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Re: WNCSEA’s Corrected IRP Comments
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Honorable Clerk and Commissioners:

I serve as counsel and policy director for the North Carclina Sustainable Energy
Association (“NCSEA”). The attached Corrected Comments are being filed to correct an
analytical error in the Commenis filed by NCSEA in this docket on 11 April 2014.
NCSEA’s Workpaper No. 2 in Exhibit A fo NCSEA’s 11 April 2014 Comments
presented solar nameplate capacity data from DEC’s and DEP’s integrated resource plans
as if the data provided in the plans were additive rather than cumulative. Thus, for
example, the original Workpaper No. 2 indicated that, in its 2013 plan, DEC expects
15,421 MWs of mstalled solar by 2028; the revised Workpaper No. 2 corrects this error
to reflect that, in its 2013 plan, DEC expects 1,689 MWs of installed solar by 2028.

In addifion to containing a revised NCSEA Workpaper No. 2, the attached
Corrected Comments contain derivative alterations (1) to the text on pages 10 and 11 of
the comments and {2) to Figure 5. The referenced text and the figure were based on the
original Workpaper No. 2. As such, the correction to the workpaper also necessitates the
corrections to the text and the figure.

The corrections being made in the Corrected Comments do not in any way alter or
change NCSEA’s arguments or recommendations made in its original Comments.

To save paper, Exhibits B, C, and D to NCSEA’s 11 April 2014 Comments are
not being refiled as there were no alterations to any of these exhibits and the original
exhibits remain accessible via the Commission’s website.

i 'Sir_meﬁly,
F Michael D. Youth i
Counsel & Policy Director 4 '
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BEFORE THE NORTH CAROLINA UTILITIES COMMISSION
DOCKET NO. E-100, SUB 137

In the Matter of: ) CORRECTED F ' L E D
2013 Biennial Integrated Resource Plans ) COMMENTS

and Related 2013 REPS Compliance ) MAY 16 2014
Plans )

NC. Uﬁ,’ﬁ{;‘f&“fn";mn
NCSEA’S COMMENTS

Pursuant to the North Carclina Utilities Commission (“Commission™) Order
Establishing Dates for Comments on Integrated Resource Plans and REPS Reports
issued in this docket on 11 October 2013, as modiﬁe& by the 13 March 2014 Commission.
Order Granting Further Extensions of Time, the North Carolina Sustainable Energy
Association (“"NCSEA”) submits the following initial comments on the 2013 integrated
resource plans (“IRPs”) and 2013 REPS compliance plans of Duke Energy Carolinas,
LLC (“DEC”), Duke Energy Progress, Inc. (“DEP”), and Dominion North Carolina
Power (“DNCP”).

Intreduction

NCSEA’s initial comments are arranged as follows: First, NCSEA provides
general contexfualizing comments about DEC’s and DEP’s existing generation resources
and their 2013 plans to bring additional generation resources online during the planning
horizon (i.e., through 2028). Second, NCSEA more narrowly discusses DEC’s and
DEP’s plans as they relate to renswable energy generation resources and demand-side
management/energy efficiency (“DSM/EE™) resources. Third, building wpon these

comments, NCSEA makes four IRP-related arguments:

a. To maintain or even enhance the value of the IRP process, the
Commission should reaffizm the foundational importance of the




proceeding and the need for consistency with other proceedings,
including the avoided cost proceeding;

b. To maintain or even enhance the value of the IRP process, the
Commission should require the utilities to set out concisely in their
IRPs the key policy landscape asswmptions upon which their plans are
based;

¢. The utilities need to be pushed to innovate if they are to exceed their
“base case” DSM/EE projections and approximate the performance
savings to which they aspire and the Commission can provide the
needed “push”™ by strongly encouraging the ufilifies to work with
stakeholders to develop new programs and measures, including a
combined heat and power (“CHP”) pilot program; and

d. The utilities need to be pushed to innovate if they are to exceed their
“base case” DSM/EE projections and approximate the performance
savings to which they aspire and the Commission can provide the
needed “push” by strongly encouraging the utilities to advance their
data access protocols, including making their forms for customer
authorization of sharing wusage information with a third-party
accessible via the internet.

Next, NCSEA’s initial comments tum to the utilities” REPS compliance plans, with a
quick review of past and projected compliance costs relative to the statute-based cost cap.
| Finally, NCSEA makes two REPS compliance plan-related argunments:

e. DEP, DEC and DNCP should be directed to submit letters containing a
one-sentence certification that their 2009 REPS compliance plan
reviews have been conducted and to include, in future REPS
compliance plans, a one-sentence certification that a review has been
conducted (if this is not otherwise obvious via the filing of a revised
past compliance plan with removed redactions); and

f. In light of the ongoing first phase of the 2014 biennial avoided cost
proceeding, the utilities should be directed to create their 2014 REPS
compliance plan avoided cost projections using the methodological
approaches approved in the 2012 biennial avoided cost order, together
with a statement (for DEC and DEP) indicating whether the effect of
the Joint Dispatch Agreement was incorporated or not.

Attached to NCSEA’s initial comments are four eghibits: Exhibit A includes

NCSEA’s workpapers, showing the quantitative data and sources therefor used to




R

generate graphs and other numbers cited herein; Exhibit B is a DEC/DEP data response
to a Southern Alliance for Clean Energy data request; Exhibit C is an Opower report; .
and Exhibit D contains DEC/DEP and DNCP data responses related to usage information_

authorization forms.

Existing Generation Resources and
Planned Generation Resources

Year to year, the utilities’ existing generation resources can and do change. When
such. changes occur, 1t is i.mpértant to keep these changes in mind as they influence the
utilities’ constantly evolving resource plans. Together, DEC’s and DEP’s existing
generation includes: 5,056 MW of nuclear; 3,262 MW of natural 'gas combined cycle
(CC); 4,334 MW of natural gas combustion turbine (CT); and 10,890 MW of coal. See

Figures 1 and 2 infra. Coal remains the dominant generation resource.




Figure 1'
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' Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC"s 2011 Integrated Resource Plan (“DEC 2011 IRP"), Table 5.A, pp. 38, 40,
47, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 128 (1 September 2011); Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC's 2012
Integrated Resource Plan (“DEC 2012 IRP”), Table 5.A, pp. 44-46, 53, Commission Docket No. E-100,
Sub 137 (4 September 2012); Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC"s 2013 Integrated Resource Plan (“DEC 2013

IRP”), pp. 52-54, 58, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 137 (15 October 2013).
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Figure 2’
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As the figures illustrate, DEC’s and DEP’s combined traditional generation
capacity has not changed significantly over the past three years. From 2011 to 2013,
DEC’s existing summer capacity (MW) increased 1.15%; during the same period, DEP’s
existing summer capacity (MW) decreased 2.5%. While overall traditional generation
capacity has not changed significantly during the past three years, there has been a
marked resource shift as almost 1,600 MWs of CC has come on line and an almost-equal

amount of coal capacity has been retired. See Figures 1 and 2 supra.

2 Progress Energy, Inc.’s 2011 Integrated Resource Plan (“DEP 2011 IRP”), Appendix B, Commission
Docket No. E-100, Sub 128 (1 September 2011); Progress Energy, Inc.'s 2012 Integrated Resource Plan
(“DEP 2012 IRP"), Appendix B, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 137 (4 September 2012); Duke
Energy Progress 2013 Integrated Resource Plan ("DEP 2013 IRP”), pp. 48-51, Commission Docket No.
E-100, Sub 137 (15 October 2013).




Against the backdrop of DEC’s and DEP’s existing generation resources, the
implications of their “base case” resource plans’ over the last three years are better
understood. Neither utility’s plans over the last three years have included an addition of
coal capacity; both utilities’ plans have, however, included additions of significant
amounts of CC capacity over the planning horizon: 2,500 MWs in the 2011 plans, 5,200
MWs in the 2012 plans, and, most recently, 4,800 MWs in the 2013 plans. See Figures 3
and 4 infra. As far as traditional generation resources go, a clear shift is underway —

from the existing reliance on coal capacity to an increased future reliance on CC capacity.

* The *base case” resource plans represent updates to the utilities’ 2012 IRPs but do “not take into account
the [potential] sharing of capacity between DEC and DEP. However, the Base Case incorporates the JDA
between DEC and DEP which represents a non-firm energy only commitment between the companies.”
DEC 2013 IRP, p. 27, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 137 (15 October 2013).



Figure 3*

DEC's Resource Approaches in 2011-2013 IRPs
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(Source: NCUC IRP Filings)
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Under DEC's and DEP's “joint planning scenario”, 680 MW of CC in 2017 is delayed one year, 843 MW of CCin 2019 is reduced and delayed two
years, 403 MW of CT is delayed one year, and 403 MW of CT is delayed outside of the study period.

* Exhibit A (NCSEA Workpaper 1).




Figure 4’

DEP's Resource Approaches in 2011-2013 IRPs
Base Case
(Source: NCUC IRP Filings)
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Under DEC's and DEP's "joint planning scenario”, 680 MW of CC in 2017 is delayed one year, 843 MW of CCin 2013 is reduced and delayed two
years, 403 MW of CT is delayed one year, and 403 MW of CT is delayed cutside of the study period.

Almost all of the utilities’ planned CC capacity is scheduled to come on line in
the next five to seven years — i.e., in the first half of the 15-year planning horizon. See

DEC’s and DEP’s “base case” tables infra.

* Exhibit A (NCSEA Workpaper 1).



Table 1-A DEC Base Case

(Source: DEC 2013 IRP, p. 8, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 137 (15 October 2013})

Year Resource MW
2014 Muclear Uprates 20
2015 Lee 3 NG Conversion I Nuclear Uprates 170 ’ 32
2016
2017 New CC 1 Nuclear Uprates 680 J 45
2018 VC Summer Nuclear 66
2019 New CC 843
2020 VC Summer Nuclear 66
2021
2022 New CT 403
2023
2024 New Nuclear 1117
2025
2026 New Nuclear 1117
2027
2028

Note: Table includes both designated and undesignated capacity additions

Table 1-A DEP Base Case

(Source: DEP 2013 IRP, p. 8, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 137 (15 October 2013))

Year Resource MW
2014 Sutton CC* Nuclear Uprates* 625 3
2015 Nuclear Uprates 24
2016
2017
2018 | FastStartCT l CC Uprates VC Summer Nuclear 126 | 137 ‘ 46
2019 New CC 843
2020 VC Summer Nuclear 46
2021 New CC 843
2022 New CC 843

| 2023
2024
2025
2026
2027 New CT 403
2028
Note: Table includes both designated and undesignated capacity additions
*Sutton CC and nuclear uprates projected online 2013; Sutton Coal units 1-3 to be retired Dec 2013




The Plans for Renewable Energy Resources

If nothing else were to change in the utilities’ base case IRPs, their near-term shift
to increased reliance on natural gas would be akin to putting all of our planning “eggs in
one basket™ even as the Commission has “recognize[d] that diversity in a utility’s
resource mix may help to protect the utility and its customers from fuel price fluctuations,
fuel unavailability, and regulatory uncertainties, and may also ensure stability and
reliability in the State’s electricity supply.” Order Approving Integrated Resource Plans
and REPS Compliance Plans, p. 40, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 137 (14
October 2013). However, something else is changing in the utilities’ plans. The utilities’
2013 IRPs reflect an increasing willingness to diversify into clean energy resources,
particularly renewable energy. See Figures 3 and 4 supra. DEC’s and DEP’s planned
renewables-based peak capacity increased to 1,357 MW in their 2013 IRPs — a 155%
increase from a combined 532 MW in their 2011 IRPs and a 40% increase from a
combined 968 MW in their 2012 IRPs. Id.

At the same time that DEC and DEP increased their planned renewables-based
peak capacity additions, the two utilities also revised upward their planned renewables-
based nameplate capacity additions. The increase in planned renewables-based
nameplate capacity is overwhelmingly attributable to solar. By way of example, as
illustrated in Figure 5 infra, DEC’s planned solar nameplate capacity jumped by more

than 1000% between 2011 and 2012 and increased an additional 68% from 1,004 MW in

® Duke Vice President Rob Caldwell has said, “T think you're going to see us asking regulators, ‘Here’s our
least-cost plan — today you know that’s going to be a gas plant — but we think there’s an opportunity for a
more diversified portfolio so we don’t get all our eggs in one basket.”” Downey, J., Duke Energy mulls
adding solar to the utilities’ mix, Charlotte Business Journal (8 November 2013) (accessed on 5 April 2014
at hitp://www .bizjournals.com/charlotte/print-edition/2013/11/08/duke-mulls-adding-solar-to-
utilities.html?page=all). Like traditional physical and financial hedges, diversifying into clean energy
resources, including solar, wind, hydro, biomass and DSM/EE, offers an additional technique for hedging
against the historic (and recent “polar vortex”-related) volatility of natural gas prices.
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the 2012 plan to 1,689 MW in the 2013 plan. DEP’s 2013 IRP adds 485 MW of planned
solar nameplate capacity for a DEC-DEP planned total of 2,174 MW:s of solar nameplate
capacity operational by the end of the 2013 IRP planning horizon. See Exhibit A

(Revised NCSEA Workpaper 2).

. 7
Figure 5
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The utilities’ plans for greater inclusion of renewables, including solar, is not only
contributing diversity to the utilities” portfolios, but it is also actually helping to alleviate
the utilities’ need to rely so heavily on natural gas: “[DEC]’s plan currently projects that
by the end of the planning horizon, [DEC] will have met over 700 MW of peak demand
through solar resources — the equivalent of one large natural gas facility.” DEC 2013
IRP, p. 5, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 137 (15 October 2013).

As stated above, the utilities’ 2013 IRPs reflect an increasing willingness to
diversify into renewable energy resources. NCSEA finds this promising. At the same
time, NCSEA is concerned that these promising plans for renewable energy resources

could be viewed as interesting conceptual exercises, the product of which is limited to

7 Exhibit A (Revised NCSEA Workpaper 2).
11



life within the vacuum of this proceeding. The IRP proceeding draws attention from an
array of stakeholders; the parties, including the utilities and the Public Staff, dedicate
time, talent, and treasure to the IRP process. The value of the IRP process is significantly
diminished if the proceeding is treated as a stand-alone proceeding and not as a
proceeding that is a foundational building block for “upper story” proceedings like the
biennial avoided cost proceeding. To maintain or even enhance the value of the process,
NCSEA argues, infra, that (a) the Commission should reaffirm the foundational
importance of the IRP process and the need for consistency across multiple proceedings,
including the avoided cost proceeding, and (b) the Commission should require the
utilities to set out concisely in their IRPs the key policy landscape assumptions upon
which their plans are based.

The Plans for DSM/EE Resources

The utilities’ 2013 IRPs reflect a much more pronounced willingness to diversify
into renewable energy resources than into DSM/EE. DEC’s and DEP’s 2013 IRPs
project DSM/EE peak capacity increases totaling a combined 3,625 MWs — reflecting a
31% increase from a combined 2,771 MWs in the 2011 IRPs and a 14% increase from a
combined 3,171 MWs in the 2012 IRPs. See Figures 3 and 4 supra. While the utilities’
2013 “base case” projections reflect DSM/EE increases by the end of the planning
horizon, a comparison to last year’s IRPs reveals that a temporal shift has occurred with
DEC and DEP now projecting, in their “base cases,” less DSM/EE contribution to peak
capacity in the near-term — 7.e., over the next two to eight years. In other words, the
utilities’ plan-over-plan “base case” peak capacity increases are back-end loaded, coming

to fruition only in the later years of the planning period. See Figures 6 and 7 infra.

12



In addition to “base case” projections, Figures 6 and 7 include DEC’s and DEP’s
“high case”/“environmental focus” projections. The “high case” projections reflect
DEC’s/DEP’s “aspirational energy efficiency targets . . . approximately twice the level
considered in the ‘base case’ resource plan.” DEC 2013 IRP, p. 33, Commission Docket
E-100, Sub 137 (15 October 2013); DEP 2013 IRP, p. 32, Commission Docket E-100,

Sub 137 (15 October 2013).

Figure 6°
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® Exhibit A (NCSEA Workpaper 3).
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Figure Gl

Comparison of DEP 2011, 2012, and 2013 Forecasted EE & DR Reductions
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As the Commission will recall, DEC and DEP have “agreed to adopt the
following EE savings performance targets for five years: an annual savings target of 1%
of the previous year’s retail electricity sales beginning in 2015 and a cumulative savings
target of 7% of retail electricity sales over the five-year period of 2014-2018.” Direct
Testimony of Timothy J. Duff for DEC, p. 21, Commission Docket No. E-7, Sub 1032 (6
March 2013); see Supplemental Comments of Environmental Intervenors, Exhibit A,
Commission Docket Nos. E-2, Sub 998 & E-7, Sub 986 (18 June 2012) (copy of 8

December 2011 settlement agreement). The savings projected in the “high case”

? Exhibit A (NCSEA Workpaper 4).
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scenarios set out in Figures ¢ and 7, supra, are more consistent with the savings
performance targets set out in the & December 2011 settlement agreement.

DEC and DEP will have to be innovative to meet their obligations to aspire.'® As
stated in DEC’s/DEP*s 2013 IRPs,

[tlhe high EE savings projections are well beyond the level of savings

attained by DEC[/DEP] in the past and higher than the forecasted savings

contained in the new market potential study. The effort to meet them will

require a substantial expansion of DEC's[/DEP’s] current Commission-

approved EE portfolic. New programs and measures must be developed,

approved by regulators, and implemented within the next few years. More
importantly, significantly higher levels of customer participation must be
generated.
DEC 2013 IRP, p. 91, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 137 (15 October 2013)
(emphasis added); DEP 2013 IRP, p. 81, Commission Docket No E-100, Sub 137 (15
QOctober 2013) (emphasis added).

Again, the ufilities’ 2013 IRPs reflect an increasing willingness to diversify into
clean energy resources, including DSM/EE. NCSEA finds this promising. Af the same
time, the utilities need to be pushed to innovate if they are to exceed their “base case”
DSM/EE projections and approximate the performance savings to which they aspire.
NCSEA. argues, infra, that the Commission can provide the needed “push” by (a)
strongly encouraging the utilities to work with stakeholders to develop new programs and
measures, like a CHP pilot program, and (b} strongly encouraging the utilities to advance
their data access protocols such that customers’ authorized proxies can access data and

use it in the development and refinement of tools that could serve as cornerstones for

future DSM/EE programs and measures.

' Merriam-Webster defines the verb “aspire” as “to seek to aftain or accomplish a particular goal.”

15



IRP-Related Arguments

To maintain or even enhance the value of the IRP process, NCSEA believes that
(a) the Commission should reaffirm the foundational importance of the IRP process and
the need for consistency across muliiple proceedings, including the avoided cost
proceeding, and (b) the Commission should require the utilities to set out concisely in
their IRPs the key policy landscape assumptions upon which their plans are based.

Furthermore, while the utilities’ 2013 IRPs reflect an increasing willingness to
diversify into clean energy resources, including DSM/EE, the utilities need to be pushed
to innovate if they are to exceed their “base case” DSM/EE projections and approximate
the performance savings to which they aspire under the 8 December 2011 settlement
agreement. The Commission can provide the needed “push” by (¢) strongly encouraging
the utilities to work with stakeholders to develop new programs and measures, like a
CHP pilot program, and (d) strongly encouraging the utilities to advance their data access
protocols such that customers’ authorized proxies can access data and use it In the
development and refinement of tools that could serve as comerstones for future DSM/ER

programs and measures.

a. Consistency Across Multiple Proceedings

The value of the IRP process is significantly diminished if the proceeding is
treated as a stand-alone proceeding and not as a proceeding that is a foundational building
block for “upper story” proceedings, like the biennial avoided cost proceeding. The
Commission should endorse consistency across proceedings. NCSEA’s argument will
focus, for illustrative purpose, on the relationship of the IRP to the biennial avoided cost

proceeding.

16



In each IRP, the utilities make assumptions and project such things as CT costs
and capacity needs. The same kind of assumptions and projections are needed to
calculate avoided cost rates. When the assumptions and projections in these two
proceedings are inconsistent, it raises multiple questions which require undue amounts of
time to uncover and understand. Inconsistency can call into question the accuracy of one
or the other proceeding. It was for this very reason that, in the 2012 biennial avoided cost
proceeding, NC3EA and “the Public Stafl emphasized the importance of consistency
between the assumptions and the projected CT costs used in the utilities® respective IRPs
and avoided cost calculations.” See Order Establishing Standard Rates and Contract
Terms for Qualifying Facilities, p. 17, Commission Docket Nao. E-100, Sub 136 (21
February 2014) (referring to Public Staff’s Reply Comiments),

Commission endorsement of consistency across proceedings would help reinforce
the concept that proceedings required by Chapter 62 of the General Statutes are inter-
related and contribute to a holistic approach to electric service in the State. 40 years ago,
i State ex rel. Utilities Com. v. General Tel. Co., the North Cerolina Supreme Court
stated: “Chapter 62 provides for the granting of a monopoly and for the regulation of its
service and its charges by the Utilities Commission. The enfire chapter is a single,
integrated plan. Tts several provisions must be construed together[.J” 285 N.C. 671, 680,
208 S.E.2d 681, 687 (1974) (emphasis added). Last year, the Supreme Court reaffirmed
its earlier conclusion that Chapter 62 is “a single, integrated plan™ and that “[i]ts several
provisions must be construed together[.]” Stare ex rel. Utils. Comm’n v. Cooper, 366
N.C. 484, 495, 739 S.E.2d 541, 548 (2013). Implementation of an integrated plan

requires reasonable consistency across proceedings.

17



NCSEA. understands that the Commission may not view the biennial avoided cost
proceeding as part of Chapter 62’s integrated plan. Last year, the Commission concluded
that

biennial avoided costs are established by the Commission pursuant to the

Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 (PURPA), not Chapter 62.

The goal underlying PURPA’s avoided cost provisions is mainly the

development of small wholesale power producers. On the other hand, the

“single, integrated plan” of Chapter 62 cited by the Supreme Court in the

General Telephone and Cooper decisions is in reference fo the

Commission’s role in setting retail rates for utilities providing monopoly

service, a very different function.

Order Granting General Rate Increase, p. 79, Commission Docket No. E-2, Sub 1023
(30 May 2013). NCSEA. believes this Commission conclusion should be re-visited and
clarified so that it is not used to justify inconsistency between the IRP and avoided cost
proceedings. Chapter 62 mandates the IRP process in N.C. Gen. Stat. § 62-110.1(c).
Similarly, the determination of avoided cost rates has been incorporated into Chapter 62
such that the process should be considered part of, and not foreign to, Chapter 62. See,
e.g., N.C. Gen. Stat. § 62-156 (requiring a proceeding every two years for setting avoided
cost rates); N.C. Gen. Stat. § 62-133.8(h)(1)a. (referring to “avoided costs” in connection
with electric suppliers’ annual REPS cost recovery proceedings).

A Commission endorsement of the need for consistency would be particularly
timely given the opening of the 2014 biennial avoided cost proceeding. In late February,
the Commission issued an order opening the 2014 avoided cost proceeding, during which
the Commission will, among other things, entertain arguments related to how capacity
payments are made and whether there should be a cap on capacity payments. Order

Establishing Biennial Proceeding and Scheduling Hearing, p. 2, Commission Docket No.

E-100, Sub 140 (25 February 2014). The utilities’ projections of capacity needs in their

18



2014 IRPs (along with their assumptions and projections of CT costs) should be
reasonably consistent with the inputs used to derive their 2014 proposed avoided cost

rates,

b. Concise drticulation of Key Policy Assumptions

The IRP process is, at least in part, intended to enable the Commission to inform
the State’s executive and legislative decision-makers about any “long-range needs for
expansion of facilities for the generation of electricity in North Carolina[.]” N.C. Gen.
Stat. § 62-110.1(c). To this end, the Commission is required, each year, to “submit to the
Governor and to the appropriate committees of the General Assembly a report of its
analysis and plan, the progress to date in carrying out such plan, and the program of the
Commission for the ensuing year in connection with such plan.” fd To the extent our
State’s decision-makers rely on the report to assist them in gauging, from a policy
standpoint, whether they find the utilities’ plans to be in the people’s best interest, it
would be helpful for them to understand the key policy assumptions used by the utilities
in proposing their plans.

In their IRPs, the utilities analyze multiple scenarios using various policy
assumptions. The utilities ultimately recommend approval of “base case” plans. The
“base case” plans, like all the scenarios, are built upon certain policy assumptions. For

example, a utility might assume one or all of the following: (2) confinuation of the REPS

law, (b) discontimuation of the REPS law, (c) enactment of a South Carolina RPS,' (d)

I «IT|he Company has assumed for purposes of the 2013 IRP that a new legislative requirement would be
implemented in the future that would result in additional renewable resource development in South
Carplina. Por planning purposes, DEC has assumed that the requirement would be similar in many respects
to the NC REPS requirement, but with a different implementation schedule. Specifically, the Company has
assumed that this requirement would have an initial 3% milestone in 2018 and would gradually increase to

19



continuation/extension of the North Carolina renewable energy tax credit, (e)
discontinuation of the North Carolina _renewable energy tax credit, and (f) legalization of
third-party sales in North Carolina.'* There are certainly other assumptions that could be
made as well. Given the multiple scenarios that are analyzed in the utilities® IRPs, the
piecemeal articulation of assumptions in various places throughout a utility’s plan can
cause confusion about which scenarios rely upon which assumptions. Similarly, some
key assumptions (e.g., the third-party sales assumption) may not be articulated at all in
the plans.

To avoid confusion and provide our State decision-makers with as clear a report
as possible, each utility should be required to concisely list in one place in its filed plan
all of the key policy assumptions which undetlie its “base case” or recommended plan.
To the extent the utilities assume a status quoe policy landscape — i.e., that all federal and
state laws, regulations and rules will remain as is, including any changes imbedded in
those policies like a REPS compliance step-up or the sunset of a tax credit — the utilities
can simply state this. However, to the extent the utilities assume a deviation from the
status quo policy landscape, they should be required to expressly articulate each such
deviation. These articulations can then be incorporated into the Commission’s report to
the State’s decision-makers, where they will help those decision-makers better
understand the plans and their policy underpinnings (and whether the decision-makers

need to take, or refrain from taking, any actions).

a 12.5% level by 2026. Similar to NC REPS, this assumed legislative requirement would incerporate
renewable energy and EE, as well as a limited capability to utilize out of state unbundled purchases of
RECs> DEC 2013 IRP, p. 17, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 137 (15 October 2013); see DEP 2013
IRP, p. 17, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 137 (15 October 2013) (DEP makes same assumption).

2 DEC and DEP appear to have assumed, in at least one scenario, that third-party sales will be legalized in
North Carolina in 2015, S4CE DR, Ttem No. 1-16, Page 1 of 1, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 137
(attached as Exhibit B herete).
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¢. Encouraging Inmovative DSM/EE Programs and Measures

Tn a recent paper entitled “Five Universal Truths about Energy Consumers,”"

Opower found one universal fruth to be that “[ujtilities are not meeting customer
expectations” (p. 3). Owr State Supreme Court has recognized “the customer-driven
focus of Chapter 62 as a whole.” State ex rel. Utils. Comm’n v. Cooper, 366 N.C. 484,
495, 739 S.E.2d 541, 548 (2013). Our Supreme Court has also recognized that a
“complacent monopoly” is not in the public interest. State ex rel Utilities Com. v.
General Tel. Co., 285 N.C. 671, 680, 208 S.E.2d 681, 687 (1974). In order to better
meet customer expectations, our electric utilities must innovate infernally and enable
external innovation that can be incorporated into utility operations in the future. It is the
Comimission’s prerogative, and perhaps its duty, to help push the utilities to innovate so
as to better serve the public interest.

‘While the utilities’ 2013 IRPs reflect an increasing willingness to diversify into
clean energy resources, including DSM/EE, DEC and DEP need to be pushed to innovate
if they are to exceed their “base case” DSM/EE projections and approximate the
performance savings to which they aspire under the 8 December 2011 settlement
agreement.

The effort to meet the[ savings targets] will require a substantial expansion

of DEC's[/DEP’s] current Commission-approved EE portfolio. New

programs and measures must be developed, approved by regulators, and

implemented within the next few years. More importantly, significantly
higher levels of customer participation must be generated.

13 Attached as Exhibit C hereto.
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DEC 2013 IRP, p. 91, Conmission Docket No. E-100, Sub 137 (15 October 2013)
(emphasis added); DEP 2013 IRP, p. 81, Commussion Docket No E-100, Sub 137 (15
Qctober 2013) (emphasis added).

If the utilities are to exceed their “base cases,” new DSM/EE programs and
measures are needed and they must be customer-driven to secure customer participation.
The Commission should strongly encourage the utilities to continue, generally, to seek
out — via surveys and other mechanisms — the DSM/EE expectations and desires of
electric customers. The Commission should also strongly encourage the ufilities fo
continue to work with customers and stakeholders, such as the U.S. Department of
Energy’s Southeast Clean Energy Application Center (“SE-CEAC”), to develop and
secure near-term approval of a robust combined heat and power (“CHP”) pilot program.

NCSEA understands that innovation — ie., development and approval of new
programs and measures — can have an impact on customer bills. NCSEA also
understands, however, that when customers get good value from their utility and trust its
intentions, they are more likely to be satisfied with the rates they pay. In “Five Unjversal
Truths about Energy Consumers,” Opower reported that its

research uncovered a surprising fact: actual energy costs are not predictive

of custorner satisfaction with those costs. This is a counter-intuitive

finding: one would expect that customers in countries facing high retail

electricity costs would be more dissatisfied with cost than customers in
countries with low costs. But in fact, our analysis shows no clear
relationship between cost and customer perception of cost. We see that

even in counfries exhibiting quite low electricity costs (by international

standards), custorners are prone to voice high levels of dissatisfaction

regarding cost.

The weak relationship befween cost and satisfaction with cost is

surprising, and leads to an interesting corollary: factors other than actual

[dollars and cents] strongly influence customers’ perception of cost. What
it really comes down to is, whether customers feel they are getting good
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value from their utility and trust its infentions, if so, then they are more
likely to be satisfied with the prices they pay.

(p. 5) (emphasis added). In short, the potential for near-term rate increases 1s not a reason
to forego or avoid development of innovative DSM/EE programs and measures that can

vield mid- and long-term savings when compared to a complacent sfafus quo approach.

d.  Moving Data Access Forward

In their 2013 IRPs, DEC and DEP state that each

company continues to expand its portfolio of energy efficiency products

and services — offering customers more ways to take control of their

energy usage and save money.

DEC 2013 IRP, p. 4, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 137 (15 October 2013);, DEP
2013 IRP, p. 4, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 137 (15 October 2013).

Energy savings within the utilities’ portfolios of DSM/EE products are only a part
of the planning picture; energy savings are also being realized outside the utilities®
portfolios. A number of the innovative third-party. DSM/EE products that enable the
outside savings will mature to the point that they can be considered by the utilities for
inclusion in their portfolios. Thess products, and the innovation pipeline they promise,
are created and incubated outside of the utilities. Solar in North Carclina has helped
show that enabled third-parties can bring an innovative technology to the point that
utilities can buy-in fo a mature concept rather than drive the innovation themselves. In
the DSM/EE context, if DEC and DEP want to exceed their base case projections (and
aim for achievement of the savings they agreed to in the merger settlement), they need to
step out of “complacent monopoly” mode and grow more comfortable with enabling

outside incubation of innovative products.



One way in which the utilities can enable third-party development of innovative
DSM/EE products is by making it easier for ufility customers to share their usage data
with these third-parties. On this topic, the Commission last year stated as follows:

[TThe Commission notes that the authorization forms attached to the
DEC/DEP [Code of Conduct] include the statement: “DEC/PEC will
provide this [customer] data on a non-discriminatory basis to any other
person or entity upon the Customer’s authorization.” Similarly, DNCP
states in its reply comments that customers can give written consent to
have their data released to a third party. Thus, if does not appear that the
I0Us’ customers face an impediment fo sharing their usage information
with any person they desire, although the I0Us may be able fo more
readily facilitate the quthorization for such sharing by creating a standard
authorization form.

Order Requesting Additional Information and Declining fo Initiate Rulemaking, pp. 9-10,
Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 137 (23 August 2013) (emphasis added). While
impediments were not apparent to the Commission, it does not mean impediments do not
exist. They do.

The Commission followed the quoted statement up by requesting additional
information. Specifically, the Commission directed the following two requests to the

utilities in Attachment A to its order:

4, State the details of the modes by which retail customers can
authorize the release of their usage information to a third party . . .
1

5. Does yowr company have a standard form that retail customers can

sign to authorize the release of their usage information to a third
party? If so, please attach a copy of the form to your responses.

Id, at Attachment A. The utilities provided the following responses:
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DEC/DEP Response

DINCP Response

State the defails of the modes
by which retail cusfomers can
authorize the release of their
usage information to a third

party ... [.]

“Customers must provide explicit
and informed written consent
prior to DEC or DEP disclosing
“Customer Information”  (as
defined in the Code of Conduct),
to a third party. The wriiten
consent imay be submitted to
Duke Energy via email, postal
service, fax or other means.”
Verified Response to August 23,
2013 Order, p. 2, Commission
Docket No. E-100, Sub 137 (23
September 2013).

“Customers may use the
following modes to authorize
release of their usage information
to a third party: 1) The customer
may mail 2 written release to the
Company authorizing release of
their usage information to a third
party.” Response fo August 23,
2013 Order, p. 4, Commission
Docket No. E-100, Sub 137 (23
September 2013).

Does your company have a
standard form that retail
customers can sign to authorize
the release of their usage
information fo 2 third party? If
50, please attach a copy of the
form to your responses.

“DEC and DEP wuse standard
templates for customer consent
(attached).” Verified Response fo
August 23, 2013 Order, p. 2,
Commission Docket No. E-100,
Sub 137 (23 September 2013)
(included in Exhibit D attached
hereto).

“Yes. See Attachment Question
5 for a letter template and a copy
of the form.” Response to August
23, 2013 Order, p. 4,
Commission Docket No, B-100,
Sub 137 (23 September 2013),

In preparation for the filing of these comments, NCSEA served data requests on

the utilities seeking updates and clarification. Specifically, NCSEA asked the utilities (1)
to provide the latest versions of the authorization forms the utilities filed in September
2013; (2) to explain how a customer could secure a copy of the form; (3) whether the
form is available online; and (4) whether a customer can complete and submit the form
online. The utility responses, included in Exhibit D attached hereto, indicate: DEC and
DEP have revised their forms since September 20131 DEC’s and DEP’s forms are not
available online; instead, as their data responses indicate: “Access [to the DEC/DEP

form] is obtained through interaction with [a] DEC[/DEP] customer service

1t is also worth noting that DEC’s and DEP’s form indicates that it is valid for disclosure of information
“only once.” DINCP’s form on the other hand more reasonably covers “requests . . . each time requested
within the . . . [authorization] peried.” The Commission should encourage DEC and DEP to adept DNCP’s
more reasonable approach, The DEC and DEP forms alse describe a fee to be paid by a third party
requesting customer information. Interestingly, the charge is not applicable to requests made in Duke’s
Ohio, Keniucky or Florida territories. NCSEA believes the fee issue is more appropriately raised in the
upcoming smart grid planning process under Comimission Rule R8-60.1 and plans to pursue clarification of
the fee issue in that proceeding.
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representative.” Finally, the DEC and DEP forms cannot be completed and submitted
online; instead, the forms must be mailed in or scarined and emailed in. As for DNCP, ifs
form has not changed from what was filed in September. However, as with DEC and
DEP, DNCP “does not have a standardized form . . . available electronically online.” Nor
can a DNCP customer “complete and submit a written consent . . . on line[;]” instead,
customers must telephone DNCP and request the paper form.

The Commission should help advance data access (and the third-party innovation
it enables) by strongly encowaging the ufilities to make their authorization forms
available electronically. As Opower’s report states:

[Clompanies as diverse as retail banks and mobile phone providers have

developed robust, multi-channel communication strategies that span postal

mail, email, SMS alerts, mobile applications, call centers, physical

locations, and of course online tools. Giving customers the information

they want, via the channel of their choice, has become the norm in many

consumer indusiries. However, very few utilities offer this level of

outreach or customer choice.
(p. 8) (emphasis added). The absence of convenient internet access to authorization
forms is an impediment to customers desiring to share their usage information with. third
parties of their choice. Last year, the Commissicn stated that it “expects the IOUs to
provide [customer] information in the available format that is efficient and most
convenient to the customer, whether that is . . . in a separate written statement or on the
internet.”  Order Requesting Additional Information and Declining to Initiate
Rulemaking, p. 8, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 137 (23 August 2013) (emphasis
added). While the authorization form is not customer data, it too should be made

available in a way that is most efficient and convenient to the customer, including

availability via the intemet.
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REPS Compliance Plans

North Carolina’s utilities have incurred and, for the foreseeable future, will incur
REPS inciemental costs well below the statutory cost caps provided for in N.C. Gen. Stat.

§ 62-133.8. See Figure 8 infra.

Figure 8%

Total REPS Incremental Costs
Source: NC Utifities Commission REPS Compliance Plan and REPS
Compliance Report Dockets
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NCSEA has two REPS compliance plan-related requests.

REPS Compliance Plan-Related Arguments

a. Certifying Review of Past REPS Compliance Plans

NCSEA’s first request relates to the ongoeing obligation of the utilities to review

past REPS compliance plans and unredact information that no longer constitutes a trade

1 Costs represent compliance costs for DEC, DEP, DNCP, NCEMPA, NCMPAL, and Greenco. See
Exhibit A (NCSEA Workpaper 5). The “** beside billing years indicates a reflection of the utilities’
projected costs in their REPS Compliance Plans.
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secret. Last year, the Commission ordered “[t]hat DEP, DEC and DNCP shall annually
review their REPS compliance plans from four years earlier and disclose any redacted
information that is no longer a trade secret.” Order Granting in Part and Denying in
Fart Motion for Disclosure, p. 14, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 137 (3 June
2013). In a given year, it 1s possible that a utility could review its compliance plan from
four years earlier and conclude that no changes to its redactions are merited; it is also
possible that a utility could forget to conduct the review. It would be difficult, if not
impossible, for a member of the public reviewing public filings to tell whether the utility
conducted the review or not. NCSEA believes clarity can be provided by requiring the
utilities to (a) submit letters confaining a one-sentence ccrtiﬁcatidn that the 2009 plan
review has been conducted in conjunction with the filing of the 2013 REPS compliance
plans and (b) include, in future REPS compliance plans, a one-sentence certification that
the review has been conducted (if this is not otherwise obvious via the filing of a revised

past compliance plan).

5. Aveided Cost Projections

NCSEA’s second request relates to “Commission Rule R8-67(b)(1)(v), which
requires electric power suppliers to include ‘the current and projected avoided cost rates
for each year’ in their REPS compliance plans.” Order Establishing Standard Rates and
Contract Terms for Qualifying Facilities, p. 38, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 136
(21 February 2014). In the Commission’s 2012 biennial avoided cost order, the
Commission concluded that

DEC and DEP, in their 2012 REPS Compliance Plans filed in Sub 137,

inappropriately reported no change in their avoided costs, showing their
avoided cost rates in 2013 and 2014 to be projected to be the same as the

28



avoided cost rates approved in Sub 127. Because QFs rely on this

information, DEC and DEP henceforth should include actual projected

avoided costs rates, as of the date of the REPS corapliance filing[,]
id., and, based on this conclusion, ordered

[t]hat DEC and DEP, in their 2014 REPS Compliance Plan and thereafter,

shall include actual projected avoided costs rates as of the date of the

compliance filing.
Id atp, 49.

Given that the first phase of the 2014 biennial avoided cost proceeding will
conternplate methodological changes, is set for hearing on 7 July 2014, and will not likely
yield an order in time for any methodological changes to be incorporated info the DEC,
DEP, and DNCP 2014 REPS compliance plans, NCSEA requests that the utilities be
directed to create their 2014 REPS compliance plan projections using the methodological
approaches approved in the 2012 biennial avoided cost order, together with a statement

(for DEC and DEP) indicating whether the effect of the Joint Dispatch Agreement was

incorporated or not.

Respectfully subrmitted, this the &2

| 'hael D. Youth
Counsel for NCSEA &

N.C. State Bar No. 29533 §
P.0. Box 6465 4

Raleigh, NC 27628
(919) 832-7601 Ext. 118

michael(@energync.org
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' Michael D. Youth
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2014 24 135 234 120
2015 42 2532 519 120
2016 45 320 564 120
2017 45 352 609 120
2018 49 398 730 142
2019 51 471, 345 156
2020 56 495 957 203
2021 51 h38 1,052 248
2022 57 649 1,142 293
2023 72 682 1,229 340
2024 73 736 1,308 385
2025 73 240 1,424 430
2026 81 385 1,499 476
2027 73 928 1,554 524
2028 74 946 1,689 435
20289 82 965 - -
2030 32 og4 - -
2031 82 1,004 - -
2032 - 1,004 R _
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Commmission Commission
Dockat N, Drocket to,
E-100, Sub 137 E=100, Sub 4587
(4 September |4 September
2012) 201%)
< {0 D
System Salag
Year EE Energy % of Load wfe EE
2013 378,927 0,5% 4,037,153
016 1,100,332 1.7% 68,710,561
02t 2,134,878 2.9% V3,560,196
2026 3,026,108 3.9% 78,116,005
DEPF 2012 |RP
High Case
DEP's 3012 BEP 2002 IRP,
"high” case co P 19, i
profections rarlssion
wera obtained B Eg;k;::,;?
during 2012 IRP !
discovery |4 Septesmbear
2012)
G [G/H) H
Systemm Sales
Yaar EEEnemgy % of toad wio EE
011 328,927 0.5% 54,037 158
2016 2,087,800 3.0 BE,710,351
20 4,484,000 6.1% 73,569,196
2026 5,533,000 3.4% 78,116,005

NCSEA's DR listed in the tables above is altached at the end of the Workpapers.

NCSEA Workpaper 4
Page 1 of |
DQEF 2013 IRF
Base Case
DEP 20313 IRF, DEP 2013 IRF,
P75, Table C-d, p.
Cemmission &1, Commission
Docket Bo, Docket Mo.
B-106, Sub 157 E-10D, 5ub 137
{15 October {15 octobar
2013) 2013)
E {ESF) F
DSMfEER Systam Sales
Year DSOR % of Load wio EE
2011 328,927 0.5% 54,097,153
2018 590,878 1.5% 8,141,000
2021 2,190,379 A6% V3,975,000
2006 3,352,066 4.2% 80,252,000
REP 2013 IRP
High Case
HNCSEA DRI, NCSEA PRI,
itam No. 1-5, ltem Mo, 1-8,
Fage iofd, Poge 1 of 1,
Commbsion Commisslon
Docket Mo Docket Ne,
E-1041, Sub 137 E-100, Sub 137
{15 Ociobar {15 Dctaber
2013) 2013)
1 )] d
DSM/EE & System Sales
Year pstR ¥ ofload wo EE
2011 328,927 0.5% 4,037,153
2016 1,862,555 24% 65,141,000
2031 4,075,088 5.5% 73,975,000
2026 6,634,530 8.5% £0,252,000
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Buke Enargy Carolinas
Noeth Caralna REPS Incrementa) Cost Comparison
A B [ D={A+B)
‘Tota Test [EMF}
Compliance Year Bllllng Perlod Total Incremental Casis Saurce Petind QOver/Under Source Cost Cap Sotice TotalIncramental Sabree
[EllEng Parlod) Cost
Recovery
Second Revised Second Revised Second Revized
Septemberd, Mehaneus Exhibit No, Mendareus Exhlblt No. Metdagets Exhibit No.
N 3, Paga20of3, 3, Poge d of 3, 3, Puge 2uf 3,
a0 02 ;ﬂiu“ 3 $L,375,573 Commbssion Bockat $2,824,8%8 Camlssion Dacket 331,897,073 Commission Dackel $4,200,871
Mo, B-7, Sub 372 {24 o, B-7, 5ub 822 424 Mo, B-7, 5ub 572 [24
Septamber 2009} Saptember 2005} September 2005}
Duke Energy Carolinas,
Order Approving REPS Order Approving RERS LLC 2005 REFS
September, wnd REFS EMF Rfder, and REPS EME Rider, Compliance Report,
2008 2010- August 31, 56,111,683 p. 5 Carnenission 48,267,325 . 5, Commisstan 530,851,960 Smiith Exhibit No. 1, p. $9,875,008 -
2011 Docket Ho, E-7, Sub Ouacket No, E-7, Sub 5, Comnission Dockat
486 {13 Auglst 2610) 556 [18 August 2010} Ho, B-7,5ub 838 (2
Warch 2010)
Order Approving REPS Order Appraving RERS Duke Energy
ond REPS EMF Riders ond REPS EMF Aidecs Carolinas, LLC 2040
Septembari, ond 2010 REPS and 2010 REPS REPS Compllance
2010 2011 -Avgust 31, 413,105,241 Complionce, p. 4, £3,636,122 Compltance, p. 4, $32,065,620 Report, Felt Exhibit No, $16,745,363 -
mz Commission Docket Commission Dackel 1, p. 4, Cammisdon
M. E-7, Sub 24 {23 Neo. B-7, 5ub 984 |23 Docket Ho, E-7, Sub
Augnst 2011} Avrgust 20611) 084 {11 March 2011)
Order Approving REPS Order Approving REPS
and REPS EMF Riders and REFS EMF Rfders Srith Exhiblt Ne. 3,
Septemberi, and 2011 REPS arted 2044 REPS Pagelof2,
2081 2012- August 31, $13,355,907 Compllance, p.4, $1597,365 Compilance, p. 4, 546,624,570 Commission Dacket $13,557,272 -
2013 Commission Docket CominlssTon Docket Ho, E-7, Sub 1002 [12
No. E<7, Sub 1008 [16 o, E<7, Sub 1008 {16 March 2012)
August 3017} August 2017
Order Approving REPS Order Approviig REPS
and REPS EMF Ridars and REPS EMF Riders Willioms Exhibit No. 3,
September 1, wind 2012 REPS and 2012 REPS Page 2 of 3,
2012 2013- Angust 31, $15,547,264 Compilonce, p. 5, 55,105,738 Compfionce, p. 5, $58,237,362 Coramfssion Docket 68,441,529 -
2014 Commissian Bockst Commisslon Docket No. E-7, Sub 1034 {13
Ne, E-7, Sub 1034 (20 Mo, E-7, Sub 1034 {20 March 2018]
Avgust 2013] Augtst 2053)
Septemberl, DEC 2013 IAP, Table 5, DEC 2013 IRP, Toble 5,
. i 3
20130 2014- Avgust 31, - - - - ssagonpas | P08 Fommksion 8,278,714 o
201 137 {15 October 2013) 187 {15 Oictober 2013)
septembert DEC 2013 IRF, Tabfe 5, DEC 2013 IRP, Table 5,
: . 145, Commisslo . 145, Commiss
20140 2005- August 31, - - - - $61,543,124 gicm Wo. 5~Tcu, b $12,128,777 D:cket‘No.rg-Tms. Sch
2018 157 {15 Qctober 2013) 137 (15 Detober 2013}
DEC 2013 IAF, Tabfe 5, DEC 2013 IRP, Tuble 5,
s 2:;2_‘:?":" 13-1 ) i i i $306,425.364 . 145, Comnsslon s10.592132 p. 145, Commisslon
20157 ] 3 Docket No, E-100, Suh i Docket No. E«100, Sub
137 (15 Octaber 2013} 137 115 Ostober 2013)

* Lhtilltles prolected cost in REPS Compllance Plans




Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 137

NCSEA Workpaper 5
Page 2 of 7
Duke Eqerpy Progress
Norih Carolina REPS Incremental Cast Camparlsors
E F a H={E+H}
Total [ncremental Sosts Total Test (EMF} Perlod Total Incremental
B d o
Complianca Year [fing Perlo: [Biling Period) Sattree Over/Under Recovery Setroe st Cap Saurce Cast Source
Order Approving RERS Order Approving REPS
Berarnber1, 2009 ond REPS EMF Riders, and REPS EMF Riders, Fonvlalie Exfibit 1,
" - fie
. 3, Commisslon P.3, Commission Lommission Docket
2008 ”“"‘2'3:’;'3“' $13,918,741 Doeket Ho, E-2, Sub $1,855,711 Docket Ho. E-2, Sub 320,402,501 No, E-2, Sub 848 (18 $15,569,452 -
948 12 Nevember 942 (12 Novemnber May 2005)
2009} 20080
Order Approving REPS Order Appraving REPS
Decemberl, 2010- and REPS EWIF Riders, and REPS EMF Riders, Ellis Revised Echiblt No
L}
p. 4, Commission N .4, Commission 3,, Paga 3, Commlssion
2008 Nnv;rgll:n:rﬁﬂ, 514,484,441 piackes Mo, £-2, Sub $106,457 Dackat tfo. &2, Suf $20,952,940 Docket Na, E2, 50b 514,287,989
§74 [17 November 974 {17 Hovember 974 {20 Angust 2010)
2010} 2010}
frder Approving REPS Order Appraving BERS
and REPS EMIF Riders and RERS EMF Riders \
Decembert, 201%- ortd 2010 REPS and 2010 REPS ;2‘ tg;,&cgﬁ;:n?;c;l:;
2010 Havember 36, 432,287,600 Compiiance, p. 4, £424,248 Compllance, p. 4, 341,148,111 5 ': N B2, S 422,672,548 .
2012 Commisson Bocket Cammtssion Docket 13:}0&{3!\:;& I,U:I.l;}
Ne. B2, Sub 1000 (10 N, B2, 5ub 1060 {10
Hovembar 2011) Nevamber 2051}
Order Approving REPS Order Approving REPS
ond REFS EMF Riders ond REPS EMF Riders
Devamber 1, 2012+ and 2011 REPS and 2011 REPS iﬂg:r!:::sﬁar; g’;:ff
21 November 30, $18,746,453 Comphoace, p. &, $2,519,486 Compliance, p. 4, $41,887,788 N E2, Sub 1020 {4 321,265,939 -
2043 Commlssion Packat Commtssion Dacket o une 2012}
Ne, E-2, 50b 1020 {16 Mo, B-2, 5ub 1020 {16
Novemnber 2012} Hovembar 2012)
Grder Approving REPS
and REPS EMF Aiders Revised Willlams .
December 4, 2013- and 2012 REPS Exlbit Ho. 1, mieden o
202 Nowvemnber 30, $21,558,084 Compliance, p. +5986,545 Commssion Docket $42,708,052 No. €-2, Sub 1032 {12 320,571,439 -
2034 4,Commission Dockat No, E-2, Sub 1032 [29 ’ .!u:1e 2013}
He, B-2, Sub 1032 {25 Abgust 2013}
N ber 2018)
DEP 2313 IRP, Table 5, DER 2003 IRF, Table 5,
December, 2034- ’ 4
" _ ) . . p- 145, Commisslon p. 148, Commission
384 Ncwamb;r 30, $42,520,860 Docket No. E-100, Sub 320,324,156 Dasket Mo, Ex100, Sub
201 137 [15 October 2013} 137 [15 Octabar 2013)
Decembar 1, 2015 DEP 2013 AP, Table 3, DEP 2013 18P, Table 5,
ecember 1, 3015 !
R R R . p. 149, Commission B 145, Commizslan
20147 Hovember 30, $42,825,158 Borket No. £-100, Sub $24,016,763 Docket o E-100, Sub
2016 157 {15 Detober 2013) 137 {15 Cctober 2013)
DEF 2013 IAF, Tabla 5, DEP 2013 IAP, Table 5
December 1, 2016+ ] 4
. R _ _ . p- 14%, Commlssion P 149, Commissian
2015 Nove;:f;;:aﬂ, $68,249,101 Decket Ho. £-100, Sob $21,797,340 Bocket N, E-100, Sub
137 (15 October 2015) 137 {15 Oetaber 2013)

* Uklities profected cost In REPS Compliance Plans
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Dominion Morth Laroling Power
Narth Carelina REPS Incy | Cast Comy
1 J K L=[14)
Tatal Test {(EME) Total
Corr\Lilalarnce BHlling Period CI:::};E:{::JZT::L} Source Ovz:fﬁ:der Source Cost Cap Solice Incremental Solrce
Recovery Cost
Order Approving Order Approving
#EPS ond REPS AEPS and AEPS o jﬂgﬁb'fzz;"
EMF Rlders and EMF Riders ortd
fanuary 3, 3012 REPS 2012 AEPS Muchhate, Courts,
2012 W 879,731 fomphiance, p. 4, $797,561 Compliance, p.a, | 43,848,626 Givens ond Rice, $1,677,392 -
December 31, Commisslan Commissian P 5 Cormmisslon
214 Bocket o, E-22, Docket No, E-22, D“:::‘E';‘a"é;zz'
Sub 508 (18 Sub 503 (14 August 2013)
Deceraber2013] Derember 2013} 3
DHNCE 2013 168, DNCP 2013 1RP,
Figure 1.8.1, p. 15, Figure 1.8,, p, 15,
Commisslon Cornerdsslon
013! - - $3888370 | b katto, E-100, $546,115 Bocket No, E-100,
Sub 137 {30 Sub 137030
Augnst 2018) August 2013
DNECP 2013 IRP, DNCP 2013 IRP,
Flgure .21, p. 15, Flgure 18,1, p. 15,
Commission Commission
. - - - - - 4,112,426
2014 $4,312.4 Dockat No, E<108, 51,443,347 Pocket No. E-100,
Sub 137 {30 Sub 137]30
Bugust 2013} August 2013)
ONCP 2013 IRP, DNCP 203 IRP,
Figure 18,1, p, 15, Fleure 1.8.1, p. 15,
Cornrnlssion Commission
- . - . - 6,5 o
2015 $6,547,47 Dogket No, E-100, 31,487,387 Docket Ho. E-100,
$ub 137 {20 Sub137{30
August 2013} August 2013!

* Utill{Tes profected cost in REPS Compliance Plans



Commission Docket No, E-100, Sub 137

NCSEA Workpaper 5
Page 4 of 7
NCEMPA
Morth Carolina REPS lneremeqtal Cost Comp
M N
Compliance Year Incrarnental Cost Saurce Cost Cap Sotirce
NCEMPA's Revieed 3008 REPS Camplionce Report, p. 4, NEEMPA's Revieed 2008 REPS Compliance Report,
2008 A0 Commission Docket No, E-100, Sub 131 {31 Augtst 54,445,770 p. 4, Commission Dacket Mo. E-108, Sub 134 [31
2011) Algust 2011}
NCEMPA's Revised 20015 REPS Complionce Report, p. 4, NEEMPA' Revised 2008 REFS Compllance Report,
2008 50 Cammission Dockel No. E+100, 5ub 151 (31 August 44,482,770 p. 5, Commission Docket Na, B-100, Suk 133 {31
2011) Auvgust 2011)
NCEMPA's 2010 REPS Compli Report fRedacted), o, NCERPA"s 2610 REFS Complionce Report
2010 §493,185 3, Covolsslon Dochet Mo, E-100, Sub 131 [21 August 54,483,650 {Redacted), p. 6, Commlssion Docket Ho. E=100,
2011) Sub 151 [B% August 2001)
NCEMPA's 2012 RERS CarnpNance Repart - Public HNCEMPA's 2011 REPS Compliance Report- Public
0 $460,690 Version, p. 6, Commisslon Docket No, E-100, Sub 135 {30 $4,485,330 Version, p. £, Commissian Docket Mo, £-100, Sob
August 2012} 235 {30 Avgust 2012)
NCEMPA's REPS Complance Report for 2012, p, 8, NCEMFPA's REPS Compfiance Report for 2012, p, 7,
2012 $951,850 Commitsinn Dacket No, E-100, Sub 139 [26 August 48,952,140 Commission Docket No, E-100, Sub 139 {26 Avgust
24113) 2013)
NEEMPA's REPS Complonce Plan for 2013 to 2015, p. NCEMPA's REFS Camplfance Plan for 2013 to 2015,
2m3° §1,500,000 15, Commisslon Docket Mo, E-100, Sub 139 {26 Augtst 49,000,000 .15, Commission Docket Mo, E-100, Sub 135 (26
2013) Aupust 2013}
NEEMPA's REPS CompRance Flan for 2013 te 2015, p. NEENPA's REPS Complionee Plas for 2013 to 2015,
2014 41,500,000 15, Commission Darket No. E=100, Sub 132 {26 Avgost 4g,100,008 p. 15, Commlssion Docke? Ne, E-109, Sub 139 |26
2013) August 2013)
NCEMPA’s REPS Compliarice Plon for 2015 to 2015, p. NCEMPA's REPS Complfance Plon for 2013 (o 2015,
2015* $2,400,000 15, Commisston Docket #o. B-100, Sub 139 (26 Augest 314,300,000 p. 15, Camrntesion Dacket No. €100, Sub 135 [26
2013} Augus? 2013}

* Utilitles profectad cost in REPS Compllance Plans
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NCWMPAL
Worth Carolina REPS Iner al Cast € J
o ]
Compliance Year Incremantal Cast Source Cost Cap Salrce
NEMPA Number 1'% 2008 REPS Compllance Report, p. 5, Drder o 2008 REPS fomplivnce Aeport, pad,
008 $230,513 Dacket Ho. - 100, Sub 125 (31 August 2000) $2,974,650 Commfssion Bocket No, 643, Sub & (3 May 2011)
North Carolino Eostern Mirnicipa) Power Agency 1% North Caroling Eectern Municipal Power Agency I's
2008 $466,0086 2008 Corpplance Repart, p. 4, Commissian Rackat o, 52,920,550 2609 £ Nartce Report, p. 5, C Isslon Docket
E-16, Sub 129 (1 Septembeay 2010} No, E-100, Sub 128 (1 September 2010)
HNCMPAL's 2010 REFS Campliance Report, p. 4, NEMPAL's 2040 REPS CompRance Report, p. 5,
20D 51,156,489 Commisslon Docket Mo. 8-100, Sith 131 {31 August $2,415 050 Cofmmittion Docket No, E-100, Sub 131 {31 Augnzt
2011} 2011)
NCMPAL's 2011 REPS Campliance Report - Public NCMPAL's 2011 REPS Campliance Repart - Public
2041 §2.239,244 Verston, p. 5, Commission Docket Ma, E-100, Sub 135 52,916,040 Version, p, 6, Commlssfon Docket Ho, E<100, Sub
(30 August 2012} 185 {30 August 2012}
NEMPAT's REPS Comphance Report far 2082, . 6, NCRPAL' RERS Complionce Report far 2012, p.7,
2012 $1,073,518 tommission Backet Mo, E=100, Sub 139 {26 August 36,117,760 Commission Docket Ne. B-100, Sub 239 {26 August
2013} 2018}
NEMPAL's REPS Compliance Pian far 2013 Thratigh MERPAL's BEFRS Compllance Plan for 2013 Thiough
203t 51,700,000 2015, p. 14, Commlsslon Dockst Na, E-100, Sub 135 {26 56,200,000 2015, p. 19, Commisslon Docket Ne. Ex100, Sul 139
Angust 2013} {26 August 2013}
NCMPA1S REPS Compliance Plan for 2013 Through NCMPAL's REFS Compfience Plon for 2013 Through
20144 $1,800,000 2015, p, 19, Commission Dockat No, B-140, Suk 139 {26 45,200,000 2015, p, 19, Commission Docket Ne, Es100, Sub 130
Augyst 2013) {26 tuguet 2013}
NEMPAL's REPS Compliance Plan for 2013 Through MCMFPAL's REPS CompRance Flan for 2613 Through
2015* $1,500,000 2015, p. 19, Commission Docket Na, £+100, Sub 138 {26 43,200,000 2015, p. 1%, Commission Dacket Na, E-100, $ub 138
August 2015} [26 August 2013)]

* Urilitfes projected cost In REPS Compliznte Plans




Commission Docket Mo, E-100, Sub 137

NCSEA Workpaper 5
Page G of 7
Greonco Solfans
Narth Carolina REPS Inc 1 Cost Comparison
a R
Compllance Year Incremental Cast Source Cost Cap Source
Order Approving 2008 REPS Compli Report, p. 4, Crder Approving 2008 REPS Complionce Report, p. B,
2008 $1,424,751 Commissian Bocket No, EC-83, Sub 1.(3 May 2011) $10,273,260 Commission Docket Mo, EC-83, Sub 1 {3 May 2011}
GreenCo Salviions 2008 Compflance Report/ 2010 Greentio Solations 2069 Compllonce Report/ 2016
2005 $2,814,955 Complanee Plan {Public Version), p, 7, CommissTon Docket $9,253,620 CompRonce Plan fPubliz Version), p, 8, G
Mo, E-100, Sub 122 {1 September 201G) Bockes Now E<100, Sub 128 {1 Septembar 2010)
GreenCo Solttions, lac's [Publle Version) 2011
Greenlo Sofutfons, Ine's (Public Version) 2011 Compliance . y !
010 Withheld Plart ond 2010 Compfhontce Report, p. 9, Commssion 9,177,870 améﬁ:':l_: "2';" ;’:f;‘::‘gﬁf hie Repo f;; 15
Docket No. 8100, Sub 131 { 19 September 2011} ’ 4
September 2011}
GreanCa Solutlons, ine.'s 2011 REFS Compflonce Report - Greento Safutlans, ne.'s 2001 REPS Compliance
011 52,735,781 Public Versfan, p. 5, Commission Dacket No, E-100, Sub 135 89,242,880 Repart - Public Version, p. 8, Commlssion Docket Ha.
{4 Saptember 2012) E-100, 5ub 135 [4 Septernber 2012}
Greence Solution, inc.'s [Public) 2012 REES Cormnpllance Greenca Sofition, Inc.'s (Publc) 2012 REFS
2q12 $8,971,76% Flom, p. 11, Commissior Oocket No. £-100, Sth 137 (4 315,558,310 [« Jie Plan, p. 12, G [eslan Docket No, E-
September 2012) 100, Sub 137 {4 Seplember 2012)
GreenCo Soletions, lnc. 2013 AEPS Complionce Plon, p. 19, Greenta Sofutions, fnc. 2003 REPS Cornplicnce Plan,
2013+ $3,357,237 Commission Docket No, E-100, Subk 139 {3 September $16,079,856 p. 13, Commission Docket Mo, E-100, Sub 139 (3
2013} September2043)
Greento Solirthans, Ine, 2013 REPS Complionce Plan, p. 15, Greente Solutions, Inc 2013 REPS Compliance Plan,
M4 58,407,255 Commission Docket Na. E-109, Sub 134 {3 September $16,296,54B p. 19, Commissfon Docket Na, E-200, Sub 139 (3
2013} Saptember2013)
GreenCo Softtions, lac, 2013 RERS Compfiante Plen, p. 15, GreenCe Soletions, Ine. 2013 REPF Complience Plog,
2015¢ 510,378,257 Commisslon Docket No, E-100, Sub 139 {3 September $3),854,860 p. 18, Commlssion Dacket Mo, E-100, Sub 138 3
2043) Septemnber 2013)

* WRlities profectad cast kn REPS Compllance Plans




Total Cost of the North Caroling RERS

Tatal Incr

'l"‘ﬂ' Cost Tuatal Cost Cap
{B+H+LFMQ0) [CHG £ NP ER)
2008 521,025 687 368,793,270
2008 526,947,953 568,621,340
2010 321,067,585 589,735,291
2011 540,258,276 $105,157,658
2012 bage37,937 5135,754,250
2013 §85,706,232 $141,268,169
2014* 549,457,142 $143,077,656
2015 552,715,116 $257,226,795

* Nlitles profected cost In REPS Complfance Plans
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Docket No. E-100, Sub 137
NCSEA DRI

Intecgrated Resource Plans
[tern No. 1-9

Page 1 of |

DUKE ENERGY CAROLINAS

Request:

Please provide the quantitative data underlying the load impacts of energy efficiency and demand-
side management programs, annual energy savings, for the:

a, Environmental Focus Scenario
b. Joint Planning Scenario

The data I am looking for is comparable to the table, Base Case Load Impacts of EE and DSM
Programs, on page 90 of this filing,

Response:

a. Please see the attached spreadsheet labeled "NCSEA DRI - Q%a - DEC.xlsx®

NCSEA DR1-Q8a -
DEC. xlsx

b- The Joint Planning Scenario used the energy efficiency and demand-side management
information from the Base Case forecast already included in the IRP document and referenced in
this Data Request question.



NCSEA

Docket No. E-100, Sub 137
NCSEA Data Request
Duke Energy Carolinas

Question 9a

Annual Energy Savings, MWh
Gross of Free Riders, At Generator
Year Environmental Focus Scenario
2013 435,988
2014 875,088
2015 1,686,380
2016 2,504,114
2017 3,328,614
2018 4,160,503
20159 5,000,452
2020 5,848,871
2021 6,705,725
2022 7,571,089
2023 8,444,834
2024 9,327,087
2025 10,217,794
2026 11,117,307
2027 12,025,639
2028 12,942,843
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{ntegrated Resource Plans
{tern No. 1-8

Page 1 of 1

DUKE ENERGY CAROLINAS

Request:

Please provide the quantitative data underlying the load forecast without energy efficiency
programs for the:

a. Environmental Focus Scenario
b. Joint Plauning Scenario

The data I am looking for is comparable to the data found in Table C-4, Load Forecast without
Energy Efficicncy Programs, on page 70 of this filing.

Response!

a, The load forecast without energy efficiency is the same for the Environmental Focus Scenario
as it is for the Base Case. The Environmental Focus Scenario differs from the Base Case by
utilizing higher renewable energy and EE projections than used in the Base Case.

b. The Joint Planning Scenario also utilizes the zame load forecasts utilized in the Base
Scenario. The difference in the Joint Planning Scenarios is that the DEC and DEP load forecasts
are additive to represeat the load of the entire DEC/DEP regien.
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NCSEA DRt

Integrated Resource Plans
Item No. 1-9

Page 1 of |

DUKE ENERGY PROGRESS

Request:

Please provide the quantitative data underlying the energy efficiency and demand-side
management programs annual energy savings for the:

a, Environmental Foeus Scenario
b. Joint Planning Scenario

The data I am looking for is comparable to the dats found in the fable, Annual MWh Energy
Savings for Post SB-3 DSM/EE (at generator), on page 79 of this filing.

Response:

a. Please see the attached spreadsheet labeled "MCSEA DR1 - Q9a - DEP xlsx".

NCSEA DRL - Q93 -
DEP.xlsx

b. The Joint Planning Scenario used the energy efficiency and demand-side management
information from the Base Case forecast already included in the IRP document and referenced in
this Data Request question,



NCSEA

Dacket No. E-100, Sub 137
NCSEA Datz Reruest
Duke Energy Progress

Question 9a
Annual Energy Savings, MWh
Gross of Free Riders, At Generator
Year Environmental Focus Scenario

2013 210,013

2014 735,013

2015 1,187,124
2016 1,662,555
2017 2,134,042
2013 2,611,362
2019 3,003,780
2020 3,581,539
2021 4,075,098
2022 4,574,712
2023 5,080,491
2024 5,592,504
2025 6,110,621
2026 8,634,530
2027 7,163,749
2028 7,697,756
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Page 1 of 1

DUKE ENERGY PROGRESS

Reguest:

Please provide the quantitative data underlying the load forecast without encrgy efficiency
programs for the;

a. the Environmental Focus Scenario
b. the Joint Planning Scenario

The data I am looking for is comparable to the data found in Table C-4, Load forecast without
Energy Efficiency Programs, on page 61of this filing.

Response:

a. The load forecast without cnergy efficiency is the same for the Environmental Focus Scenario
as it is for the Base Case. The Environmental Focus Scenario differs from the Base Case by
utilizing higher renewable energy and EE projections than used in the Base Case.

b. The Joint Planning Scenario also utilizes the same load forecast utilized in the Base
Scenario. The difference in the Joint Planning Scenarios is that the DEC and DEP load forecasts
are additive to represent the load of the entire DEC/DEP region.



DUKE ENERGY CAROLINAS, LLC
Response to NCSEA Request
NCSEA PEC 3-3
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Date of Request: 11/8/2012
Response Dated: 11/28/2012

CONFIDENTIAL:
YES
No

(Pravided Pursuant to Confidentinlity Agreement)

The attached response was consolidated and prepared under my supervision.

Kendal Bowman
Name

Associate General Counael
Title

550 South Tryon Street, Charlotte, WC 2802
Business address
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Request Number: NCSEA PEC 3-3

Request:

On page A-12, two graphs show PEC’s high and low case IDSM capacity and energy impacts, but
do nat list each year’s impacts. Please provide numerical, annual estimates of the low- and high-
case DSM/EE capacity and energy impacts for PEC’s service territory, broken out by North
Carolina and South Carolina jurisdictions.

Response:

The base case energy efficiency (EE) savings projection and high case EE sensitivity for the PEC
system are provided in the table below. PEC does not have this information broken out by state,

Note that the second chart on page A-12 of the IRP (Energy Efficiency — Annual Energy
Reduction) is incorrect. The table below countains the correct data. In addition, a corrected
version of page A-12 is included with this response document in file ‘NCSEA PEC 3-3 corrected
page A-12.pdf".

Base Case EE Savings

High Case EE Savings

Summer GWh Summer GWh
Year Peak MW Energy Peak MW Energy
2013 100 628 128 808
2014 127 794 187 1,178
2015 164 975 257 1,628
2016 182 1,167 326 2,087
2017 206 1,320 399 2,652
2018 227 1,484 460 3,024
2019 251 1,688 521 3,504
2020 278 1,885 585 3,980
2021 306 2,108 650 4,484
2022 334 2,315 718 4,862
2023 361 2,815 778 5,423
2024 386 2,707 837 5,885
2025 409 2,860 588 8,217
2028 428 2,997 933 6,533
2027 444 3,117 871 8,809
2028 459 3,218 1,004 7,042
2029 470 3,300 1,031 7,229
2030 478 3,351 1,050 7,347
2031 483 3,375 1,060 7,400
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