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February 19, 2025 
 
District Board of Directors 
John Felty 
Corporate Secretary 
Salt River Project Agricultural Improvement and Power District 
1500 N. Mill Ave. 
Tempe, Arizona 85288 
CorporateSecretary@srpnet.com  
 
Re: Sierra Club’s Comments on Salt River Project’s 2025 Pricing Proposal 
 
 Sierra Club offers the following comments regarding Salt River Project Agricultural 
Improvement and Power District’s (“SRP”) 2025 pricing proposal. Unfortunately, the pricing 
proposal put forward by SRP management suffers from serious flaws. SRP’s proposed 3.4% rate 
increase for residential customers and associated changes to the pricing structure will place a 
significant burden on SRP customers. These changes would disproportionately harm low-income 
customers, as well as customers who have rooftop solar on their homes. Moreover, SRP’s price 
increase is being driven by excessive, imprudent spending on high-cost fossil fueled-generation, 
despite the availability of cheaper, cleaner alternative energy sources. Since 2018, over 80% of 
SRP’s capital spending has been on coal and gas, totaling over $1.5 billion, while less than 20% 
of SRP’s capital spending has been on renewable energy. 
 
 Sierra Club urges the Board not to approve the pricing proposal in its current form. While 
Sierra Club recognizes the need to invest in new generation and the challenge of controlling 
costs, we urge SRP to adopt a more balanced approach that minimizes the financial impacts to 
customers while prioritizing development of affordable clean energy solutions that will reduce 
costs for ratepayers instead of costly fossil fuels. In particular, we recommend that the Board: 
 

● Delay the final Board vote on the pricing proposal until summer 2025 and allow 
additional opportunities for public comment and stakeholder input; 

● Open all four proposed rate plans to solar and non-solar customers alike; 
● Maintain the current monthly service charge rather than increasing it in the tiers 

proposed; 
● Reduce the rate increase for residential solar ratepayers to be consistent with increases for 

other residential customers, recognizing the benefits that rooftop solar customers provide 
to the grid; 

● Commit to reduce spending on uneconomic coal-fired and gas-fired power plants and 
invest in cheaper alternatives in order to minimize future rate increases for customers;  
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● Conduct a study by 2026 evaluating the economics of retiring Coronado Generating 
Station in 2030 instead of 2032, and identifying an economic retirement date for 
Springerville Unit 4; and  

● Commit to make additional investments in clean energy and just transition funding in 
communities impacted by upcoming coal-fired power plant retirements. 
 
Sierra Club agrees with most of the proposals put forward by the Arizona Solar Energy 

Industries Association (AriSEIA), Southwest Energy Efficiency Project (SWEEP), Vote Solar, 
Wildfire, Arizona PIRG, and Western Resource Advocates in their presentations to the Board on 
February 6, 2025. Sierra Club also supports the recommendations proposed by those stakeholder 
organizations in their written comments. We urge the Board to implement those suggestions, in 
addition to the recommendations offered in the following comments. 
 
 
I.  Background 

 Sierra Club has long participated in public processes related to SRP’s pricing and 
resource planning. Sierra Club provided comments in SRP’s last pricing proceeding in 2019. 
Sierra Club also engaged extensively in SRP’s Integrated System Plan (“ISP”) process in 2022-
2023. Sierra Club retained an expert, Strategen Consulting, to evaluate SRP’s ISP to prepare an 
alternative resource plan in 2022.1 Strategen used Encompass capacity expansion modeling to 
evaluate SRP’s modeling of resource portfolios and to identify the least-cost resources that meet 
SRP’s projected load.2 Strategen’s analysis found that SRP’s planned expansion of new gas-fired 
generation, including the Coolidge Expansion Project, was not part of a least-cost portfolio.3 
Strategen found that SRP could save hundreds of millions by retiring SRP’s remaining coal-fired 
generating units and replacing them with clean energy resources.4 Strategen recommended that 
SRP avoid investments in new gas generation, move up the retirement date of SRP’s coal-fired 
Coronado Generating Station, and increase investment in renewable energy and demand-side 
resources.5 
 
 
II. SRP’s Pricing Proposal Imposes Greater Costs on Residential Customers. 
 
 SRP is proposing an overall net price increase of 2.4%, effective in November 2025.6 
However, the impact on residential customers would be larger: The average residential customer 
would see a 3.4% net price increase, and the average residential solar customer would see a 5.5% 
net price increase.7 Thousands of residential solar customers currently on the E-13 pricing plan 
                                                 
1 Strategen Consulting, Alternative Resource Plan for Salt River Project Integrated System Plan 
(Oct. 2022), attached as Exhibit B hereto.  
2 Id., Exhibit B at 2. 
3 Id. 
4 Id. 
5 See id. at 3. 
6 Proposed Adjustments to SRP's Standard Electric Price Plans, 29, 31 (Dec. 2, 2024) 
(hereinafter “Proposal”). 
7 Proposal at 31; Modifications to Proposal at 4 (Dec. 30, 2024). 
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would see bill increases of 6% or higher.8 There would be a 4% base revenue increase, partially 
offset by a 1.6% decrease in the Fuel and Purchased Power Adjustment Mechanism 
(“FPPAM”).9 SRP’s proposal is based on a Fiscal Year 2026 Test Year (May 1, 2025, to April 
30, 2026).10  
  
 SRP states that the price increases are driven by capital spending on generation and other 
infrastructure as well as increases in operations and maintenance expenses.11 However, SRP is 
not fully transparent about the drivers of the increase. In fact, a major driver of this price increase 
is SRP’s excessive spending on new and expanded fossil-fueled generation, as discussed in 
Section III below. 
 
 SRP proposes that ten residential and solar residential price plan options be frozen to new 
participation and eliminated by 2029. SRP proposes that all residential and solar customers will 
have only four price plans by 2030: the E-23 Basic Price Plan, E-24 Pre-Pay (M-Power), E-16 
Manage Demand and Save, and the E-28 Conserve and Save plans.  
 
 SRP also proposes a tiered fixed Monthly Service Charge (“MSC”) structure based on the 
size of a customer’s home, with a $20 fixed MSC for single units in multi-family housing, a $30 
MSC for typical single-family homes, and a $40 MSC for large single-family homes. Higher 
fixed customer charges (like the MSC) mean lower usage-based or volumetric charges, reducing 
the incentive and ability for customers to save money by using less energy. The significant 
overall increase in the monthly service charge tiers imposes a significant financial burden on 
residential customers. Instead of penalizing residential customers by raising fixed charges, SRP 
should incentivize energy efficiency programs or demand-side management to help residential 
customers reduce energy consumption and keep their household energy bills manageable. 
 
 SRP’s proposed rate increases will harm many customers. SRP’s proposed 3.4% rate 
increase disproportionately harms low-income families, people on fixed incomes, and people 
struggling with rising living costs who already spend a high percentage of their income on 
energy bills. Many Arizonans are already struggling to cope with increases in energy costs and 
may have to choose between paying higher electric bills and paying for other basic needs.  
 
III.  SRP’s Imprudent Spending on Fossil Fuels Is Driving Higher Costs for Customers. 
 
 Since SRP’s last pricing proceeding, the vast majority of SRP’s capital spending has been 
on fossil fuels. SRP states that it spent $1.9 billion in capital expenditures on generating 
resources over a 6-year period from May 2018 through April 2024.12 Of that $1.9 billion total, 
SRP states that it spent 71% or $1.35 billion on gas-fired generation and 12% or $227 

                                                 
8 Proposal at 51, Figure 9; Modifications to Proposal at 10. 
9 Proposal at 2, 29. 
10 Proposal at 20. 
11 Proposal at 20. 
12 SRP Management Response to Sierra Club Information Request 3, attached as Exhibit A 
hereto; SRP Proposal at 13. 
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million on coal-fired generation.13 In other words, 83% of SRP’s capital spending on 
generation over that 6-year period—a total of roughly $1.58 billion—was spent on fossil 
fuels.  
 
 SRP’s $1.35 billion in capital expenditures on gas included spending on development of 
the twelve-turbine, 575-megawatt (“MW”) Coolidge Expansion Project, as well as construction 
of two new 49.5 MW gas-fired generating turbines at Desert Basin Generating Station, two new 
49.5 MW gas turbines at Agua Fria Generating Station, and two new 49.5 MW gas turbines at 
Copper Crossing Energy Center.14 This brings SRP’s new gas generating capacity additions at 
these four sites to approximately 872 MW. 
 
 SRP’s $227 million in capital spending on coal included $78 million on a project to 
“split” Selective Catalytic Reduction (“SCR”) pollution controls at Coronado Generating Station 
to serve Unit 1 as well as Unit 2, in order to prolong the operating life of this costly, aging coal 
plant until 2032, rather than retiring one of those units earlier as originally planned.15 SRP 
confirms that the cost of the “split” SCR project will be passed on to customers via this 
proceeding as a depreciation expense.16 But as noted above, a 2022 study by Strategen 
Consulting found that SRP could have saved money for ratepayers by retiring Coronado earlier, 
avoiding the need for the “split” SCR project.17 
 
 As SRP’s remaining coal plants continue to age, operation and maintenance expenses and 
sustaining capital expenses at those plants will continue to increase. SRP could very likely save 
customers money by moving up the retirement dates of its remaining coal-fired generating units 
and replacing them with lower-cost resources. For example, Arizona Public Service Company 
found in its 2023 Integrated Resource Plan (“IRP”) that the Company could save tens of millions 
by retiring Four Corners Power Plant in 2028, 2029, or 2030, instead of the reference case of 
2031 retirement, with the largest savings ($139 million) from 2028 retirement.18 While SRP 
owns a smaller share of Four Corners than APS, SRP should evaluate whether it could also save 
money for customers by exiting Four Corners early. SRP should similarly evaluate whether it 
can reduce costs for customers by moving up the retirement date for both Coronado units. 
 
 SRP’s gas plants are driving increased operations and maintenance expenses. Overall, 
SRP states that its annual generation maintenance expenses will increase by roughly $30 million 
from Fiscal Year 2020 through the Fiscal Year 2026 test year.19 Nearly half of this increase is 

                                                 
13 Exhibit A, SRP Management Response to Sierra Club Information Request 3(a),(b). 
14 Proposal at 13, 15. 
15 See Proposal at 13, 19. 
16 Exhibit A, SRP Management Response to Sierra Club Information Request 5(a),(b). 
17 Exhibit B at 3, 8, 12. 
18 Arizona Public Service Company, 2023 Integrated Resource Plan, 75 (Nov. 1, 2023), available 
at https://www.aps.com/-/media/APS/APSCOM-PDFs/About/Our-Company/Doing-business-
with-us/Resource-Planning-and-
Management/APS_IRP_2023_PUBLIC.pdf?la=en&sc_lang=en&hash=DF34B49033ED43FF02
17FC2F93A0BBE6. 
19 Proposal at 22. 
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driven by a major overhaul at the gas-fired Mesquite Generating Station planned for Fiscal Year 
2026.20 
 
 SRP’s coal and gas-fired units are costly. An appendix to SRP’s proposal quantifies 
spending and revenue requirements at SRP’s coal-fired and gas-fired power plants, including 
capital spending, operations & maintenance, fuel costs, etc.21 In Fiscal Year 2024, SRP states 
that it had a $430 million net cost of plant at Springerville Generating Station, a $221 million net 
plant at Coronado, $55 million at Four Corners, $278 million at Coolidge, and $184 million at 
Desert Basin.22 Total annual cost in Fiscal Year 2024 was $269 million at Coronado, $194 
million at Springerville, $66 million at Four Corners, $140 million at Desert Basin, and $74 
million at Coolidge.23 
 
 SRP’s spending on coal and gas is imprudent and has resulted in unnecessary costs to 
customers. Available alternatives such as solar, wind, and energy efficiency are significantly 
cheaper than coal or gas generation. Solar and wind power are among the lowest-cost generating 
resources available in Arizona today, and clean energy projects provide the greatest value over 
the lifetime of the resource.24 Solar and wind resources have lower operating costs than 
conventional generation, and zero fuel costs, avoiding fuel price volatility.25 Development of 
clean energy resources ultimately results in lower-cost electricity generation, resulting in lower 
utility bills for consumers.26 Moreover, energy efficiency is the cheapest, most competitive 
energy resource option available, often costing three or four times less than other options.27 It is 
much less expensive to reduce power consumption via increased efficiency than it is to spend 
money building new generating resources to provide an equivalent amount of power. 
 
 Despite directing 83% of its capital spending—over $1.5 billion—to costly fossil-fueled 
generation over the last six years, SRP refuses to clearly acknowledge that its spending on goal 
and gas is a major driver of the proposed rate increase. In response to a discovery request, SRP 
attempts to argue that none of the proposed rate increase can be attributed to its spending on 
coal-fired and gas-fired generation, based on SRP’s claim that alternatives would have been 
more expensive.28 On the contrary, Strategen Consulting’s analysis in SRP’s 2022-2023 ISP 
found that SRP’s expansion of new gas-fired generation was not part of a least-cost portfolio, 

                                                 
20 Proposal at 22. 
21 See Derivation of Proposed Changes to SRP's Transmission and Ancillary Services Prices at 
31-32, Table 3. 
22 Id.  
23 Id. 
24 See, e.g, Direct Testimony of Theodore Geisler at 20-21, Docket No. E-01345A-22-0144 
[Arizona Public Service Company Rate Case] (Ariz. Corp. Comm’n Oct. 28, 2022), available at 
https://edocket.azcc.gov/search/document-search/item-detail/304050. 
25 Id. at 20. 
26 Id. at 21. 
27 See, e.g., Tucson Elec. Power Co., 2017 Integrated Resource Plan at 93 (Chart 20: 2017 
Levelized Cost of All Resources), (Apr. 3, 2017), available at https://www.tep.com/wp-
content/uploads/2016/04/TEP-2017-Integrated-Resource-FINAL-Low-Resolution.pdf. 
28 SRP Management Response to Sierra Club Information Request 8. 
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and that SRP could save hundreds of millions by retiring its remaining coal-fired plants and 
replacing them with clean energy resources.29 
 
 In addition to imposing unnecessary costs on customers, SRP’s fossil fuel spending spree 
is also exacerbating the climate crisis and hurting public health. SRP’s dirty coal-fired and gas-
fired power plants are major sources of greenhouse gas emissions that cause climate change, and 
also emit other air pollutants that are harmful to human health. For example, air pollution from 
the Coolidge Expansion Project alone will cause increases in respiratory illnesses, heart attacks, 
and mortality rates that are projected to increase total healthcare costs for Arizona residents by 
millions of dollars per year and by hundreds of millions over the project’s operating life. Air 
pollution from the Coolidge project will worsen already-poor air quality in Pinal County and 
have a disproportionate harmful impact on a community that is predominantly people of color. 
 

Going forward, SRP must closely scrutinize its capital expenditures and operations and 
maintenance spending on uneconomic coal-fired and gas-fired power plants in order to minimize 
future rate increases for customers. SRP must rigorously evaluate potential cost savings for 
customers that can be achieved by reducing spending on fossil fuel resources and accelerating 
investment in affordable clean alternatives including solar, wind, battery storage, energy 
efficiency, and demand-side management. SRP should commit to conduct a study within one 
year of the final Board vote in this proceeding (i.e. in 2026) evaluating the economics of retiring 
and replacing Coronado Generating Station in 2030 instead of 2032, and identifying an economic 
retirement date for Springerville Unit 4. Given the significant lead time needed to plan for coal 
unit retirements and to develop replacement resources, SRP must not wait until its next ISP in 
2028 to conduct this analysis. SRP must plan for coal retirements now. 

 
IV.  SRP’s Pricing Proceeding Does Not Allow for Adequate Stakeholder Review 

 SRP’s pricing proceeding has followed a rushed, arbitrary process that has made it 
difficult for the public to participate and severely limited stakeholder engagement. SRP publicly 
issued its pricing proposal on December 2, 2024. Together, the proposal and its supporting 
studies total hundreds of pages and include highly technical information that requires expertise to 
fully evaluate.  

 SRP required interested stakeholders wishing to present to the Board to provide copies of 
their presentations to SRP by February 3, 2025, only two months later. This did not allow 
sufficient time for interested stakeholders to retain expert witnesses to review SRP’s proposal. 
Because SRP’s compressed timeline precluded hiring the expert witnesses necessary for full 
participation, stakeholders seeking to understand and analyze SRP’s proposal and to provide 
recommendations are at a disadvantage. Limiting stakeholder participation in this way 
undermines transparency and accountability, allowing SRP to operate without full scrutiny. 

 SRP also impeded public participation via a slow and limited discovery process which 
prevented stakeholders from receiving information in time to incorporate it in their analyses. 
SRP routinely took three or more weeks to respond to information requests from stakeholders. 
For example, Sierra Club sent an information request to SRP on January 13, 2025, but did not 
                                                 
29 Exhibit B at 2. 
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receive a response until February 4, more than three weeks later, and after the deadline to 
provide copies of stakeholder presentations to SRP. Other stakeholders did not receive responses 
to their requests for a month or more, a major obstacle given the short duration of the 
proceeding. SRP also arbitrarily limited stakeholder interviews to a single day, and allowed each 
stakeholder only one hour to question company representatives. 

 SRP is seeking to have the Board approve the proposal on February 27, 2025, less than 
three months after the price increase was first proposed. There is absolutely no need for SRP to 
conduct its pricing proceeding on such an abbreviated timeline. By contrast, rate cases for 
Arizona Public Service, Tucson Electric Power, and other regulated utilities routinely take six to 
eight months or more, allowing far more opportunities for stakeholder review, discovery, 
questioning of company representatives, and public participation, including several evening 
public comment sessions. SRP’s abbreviated process prevents the public from meaningfully 
reviewing the pricing proposal or its impacts. In light of these failings, SRP should delay voting 
on the proposed price increase until summer 2025. This would allow additional time for public 
participation and more meaningful stakeholder engagement. 

V. Conclusion 

 For the foregoing reasons, Sierra Club urges the Board not to approve the pricing 
increase as currently proposed. SRP should adopt a more balanced approach that minimizes the 
financial impacts on customers while prioritizing development of affordable clean energy 
solutions instead of costly fossil fuels. It should also adopt a process that accommodates greater 
public engagement and input. We recommend that the Board: 
 

● Delay the final Board vote on the pricing proposal until summer 2025 and allow 
additional opportunities for public comment and stakeholder input; 

● Open all four proposed rate plans to solar and non-solar customers alike; 
● Maintain the current monthly service charge rather than increasing it in the tiers 

proposed; 
● Reduce the rate increase for residential solar ratepayers to be consistent with rate 

increases for other residential customer classes, recognizing the benefits that rooftop solar 
customers provide to the grid; 

● Commit to reduce spending on uneconomic coal-fired and gas-fired power plants and 
invest in cheaper alternatives in order to minimize future rate increases for customers;  

● Conduct a study by 2026 evaluating the economics of retiring Coronado Generating 
Station in 2030 instead of 2032, and identifying an economic retirement date for 
Springerville Unit 4; and  

● Commit to make additional investments in clean energy and just transition funding in 
communities impacted by upcoming coal-fired power plant retirements.  
 
As noted above, Sierra Club also supports the recommendations proposed by AriSEIA, 

SWEEP, Vote Solar, Wildfire, Arizona PIRG, and Western Resource Advocates in their 
presentations to the Board and in their written comments. We urge the Board to implement those 
suggestions, in addition to Sierra Club’s recommendations in these comments. 
/// 
/// 
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Respectfully submitted this 19th day of February, 2025. 
 

__/s/ Sandy Bahr_____________ 
Sandy Bahr 
Director 
Sierra Club Grand Canyon Chapter 
sandy.bahr@sierraclub.org 
 

 
 
Exhibits: 
 
Exhibit A:  SRP Management Response to Sierra Club First Set of Information Requests, 

Feb. 4, 2025 
 
Exhibit B:  Strategen Consulting, Alternative Resource Plan for Salt River Project Integrated 

System Plan, Oct. 2022 
 
 
 
 



EXHIBIT A 

  



 SRP Management Response to 

Sierra Club’s First Request for Information Regarding 

SRP’s Proposed Changes to its Electric Rate Schedules 

 

1. Please provide copies of SRP’s responses to all written information requests received from other 
stakeholder organizations or law firms, including AriSEIA, Vote Solar, SWEEP, Earthjustice, Tierra 
Strategies, and Rose Law Group, related to SRP’s pricing proceeding. Please provide these 
responses on an ongoing basis as they become available. 

SRP Response:  

All responses from SRP management are posted at Pricing process documents and materials | 
SRP. If any response references a separate data file or attachment, those materials are available 
for inspection at SRP’s main administrative offices. To receive a copy of a particular record, please 
submit a specific written request. 

 

2. Please provide copies of the transcript and video recording of the stakeholder interviews of SRP 
management and consultants conducted on January 16, 2025 as soon as that transcript and 
recording become available. 

SRP Response:  

For the interviews on January 16, 2025, if the transcript is not posted on SRP’s website, SRP 
management will provide a copy. The interviews were not video recorded. 

 

3. Please refer to the Proposed Adjustments to SRP's Standard Electric Price Plans (“Proposal”), page 
13. Here, SRP states that it made approximately $2 billion in capital investments in generation 
resources from May 2019 through April 2024. 

a. What percentage of that $2 billion total was invested in gas-fired generating resources 
during that 5-year period?  

b. What is the total amount (in dollars) of SRP’s capital investment in gas-fired generating 
resources from May 2019 through April 2024?  

c. What percentage of that $2 billion total was invested in coal-fired generating resources 
during that 5-year period?  

d. What is the total amount (in dollars) of SRP’s capital investment in coal-fired generating 
resources from May 2019 through April 2024? 

SRP Response:  



In reference to page 13, the approximately $2 billion in capital investments in generation 
resources is also inclusive of capital spent between May 2018 through April 2019. When excluding 
that year to focus on capital spent from May 2019 through April 2024, $1,470 million was spent 
on generation resources. Throughout the Proposed Adjustments to SRP’s Standard Electric Plans, 
all other references to the May 2019 through April 2024 timeframe have the associated dollars 
referenced. 

For the purposes of breaking out into percentages and total amounts, $1,908M was spent in total 
on generating resources from May 2018 through April 2024. 

a. Approximately 71% was invested in gas-fired generating resources 
b. Approximately $1,348M was invested in gas-fired generating resources. 
c. Approximately 12% was invested in coal-fired generating resources. 
d. Approximately $227M was invested in coal-fired generating resources. 

When removing the May 2018 through April 2019 capital, $1,470M was spent in total on 
generating resources from May 2019 through April 2024. We see a similar percentage allocation 
to gas-fired and coal-fired generation in this timeframe. 

a. Approximately 67% was invested in gas-fired generating resources 
b. Approximately $984M was invested in gas-fired generating resources. 
c. Approximately 14% was invested in coal-fired generating resources. 
d. Approximately $201M was invested in coal-fired generating resources. 

 
 

4. Please refer to the Proposal, page 18. Here, discussing generation maintenance and 
improvements, SRP states that from May 2019 to April 2024, SRP spent approximately $660 
million on power plant betterments, driven largely by work at Palo Verde Generating Station 
(approximately $181 million) and Gila River Generating Station (approximately $125 million).  

a. Please describe the $125 million in spending at Gila River Generating Station during that 
period.  

b. Of the $660 million spent on power plant betterments from May 2019 through April 2024, 
how much of that total was spent on gas-fired generating resources?  

c. Of the $660 million spent on power plant betterments from May 2019 through April 2024, 
how much of that total was spent on coal-fired generating resources? 

SRP Response:  

The $660M spent on power plant betterments is a subset of the $2B spent on generation 
resources from page 13 and is representative of capital spent between May 2019 through April 
2024.  

a. The $125 million in spending at Gila River Generating Station was associated with Gila River 
Block 1, Block, 4, common equipment, and switchyard refurbishment and reliability projects 
between May 2019 and April 2024. Approximately 82% of this total allocation was associated 
with combustion turbine overhauls at Block 1 (FY21) and Block 4 (FY24), a new generator step-
up transformer (GSU), GSU repairs, and Block 4 full generator rewind in FY20, significant water 
and chemistry system updates, controls improvements, and fogger enhancements for FY21-
FY23, Block 1 cooling tower rebuild, Block 4 steam turbine repairs, turbine controls 



replacements, environmental catalysts, station transformers, and a new well in FY24. The 
remaining 18% was allocated to smaller projects, each under $2M in magnitude. 

b. Approximately 55%, or $363M, of the $660M spent on power plant betterments was spent 
on gas-fired generating resources. 

c. Approximately 18%, or $119M, of the $660M spent on power plant betterments was spent 
on coal-fired generating resources. 
 

5. Please refer to the Proposal, page 19. Here, SRP states that the project to “split” the selective 
catalytic reduction (SCR) system to accommodate both Coronado Generating Station units will 
cost approximately $78 million and is expected to be in service by February 2025.  

a. Is SRP seeking to recover that $78 million cost from customers via this pricing proceeding, 
in whole or in part?  

b. If so, how much of that $78 million cost is SRP seeking to recover from customers via this 
proceeding? 

SRP Response:  

a. Yes, the cost of the selective catalytic reduction (SCR) system is included in this 
proceeding. 

b. The $78 million flows through to the Cost Allocation Study through annual depreciation 
expense. The $78 million will be depreciated on a straight-line basis through the 
accounting life of 12/31/2028. 
 

 
6. Please refer to the Proposal, page 19. SRP states that the Coronado “split” SCR project and its 

operational strategy for Coronado “will reliably and economically meet customer load growth 
while allowing SRP to meet its 2035 Sustainability Goals to reduce CO2 emissions” and that “[t]his 
approach will result in less CO2 emissions than if CGS Unit 1 were retired in 2025, while 
maintaining critical capacity to serve SRP customer needs during the highest demand seasons.” 

a. Has SRP performed any analysis demonstrating that the Coronado split SCR upgrade will 
provide reliable and economic supply for customer load growth? If so, please provide that 
analysis.  

b. Did SRP perform any analysis of alternatives to the Coronado split SCR project, including 
analysis of other resources that could replace Coronado and their CO2 emissions relative 
to Coronado emissions? If so, please provide that analysis. 

SRP Response:  

In 2019, SRP identified and compared several alternatives for meeting the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) Regional Haze Rule requirements and source-specific, better-than 
Best Available Retrofit Technology (BART) determination for Coronado Generating Station (CGS).  
The results of the comparison are summarized in the attached SRP Board presentations.   

As described in the December 2019 presentation, SRP considered three options for complying 
with EPA’s CGS BART determination:  1) install Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) on Unit 1 by 
2025 by procuring all new components; 2) retire and replace Unit 1 by 2025; and 3) install SCR 



on Unit 1 by splitting the existing SCR installed on Unit 2, so that each unit would have SCR upon 
completion of the project.   

As part of Option #3, SRP also proposed voluntarily to operate the CGS units at reduced output 
beginning in 2026 and to cease coal generation by end of 2032.  This operating approach was 
designed to reduce CO2 emissions from Option #3 to a level comparable to retiring coal 
operations at Unit 1 by 2025 (Option #2).  To implement this operating approach, SRP agreed to 
a CO2 emissions cap from both CGS units, as described in the January 2020 SRP Board 
presentation.   

Option #3 was selected based on several considerations: 

- The split SCR will comply with EPA’s BART emission limits for CGS at similar or lower costs 
and CO2 emission levels than the other alternatives considered.  

- At the time of this assessment, SRP’s peak demand was projected to grow at three times the 
national average. The split SCR option preserved the generation capacity provided by the 
CGS units to meet this unprecedented demand growth.    

- At the time of this assessment, alternatives such as energy storage technologies were 
advancing, but were not yet proven to be capable of reliably meeting SRP’s projected 
demand. The split SCR option provided additional time for SRP to gain more operating 
experience with battery storage technology, which may ultimately help to reduce the 
amount of new gas generation that will be needed.  

- The commitment to retire both units by 2032 allows additional time for CGS employees and 
the surrounding communities to plan for closure compared to Option #2. 

 
Construction of the split SCR was completed in late 2024 and SRP will begin operations in 2025 
in accordance with CGS BART operating strategy. 

 

7. Please refer to the Proposal, page 22. Here, SRP states that its annual generation maintenance 
expenses have increased nearly $30 million since Fiscal Year 2020 Test Year through Fiscal Year 
2026 Test Year, which SRP states is primarily attributable to increases for maintenance at Palo 
Verde Generating Station and a “major overhaul” at Mesquite Generating Station.  

a. Please describe the “major overhaul at Mesquite Generating Station planned for Fiscal 
Year 2026.”  

b. From Fiscal Year 2020 Test Year through Fiscal Year 2026 Test Year, has there been an 
increase in generation maintenance expenses at coal-fired power plants wholly or partly 
owned by SRP? If so, what is the dollar amount of SRP’s share of those generation 
maintenance expenses?  

c. During that period, has there been an increase in generation maintenance expenses at 
SRP’s gas-fired power plants besides Mesquite Generating Station? If so, what is the dollar 
amount of that increase?  



d. Please provide SRP’s annual generation maintenance expenses in Fiscal Year 2020 Test 
Year and in Fiscal Year 2026 Test Year at (i) its coal-fired generating facilities and (ii) its 
gas-fired generating facilities. 

SRP Response:  

a. The Scope of Mesquite major overhaul: This major overhaul involves work on SRP’s block 
1 combined cycle unit.  The work involves a hot gas path inspection and 
replacement/repair of key components, a steam unit inspection and replacement/repair 
of key components, replacement of both gas turbine rotors, cooling tower repairs, various 
valve, pump and motor repairs along with steam piping inspection and repairs.   
 

b. There has not been an increase in generation maintenance expenses at coal-fired power 
plants from Fiscal Year 2020 Test Year through Fiscal Year 2026 Test Year. 

 
c. There has been a $12 million increase in generation maintenance expenses at all other 

gas-fired power plants besides Mesquite Generating Station from Fiscal Year 2020 Test 
Year through Fiscal Year 2026 Test Year. 

 
d. (i) The annual generation maintenance expenses at coal-fired generating facilities was 

$65 million in Fiscal Year 2020 Test Year and $56 million in Fiscal Year 2026 Test Year. (ii) 
The annual generation maintenance expenses at gas-fired generating facilities was $66 
million in Fiscal Year 2020 Test Year and $92 million in Fiscal Year 2026 Test Year. 

 

 
8. Please refer to the Proposal, page 31, Table 1.  

a. Of the targeted annual 3.4% revenue adjustment for residential customers, (i) what 
percentage of that increase is attributable to SRP’s spending on coal-fired generating 
resources, and (ii) what percentage of that increase is attributable to SRP’s spending on 
gas-fired generating resources?  

b. Of the targeted annual 5.9% revenue adjustment for residential customers, (i) what 
percentage of that increase is attributable to SRP’s spending on coal-fired generating 
resources, and (ii) what percentage of that increase is attributable to SRP’s spending on 
gas-fired generating resources?  

c. Of the targeted annual 2.4% revenue adjustment for all customer classes, (i) what 
percentage of that increase is attributable to SRP’s spending on coal-fired generating 
resources, and (ii) what percentage of that increase is attributable to SRP’s spending on 
gas-fired generating resources? 

SRP Response:  

This specific analysis is not typically performed by SRP, making it challenging to provide a precise 
quantitative answer due to the fungible nature of expenses and pricing. However, it is important 
to note that SRP’s prices are generally lower because of the continued use of coal-fired and gas-
fired resources, compared to a scenario where these resources were retired early or not utilized. 



For instance, as highlighted on page 163 of the Integrated System Plan, “the addition of 2,000 
MW of firm natural gas in the Balanced System Plan allows the average system cost to be 
considerably lower than the No New Fossil and Minimum Coal strategic approaches.” 

Lower natural gas prices contributed towards the FPPAM price decrease included in 
Management’s Proposal. 

When comparing the average $/kWh price under the current proposal and that from the last 
Pricing Process (in 2019), and calculating the average $/kWh price attributable to coal and natural 
gas depreciation, O&M, and in-lieu taxes, the amount has declined for both coal and natural gas. 

For these reasons, it is correct to say that none of the price increases for residential, residential 
solar, or all customer classes are attributable to SRP’s spending on coal or natural gas. 

 

9. Please refer to the Proposal, page 15. SRP states that for the Copper Crossing project and Coolidge 
Expansion Project, it is using a new vendor to achieve savings relative to quotes from previous 
vendors. Why wasn’t the lowest-cost vendor used for the Desert Basin and Agua Fria expansion 
projects? 

SRP Response:  

The LM6000 work at Desert Basin and Agua Fria was performed 2 years prior to the work at 
Copper Crossing.  At that time, the low cost vendor was relatively unknown and had very little 
experience in building LM6000 units.  In addition, the timeline for building the Desert Basin and 
Agua Fria units was very tight and didn’t allow sufficient time to explore the new vendor option 
given their significant lack of experience.  Over the course of the next couple of years, the new 
vendor completed multiple units and SRP had sufficient time to complete a thorough evaluation 
of the vendor so that when the Copper Crossing and Coolidge Expansion evaluations were 
performed, SRP had strong confidence that the new vendor could complete the projects and 
result in significant cost savings. 

 
 

10. Please refer to the document titled “Derivation of Proposed Changes to SRP's Transmission and 
Ancillary Services Prices,” pages 31-32, Table 3. The portions of Table 3 on these pages provide 
revenue requirement data for Fiscal Year 2024 for SRP’s coal and gas-fired resources.  

a. Please provide equivalent data for Fiscal Years 2022 and 2023 for Coronado, Four Corners, 
Springerville, Craig and Hayden.  

b. Please provide equivalent data for Fiscal Years 2022 and 2023 for Agua Fria, Desert Basin, 
Gila, Kyrene, Mesquite, Santan, and Coolidge. 

SRP Response:  

Fiscal Years 2022 and 2023 data were not used in or pertinent to the recently published Derivation 
of Proposed Changes to SRP’s Transmission and Ancillary Services Prices. Because data from those 
years was not used, Total Annual Cost by Generating Station was not calculated for those years. 



In addition, no ancillary study was performed to determine percentage allocation factors - and 
therefore revenue requirements - for those years. The last update to the Derivation of Proposed 
Changes to SRP’s Transmission and Ancillary Services Prices was in 2019 and is attached for 
reference. Table 3 can be found on pages 28-30. 
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