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SIERRA
CLUB

April 26, 2022
VIA ELECTRONIC FILING

Jasmine Kirkland

Public Utility Commission of Texas
Central Records

P.O.Box 13326

Austin, Texas 78711

512-936-7180

Re:  PUCT Docket No. 52485, Application of Southwestern Public Service Company to
Amend Its Certificate of Convenience and Necessity to Convert Harrington Generating
Station from Coal to Natural Gas.

Dear Ms. Kirkland:

In accordance with the Administrative Law Judge’s direction please find attached for
filing, Errata Pages to Direct Testimony of Devi Glick on Behalf of Sierra Club, admitted at the
at the April 26, 2022 Hearing. As explained by Ms. Glick on the record, edits were made to bates
stamped pages 0002-04, 0010, 0043-44, 0049-57. Thank you.

Respectfully submitted,

Joshua Smith

Sierra Club

2101 Webster St., Suite 1300
Oakland, CA - 94612-3011
(415) 977-5660
joshua.smith@sierraclub.org
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implemented during the units’ remaining lives, it should choose to retire

between one and three Harrington units.

Q Please summarize your recommendations.
A Based on my findings, I offer the following recommendations:
1. The Commission should require the retirement of Unit 1 or affirm that it

will not allow the Company to collect a rate of return on any plant
balances that are not used and useful.

The Commission should find that SPS did not meet its obligation to
demonstrate that converting Harrington Unit 1 to operate on gas is the
least-cost option. This finding should be based SPS’s use of unrealistic
projections for ongoing capital costs, its failure to conduct a COz price
sensitivity, its flawed cost assumption for alterative resources, and its
omission of any analysis on alternative financing mechanisms such as a
regulatory asset or securitization, which can spread out the costs over the
economic life of the asset.

The Commission should require SPS to issue a request for proposal
(“RFP”) and determine which resources are still available and their

timeline for availability.
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Table 4: Sustaining capital expenditure estimates vs actual spending for steam coal

plants and steam gas plants

Annual capital

steam gas plants

company’s steam gas units

. expenditure

Item Description spending ($2021
Million)

Coal Capex
Harrington historical capital Average of 2015-2020 actual $18 59
expenditures spending (coal) | spending '
U.S. EIA estimate of Sargent and Lundy report,
sustaining capital plant 30—40 years old, no FGD $24.12
expenditures for steam coal '
plant
Gas Capex
Harrington projected capex | Projection for 2024-2040, $3.75
spending (gas) escalated at 2%/year )
U.S EIA estimate of Sargent and Lundy report,
sustaining capital plant >30 years old, >1000 $12.47
expenditures for steam gas MW '
plant
SPS historical capital Rate case spending, April 1,
expenditures spending on 2018-March 31, 2019 for $8.58

Source: Calculations based on SPS Response to SC Request 3-3 (a); Ex. DG-7, Exhibit Attachment LJW-2
to Direct Testimony of Laurie Wold on Behalf of SPS, Case No, 19-00170-UT; Ex. DG-6, Sargent & Lundy

Consulting, prepared for U.S. EIA. Generating Unit Annual Capital and Life Extension Costs Analysis,

December 2019.

Q Do SPS’s assumptions around sustaining capital expenditures have a large

impact on its overall findings?

A Yes. As shown in Table 5, SPS estimated the NPV of suséaligigg capital

expenditures for Harr:i)’%ggon operating on gas at between $3+6-+ million (with one

unit converted) and $33-9 million (with all units converted) over the remaining
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$20.5

t.>2 These values are substantially lower than the $42-8 million (one

—

life of the plan
unit converted) to $58-0 million (three units converted) range we estimate based
on SPS’s historical spending on its gas steam plants.>® The comg%isoon is even
more jarring using EIA’s methodology, which shows values of $79:9 million (one
unit converted) to $4+67-8 million (three units converted).>* While it is reasonable
that SPS would want to minimize investments at a plant with such a low projected
capacity factor, there is a baseline level of investment and maintenance required

to ensure the plant is actually reliable and functional when needed. In total, this

O 0 N N W R W

means that SPS has very likely u%c;erstated the ongoing costs required to maintain

. $132.
the Harrington plant by between $42-8 million and $433-9 million.

—_
o

—
—

Table S: Total capex spending at Harrington using original and updated assumptions

Total capex spending (NPV $2021 Convert 3 Convert 2 Convert 1
Million) | units to gas  units to gas _ unit to gas
 Total

SPS projection for sustaining capex on
gas in Harrington 2019 Analysis

U.S. EIA estimate of sustaining capex
for steam gas plant

SPS historical capex spending on steam
gas plants

Delta between SPS projection and updated sustaining capex assumptions

U.S. EIA estimate of sustaining capex $133 9$132.6 $101-85100.8 $63.7863/1
for steam gas plant

SPS historical capex spending on steam $580843.2  $517832.8 $42.8520)5
gas plants

12 Source: Calculations based on SPS Response to SC Request 3-3 (a); Ex. DG-7, Exhibit Attachment LIW-2
13 to Direct Testimony of Laurie Wold on Behalf of SPS, Case No, 19-00170-UT; Ex. DG-6, Sargent &

$33-9$33.5  $2578255 $161S5159
$16785166.1 $127.6$126.3 $799879.0

$91-8876.7 $775 $58.3 $58.9836.5

32 Ex. DG-2, SPS Response to SC Request 2-3(a).

>3 Calculated based on Ex. DG-7, Attachment LYW-2 to Direct Testimony of Laurie
Wold on Behalf of SPS, Case No, 19-00170-UT.

34 Ex. DG-6, Sargent & Lundy Consulting, prepared for U.S. EIA. Generating Unit
Annual Capital and Life Extension Costs Analysis, December 2019. Available at
https://www.eia.gov/analysis/studies/powerplants/generationcost/pdf/full report.pdf.
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