North Qarolivg General Assembly
Senute Qhamber
State Tegislatite Building
Raleigh, NA 27601~-2808

March 11, 2026

The Honorable James P. Danly
Deputy Secretary of Energy
U.S. Department of Energy

Dear Deputy Secretary Danly:

We write to request DOE’s technical perspective on an issue state regulators increasingly
confront when evaluating utility-scale solar and solar-plus-storage projects: the persistent
exclusion of material system costs that are directly caused by these resources but routinely
socialized across the broader grid.

In North Carolina, statutes direct the Utilities Commission to approve generation resources that
are least cost while maintaining or increasing reliability. In that context, Secretary Chris Wright
has made closely related observations in public remarks about wind and solar (and solar-plus-
storage)—including that intermittent resources provide limited value when they are not available
at peak, can require other resources to ramp up and firm to maintain reliability, and that the
resulting costs can show up in higher bills borne by customers. He has also argued that in
jurisdictions with higher wind and solar penetration, prices have risen while system stability has
declined. and that these impacts are not always transparent in how intermittent resources are
evaluated.

While capital costs, interconnection fees, and basic operating expenses are typically included in
project evaluations, other consequential costs are frequently classified as “system effects” rather
than project-attributable—even though they are foreseeable, recurring, and essential for
reliability. These include, among others:

(i) firming resources needed to compensate for low effective capacity factors;

(ii) increased cycling, operations and maintenance (O&M), and wear on dispatchable
generation providing voltage and frequency support;

(iii)grid upgrades driven primarily by intermittency rather than load growth alone; and
(iv)battery replacement costs over the project lifecycle.

Tools such as Effective Load Carrying Capability (ELCC) are often cited as addressing
intermittency, but from a regulatory perspective, they serve primarily as planning constructs



rather than full cost-accounting mechanisms—and thus tend to mask, rather than internalize, the
real expenditures ultimately borne by ratepayers.

Guidance from DOE affirming the importance of evaluating (hese costs explicitly—rather than
implicitly or system-wide—would be extremely helpful to commissions secking to make
prudent, technology-neutral, least-cost deferminations consistent with statutory reliability
obligations. From a state perspective, federal technical guidance to regulators would be lar
preferable to pursuing statutory changes to address cost-attribution concerns. Even high-level
prineiples on cost causation and attribution could materially improve the rigor and transparency
of state proceedings.

A more rigorous accounting of the full, system-level costs attributable to solar and solar-plus-
storage would also have major implications for resource choice in North Carolina and across the
country.

We would also welcome the opportunity to discuss these issues with DOE staft, formally or
informally, at your convenience.

Sincerely,
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Southern &}tjs Energy Board Member
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Vice Chair, North Carolina Joint Legislative Energy Policy Commission
Southern States Energy Board Member




