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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

DOCKET NO. 2015-362-E

Joint Application of Duke Energy Carolinas,
LLC; Duke Energy Progress, LLC; South
Carolina Electric & Gas Company for Approval
of the Revised South Carolina Interconnection of
Standard

Comments of the
Interstate Renewable
Energy Council, Inc.

N N N N N N N

Through Act 236, the South Carolina Legislature directed the Public Services
Commission (Commission or “PSC”) to promulgate standards for interconnection of
renewable energy and other nonutility-owned generation facilities with a capacity of
under 2,000 kW. Act 236 requires utilities to review interconnection requests and
determine whether proposed projects meet the Commission’ s adopted standards. To
facilitate development of the standards, South Carolina s Office of Regulatory Staff
(“ORS”) initiated a series of workshops between July and September of 2015 to allow
stakeholders to work collaboratively to develop interconnection standards. On October 9,
2015, Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC; Duke Energy Progress, Inc.; and South Carolina
Electric & Gas Company (the “utilities’), filed their Joint Application for Approval of the
Revised South Carolina Interconnection Standard (“ proposed interconnection standards’
or “proposed standards’).

The Interstate Renewable Energy Council, Inc. (*IREC”) participated actively in
the workshops and, together with other stakeholders, we were able to reach agreement on
many important improvements to the standards proposed by the utilities, but there

remains disagreement on afew key issues. IREC provides these comments to assist the



Commission in evaluating the utilities’ proposed interconnection standards. We
encourage the Commission to adopt national best practices and alter the proposed
standards as described below. These changes, along with the other aready strong aspects
of the utilities’ proposal, will ensure that South Carolina adopts interconnection standards
that will stand the test of time as distributed generation (“*DG”) grows across State.

IREC is a501(c)(3) non-partisan, non-profit organization working nationally to
expand and ssimplify customer access to reliable and affordabl e distributed clean energy
by: (1) developing and advancing regulatory policy innovations; (2) generating and
promoting national model rules, standards, and best practices; and (3) providing
workforce training, education, and credentialing. |REC works independently from
renewable energy industries, trade associations, and advocacy organizations. Though we
promote the creation of robust, competitive clean energy markets, IREC does not have a
financial stake in those markets. IREC’swork is grounded in the latest research and
objective analysis and helps inform and guide fact-based regulatory decision-making and
workforce development efforts. Through collaborative partnerships with diverse
stakeholders, IREC seeks to build consensus and achieve workable solutions to create a
sustainable and economically strong clean energy future.

The scope of IREC’ swork includes: updating interconnection processes to
facilitate deployment of distributed energy resources and remove constraints to their
integration on the grid; incorporating distributed energy resource growth into utility
distribution system planning and operations; ensuring realistic assumptions about
distributed energy resources are reflected in utility regulatory decision-making;
expanding programs that facilitate customers’ ability to host a renewable energy system

to directly self-supply energy needs or provide energy to the grid; and enabling reforms



that empower customers to manage their energy use, access energy data, and benefit from
clean energy resources. |REC recently has been or is currently involved in similar
proceedings in Illinois, Ohio, North Carolina, California, New Y ork, Massachusetts,
lowa, and Hawaii. IREC aso publishes Model Interconnection Procedures' that compile
national best practices on interconnection and have been used by a number of statesto
help guide the adoption of interconnection procedures.

l. SOUTH CAROLINA SHOULD ADOPT THOROUGHLY VETTED
NATIONAL BEST PRACTICES.

IREC appreciates the utilities commitment to working collaboratively with
stakeholders through the ORS process. By embracing collaboration, the utilities have
helped stakeholders reach consensus on many of the proposed changes to South
Carolina sinterconnection standards. We would like to particularly highlight that the
utilities’ proposal includes higher size limits for the small inverter based review process,
apre-application report, an innovative reservation process for 20 kW inverter based
projects, and improvements to the timelines and other details throughout the standards.
Most of these improvements are in line with national best practices, and many were
refined through discussions at the workshops.

However, the utilities’ proposal lacks two important national best practices that
are necessary for South Carolina s interconnection standards to handle the next stage of
the State’ s energy future. To effectively manage growing amounts of distributed
generation, South Carolina s standards need to provide an expedited review process for
projects that do not pose safety and reliability impacts to the grid. Experience from

virtually all states that have a significant amount of distributed generation has shown that

! Model Interconnection Procedures, Interstate Renewable Energy Council, Inc.,
2013 Edition, available at: http://www.irecusa.org/model -i nterconnecti on-procedures.




afailure to adopt efficient review processes for these projects results in queue backlogs,
project delays, and increased costs that are not beneficial to customers, developers or
utilities.? Fortunately, it has also been shown that it is possible to effectively “screen” for
those projects without threatening system safety, reliability, or power quality.®> Thiscan
be done using a Fast Track process that is open to a sufficiently wide range of projects,
along with a defined Supplemental Review process that will provide time for an
additional deeper look for projects that may not require afull multi-month study process,
but which fail theinitial Fast Track screens. While the utilities’ proposed standards
include a Fast Track and Supplemental Review process, the size limits on the Fast Track
process are overly constrained, and the Supplemental Review process lacks sufficient
structure to ensure it is effective.

The changes that IREC recommends here on Supplemental Review and Fast
Track eligibility limits are drawn directly from the recent updates to the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) Small Generator Interconnection Procedures
(“SGIP”), which were intended to act as amodel for state procedures.* The changes
adopted by FERC were built upon the procedures adopted by states with significant

experience interconnecting distributed generation® and have subsequently been adopted

% See, e.g., FERC Order 792 at 1 22 (providing citations to the record where
utilities across the country have indicated their growing queue backlogs).

% See, e.g., NREL Technical Report 5500-54063, Updating I nterconnection
Screensfor PV System Integration (Feb. 2012), available at
http://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy120sti/54063.pdf; NREL Technical Report 5500-56790,
Updating Small Generator Interconnection Procedures for New Market Conditions
(December 2012), available at http://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy130sti/56790.pdf .

% See FERC Order 792, 145 FERC 1 61,159 (adopting revised SGIP).
® See, e.g. FERC Order 792 at 1 117.




in Ohio®, and are nearing adoption in Illinois’ and lowa.? These procedures have been
sufficiently vetted and warrant consideration in South Carolina.

Supplemental review screens and broader Fast Track eligibility limitations will
allow South Carolinato maintain a safe and reliable electric system while facilitating
market growth and improving the efficiency of the interconnection process. FERC found
that adoption of these two process improvements were necessary to ensure that
interconnection service remained just, reasonable, and not unduly discriminatory.® Safely
increasing ease of access to the grid will foster development of DG projects, alowing
developers' businesses to expand and create clean energy jobsin the State. These
recommended procedures lower costs for all parties, including the utilities, further

lowering the costs of DG and boosting the local economy.*®

® See PUCO Docket 12-2051-EL-ORD (adopting amended interconnection rules
in Chapter 4901:1-22 of the Ohio Revised Code) (December 4, 2013).

" lllinois Commerce Commission Docket 14-0135 (On Nov. 12, 2015 the
Commission approved a First Notice Order adopting a Supplemental Review process
with screens similar to the one adopted by FERC).

8 lowa Public Utilities Board Docket NOI-2014-0001 (in this docket the investor
owned utilities and other parties have filed comments supporting adoption of a
Supplemental Review process identical to the one adopted by FERC).

® FERC Order 792 at 3 (“With these modifications, the Commission concludes
that the package of reforms adopted in this Final Rule will reduce the time and cost to
process small generator interconnection requests for Interconnection Customers and
Transmission Providers, maintain reliability, increase energy supply, and remove barriers
to the development of new energy resources. This fulfills our statutory obligation to
ensure that rates, terms and conditions for Commission-jurisdictional services are just and
reasonable and not unduly discriminatory, as sections 205 and 206 of the FPA require.”).

19 See FERC Order 792 at 21 (“Without these reforms, the continued growth in
Small Generating Facilities could cause inefficient interconnection queue backlogs and
require some Small Generating Facilities to undergo the more costly Study Process when
they could be interconnected under the Fast Track Process safely and reliably. Costs
resulting from such inefficiencies in the interconnection process would ultimately be
borne by consumers.”).



Our experience has shown that, as penetration increases and the volume of
interconnection applications grows in a state, requiring full study for too many projects
unnecessarily is most likely to result in an ever-growing queue backlog.** Allowing
projects to access the Fast Track and awell-defined Supplemental Review process can
help minimize the number of projects that require study. Thisfrees up utility staff time to
focus on the projects truly needing study.

. SUPPLEMENTAL REVIEW SCREENS PROVIDE AN EFFICIENT
PROCESS THAT ISTRANSPARENT FOR CUSTOMERSAND UTILITIES.

Interconnection procedures across the country generally break down the review
process into tiers or levels that require different amounts of review depending on the
potential risk that a project poses to grid safety and reliability. The procedures generally
start with an expedited review process for small inverter-based systems that are unlikely
to pose system concerns, similar to what is proposed in Section 2 of the standards. The
next tier of review is known as Fast Track and is available to projects below a specified
size. Inthe Fast Track process, a set of standardized screens are applied, which evaluate
whether a project requires afull study to be able to determine that it can interconnect
safely. The screens utilize conservative limits that are designed to filter out projects that
have any potential for safety or reliability impacts. If aproject fails one or more of the
screens, it isthen directed to Supplemental Review or to the full study process.

The Fast Track screens used across the country, and those that are proposed here,

were designed when grid managers had very little experience with the integration of

! See, e.g., FERC Order 792 at 1] 22 (providing citations to the record where
utilities across the country have indicated their growing queue backlogs); Joint Initial
Comments of Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC; Duke Energy Progress, Inc.; and Dominion
North Carolina Power, North Carolina Utilities Commission, Docket E-100, Sub 101,
Nov. 21, 2014 (summarizing the dramatic backlog in the study queue that arose in North
Carolina).



inverter based distributed generation. As experience has grown, however, it has been
shown that one screen in particular, known as the 15% of peak load screen (section
3.2.1.2 of the proposed standards), may be overly conservative and cause a large number
of projectsto go through the full study process when they in fact do not pose safety and
reliability issues.® Thus, state utility commissions and FERC have begun to look more
closely at how the Supplemental Review process can be used to further evaluate whether
projects that fail theinitial review screensreally warrant full study.

IREC supportsthe utilities' decision to include a Supplemental Review processin
section 3.4 of their proposal. Supplemental review is an important tool that can enable
projects to obtain interconnection approval efficiently when they fail some of the more
conservative Fast Track screens. However, the Supplemental Review process proposed
by the utilities is an open-ended one, which does not define screens for conducting the
review. A vague process like this, without detail about what the review entails, does not
provide sufficient information to guide the review process for the developer or the utility.

FERC and a number of other states already have experience with an open-ended
Supplemental Review process like the one proposed by the utilities for South Carolina.
While this procedure was lightly used in the early years, it was found to be insufficient as

greater volumes of distributed generation arrived.*® In the recent updates to SGIP, FERC

12 see, e.g., NREL Technical Report 5500-54063, Updating | nterconnection
Screensfor PV System Integration (Feb. 2012), available at
http://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy120sti/54063.pdf; NREL Technical Report 5500-56790,
Updating Small Generator Interconnection Procedures for New Market Conditions
(December 2012), available at http://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy130sti/56790.pdf.

13 See, e.g., California Public Utilities Commission Decision 12-09-018 (Sept. 13,
2012) at 11 (“The presently effective [state procedures| does not define the parameters or
the timeline for Supplemental Review or additional detailed engineering study. As
discussed further below, over time this lack of definition began to negatively impact the




determined that better defining the Supplemental Review process could allow a greater
number of Fast Track projects to proceed without study, while also providing sufficient
protection of the electrical system.** To this end, FERC updated the SGIP Supplemental
Review in Order No. 792, following a process that was developed and tested in three
states with high penetrations of DG. Subsequently, that process has been used
successfully in those states and other states are beginning to follow suit. For example,
Ohio adopted procedures modeled on the FERC SGIP in 2013, and Illinois and lowa are
aso likely to adopt this Supplemental Review process with screens.’

When evaluating the value of an effective Supplemental Review processit is
important to keep in mind the difference, in both time and cost, between a project’s
ability to go through Fast Track with Supplemental Review versus the full study process.
The Fast Track process, along with Supplemental Review, can generaly be completed

within about 40-55 business days,® at a cost of less than $5,000.” When the full study

interconnection process even as the Legis ature and the Commission were creating new
opportunities within California s distributed generation market.”).

14 FERC Order 792 at § 141.

1> See PUCO Docket 12-2051-EL-ORD (adopting amended interconnection rules
in Chapter 4901:1-22 of the Ohio Revised Code) (December 4, 2013); Illinois Commerce
Commission Docket 14-0135 (On November 12, 2015, the Commission approved a First
Notice Order adopting a Supplemental Review process with screens similar to the one
adopted by FERC); lowa Public Utilities Board Docket NOI-2014-0001 (In this docket
the investor owned utilities and other parties have filed comments supporting adoption of
a Supplemental Review process identical to the one adopted by FERC.). We aso note
that North Carolina chose not to adopt Supplemental Review screens recently because the
majority of the DG projects were in the 5 MW range and not as likely to go through Fast
Track. Thus, it was determined that it would be better to focus on other queue clearing
measures. Thisis not going to be the case in South Carolina because the Net Energy
Metering program will encourage more smaller projects. Accordingly, the Supplemental
Review screens are appropriate for South Carolina.

1® See Proposed Interconnection Standards Sections 3.2, 3.2.2, 3.3, 3.4, 3.4.1
(setting forth the timelines for initial review, customer options meetings and
Supplemental Review).



process is completed after failing the Fast Track screens, on the other hand, it can take
about 145-175 business days™ and cost upwards of $10,000, often more.*®

The Commission should adopt a Supplemental Review processidentical to the
one adopted by FERC that contains three technical review screens: a 100% of minimum
load screen, a safety and reliability screen, and a voltage and power quality screen. Under
this Supplemental Review process, all projects above 100% of minimum load would still
go directly to full study. And projects below this level would not be automatically
interconnected: they would then be subject to two other screens that address safety,
reliability, voltage, and power quality concerns.®® FERC found that “the three screensin
the Supplemental Review are designed to strike a balance between handling the increased

volume of interconnection requests and penetrations of small generators and maintaining

17 See Proposed Interconnection Standards, Attachment 3, South Carolina
Interconnection Request Application Form (setting application fees between $100 and
$500) and Section 3.3.1 (establishing a fee of $150/hour not to exceed 30 hours for
Supplemental Review).

18 See Proposed Interconnection Standards sections cited in Footnote 16, in
addition to sections 4.2.1, 4.2.3, 4.3.1, 4.4.1, 5 and the System Impact Study Agreement
and Facilities Study Agreement.

19 See Proposed Interconnection Standards section 1.3.1.2 (identifying an
interconnection request deposit of $10,000 plus $1 kWac of capacity, the actual costs
could be greater or |esser).

20 Updating I nterconnection Screens for PV System Integration, National
Renewable Energy Laboratory Technical Report NREL/TP-5500-54063, at 6-9 (Jan.
2012), available at www.nrel.gov/docs/fy120sti/54063.pdf; Updating Small Generator
Interconnection Procedures for New Market Conditions, at 22-25, 30-31 (Dec. 2012),
available at http://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy130sti/56790.pdf; MA DPU Order 11-75-F at
12-14, available at
http://webl.env.state.ma.us/DPU/FileRoomA Pl/api/Attachments/Get/?path=11-
75%2fOrder.pdf (“Given this experience, the unanimous recommendation of the
technical standards review group, and the support of the Distribution Companies and the
non-utility parties to the Working Group, we are persuaded that a 100 percent of
minimum load penetration level is both safe and appropriate.”).




the safety and reliability of the electric systems.” " It concluded that these “ Supplemental
Review screens provide the flexibility to identify circumstances when additional studies
may be required while avoiding an unjust and unreasonabl e increase in expense and delay
in interconnection.”*

An open-ended Supplemental Review process without defined screens, as
proposed by the utilities here, does not ensure that the utilities will make their best efforts
to efficiently interconnect projects efficiently as penetration grows on their systems.
Defining screens for Supplemental Review, including the 100% of minimum load screen,
would create a more transparent process for Supplemental Review. Specifically, with
defined screens, a utility is obligated to be specific in identifying which technical issues
warrant further study when projects are below 100% of minimum load. IREC considers
such a Supplemental Review process with screens to be one of the most important ways
to expedite interconnection and lower costs for solar projects as penetration of distributed
generation increases. Thiswould better achieve South Carolina s interconnection goals
without adding a financial burden on the utilities, which are compensated by the
Supplemental Review fee for the time spent on this process.

It is better to adopt screens for a Supplemental Review process now instead of
waiting to seeif problems arise with the utilities’ proposed process. Aswe explained,
both FERC and a number of states have already attempted such open-ended
Supplemental Review processes, determined that they are inefficient, and subsequently
adopted processes with defined screens. Because these other jurisdictions have already

gone through the growing pains of developing an effective Supplemental Review process,

2L FERC Order 792 at ¥ 141.
2214,

10



South Carolina does not have to, and the Commission should adopt a robust
Supplemental Review process with a 100% of minimum load screen now.

Finally, it must be noted that each of the South Carolina utilitiesis already
obligated to follow FERC' s Supplemental Review process with defined screens for their
FERC-jurisdiction projects. It isaways easier to follow one set of rules, rather than two,
and by adopting a Supplemental Review process with defined screens, like FERC's, the
Commission will help avoid any confusion that may result from utilities attempting to
implement varying Supplemental Review procedures.

IREC urges the Commission to adopt this FERC-approved approach for
Supplemental Review. Our attached redline of the utilities’ proposal isin line with the
process vetted and adopted by FERC and other states.

1.  THE PROPOSED ELIGIBILITY LIMITSFOR FAST TRACK ARE

UNDULY RESTRICTIVE AND MAY RESULT IN UNNECESSARY STUDIES
AND COSTS.

The utilities’ proposed standards include atable setting forth the eligibility
limitations for Fast Track review that would restrict access to projects under 2 MW or
even smaller in many cases. This proposal isunduly restrictive and lacks a sufficient
technical basis and should be modified to alow projects up to 4 MW on the state's largest
distribution lines.

As set forth above, Fast Track review increases efficiency by alowing eligible
systems to interconnect without undergoing the full multi-month study processif they
pass a set of technical screens. The purpose of limiting Fast Track eligibility by sizeisto
filter out projects that would be highly unlikely to pass the Fast Track screens and to
instead direct them immediately towards the study process. The dligibility limitations do

not guarantee that a smaller project will be given Fast Track review; they just allow the

11



technical screensto be applied to the project to determine whether study is required first.
Only after passing the screensis a project qualified to interconnect under Fast Track. In
other words, thereis no safety or reliability risk associated with allowing larger projects
to use the Fast Track process, the dligibility limits are purely administrative.®® For many
smaller projects under 5 MW, passing through Fast Track is the only way the project
would be able to afford to move forward because the time and cost associated with the
full study process are prohibitive. Thus, it isimportant not to set limits that unnecessarily
screen out projects that might be able to pass the Fast Track screens.

The discussion about Fast Track eligibility limits has evolved in recent years,
culminating in a significant change to the FERC SGIP limits. Originally, the FERC SGIP
used a straight 2 MW limit on the Fast Track process, no matter where a project was
located on the distribution system. Asfar as we know, this number was arbitrarily
determined® and not based upon an assessment of what sized projects could potentially
pass the screens in different locations. As the demand for DG has grown, it has become
apparent how important access to the Fast Track processisfor smaller projects. Thus, in
the proceeding leading up to the adoption of the new FERC SGIP, there was a proposal to
either entirely eliminate the size limit or to move to a 10 MW limit. FERC settled upon

an approach that was first recommended by the National Renewable Energy Laboratory

%3 See, e.g., FERC Order 792 at 1 109 (“ The Commission acknowledges NY 1SO
& NYTO’s comment that certain facilitiesin New Y ork may require a detailed study to
ensure safety and reliability. However, the Fast Track Process itself will identify such
facilities so they need not be eliminated from Fast Track igibility.”).

%' Thereis no record on how the 2 MW limit was originally selected. The lawyers
participating in the process of adopting the original SGIP have recounted to IREC that the
number was selected based purely upon an estimation of the largest DG projects that
were currently in development at the time.

12



(“NREL") in areport on updating the Fast Track screens.® This approach looked at two
key factorsin determining the likelihood of a project to pass the screens depending on its
size: the voltage of the line it was connecting to and the distance from the substation.
The numbers in the FERC SGIP table were ultimately developed via a voluntary
stakeholder working group that included all of the maor national utility organizations,
the national laboratories, the solar industry, and IREC.?® During the working group
discussions, the participants came to agreement on limits that were more conservative
than what was originally proposed in the NREL report and the no-limits or 10 MW limit
approach sought by the petitioners.?” The table adopted by FERC is as follows:

Table1l: FERC SGIP Fast Track Eligibility Size Limitsfor Inverter-Based Systems

Fast Track Eligibility for Inverter-Based Systems

Fast Track Eligibility on a
Line Voltage Fast Track Eligibility Mainlineand < 2.5
« Regardless of Location Electrical Circuit Miles
from Substation
<5kV < 500 kW < 500 kW
>5kV and < 15kV <2MW <3MW
>15KkV and < 30 kV <3MW <4MW
>30kV and < 69 kV <4MW <5MW

> NREL Technical Report 5500-56790, Updating Small Generator
Interconnection Procedures for New Market Conditions, at 19-21 (Dec. 2012), available
at http://www.nrel .gov/docs/fy130sti/56790.pdf.

% FERC Order 792 at 1 14 (“ The stakeholders that participated in the SWG
[stakeholder working group] indicated in their comments that the SWG came to
agreement on certain revisions to the proposal s for the pre-application report and the
threshold for participation in the Fast Track Process. The National Rural Electric
Cooperative Association, Edison Electric Institute and the American Public Power
Association (NRECA, EEI & APPA), the Interstate Renewable Energy Council (IREC),
SEIA, and National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL) submitted SWG proposed
revisions with their comments.”).

2" FERC Order 792 at Y 14, 102-110.

13




The FERC table reflects a more accurate prediction of whether a project will be

capable of passing the Fast Track technical screens and is sufficiently conservative to

serve the administrative function of directing projects that cannot pass the Fast Track

screens directly to study. Here, the utilities have proposed a similar table approach, but

have used drastically smaller size limits, which are likely to screen out many projects that

could potentially pass the Fast Track screens. The utilities’ proposed tableis below:

Table2: PROPOSED Fast Track Eligibility Size Limitsfor Inverter-Based Systems

Fast Track Eligibility for Inverter-Based Systems

Fast Track Eligibility

Fast Track Eligibility on a
Mainlineand < 2.5

Line Voltage Regardless of Location Electrical Circuit Miles
from Substation
<5kV <100 kW < 500 kW
>5kV and <25 kV <1MW <2MW
>25kV not eligible not eligible

The utilities have not yet identified any unique technical constraints on the

distribution system in South Carolinathat would justify such drastically smaller limits.

Indeed, IREC believesit islikely that conditions in the State will alow significant

numbers of strategically located projects that exceed the limits identified by the utilities

to pass through Fast Track. Because the amount of deployed DG is still quite modest in

South Caroling, it isvery likely that DG projects up to 4 MW could interconnect using

Fast Track with Supplemental Review on the higher voltage distribution linesin the

State. As penetration of DG grows, the number of opportunities for Fast Track review

for larger projects may decrease, but at thistime, it does not make any sense to impose

such conservative limits. Thiswill be particularly true if the Commission adopts the

14




proposed pre-application report process and the improved Supplemental Review process.
By using the pre-application report, devel opers can identify locations where there are
conditions that would allow them to pass through the Fast Track process with larger
projects. They will also be ableto predict if aproject islikely to fail the screens. Thus
thereislessrisk that projects will apply for review under Fast Track if thereislittle
chance of passing. Finally, the Supplemental Review process will also allow more
projects to proceed without full study even if they fail theinitial Fast Track screens.
Unduly lowering the Fast Track size limits would limit the potential benefits of
Supplemental Review.

As explained in the section above regarding Supplemental Review, unduly
limiting accessto Fast Track will have real financial consequences for devel opers and
will likely limit the opportunities for development of projectsin the 100 kW to 4 MW
range. On the other hand, there is no system safety and reliability risks associated with
using higher Fast Track limits because the screens will identify projects requiring more
review. The utilitieswill aso benefit from having to conduct fewer full studies of
projects that could have instead been efficiently evaluated through Fast Track. During
the workshop discussions, there were aready some reports that the utilities are not
keeping up with their current study queue. Adding more projectsto this queue
unnecessarily does not help anyone.

By adopting the FERC-recommended eligibility table, the Commission would
allow more projects to undergo Fast Track review, thereby opening access to Fast Track
while maintaining the safety and reliability of the system. IREC understands that there
may not be any distribution lines in South Carolina sized above 25 kV so we recommend

eliminating the last line in the FERC SGIP table but otherwise maintaining the limits for

15



the other sized lines. The limitsfor Fast Track eigibility that we recommend the

Commission adopt have been thoroughly vetted by FERC and a broad range of

stakeholders, including all of the maor national utility groups. Further, the experiences

of other high-penetration states have demonstrated that full study of higher volumes of

interconnection applicationsis neither necessary nor realistic, and the cost savings

associated with the Fast Track process can be extended to more projects within

appropriate technical parameters.?® The support by such awide range of participants of

the limits set forth in Table 1 speaks to the reasonableness of this approach.?

IREC recommends the Commission require adoption of the following table for

Fast Track digibility.

Table3: IREC’sProposed Fast Track Eligibility Size Limitsfor Inverter-Based

Systems
Fast Track Eligibility for Inverter-Based Systems
Fast Track Eligibility on a
Line Voltage Fast Track Eligibility Mainlineand < 2.5
g Regardless of Location Electrical Circuit Miles
from Substation
<5kV < 500 kW < 500 kW
>5kV and < 15kV <2MW <3MW
>15kV and <30 kV <3MW <4MW

%8 See CPUC, Decision (D.) 12-09-018, at 16 (Sept. 13, 2012); KEMA,
Massachusetts Distributed Generation and Interconnection Report (prepared for Mass.
DOER and Mass. Clean Energy Ctr.) at viii-ix and 123 (July 25, 2011) (attached to Mass.
DOER, Petition to Address Interconnection (filed Aug. 18, 2011)); Vote and Order
Opening Investigation, DPU 11-75, at 2-3 (Investigation of the Department of Public
Utilities on its own Motion into Distributed Generation Interconnection) (Sept. 28, 2011).

29 FERC Order No. 792 at 1 102-110. We also note that FERC rejected Duke's
arguments for lower limitsin Order No. 792 at 1 92 and 102-110.
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V. ADEQUATE REPORTING ISNECESSARY TO ENSURE GOOD
DECISION-MAKING GOING FORWARD AND WILL NOT IMPOSE A
SIGNIFICANT BURDEN ON THE UTILITIES.

Public reporting and a useful public queue are essential for regulators,
interconnection customers, and utilities to understand how the interconnection processis
working and to identify areas that may need modification to ensure the process continues
to work smoothly. Here, the public queue and reporting requirements proposed by the
utilities provide for disclosure of scant information, thus failing to provide even
minimally adequate information to enable developers to track their projects and aso
providing no basis for good decision making going forward. IREC believes that South
Carolina sinterconnection goals will be better served by requiring the utilities to make
public more detailed information.

A key characteristic of adequate reporting is that it provides for sufficient
transparency to ensure the interconnection process is operating optimally. Including
more detailed information, like that which we enumerate below, will allow the
Commission and stakeholders to track how projects proceed through the review process
and determine whether the utilities are keeping up with their timelines for review. Public
availability of thisinformation helps devel opers establish reasonable expectations about
how long it will take utilities to process their applications. It also can help the
Commission identify whether there are issues that need to be addressed if projects are
getting bogged down. Our experience in other states has shown that this can happen for
many different reasons, including many outside of the control of the utilities. However,
without good information about the sticking points, it is hard to accurately know what

to fix.
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Reasonably detailed reporting is valuable for everyone, including utilities,
because the information compiled for these reports provides a data-based record of the
interconnection process. The data alow for periodic assessment of the effectiveness of
current procedures and facilitate informed decision-making about what changes to the
process may be necessary to improveit. It isour experience that too often the data are
not gathered or retained at all absent a specific requirement from the State. Utilities often
do not track the progress of projects carefully or document each application’s milestones.
Thismakesit hard for the utilities, the State, and other stakeholders to accurately
determine what the true problem areas are or what the appropriate solutions may be. To
avoid this problem, we encourage the Commission to join other jurisdictions that have
adopted more robust reporting requirements to this end.*

Though preparing reports and updating public queues puts some modest
additional responsibilities on the utilities, the benefits of the transparency far outweigh
any burden. Theinformation that we recommend be included in a public queue will help
all parties—including the utilities—evaluate actual conditions and respond accordingly.
Thiswill increase efficiency, reduce costs, and accelerate solar penetration of the grid.

And maintaining a detailed public queue requires minimal additional labor from the

% The examples from California and Massachusetts are relevant. See Distributed
Generation and Interconnection in Massachusetts: Interconnection,
https://sites.google.com/site/massdgic/home/interconnection (* Interconnection activity”);
MA DPU 11-75-F, Order on a Timeline Enforcement Mechanism (July 31, 2014)
(Appendix B to the order contains a clean version of the mechanism); Pacific Gas and
Electric Company (PG&E), www.pge.com/en/b2b/newgenerator/index.page (“What's
New: Public Queue’); San Diego Gas & Electric Company, www.sdge.com/generation-
interconnections/electric-rule-21 (“ SDG& E Generation Interconnection Request Queue*
(WDAT & Rule 21)); Southern California Edison Company (SCE),
https://www.sce.com/wps/portal/home/regul atory/open-access-information (“Public
WDAT-Rule 21 Queue’); CPUC, Energy, Interconnection (Rule 21),
www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/energy/rule21.htm (* Q3 Interconnection Quarterly Reports’).
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utilities. In order to comply with the timelines established in the proposed standards, the
utilities will already need to have internal processes for tracking interconnection projects,
and the utilities can simply make it their procedure to update the public queues at the
same time that they update their own records.

IREC recommends that the utilities maintain a public queue, posted on their
websites and updated on a monthly basis, which contains the data listed below. The data
selected include basic information about project type and location along with dates that
track the magjor milestones in the interconnection standards. Again, it isimportant to
recognize that the utilities will already need to be tracking thisinformation if they intend
to comply with the timelinesin the standards. Where applicable, we have included the
section numbers that each field relates to from the proposed standards.

1. Queue number - 8§ 1.6 (thiswill be used to identify projects and to prevent sharing
of potentially confidential developer information)

2. Interconnection request status (i.e. withdrawn, on hold, in process)

3. Generator type (i.e. solar, wind, biogas, etc.) — Attachment 3*! or Attachment 7%

4. Tota generator nameplaterating (i.e. 7 kW, 5 MW) — Attachment 3 or
Attachment 7

5. Substation to which the project proposes to interconnect — Attachment 3 or
Attachment 7

6. Date the interconnection request application was submitted - § 1.3.1

7. Date the interconnection request application was deemed complete by the Utility -
§131t01.34

8. Date thg3 20 KW inverter process review results were provided to the applicant -
§221

9. 20 kW inverter process review results, and, if applicable, any screensfailed (i.e.
passed or failed screens 2, 4, and 6) - § 2.2.1

10. Date the Fast Track initial review results were provided to the applicant - § 3.2

31 Attachment 2 is the proposed South Carolina Interconnection Request
Application Form and contains fields requesting the information referenced herein.

32 Attachment 7 is the Interconnection Request Application form for
Interconnecting a Certified Inverter-Based Generating Facility No Larger than 20 KW.

% Not all fields will be applicable to every project, i.e., for those projects not
going through the 20 kW Inverter Process these fields would be I eft blank.
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11. Fast Track initial review results, and, if applicable, any screensfailed (i.e. passed
or failed screens 2, 4, and 6) - § 3.2

12. Date Supplemental Review requested (if applicable) - § 3.4

13. Date Supplemental Review results were provided (if applicable) - § 3.4.1

14. Supplemental Review results, and, if applicable, any screensfailed (i.e. passed or
failed screen 2).%

15. Date the System Impact Study was provided to the applicant - § 4.3 and
Attachment 8

16. Date the Facilities Study was provided to the applicant - § 4.4 and Attachment 9

17. Date the Interconnection Agreement was provided to the applicant - § 5.2.1

18. Date the Interconnection Agreement was signed - 8§ 5.2.2

19. In service date

20. Notes™®

Finally, we would like to note that, while both a public queue and regular
reporting have value, IREC would be satisfied with aregularly updated queue that
includes the information listed above, combined with a once-a-year report that
summarizes the major data points. The yearly report should include information on the
number of pre-application reports that were provided and the time in which they were
provided (this information cannot be tracked in a queue since the requests are not tied to
applications with queue numbers).

V. CONCLUSION

Thank you for considering our comments. We look forward to continuing to

participate in this process.

3 We have proposed including screens in the Supplemental Review process, if the
Commission determines not to include screens, this field would only include the review
results.

% The Utility may find it helpful to be able to record any additional relevant
information in this field, including technical reasonsidentified for screensfailure, or
notes on reasons for unusual delays or different treatment.
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