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BEFORE THE NORTH CAROLINA UTILITIES COMMISSIO

DOCKET NO. E-100, SUB 137

APR 11 2014
COMMENraC.^^fon

In the Matter of: )

2013 Biennial Integrated Resource Plans )

and Related 2013 REPS Compliance )

Plans )

NCSEA'S COMMENTS

Pursuant to the North Carolina Utilities Commission ("Commission") Order

Establishing Dates for Comments on Integrated Resource Plans and REPS Reports

issued in this docket on 11 October 2013, as modified 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").

Introduction

NCSEA's initial comments are arranged as follows: First, NCSEA provides

general contextualizing 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 renewable energy generation resources and demand-side

management/energy efficiency ("DSM/EE") resources. Third, building upon these

comments, NCSEA makes four IRP-rclated arguments:

a. To maintain or even enhance the value of the IRP process, the
Commission should reaffirm 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 assumptions upon which their plans are
based;

c. 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 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 usage information with a third-party
accessible via the internet.

Next, NCSEA's initial comments turn to the utilities' REPS compliance plans, with a

quick review ofpast and projected compliance costs relative to the statute-based cost cap.

Finally, NCSEA makes two REPS compliance plan-related arguments:

e. DEP, DEC andDNCP 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 exhibits: Exhibit A includes

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



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 canand do change. When

such changes occur, it is important to keep these changes in mind as they influence the

utilities' constantly evolving resource plans, fogether, 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 1and2 infra. Coal remains the dominant generation resource.
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Figure 1

DEC's Existing Generation

(Source: NCUC IRP Filings)
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1Duke 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

DEP's Existing Generation

(Source: NCUC IRP Filings)

NCGenerating Units as of December 31, 2010

NCGenerating Units as of December 31, 2011

INCGenerating Units as of December 31, 2012

2766 2770 2798

2382 2384
2242

2022

1122 load

Natural Gas CC Natural Gas CT

5164

4970

Coal

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 beenretired. See Figures 1 and2 supra.

2Progress 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 plans3 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 overthe 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.

3The "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-l00, Sub 137 (15 October 2013).
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Figure 3

DEC's Resource Approaches in 2011-2013 IRPs

Base Case

[Source: NCUC IRP Filings)

Future Capacity Additions 2011

Future Capacity Additions 2012

Future Capacity Additions 2013

Renewables {Peak DSM- Summer EE- Summer Peak
Contribution) Peak

DEC's future capacity additions in 2013 include 170 MWattributed to the Lee 3 NG Conversion.
Under DEC's and DEP's "joint planning scenario", 680MW of CC in2017isdelayed oneyear, 843MW of CC in2019 is reduced anddelayed two
years, 403MWofCTis delayed oneyear,and403MW ofCTis delayed outside ofthe studyperiod.

Exhibit A (NCSEA Workpaper 1).
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Figure 4

DEP's Resource Approaches in 2011-2013 IRPs
Base Case

(Source: NCUC IRP Filings)
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Under DEC's andDEP's "joint planning scenario", 680 MW ofCC in 2017 isdelayed oneyear, 843 MW ofCC in2019 isreduced and delayed two
years, 403 MW ofCTis delayed oneyear, and 403 MW ofCT isdelayed outside ofthestudy 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: DEC2013 IRP, p. 8, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 137 (15 October 2013))

Year Resource MW

2014 Nuclear Uprates 20

2015 Lee 3 NG Conversion Nuclear Uprates 170 32

2016

2017 NewCC Nuclear Uprates 680 45

2018 VC Summer Nuclear 66

2019 NewCC 843

2020 VC Summer Nuclear 66

2021

2022 NewCT 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: DEP2013 IRP, p. 8, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 137 (15 October 2013)) |

Year Resource MW

2014 Sutton CC* Nuclear Uprates* 625 9

2015 Nuclear Uprates 24

2016

2017

2018 Fast Start CT CC Uprates VC Summer Nuclear 126 137 46

2019 NewCC 843

2020 VC Summer Nuclear 46

2021 NewCC 843

2022 NewCC 843

2023

2024

2025

2026

2027 New a 403

2028

Note:Table includesboth designated and undesignated capacityadditions

*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"6 even as the Commission has i£recognize[dJ 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 22% from 12,595 MW

6Duke Vice President Rob Caldwell has said, "1 think you're going to see us asking regulators, 'Here's our
least-cost plan - today you know that's going to be agas 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 5April 2014
at http://www.bizjournals.com/charlotte/print-edition/2013/ll/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 ofnatural gas prices.
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in 2012 to 15,421 MW in 2013. DEP's 2013 IRP adds 4,162 MW of solar nameplate

capacity for a DEC-DEP total of 19,583 MWs of solar nameplate capacity to be added

during the 2013 IRP planning horizon. See Exhibit A (NCSEA Workpaper 2).

Figure 57 _„_^^___^^_
DEC Solar Nameplate Capacity
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The utilities' plans for greater inclusion ofrenewables, 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 ofthe 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 slated 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

Exhibit A (NCSEA Workpaper 2).
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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 ofthe 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 - i.e., over the next two to eight years. In other words, the

utilities' pian-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 6and 7 infra.

12



In addition to "base case" projections, Figures 6 and 7 include DEC's and DEP's

"high case'7'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 68

Comparison of DEC 2011, 2012, and 2013 Forecasted EE Program Savings
Source: NCUCIRP Filings
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Exhibit A (NCSEA Workpaper 3).
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Figure 7

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%

ofthe 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 ofTimothy J. Dufffor 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 6 and 7, supra, are more consistent with the savings

performance targets set out in the 8 December 2011 settlement agreement.

DEC and DEP will have to be innovative to meet their obligations to aspire.10 As

stated in DEC's/DEP's 2013 IRPs,

[t]he 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 newmarket potential study. The effort to meet them 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 nextfew 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

October 2013) (emphasis added).

Again, the utilities' 2013 IRPs reflect an increasing willingness to diversify into

clean energy resources, including DSM/EE. NCSEA finds this promising. At 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.

MerrianvWebsler defines the verb "aspire" as "to seek to attain 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 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.

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 (c) 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 oftools that could serve as cornerstones for future DSM/EE

programs and measures.

a. ConsistencyAcross 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 ofthe 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, NCSEA and "the Public Staff 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 No. E-100, Sub 136 (21

February 2014) (referring to Public Staffs Reply Comments).

Commissionendorsement 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,

in State ex rel. Utilities Com. v. General Tel. Co., the North Carolina 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 entire chapter is a single,

integratedplan. Its several provisions must be construed together[.]" 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 "fi]ts several

provisions must be construed together[.]" State 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 to 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)(l)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 ofthe 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 ofcapacity 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 Articulation ofKey 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." Id. 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 orall of the following: (a) continuation of the REPS

law, (b) discontinuation of the REPS law, (c) enactment of a South Carolina RPS,11 (d)

11 "[TJhe 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
Carolina. For 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.12 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 underlie its "base case" or recommended plan.

To the extent the utilities assume a status quo 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 ofa 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 incorporate
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).

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

In a recent paper entitled "Five Universal Truths about Energy Consumers,"

Opower found one universal truth to be that "[ujtilities are not meeting customer

expectations" (p. 3). Our 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 internally and enable

external innovation that can be incorporated into utility operations in the future. It is the

Commission'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.

Attached as Exhibit C hereto.
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DEC 2013 IRP, p. 91, Commission Docket No. H-100, Sub 137 (15 October 2013)

(emphasis added); DEP 2013 IRP, p. 81, Commission Docket No E-100, Sub 137 (15

October 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 utilities to

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 andpower ("CHP") pilot program.

NCSEA understands that innovation - i.e., 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 Universal

Truths about Energy Consumers," Opower reported that its

research uncovered a surprising fact: actual energy costs are not predictive
of customer 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 countries exhibiting quite low electricity costs (by international
standards), customers are prone to voice high levels of dissatisfaction
regarding cost.

The weak relationship between cost and satisfaction with cost is
surprising, and leads to an interesting corollary: factors other than actual
[dollars and cents] strongly influence customers' perception ofcost. 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 intentions; 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 is not a reason

to forego or avoid development of innovative DSM/EE programs and measures that can

yield mid- and long-term savings when compared toa complacent status 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. These products, and the innovation pipeline they promise,

are created and incubated outside of the utilities. Solar in North Carolina has helped

show that enabled third-parties can bring an innovative technology to the point that

utilities can buy-in to 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.
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One way in which the utilities can enable third-party development of innovative

DSM/EE products is by making it easier for utility customers to share their usage data

with these third-parties. On this topic, the Commission last year stated as follows:

[T]he 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, it does not appear that the
IOUs' customers face an impediment to sharing their usage information
with any person they desire, although the IOUs may be able to more
readilyfacilitate the authorizationfor such sharing by creating a standard
authorizationform.

Order Requesting Additional Information and Declining to 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 . . .

[•]
5. Docs your 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 copyof the form to your responses.

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

State the details of the modes

by which retail customers 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 written
consent may 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 a written release to the
Company authorizing release of
their usage information to a third
party.'" Response to 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 to a third party? If
so, please attach a copy of the
form to your responses.

"DEC and DEP use standard

templates for customer consent
(attached)." VerifiedResponse to
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. E-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 Dattached hereto, indicate: DEC and

DEP have revised their forms since September 2013.14 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

14 It is also worth noting that DEC's and DEP's form indicates that it is valid for disclosure ofinformation
"only once." DNCP's form on the other hand more reasonably covers "requests . . . each time requested
within the . . . [authorization] period." The Commission should encourage DEC and DEP to adopt DNCP's
more reasonable approach. The DEC and DEP forms also 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, Kentucky or Florida territories. NCSEA believes the fee issue is more appropriately raised in the
upcoming smart grid planning process under Commission 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 scanned and emailed in. As for DNCP, its

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 encouraging the utilities to make their authorization forms

available electronically. As Opower's report states:

[Companies 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 industries. 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 Commission 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 internet.
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REPS Compliance Plans

North Carolina's utilities have incurred and, for the foreseeable future, will incur

REPS incremental costs well below the statutory cost caps provided for in N.C. Gen. Stat.

§ 62-133.8. See Figure 8 infra.

Figure 815

Total REPS Incremental Costs

Source: NC Utilities 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 ofPast REPS Compliance Plans

NCSEA's first request relates to the ongoing obligation of the utilities to review

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

15 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. East year, the Commission ordered "pt]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

Part Motion for Disclosure, p. 14, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 137 (3 June

2013). In a given year, it is 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 containing a one-sentence certification 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).

b. Avoided Cost Projections

NCSEA's second request relates to "Commission Rule R8-67(b)(l)(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
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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 compliance 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 at p. 49.

Given that the first phase of the 2014 biennial avoided cost proceeding will

contemplate 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 into the DEC,

DEP, and DNCP 2014 REPS compliance plans, NCSEA requests that the utilities be

directed to create their 2014 REPS compliance planprojections 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 submitted, this the \j *day ofApril, 2014.ir^
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that all persons on the docket service list have been served true
and accurate copies of the foregoing Comments, together with any attachments, by hand
delivery, first class mail deposited in the U.S. mail, postage pre-paid, or by email
transmission with the party's consent.

lift
This the H day of April, 2014.
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Duke Energy Carolinas Resource Approaches in 2011-2013 IRPs Duke Energy Progress Resource Approaches in 2011-2013 IRPs

Future

Capacity

Additions

2011 IRP

(planned for

2014-2032)

Source

Future

Capacity

Additions

2012 IRP

(planned for

2014-2032)

Source

Future

Capacity

Additions

2013 IBP

(planned for

2014-2028)

5ource

Future

Capacity

Additions

2011IRP

(planned for
2014-2025)

Source

Future

Capacity

Additions

2012 IRP

(planned for

2014-2027)

Source

Future

Capacity

Additions

2013 IRP

(planned for

2014-2028)

Source

Nuclear 2,384

DEC 2011 IRP,

Table S.D, p. 92,

Commission

Docket No.

E-100, Sub 128 (1

September 20111

2,311

DEC2012 IRP, Table
1 A, p. 16,

Commission Docket

No. E-100, Sub 137
(4 September 2013)

2,463

DEC 2013 IRP,

Table 1-A, p. 8,

Commission

Docket No.

E-100, Sub 137(15

October 2013)

552

DEP 2011 IRP. p.

24, Commission

Docket No.

E-100. Sub 128(1
September 2011)

552

DEP 2012 IRP.

p. 25,

Commission

Docket No.

E-100, Sub 137

(4 September

2013)

125

DEP 2013 IRP,

Table 1-A, p. 8,

Commission Docket

No. E-100, Sub 137

Natural Gas CC 1,300

DEC2011IRP,

Table S.D, p. 92,
Commission

Docket No.

E-100, Sub 128 (1

September 2011)

2,100

DEC2012 IRP, Table

LA, p. 16,

Commission Docket

No. E-100, Sub 137

(4 September 2013|

1,523

DEC 2013 IRP,

Table 1-A, p. 8,

Commission

Docket No.

E-100, Sub 137 (15

October 2013)

1,212

DEP 2011 IRP, p.

24, Commission

Docket No.

E-100. Sub 128(1

September 2011)

3,119

DEP 2012 IRP,

P. 25,

Commission

Docket No.

E-100, Sub 137

(4 September

2013)

3,291

DEP 2013 IRP,

Table 1-A, p. 3,

Commission Docket

No. E-100, Sub 137

(15 October 2013)

Natural Gas CT 2,890

DEC2011 IRP,

Table S.D, p. 92,

Commission

Docket No.

E-100, Sub 128(1
September 2011)

1,920

DEC2012IRP, Table
l.A, p. 16,

Commission Docket

No. E-100, Sub 137

(4 September 2013)

573

DEC 2013 IRP,

Table 1-A, p. 8,

Commission

Docket No.

E-100, Sub 137(15

October 2013)

1,182

DEP 2011 IRP, p.

24, Commission

Docket No.

E-100. Sub 128(1

September 2011)

1,051

DEP 2012 IRP.

p. 25,

Commission

Docket No.

E-100, Sub 137

(4 September

2013)

529

DEP 2013 IRP,

Table 1-A, p. &,
Commission Docket

No. E-100, Sub 137

(15 October 2013)

Coal 0

DEC2011 IRP,

Table S.D, p. $2,

Commission

Docket Mo.

E-100. Sub 128(1

September 2011)

0

DEC2012IRP, Table

l.A,p. 16,

Commission Docket

No. E-100, Sub 137

(4 September 2013)

0

DEC 2013 IRP,

Table 1-A, a. 8,

Commission

Docket No.

E-100, Sub 137 (15

October 2013)

0

DEP 2011 IRP. p.

24, Commission

Docket No.

E-100. Sub 128{1
September 2011)

0

DEP 2012 IRP,

p. 25,

Commission

Docket No.

E-100, Sub 137

(4 September

2013)

0

DEP2013IRP,

Table 1-A, p. 8,

Commission Docket

No. E-100, Sub 137

(15 October 2013)

Renewable;

(Peak

Contribution)

493

DEC 2011 IRP,

TableS.E, p. 55,

Commission

Docket No.

E-10, Sub 128(1

September 2011)

758

DEC2012 IRP, Table

8.A, p. 93,

Commission Docket

No. E-100, Sub 137

{4 September 2013)

921

DEC 2013 IRP,

Table 5-A, p. 18,
Commission

Docket No.

E-100, Sub 137 (15

October 2013)

39

DEP 2011 IRP,

Table 1, p. 26,

Commission

Docket No.

E-100. Sub 128 (1

September 2011)

210

DEP2012IRP.

p. 26,

Commission

Docket No.

E-100, Sub 137

(4 September

2013)

436

DEP 2013 IRP,

Table 5-A, p. 18,

Commission Docket

No. E-100, Sub 137

(15 October 2013)

DSM-Summer

Peak
9B6

DEC2011IRP,

Table 4.A, p. 34,

Commission

Docket No.

E-100, Sub 128 (1
September 2011)

1,071

DEC2012IRP, Table

4.A, p. 39,

Commission Docket

No. E-100, Sub 137

(4 September 2013)

1,061

DEC2013IRP, p.

90, Commission

Docket No,

E-100, Sub 137 (15
October 2013)

339

DEP 2011 IRP,E-

8, p. 79,

Commission

Docket No.

E-100. Sub 128(1

September 2011)

336

DEP 2012 IRP,

E-ll, p. 98,

Commission

Docket No.

E-100, Sub 137

(4 September

2013)

484

DEP2013IRP, p.

79, Commission

Docket No. E-100,

Sub 137(15

October 2013)

EE-Summer Peak 727

DEC2011IRP,

Table 4.A, p. 34

Commission

Docket No.

E-100, Sub 128 (1
September 2011)

1.320

DEC2012 IRP, Table
4.A, p. 39,

Commission Docket

No. E-100, Sub 137

(4 September 2013)

1,477

DEC2013IRP,p.

90, Commission

Docket No.

E-100, Sub 137 (15

October 2013)

669

DEP 2011 IRP, E-

8, p. 79,

Commission

Docket No.

E-100. Sub 128(1
September 2011)

444

DEP 2012 IRP,

E-ll, p. 98,

Commission

Docket No.

E-100, Sub 137

(4 September
2013)

603

DEP 2013 IRP,

Table C-4 and C-6,

pp. 61-63,

Commission Docket

No. E-100, Sub 137

(15 October 2013)



Source

Year

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

2026

2027

2028

2029

2030

2031

2032

Total

Nameplate (MW) Renewable Capacity by Resource
Base Case

DEC2011 IRP, Table 5. E,
p. 55, Commission

Docket No. E-100, Sub

128(1 September 2011}

Solar

24

42

45

45

49

51

56

51

57

72

73

73

81

73

74

82

82

82

1,112

Duke Energy Carolinas

DEC2012 IRP, Table LA,
p. 16, Commission

Docket No. E-100, Sub

137(4 September 2012)

Solar

135

253

320

352

398

471

495

538

649

692

736

840

885

928

946

965

984

1,004

1,004

12,595

DEC 2013 IRP,

p. 18, Commission

Docket No. E-100, Sub

137 (15 October 2013)

Solar

294

519

569

609

730

845

957

1,052

1,142

1,229

1,309

1,424

1,499

1,554

1,689

15,421

Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 137
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Duke Energy Progress

DEP 2013 IRP,

p. 18, Commission

Docket No. E-100, Sub

137(15 October 2013)

Solar

120

120

120

120

142

156

203

248

293

340

385

430

476

524

485

4,162



DEC 2011 IRP

Base Case

DEC2011 IRP,

p. 34,

Commission

Docket No.

E-100, Sub 128
(1 September

2011)

DEC2011 IRP,

Table 3.E, p. 21,

Commission

Docket No.

E-100, Sub 128 (1

September 2011)

A |A/B) B

Year EE Energy % of Load
System Sales w/o

EE(MWh)

2012 601,792 0.6% 93,281,000

2015 2,008,940 2.0% 102,481,000

2O20 3,937,401 3.5% 111,373,000

2024 4,655,623 3.9% 119,235,000

2028 4,990,171 3.9% 127,025,000

DEC 2011 IRP

High Case

DEC2011 IRP,

Table 4. B, p.

35, Commission

Docket No.

E-100, Sub 128

(1 September

2011)

DEC2011 IRP,

Table 3 E, p. 21,

Commission

Docket Mo.

E-100, 5ub 128(1
September 2011)

G (G/H) H

Year EE Energy % of Load
System 5ales w/o

EE(MWh)

2012 601,792 0.6% 93,231,000

2016 2,809,117 2.7% 102,481,000

2020 5,765,231 5.2% 111,873,000

2024 3,721,341 7.3% 119,235,000

2028 11,677,451 9.2% 127,025,000

DEC 2012 IRP

Base Case

DEC 2012 IRP,

Table i.A, p. 39,

Commission

Docket No.

E-100, Sub 137 (4
September 2012)

DEC 2012 IRP,

Table 3.E, p.2S,
Commission

Docket No.

E-100, Sub 137

(4 September

2012)

C (C/D] D

Year EE Energy % of Load
System Sales w/o

EE(MWh)

2012 1,471,184 1.6% 90,572,000

2016 3,047,522 3.1% 99,147,000

2020 4,879,948 4.5% 108,141,000

2024 6,712,374 5.8% 115,894,000

2028 8,544,800 6.9% 124,352,000

DEC 2012IRP

High Case

DEC2012IRP,

Table4.B, p. 40,

Commission

Docket No.

E-100, Suh 137 (4

September 2012)

DEC 2012 IRP,

Table 3.E, p. 25,
Commission

Docket No.

E-100, Sub 137

(4 September

2012)

1 H/l) J

Year EE Energy % of Load
System Sales w/o

EE (MWh)

2012 1,471,184 1.6% 90,572,000

2016 4,173,219 4.2% 99,147,000

2020 7,572,072 7.0% 108,141,000

2024 11,111,672 9.6% 115,894,000

2028 14,798,419 11.9% 124,352,000

NCSEA 's DR listed in the tables above is attached at the end ofthe Workpapers.
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DEC 2013 IRP

Base Case

DEC2013 IRP, p.

90, Commission

Docket No.

E-100, Sub 137

(15 October
2013)

DEC 2013 IRP, p.

70, Commission

Docket No.

E-100, Sub 137

(15 October

2013)

E (E/F) F

Year EE Energy % of Loa d
System Sales

w/oEE

2012 1,471,184 1.6% 90,572,000

2016 1,824,144 1.9% 98,023,000

2020 4,260,057 4.0% 106,904,000

2024 6,682,978 5.8% 114,471,000

2028 8,683,743 7.1% 122,243,000

DEC 2013 IRP

High Case

NCSEA DR1, Item

No. 1-9, Page 1

of 1, Commission

Docket No.

E-100, Sub 137

NC5EA DR1, Item

No 1-8, Page 1

ofl, Commission

Docket No.

E-100, Sub 137

K (K/L) L

Year EE Energy % of Load
System Sales

w/oEE

2012 1,471,184 1.6% 90,572,000

2016 2,504,114 2.6% 98,023,000

2020 5,848,371 5.5% 106,904,000

2024 9,327,087 8.1% 114,471,000

2028 12,942,843 10.6% 122,243,000
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Item No. 1-9
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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 DR1 - Q9a - DEC.xlsx"

NCSEA DR1 - Q9a -
DEC.xlsx

b. The Joint Planning Scenario used the energy efficiency and demand-sidemanagement
informationfrom the Base Case forecast already included in the IRP documentand referenced in
this Data Request question.



NCSEA

Docket No. E-100, Sub 137

NCSEA Data Request

Duke Energy Carolinas

Question 9a

Year

Annual Energy Savings, MWh

Gross of Free Riders, At Generator

Environmental Focus Scenario

2013 435,988

2014 875,988

2015 1,686,380

2016 2,504,114

2017 3,328,614

2018 4,160,503

2019 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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DUKE ENERGY CAROLINAS

Request:

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

a. Environmental Focus Scenario

b. 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 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 same 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 represent the load of the entire DEC/DEPregion.



DEP2011IRP

Base Case

DEP 2011 IRP,

p. 8,

Commission

Docket No.

E-100, 5ub 128

(1 September

2011)

DEP 2011 IRP,

p a,

Commission

Docket No.

E-100, 5ub 128

(1 September

2011)

A (A/B) B

Year EE Energy % of Load
System Sales

w/o EE (MWh)

2011 323,927 0.5% 63,703,226

2016 1,107,365 1.6% 63,253,825

2021 1,842,266 2.5% 72,570,646

2026 2,739,957 3.6% 76,607,711

DEP2012IRP

Base Case

DEP 2012 IRP,

p. 9,
Commission

Docket No.

E-100, Sub 137

(4 September

2012)

DEP 2012 IRP,

P.9,
Commission

Docket No.

E-100, Sub 137

(4 September
2012)

C [C/D] D

Year EE Energy % of Load
System Sales

w/oEE

2011 328,927 0.5% 64,037,153

2016 1,190,332 1.7% 68,710,361

2021 2,134,878 2.9% 73,369,196

2026 3,026,108 3.9% 73,116,005

DEP 2012 IRP

High Case

DEP's 2012
p. 9,

"high' case
Commission

projections
Docket No.

were obtained

during 2012 IRP
(4 September

2012)

G fG/H) H

Year EE Energy
w/oEE

2011 328,927 0.5% 64,037,153

2016 2,037,000 3.0% 68,710,361

2021 4,484,000 6.1% 73,369,196

2026 6,533,000 8.4% 73,116,005

NCSEA 's DR listed in thetables above is attached at theendofthe Workpapers.

Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 137

NCSEA Workpaper 4

Page 1 of 1
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DEP 2013 IRP

Base Case

DEP 2013 IRP,

P. 79,

Commission

Docket No.

E-100, Sub 137

(15 October

2013)

DEP 2013 IRP,

Table C-4, p.

61, Commission

Docket No.

E-100, Sub 137

(15 October

2013)

E IE/F) F

Year
DSM/EE &

DSDR
% of Load

System Sales

w/oEE

2011 323,927 0.5% 64,037,153

2016 990,876 1.5% 63,141,000

2021 2,190,879 3.0% 73,975,000

2026 3,352,066 4.2% 80,252,000

DEP 2013IRP

High Case

NCSEA DR1,

Item No. 1-9,

Pagel ofl,
Commission

Docket No.

E-100, Sub 137

(15 October

2013)

NCSEA DR3,

Hem No. 1-8,

Page 1 of 1,
Commission

Docket No.

E-100, Sub 137
(15 October

2013)

i (l/J) J

Year
DSM/EE &

DSDR
% of Load

System Sales

w/oEE

2011 323,927 0.5% 64,037,153

2016 1,662,555 2.4% 68,141,000

2021 4,075,098 5.5% 73,975,000

2026 6,634,530 8.3% 80,252,000



Request:

NCSEA

Docket No. E-100, Sub 137
NCSEA DR1

Integrated Resource Plans
Item No. 1-9

Page 1 of 1

DUKE ENERGY PROGRESS

Please provide thequantitative data underlying the 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 data found in the table, Annual MWh Energy
Savings for Post SB-3 DSM/EE (atgenerator), on page 79 of this filing.

Response:

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

NCSEA DR1 - Q9a -
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

Docket No. E-100, Sub 137

NCSEA Data Request

Duke Energy Progress

Question 9a

Year

Annual Energy Savings, MWh

Gross of Free Riders, At Generator

Environmental Focus Scenario

2013 210,013

2014 735,013

2015 1,197,124

2016 1,662,555

2017 2,134,042

2018 2,611,362

2019 3,093,790

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 6,634,530

2027 7,163,749

2028 7,697,756
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DUKE ENERGY PROGRESS

Request:

Please provide the quantitative data underlying the load forecast without energy 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 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 BaseCase.

b. TheJoint 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/DEPregion.
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Response to NCSEA Request
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Docket No. E-100, Sub 137

Date of Request: 11/8/2012
Response Dated: 11/28/2012

CONFIDENTIAL:

YES

No
(Provided Pursuant to Confidentiality Agreement)

The attached response was consolidated and prepared under my supervision.

Kendal Bowman

Name

Associate General Counsel

Title

550 South Trvon Street- Charlotte. NC 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 DSM capacity and energy impacts, but
do not 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 inthe table below. PEC does not have this information broken out by state.

Note that the second chart on page A- i2 of the IRP (Energy Efficiency - Annual Energy
Reduction) is incorrect. The table below contains 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
pageA-12.pdf.

Base Case EE Savings High Case EE Savings

Summer

Peak MW

GWh

Energy

Summer

Peak MW

GWh

EnergyYear

2013 100 626 128 808

2014 127 794 187 1,178

2015 154 975 257 1,629

2016 182 1,167 326 2,087

2017 206 1,320 399 2,552

2018 227 1,494 460 3,024

2019 251 1,688 521 3,504

2020 278 1,895 585 3,990

2021 306 2,108 650 4,484

2022 334 2,315 715 4,962

2023 361 2,515 778 5,423

2024 386 2,707 837 5,865

2025 409 2,860 889 6,217

2026 428 2,997 933 6,533

2027 444 3,117 971 6,809

2028 459 3,218 1,004 7,042

2029 470 3,300 1,031 7,229

2030 479 3,351 1,050 7,347

2031 483 3,375 1,060 7,400

Page 2 of2
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Duke Energy Carolinas

North Carolina REPS Incremental Cost Comparison

A B C D=(A+B)

Compliance Year Billing Period
Total Incremental Costs

(Billing Period)
Source

Total Test (EMF)
Period Over/Under

Recovery

Source Cost Cap Source
Total Incremental

Cost
Source

2008

September 1,

2009 - August 31,

2010

$1,375,973

Second Revised

McManeas Exhibit No

3, Page 2 of 3,

Commission Docket

No. E-7,Sub 372 (24

September 2009)

$2,824,898

Second Revised

McMoneus Exhibit No.

3,Pagelof3,
Commission Docket

No. E-7, Sub 372 (24

September 2009)

$31,697,079

Second Revised

McManeus Exhibit No.

3, Page 2 of 3,
Commission Docket

No. E-7, Sub 872 (24

September 20D9)

$4,200,871

2009

September 1,

2010-August 31,

2011

$6,111,683

Order Approving REPS
and REPS EMF Rider,

p. 5, Commission

Docket No. E-7, Sub

936 (13 August 2010)

$3,267,325

Order Approving REPS
and REPSEMF Rider,

p. 5, Commission

Docket No. E-7, Sub

936 (13 August 2010)

$30,991,960

Duke Energy Carolinas,

LLC 2009 REPS

Compliance Report,
Smitb Exhibit No. 1, p.

5, Commission Docket

No. E-7, Sub 936 (2

March 2010)

$9,379,008

1

2010

September 1,

2011-August 31,

2012

$13,109,241

Order Approving REPS
and REPS EMF Riders

ond2010REPS

Compliance, p. 4,

Commission Docket

No. E-7, Sub 984 (23

August 2011)

$3,636,122

Order Approving REPS
and REPS EMF Riders

and 2010 REPS

Compliance, p. 4,

Commission Docket

No. E-7, Sub 984 (23

August 2011)

$32,065,620

Duke Energy
Carolinas, LLC 2010

REPS Compliance

Report, Felt Exhibit No.
1, p. 4, Commission

Docket Mo. E-7, Sub

984 (11 March 2011)

$16,745,363

2011

September 1,

2012-August 31,

2013

$13,359,907

Order Approving REPS

and REPS EMF Riders

ond2011 REPS

Compliance, p. 4,

Commission Docket

No. E-7. Sub 1008 (16

August 2012)

$197,365

Order Approving REPS

and REPS EMF Riders

and 2011 REPS

Compliance, p. 4,

Commission Docket

Mo. E-7, Sub 1008 (16
August 2012)

$46,624,570

Smith Exhibit No. 3,

Page 1 of2,
Commission Docket

Mo. E-7, Sub 1008(12

March 2012)

$13,557,272

2012

September 1,

2013-August 31,

2014

$13,547,264

Order Approving REPS
and REPS EMF Riders

and2012REPS

Compliance, p. 5,

Commission Docket

No. E-7, Suh 1034 (20

August 2013)

-$5,105,735

Order Approving REPS
and REPS EMF Riders

and 2012 REPS

Compliance, p. 5,

Commission Docket

No. E-7, Sub 1034 (20

August 2013)

$58,237,362

Williams Exhibit No. 3,

Page 2 of 3,
Commission Docket

No. E-7, Sub 1034(13

March 2013)

$8,441,529

2013'

September 1,

2014-August 31,

2015

$63,600,083

DEC2013 IRP,Table 5,
p. 145, Commission

Docket No. E-100, Sub

137 (15 October 2013)

$8,278,714

DEC2013 IRP, Table 5,
p. 145, Commission

Docket Mo. E-100, Sub

137 (15 October 2013)

2014'

September 1,

2015-August 31,

2016

$64,543,124

DEC 2013 IRP, TableS,

p, 145, Commission

Docket No. E-100, Sub

137 (15 October 2013)

$12,129,777

DFC 2013 IRP, Table 5.

p. 145, Commission

Docket No. E-100, Suh

137 (15 October 2013)

2015'

September 1,

2016-August 31,

2017

$106,425,364

DEC2013 IRP,Table 5,
p. 145, Commission

Docket No. E-100, Sub

i 137(15October2013)

$14,582,132

DEC2013 IRP, Table 5,
p. 145, Commission

Docket No. E-100, Sub

137 (15 October 2013)

' Utilitiesprojected cost in REPS Compliance Plar
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Duke Energy Progress

North Carolina REPS Incremental Cost Comparison

E F G H=(E+F)

Compliance Year Billing Period
Total Incremental Costs

(Billing Period)
Source

Total Test (EMF) Period

Over/Under Recovery
Source Cost Cap Source

Total Incremental

Cost
Source

2008

December 1, 2009-

November 30.

2010

$13,913,741

Order Approving REPS

and REPSEMF Riders,
p. 3, Commission

Docket Mo. E-2, 5ub

948 (12 November

2009)

$1,655,711

Order Approving REPS

and REPSEMF Riders,
p. 3, Commission

Docket No. E-2, Sub

943 (12 November

2009)

$20,402,501

Fonvietle Exhibit 1,

Commission Docket

Mo. E-2, Sub 948 (18
May 2009)

$15,569,452

2009

December 1, 2010-

November 30,

2011

$14,484,441

Order Approving REPS
and REPS EMF Riders.

p. 4, Commission

Docket No. E-2, Sub

974 (17 November

2010)

-$196,457

Order Approving REPS
and REPSEMF Riders,

p. 4, Commission

Docket No. E-2, Sub

974 (17 November

2010)

$20,992,940

Ellis Revised Exhibit No

3., Page 2, Commission

Docket No. E-2, Sub

974 (20 August 2010)

$14,287,984

2010

December 1,2011-

November 30,

2012

$22,237,600

Order Approving REPS
and REPS EMF Riders

and 2010 REPS

Compliance, p. 4,

Commission Docket

No. E-2, Sub 1000 (10

November 2011)

$434,948

Order Approving REPS
and REP5 EMF Riders

and 2010 REPS

Compliance, p. 4,

Commission Docket

No. E-2, Sub 1000 (10

November 2011)

$41,143,111

Foster Exhibit No 3,

Page 2, Commission

Docket No. E-2, Sub

1000 (3 June 2011)

$22,672,548

2011

December 1,2012-

November 30,

2013

$18,746,453

Order Approving REPS
and REPS EMF Riders

and 2011 REPS

Compliance, p. 4,

Commission Docket

No E-2, Sub 1020(16

November 2012)

$2,519,486

Order Approving REPS
and REPS EMF Riders

and 2011 REPS

Compliance, p. 4,

Commission Docket

No. E-2, Sub 1020 (16

November 2012)

$41,887,788

Ellis Exhibit No. 3, Page
1, Commission Docket

No. E-2, Sub 1020 (4

June 2012)

$21,265,939

2012

December 1,2013-

November 30,

2014

$21,553,034

Order Approving REPS
and REPS EMF Riders

and 2012 REPS

Compliance, p.

4,Commission Docket

No. E-2, Sub 1032 (25

November 2013)

-$986,645

Revised Williams

ExhibitNo. 1,
Commission Docket

No. E-2, Sub 1032 (29

August 2013)

$42,703,052

Byrd Exhibit No. 1,

Commission Docket

No. E-2, Sub 1032 (12
June 2013)

$20,571,439

2013-

December 1,2014-

November 30,

2015

$42,520,860

DEP 2013 IRP,Table 5,

p. 149, Commission

Docket Mo. E-100, Sub

137 (15 October 2013)

$20,324,166

DEP 2013 IRP,TableS,

p. 149, Commission

Docket No. E-100, Sub

137 (15 October 2013)

2014*

December 1, 2015-

November 30,

2016

$42,325,158

DEP 2013 IRP,Table 5,

p. 149, Commission

Docket No. E-100, Sub

137 (15 October 2013)

$24,016,763

DEP 2013 IRP,Table 5,

p. 149, Commission

Docket Mo. E-100, Sub

137 (15 October 2013)

2015'

December 1, 2016-

NovemberSO,

2017

$68,839,101

DEP2013IRP, Table 5,

p. 149, Commission

Docket No. E-100, Sub

137 (15 October 2013)

$21,797,340

DEP 2013 IRP, Tabte 5,

p. 149, Commission

Docket No. E-100, Sub
137 (15 October 2013)

' Utilities projected cost in REPS Compli;
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Dominion North Carolina Power

North Carolina REPS Incremental Cost Comparison

1 I K LHI+J]

Compliance

Year
Billing Period

Total Incremental

Costs (BillingPeriod)
Source

Total Test (EMF)

Period

Over/Under

Recovery

Source Cost Cap Source

Total

Incremental

Cost

Source

2012

January 1,

2014-

December31,

2014

$879,731

Order Approving

REPS and REPS

EMF Riders and

2012 REPS

Compliance, p. A,

Commission

Docket No. E-22,

Sub 503(18

December 2013)

$797,661

Order Approving

REPS and REPS

EMF Riders and

2012 REPS

Compliance, p. 4,

Commission

Docket No. E-22,

Sub 503 (IS

December 2013)

$3,848,626

Direct Testimony

and Exhibits of
Much ha la, Courts,
Givens and Rice,

p. 5, Commission

Docket No. E-22,

Sub 503 (29

August 2013)

$1,677,392

2013* $3,868,370

DNCP 2013 IRP,

Figure 1.8.1, p. 15,

Commission

Docket No. E-100,

Sub 137 (30

August 2013)

$546,115

DNCP 2013 IRP,

Figure 1.8.1, p. 15,

Commission

Docket No. E-100,

Sub 137(30

August 2013)

2014' $4,112,426

DNCP 2013 IRP,

Figure 1.8.1, p. 15,

Commission

Docket No. E-100,

Sub 137 (30

August 2013)

$1,443,347

DNCP2013IRP,

Figure 1.3.1, p. 15,

Commission

Docket No. E-100,

Sub 137(30

August 2013)

2015" $6,547,470

DNCP2013IRP,

Figure 1.8.1, p. 15,

Commission

Docket No. E-100.

Sub 137 (30

August 2013)

$1,467,387

DNCP 2013 IRP,

Figure 1.8.1, p. 15,

Commission

Docket No. E-100,

Sub 137(30

August 2013)

Utilities projected cost in REPS Compliance Plans
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NCEMPA

North Carolina REPS Incremental Cost Comparison

M N

Compliance Year Incremental Cost Source Cost Cap Source

2008 $0

NCEMPA's Revised 2008 REPS Compliance Report, p. 4,

Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 131 (31 August

2011)

$4,445,770

NCEMPA's Revised 200S REPSCompliance Report,
p. 4, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 131 (31

August 2011)

2009 $0

NCEMPA's Revised 2009 REPSCompliance Report, p. 4,

Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 131 (31 August

2011)

$4,462,770

NCEMPAs Revised 2009 REPS Compliance Report,

p. 5, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 131 (31
August 2011)

2010 $493,185

NCEMPA's 2010 REPS Compliance Report (Redacted), p.
5, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 131 (31 August

2011)

$4,483,690

NCEMPA's 201O REPSCompliance Report

(Redacted!, p. 6, Commission Docket No. E-100,
Sub 131 (31 August 2011)

2011 $460,090

NCEMPA's 2011 REPSCompliance Report - Public
Version, p. 6, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 135 (30

August 2012)

$4,436,330

NCEMPA's 2011 REPSCompliance Report - Public

Version, p. 6, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub

135 (30 August 2012)

2012 $951,890

NCEMPA's REPS Compliance Report for 2012, p. 6,
Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 139 (26 August

2013)

$8,958,140

NCEMPA's REPS Compliance Report for 2012, p. 7,

Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 139 (26 August
2013)

2013' $1,500,000

NCEMPA's REPS Compliance Plan for 2013 to 2015, p.
15, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 139 (26 August

2013)

$9,000,000

NCEMPA's REPS Compliance Plan far 2013 to 2015,
p. 15, Commission Docket No. E-100, 5ub 139 (26

August 2013)

2014' $1,900,000

NCEMPA's REPSCompliance Plan for 2013 to 2015, p.

15, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 139 (26 August
2013)

$9,100,000

NCEMPA's REPS Compliance Plan for 2013 to 2015,

p. 15, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 139 (26

August 2013)

2015' $2,400,000

NCEMPA's REPS Compliance Plan for 2013 to 2015, p.

15, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 139 (26 August
2013)

$14,300,000

NCEMPA'sREPS Compliance Plan for 2013 to 2015,
p. 15, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 139 (26

August 2013)

' Utilities projected cost in REPS Compliance Plans
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NCMPAl

North Carolina REPS Incremental Cost Comparison

O P

Compliance Year Incremental Cost Source Cost Cap Source

2003 $230,513
NCMPA Number 1 's 2003 REPSCompliance Report, p. 5,

Docket No. E-100, Sub 125 (31 August 2009)
$2,974,660

Order on 2008 REPS Compliance Report, p. 4,

Commission Docket No. E-43, Sub 6 (3 May 2011)

2009 $466,006

North Carolina Eastern Municipal Power Agency 1's

2009 Compliance Report, p. 4, Commission Docket No,

E-100, Sub 129 (1 September 2010)

$2,920,550

Worth Carolina Eastern Municipal Power Agency 1's

2009 Compliance Report, p. 5, Commission Docket

No. E-100, Sub 129 (1 September 2010)

2010 $1,156,489

NCMPAl's 2010 REPS Compliance Report, p. 4,

Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 131 (31 August
2011)

$2,915,050

NCMPAl's 2010 REPSCompliance Report, p. 5,

Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 131 (31 August

2011)

2011 $2,239,244

NCMPAl's 2011 REPSCompliance Report - Public
Version, p. 5, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 135

(30 August 2012)

$2,916,040
NCMPAl's 2011 REPSCompliance Report • Public
Version, p. 6, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub

135 (30 August 2012)

2012 $1,073,913

NCMPAl's REPS Compliance Report for 2012, p. 6,

Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 139 (26 August

2013)

$6,117,750
NCMPAl's REPSCompliance Report for 2012, p. 1.

Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 139 (26 August

2013)

2013' $1,700,000

NCMPAl's REPSCompliance Plan for 2013 Through
2015, p. 19, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 139 (26

August 2013)

$6,200,000

NCMPAl's REPS Compliance Plan for 2013 Through

2015, p. 19, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 139

(26 August 2013)

2014* $1,600,000

NCMPAl's REPS Compliance Plan for 2013 Through

2015, p. 19, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 139 (26
August 2013)

$6,200,000
NCMPAl's REPSCompliance Plan for 2013 Through

2015, p. 19, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 139
(26 August 2013)

2015* $1,600,000
NCMPAl's REPS Compliance Plan for 2013 Through

2015, p. 19, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 139 (26
August 2013)

$9,200,000

NCMPAl's REPS Compliance Plan for 2013 Through

2015, p. 19, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 139
(26 August 2013)

Utilities projected cost in REPS Compliance Plans
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Greenco Solutions

North Carolina REPS Incremental Cost Comparison

Q R

Compliance Year Incremental Cost Source Cost Cap Source

2008 $1,424,751
OrderApproving 2008 REPSCompliance Report, p. 4,
Commission Docket No. EC-83, Sub 1 (3 May 2011)

$10,273,260
Order Approving 2008 REPS Compliance Report, p. 3,

Commission Docket No, EC-83, Sub 1 (3 May 2011)

2009 $2,814,955

GreenCo Solutions 2009 Compliance Report/ 2010
Compliance Plan (Public Version), p. 7, Commission Docket

Mo. E-100, Sub 128 (1 September 2010)

$9,253,620

GreenCoSolutions 2009 Compliance Report/2010
Compliance Plan (Public Version), p. 6, Commission

Docket Mo. E-100, Sub 128 (1 September 2010)

2010 Withheld

GreenCo Solutions, Inc.'s (Public Version} 2011 Compliance
Plan and 2010 Compliance Report, p. 9, Commission

Docket No. E-100, Sub 131 (19 September 2011)

$9,127,820

GreenCo Solutions, Inc. s (Public Version) 2011
Compliance Plan and 2010 Compliance Report, p. 13,

Commission Docket No. E-100, Suh 131 (19

September 2011)

2011 $2,735,731

GreenCo Solutions, Inc. 's 2011 REPSCompliance Report -
Public Version, p. 5, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 135

(4 September 2012)

$9,242,930

GreenCo Solutions, Inc 's 2011 REPS Compliance

Report - Public Version, p. 5, Commission Docket No.

E-100, Sub 135 (4 September 2012)

2012 $3,971,769

Greenco Solution, Inc 's (Public) 2012 REPSCompliance
Plan, p. 11, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 137 (4

September 2012)

$15,889,310
Greenco Solution, Inc.'s (Public) 2012 REPS

Compliance Plan, p. 12, Commission Docket No. E-

100, Sub 137 (4 September 2012)

2013' $3,357,237

GreenCo Solutions, Inc. 2013 REPSCompliance Plan, p. 19,

Commission Docket No. E-100, Suh 139 (3 September

2013)

$16,079,856
GreenCo Solutions, Inc 2013 REPSCompliance Plan.

p. 19, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 139 (3

September 2013)

2014* $8,407,255

GreenCo Solutions, Inc 2013 REPSCompliance Plan, p. 19,

Commission Docket Mo. E-100, Sub 139 (3 September
2013)

$16,296,948

GreenCo Solutions, Inc. 2013 REPSCompliance Plan,

p. 19, Commission Docket Mo. E-100, Sub 139 (3
September 2013)

2015' $10,373,257

GreenCo Solutions, Inc. 2013 REPS Compliance Plan, p. 19,

Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 139 (3 September

2013)

$31,864,860

GreenCo Solutions, Inc. 2013 REPSCompliance Plan,

p. 19, Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 139 (3
September 2013)

1Utilities projected cost in REPSCompliance Plans



Total Cost of the North Carolina REPS

Compliance
Year

Total Incremental

Cost
Total Cost Cap

(D+H+L+fvl+O+Q) (C+G+K+N+P+R)

2008 $21,425,687 $69,793,270

2009 $26,947,953 $68,621,840

2010 $21,067,585 $89,735,291

2011 $40,258,276 $105,157,658

2012 $36,637,937 $135,754,250

2013' $35,706,232 $141,269,169

2014* $49,497,142 $143,077,656

2015* $52,225,116 $237,226,795

' Utilities projected cost in REPSCompliance Plans

Commission Docket No. E-100, Sub 137

NCSEA Workpaper 5
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Docket No. E-100, Sub 137
Integrated Resource Plans
Item No. 1-16

Page 1 of 1

DUKE ENERGY CAROLINAS AND DUKE ENERGY PROGRESS

Request:

Please provide a copy of any assessment or analysis of the current level of net metering
connections and future forecasts of such connections used in the preparation of the DEC and/or
DEP 2013 IRPs.

Response:

Attached is the forecast of net metering connections utilized in the DEC and DEP 2013 IRPs.

NEM ForecastLSACE
DR l-16.xlsx



Implicit Assumptions and Commentary
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Fed ITC remains at 30% until scheduled decline to 10% in 2017.

NC ETC remains at 35% through 2015.

No other tax credits assumed

Implemented by 2015

2013-2014 %growth in level of new installations at PEC are initially slower than 2010-2012 period due to reduction in
Residential SunSense incentive and termination of Commercial SunSense program. Implementation of 3rd party

sales in 2015 has substantial postive impact on level of installations, far greather than the negative impacts due to
expiration of NC ETC and the reduction of the FED ITC from 30%to 10%.

Level of new installations through 2014 fairly similar to recent history, especially at PEC. Implementation of 3rd party
sales in 2015 has substantial postive impact on level of installations, far greather than the negative impact due to the

reduction of the FED ITC from 30% to 10%.
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Five Universal Truths about Energy Consumers
What research across 12countries says about what customers expect from
their utility companies

Introduction
What do utility customers care aboutmost? Does itvary from onecountry or onecontinent
to another?

These areamong the most common questions weget from utilities around theworld. And for
good reason-when we talk toutilities about thepower ofcustomer engagement, they want
to know ifwhat we've done at 90 utilities in sixcountries will also workfortheir customers, in

their country and in their language.

To answerthese questions andto understand how to deliver effective engagement tools
to customers around the world, Opower sponsored a global research study to understand
what'sonthe mind ofthe utility customers, andto assess how customer needsandwants
vary from one region to the next.

This paperpresents the paramount finding ofthismulti-year study-namely, that there is
striking similarity in thedesires and expectations ofutility customers across the globe.
This underlying similarity can be distilled into a set of insights that we've termed the
"Five Universal Truths"-fivethingsthat we'vefound to be almostuniversally true forutility
customers, irrespective ofgeography, culture, regulatory environment, orusage profile.

As utility executives navigate achanging industry environment and strategically evaluate
how tobestengage their customers in thecoming years, theFive Universal Truths
offers a valuable tool to help guide their thinking. Beyond thiswhite paper, readers
can learn moreat www fiveuniversallruths.com andthrough ourrelated webinars and

data-driven blog posts.

20Little Britain. London. EC1A 7DH, United Kingdom opower.com ©opower ©Opower 2013
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Five Universal Truths

We surveyed energy customers worldwide...

FIGURE 1: GLOBAL RESEARCH

Opower's customer insight team conducted quantitative andqualitative research around theworld to
explore utility customer expectations.

Methodology

Our findings are based onquantitative and qualitative research around the world. We used a
comparative framework for thequantitative research touncover similarities and differences
across markets. Using online panel surveysin 12 countries, we covered a range of topics
relating toenergy service expectations, satisfaction levels, and attitudes. The margin oferror
ineach countryis+/-2%.We used qualitative research to divedeeplyintoeach local market
and contextualise the quantitative findings through customer interviews andfocus groups in
eight countries. Respondents in both quantitative and qualitative studies were representative
of national populations interms of age, income, education, and location.

20Little Britain, London, EC1A 7DH, United Kingdom opower.com ©opower ©Opower 2013
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Five Universal Truths

The Five Universal Truths that span the globe

PERFORMANCE GAP

We asked utility customers two

types of questions: how important

is a given customer service to you,

and is your utilityperforming well in
this area? The difference between

these two measures can be defined

as the "utility performance gap".

OP©WER

1
Utilities are not meeting customer expectations.
There is a large gap between expectations and what's delivered.

Everyone wants lower bills.
Customers are looking for ways to save.

People look to their utilities first for energy information.
While customers don't like their utilities, they look to them for guidance on how to save.

Customers value personalised energy insights.
Customers want advice via their choice of channel.

Everyone wants to know how they measure up.
Customers everywhere have a strong gut reaction to hearing how they compare to others.

FIGURE 2: THE FIVE UNIVERSAL TRUTHS

Notwithstanding important regional differences, the Five Universal Truths aboututility customers hold
across the globe-the fundamentals are the same everywhere.

Truth 1: Utilities are not meeting customer expectations

All around the worldwe heard one thing loudand clear:customers expect more fromtheir
utilities. Thetypical customerexperienceis largely transaction-oriented: a customersigns
upfor service, pays bills, deals with outages, and eventually terminates service. Such an
experience can be neutral at best, and frustrating at worst.

Our research has found that there is a pervasivegap between customer expectations and
utility performance, regardlessofgeography, culture, regulation, energyprices, and other
factors. InAsia, where the utility customer relationshipis weakest, only28% ofcustomers
feel that their utilities are performing well. In the UnitedStates, where customers are most
satisfied, only half ofcustomers believe theirutilities are performing well. Although utility
customers inAmericaare more satisfied than those elsewhere, American utilities are still in
the lower quartile forcustomer satisfaction among consumer industries in the United States.

Figure 3 shows thatwhile thesize oftheperformance gapvaries by region, thereare unmet
customer expectations around the world.

20Little Britain, London, EC1A 7DH, United Kingdom opower.com ©opower ©Opower 2013
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Five Universal Truths

Customer expectations vs. utility performance on services

Performance Expectations

USA

English
speaking

English speaking refers to the United Kingdom. Australia, NewZealand, andCanada

FIGURE 3: UTILITIES ARE FALLING SHORT

Customers expectmore from their utilities. When itcomesto cost, personalised information, and
•utreach—utilities fall short of customer demands.

Truth 2: Everyone wants lower bills
Thedesire for lower energy bills isuniversal, irrespective ofthe prevailing costofelectricity,
average bill spend, culture, and income level. In theUK, for example, energy bills have become
thebiggest financial concern for consumers, according totheNielsen Global Survey of
Consumer Confidence1.

The performance gap oncost is higher than thatonany other service category. Around the
world, around 90% ofcustomers view thecost ofenergy asa top-priority issue, but only 20%
to 50% of customers are satisfied with what their utilitiesare charging2.

Customer expectations vs. utility performance on cost

Expectation

Performance

91%
92%

87%
89%

USA English-

speaking

EU Asia

Performance gap 37% 51% 48% 65%

English speaking refers totheUnited Kingdom, Australia, New Zealand, and Canada

FIGURE 4:COSTIS A KEY AREAOFDISSATISFACTION

The utility performance gap ishigh across regions, and higher than that for any other
utility service category.

20 Little Britain. London, EC1A 7DH. United Kingdom opower.com @opower ©Opower 2013



Our analysis shows no clear

relationship between cost and

customer perception of cost.
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Five Universal Truths

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

of customer satisfaction with those costs. This is a counter-intuitive finding: one would expect

that customers incountriesfacing high retail electricity costs would be moredissatisfied with
cost than customers in countries with low costs. But in fact, our analysis shows no clear

relationship between cost and customerperception ofcost. Wesee that even incountries
exhibiting quitelow electricity costs (byinternational standards), customersare proneto
voice high levels of dissatisfaction regarding cost

The relationship between cost and satisfaction with cost is weak

70%

65%

Q. 60% •
$
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A 51a/Pacific 1
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(J 55%
e
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E 50% North Ame ica 1
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•_
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U 40%

35%
Notth Afr

30% - - ,

$0.06 .11

Source CIA World Factbook; EIA; Opower

$0.16 $0.21 $0.26

Retail electricity price per kWh

FIGURE 5: COST OF ENERGY VS. SATISFACTION WITH COST

i.31 $0.36

While onewould assume that high energy costswould equateto high dissatisfaction with costs, thereis
no clear relationship.

The weak relationship between costand satisfaction with cost issurprising, and leads
toan interesting corollary: factors otherthanactual pounds and pence strongly influence
customers' perception ofcost.What it really comesdown to is, whether customers feel
they aregetting good value from their utility and trust its intentions; if so,then they are
more likely to be satisfied withthe prices they pay.

What are these non-cost factors that influence perception ofcost?Wefound that the quality
ofpersonalised information provided by one's utility, theutility's outreach via convenient
communication channels, andthe perceived relationship with the utility all strongly impact

customers' perception of cost.

20Little Britain, London, EC1A 7DH, United Kingdom opower.com @opower 60power 2013
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Truth 3: People look to utilities for energy information
Yet another counter-intuitive truth: despite low customer satisfaction with utility services,

customers trust their utility—more than any other source—to provide energy information.

Inour survey, we asked customers to choose whom they would look to for information
on howto manage their use: a government body, an independent energy efficiencysource,
or their utility. Customers overwhelminglychose their utility as their preferred source of

energy information.

Precentage selecting information from the
specified source as valuable

77%
74% 74%

Your energy company

Independent energy eificiency source

The government

61% 62%
58%56%

50%
53%

52%

41% 40%

USA English-speaking EU Asia

English speaking refersto the United Kingdom, Australia, New Zealand, and Canada

FIGURE 6: CUSTOMERS ARE LOOKING TO UTILITIES FOR ENERGY INFO

While customers maynot be satisfiedwiththeir utilities, they lookto them-as opposed to government
entities and third parties-for advice on how to manage their energy use.

Thisphenomenon was also uncovered byPike Research ina recent study wherein they
asked customerswhotheywere inclined to purchaseenergymanagementservicesfrom
(e.g. in-home displays, home energy management systems, etc.)Theresults mirrored our
own: customers overwhelminglychose their utilities3.

Insome waysthis finding is not as surprising as it mayinitially seem-while you maynot
love your cableprovider, when looking fora lower plan ora breakdown ofcharges, the cable
company's website islikely thefirst stop. Similarly, your utility isthe natural choice for advice
on how to save money on your next energy bill.

20Little Britain, London, EC1A 7DH, United Kingdom opower.com @opower ©Opower 2013
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Companies consumers would consider

for energy management service

Electric utility

Third party energy

management company

Wireless / cellular provider

Cable company

Phone company

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

NO. 08

FIGURE 7: CUSTOMERS ARE LOOKING TO UTILITIES FOR ENERGY MANAGEMENT

Pike Research confirms that when it comes to home energy management, utilities are the natural

choice for consumers.

Truth 4: Customers value personalised energy insights
Utilities, especially those with smart meters,manage largeamountsof data on customers'
energy consumption. Their first impulse isoften to play this databack to customers via a web
portal. But wewanted to dig a bitmore deeply into exactly what customers were looking for.

We asked customers to evaluate a number of types of information about energy use.

Consistently, theyratedpersonalised, insight-based options as highly valuable, and
much more valuable than any other type of information. This reveals that customers

want their utilities to do the hard work of analysing the data to give them simple,

targeted and actionable takeaways.

However, there isan interesting twist to this truth;while the majority ofcustomers around
the world wantmorepersonalised information, typically fewer than 5%ofthemtake the
initiativeto look for that information on a utility'sweb site or mobile application. Inother

words, customers want personalised information, but onlyif there are low or no barriers

to access it.
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CUSTOMERS WANT

» Progress updates on how much

energy they saved compared to

the last billing period

» Explanation of how their energy

use compares to that of utility

customers

» Advice on how to save energy

as the weater changes

» Personalised recommendations

from the utility on how to reduce

home energy use

Percentage selecting personalised

information as a valuable service

75%

69% 67%

OPOWER

US English-
speaking

EU Asia

English speaking refers to the United Kingdom, Australia, NewZealand, and Canada

FIGURE8: CUSTOMERS HAVE COME TO EXPECT MEANINGFUL INFORMATION

People inallcountriesare looking forpersonalisedenergyinsightssuch as progress updates and
personalised recommendations.

Service providersinother industrieshave encountered the phenomenon of the demanding
but lazy customer. In response, companies as diverse as retail banks and mobile phone
providers have developed robust, multi-channel communication strategies that spanpostal
mail, email,SMS alerts, mobile applications, call centers, physical locations, and of course
online tools. Giving customers the information theywant,viathe channeloftheirchoice, has
become the norm inmanyconsumer industries. However, veryfew utilities offer this level of

outreach or customer choice.

Percentage of customers that requested Percentage of customers that would like
communications through three or more channels outreach via the following channels

73% 73%

US English- EU Asia
speaking

Email

SMS

Smariphone

Social

English speaking refers totheUnited Kingdom, Australia, New Zealand, andCanada

FIGURE 9: CUSTOMERS EXPECT INFORMATION VIA MULTIPLE CHANNELS

85%

Customers around the world wantoptions inhow theyinteractwith utilities. Email, mail and webare the
most important channels.

20Little Britain, London, EC1A 7DH, United Kingdom opower.com ©opower ©Opower 2013



OTHER APPLICATIONS OF

NORMATIVE COMPARISONS

Other industries and social interest

groups have begun to harness the

power of normative comparisons—

this year, electoral campaign

strategists in the United States

compared voters' turnout record to

that of their neighbours in order to

motivate more people to vote.
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Specific to the utility industry, Opower's research shows that the majority of customers
around the world would like to have access to information via at least three channel options.

Whileall customers want options, the actual channels preferred vary substantially by country.

Inmost cases, emailis at the top of the list,followed by mail and then web.We should note,
however, that mobileis on the rise and can be expected to become a dominantchannel in

the coming years.

Truth 5: Everyone wants to know how they measure up
While many utilities are interested in building stronger relationships with theircustomers, it's
hard.Energy isn'talways the most gripping oftopics.Butinour research,we'vefound that
people around the world havestrongandconsistent reactions to learning how theirenergy
usecompares to that ofothers. This isa breakthrough for utilities that have historically found
capturing customers' attention borderline impossible.

A landmark behavioural science experiment conducted by Professor Robert Cialdiniin 2003

found that the most effective technique for getting people to save energy is telling them how

theycompare to others. Contrary to the conventional wisdom at the time, thisso-called
"normative messaging" was much more effective than financial savings messages or

messages about helpingthe environment'1.

••••».

FIGURE 10: THE POWER OF BEHAVIOURAL SCIENCE

Cialdmi and hiscolleaguesuncoveredthe powerof social normsinmotivating consumers to save energy.

In running one ofthelargest continuing behavioural field experiments in theworld (involving
more than 20 million homes across three continents), Opower has confirmed the power
of normative comparisons inshaping consumer behaviour. Whenwe omit neighbour
comparisons from ourcommunications, energy savings fall considerably.

20 Little Britain, London, EC1A 7DH, United Kingdom opower.com ©opower ©Opower 2013
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"The first thing that jumped into my eyes was the chart.

It said that 1consumed more electricity than average, so

I thought Ihave to reduce the use of electricity."

- Japanese customer

"I believe it's very beneficial to the customer, as this will
give you a gauge on how much power is being used

compared to your neighbour."

- NZ customer

"It says that around 100 nearby homes use a heater

and shows the average energy bill. I can see that my

energy bill is much higher than the average, so Ican
say 'Oh! Seems like I am using a lot more than the

average home.'"

- Chinese customer

FIGURE 11: EVERYONE RESPONDS TO HEARING HOWTHEY COMPARE TOOTHERS

When you tell people howtheirbehaviour compares to that ofothers, itcaptureseveryone's
attention—a phenomenon that is deeply rooted in human nature.

Local flavour
While the FiveTruths are universal, regional nuance matters. Howso? Take a tangible

example. All people are wired to crave the fat,salt, andsugarin McDonald's food-it's
a basic survival instinct. But McDonald's takes what is universally resonant and adapts

thiswinning combination to local food cultures, coming upwith the McBaguette inFrance

and the McFeast in South Africa.

In the energy context, while almost everyone wantspersonalised energy toolsfrom their
utilities, cultural nuances must be factored in. Things as small as different smiley face icons
to reward customersforsaving, and as largeas different communication channels, are key
to successfully bridging the utility performance gap in different geographies. For example,
in Japan there isa long history of public service announcements with clear slogans and
calls to action-for utilitycustomer engagement efforts to work well there, customer

communications will need to adopt a relevant localised framework.

20Little Britain, London, EC1A 7DH. United Kingdom opower.com <£>opower ©Opower 2013
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For more information, please vist

www.fiveuniversaltruths.com

or email us at: fivetruths@opower.com
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A short word from Opower
Around the world, there is a large gap between what customers expect and what utilitiesare

delivering. Asutilities seek to build more valuablecustomer relationships, they wilt benefit
from understanding these gaps and narrowing them—through delivering a higher level of
customer service and deploying innovativeprogrammes to help customers manage their
bills. Leading utilities around the worldare partnering withOpower to deploycomprehensive

customer engagement solutionsand have been making huge strides.

For more information, please visitwww.fiveuniveisalttuths.com or contact us at

fivetruths@opower,com

UTILITY SPOTLIGHT

Innovative utilities around the world are already closing the performance gap in

order to build a more loyal and profitable customer base.

Mercury Energy

Mercury Energy in New Zealand offers the Good Energy Monitor (GEM), a set oftoolsthat
puts customers incontrol byproviding a clear pictureof howmuchenergythey're using and
what it's costing.As Mercury explains: "You wouldn't buypetrolwithoutknowing what your

bill would be. Why should your power be any different?"

&on
InOctober 2013, E.ON UK launched their cutting-edge SavingEnergy Toolkit to all
residential customers so customers can see how their energy use stacks up and learn

how to reduce their bills.

20Little Britain, London, EC1A 7DH, United Kingdom opower.com ©opower ©opower 2013
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DUKE ENERGY CAROLINAS, LLC
CUSTOMER INFORMATION DISCLOSURE AUTHORIZATION

CuslomerConsentfor DukeEnergyCarolinas. LLCto Release Customer Information

Pursuant to itsCode ofConduct, approved bytheNorth Carolina Utilities Commission, and adopted bythePublic
Service Commission ofSouth Carolina, Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC shall no! disclose, to any person orcompany,
customer information without the customer's consent, andthen onlyto theextent allowed bythecustomer.

The following authorizes Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC todisclose customer information as directed bythecustomer
below.

I authorize Duke Energy Carolinas, LLCto release Ihedataresiding in itsfiles, systems, ordatabases assubmitted
below:

(Number) Months historyas of thisdate

Check all that apply:
.Usage History
Billing History

__ Other - Please explain:

Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC is authorized to transmitthe prescribed data to:

Please print:
ThirdPartyEntity'sName:
Address: _____^^________^___
Contact name:
Phone number;

1understand thatDuke Energy Carolinas willprovide thisinformation to thenamed third party onlyonce, 1agree to
release Duke Energy from all legal liability from thedisclosure ofmydata.

Please print:
Account number:
Account name;

Duke Energy Carolinas Service Address:

Note: The Account name and Customer Signature must both match the customer of record for the account.

CustomerSignature: Date: _____

Pleaseensure that theaccountnumber,serviceaddress(cityandstate)andaccountnameare clearlyshownonthe
form. All of these items are an the customer's monthlybill.

Please submit all consent forms to the fax or email listed below:

Fax Number; 1-800-640-5991

Email: customer billine histories(?J1duke> en ersv.com

DUKE ENERGY PROGRESS, INC.
CUSTOMER INFORMATION DISCLOSURE AUTHORIZATION

Customer Consent forDuke Energy Pro&rcss. Inc. to Release Cuslomer Information

Pursuant to itsCode of Conduct, approved by theNorth Carolina Utilities Commission, andadopted bythePublic
Service Commission of South Carolina, Duke Energy Progress, Inc. shall not disclose, to any person orcompany,
customer information without thecustomer's consent, andthen onlyto theextent allowed bythecustomer.

The following authorizes Duke Energy Progress, Inc. to disclose customer information asdirected by the customer
below.

I authorize Duke Energy Progress, Inc. torelease thedata residing inits files, systems, ordatabases assubmitted
below;

(Number) Months history asof thisdate ^^^

Check all that apply:
Usage History
Billing History

. Other- Please explain:

Duke Energy Progress, Inc. is authorized to transmit theprescribed datato:

Please print:
Third Party Entity's Name:
Address; _________
Contactname: ___________
Phone number:

I understand that Duke Energy Progress, Inc. will provide thisinformation tothenamed third party only once. I
agree to release Duke Energy Progress, Inc. from all legalliability from thedisclosure ofmydata.

Please print:
Accountnumber:
Accountname:
Service Address:

Note: The Account name and Customer Signature must both match the customer of record for the account,

Cuslomer Signature; ______ ____________ Dale:

Please ensure that theaccount number, service address (city and state) and account name areclearly shown onthe
form. Allof theseitemsareon thecustomer'smonthlybill.

Please submit all consent forms to the fax listed below:

Fax Number: 1-800-419-5473
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DUKE ENERGY CAROLINAS

Request:

Please provide the latestversion of Duke Energy Carolinas "Customer Information Disclosure
Authorization" form.

Response:

Duke Energy Carolinas objects to this data request on the grounds that it seeks information that
is not relevant and not likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in this IRP
proceeding. Nothwithstanding this objection, and in the spirit of cooperation, please seethe
attached document, "Energy Data Request Form.docx."

Energy Data
Request Formdocx

NCSEA Ex. D 2



Thank you for submitting your Energy Data Request Form. In order for us to proceed with your request, a Customer
Data Release Form (provided below) must be signed by the customer of record for each account for which data has
been requested.

All Customer Data Release forms must be collected by the requester and forwarded to Duke Energy at 9700 David
Taylor Drive, Charlotte, NC 28262 Attn: Customer Data Release DT02V or they may be scanned and emailed to
Billhistory@duke-energy.com. Whether sending by mail or email all forms must be sent at the same time to ensure
an accurate billing statement.

Upon receipt of all forms, a billing invoice(s) will be issued to the requester. There will be a $48 flat fee plus a
variable fee of $0.20 per customer. Charges do not apply for customer data requested from Duke Energy Ohio, Inc.,
Duke Energy Kentucky, Inc. or Duke Energy Florida, Inc. Separate invoices will be issued for data requested from
each of the following Duke Energy operating companies: Duke Energy Indiana, Inc.; Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC
(in its North Carolina and South Carolina service territories); Duke Energy Progress, Inc. (in its North Carolina and
South Carolina service territories).

For Ohio, Kentucky and Florida, the requested data will be provided within 30 days of receipt of all Customer
Consent forms. For all other states, the requested data will be provided within 30 days of receipt of payment in full.

DUKE ENERGY CUSTOMER DATA RELEASE FORM

Unless required by law, Duke Energy's regulated utilities are unable to disclose customer information to any person
or company without the customer's consent and then only to the extent specified by the customer.

I authorize Duke Energy to release my energy data beginning September 2012 and ending February 2014 to Zerfert
& Associates. The following data elements will be included:

Customer Name

Customer Type (Ex. Residential or Non-Residential)
Rate Schedule

KW Usage & Charges (Non-Residential only)
Billing Account number

I understand that Duke Energy will provide this information to the named third party only once. I agree to release
Duke Energyfrom all legal liability from the disclosure of my data. Specifically, I herebyreleaseDuke Energy
from, and waive and agree not to sue Duke Energy for, any losses, liabilities, claims, damages, costs or expenses
which I may have under any theory of law including, but not limited to, negligence, gross negligence, contract,
and/or intentional tort, arising out of or in any way connected to the disclosure of my data. MY SIGNATURE
BELOW INDICATES THAT I HAVE READ AND VOLUNTARILY SIGNED THIS RELEASE AND WAIVER
OF LIABILITY.

Please print:

Account number: _^_____ __.

Account name:

Duke Energy Service Address:

Service Address

Bill Month and Year

KWH Usage & Charges
Gas Usage & Charges
Reading Date

Note: The Account name and Customer Signature must both match the customer of record for the account.

Customer Signature: — —Date:

Please ensure that the account number, service address (cityandstate) andaccount name are clearly shown on the
form. All of these items are on the customer's monthly bill.
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Integrated Resource Plans
Item No. 1-4

Page 1 of 1

DUKE ENERGY CAROLINAS

Request:

How does a customer get access to the "Customer Information Disclosure Authorization" form?

Response:

Duke Energy Carolinas objects to this data request as it seeks information that is not relevant
and not likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in this IRP
proceeding. Nothwithstanding this objection, and in the spirit of cooperation, DEC answers that
access is obtained through interaction with DEC customer service representative.
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Page 1 of 1

DUKE ENERGY CAROLINAS

Request:

Is the "Customer Information Disclosure Authorization" available electronically online? If so,
where?

Response:

Duke Energy Carolinas objects to this datarequest as it seeks information that is notrelevant
and not likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in this IRP
proceeding. Nothwithstanding thisobjection, and in the spirit ofcooperation, DEC answers that
no, this form is not accessible online.
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Page 1 of 1

DUKE ENERGY CAROLINAS

Request:

Can a customer complete and submit the "Customer Information Disclosure Authorization" form
online, for instance, with an electronic signature? If so, please explain.

Response:

Duke Energy Carolinas objects to this data request as it seeks informationthat is not relevant
and not likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in this IRP
proceeding. Nothwithstandingthis objection, and in the spirit of cooperation, DEC answers
that: No. As provided in Response to Item 1-3, the form can eitherbe mailed or scanned and
emailed.
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Page 1 of 1

DUKE ENERGY PROGRESS

Request:

Please provide the latest version of Duke Energy Progress "Customer Information Disclosure
Authorization" form.

Response:

Duke Energy Progress objects to this data request as it seeks information that is notrelevant or
likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in this IRP proceeding. Nothwithstanding
this objection, and in the spirit of compromise, please see the attached document, "Energy Data
Request Form.docx"

Energy Data
Request Form,docx
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Thankyou forsubmitting yourEnergy DataRequest Form. In orderfor us to proceed withyourrequest, a Customer
Data Release Form (provided below)mustbe signed by the customer of record for each accountfor which data has
been requested.

All Customer Data Release forms must be collected by the requester and forwarded to Duke Energy at 9700 David
TaylorDrive, Charlotte, NC 28262 Attn: Customer DataRelease DT02V ortheymaybe scanned andemailed to
Billhistory@duke-energy.com. Whether sending by mail or email all forms must be sent at the same time to ensure
an accurate billing statement.

Uponreceipt of all forms, a billing invoice(s) willbe issued to the requester. Therewillbe a $48fiatfeeplusa
variablefee of $0.20per customer. Charges do not apply for customerdatarequestedfrom Duke EnergyOhio, Inc.,
Duke EnergyKentucky, Inc. or DukeEnergy Florida, Inc. Separate invoices will be issuedfor data requestedfrom
each of the following DukeEnergy operating companies: Duke EnergyIndiana, Inc.; DukeEnergyCarolinas, LLC
(in its North Carolinaand SouthCarolinaservice territories); Duke EnergyProgress, Inc. (in its North Carolinaand
South Carolina service territories).

For Ohio, Kentucky and Florida, the requested data will be provided within 30 days of receipt of all Customer
Consent forms. For all other states, the requested data will be provided within 30 days of receipt of payment in full.

DUKE ENERGY CUSTOMER DATA RELEASE FORM

Unless required by law, Duke Energy's regulated utilities are unable to disclose customer information to any person
or company withoutthe customer's consentand then only to the extentspecified by the customer.

I authorize Duke Energyto releasemy energydata beginning September 2012 and endingFebruary2014 to Zeffert
& Associates. The following data elements will be included:

Customer Name

Customer Type (Ex. Residential or Non-Residential)
Rate Schedule

KW Usage & Charges (Non-Residential only)
Billing Account number

I understand that Duke Energy willprovide this information to thenamed thirdpartyonly once. I agree to release
Duke Energy from all legal liability from the disclosure ofmy data. Specifically, I hereby release Duke Energy
from, and waiveand agreenot to sue DukeEnergy for, any losses, liabilities, claims, damages, costsor expenses
which I may have under anytheory of law including, butnot limited to, negligence, gross negligence, contract,
and/orintentional tort, arising outof or in any wayconnected to the disclosure of my data. MY SIGNATURE
BELOW INDICATES THAT I HAVE READ AND VOLUNTARILY SIGNED THIS RELEASE AND WAIVER
OF LIABILITY.

Please print:

Account number: —~

Account name: __„ „

Duke Energy Service Address:

Service Address

Bill Month and Year

KWH Usage & Charges
Gas Usage & Charges
Reading Date

Note: The Account name and Customer Signature must both match the customer of record for the account.

Customer Signature: __ _ „ .__ . Date: _____ _____—.—_

Please ensure thattheaccount number, service address (city and state) and account name areclearly shown on the
form. All of these items are on the customer's monthly bill.
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NCSEA DR1

Integrated Resource Plans
Item No. 1-4

Page 1 of 1

DUKE ENERGY PROGRESS

Request:

How doesa customer get access to the "Customer Information Disclosure Authorization" form?

Response:

Duke Energy Progress objects to this data request as it seeks information that is notrelevant and
not likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in this IRP
proceeding. Nothwithstanding this objection, and in the spirit of cooperation, DEC answers
that: Access is obtainedthrough interactionwith a DEP customer service representative.
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Page 1 of 1

DUKE ENERGY PROGRESS

Request:

Is the "Customer Information Disclosure Authorization" available electronically online? If so,
where?

Response:

DukeEnergy Progress objects to this data request as it seeks information that is not relevantand
not likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in this IRP
proceeding. Nothwithstanding this objection, and in the spirit of cooperation, DEP answers that:
No, this form is not accessible online.
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Page 1 of 1

DUKE ENERGY PROGRESS

Request:

Cana customer complete and submit the"Customer Information Disclosure Authorization" form
online, for instance, with an electronic signature? If so, please explain.

Response:

Duke Energy Progress objects to this data request as it seeks information that isnot relevant and
not likely to leadto the discovery of admissible evidence in this IRP
proceeding. Nothwithstanding this objection, and inthe spirit ofcooperation, DEP answers that:
No. As shown in response to Item 1-3 of this dataresponse, response caneither bemailed or it
can be scanned and emailed.
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Dominion North Carolina Power

2013 IRP Update ~ Docket No. E-10(h Sub 137

North Carolina Sustainable Energy Association

Data Request No. 1

The following response to Question No. 3 of the North Carolina Sustainable Energy Association
Data Request No. 1, dated January 8,2014 has been prepared under my supervision.

Tanya J. Ross
Director Customer Billing, Payment &
Credit Services

Question No. 3:

Please provide the latest version of Dominion North Carolina Power's "Written Consent to
Release Confidential Customer Usage-Related Information to a Third Party and/or Authorize a
Third Party to take Certain Account Actions"/5'Voluntary Authorization to Release Customer

Information" form.

Response:

Written documentation concerning a customer's account is not released by Dominion North
Carolina Power to a third party unless the Company has received written consent from the
customer allowing the Company to release the requested information.

The Company recently developed a standardized "Written Consent to Release Confidential
Customer Usage-Related Information to a Third Party and/or Authorize a Third Party to take
Certain Account Actions''/"Voluntary Authorization to Release Customer Information" form that
was finalized in September 2013. See Attachment NCSEA Set 1-3 for a copy of the form.
Pendingtrainingof the Customer Care and Energy Management teams, this form will be used to
provide writtenconsent to release Confidential Customer Usage-Related Information to a Third
Party and/ or Authorize a Third Party to take CertainAccount Actions. The Company expects to
completetraining and incorporate this new form into its currentprocess for obtaining written
consent from a customer who does not have an active letter of authorization on file by the end of
the second quarter of 2014. Uponexpiration of the active letter, the newform would be
required.
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Attachment NCSEA Set 1-3

Date

Customer Name

Customer Address Line 1

Customer Address Line 2

Re: Written Consent to Release Confidential Customer Usage-Related Information to a Third
Party and/or Authorizea Third Party to take Certain Account Actions

Dear [Customer name]:

Dominion Virginia Power (Dominion) is committed to safeguarding the security andprivacy of
your account-related information, including billing records, billinghistory andelectricity usage
data (collectively, "Usage-Related Information").

We are sending you this letter because Dominion has received a request:
1. from you to provide your Usage-Related Information to a third party,
2. from you to authorize a third party to take certain actions concerning your

Dominion account(s), or
3. from a thirdparty claiming to act on your behalf, requesting your Usage-Related

Information or the right to take certain actions concerning your Dominion
account(s).

Dominionwill safeguard your confidential Usage-Related Information unless you provide
advancewrittenconsentexpressly authorizing Dominion to release your Usage-Related
Information to third parties. Therefore, if you would like to provide Dominionwith your consent
to release your Usage-Related Information to a third party, please complete Section A of the
enclosedVoluntary Authorization to Release Customer Information.

If youalso would like to authorize the same third party to take certain actions concerning your
account service(s), please complete Section B of the form. Only limited actions can be
authorized using this form. To authorize a third partyto take otheractions, youwill needto
provide a power of attorney. Please refer to Section B for more information on theactions you
may authorize on this form.

Complete Section C to indicate the duration of your consent.

After completing the applicable sections ofthe form, please review and sign Section D, initial
the form on each page where indicated, and mail to the address below.

[insert address].

The form must be completed in its entirety and signed and initialed by the Account Holder orby
someonewith legal authority to bind the Account Holder.
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If youdonot wish to provide Dominion with your advance written consent to release Usage-
Related Information or to authorize a third party to take actions on your account, no further
action is required on your part.

Youcanviewyour electric usage securely online by visiting www.dom.com/mya and logging on
to Manage Your Account.

Shouldyou have additional questions, please contact [insert contact information].

Sincerely,

Dominion Virginia Power
[Department]
[Contact Information]

Enclosure
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VOLUNTARY AUTHORIZATION TO RELEASE CUSTOMER INFORMATION

A. RELEASE OF INFORMATION. To provide your consent for Dominion Virginia Power
("Dominion") to release yourcustomer Usage-Related Information (as defined below) to a third
party, please complete this section.

This Authorization provides mv consent to Dominion to release the following information to the
Authorized Party: All billingrecords, billinghistory, and usage-related data (collectively, "Usage-
Related Information") collected bythemeter installed at my residence orplace ofbusiness during the
time my account is active, to theextent such data is available in Dominion's billing system.

Voluntary Authorization to Release Customer Usage-Related Information to a Third Party

I hereby provide my express written consent and authorization for Dominion to release my utility
customer account Usage-Related Information for the account(s) listed belowto:

Authorized Party:

Address:

Telephone Number:

Fax Number:

Email Address:

Dominion Account Number(s) Included in this Authorization:

AccountNumber: _ Name on Account:

Account Number: Name on Account:

Account Number: Name on Account: _

B. AUTHORIZATION TO TAKE ACTIONS ON ACCOUNT. If you also want to authorize the same
Authorized Party to take certain actions concerning youraccount(s) listed in Section A, please
complete and initial Section B below:

I hereby authorize the Authorized Party to take the following actions concerning my
account(s): {checkall that apply):

(AccountHolder initials)
DRequest rate analysis/ratecomparison

• Request rate changes

Page i. Initials ofPerson Providing Consent:

Date:
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Pleasenote: To authorize a thirdparty to take other actions, including execution ofcontractsfor service,
opening/closing accounts, and/or terminating electric service on your behalf, you will need to provide a
valid Power ofAttorney.

C. EXPIRATION/TERMINATION OF AUTHORIZATION. Please complete this section to
specify how long you want your authorization in Section A (and B, if applicable) to remain in effect:

This Authorization is Valid Until:

{Account Holdermustinitial one ofthefollowing)*

________ One Year - Requests from the Authorized Party for Usage-RelatedInformationand/or for the
actions specified above will be accepted and processed each time requested withinthe 12-month period
from the date of execution of this Authorization.

Three Years - Requests from the Authorized Party for Usage-Related Information and/or for the
actions specified above willbe accepted and processed each time requested within the 36-month period
from the date of execution of this Authorization.

Date Specific - Requests for Usage-Related Information and/orfor the actions specified above
willbe accepted andprocessed eachtime requested from the date of execution of thisAuthorization until

*Please note: Thisauthorizationwill NOT terminate automatically ifthe specified Dominion account(s)
close(s) before the end ofthe authorization period. You may revoke this Authorization byproviding
written notice to Dominion at the address in Section D.

D. ACKNOWLEDGEMENT AND SIGNATURE

I hereby affirm that I have the authority to make and sign this Authorization as account holder of record
for the Dominion account(s) listed above, or that I am a corporate officeror management employee fully
and duly authorized to make and sign this Authorizationon behalf of the Dominion business account
listed above. I understand that Dominion reserves the right to verify any authorization request submitted
before releasing information or takingany action on my behalf.

I understand that by providing my written consent, I am authorizing Dominion to release the requested
information on theaccount(s) listed above to the Authorized Party listed above, andthat Dominion will
notberesponsible or liable in any way for the third parties' use and security ofmy Usage-Related
Information or actions taken on mybehalfwith regard to the account(s) pursuant to thisAuthorization. 1
further understand that it ismy responsibility to ensure that the third parties will safeguard my Usage-
Related Information onreceiving such information from Dominion. I hereby release, hold harmless, and
indemnify Dominion from any liability, claims, demands, causes of action, damages, or expenses
resulting from: 1) any release ofinformation pursuant to this Authorization; 2) the unauthorized use of
this information by the Authorized Party; and 3)any actions taken by theAuthorized Party pursuant to

Page 2. Initials ofPerson Providing Consent: _________

Date:
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this Authorization. I understand I have the right to revoke this Authorization at any time by providing
further written notice to Dominion at the following address:

As evidenced by my initials at the bottom of each page of this Authorization, I hereby acknowledge that I
have read and understand the contents of this Authorization, and that I am voluntarily signing this
Authorization.

Signature Address (Line 1) (Service Address)

Title Address (Line 2) (Service Address)

Print Name Date

HAVE YOU INITIALED AND DATED EACH PAGE OF THIS FORM?

Page 3. Initials of Person Providing Consent:

Date:
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Dominion North Carolina Power

2013 IRP Update - Docket No. E-100, Sub 137

North Carolina Sustainable Energy Association

Data Request No. 1

The following responseto Question No. 4 of the North CarolinaSustamable EnergyAssociation
DataRequestNo. 1, datedJanuary 8,2014 has been preparedunder my supervision.

Tanya J. Ross
Director Customer Billing, Payment &
Credit Services

Question No. 4:

How does a customerget accessto the Power's "Written Consentto ReleaseConfidential
Customer Usage-Related Information to a Third Patty and/or Authorize a Third Party to take
CertainAccountActions'V'Voluntary Authorization to ReleaseCustomer Information" form?

Response:

Customers contacting the Company by telephone are instructed that, priorto Dominion North
Carolina releasing theirusage information to a third party, the Company mustreceive a mailed
written letter of authorization. The letter ofauthorization must contain the following in order to

be accepted as written consent:

• Identifies the authorized third party

Letter signed

Letter identifies purpose (what the third party can do)

• Letter contains an expiration date.

See the Company's response to Question No. 3 ofthis Set, including Attachment NCSEA Set 1-
3, Once training is completed andthenewstandardized for is incorporated into thecurrent
process, customers will be able to request the "Written Consent to Release Confidential
Customer Usage-Related Information to a Third Party and/or Authorize a Third Patty to take
CertainAccountActions" form whenthey contactthe Company by telephone.
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Dominion North Carolina Power

2013 IRP Update - Docket No. E-100. Sub 137

North Carolina Sustainable Energy Association

Data Request No. 1

The following response to Question No. 5 ofthe North Carolina Sustainable Energy Association
Data Request No. 1, dated Januaty 8, 2014 has been prepared under my supervision,

Tanya J. Ross
Director Customer Billing, Payment 8c
Credit Services

Question No. 5;

Is the Power's "Written Consent to Release Confidential Customer Usage-Related Information to a
Third Patty and/or Authorize a Third Patty to take Certain Account Actions'V'Voluntary
Authorization to Release Customer Information" available electronically online? If so, where?

Response:

No. The Company does not have a standardized form authorizing release of confidential
customer usage-related information to a thud party available electronically online.
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Dominion North Carolina Power

2013 IRP Update - Docket No. E-100. Sub 137

North Carolina Sustainable Energy Association

Data Request No. 1

The following response to Question No. 6 of the North Carolina Sustainable Energy Association
Data Request No. 1, dated January 8, 2014 has been prepared under my supervision.

Tanya J. Ross
Director Customer Billing, Payment &
Credit Services

Question No. 6:

Can a customer complete and submit the Power's "Written Consent to Release Confidential
Customer Usage-Related Information to a Third Party and/or Authorize a Third Party to take
Certain Account Actions"/"VoIuntary Authorization to Release Customer Information" form
online, for instance, with an electronic signature? If so, please explain.

Response:

No. The customer can not complete and submit a written consent to release confidential
customer usage-related information to a third-party on line,
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