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March 17 IRP Forum 
 Additional Questions and Responses   

 

The following questions were raised by stakeholders during the March 17 Forum but were unable to be addressed 
within the Forum timeframe. Following the Forum, Duke Energy followed up directly with the individuals asking 
these questions, and the following reflect both the original questions and responses that were provided. In a few 
cases, some slight modifications to responses have been made for further clarity.  

 

1. Is any Monte Carlo analysis performed in coal plant retirement analysis?  
 
With some of the primary drivers for the analysis being CO2 costs, coal costs, natural gas costs etc., it 
is not possible to appropriately quantify the volatility and correlation of the independent variables in 
the analysis in a manner to make Monte Carlo analysis meaningful. Therefore, we use discrete 
sensitivity analysis for coal plant retirements.   
 

2.  How do you deal with geographic limitations, like transmission constraints, in setting a capacity 
expansion plan?  

We look at limitations for the resource based on geography as well as site-specific considerations 
including transmission. On a site-specific basis within the Carolinas, each resource has its own 
requirements. To give a few examples, wind resources are dependent on having permittable land in 
an area that has the appropriate wind speeds to make development feasible. When locating new 
combined cycle resources, access to gas pipeline, water and transmission are all important 
considerations. Solar needs larger tracks of suitable land with proximity to unconstrained 
transmission or distribution infrastructure. DSM and EE have different regional impacts depending on 
factors such as population density, single family vs. multifamily housing by region and housing stock 
differences.   

IRP analysis takes into account the geographic applicability for technologies when considering the 
universe of available technologies to serve future demand and energy needs. With respect to site-
specific factors the IRP is using, high-level estimates for variables such as land, transmission and 
pipeline costs are used, recognizing that actual costs will vary from project to project. Importantly, 
the IRP is comparing resource alternatives at a high level while actual selection of resources will only 
happen throughout a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) application process 
where actual costs of site-specific resources will be considered.  

 

3. How are you evaluating T&D upgrades needed to meet your net-zero targets?  

IRP analysis takes into account the both the geographic applicability for technologies and site-specific 
factors such as land suitability, transmission and pipeline costs when considering the universe of 
available technologies to serve future demand and energy need, recognizing that actual project costs 
could vary. We are finding T&D upgrades needed to incorporate a new resource can add 10% to 50% 
to new generation costs, depending on the specific technology, and we expect those costs to escalate 
progressively after lower cost interconnection areas become saturated with renewables.   There will 
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be a significant need for grid investment in the future, which is a major driver for the Integrated 
System Operation and Planning (ISOP) initiative within Duke.  ISOP is developing tools to aid in the 
identification and evaluation of T&D costs, including evaluation of non-wires solutions, positioning 
Duke to be able to proactively address these concerns.     

 

4. Would coal plant retirement analysis use the same low and high carbon prices you mentioned (35 
for low and 55 for high long term)?   

To account for a carbon-constrained future, we evaluate coal retirements based on a range of a range 
of carbon prices to capture regulatory uncertainty. The CO2 prices of $35/ton and $55/ton referenced 
in your question were developed prior to the September 2019 announcement of Duke Energy’s 
climate goals and the October release of the North Carolina Clean Energy Plan.  We are still 
developing the approach for the 2020 IRP, but generally expect that carbon assumptions will consider 
the trajectory implications of our climate goal and potential alignment with input from Clean Energy 
Plan working groups.  

 

5. What actual energy impacts have you seen from existing EV users?  Can use those as a "base case" 
in the ET Pilot to compare to customers' use when on a pilot EV-specific rate?  

In 2019, electric vehicles accounted for an estimated 52,000 MWh or 0.01% of total retail load in 
Duke territories in NC.  Energy impacts are calculated from EV registration data and fleet-average 
charging profiles. These data could be used as a base case for comparing to customers’ use when on a 
pilot EV-specific rate.   

 

6. How much transmission would you need to build to operate DEC and DEP as one balancing area?  

DEC and DEP could be operated as a single balancing area without adding new transmission facilities, 
but a combined balancing area would be subject to the physical constraints of the system as they 
materialize in real time. Future transmission upgrades to support a combined balancing authority 
could add reliability and operational flexibility benefits.   There are, however, a number of state and 
federal regulatory approvals required and agreements with affected parties that would have to be 
addressed to enable a transition to a single balancing area. The transition in operations would also 
require a significant technical and change management effort. 

 

7. Is Duke planning to petition the NCUC/SCPSC/FERC to combine the DEC/DEP-East/DEP-West 
balancing areas?  

 
We do not have plan to petition state and federal regulators at this time, but it may be something we 
consider doing in the future. Combining DEC and DEP into a single balancing area would require a 
number of regulatory approvals as well as changes to agreements with affected parties to enable that 
transition. 

 


