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remedy the problems that have resulted in Rate REP accumulating dust on the 1 

shelf, instead of being utilized by interested promoters of and participants in a 2 

growing renewable energy industry that has not yet gained a sturdy foothold in 3 

Indiana.  While some of IPL’s recommended changes move the pilot in the right 4 

direction, other recommendations are insufficient to make this happen, or 5 

potentially poisonous to the process.  With changes such as those recommended 6 

by the OUCC, a previously unsuccessful FIT program could transform into one 7 

that better serves the public interest and provides valuable data from which to 8 

further grow clean and green electric generating capability in Indiana – a result 9 

the Indiana General Assembly actively promoted by passing Indiana’s new 10 

voluntary clean energy portfolio law, I.C. 8-1-37, and other portions of P.L. 11 

150-2011 (f/k/a S.E.A. 251). 12 

Q: Does the OUCC model FIT envision any type of review process? 13 

A: Yes.  There would be multiple levels of review available to the utility, to the 14 

Commission, and to the OUCC under the OUCC’s proposed model FIT.  For 15 

example, the metrics obtained from the Project Queue – project types, 16 

nameplate capacity, technology, etc. – offer the utility and other interested 17 

parties a glimpse into what can happen when FITs become more user-friendly.  18 

The emphasis on a developer-driven Project Queue places the onus for moving 19 

a project forward directly on the party it needs to be on – the renewable energy 20 

industry.  Even metrics on the “current” status of each project will offer a 21 

glimpse into the development costs of and timelines for renewable energy 22 
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generation as technology improves and various federal programs and projects 1 

are developed. 2 

  The metrics obtained from the Interconnection Queue give the parties a 3 

detailed examination of what is already available and what will soon be made 4 

available online – metrics that can be utilized to project load and then integrated 5 

into IPL’s load planning processes (e.g., Indiana’s biennial Integrated Resource 6 

Planning process).  The long term contracts signed in this phase offer concrete 7 

planning options and the capacity factors gathered not only offer a comparative 8 

analysis with what was originally planned (i.e., metrics for the same project 9 

while it resided in the Project Queue) but also with actual operational 10 

characteristics. 11 

  Finally, the metrics involved with the “buckets” themselves can offer the 12 

parties the ability to periodically review and potentially adjust bucket 13 

parameters.  For example, in one hypothetical scenario, a major solar project is 14 

ready to proceed from the Project Queue to the Interconnection Queue with a 10 15 

MW nameplate capacity.  The project is highly desired by IPL.  A close 16 

examination of the existing metrics reveals that both the Solar Medium and 17 

Wind Medium buckets are significantly under-utilized, with no projects in 18 

either the Project or Interconnection Queue which would impact either Medium 19 

Bucket.  A decision is reached by all parties involved to move 5 MW each from 20 

the Solar and Wind Medium bucket to the Solar Large bucket in order to 21 

accommodate the desired project. 22 
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  A second potential scenario would see all “buckets” filled to capacity, 1 

with pending projects that could move from the Project to the Interconnection 2 

Queue if additional space were made available.  Decisions could be made to 3 

increase the capacity of one or more buckets in a manner that would be 4 

advantageous to both the renewable energy industry and IPL to allow additional 5 

clean or renewable energy projects to move forward.   6 

  In both cases, the use of metrics and a sound review process, while 7 

maintaining an up-to-date information flow for developers in the Project Queue, 8 

could enhance the program and its ultimate success, thereby benefiting the 9 

utility, the renewable energy industry, utility consumers, and the general public. 10 

Q: Is the OUCC convinced the changes recommended by IPL to the existing 11 
Rate REP Program under consideration in this docket will be sufficient? 12 

A: No.  OUCC Witnesses Brendon Baatz and Ray Snyder will address the 13 

shortcomings of IPL’s recommended changes.   14 

Q: Is the OUCC convinced its model FIT program and queuing methodology 15 
is preferable to IPL’s current FIT program and to the modified FIT IPL 16 
presented for Commission approval in this Cause? 17 

A: Yes.   18 

IV. QUALIFYING RENEWABLE ENERGY POWER 

 
PRODUCTION FACILITIES 

Q: What is IPL requesting with regard to Qualifying Renewable Energy 19 
Production Facilities? 20 

A: IPL is asking the Commission to find that entities selling power to IPL under 21 

Rate REP need to be “Qualifying Renewable Energy Production Facilities” 22 
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