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CCEBA Response to CTPC on MSVT ERIS Scenario 
November 7, 2024 

 
Please see below CCEBA’s response to CTCP’s reply of September 24, 2024 to CCEBA’s 
recommendation for an ERIS MVST Strategic Planning Scenario. 
  
On November 1, 2024, the NC Utilities Commission issued its order in Docket No. E-100, Sub 190 
regarding Duke’s CPIRP. The NCUC’s order includes the following findings regarding ERIS: 
  

“The Commission finds it appropriate to direct Duke to utilize any information obtained 
from use of provisional interconnection service and study ERIS as another interconnection 
option, including how ERIS resources can be connected to Duke’s grid without causing 
reliability issues and how ERIS can comply with the requirement for full deliverability of 
capacity and energy and utility operational control of solar PPA resources that Duke is 
procuring under the CPIRP. See N.C.G.S. § 62-110.9(1) (providing that solar PPA resources 
must offer to sell solar energy and capacity and provide the purchasing utility rights to 
dispatch, operate, and control the solicited solar energy facilities in the same manner as 
the utility's own generating resources). The Commission further directs Duke to provide the 
results of the study in the next CPIRP.” 

  
In other words, NCUC directs Duke to “study ERIS as another interconnection option.” In addition 
to studying ERIS as an interconnection option, the NCUC also directs Duke to study “how ERIS 
resources can be connected to Duke’s grid without causing reliability issues.” Finally, and in 
addition to these two items, NCUC directs Duke to study “how ERIS can comply with the 
requirement” contained in Section 62-110.9 for “full deliverability” of a solar facility’s output.  
  
CCEBA believes that the CTPC is obligated to follow the NCUC’s direction to study ERIS as an 
interconnection option and that this study effort should include – but not be limited to – the extent 
to which ERIS resources can be added without causing reliability issues and the extent to which 
that interconnection can occur consistent with the requirements of N.C.G.S. § 62-110.9(1).  
 
Given the NCUC’s directive, we cannot agree with the CPTC’s position that no study is required 
because § 62-110.9(1) mandates that solar generators provide the purchasing utility “both energy 
and capacity (i.e, NRIS firm deliverability).”  First, the NCUC’s directive requires a larger ERIS study 
that looks at several issues “including. . . how ERIS can comply” with the statute. That language 
cannot be read to obviate the need for any study based on a threshold legal assumption that ERIS-
connected resources cannot comply with the law.  
 
Second, the legal assumption that ERIS-connected resources cannot be studied and 
interconnected in compliance with § 62-110.9(1) is itself wrong. To the extent that assumption is 
based in CTPC’s view that “the proposed scenario does not align with IRP/CPIRPs, which are 
designed to ensure the system is reliably planned in a least cost manner,” a requirement that solar 
resources (which are assigned near-zero capacity value in modeling) be held to the same 
interconnection study criteria as capacity resources is in fact inconsistent with least-cost resource 
planning, since it will result in substantially larger network upgrades and higher interconnection 
costs than necessary to meet the requirements of N.C.G.S. § 62-110.9. If anything, the least-cost 
resource planning standard requires the utility to consider interconnection and transmission 
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efficiencies, including ERIS, to facilitate low-cost energy resources while also meeting Duke’s 
reliability requirements. Duke should demonstrate whether the reduction in capacity value of solar 
due to the selection of ERIS or NRIS and the need to procure incremental capacity from other 
resources is least-cost relative to paying for the higher costs of interconnection of NRIS or ERIS. At 
the end of the day, studying ERIS connectivity is consistent with, not anathema to, least cost 
resource planning.1 
  
Beyond prudent planning, conducting an ERIS study is fully consistent with the law. CTPC claims 
that “express” requirements in N.C.G.S. § 62-110.9 require solar generators to “provide the 
purchasing utility both energy and capacity (i.e, NRIS firm deliverability)” along with “‘rights to 
dispatch, operate, and control the solicited solar energy facilities in the same manner as the 
utility's own generating resources.’” Respectfully, this position is overbroad and incorrect. The 
cited provision does not mention “NRIS firm deliverability” expressly or otherwise. Rather, it 
concerns the procurement (i.e. power purchase agreement) terms available to solar energy 
facilities. Specifically, the requirement in N.C.G.S. § 62-110.9 is relevant to the utility’s “rights to 
dispatch, operate, and control” the facilities, which are not affected by the selection of ERIS or 
NRIS. Indeed, an ERIS facility may provide even greater “rights to dispatch, operate, and control” to 
the utility, consistent with requirements for greater real-time operational control. A utility could 
receive the same rights over a third-party ERIS facility as a utility-owned ERIS facility (as it would 
similarly for an NRIS facility). In both cases (ERIS and NRIS), the purchasing utility will receive both 
energy and capacity at the same level as if they owned the resource. Due to the near-zero capacity 
value noted above, in both cases the capacity value will be negligible.  
 
Finally, the CTPC states that “Duke has concerns that ERIS in perpetuity for a high volume, high 
density of renewable resources connected to the transmission system that are distant from load 
centers (e.g. red zone), could pose reliability issues with respect to ensuring solar generation can 
serve load and provide pumping and charging energy for storage.”  
  
CCEBA offers three responses to this concern. First, it should be noted that grid-scale storage 
systems are unlikely to be charged during congested on-peak periods. As FERC noted in Order 
2023, “electric storage resources can be charged and dispatched on a flexible, as-available basis, 
and are less likely than synchronous generating facilities to withdraw energy from the transmission 
system during peak load conditions or discharge during light load conditions” (Paragraph 52). For 
this reason, among others, FERC stated in Order 2023 that “we find that electric storage resources 
(whether standalone, colocated generating facilities, or part of a hybrid generating facility), may be 
studied under inappropriate operating assumptions (e.g., charging at full capacity during peak load 

 
1 CTPC also asserts that “Firm deliverability of generation to load (NRIS) is a foundational requirement of the IRP portfolio of 

resources,” albeit without justification. CCEBA is not aware of an IRP requirement related to utilization of ERIS versus NRIS, 
nor is CCEBA aware that the utility is prevented by state law from developing or operating ERIS resources. To illustrate this 
point, consider that Georgia Power recently filed multiple generator interconnection requests as ERIS, including gas 
combustion turbines at Plant Yates. Georgia Power included these gas CTs in its recent IRP. In the IRP proceeding, Georgia 
Power represented that “The requested energy resource interconnection service (‘ERIS’) does not contribute to or increase 
the likelihood of transmission constraints or curtailments, and Georgia Power does not identify any implications for 
dispatch, operation, and control of ERIS facilities compared to NRIS facilities.” CCEBA is not aware of a fundamental 
difference in law governing Georgia Power’s use of ERIS in general, or for IRP resources specifically, compared to Duke 
Energy Progress or Duke Energy Carolinas. See: Georgia Power Company. DIT 55378 STF-GS-2 Data Request Responses. 
February 2024. https://psc.ga.gov/search/factsdocument/?documentId=217378. 

https://psc.ga.gov/search/factsdocument/?documentId=217378
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conditions) that result in assigning unnecessary network upgrades and increased costs to 
interconnection customers” (Paragraph 52). For this reason, it’s unlikely that ERIS facilities will be 
less capable of charging electric storage resources compared to NRIS facilities, especially if ERIS 
facilities are required to pay for network upgrades to resolve overloads associated with single 
contingency events.  
  
Second, in terms of “reliability issues with respect to ensuring solar generation can serve load,” 
Duke has repeatedly represented to the utility commissions that it expects little if any loss of load 
during summer peak periods, irrespective of solar resource additions. As such, this concern is 
inconsistent with the utility’s claims on loss of load expectation and solar capacity value. Per the 
CPIRP, the utility’s resource adequacy and capacity expansion plan is premised on meeting winter-
concentrated loss of load expectation.  
  
Finally, CCEBA recognizes that in certain pockets of the transmission network with a “high volume, 
high density” of solar resources “distant from load centers,” it is possible that such solar resources 
may require occasional curtailment due to network congestion. Congestion-related curtailment is 
a common phenomenon in a wide variety of electricity markets, but it is not associated with 
resource adequacy or reliability concerns as long as the system has been properly planned or 
otherwise structured. As the penetration of variable renewable electricity resources continues to 
grow, congestion is generally expected to increase. Not all congestion is worthwhile to relieve, and 
whether or not to invest in infrastructure upgrades should be based on careful cost-benefit 
analysis. While this congestion can initially seem problematic, it also represents a clear signal to 
system operators about where grid investments are most needed. For that reason, the scenario in 
which ERIS resources are added in perpetuity in locations with high curtailment will not occur due 
to the higher costs that developers will need to bid their projects into solicitations in these 
locations (to account for higher curtailments) and Duke’s evaluation of the curtailment risks of 
solar projects in the solicitation process. 
 
We look forward to further discussions on this important issue.  
 
 


