Technical Appendix ECON-6, and the PWRR is provided in Technical Appendix ECON-7.
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The Commission finds that the LSAP showed that the conversion of Valmy to operate on natural
gas is the best option that economically addresses the system support requirements.

218. Regarding the supply of natural gas to Valmy, the Commission disagrees with the
concerns raised by SNGG and CMN pertaining to the supply of natural gas for the operation of

Valmy following the Valmy conversion. NV Energy has executed precemmwt agreements with

//m

Ruby Pipeline and Pinyon Pipeline, and these agreements state th?ﬂ R

Pipeline will make reasonable efforts to obtain any required p Ets or ”” uthorization to site,
l

construct, place into service, maintain, or operate the HW M@éﬁné facilities a or t}}o the

facilities’ in-service date NV Energy will execute J"SAslwi 1pe11ne and P c;/n Pipeline.

[w

Plpehne and Pinyon

Pinyon Pipeline requested approval to build the new latera ling a Certificate of Public

addition of Valmy.
219 The (m

updated to consider makin astment|i dnlyone Valmy unit because the need for both Valmy

((
. hw%“mw “mu
H\

recommend ire ofi¢ Valmy unit in 2025 or put one unit in standby and to install

en t%le Newmont TSPP is not online, both Valmy units
w
!
. The Commission also disagrees with Sierra Club’s

») I
contingencies during’any klnd of outage or if the one remaining unit trips offline. Furthermore,
the standby unit would not meet the Good Neighbor rule requirements because it would still

operate on coal if it was called out of standby mode and in turn would exceed acceptable

emission limits. There would also be increased costs and issues with maintaining a standby
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Valmy unit that is not expected to normally operate. Furthermore, installation of an SNCR may
only allow limited operating hours during the ozone season under the Good Neighbor Rule
regulations and summer operation of these units could be critical for these units to support
customer needs for energy.
ii. Regulatory Asset Treatment
NV Energy’s Position WWW
220. NV Energy requests approval to amend its Genération P e

fy,
}%ﬂ‘ﬂﬂiﬂo#remduals opermw’ at Valmy.

Wm 4

t of coal operations at Valmy are

treatment of the decommissioning of coal and coal co
(Ex. 100 at 16.) mﬂ“ ))))) m

W
221. NV Energy states that the costs for the retlrmw

would be H

are retired, and the r strand dli

rrrrrrrrrr

. f

SNGG a T ‘
il |

WWM SNGG and

dispatchable to replace the Valmy resource before it is allowed to remove the
coal-related cost m"”"’” plait-in-service and record it in a regulatory asset. (Ex. 700 at 17.) SNGG
and CMN state that 1 1s not opposed to NV Energy’s request for this regulatory asset, if NV

Energy demonstrates that the coal retirement is prudent (/d.) However, SNGG and CMN state
that there should be no return on the remaining net book value component of the regulatory asset,

consistent with prior Commission orders. (/d.)) SNGG and CMN state that, in addition, to the
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extent that retirement of the coal-related facilities does not coincide with the implementation of
new rates from a future general rate case, then a regulatory liability should be established to track
Valmy coal-related costs that are included in customer rates, but that will be avoided after
retirement of the coal resource. (Id.)) SNGG and CMN state that these would include non-fuel

O&M expenses, depreciation expense, property taxes, and working capiwmcoal inventory and

%)///ﬁ'

f
material and supplies. (/d. at 17-18.) SNGG and CMN state that tlw mmm ulatory liability should

i
M

be used to offer the regulatory asset balance that would need td@%%e reCO\J
WWH\H ,,

from customers.

4

(Id. at 18.) mmmﬂﬂﬂmﬂ

HHHHHH

)%[w 4
223.  Staff recommends that the Commission appWW%mNV Energy’s request for

[W

Staff’s Position ))))))

regulatory asset treatment for the retirem g comm1ss1on1 g ot

the Valmy conversion, SPPC will
%@Wded or useful after the

appropriate offsets. (Ex. 306 at 9.) Staff states that, as pa

asset at the time tirement continue to amortize by the currently authorized

depreciation WWW hroughoutjthe rate effective period. (/d. at 10.)

wﬂnlll!'»'!v

depreciation expensé'in revenue. (Ex. 306 at 10.) Staff explains that when Valmy assets are
retired, they will no longer depreciate for accounting purposes, however, ratepayers would still
be paying rates based on the full depreciation of the Valmy assets until new rates are set in a

general rate case. (/d.)
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225.  Staff also states that, to the extent current O&M is no longer required, there
should be some level of O&M credit in the regulatory asset account, or a separate regulatory
liability account set up to reflect those costs that are no longer required. (Ex. 306 at 10.) Staff

explains that there should also be some level of O&M expense that would cease to occur once

the coal operations have ended though ratepayers would still be paying tmmg expenses as part of
/lm

the current rates. (/d.) Staff states, additionally, SPPC currently rw M some costs related to

/

coal handling, including maintenance, in its deferred accounts t are rﬂﬂ% ”” red through the

J%f”//«/ l
BTER; Staff states that these costs should not now bec en//éral rate costs ”” corded in a

}W

[w

NV Energy’s Rebuttal %ﬁw

226. NV Energy disagrees that

occur and therefore be credited in the regulats
that, while Valmy will not m gibperati
i

therefore, will still 1%@%

related to Valmy was credl

M COW(MM VaW

il NV Energy
ﬁ%ﬂwﬁ 0

related cost
will still be ongoing/( osts at the facility as it relates to non-fuel expense, such as O&M, property
taxes, working capital, and even depreciation. (/d.) NV Energy states that the depreciation

should remain in rates and not be credited to the regulatory asset to help offset the regulatory lag

for depreciation of the additional capital investment that will be spent to convert the facilities to
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natural gas. (/d.). NV Energy explains that NV Energy’s proposal is to move the NBV of the
non-continuing coal related items to the regulatory asset as well as any decommissioning costs.
(Id.) NV Energy states that there is no need to move any other costs as it will represent the

ongoing costs the of natural gas facility as there will still be O&M, property tax, depreciation,

and working capital for the ongoing facility. (/d.) HHHWJJ%
/”fﬂ»//,ﬁ,
Commission Discussion and Findings WWW’”WHH
228. The Commission approves NV Energy’s request for regu’ /:« dry asset treatment for

gl h,

the retirement and decommissioning of Valmy coal asswﬂ@w ith : approprlate 0 as
i
'
| retire assets ( rently in

|

recommended by Staff. As part of the Valmy conww %Wm SPPC

J
service at the Valmy site that would not be needed or usetW% r the conversion, and SPPC is

account for recovery in a future general rate . The € h approves this request but
also requires that the NB\WMN dced i e time of retirement continue to
e

be amortized by theﬂ : ’tly author grate throughout the rate effective period.
Fi mﬂ@}% i

229.  The Commi mﬂw

W}@;ﬂue. When Valmy assets are retired, they will no longer
Jﬁ/

rrrrrrrrr

Wﬂ”ﬂh

ever, ratepayers would still be paying rates based on the

o

full deprecia

230. urthetmepe, the Commission finds that, to the extent current O&M is no longer

regulatory liability account set up to reflect those costs that are no longer required. The
Commission finds that there will be some level of O&M expense that will cease to occur once

the coal operations have ended though ratepayers would still be paying those expenses as part of
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the current rates. Additionally, SPPC currently records some costs related to coal handling,
including maintenance, in its deferred accounts that are recovered through the BTER these costs
should not now become general rate costs and recorded in a regulatory asset account during this
transition period.

D. Tracy 4/5

WMWMM

S o
NV Energy’s Position Wﬂ”ﬂmﬂm w

i

231. NV Energy requests approval for the continued“@%eratiouww%wm'racy 4/5 through

WMHWJMJ)%% l ’”
2049 and approval of $54 million in capital expenditur W ecessary for the co Wperaﬁm
Hl

"

to continue

([[Uw

J
of the units. NV Energy states that its LSAP deteMﬁW%ﬁmm was e"
y

operation of the Tracy 4/5 beyond their current 2031 retirewwﬂw date, through 2049, with the

2031 would also require capital investment f¢ nued %%WW}W 1. (Id.)

232. NV Energmﬂ states)d
) ’

and operational in 2%%//%%

es that the SCR would be installed

il
A riod of the 2021 IRP, SPPC is requesting

approval WWMWW

modMﬁ | ”m to the SIP an ent revisions to the Title V air permit can commence. (/d.)
233.Wm Energy st es that the total cost of the Tracy 4/5 SCR project is estimated at

$54 million, with” |

estimated at this tim@since the engineering and design would not begin until

after the permitting and modification to the SIP are completed. (Zd.) NV Energy states that much

of the continuing operations capital was modeled to occur during a 2031 major outage on the

unit, but these costs could be completed during an earlier outage if necessary. (/d.)
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234. NV Energy states that, under the Regional Haze Rule, NDEP revised Tracy’s
Title V permit to include the legally enforceable retirement date for Tracy 4/5 of December 31,
2031, and filed the SIP addressing the specific elements required in the Regional Haze Rule with
the EPA in August 2022. (Ex. 113 at 6.) NV Energy states that proceeding with revaluating

Tracy 4/5 assuming continued operations and installation of NOx contrommm Wubj ect to SIP

//m

revision and permit modification, would allow for compliance Wlt}m [ Regional Haze Rule. (/d.

HHH\

at 6-7.) NV Energy states that it is engaging NDEP to amend fl SIP for

mmﬂm“ ll ly, Iy

V permit for Tracy 4/5 to allow for continued operatlo th NOx controls. (o /K

‘ (ﬁfﬁmm i
4 Wﬁ

235. Interwest recommends that NV Energy chawﬁ%ﬁﬁ S approach to modeling to allow

ipional haze and Title

Interwest’s Position ‘Mﬂ ) WHH

for its capacity expansion models to iden
resources and provide for their economic r

rtunities for n (
%%/////////////////m s

were to be implemented it e

"ﬂl’,&’W

Ity edmﬁby the results of predictable resource procurements

236. Sierr%ﬁub recommends that the Commission reject NV Energy’s Joint
Application as it pertains to SCR installation at Tracy 4/5 and continued operation of those units
through 2049 because the marginal benefits shown do not outweigh the increased carbon

emissions and associated risks of a significant investment in Tracy 4/5. (Ex. 1400 at 29.) Sierra
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Club states that NV Energy has not demonstrated that it is in the best interest of ratepayers to
install SCR at Tracy 4/5 at this time, nor to extend the 27-year-old units’ operating lives to 2049,
(d.)

237.  Sierra Club states that there is no urgent need to install SCR because NV Energy
can meet Good Neighbor Plan requirements at Tracy 4/5 through reduce spatch or installation

%

of much less expensive SNCR technology; either approach would Wﬁﬁ a significant capital

outlay of $12 million for SCR. (Ex. 1400 at 29.) Sierra Club 1dest ”” V Energy’s
ly
previous planned retirement date for Tracy 4/5 comc1d<WM(rlth the EPA’s Clea Act Title V
[[UJ
air quality permit, which imposes a federally enfoaar@"w ’mﬂm H ireme %date of Dece"@Wﬂ 31, 2031.
[w

(Id. at 26.) Sierra Club notes that extending the retirement'dg

rra Club state

/%%%////////////g///%

previously planned 2031 retirement date. |

observe whether the units’ eeii s 1mprovﬁo@ decline. (/d. at 29.) Sierra Club

gl
I
states that, regardin{%ﬂmw

sty
the Tracymmﬂ%« n

]]]Jﬂﬂ””

o
Tracy 4/5 thww
provides the expectedic fm
of capital expenditur
Club states that the Tracy 4/5 LSAP considers only two scenarios: retirement of Tracy 4/5 in
2031 or continued operation through 2049 with SCR installation. (/d. at 27.) Sierra Club notes

that the study indicates that installing SCR and running the units through 2049 is marginally less
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expensive than retiring Tracy 4/5 in December 2031. (/d. at 26.) Sierra Club states that installing
SCR at Tracy 4/5 at this time is unnecessary and risky because of the marginal economics of
keeping the units online. (/d. at 28.) Sierra Club states that if SCR is installed as planned, and
then additional unexpected expenses occur or gas prices increase more than expected, it will be
too late to avoid the cost of SCR installation and save that money for ratwm yers by retiring Tracy

Uy,

4/5 in 2031 as initially planned. (/d.) Sierra Club also notes that s the economics of the

Il

of the SCR would

units tilt strongly in favor of retirement after the installation o R the

iy, "
become a stranded asset potentially borne by ratepayerw Wd ) @”wrra Club pro‘ww

P
l[Uw }ﬂﬂ
additional expenses could also occur because of th&w agelo the 277year-old plant, ow&%cause of

( [w

future carbon regulation. (/d.) Sierra Club states that cust. W%ﬁr will be more likely to benefit

|

investme ider combined cycle

9

from investments in new, clean generatio

%////////

generator that is nearing the end of its desig

%{%ﬂ%//////////%wﬂ

BCP’s Position

239. BCRMMJ rove NV Energy’s request to
accommodate // ion Pl 1/5 through 2049 because it is a benefit to
ratepa K ]ﬂhat the continued operation of Tracy 4/5 is both a
ﬁnanc1a ﬁt and a benefit é e of the certainty of a company owned and operated

resource relatlml%r Volatlle market purchases. (/d. at 3.) BCP recommends the Commission

deny NV Energy S ’liv/“ j 3:‘}'5”
i ')

environmental regulatlons to enable the continued operation of Tracy 4/5 past 2031 and only
approve the $12 million required for SCR installation because this project would remove the
legal barrier to Tracy 4/5°s continued operation beyond December 2031. (/d. at 3, 4.) BCP states

that the other nine projects related to reliability and performance are not necessary at this time
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because the 2027 date is arbitrary and is not based upon physical inspection of the unit, nor does
NV Energy provide a business case explaining why performing these projects in 2027 is a
benefit to ratepayers. (/d. at 4-5.)

Staff’s Position

240.  Staff recommends that the Commission approve NV EneW@W’s request for the

P

continued operation of Tracy 4/5 in Prayer for Relief item 2(c)(i) b

H
/|
approximately $12 million of the $54 million NV Energy requ%s in Prayet

WMHHH m

fifor Relief item
“UJ

§ WWHHHWH
L
Y

nue to have alllof its

2(c)(ii). (Ex. 305 at 1.)

241.  Staff states that it is necessary for NV

iy,

conventional generation fleet available, including Tracy 4/% ”’ x. 305 at 3.) Staff notes that NV

|
e calls” three O‘WW ¢

”””” pacity. (Id. at 3-5.)
ge / pacity. (/d. at 3-5.
d opﬁﬂﬂmn of Tracy 4/5 is a crucial

Wlast four summer peak

242.  Staff additi

)Mﬂ“m o
ompenen ofefforw%ﬁw |
‘ 9 il //

I

Staff stat

-~

experienced. (/d. ) Sl

emissions, the most'
while also aiming to preserve enough capacity to assure grid reliability and resource adequacy.

(Id. at 6.) Staff states that, if a prudent, orderly transition is pursued, net zero carbon will be
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achieved by 2050, without reliability issues or NV Energy having to curtail loads due to a lack of
resources. (/d.)

243, Additionally, Staff finds that the continued operation of Tracy 4/5 fits within a
reliable framework towards achieving net zero carbon without loss of load because: the Tracy
4/5 unit is an efficient unit that produces relatively low-cost electricity; TM% Energy’s request

%

includes the installation of an SCR onto the combustion turbine le Wll reduce the unit’s

// 1

HUL
WMM

.

fastest growing industrial load pocket, the Tahoe Reno Jiidustrial Center; and

ww.nﬁnued

J

y”
evelopment

operation will protect against potential unforeseeny WMJ

of new renewable resources. (Ex. 305 at 7-9.)

at 9.) Staff states that NV

names prww(ﬁsﬁfﬁaﬁ{}le st8 de ts w[}th no further support for these projects. (/d.) Staff
P

y
g
for apengineering and economic perspective justifying the

that those analyses had not been completed and would be

i )1
stage, NV Energy is$6eeking a “blank prudency check” for these projects going into the next
general rate case which will subvert the proper assessment and procedure for evaluating these
projects. (Id. at 9-10.)

NV Energy’s Rebuttal



Docket No. 23-08015 Page 111

245. NV Energy disagrees that continued operations capital should not be approved at
this time. (Ex. 133 at 3-4.) NV Energy explains that as a unit approaches its retirement date, less
investment is made in the unit and the O&M strategy shifts from investing in the long-term
operations of the units to only completing the maintenance and capital projects necessary for a

unit to run to its retirement date. (/d. at 4.) NV Energy states that for Tr 4/ 5, NV Ener
i gy

Iy,

listed nine major projects that it expects to be needed to continue OM 1ng beyond 2031. (/d. at
4.) NV Energy explains that most of these projects would be %%edule e next planned

e ] W
turbine outage in 2027, since the only time this work CWW be completed is d s an oxtended

i

[w

a
unit outage (/d.) NV Energy states that it tinueﬂ? erations prO] ‘u s
g

analysis because they provide a complete picture of the COWW ontinuing to operate these units

explains that NV Energy’ s ¢

1 th investiand contrnue operation of Tracy 4/5. (Id. at 21.)
qmﬂmuﬂﬂﬂﬂ «Wm’ NV Energy ides, It it better for both ratepayers’ and NV Energy’s energy

needs to invmwmwn Tracy 4/5

Tracy 4/5 until 20 H/

ecause the LSAP was used to examine whether it is better to run

il

tire or invest in emissions controls and other projects. (Ex. 133 at 23.)
NV Energy states thdt equipment such as SCR catalyst materials can have 18-24 month lead
times and things like engineering and design are needed in advance of ordering in and installing
SCRs, therefore, it takes longer than three months to install SCR. (/d. at 23-24.) NV Energy

explains that timely approval of the Tracy 4/5 emission controls and continued operation projects
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is also needed at this time to allow NDEP to revise the SIP for Regional Haze and complete the
other permitting activities needed for ongoing operation of these units. (/d. at 24.) NV Energy

provides that if the Commission denies the continuing operations capital project spending, then
NV Energy recommends that the Commission approve NV Energy’s request to continue Tracy

4/5 operations beyond its currently planned 2031 retirement date, and anm‘m%d the supply side plan

iy,

to operate Tracy 4/5 through 2049 by adding emissions controls, u 12 million for Tracy 4/5,

because the Commission will have the opportunity to review tW mden% the investments for

M l

the emissions controls and continuing operations capltew futute general rate gjwfld at 24-
4

25) ’ WWW %%W

248. NV Energy states that the Regional Haze qulres evaluation of emission

umw

M:

previously identified contrW |Bptio x (“DLN« combustlon and SCR, based on
continued operation. Ly % ;, ; INCR was previously determined not to be a

technically feas1ble contro ra: Wﬁring the original analysis and SCR was

analysis an WWWHCOHHOIS require installation in a reasonable timeframe to be determined by

)

NDEP. (Id.) yﬂw
Commission Discussion and Findings

249.  The Commission approves NV Energy’s request to continue Tracy 4/5 operations

beyond its currently planned 2031 retirement date and NV Energy’s request to amend the supply
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side plan to operate Tracy 4/5 through 2049 by adding up to $12 million for Tracy 4/5 emissions
controls, as recommended by BCP and Staff.

250. The Commission finds that it is necessary for NV Energy to continue to have all
of its conventional generation fleet available, including Tracy 4/5. NV Energy has experienced
resource adequacy “close calls” three out of the last four summer peak IW% seasons, which
shows the usefulness of internal generation capacity. Wmm"mw

251.  The Commission finds that, additionally, the co nued o on of Tracy 4/51s a

ly
» {fj////////

crucial component of efforts to maintain reliable serv1cﬁm %ﬁle contlnulng to @yﬂwards

50. As

’ / aintain all of
/%///}////////é///m Il 1 7B

.

the most prudent pathwaym”' i bal
f

aiming to preserve e
¢

notes, if a prudent, orderly

without r H\W%Wﬂ 8 b

”1 Additional he Co

Fi havmg to curtail loads due to a lack of resources.
v%%ssmn finds that the continued operation of Tracy 4/5 fits
H\
within a rehJW%Wm amework towards achieving net zero carbon without loss of load because of
the following reasmw 4 w y 4/5 is an efficient unit that produces relatively low-cost electricity;

/H
NV Energy’s request 1

ncludes the installation of an SCR onto the combustion turbine which will
reduce Tracy 4/5’s emissions; Tracy 4/5 is connected to the grid immediately adjacent to

northern Nevada’s fastest growing industrial load pocket, the Tahoe Reno Industrial Center; and
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the continued operation will protect against potential unforeseen weather events or setbacks in
the development of new renewable resources.

253. The Commission approves NV Energy’s request for approximately $12 million
for the installation of an SCR to reduce the emissions of Tracy 4/5, however, the Commission
denies any other requested Tracy Unit 4/5 investments (amounting to ame 1mately $42

//m

million), as they are not properly supported by NV Energy in the J““ ” pplication. NV
J
Energy’s Joint Application (in technical appendix GEN-4) me J namem

uw%.ﬁ‘ﬂwm ects and lists dollar

),

g M//{/\/'/' W
W‘H iy,

analyses had not been completed and would be performed W’W future. The Commission finds

‘ me»% UM
amounts with no further support for these projects. Fum” rmore, upon Staff’ est for an
}W
ts, N M%ergy respond MW%M those

E. Crescentﬁmm
il

{mmreement (“APA’ | tire development of a 149 MW solar and 149 MW BESS

|

’Crescent
Crescent ValleyJ ﬁ i MWQ

project kno jalley Solar. (Ex. 100 at 69; Ex. 115 at 20.) NV Energy states that
ated in SPPC’s service territory, approximately 46 miles southeast
from Valmy. (/d.) Energy states that the project site and the development APA consist of
1,280 acres on private land leased from two landowners, and is located in Lander County,

Nevada. (/d.)
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255. NV Energy states that it has been in negotiations with the developer to acquire the
project assets and has reached an agreement on a purchase price. (Ex. 100 at 101.) NV Energy
states that the APA was executed on May 26, 2023, and NV Energy is continuing their due
diligence for the project development. (/d.) NV Energy states that, due to NV Energy’s large

open capacity position and anticipated customer load growth in its servniﬂmmemtory, NV Energy

iy

is requesting approval to purchase the Crescent Valley Solar proj ew%mets at this time in order to

secure the project when it became available. (/d.) W%i’ﬂ

),

I NHN
Wy
| o |
256. NV Energy states that it seeks approval W&Wﬂﬂrchase developmjwwmmwcwts under an

APA from Invenergy, LLC for several reasons, mm@ Wm” '( m
[w ¢
a. The preferred plan in this IRP amendment "Iﬁll?u.;" identifies a need for 10,390 MW
of BESS capacity with 164380 MW of solar P i I‘“J
ey " ( ////////

t up to 149

rescent V. |||H

{

i
The projeet ke j”’ ent status is mat

compared t0 WJ*)J ZM%/WW
i

”Ww HH” plpeline g l ,J ot Ycustomer needs with the best value resources.
M i

(Ex. 115 at 20-21))
257. NV Energy states that the Crescent Valley Solar project was bid in NV Energy’s

2018 Fall Renewable Energy RFP, and again in NV Energy’s 2022 Spring Renewable Energy

RFP. (Ex. 115 at 22))
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258. NV Energy states that SPPC and Invenergy executed the APA in May 2023. (Ex.
115 at 22.) NV Energy states that the agreement is for the purchase of the project assets
including all agreements and permits secured by Invenergy. (/d.) NV Energy states that, if the
APA is approved, SPPC would become the project developer and complete any remaining
development activities. (/d.) NV Energy states that the APA does not 1nmm %e and NV Energy
does not seek approval of, construction of the renewable and stora ]ect itself. (Id) NV
Energy states that it would seek approval of the project in a lat 111ng W% ompleting further

ly

design, cost estimating and development activities and WM ld %Vlde in that %m detailed
P
W

l[Uw

project costs, performance and schedule. (/d.) W“ ))))) WW mﬂ%

i L

S /’ | HHHWHHHHHWH

I

t Application shigy

259. AEU states that NV Ener

informath ggarding pipeline capital costs. (/d. at 4.) AEU states that if
the @W ission declines
generation a mﬁwrage propgs als in the Joint Application while allowing the transmission-
related projects, iﬂﬂm i M e Esmerelda and Amargosa substations and Apex Master Plan, to
proceed. (Id. at 4, 21

260. AEU states that the Joint Application is deeply flawed because of the lack of

recent and robust resource solicitations. (Ex. 500 at 18.) AEU claims that NV Energy is not

building its proposals from a deep bench of potential projects. (Id.) AEU states that NV Energy
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failed to deliver on its promises in the Fourth Amendment to the IRP, in which NV Energy stated
that it was intending to bring forward more resources in a future amendment to address northern
Nevada’s need in addition to the ongoing capacity needs to improve resource adequacy statewide
while employing IRA tax credits. (Id.)

Interwest’s Position

Wﬁ%m

development assets for its Crescent Valley Solar Project repreﬁ“ ts piec acquisition that

M, H\

does not allow for robust participation and cons1derat10 M all possible optio ((m

. 900 at 38.)
J

261. Interwest states that NV Energy’s request for autho m n for its purchase of pre-

d a detailed e

“‘ //////////////// “/,,’;”w
%fﬁw / a}mﬂ

performance, and schedule, therefore, appr

BCP’s Position

263 omyreject the APA for the Crescent Valley
Solar project. (EX 402 at ated costs associated with the future project are
approxi Uw agsymes SPPC owning 100 percent of the project rights,
oww%e COD has not'bee ([ pmined at this time. (/d. at 24-25.) BCP states that NV

Energy is no i e requirements of NAC 704.9489(1)(h) which requires that an
action plan 1nc1u e e cfed time for construction of project facilities including the major
milestones of const tlon (Id. at 25.) BCP states that the Crescent Valley APA is more
appropriate as request in the June 2024 IRP, when the complete project description can be
provided, including a more accurate cost estimate, construction schedule, and commercial

operation date. (/d.)
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Staff’s Position

264.  Staff recommends that the Commission deny NV Energy’s request to expend the
requested amount for the purchase of the Crescent Valley Solar project. (Ex. 307 at 10.) Staff
acknowledges that NV Energy has an open position and will additionally require large additions

of solar PV capacity and BESS capacity to maintain reliability, comply vmm the RPS, and

g,

achieve Nevada’s 2050 clean energy goals. (/d. at 11-12.) Staff st J Owever the Crescent

m

Valley Solar project will not materially provide capacity to hel" lose ergy s open

position as it would only contribute approximately 28 frof/n the solar P H‘H proximately

L )}W
120 MW from the BESS of peak summer capac1ty WM% me Wm%[

%

Hl
265.  Staff states that if the Commission were to W ve the Crescent Valley Solar

« osition of having e
%/////////////%%%

would recover the costs of

E—— o

purQM [ JJ

gl .,, em (Id.) Staty

Comm1ss1on% oval for t { ,

that if the Comm1 8101

the APA. (Id.)
266.  Staff states that NV Energy has other options, including the Sierra Solar project,
the Amargosa Valley Solar Energy Zone, and private renewable energy developers, to meet the

need that the Crescent Valley Solar project aims to fill. (Ex. 307 at 13-14.)
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NV Energy’s Rebuttal

267. NV Energy disagrees that the Crescent Valley APA should not be approved at this
time. (Ex. 135 at 8.) NV Energy states that it plans to prepare a similar comparison to that
included in Technical Appendix REN-5 for all project options being brought forward in the
subsequent filing plus any PPA options from the most recent RFP. (/d. HMM%) NV Energy states
that this should address intervener interests that the project(s) dehv JI best customer value are
brought forward for the Commission's approval. (/d.) Wm’ﬂ m

268. NV Energy states that, if the Comm1ss1cWﬂMpﬂlmojrﬁc%eit he Cresc ”WW f leyﬁfPA in
this Joint Application, the Commission would notMW red /” prove the entlrwyr{scem

Valley project because NV Energy can pursue an APA di WMWM
Ny //Wmergy states, additionally,

the Commission may issue a directive that t /// ide would provide a benefit to the

diiproj ectigni

R
|

el MWWW

expenses at mmme becau

.

which NV Energy cd g brlng forward the Crescent Valley Solar project for consideration as a part

the Cres

request premature &

of the full IRP and not in piecemeal fashion in this Joint Application.
270. The Commission finds that the Crescent Valley Solar project differs from the

Sierra Solar project for several reasons and is thus being treated differently by the Commission.
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First, the Crescent Valley Solar project is in its nascency, as compared to the much further along
Sierra Solar project. Second, the Commission is concerned that, by approving the Crescent
Valley Solar project APA, the Commission would be put in a position of having to approve the
entire Crescent Valley Solar project. Third, NV Energy can proceed with the Crescent Vallet

Solar project without a prudency determination in this docket. NV Eneernaintains that the

APA is highly marketable (easy to divest) to other developers and he land value will

l

W
continue to increase. The Commission finds that NV Energy @W%N enter ‘ %WFA with very little
i, |

risk and with the potential to make money if NV Enerwﬂ[{[@flvests” without a

([[Uw
determination in this docket. NV Energy may brimf%») ’”’rescetﬁﬁm%ﬂey Solar proje
-

.
the full IRP so as to be compared to other potential resources

F. Transmission Plan

NV Energy’s Position

Jﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂ% /////////////// S

271. NV Energy } etwork upgrades required to interconnect and

deliver the Joint Ap r iCati eration resources, fulfill interconnection
i
and transmission service requ | Mﬂ%ergy Open Access Transmission Tariff, and
JJJJW%%%@W
meet loaﬂm[wwﬂ\wice 0 ff NS i ely manner. (Ex. 100 at 110.) NV Energy states that the
)

Siemww%

Jmm”proj ect will regjii (” n1ssion network upgrades including a new collector
substation cM%M.antern 34pkV substation. (Ex. 116 at 4.) NV Energy states that the new
substation will be” 0
i

(Id.) NV Energy sta
272. NV Energy states that the location of the Sierra Solar project is ideal to protect

and enhance system reliability. (Ex. 116 at 5.) NV Energy states that this generation will be

connected to the existing Valmy-East Tracy 345 kV line #3422 at the proposed Lantern
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substation. (/d.) NV Energy states that the generation will be in close proximity to the Tahoe
Reno Industrial Center, Fernley and Fallon areas which have experienced large amounts of load
growth and are forecast to continue to see extensive load growth. (/d.) NV Energy states that
having generation located close to the load reduces system losses and improves system
reliability. (Id.)

273. NV Energy states that the Commission approved th ;f’:lJ' struction of the

ly

Energy states that it has received numerous applicatioWMW%erconnecnon OWWW Greenlink
}W
500 MW at ZW kV and

[w

Esmeralda and Amargosa 525 kV substations in Docket No. 2 %7023 ””” WOO at 113.) NV

- ?VM“] Bty
))))))
accommodate tlmelsm i MHHHM‘ /{

the acqu1s1t10n of construc

i forrﬂpers with the ongoing procurements. (/d. at 114.) NV
W
\ al to construct the Greenlink West substation facilities’ two

acquisition of long-lead equipment and construction of the 230 kV buildout would increase costs
and delay interconnection of renewable resources two years or more. (/d.) NV Energy requests

approval to amend its Transmission Plan to expend approximately $40 million to construct the
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Amargosa 525/230 kV Transformers. (Ex. 100 at 16.) NV Energy requests approval to amend its
Transmission Plan to expend approximately $56 million to construct the Esmeralda 525/230 kV
Transformers. (/d.)

274. NV Energy states that NPC has received numerous applications for load service in
the Apex area for warehousing, manufacturing, data centers, and mixed Wm@ (Ex. 100 at 117.)

L N
”’Td and generation growth.

”U WSW is COWU

MMH”\HUJH% A

J
developers in the Apex area and the city is developing ijer and sewer projects/ds
roadways to aid in the economic growth of the areﬂfw%g%mNV En

potential load additions ranging from 15 MW to 460 MW MWW anuired about electric service in

Ll

ntly, there is no |
///////%%/////{%%%@%% e j
p

y 1
.

strategically planned to allm

/

and phased in as loaﬂw Mz

L

agreements that have been 'sjgi yto start the Apex Central substation

le to[H meet the customers’ 2025 in-service dates. (Ex. 116 at
W
W

Villihergy states that is ngjdistribution capacity remaining from the existing

|

substations t m”m" uld be al

ted to these new distribution loads. (/d.) NV Energy requests
approval to amen
230/12 kV Substatiof1; to expend approximately $15 million for Apex East 230/12 kV
Substation; to expend $0.22 million for Apex Southeast 230/12 kV Substation constraint study,

environmental studies, permitting and land acquisition efforts; and to expend $0.17 million for
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Apex Southwest 230/12 kV Substation constraint study, environmental studies, permitting and
land acquisition efforts. (Ex. 100 at 16-17.)
AEU’s Position

275. AEU states that the Commission should allow the transmission-related projects,
including the Esmerelda and Amargosa substations and Apex Master PIW%O proceed. (Ex. 500

mm

at 21.)

- i)
BCP’s Posftlon Wﬂﬂﬂﬂm M ”H”H” WMW meralda and

t e approval of

}W

iifil) grant approv: hen it is

[w

million of project costs are

un WGh time this approval is

)¢ shall not accru
//{/////////////

T

U/ommitted expenditures
prO] ects V%‘[hwt prior approval from the

towards the Esmeralda an(}ﬂﬂﬂ fii

Ae‘a‘/‘%////
Commission by ordeﬂM

J i) 1
MW reakers L es, and transformers December, 2022,
’ Wmm /ﬂ e |
My, e

through May, 2023. (/d. at

constmctMWW ”f V. kV

subsedt mwo achieve cond

Wﬂ”ﬂh

Isformer facilities with the Esmaralda and Amargosa
ction cost synergies. (/d.) BCP states that although this course of

—

action seemJ ause the Commission has approved these substations as part of the

Greenlink West projgot. a6 uesting Commission approval after project funds have been expended
is problematic in theffegulatory process. (/d.) BCP states that a more reasonable solution would
be for NV Energy to submit a compliance filing with the necessary executed LGIAs that

securitize these network upgrades. (/d.)

Staff’s Position
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Apex Area
277.  Staff recommends that the Commission approve NV Energy’s request to amend
the Transmission Plan with the following four expansions to the Apex Area Master Plan:

h. $61.385 million to construct necessary infrastructure for Apex Central 230/12 kV
Substation;

1. $15.5 million to construct necessary infrastructure for WMM@&M 230/12 kV
Substation; WW’W
Wm t and environmental

Sub station constraint a v}wonmemal

Uy

k. $168,000 for Apex Southwest 230/12 k
studies, permitting and land '

0012 WWW

/////j/}ﬂ

278.  Staff states that, although rstands the gro m otential for the Apex area
%@mally coordinating the

and supports the proposed projects, Staff

/ ﬁ%///////////////

electrical infrastructure i 1nves i plan are% ith the customers’ loads

infrastructure that are M

A |

SPPC’s latest general rat | Anglimul)c f @ 22-06014, NV Energy was constructing
i)

(%ljx. 303 at 5.) Staff states, for example, in

extensive ?IM fias ¢ in the Tracy Area Master Plan to serve the customers' expected
Hl

loadqﬁ ever, when the' " ndemic took effect, many of these loads planned for the

Tracy area H””“Mw lor got deferred. (/d.) Staff states, despite that, NV Energy did not

slow down its in ,, e investments and, as a result, in the 2022 SPPC general rate case

R
i

filing, there was signy ficant excess electrical infrastructure installed compared to the actual
customers load that was completed in the area. (/d.)
279.  Staff states, therefore, it must be incumbent on NV Energy to monitor the

customers’ load infrastructure being developed concurrently in the Apex area and if construction

and/or load growth slows down or is delayed, NV Energy needs to consider delaying its
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infrastructure investments. (Ex. 303 at 5.) Staff states that there should not be another situation
where NV Energy does not adjust its infrastructure construction, while their customers have
altered their plans, resulting in excess built-out and potential unnecessary rate pressure on other
customers. (/d.)
Fsmeralda Substation g,

280.  Staff recommends that the Commission deny NV Em S

A

Transmission Plan, Prayer for Relief Item 5, to expend apprcm)x tely $Mwmmllion to construct
) -
4 )

the Esmeralda 525/230 kV transformers. (Ex. 304 at ZM
281.  Staff states that it is under the imprﬂﬂw ﬂ” ’ at Nﬂ flergy has alrea”J started this
ﬂﬂ iy, d

project. (Ex. 304 at 2.) Staff understands that NV Energy %%W ready ordered all the major

has started the requgst

’s request to amend its

equipment needed for the project, NV E

.

echnic s of,
Mﬂll g ot

January 202%. (Id.) Staff contends, therefore,

construction of the project and is performing e proposals, and NV Energy

is planning to award the copstiflieti
i

that this project sho%ﬂ reviewed|f ipg the appropriate general rate case
y

rrrrrrrrrr

ceting () ‘

thathNV Energy has started and committed to the project,
y’

Wmission appre amendment is not appropriate since there is nothing to
approve. (E)JWWMW : Iillstates that NV Energy is undermining the purpose of resource
planning approval' m‘f;;;ﬂ notillowing the Commission, Staff, and interveners an opportunity to vet

the projects before N%

Amargosa Substation
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283.  Staff recommends that the Commission deny NV Energy’s request to amend the
Transmission Plan, Prayer for Relief Item 6, to expend approximately $50 million to construct
the Amargosa 525/230 kV transformers. (Ex. 304 at 3.)

284.  Staff states that it is under the impression that NV Energy has already started this

project. (Ex. 304 at 4.) Staff understands that NV Energy has already orm« e ed all the major

//m

equipment needed for the project, NV Energy has started the reque { proposal for

construction of the project and is performing technical reviews!gf the pro

iy,
Jﬂm M//////,

is planning to award the construction contract in J. anuarW%JOM (Idat5s.) Sta

([[Uw

therefore, that this project should be reviewed for@ufﬂ“WHH mr durin

case proceeding. (Id.) Staff states that, given that NV Energy |

” Me approprlate general rate

[w

planning approval by not

the projects before %Mff ’

.
285.  AdditionallVi, Saffs

there is a better understanding of the Armargosa solar facility NV Energy has essentially already

committed to build. (Ex. 304 at 4.) Staff states that, without knowing the impact of the

Amargosa Solar project on the Greenlink West Transmission Line or the Amargosa Substation
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capacity, Staff cannot analyze or understand the need for the 525/230 kV transformer and
breaker addition. (/d. at 6.)
Sierra Solar Transmission

287.  Staff recommends that the Commission approve NV Energy’s request to expend

approximately $70.5 million to construct transmission infrastructure to iwmmconnect Phase 1 of

[HHHHHHH U,
f
JJHHHHH ”m

appr (m construct

the Sierra Solar project. (Ex. 307 at 6.)

288.  Staff notes that NV Energy is seeking Commis ﬁ,

transmission facilities as part of a 700 MW LGIA (betwgén NV Energy’s meJ function and
Iy ////}W

’”nterciﬁ{% ct the 400 m ierra Solar

I iy, d

project in the instant docket. (Ex. 307 at 7.) Staff states thW

’ JMWM‘(%C%% the $70.5 million

H
nterconnection and ”
"

H ﬂwf Energy only building
400 MW associated with Sierra Solar Phase ,;;,,J %// aI)lJIﬂ? mission assets that are capable
ing capacity. (d. at 7-8.) Staff states that if that

Im” i /
Iy
rconnection costs into “plant held for

R

NV Energy’s transmission function) that are necea@@ ///ﬁm’m

of interconnecting more ]3) ,

is the case, it may be, priate |
o

|

future use” when the proje fo

M
at 8.) ‘m”mumnnuummlMWWW WWWW//%////%{W

)
A Il . .
it in a future general rate case proceeding. (/d.

Qi
ALy

=
FE——
=

(“MVA”). (Id) NV Energy states, additionally, as transmission facilities are placed in service

such as Greenlink North, SWIP North, and series compensation of ON Line, these transfer
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capabilities will increase. (/d.) NV Energy also notes that a generator dropping remedial action
scheme could also be installed to allow higher levels of generation. (/d.)

290. NV Energy states that in the 2023 Spring generation interconnection cluster, NV
Energy received 14 interconnection requests at Esmeralda 230 kV substation totaling 5,850 MW
and 3 interconnection requests at Amargosa 230 kV substation totaling ﬁ[ﬂmw §lm MW. (Ex. 134 at
3.) NV Energy states that, although LGIA have not been executed » nd the interconnection
customers have not posted security for the required transm1ss1 syste W%’Work upgrades, NV

flln, W \’W
Energy is proposing the 230-kV projects now in order %M@nstt/'uct the 230-k Wm tation
l[Uw @ //W
Energy

’( [w

re'bei @ﬂcons %ted (Id. at4)
approximately $10 million

notes that this would reduce the cost of the 230-kV faciliti

expensive. (Id.) NV Ener note that if approvigt were requiésted after the LGIAs are executed,

2

constructing the 23 Om% c111t1es
Y
and thus, will incur h1gher and ”"““/Ju'n»

i disagree W Staff’s assertion that NV Energy has essentially started

4
Commission to approve. (Ex. 134 at 5.) NV Energy

specified cancellation options in the request for proposals and can cancel the two 525/230 kV
transformers if NV Energy does not receive Commission approval for the projects. (/d.) NV

Energy states that it does not intend to move forward without Commission approval and will
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very likely cancel the equipment orders if the Commission denies its request for 525/230 kV
buildout at Amargosa and Esmeralda substations. (/d.)

Commission Discussion and Findings

Apex Area

292,  The Commission approves NV Energy’s request to amelﬂlﬂmm
to expend approximately $62 million for Apex Central 230/12 kV”” wﬂtatlon to expend
approximately $15 million for Apex East 230/12 kV Substa‘uo%% ‘L exp’e 22 million for
Apex Southeast 230/12 kV Substation constraint studymwwmr‘o%mental studlesW‘W%M tt;ﬂr//lg and

Ms Transmission Plan
ity

land acquisition efforts; and to expend $0.17 m11hw’f‘qI

|
constraint study, environmental studies, permitting and JWW wwuismon efforts. NPC has

I

the Apex area't IJ‘:.’“ ,

.

received numerous applications for load s

//////””/ on fing
v

As NV Energy explains, several potential

d : that the Apex area has the

location. The Commissio ottt pesu ea Master Plan was strategically planned to

allow m%@ﬁﬁ@%ﬁﬁm///%%% to be alcﬂzng a proposed 230-kV loop and phased in as load

L@MW% The Comm1 i sjthat, based on the current Rule 9 agreements that have been

For these reasons, the Commission approves NV Energy’s Apex area requests.

Esmeralda and Amargosa
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293.  The Commission approves NV Energy’s request to amend its Transmission Plan,
Prayer for Relief Item 5, to expend approximately $56 million to construct the Esmeralda
525/230 kV transformers and approves NV Energy’s request to amend the Transmission Plan,
Prayer for Relief Item 6, to expend approximately $50 million to construct the Amargosa
525/230 kV transformers. The Commission finds that the costs for Amaﬂﬁmsa and Esmerelda

iy,

transformers related to the 230-kV portion of the projects shall be ”J ded to plant held for

future use until the 230-kV facilities are serving additional cus er loa %mw elated large
ly
JHIHJJJH \

generator interconnection agreements are entered into tWW would make use o HM% quipment,

Wﬁ”

4

whichever comes first 7 ))M >

—&
=

294. NV Energy has received numerous apphcatWW ’W)r interconnection on the

W
0 n.) W, fwith 5,500 MW at 230
U

%WM 4 958 MW (with 1,408 MW

that, to minimize costs through

25/m230 kV transformers with the ongoing procurements.
W
g

e the cost of the 230-kV facilities by approximately $10

) WW% |

insulators, and switches have nearly doubled over the past two years. The Commission finds that
postponing acquisition of long-lead equipment and construction of the 230-kV buildout would

increase costs and delay interconnection of renewable resources by two or more years.
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Sierra Solar

295. The Commission approves NV Energy’s request to expend approximately $70.5
million to construct transmission infrastructure to interconnect Phase 1 of the Sierra Solar
project.

296. The transmission facilities are a part of a 700-MW LGIA MM’@ are necessary to

ty,

interconnect the 400-MW Sierra project in the instant docket. Bec M ”the $70.5 million

infrastructure is associated with a 700-MW interconnection an%ﬂm ith N Wrgy only building
I,

//( Uy, .
400 MW associated with Sierra Solar Phase 1, there m[r Me tra/nsmlssmn asset§ W?Ware capable

l[Uw
d/ ity. I t is the case, t

y

i

iy,
Commission finds that interconnection costs exceeding WW% ould be necessary to implement

infrastructure associated with 400 MW t ed for Sierra SOIW ”I )
plant held for future use until additional ph %}”
interconnection agreement W gred 1 loper that would make use of this

P

!
NV Energy I M@Wﬁver of NAC 704.6546, use of separate-entity method by

NV Ener osf@W
iy
‘[mm ”ﬂ MWWWM J}

utility membegsjief consolidated group, to pass through to customers the full benefit of the ITC

=

utility members of consolidated group, to pass through to customers the full benefit of the ITC

for the Valmy BESS project if the Commission approves the project. (Ex. 100 at 16.)
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299. NV Energy states that the Sierra Solar BESS project is eligible for tax credits
under the IRA. (Ex. 100 at 106.) NV Energy states that if the Valmy BESS project were to move
forward, it would also be eligible for tax credits under the IRA. (/d.)) NV Energy explains that
the IRA provides a 30 percent ITC for battery storage projects and allows NV Energy to pass
through to the customer the full benefit of those credits by opting out of j%}nalization. (Id. at

W())M g,
106-107.) NV Energy states that it intends to opt out of the ITC nm ”ization for the Sierra
f
Solar BESS project and, in the event approved, for the Valmy BESS proH W”s well. (Id. at 107.)

‘ me% ly
NV Energy therefore requests a waiver of NAC 704.65”[M use of separate-entity i

([[Uw
utility members of consolidated group, to take fullwww %W""’F”ge of ‘%

=
o
—+
=
Q
[N
on
<

e tax benefits. |(/

i L

y
300. NV Energy explains that if the waiver requlﬁ,ﬂww NAC 704.6546 is granted, the

states, thus, the full benefit of the ITC credi ""”’ rjﬁﬂﬂ
J .

customers. (Id)) NV Ener from NAC 704.6546 is for good

— ¢
—

i

{8 not contrary

atute. (/d.)

i
i

cause, is in the publwmf/ est, an
¢

i

BCP’s Position W%WM///// W

end “r, Commission grant the requested waiver from NAC

—
—
— —

Wﬂ”ﬂ“
rojectjand allow NV Energy to calculate taxes on a consolidated

basis to takewwmwmﬂ ofi'the tax benefits generated by this project. (Ex. 401 at 19-20.) BCP

also recommends, h@iyew#r, that the Commission require NV Energy to demonstrate on an

generating at the utility level. (/d. at 20, 22.)

Staff’s Position
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302. Staff recommends that the Commission approve NV Energy’s request for a
waiver of NAC 704.6546, use of separate-entity method by utility members of consolidated
group, to pass through to customers the full benefit of the ITC for the Sierra Solar BESS project
(Ex. 306 at 11.) Staff states that, by taking advantage of the normalization opt out provision of
the IRA, NV Energy is able to effectively lower the cost to ratepayers fo’mwmmuf BESS by creating a

W the rate base impact of

Regulatory Liability account in the amount of the ITC credit that o

f

the project. (/d. at 12.) Staff states that this lowers not only th&mnet depr%on expense, by use

}@[ﬁﬂmﬂlm Uy ’”
of an amortization credit, it also lowers the overall rate[ﬂﬂW e which also helps tq fe

revenue requirement. (/d.) Staff explains that a waf ) WWMHNACWMWS% is requi ' d
m iy,

|

ssion reject NV

effectuate the realize this benefit. (/d.)

4 W)//

e
thhie

303.  Staff recommends that the

that the Commission approvie

therefore )
/ Wﬂﬂ

W%Mm hypothetical at this point since the project itself is not
pval a%%@rt of the preferred plan. (/d.) Staff states that the

evemlﬂ”’ﬂ‘wJ equested for af

i

Commission

provision of the IRA for projects that begin construction after December 31, 2024, which creates
uncertainty about granting this waiver for a future project. (/d.)

NV Energy’s Rebuttal
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305. NV Energy disagrees with BCP’s recommendation for an annual accounting of
the tax benefits that develop from the waiver because all the tax information is already provided
with each general rate case that NV Energy files and is easily identified as a simple journal entry
to debit the net operating loss account and credit cash. (Ex. 130 at 2-3.) NV Energy explains
that, in Docket No. 22-11032, the Commission granted a similar waiver WM WAC 704.6546 for

hy,

the Reid Gardner BESS and no additional accounting requlrement eemed necessary. (/d. at

HHHH
P

N W& N
306. NV Energy states that it is not requestin[ ypo’fhetlcal or con ]

g
WM’@ y y v at it only seeks

NAC 704.6546 for Valmy BESS if that project is approve ”ms Joint Application. (/d.)
N,

307. The Commission approves NViEnergy % st )ﬂ}ﬂ‘{w a waiver of NAC 704.6546,

3)

Valmy BESS, as Staff describes. (Ex. 130 at3.) NI

use of separate-entity metwmw i ted group, to pass through to

p

rrrrrrrrr

customers the full be MMM """ I i lar BESS project. The Commission finds

that, by taking advantage 1“‘ rmaljzat] } out provision of the IRA, NV Energy is able

e

W@z ers for the BESS by creating a regulatory liability account
in tw) rt of the ITC ¢ [ jitsets the rate base impact of the project. This lowers not
only the netw%mma‘uon e se, by use of an amortization credit, it also lowers the overall rate
base which also hMW M uce the revenue requirement. The Commission finds that a waiver of

308. The Commission also agrees with NV Energy that the tax benefit detail is
provided with each general rate case and it is not necessary to provide an annual accounting as

proposed by BCP.
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3009. A waiver of NAC 704.6546 for Valmy BESS is moot as the Commission is not
approving a Valmy BESS project. The Valmy BESS project was discussed in the filing as an
alternative to the preferred Valmy coal conversion project, which is approved in this Order,
thereby obviating a waiver for Valmy BESS.

H. Fuel and Purchased Power (“FPP”) Price Forecasts mﬂmﬂlﬂ‘”mWHWJWW

o

310. NV Energy requests approval of the Fifth Ame ent to 021 Joint IRP base

HH i,
1x// PP 1 as res the most
"

q

s1ons orth in the ﬁh . (Ex. 100 at

311.  Staff recommends that the Cothmissiofil Pl %Mﬂ oint Application base long-

NV Energy’s Position

long-term FPP price forecasts provided in Technical AWMn
accurate information upon which to base the planmﬂW ﬁm
15.) ’

Staff’s Position

accurate data and are therefore

appropriate for reso% , Wm ing i \pugposes. (Ex. 300 at 1.) Staff states that the

HHJJ

methodologles NV Energy ;

un

i
1

Commi s

:
8
o
E
=

e

o
c
=

o
O
72}
(¢
17
—
=
l¢]
O
o
8
2.
7
“.
o
=
=
=
o,
17
—
=
8
—
=
l¢]
8
[¢]
—
=
o
o,
=R
@)

a9
(4]
17
Z
<

resource planning
Energy used to develop its FPP price forecasts are reasonable. Staff supports this finding, and no
party objects.

I. Financial Plan

NV Energy’s Position
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313. NV Energy states that Commission regulations require NV Energy to rank power
supply options on the basis of the PWRR and the PWSC. (Ex. 100 at 180.) NV Energy explains
that the PWSC of a resource plan is defined as the sum of the PWRR plus “environmental costs
that are not internalized as private costs to the utility...” (Id.) NV Energy states that
environmental costs are defined by the Commission as “costs, whereverﬂﬂmﬁ%@%ﬁD ;nay occur, that

g

result from harm or risks of harm to the environment after the appr n of all mitigation
W

measures required by existing environmental regulation or othémwise inimﬂuwmm in the resource

mic benefits”
@ww}ﬁ%&

l

- |
plan.” (Id.) NV Energy provides its analysis of enV1romW@ntal costs and “net egp

Repower Plans presented Wu oy 1 . ergy states that the Financial Plan

»ﬂm o

for both NPC and S}?ﬂ LS
r

y
g¥ using several financial metrics as mandated

that each of the plans presented by NV Energy provide a complete solution for the timely
retirement of coal combustion at Valmy, available around-the-clock generation in the Carlin

Trend load pocket, reduce NV Energy’s open position, meet the current RPS, meet the 16
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percent planning reserve margin (“PRM”) for each company, and target NV Energy’s
proportionate contribution to Nevada’s 2050 clean energy goal, and contain both conventional
and renewable placeholders. (/d. at 3.)

316.  Staff recommends that the Commission find that NV Energy’s economic analysis,

including the PWRR and PWSC analysis, is consistent with the relevant HWmource planning

|

[

317.  Staff recommends that the Commission find thfﬂm%V Enlmw K(W Financial Plan is
g, " W

i,
consistent with the relevant resource planning regulatio W (Ex. 301 at 15.)

regulations. (Ex. 301 at 7.) ’m

ly

w2
o=

iy,

l[Uw |
Financial Plan, provided in Volume 1, presents Ny [ %WW’S an%s of the financie

{
!
the Preferred and Alternate Plans on both NPC and SPPC. ”W (( Staft states that NV Energy

Alternate Plans ovg({mmﬂw

requirements, total rate ba

ulWﬁWﬁW@

impacts WA‘ csn(/d.
EHWMW%W d customer ra lel

= —

the Commission alsequested a rate impact analysis in the Procedural Order issued on
September 6, 2023, showing the combined rate impacts of proposed and approved investments
from the instant docket, Docket Nos. 23-03003 (NDPP Plan), 23-03004 (NDPP Cost Recovery),

21-06001 (2021 IRP), 22-03024 (First Amendment to the 2021 IRP), 22-09006 (Third
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Amendment to the 2021 IRP), 22-11032 (Fourth Amendment to the 2021 IRP), and 20-07023
(Fourth Amendment to the 2018 IRP). (/d.)

318.  Staff notes that, because the Financial Plan and rate impact analysis incorporate
NV Energy’s proposed 60/40 (NPC/SPPC) split, the results of both the Financial Plan and rate
impact analysis would likely be affected, as the capital expenditures reqwmmcﬂ}/m for SPPC and NPC

would be different under Staff’s proposed split. (Ex. 301 at 22.) S mtates that, in response to

f
data requests, NV Energy provided the effects on certain ﬁnan‘%ﬁ%ﬂl metri ween 2023- 2028

I
JJ J%%/ ly W
Iﬁw |

g
Wes the Sierra Solar prgj
different ownership allocations: a 100 percent allqﬁ%ﬁ%% SPP 100 percent al
O/ 10 spht provided by Staff as

|
% >
319.  Staff recommends that the C ission fitie )Jl‘ﬂ% WRR, PWSC, and

=

ect. and four

of five different scenarios, including a scenario that re J
P
WM f
cation to

%ﬁ

NPC, NV Energy’s proposed 60/40 split, and Staff’s propo

E@E

Financial Analysis cannot M ied Wpon to evaluate the costs associated with NV

placeholders and to reﬂect acel ost structures for its renewable placeholders.
(Ex. 301 WMWWWW st ”“‘ nalyses incorporate placeholder assumptions, the cost of

thMM atel flows thro RR, PWSC, and financial analyses, that appear to diverge
y

from the act %mwanning that NV Energy is doing, and accordingly do not represent the costs
associated with Mw/
|
320. Staff'«
reflect resources that had been requested in the Joint Application or that have already expended

funds. (Ex. 301 at 24.) Specifically, Staff states that the Crescent Valley Solar project and

Amargosa Valley Solar Energy Zone project were not included as placeholders despite NV
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Energy having performed various stages of planning for each of them. (/d. at 24-25.) Staff states
that NV Energy included Solar PV and BESS placeholders in 2027 and beyond, however, Staff
states that the size of the placeholders shown in the anticipated completion year for Crescent

Valley Solar and Amargosa Valley Solar Energy Zone are not reflective of the actual projects.

(Id. at 25-26.) mHWWHHuM

321.  Staff states that, at a minimum, a project for Wthh reement such as an

APA, is in place, a land acquisition and/or permitting has been mplet H Mmmmmd any project that

/({ N ly
NV Energy plans on seeking approval in the three-yearW 1on 1//3 lan period shcmwuzw ”” e considered a

Iﬂ" p

reasonably known project and included as a placehw@wl //I\m omic analys1s x 301 at

27)

renewable PPA pr1c1ng, ///)
i

not appropriate for wa ergy to |

given that NV Energy has WW%M .
[

ame

= =

Wﬂ”ﬂ“

ereas NV Energy-owned project may be subject to cost

i WWMM that the price for PPA resources is known and fixed

investment. (/d.) %’iJJ g s” that, to the extent that more future projects are NV Energy-owned,
and thus require mort apital expenditures, the economic and financial analyses likely understate
the costs of the placeholders and total costs associated with NV Energy’s plans. (/d. at 29.)

323.  Staff sates, therefore, the PWRR and PWSC analyses and Financial Plan are not

representative of NV Energy’s actual planning and cannot be reasonably relied upon to evaluate
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these plans because it appears that a significant chunk of cost information is missing. (Ex. 301 at
29.)
NV Energy’s Rebuttal

324. NV Energy disagrees that the Financial Plan should not be relied on, but notes

that Staff affirms that the Financial Plan is consistent with the relevant rmmyrce planning
)

%’//mr

W
regulations, and NV Energy agrees with this assessment. (Ex. 139 MWM) NV Energy states that
while there may be room for improvement to better align the I%%ﬁnan ’H M ’ alysis with NV
i,

[ appfllcable require ”‘
4,

Energy’s previous filings. (/d.) NV Energy notes M‘WW» IRP a %Jsmess plan c//

Energy’s business plan, the analysis still is in line with ants and NV

[w

similarities, but they serve two different purposes and NV”’M%W y is currently evaluating how to

best make the financial analysis align w rgy’s busin es

!
//////////
(Ud.) W /(W//////////// )ﬂﬂﬂ
325. NV Enerﬁmlﬂm
future projects be i 1%'r in NV ”'""
includes future resources WHWW @ ‘/" I

perWMH s1ze tlmlng,

Energy Sta‘ﬂ’ WW H]H

will likely change i

ential fulliie resources proposed by Staff are beyond the action plan

I
st suby H%ct to change as the system needs change. (/d.) NV

least cost capacity ex
Energy further explains that PPA-style pricing is assumed for all placeholders so the PWRR and
PWSC are not influenced by assuming one recovery structure when another one might be used.

(/d.)
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326. NV Energy also notes that, because size, timing, and associated cost of any
reasonably known future projects are subject to change as the system needs change, if these
projects were inserted in lieu of generic placeholder resources, the representation of these

reasonably known future projects would necessarily vary between the Alternative Plans

%%Wﬁ'

depending on the proposed projects in each plan. (Ex. 137 at 19.) mmmmmﬂ

Commission Discussion and Findings mﬂm

327. The Commission finds that NV Energy’s develdpment aﬂwwmwmmsideraﬁon of the

D,

N
four resource plans are sufficient for the purposes of thﬂmMMonomlc analysis an ”” consistent

|

i
‘[[Uw %}}W
with the relevant resource planning regulations. "EM Cdmmissio m%rees with Sta”l at each of
i q

WM W th fimely retirement of coal
.

il

| LA

WSWWnalysm,

Ik
o
mr,” The Commigsi d /{mt NV Energy’s Financial Plan is consistent with the

the[H relevant resource planning regulations.
J,

rde ”malanning lations. The Financial Plan, provided in Volume 1, presents NV

Energy’s analysis MMW w fi ancial impact of the Preferred and Alternate Plans on both NPC and
SPPC. The Commission finds that NV Energy provided the financial information and
assumptions used to develop their Financial Plan as required by NAC 704.9401. Like previous

financial plans, NV Energy provided its analysis of the following financial information for the

Preferred and Alternate Plans over the 20-year period, 2022-2041: capital expenditures, external
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financing requirements, total rate base, electric revenue requirement, impacts on average system
cost, and impacts on credit metrics. Additionally, in this Joint Application, NV Energy added
customer rate impact analysis of the projects proposed for approval to the Financial Plan, due to
the Commission’s requested customer rate impact analyses in recent IRP amendments, including
Docket Nos. 22-09006 and 22-11032. The Commission also requestedWmmm impact analysis in
the Procedural Order issued on September 6, 2023, showing the co ed rate impacts of

fogket No Wﬂ%’m ’03 003 (NDPP
|
“Uw

WMHHH ly,
Plan), 23-03004 (NDPP Cost Recovery), 21-06001 QO[HWM WRP)// 22-03024 (Firsf Amendment to

l[Uw
202 1LIRP), 2 mmz (Fourth4

[w

proposed and approved investments from the instant docket,

Amendment to

330. The Commission finds tha e the Financial'fy "f,,,

incorporate NV Energy’s proposed 60/40 (

»——
=

results of both the FinanciW duand rate impag

Lo

I
expenditures requlr%@%y’m

/@PPC a

331.  While prep

Commi SSWWW/W%W srned “ ‘

can, WMJ

—

; NPC are diffe

W

degree to which the PWRR, PWSC, and Financial Analysis
il to eva%awte the costs associated with NV Energy’s proposed plans

financial analyses, that appear to diverge from the actual planning that NV Energy is doing, and

accordingly would not represent the costs associated with NV Energy’s actual resource planning.
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332. The Commission finds that NV Energy’s economic analysis did not include
placeholders that reflect resources that had been requested in the Joint Application or for which
funds have already been expended. Specifically, the Crescent Valley Solar project and
Amargosa Valley Solar Energy Zone project were not included as placeholders despite NV

Energy having performed various stages of planning for each of them. T}W Fnergy included
%

gosa Valley Solar

I

,for which an a eement such

[w

HHHHHIHHWWJJJJ

Energy Zone are not reflective of the actual projects. Hﬂmﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂ

333. The Commission finds that, at a miaf

Feen completed, and any project

|

Il //ﬂﬂ)eriod should be

334, Furthermorm fhieiGe | '-?f:é*" RR and PWSC analyses and
Financial Plan may I}a m

placeholders that are mod”’”W

!
eC 4
projects in r: W%MIRPS and IR
V 4

the time of Comm

overruns and are recé ered through the BTGR for which NV Energy earns a return on its

investment. The Commission finds that, to the extent that more future projects are NV Energy-
owned, and thus require more capital expenditures, the economic and financial analyses likely

understate the costs of the placeholders and total costs associated with NV Energy’s plans.
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335.  Accordingly, the Commission finds that the PWRR and PWSC analyses and
Financial Plan may not best represent NV Energy’s actual planning. NV Energy is directed to
provide one version of each of its plans in the upcoming IRP with placeholders adjusted as
discussed above for projects in progress or requested and to reflect anticipated NV Energy-

owned projects. NV Energy may also provide versions using its currentﬂmmmceholder

V

I

!
J. Western Power Pool (“WPP”’)/WRAP Participat

methodology for comparative purposes. Mﬂ[ﬂﬂ“ﬂﬂﬂﬂm
gl
y
Y

NV Energy’s Position
‘[[UJ

[

| %eloped with WV Energy

.

first binding season has W‘MW iishe

participation, and NMW%M
will allow NV Energy additigl

0
f ,
to add resources in order to pass the forward-

2027 season. (/d.)
Wﬂﬂ
es thafjregional resource adequacy is important for every entity in

resource adequacy issues that have presented themselves over the past several summers. (/d.)
NV Energy states that the WRARP is the first regional reliability planning and compliance

program in the history of the West. (/d.) NV Energy states that with the majority of the entities
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in the West now planning to participate in the WRAP, every utility will be required to be
resource sufficient, thus increasing resource adequacy for the region as a whole. (/d.)

338. NV Energy states that it will face binding compliance obligations for
participation. (Ex. 120 at 13.) NV Energy states that failure to meet these requirements could
result in significant financial penalties. (/d.)

Wmuwﬂﬂw%
339. NV Energy states that membership in WRAP is exﬁﬁ%{ to require participants to

N

show they have generation capacity to meet 100 percent of a n‘fm%ﬁthly 1

eak (P50)
‘ ‘ MMHWW% U

forecasted demand plus the sub regional Planning Resem Margin that is dete thﬂrough
regional modeling. (Ex. 120 at 15-16.) NV Energgyﬂﬂ”@ l” W
forward showing program that occurs 7 months in advance ch b1nd1ng season. (/d. at 16.)
NV Energy states that if a participant fail /ﬁgmeqmrement it will be
assessed a deficiency charge. (/d.) NV Ene dditional resources, NV
Energy will fail to meet tlJl' i »»B ' for the summer of 2027. (/d.)
NV Energy states tl;ﬂw%% pntinues throughout the study period due to
growing customer demand (/¢
BCP’s P a:'"'

g M

BCP states | ivenjthe status of the energy markets, NV Energy’s open

HHW

positions, anwmm risk of being charged penalties for resource deficiency for the summer 2027

season, it would b

rrrrr
yyyyyy

Energy an additional year to meet the WRAP resource adequacy requirements. (/d.)

Staff’s Position



Docket No. 23-08015 Page 146

341. Staff recommends that the Commission order NV Energy to send written notice to
the WPP to defer their WRAP financially binding season from winter 2026-2027 to winter 2027-
2028. (Ex. 307 at 2.) Staff states that NV Energy may have entered the winter 2026-2027
WRAP financially binding season without Commission approval. (/d. at 3.) Staff states that

MIG utility makes a

//m

NAC 704.9503(1)(e) requires an electric utility to amend its action plan[ﬂw
!

commitment for an option that was not available at the time the acﬁ“MW” an was approved. (/d.)
ncial binding

WW

| UW )

dollars for NV Energy to become resource adequate in tim %ﬁm eet WRAP’s resource adequacy

Staff states NV Energy’s commitment to join WRAP’s winter 2{126-20 %W
ly

il

season was not available and evaluated at the time the agtton pf%an was approv
a

Staff notes that committing to WRAP’s 2026 winww ’Fg seagip may require b

[w

during system emergencie at
i

: it 4.
the summer of ZOZ?mmM%%%W withau

subject NV Energy to subs

3AWW ‘ sN

defer* J WW inding season ¢

Ik
g
winter 2027-2028, which is the last season for a

@)@y Loining WRAP but contends that NV Energy should
part1c1pan t tojoin t
October 31, 2024 H‘m‘?”i’ de written notice to WPP to elect to defer. (/d.). Staff states that, with
the October 31, 20241 deadhne this Joint Application will be the Commission’s last opportunity
to weigh in on whether the binding participation in the WRAP should be deferred, absent
opening and expediting an investigatory docket. (/d.)

NV Energy’s Rebuttal
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343. NV Energy agrees that the WRAP is an important development for the western
region and that regional coordination through the program is needed to ensure reliable service.
(Ex. 138 at 10.) NV Energy states that, while earlier participation would enable NV Energy to
experience this regional coordination at an earlier date, it is reasonable to consider a deferred
entry as a binding participant to protect against potential financial penalt'm (Id)

7
Commission Discussion and Findings ﬂﬂﬂ“ﬂﬂﬂ ””
J

344, The Commission supports NV Energy joining \ ,b ’ Wmmers NV Energy to

) ) ) MMMM v W )
send written notice to the WPP to defer its WRAP ﬁna{Wﬁ ly binding season winter 2026-

i
‘[[Uw /%}}ﬂﬂ
2027 to winter 2027-2028. The Commission findg/ mmitt% @%gﬂo WRAP’s 2(%” winter

v

binding season may require billions of dollars for NV Ene become resource adequate in

iy,

nts by late
.

.

,

I
w b }W,

ring system emergencies. NV Energy’s

excess capacity that may beiaiila

i

rrrrrrrrrr

forecasted open pos,(m%% ”r the s

g w
hy

P
L
On ﬁnﬂww/flat NV Energy should defer its binding season one year,

requests in this docket, wo
onto rate WMWWWW//%////X%WW
il

all

([U”m

=

’" The Comm

to winter ZOWW 28, which i the last season for a participant to elect to join the binding phase.

The Commission ngyfes NV Energy does not find it unreasonable to consider a deferred entry

as a binding participéint to protect against potential financial penalties.
THEREFORE, it is ORDERED:
1. The Joint Application is Granted in Part and Modified in Part, as delineated in this

Order.
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Compliances:

2. Nevada Power Company d/b/a NV Energy and Sierra Pacific Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy shall calculate storage availability liquidated damages, and renewable energy
and Portfolio Energy Credit shortfall replacement costs for the Sierra Solar project in accordance
with the calculations detailed in BS3’s Power Purchase Agreement. Nevm%ﬁ Power Company

//m

d/b/a NV Energy and Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Engj "I hall use BS3’s Power

f

Purchase Agreement as a template and replace any BS3 speci alues H MMWH he Sierra Solar

Mﬂﬂ\l ll,

project specific values, to provide documentation that o 1nes %”’ow the 11qu1d amages and
|
f

p”

Power

U

)
,,,,,,,

shortfall replacement costs would be calculated anmfl W ed tor

2 t;mﬂ

Power Purchase Ag 1 m > liquitla nd,shortfall replacement amounts.

: Nevada Po pmpany;dibiaNV Energy and Sierra Pacific Power Company
|l "
NVWW}ergy S WHJ
Cormm status in contit

mfm G

d/b/aNV Energy

Wﬂ”ﬂh

e ownepship in the Valmy conversion.

sta W@@da‘[es to the Commission relative to Idaho Power

,,,,,,,, ompany d/b/a NV Energy and Sierra Pacific Power Company
he information requested in paragraph 9 a. of the Procedural Order

dated September 6, % 23, updated for the findings in this Order.

Directives:
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5. Nevada Power Company d/b/a NV Energy and Sierra Pacific Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy shall provide updates to the Commission regarding geothermal resources and
development in the Valmy region.

6. Nevada Power Company d/b/a NV Energy and Sierra Pacific Power Company
d/b/a NV Energy shall provide one version of each of its plans in the up(mmmmg Integrated

/lm
uJJJJ

Resource Plan with placeholders adjusted as discussed in this Ordﬁw ,,,,,, ” rojects in progress or
J

requested and to reflect anticipated NV Energy-owned proj ectﬁ' evad er Company d/b/a

% I
NV Energy and Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a N Mneréy may also pr versions
L N W
)

using its current placeholder methodology for comlt‘ﬁﬂI m”

-
By the Commisien,

Y CORDOVA, Commissioner

RANDY BROWN, Commissioner

Dated: Carson City, Nevada

(SEAL)



