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Pursuant to Notice, a Prehearing Conference was held on May 

20, 1994, in Tallahassee, Florida, before Chairman J . Terry Deason, 

as Prehearing Officer. 

APPEARANCES: 

CHARLES A. GUYTON, Esquire, Steel, Hector & Davis, First 

Florida Bank Building, 215 South Monroe Street, Suite 
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GERALD A. WILLIAMS, Esquire, Post Office Box 14042, St. 

Petersburg, Florida 33733-4042 
On behalf of Florida Power Corporation. 

JEFFREY A. STONE, Esquire, Beggs & Lane, 700 Blount 

Building, 3 West Garden Street, Post Office Box 12950, 

Pensacola, Florida 32576-2950 
On behalf of Gulf Power Company. 

JAMES D. BEASLEY, Esquire, MacFarlane, Ausley, Ferguson 

& McMullen, Post Office Box 391, Tallahassee, Florida 
32302 
On behalf of Tampa Electric Company. 

DAVID J. RUSS, Assistant General Counsel, 2740 Centerview 

Drive, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2100 
On behalf of Florida Department of Community Affai rs . 

ARTHUR PERRY BRUDER, Esquire, United States Department of 

Energy, 1000 Independence Avenue , s.w . , Room 6D-033, 

Washington, D.C. 20585 
On behalf of the United States Department of Energy. 

ROSS S. BURNAMAN, Esquire, 1115 North Gadsden Street, 

Tallahassee, Florida 32303-6237 
On behalf of the Legal Environmental Assistance 

Foundation, Inc. AND Deborah B. Eva~s., , 
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BENJAMIN OCHSHORN , Esquire, Florida Legal Services, 511 

Beverly Street, Tallahassee, Florida 32301 
on behalf of Florida Client Council. 

G. STEVEN PFEIFFER, Esquire, Apgar, Pelham, Pfeiffer & 
Theriaque, 909 East Park Avenue, Tallahassee, Florida 

32301 
On behalf of Florida Solar Energy Industries Assoc i ation, 

~ 

VICKI GORDON KAUFMAN, Esquire, McWhirter, 
McGlothlin , Davidson & Bakas , 315 South Calhoun 
Suite 716, Tallahassee, Florida 32301 
On behalf of City Gas Company of Florida . 

Reeves, 
Street, 

ROBERT SCHEFFEL WRIGHT, Esquire, Landers & Parsons, 310 

West College Avenue, Post Office Box 271, Tallahassee, 

Florida 32302 
On behalf of Peoples Gas System , Inc. 

ROBERT SCHEFFEL WRIGHT, Esquire, Landers & Parsons, 310 

West College Avenue, Post Office Box 271, Tallahassee, 

Florida 32302 
on hehalf of West Florida Natural Gas Company. 

JOHN W. McWHIRTER, JR., Esquire, McWhirter, Reeves, 

McGlothlin, Davidson & Bakas, Post Office Box 3350, 

Tampa, Florida 33601-33 50 AND 

VICKI G. KAUFMAN, Esquire, McWhirter, Reeves, McGlothlin, 

Davidson & Bakas, 315 South Calhoun Street, Suite 716 , 

Tallahassee, Florida 32301 
On behalf of Florida Industri al Power Users Group. 

SUZANNE BROWNLESS, Suzanne Brownless, P . A. , 2546 

Blairstone Pines Drive , Tallahassee, Florida 32301 
on behalf of Competitive Energy Producers Association. 

MICHELLE L . HERSHEL, Esquire, Post Office Box 590, 

Tallahassee, Florida 32302 
On behalf of Florida Electric Cooperatives Association. 

WILLIAM B. WILLINGHAM, Esquire, Moore, Williams, Bryant, 

Peebles & Gautier, P.A., Post Office Box 1169, 

Tallahassee, Florida 32302 
On behalf of Florida Municipal Electric Association . 



ORDER NO. PSC-94-0652-PHO-EG 
DOCKETS NOS. 930548-EG, 930549-EG, 930550-EG, 930551-EG 
PAGE 3 

KENNETH A. HOFFMAN, Esquire, Rutledge, 
Purnell & Hoffman, P.A., Post 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302-0551 
On behalf of the City of Tallahassee. 

Ecenia, Underwood, 
Office Box 551, 

JAMES HAROLD THOMPSON, Esquire, and J. JEFFRY WAHLEN, 

Esquire, MacFarlane, Ausley, Ferguson & McMullen, Post 
Office Box 391, Tallahassee, Florida 32302 
On behalf of The Center For Energy And Economic 
Development. 

MICHAEr, A. PALECKI, Esquire, and MARY ANNE HELTON, 
Esquire, Florida Public Service Commission, 101 East 

Gaines Street, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0863 
On behalf of the Commission Staff. 

PRENTICE P. PRUITT, Esquire, Florida Public Service 
Commission, 101 East Gaines Street, Tallahassee, Florida 
32399-0862 
On behalf of the Commissioners . 

PREHEARING ORDER 

I. CASE BACKGROUND 

Docket Nos. 930548-EG, 930549-EG, 930550-EG, and 930551-EG 

were opened to implement Rules 25-17.001-.005, Florida 

Administrative Code, for Florida • s four largest investor-owned 

utilities (IOUs). The result of the Section :20 .57(1), Florida 

Statutes, hearing scheduled for these dockets will be the 

establishment of numeric demand side management (DSM) goals for 

Florida Power and Light Company (FPL), Florida Power Corporation 

(FPC), Gulf Power Company (GULF), and Tampa Electric Company 

(TECO) . The numeric demand and energy goals established in these 

dockets will replace the general non-numeric goals currently in 

place. Goals will be set for each of these IOUs for each year in 

the ten-year planning horizon . In addition, the cost-effectiveness 

of DSM measures shall be determined on a case-by-case basis for 

each utility, and the Commission will consider implementation of 

the federal integrated resource planning standard, as defined in 

the Energy Policy Act of 1992. 
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II. PROCEDURE FOR HANDLING CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION 

A. Any information provided pursuant to a discovery request 

for which proprietary confidential business information status is 

requested shall be treated by the Commission and the parties as 

confidential. The information shall be exempt from Section 

119.07 ( 1), Florida Statutes, pending a formal ruling on such 

request by the Commission, or upon the return of the information to 

the person providing the information. If no determination of 

confidentiality has been made and the information has not been used 

in the proceeding, it shall be returned expeditiously to the person 

providing the i n formation. If a determination of confidentiality 

has been made and the information was not entered into the r ecord 

of the proceeding, it shall be returned to the person providing the 

information within the time periods set forth in Section 366.093, 

Florida Statutes. 

B. It is the policy of the Florida Public Service Commission 

that all Commission hearings be open to the public at all times. 

The Commission also recognizes its obligation pursuant to Sect'on 

366.093, Florida Statutes , to protect proprietary confidential 

business information from disclosure outside the proceeding. 

In the event it becomes necessary to use confidential information 

during the hearing, the following procedures will be observed: 

1) Any party wishing to use any proprietary 
confidential business information, as that term is 
defined in Section 366.093, Florida Statutes, shall 
notify the Prehearing Officer and all parties of 
record by the time of the Prehearing Conference, or 
if not known at that time, no later than seven (7) 
days prior to the beginning of the hearing. The 
notice shall include a procedure to assure that the 
confidential nature of the information is preserved 
as required by statute. 

2) Failure of any party to comply with 1) above shall 
be grounds to deny the party the opportunity to 
present evidence which is proprietary confidential 
business information. 

3) When confidential information is used in the 
hearing, parties must have copies for the 
Commissioners, necessary staff, and the Court 
Reporter, in envelopes clearly marked with the 
nature of the contents. Any party wishing to 
examine the confidential material that is not 



ORDER NO. PSC-94-0652-PHO-EG 
DOCKETS NOS. 930548-EG, 930549-EG, 930550-EG, 930551-EG 
PAGE 5 

subject to an order granting confidentiality shall 
be provided a copy in the same fashion as provided 
to the Commissioners, subject to execution of any 
appropriate protective agreement with the owner of 
the material. 

4) Counsel and witnesses are cautioned to avo id 
verbalizing confidential information in such a way 
that would compromise the confidential information. 
Therefore, confidential information should be 
presented by written exhibit when reasonably 
possible to do so. 

5 ) At the conclusion of that portion of the hearing 
that involves confidential information, all copies 
of confidential exhibits shall be returned to the 
proffering party. If a confidential exhibit has 
been admitted into evidence, the copy provided to 
the Court Reporter shall be r etained in the 
Commission Clerk's confidential files . 

Post-hearing procedures 

Rule 25-22.056{3), Florida Adminis trative Code, requires each 

party to file a post-hearing statement of issues and positions. A 

summary of each position of no more than 50 words, set off with 

asterisks, shall be included in that statement. If a party • s 

position has not changed since the i ssuance of the prehearing 

order, the post-hearing statement may simply restate the prehearing 

position; however, if the prehearing position is longer than 50 

words, it must be reduced to no more than 50 wo: ds. The rule also 

provides that if a party fails to fil e a post-hearing statement in 

conformance with the rule, that party shall have waived all issues 

and may be dismissed from the proceeding. 

A party's proposed findings of fact and conclusions of law, if 

any, statement of issues and positions, and brief, shall together 

total no more than 60 pages, and shall be filed at the same time . 

The prehearing officer may modify the page limit for good cause 

shown. Please see Rule 25-22.056, Florida Administrative Code, for 

other requirements pertaining to post-hearing filings. 
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III. PREFILED TESTIMONY AND EXHIBITS; WITNESSES 

Testimony of all witnesses to be sponsored by the parties has 
been prefiled. All testimony which has been prefiled in this case 

will be inserted into the record as though read after the witness 

has taken the stand and affirmed the correctness of the testimony 
and associated exhibits. All testimony remains subject to 

appropriate objections. Each witness will have the opportunity to 
orally summarize his or her testimony at the time he or she takes 
the stand. Upon insertion of a witness' testimony, exhibits 

appended thereto may be marked for identification. After all 
parties and Staff have had the opportunity to object and cross
examine, the exhibit may be moved into the record. All other 
exhibits may be similarly identified and entered into the record at 
the appropriate time during the hearing. 

Witnesses are reminded that, on cross-examination, responses 
to questions calling for a simple yes or no answer shall be so 
answered first, after which the witness may explain his or her 
answer. 

The Commission frequently administers the testimonial oath to 
more than one witness at a time. Therefore, when a witness takes 
the stand to testify, the attorney calling the witness is directed 
to ask the witness to affirm whether he or she has been sworn. 

IV. ORDER OF WITNESSES 

Witness 

DIRECT 

S . R. Sim 

E.G. Hugues 

Michael F. Jacob 

Robert D. Niekum 

Arthur L. Nordlinger 

J. T. Kilgore, Jr. 

Appearing For 

FPL 

FPL 

FPC 

FPC 

FPC 

GULF 

_]ssues # 

1 , 2, 3, 13, 15, 16, 
17, 23, 29, 30 

1, 2 , 3, 15, 21 , 23, 
24 1 261 27 1 281 291 
30, 31, 56, 57 

7, 8,15,21,40-47,56,57 
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Witness 

John E. currier 

Thomas L. Hernandez 

Gerard J. Kordecki 

Howard T. Bryant 

• 
Dr: Peter s. Fox-Penner 

Available only on 6/3 . 

David Dismukes 

• 
Paul Chernick 

Would like to appear 6/8 or 9; 
can appear on 6/3 or 6/10. 

Deborah B. Evans 

LeRoy Chavis 

Hilda Frazier 

M. Jane Nelson 

John Stutz • 

Available 6/4-10. 

William T. Guiney 

Peter Lowenthal 

Linda L. Shelley 

Rick Dixon 

Appearing For 

TECO 

TECO 

TECO 

TECO 

DOE 

LEAF 

LEAF 

EVANS 

FCC 

FCC 

FCC 

FCC/LEAF 

FlaSEIA 

FlaSEIA 

DCA 

DCA 

Issues # 

12,14,15,48,49,50, 
51,52,53,54,55,58,59 

10,11,13,20 

21 

10,11,12 

2, 8, 11, 15, 29, 30, 
37, 38, 41, 42, 43, 
4 5 , 46, 49, 50, 51, 
53, 54 

1-4, 5-21, 24-27, 29 
-31, 33-35, 37-39, 41 
-4 3 , 45-47, 49-51, 53 
-58 

All Issues where a 
position taken. 

31 , 39, 47, 55 

31, 39, 47, 55 

All 

13-21, 31, 39, 47, 55 

14, 15, 24, 33, 
41, 49 

14, 15, 24, 33 , 
41, 49 
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Witness 

* Ch!irles Dusseau 
Available only on 6/9. 

Ian Goodman/ 
Betty Krier 

Timothy Campbell 

Hamilton S. Oven 

Craig McDonald 

John B. Stark 

Richard c. Furman 

Maurey J. Blaylock/ 
Vernon I. Krutsinger 

Mi~hael I . German· 
Not available 6/9. Would like 
to appear first on 6/8. 

Vernon I. Krutsinger 

John L. Seelke, Jr . 

Mcintyre 

Barry N. P. Huddleston 

Kenneth J. Slater 

REBUTIAL 

s. E. Frank· 

Appearing For 

DCA 

DCA 

DCA 

DCA 

DCA 

CITY GAS 

CITY GAS 

PEOPLES 

PEOPLES 

PEOPLES 

PEOPLES 

WFNG 

CEPA 

CEPA 

FPL 

Available only on morning of 6/9. 

s.w. Hulett FPL 

Issues I 

1-3' 15, 16-20 
23, 27-29, 30 

1-3 

1,2,3,4,6,10,12 

1,3,4,6,7,10 

2,5,11,23,27, 
32,35,48,51 

1, t ,7,17,18,20 

All Issues 

16, 58 

1, 4' 17, 18 

1, 2 , 21 (Rebutting 
Stutz) 

1, 2 , 15, 21 
(Rebutting Fox-Penner, 
Stutz) 
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Witness Appearing For 

K.M. Davis FPL 

J.H. Landon FPL 

E.G. Hugues FPL 

S.R. Sim FPL 

Michael F . Jacob FPC 

Issues t 

21 (Rebutting Fox 
-Penner, Stutz) 

1, 2, 15, 21, 
24, 27 , 31 (Rebutting 
Fox-Penner, Stutz, 
Chernick, Shelley , 
Dixon, Frazier, 
Chavis, McDonald, 
oven, Krier, Goodman, 
Campbell) 

1,2,3,15,21,23,24, 
26,27,28,29,30,31, 
56,57 (Rebutting Fox
Penner, Stutz, 
Chernick, Nelson, 
McDonald, Dismukes, 
Shelley, Dixon, 
Chavis, Frazier 
Guiney, Krutsinger , 
German, Lowenthal, 
Blaylock, Seelke, 
Stark, Furman) 

1 I 2 I 31 1 3 1 151 161 171 
24,27,29 , 30,31 
(F~butting Chernick, 
Dixon, Frazier, 
Chavis, Stutz, 
Shelley, Guiney, 
Nelson, Lowenthal, 
Fox-Penner, Slater, 
McDonald, Seelke) 

4, 5, 6, 15, 21, 32, 
33, 34 , 35, 36, 37, 
38, 39, 57 , 61 
(Rebuttal to 
McDonald, Chernick, 
Dixon , Chavis, 
Frazier, Goodman, 
Krier, Stutz, 
Fox-Penner) 
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Witness Appearing For 

Arthur L . Nordlinger FPC 

Robert D. Niekum FPC 

• 
John H. Chamberlin FPC 

Available only on 6/9 . 

Marc W. Goldsmith • FPC 

Would like to appear first on 6/10. 

D.W . caves GULF 

R.D. Bushar t GULF 

• w. F . Pope GULF . 
Not available afternoon of 6/8. 

• 
c.p. Lon g GULF 

Not avai lable 6/6-8 . 

J.T. Kilgore, Jr . GULF 

T.L. Hernandez TECO 

Issues # 

4,5,13,15,16,18,21 
(Rebuttal to Nelson) 

4, 5, 13, 15, 16, 18 
(Rebuttal to Seelke) 

4, 5, 6, 15, 16, 18, 
32, 35, 36, 37, 38 
(Rebuttal to Chernick , 
Fox-Penner, Shelley, 
Nelson, Stutz , Stutz, 
Seelke, Krutsinger) 

4, 5, 6, 15, 32, 35, 
36 (Rebuttal to 
Krutsinger, Blaylock, 
Seelke, German) 

9,15,21,40- 43 

7,8,9,15,40-47, 57 

7, 13, 16, 19 

13, 6 , 19 

All issues covered 
by this witness are 
listed by his name 
under Di rect . Some 
o f the issues listed 
are not actu~lly 

addressed until his 
rebuttal testimony. 

10,13,14,16, 20 
(Rebuttal to Seelke, 
Fox-Penner, Slater, 
Stutz, Nelson) 
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Witness Appearing For Issues I 

G.J. Kordecki TECO 10,11. , 48 (Rebuttal to 
McDonald, Chernick, 
Shelley) 

J. E. currier TECO 51,59 (Rebuttal to 
stark, Furn1an, 
Blaylock, Krutsinger, 
German , Seelke, 
Mcintyre) 

D.A. Tracy TECO 51, 52, 59 (Rebuttal to 
Blaylock, Krutsinger) 

Dr. L.J. Perl TECO 14,15,16, 51,52, 59 
(Rebuttal to Chernick , 
McDonald, Stutz, 
Nelson, Fox-Penner , 
stark, Furman, 
Mcintyre, Seelke, 
German, Blaylock, 
Krutsinger) 

R.L. Schma l en see CEED 13-16 

V. BASIC POSITIONS 

FLORIDA POWER ' LIGHT COMPANY (FPL): FPL' s proposed numeric 

conservation goals should be approved. FPL's proposed goals were 

developed using FPL's Integrated Resource Planning process. FPL's 

proposed goals result in an expansion plan with the lowest rates to 

its customers. FPL's reasonably achievable conservation goals will 

defer all FPL capacity needs until 2002, the ninth year of the 

planning horizon, making any further resource commitment-- supply, 

additional RIM-based DSM, or TRC-based DSM, or TRC-based DSM -

unnecessary at this time. 

The Commission should resist the attempts of various special 

interest intervenors to establish end-use goals or set-asides. 

End-use goals are not needed or desirable and would reduce 

flexibility to achieve overall goals. These attempts by special 

interest intervenors to set end-use goals are inconsistent with 

FEECA and Rule 25-17.001, which call for overall goals. The 
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Commission would need to amend its rule before establishing such 

goals. A ruling that established end-use goals would result in the 
Commission making a ~ facto determination of programs, something 

not envisioned under FEECA . 

FLORIDA POWER CORPORATION CFPC) : FPC believes that in setting 
nwneric conservation goals, the Commission should, as the rule 

mandating this proceeding requires, set overall goals for electric 
utilities. Mandating specific goals within multiple market 
segments and end-use categories will hamper i mplementation of the 
most cost effective conservation measures. 

In assessing measures for incorporation in a utility's 
integrated resources plan, a utility should use the Participant 
test and the Rate Impact Measure (RIM) test to determine the 
beneficial effect of the proposed measures on participants and ~o 

ensure no negative impact on rates which would be detrimental ~o 
nonparticipants. The Total Resource Cost {TRC) test i s 
inappropriate for use without consideration of the RIM and 

Participant tests, because a measure eva l uated by TRC alone may 
harm nonparticipants. 

FPC urges the Commission to establish "reasonably achievable" 
goals wh ich are lower than 100% of the maximum achievable level. 
This is necessary to avoid setting perfect achievement of goals as 

the only passing score. 

FPC's proposed goals are reasonable and are based upon an IRP 

process which utilized an appropriate mix of cost -effective supply 
and demand-side alternatives. FPC urges a c ceptance by the 

Commission of its proposed goals. 

GULF POWER COMPANY (GULF): It is the basic position of Gulf Power 

Company that the Company's proposed conservation goals present the 
best estimate of results reasonably achievable in GULF's service 
area from the implementa tion of cost-effective conservation and 
demand-side management programs. GULF uses an integrated resource 

planning process which appropriately includes consideration of both 
demand and supply side measures to meet the resource needs of the 
Company and its customers. Many of the demand side measures 
evaluated required the use of borrowed data and assumptions, and 
the results of GULF's study are preliminary pending actual 
experience in the Company's service area. The Commission should 
allow great flexibility in establishing numeric conservation goals, 
and should encourage the use of other methods , such as flcxibl~ 
pricing mec hanisms, to ensure economic efficiency in the pursuit of 
conservation goals. 
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TAHPA ELECTRIC COMPANY CTBCQ); The Commission should approve Tampa 
Electric's proposed numeric demand and energy goals to replace the 
general non-numeric goals currently in place and find that Tampa 
Electric's integrated resource planning follows integrated resource 
planning as defined in the Energy Policy Act of 1992. 

a:!:D~B~P..!!:!AR~T~M~B!.t.NT!.L-~O~F---::Cii::.!O~MMUN~~I*-T~Y--!Al~FuAI1oi!:.!R~S~_.~(._.DC~A!.J)l....!...: As a resu 1 t of these 
proceedings the Public Service Commission should exercise its 
existing authority to: 

Establish a regular, formalized integrated resource 
planning (or IRP) process as the appropriate method for 
selecting resources, including the esta blishment of 
conservation goals, for Florida's electric utilities. 
Additionally, the information gained from this process 
could also be used to establish a statewide integrated 
resource planning process similar to the one used by the 
Wisconsin Public Service Commission. 

Descr ibe the policy that should be used in making 
resource selections through this process and in 
establishing conservation goals. 

In i tiate modifications of any existing rules or policies 
that might be needed to further implement a full IRP 
process and effectively implement numeric conservation 
goals that are established . 

Set explicit conservation goals for partir ular end-use 
market segments. 

Set conservation goals for each utility. 

Set these goals based on potentialities revealed in the 
SRC report or data showing greater potential submitted by 
the utilities. 

ONITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY (DOE): The Department urges the 
Florida Public Service Commission to adopt and implement an IRP 
process in Florida consistent with applicable provisions of EPAct 
and the Clean Air Act Amendments. The Department recommends that 

the so-called RIM test not generally be used as a cost
effectiveness test for DSM programs because it can rule out many 
DSM options that would be cost-effective in minimizing most 
customers' energy bills. The Department also recommends that steps 
be taken to reduce disincentives that might exist within the 
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structure of existing ratemaking processes to utility investments 

in DSM. Finally, the Department believes that measurement and 

verification processes and methods should be considered an integral 

part of the IRP process in Florida. 

LEGAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSISTANCE FOUNDATION, INC. (LEAF): The 

Commission should set reasonably achievable, cost-effective goals 

based upon the SRC Final Report Best Practices TRC scenario for 

energy, adjusted for non-UP/CUE measures; and the Commission should 

set the summer and winter peak demand goals at the average of the 

SRC Final Report Best Practices TRC scenario (adjusted for non

UP/CUE measures) and each utility's TRC achievable potential. The 

Commission should adopt the federal standards for integrated 

resource planning and revenue neutrality . 

DEBORAH B. BYANS (EVANS): The Commission should not set FPL' s 

goals based upon the RIM test, but instead should consider t~e 

reasonably achievable, cost-effective goals based upon the SRC 

Final Report and using the TRC and Societal tests. The Commission 

should adopt the federal standards for integrated resource planning 

and revenue neutrality. 

FLORIDA CLIENT COUNCIL (FCC): Florida residential customers pay 

the highest price for energy in the continental United States, due 

to our almost exclusive reliance on electricity. Low income 

customers are unable to participate in Florida energy utility 

conservation programs, although they he l p pay for them. In order 

to reduce low income customers' energy costs, the FCC therefore 

seeks (a) a low income goal administered ttrough the state 

weatherization program; (b) the adoption of the E~Act standards for 

integrated resource planning and revenue neutrality, to be 

implemented through an ordered Commission rule making process; (c) 

energy conservation goals based upon total resource cost analysis 

and the most cost efficient program practices, with rate impacts 

identified through RIM or other means, and accounted for to prevent 

inequitable rate increases; and (d) energy diversification goals. 

The analyses currently supplied by the utility companies are 

insufficient and should either be replaced by the SRC analysis or 

be resubmitted in accordance with explicit Commission direction on 

t heir contents. 

FLORIDA SOLAR ENERGY INDUSTRIES ASSOCIATION, INC. (PlaSEIA): It is 

FlaSEIA's basic position that the Commission should set numeric 

solar energy goals because solar energy contributes to a cleaner 

environment, resource diversity, less reliance on imported fuels, 

and economic development. Setting solar energy goals would clearly 

promote the objectives of FEECA and other state statutes supporting 

solar and renewable energy resources. 
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In addition, the Commission should adopt the integrated 

resource planning process and revenue neutrality standard 

envisioned in the Energy Policy Act of 1992. At the heart of 

integrated resource planning is a substantially broadened 

consideration of supply-side and demand-side options as compared 

with traditional planning. IRP goes further in identifying 

opportunities for solar energy than traditional planning methods. 

CITY GAS COMPANY OF FLORIDA (CITY GAS): Natural gas substitution 

programs can provide economic and energy efficiency benefits to 

Florida's ratepayers. Natural gas projects are currently operating 

in Florida and around the nation and can contribute to electric 

utility conservation programs. However, the potential of such 

programs has been ignored by the electric utilities in this docket. 

For example, FPL has filed a gas measures analysis that purports to 

show that DQ gas measures are cost-effective. FPL's analysis flies 

in the face of reality and is based on faulty and unreasonarle 

assumptions which should be re j ected by the Commission. 

In order to put to rest disputes about inputs to the cost

effectiveness test and whether gas measures pass the appropriate 

test, City Gas and FPL should engage in three jointly operated 

commercial/ industrial pilot programs per year. Cooperation between 

the elec tric and gas utilities will ultimately benefit Florida's 

ratepayers. These pilot programs will allow the collection of 

real, empirical data. To facilitate the development of such 

demonstration projects, the Commission should set a modest natura l 

gas goal. 

PEOPLES GAS SYSTEM, INC . (PEOPLES): Natural gas substitutes for 

electricity provide efficient, cost-effective, and reliable 

opportunities for achieving electric peak demand and energy 

reductions. Accordingly, the Commission should establish specific 

goals for energy conservation through natural gas substitutes for 

electricity as contemplated by Commission Rule 25-

17.0021(3) (g)&(s). Gas DSM measures provide greater reliability in 
achieving anticipat~d demand and energy reductions than electric

for- electric DSM measures and other measures that are subject to 

degradation over time. The electric utilities that are subject to 

these dockets have not adequately or properly evaluated natural gas 

substitutes for electricity on a consistent, integrated basis. 

!EST FLORIDA NATURAL GAS CQMPANI CWlNG); West Florida provides 
natural gas service in an area that partially overlaps with GULF 

Power's service area and proposed expansion areas that are served 

by Florida Power Corporation. While West Florida is most concerned 

with the natural gas issues that relate to the adoption of 

conservation goals for these two electric utilities, West Florida 
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believes that natural gas substitution should be implemented by all 

four of the electric utilities where such substitution is 
appropriate . 

FLORIDA INDUSTRIAL POWER USBRS GROUP (l'IPUG): The rate impact 

(RIM) test should be used by the Commission to set goals. Use of 

the RIM test provides customers with the lowest rates and ensures 

that one customer class does not subsidize another. 

The Commission should put in place a verification mechanism 

which will allow it to compare the goals it sets (which are 

generally based on engineering estimates) with results of measures 

implemented. While the Commission may approve, in a subsequent 

phase of this docket, individual conservation programs, it has no 

procedure to compare the total results of such programs with the 

goals it sets. Such a procedure is needed to ensure that 

ratepayers are getting their "money's worth'' from conservation 
programs. 

COMPETITIVE ENERGY PRODUCERS ASSOCIATION (CEPA): CEPA supports the 

adoption of the integrated resource planning (IRP) standard found 

in S111(d) (19) of the Energy Policy Act of 1992 (EPACT). The 

implication of this broad definition, if properly implemented 

utilizing a market-oriented approach, is the contemporaneous, 

competitive evaluation of all resource options both demand and 

supply side. DSM programs should be stringently monitored to 

determine their effectiveness and adjusted accordingly . 

With regard specifically to FPL's planning process, CEPA has 

concluded that: 1) the planning approach does not constitute a 

valid IRP; 2) the planning approach is neither optimal nor 

integrated; 3) certain supply alternatives were excluded from 

consideration; and 4) FPL' s process was biased against supply 

alternatives. 

FLORIDA ELECTRIC COOPERATIVES ASSOCIATION (FECA): No position at 

this time. 

FLORIDA MQNICIPAL ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION CFMBA): No position at this 

time. 

JACXSONVILLE ELECTRIC AUTHORITY (JBA): No position at this time. 

CITY OF GAINESVILLE, FLORIDA (GAINESVILLE): No position at this 

time. 
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CITY OF TALLABABSBB CTALLAIIABSBB): Tal l ahassee's basic position is 

that Florida Power Corporation ("FPC") has used a reasonable 

process with acceptable data to evaluate demand side management 

("DSM") alternatives and that FPC's proposed conservation goals are 

reasonable. Tallahassee also maintains that the Commission is 

prohibited from establishing numeric goals for each major end-use 

category within each market segment. If the Commission finds that 

it has the legal authority under Rule 25-17.0021 , F.A. C., to 

establish such ~oals, it should refrain from doing so. Instead, 

the Commission should set goals only for each market segment served 

by the utility, and allow the utility the flexibility to target 

end-uses that can contribute to achievement of each market segment 

goal. 

Tallahassee also notes that it takes "No position" on all 

issues specific to Docket Nos. 930548-EG (Flori da Power & Light 

Company), 930550-EG (Gulf Power Company) and 930551-EG (Tarrpa 

Electric Company) since Tallaha ssee is not an intervenor i n those 

dockets. 

THE CENTER FOR 8NBRGY AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CCEBD) : When 

evaluating conservation goals, screening conservation programs and 

resource planning, the Commission should not consider residual a nd 

environmental values because doing so is not desirable from an 

environmental or regulatory policy perspective. The inclusion of 

environmental values for residual environmental effects has 

numerous major flaws. Policy matters with regard to the 

environment are best left to the Legislature. Regulatory polic ies 

that incorporate environmental values for fac . lities under the 

authority of the Commission will exac erbate rather than reduce 

environmental externalities and, i n the long-run, harm Florida's 

economy, environment and electric consumers. 

STAFF: Overall goals should be set for the Residential class and 

for the combined Commercial/Industrial class. There would be three 

numbers established f o r each year in the utility's ten year 

planning period, for each class: a summer kW reduction goal; a 

winter kW reduction goal; and an annual kWh reduction goal. Goals 

should be based primarily on RIM potential. However, certain 

selected measures that may have minimal adverse rate impacts but 

large benefit to cost ratios from a TRC perspective should also be 

included in calculation of the goals. Lost revenue recovery would 

be allowed only for programs that fail RIM but pas s TRC. No 

incentives are needed. Staff note s this s tatement of basic 

positi on is preliminary. 
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Staff's positions are preliminary and based on materials filed 

by the parties and on discovery. The preliminary positions are 

offered to assist the parties in preparing for the hearing. 

Staff's final positions will be based upon all the evidence in the 

record and may differ from the preliminary positions. 

VI. ISSUES AND POSITIONS 

FPL's Methodology/Process 

ISSUB 1: 

GOLF: 

TBCO: 

LEAF: 

BYANS: 

FlaSEIA: 

CITY GAS: 

Is the planning process and data used by FPL in 
evaluating demand side measures reasonable? (Staff) 

Yes. (Hugues, Sim, Frank, Hulett, Landon) 

No position. 

Not at issue for this party. 

Did not intervene in this docket. 

No. The avoided costs used in their process do not 
include the full system cost impacts of DSM 
programs and supply alternatives. The process also 
does not consider other societal benefits to 
Florida's environment and economy from DSM 
programs. (McDonald, Goodman, Krier, Shelley, 
Dixon, Campbell, Dusseau, Oven). 

No position. 

No. (Chernick) 

No. (Evans) 

The planning process and data of FPL are not 
reasonable for the reasons presented i n the expert 
testimony of M. Jane Nelson and other witnesses 
called by other intervenors to testify on this 
issue. 

Supports LEAF's position on this issue. 

No. The planning process and data used by FPL in 
evaluating natural gas substitution measures is not 
reasonable. FPL has used faulty assumptions and 
data to attempt to exclude natural gas substitution 
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PEOPLES : 

WFNG : 

FIPUG; 

CBPA: 

FBCA: 

l'XEA= 

GAI NBSVILLB: 

TALLAHASSBB: 

CBED: 

STAfF: 

ISSUE 2 : 

from its DSM portfolio. The faulty data includes, 
but is not limited to, the use of excessive 
equipment costs as well as the fai l ure to match the 
benefit period with the cost period in its cost
effectiveness runs. (Stark , Furman ) 

No. Specifically, FPL's assessment of natural gas 
measures under Rule 25-17 . 0021(3)(g) &(s) was 
inadequate and was not integrat ed with 
consideration of other demand-side and supply-side 
mea sures . 

No, because FPL has failed to adequately consider 
natural gas substitution measures. 

No position. 

No. 

No position. 

No position . 

No position . 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position at this time . 

What data a nd analyses are most appropriat e for use 
by the Commission in establishing appropriate 
numeric conservation goals for FPL? (Peoples) 

FPL ' s proposed numeric goals and the underlying 
data and a nalyses in FPL's Technical Market 
Potential Results Report, FPL's Cost-Effectiveness 
Goals Results Report, FPL' s CUE Measures 
Evaluations, FPL ' s Gas Measures Evaluations and the 
testimony of E. G. Hugues , S.R. Sim, S.E. Frank, 
S.W. Hulett, K.M. Davis and J . H. Landon. (Hugues, 
Sim, Frank, Hulett, Davis and Landon) 

No position . 
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GtTLF: 

TBCO: 

LEAf: 

EVANS: 

FlaSBIA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

WlNG: 

Not at issue for this party. 

Did not intervene in this docket. 

Except for Solar /Renewables and Natural Gas 
Substitution, the data and analysis developed in 
DCA' s SRC study are appropriate for establishing 
appropriate numeric conservation goals for FPL. 
(McDonald). 

No position. 

The data and analyses in the May, 1993, SRC Final 
Report as supplemented by the evidence received 
into evidence and testimony at the hearing. 
(Chernick; Dismukes). 

The TRC data and analyses in the May, 
Final Report as supplemented by the 
received into evidence and testimony 
hearing. (Evans) . 

1993, SRC 
evidence 
at the 

The data and analysis that should be used by the 
Commission in setting conservation goals for FPL 
are presented in the expert testimony of M. Jane 
Nelson and other witnesses called by other 
intervenors to testify on this issue . Costs for 
conservation programs should be allocated to 
prevent inequitable rate increases . 

The Commission should base its decision on all of 
the information and data which has been entered 
into the record at the time of the evidentiary 
hearing. 

As to natural gas substitution measures, FPL should 
use data and analysis formulated in conjunction 
with the natural gas industry and based on the 
results of actual installations. (Stark, Furman) 

The analyses of achievable potential demand and 
energy savings presented by Peoples' witness 
Krutsinger are most appropriate for establishing 
goals for natural gas substitution for electricity 
by FPL in Peoples Gas System's service area. 

Agree with Peoples Gas. 



ORDER NO . PSC-94-0652-PHO-EG 
DOCKETS NOS. 930548-EG, 930549-EG, 930550-EG, 930551-EG 
PAGE 21 

FIPOG: 

CBPA: 

FBCA: 

FMEA; 

JEA: 

GAINESVILLE: 

TALLA.HASSEB: 

CBED: 

STAFF: 

ISSUE 3 : 

GOLF: 

TECO: 

No position . 

FPL has the modeling capability to prepare an 
integrated resource plan . In order to do so it 
would have to make the following fundamental 
changes in methodology: 1) model demand and supply 
side options simultaneously on an integrated basis; 
2) not "force" units into the plan; and 3) 
"unbundle" DSM programs whose life was less than 
the planning horizon. Unless these changes are 
made, FPL's process is suboptimal. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position . 

No position. 

No position. 

No position at this time. 

Are FPL' s proposed goals based upon an adequate 
assessment of the market segmentf and major end-use 
categories pursuant to Rule 25-17.0021 (3), F.A . C.? 
(Staff) 

Yes, FPL's assessment was more than adequate. 
{Hugues, Sim) . 

No position. 

Not at issue for this party. 

Did not intervene in this docket. 

No. FPL has not adequately assessed, nor proposed 
individual goals for, the market segments of new 
construction, low-income, solar and natural gas 
substitution, nor has its process allowed adequate 
assessment of major end-use categories. (McDonald, 
Shelley, Dixon). 
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LQ.P: 

IVANS; 

FlaSBIA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

Wl'NG: 

FIPUG: 

CEPA: 

FECA: 

FKEA: 

.!liA.;_ 

GAINESVILLE: 

TALLAHASSEE: 

CEED: 

STAfF: 

No position. 

No. (Chernick) 

No. 

FPL's proposed goals are not based upon an adequate 
assessment of the market segments and major end-use 
c ategories listed in Rule 25-17.0021(3), F.A.C., 
for the reasons presented in the expert testimony 

of M. Jane Nelson and other witnesses called by 
other intervenors to testify on these i ssues. 

Supports LEAF's position on this issue . 

No. As discussed in Issue 1, FPL has failed to 

properly assess the potential for natural ~as 

substitution. Therefore, its goals are not base d 
on an adequate assessme nt of market segments and 

end-use categories as applicable to natural gas 
substitution. (Stark, Furman) 

No. Specifically, FPL's assessment of natural gas 

measures under Rule 25-17.0021( 3 ) (g)&(s) was 
inadequate and was not integrated with 
consideration of other demand-side and supply-s i de 

measures. 

No. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position . 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position at this time. 
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FPC's Methodology/Process 

ISSUE 4: 

GULF: 

TECO: 

LEAF: 

BYANS: 

Is the planning process and data used by FPC in 
evaluating demand side measures reasonable? (Staff ) 

No position. 

Yes. FPC's planning process uses a n Integrated 
Resource Planning (IRP) method which complies with 
tne National Energy Policy Act (EPACT) and with 
Commission Procedural Orders 1 and 4 in this 
docket. FPC's planning process, upon which its 

filings are based, relied on supply-side data based 
upon current analyses of FPC's system and the 

latest forecast of system energy and demand 
requirements. Demand-side data incorporates SRC 

data modified where necessary to be compatible wit h 
FPC's service territory. (Jacob, Nordlinger, 
Niekum) 

Not at issue f o r this party. 

Did not intervene in this docket. 

For the present, ye s. Although the avoided c osts 
used in their process do not include the full 
system cost impacts of DSM programs and supply 

alternatives and they do not consider other 

societal benefits to Florida's environment and 
e c onomy from DSM programs , FPC TRC potentia l seems 
to provide a reasonable estimation of the 
achievable potential in their terri tory. 
(McDonald, Goodman, Krier, Shelley, oven.) 

No position . 

Yes. LEAF has stipulated to the general 
reasonableness of FPC's planning process except 

that FPC optimized on the basis of average rates 
rather than total system cost. (Chernick) . 

Yes. 

The planning process and data of FPC are no t 
reasonable for the rea sons present ed in the expe r t 
testimony of M. Jane Nelson and other witnesses 

called by other intervenors to t estify on this 
issue. 
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ll&SEIA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

WFNG: 

FIPUG: 

CEPA: 

FBCA: 

FMEA: 

JEA: 

GAINESVILLE: 

TALLAHASSEE: 

CEED: 

STAFF: 

ISSUE 5: 

Supports LEAF's position on this issue. 

City Gas has no specific comments on FPC's planning 
process and data but questions the reliability of a 
process which finds so little potential for natural 

gas substitution measures. 

No. Specifically, FPC's assessment of natural gas 

measures under Rule 25-17 . 0021(3) (g)&(s) was 
~nadequate and was not integrated with 

consideration of other demand-side and supply-side 

measures. 

No, because FPC has failed to consider natural gas 
measures. 

No position. 

The planning process used by FPC appears to be 
reasonable. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

Tallahassee believes, based on the information 
it as a par ty to this docket, that FPC 

has used a reasonable process with acceptable data 

to evaluate DSM alternatives. 

available to 

No position. 

No position at this time. 

What data and analyses are most appropriate for use 
by the Commission in establishing appropriate 

numeric conservation goals for FPC? (Peoples) 

No position. 

The data and analyses contained in FPC's Cost 

Effective ness Goal Results Report (CEGRR) filing 
and its accompanying appendix, as explained through 
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GULP: 

TECO: 

LEAf: 

HANS: 

PlaSEIA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

FPC's prefiled testimony, are the most appropriate 
data and analyses for use by the Commission in 
establishing appropriate numeric conservation goals 
for FPC. (Jacob, Nordlinger, Niekum) 

Not at issue for this party. 

Did not intervene in this docket. 

Except for Solar fFenewables and Natural Gas 
Substitution, the data and analysis developed in 
their CEGRR, under the TRC test, are appropriate 

for establishing appropriate numeric conservation 
goals for FPC. (McDonald.) 

No position. 

LEAF does not t:ontest FPC's data and ana l yses , 
however, LEAF contends that FPC's goals should be 
set based on the TRC test rather than the RIM test. 

FPC's goals should be set based on the TRC test 

r a ther than the RIM t e st. 

The data and analysis that should be used by the 
Commission in setting conservation goals for FPC 

are presented in the expert testimony of M. Jane 
Nelson and other witnesses called by other 
intervenors to testify on this _ ssue. Costs for 

conservation programs should be allocated to 
prevent inequitable rate increases. 

The Commission should base its decision on all of 
the information and data which has been entered 
into the record at the time of the evidentiary 
hearing. 

City Gas has no specific comme nts on FPC's data and 
analyses but ques tions the reliability of an 
analysis which finds so little potential for 

natural gas substitution measures. 

The analyses of achievable potential demand and 
energy savings presented by Peoples ' witness 
Krutsinger are most appropriate for establishing 
goals for natural gas substitution for electricity 

by FPC in Peoples Gas System's service area. 
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WFNG : 

FIPUG; 

CEPA: 

FECA: 

FKEA: 

GAINESVILLE: 

TALLAHASSEE: 

CEED: 

STAFF: 

I SSUE 6 : 

West Florida Natural Gas questions the reliability 
of FPC's a nalyses because they result in 
conclusions indicating relatively little potent i al 
for natural gas subst itution measures . West 
Flor ida believes that the Commission should 
cons ider all data and analyses presented in this 
docket, including FPC' s CEGRR and the analyses of 
potential demand and energy savings from natural 
gas substitution measures presented by Peoples ' 

w1tness Krutsinger . 

No p osition. 

CEPA has no specific c omments on FPC's data and 

ana l yses but questions the reliability of analyses 
which show so few supply side alternatives as cos t 

effective whe n compared to t he i r demand-s i~e 

counter parts. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

Tallahassee believes that data and eva l uations 
performed by the individual util i ty, based on its 
unders t a ndi ng of the e conomic and reliability 

impact of a given set of demand- side measures, 

should f orm the basis for any goa l setting efforts 
by the Commission . 

No position. 

No pos ition at this time . 

Are FPC's proposed goals based upo n an adequate 
assessment of the market segments and major end-us e 

categories pursua nt to Rule 25-17 . 002 1 (3 ), F . A. C. ? 
(Staf f ) 

No posi tion. 
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GULF: 

TECO: 

LEAF: 

EVANS: 

FlaSEIA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

WfNG: 

FIPUG: 

Yes. FPC considered over 110 different measures 
within multiple end-use categories, covering 
residential, commercial and industrial applications 
for both new and existing structures. (Jacob) 

Not at issue for this party. 

Did not intervene in this docket. 

No. FPC has neither adequately assessed, nor 
proposed individual goals for, the market segments 
of new construction, low-income, solar and natural 
gas substitution. (McDonald, Goodman, Krier, 
Shelley.) 

No position. 

Yes. However, LEAF recommends that FPC's goals be 
based on TRC rather than RIM potential. 
(Chernick) . 

Yes. However, EVANS recommends that FPC's goals be 
based on TRC rather than RIM potential. 

FPC's proposed goals are not based upon an adequate 
assessment of the market segments and major end-use 
categories listed in Rule 25-17.0021{3) , F.A.C., 
for the reasons presented in the expert testimony 
of M. Jane Nelson and other witr esses called by 
other intervenors to testify on these issues. 

Supports LEAF's position on this issue. 

City Gas has no specific comments on FPC's proposed 
goals but questions the reliability of an analysis 
which finds so little potential for natural gas 
substitution measures. 

No. Specifically, FPC's assessment of natural gas 
measures under Rule 25-17.0021{3) (g)&{s) was 
inadequate and was not integrated with 
consideration of other demand-side and supply-side 
measures. 

No, because FPC has failed to consider natural gas 
measures. 

No position. 
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CBPA: 

FBCA: 

FKBA; 

~ 

GAINBSVILLB: 

TALLAHASSEE: 

CEED: 

STAPF: 

No position . 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

Tallahassee 
reas onable, 
Tallahassee 

No position. 

believes ~hat FPC's proposed goals are 
based on the information available to 
as a party to this docket. 

No position at this time. 

GULF's Methodology/Process 

ISSUE 7: 

GULF: 

TECO: 

Is the planning process and data used by GULF in 
evaluating demand side measures reasonable? (Sta f f ) 

No position. 

No position. 

Yes. GULF uses an integrated r source planni ng 
process which appropriate ly inc l udes consideration 
of both demand and supply side measures. The data 
regarding specific demand side measures used in 
GULF's evaluations represents the best information 
available to the Company given the time constraints 
of this proceeding. (Kilgore, Pope) 

Did not intervene in this docket. 

No. The avoided costs used in their process do not 
include the full system cost impacts of DSM 
programs and supply alternatives. The process also 
does not consider other s oc ietal benefits to 
Florida's environment and economy from DSM 
programs. (McDonald, Goodman, Krier, Shelley, 
Dixon, Campbell, Dusseau, Ove n.) 

No position. 
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LIAP: 

EVANS: 

FlaSEIA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

1flNG: 

FIPOG: 

CBPA: 

FECA: 

lMEA: 

JEA: 

GAINESVILLE: 

TALLAUASSBE: 

CEEP: 

STAFF: 

No. (Chernick) 

No. 

The planning process and data of GULF are not 
reasonable for the reasons presented in the expert 
testimony of M. Jane Nelson and other witnesses 
called by other i ntervenors to testify on this 
issue . 

Supports LEAF's position on this issue . 

City Gas has n o speciflc comments on GULF's 
planning process and data but questions the 
reliability of an analysis which finds no potential 
for natural gas substitution measures . 

No. Specifically, GULF's assessment of natural gas 
measures under Rule 25-17.0021(3) (g)&(s) was 
inadequate and was not integrated with 
consideration of other demand-side and supply-side 
measures. 

No, because GULF has failed to consider natural gas 
measures. 

No position . 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position . 

No position. 

No position. 

No position . 

No position at this time. 
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ISSUE 8: 

GULF: 

TBCO: 

BYANS: 

FlaSBIA: 

What data and analyses are most appropriate for use 

by the Commission in establishing appropriate 

numeric conservation goals for GULF? (Peoples) 

No position. 

No position. 

The data and analysis utilized by GULF in preparing 

its Cost Effectiveness Goals Results Report. This 

data and analysis represents the best, and most 

realistic, information available for application in 

GULF's service area, and should be utilized by the 
Commission in establishing the Company's numeric 
conservation goals. (Kilgore) 

Did not intervene in this docket. 

Except for SolarjRenewables and Natural Gas 

Substitution, the data and analysis developed in 

DCA' s SRC study are appropriate for establishing 
appropriate numeric conservation goals for GULF. 

(McDonald, Goodman, Krier, Shelley, Dixon, 
Campbell, Dusseau, Oven.) 

No position. 

The data and analyses in the May, 1993, SRC Final 

Report as supplemented by the ~vidence received 

into evidence and t estimony at the hearing. 

(Chernick; Dismukes ). 

The data and analyses in the May , 1993, SRC Final 
Report as supplemented by the evidence received 

into evidence and testimony at the hearing. 

The data and analysis that should be used by the 

Commission in setting conservation goals for GULF 
are presented in the expert testimony of M. Jane 

Nelson and other witnesses called by other 

intervenors to testify on this issue. Costs for 

conservation programs should be allocated to 

prevent inequitable rate increases . 

The Commission should base its decision on all of 

the information and data which has been entered 
into the record at the time of the evidentiary 

hearing. 
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CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

Wl'NG: 

FIPUG: 

CBPA: 

FECA: 

FMP: 

~ 

GAINESVILLE: 

TALLAHASSEE: 

CEEP: 

STAPF: 

ISSUE 9: 

GULF: 

TBCO: 

City Gas has no specific comments on GULF's data 
and analyses but questions the r e l i abi l ity of an 
analysis which finds no potential for natura l gas 

substitution measures . 

Agree with West Florida Natural Gas. 

West Florida Natural Gas qu estions the r e liabi l i t y 
of GULF' s ana lyses bec ause they indicate basically 
no potential for natural gas substitution measures. 

West Florida tentativel y believes that the 
Commission should consider all evidence introduced 
into the record of this proceeding, inc luding 
particularly the SRC final report. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position at this time. 

Are GULF's proposed goals based upon an adequate 

assessment of the market segments and major end-use 
categories purs uant to Rule 25-17.0021 (3), F.A.C.? 
(Staff) 

No position. 

No position. 

Yes. (Kilgore ) 

Did not i nter vene in this doc ket. 
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LEAP': 

BYANS: 

FlaSBIA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

lfPNG: 

FIPUG: 

CBPA: 

FBCA: 

FMEA: 

~ 

~AitiJ:lSVILLE: 

No. GULF has not adequately assessed, nor proposed 
individual goals for, the market segments of new 
construction, low-income, solar and natura l gas 
substitution, nor has its process allowed adequate 
assessment of major end-use categories. (M~Donald, 

Shelley.) 

No position. 

No. (Chernick). 

No. 

GULF's proposed goals are not based upon an 
adequate assessment of the market segments and 
major end-use categories listed in Rule 25-
17.0021(3), F.A.C., for the r easons presented in 
the expert testimony of M. Jane Nelson and other 
witnesses called by other intervenors to testify on 
these issues. 

Supports LEAF's position on this issue. 

City Gas has no specific comments on GULF's 
proposed goals but questions the reliability of an 
analysis which finds no potential for natural gas 
substitution measures . 

No . Specifically, GULF's assess~ent of natural gas 
measures under Rule 25-17.0J21(3)(g)&(s) was 
inadequate and was not integrated with 
consideration of other demand-side and supply- side 
measures. 

No, because GULF has failed to consider natura l gas 
measures. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position . 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 
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TALLAHASSEE: No position. 

CEED: No position. 

S'l'AFP: No position at this time. 

'l'BCO's Methodology/Process 

ISSUE 10: 

GOLF: 

TBCO: 

LEAF: 

IVANS: 

PlaSEIA: 

Is the planning process and data used by TECO in 
evaluating demand side measures reasonable? (Staff) 

No position. 

No position. 

Not at issue for this party. 

Tampa Electric used the data prescribed in each one 
of the Commission's procedural orders and that data 
is clearly adequate. It follows that the planning 
process and data used by Tampa Electric in 
evaluating demand side measures was reasonable . 
(Bryant; Hernandez) 

No. The avoided costs used in their process do not 
include the full system cost impacts of DSM 
programs and supply alternatives. The process also 
does not consider other socie tal benefits to 
Florida's environment and economy from DSM 
programs. (McDonald , Goodman, Krier, Shelley, 
Dixon, Campbell, Dusseau, oven.) 

No position. 

No. (Chernick) 

No. 

The planning process and data of TECO are not 
reasonable for the reasons presented in the expert 
testimony of M. Jane Nelson and other witnesses 
called by other intervenors to testify on this 
issue. 

Supports LEAF's position on this issue. 
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CITY GAS : 

PEOPLES: 

JflNG: 

FIPUG: 

CBPA: 

FECA: 

FMEA: 

~ 

GAINESVILLE: 

TALLAHASSEE: 

CEED: 

STAFF: 

ISSUE 1 1 : 

GULP: 

TECO: 

City Gas has no specific comments on TECO's 

plann ing process a nd data but questions the 

reliability of process which finds no pote ntial for 
natural gas substitut ion measur es. 

No . Spec ifically, TECO's assessment of natur al gas 

measures under Rule 25-17 . 0021(3) (g )&(s) was 

inadequate and was not integrated with 

c onsideration of other demand-side and supply- side 

measures . 

No position . 

No position. 

No position. 

No pos i tion. 

No position. 

No positio n . 

No position. 

No posit ion. 

No position. 

No position at this time . 

What data and analyses are most appropriate for use 

by the Commission in establishing appropriat e 

numeric conservation goals for TECO? (People s) 

No position. 

No position. 

Not at issue for this party . 

The data and analys es used by Tampa Elect ric . 

(Bryant; Hernande z) 

Exce pt for Solar / Renewables and Natura l Gas 

Substitution, the data and ana lys is deve loped in 

DCA' s SRC study are appropriate for establish i ng 
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LEAl: 

EVANS: 

FlaSEIA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

WPNG: 

FIPUG: 

CBPA: 

FECA: 

FMEA: 

appropriate numeric conservation goals for TECO. 

(McDonald, Goodman, Krier, Shelley, Dixon, 

Campbell, Dusseau, oven.) 

No position. 

The data and analyses in the May, 1993, SRC Final 
Report as supplemented by the evidence received 

into evidence and testimony at the hearing. 

(Chernick; Dismukes). 

The data and analyses in the May, 1993, SRC Final 

Report as supplemented by the evidence received 

into evidence and testimony at the hearing. 

The data and analysis that should be used by the 

Commission in setting conservation goals for TE~O 

are presented in the expert testimony of M. Jane 

Nelson and other witnesses called by other 

intervenors to testify on this issue. Costs for 

conservation programs should be allocated to 

prevent inequitable rate increases. 

The Commission should base its decision on all of 

the information and data which has been entered 
into the record at the time of the evidentiary 

hearing. 

City Gas has no specific commen~s on TECO's data 
and analyses but questions the ~:eliability of an 

analysis which finds no potential for natural gas 

substitution measures. 

The analyses of achievable potential demand and 

energy savings presented by Peoples ' witness 

Krutsinger are most appropriate for establishing 

goals for natural gas substitution for electricity 

by TECO in Peoples Gas system's service area. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 
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~ 

GAINESVILLE: 

TALLAHASSEE: 

CBBP: 

STAFF: 

ISSUE 12: 

GULF: 

TBCO: 

LEAl': 

BVANS: 

FlaSEIA: 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position . 

l''o position at this time. 

Are TECO ' s proposed goals based upon an adequate 
assessment of the market segments and major end-use 
categories pursuant to Rule 25-17.0021 (3), F.A.C.? 
(Staff) 

No position. 

No position. 

Not at issue f or this party. 

Yes. (Bryant; Currier) 

No. TECO has not adequately assessed, nor proposed 
individual goals for, the mar ket segments of new 

construction, low-income, solar and natural gas 
substitution, nor has its process allowed adequate 
assessment of major e nd-use cate< cries. (McDonald, 
Shelley.) 

No position . 

No. (Chernick) . 

No . 

TECO ' s proposed goals are not based upon an 
adequate assessment of the market segments and 
major end-use categories listed in Rule 25-
17 . 0021(3), F.A.C., for the reasons presented in 
the expert testimony of M. Jane Nelson and other 
witnesses called by other intervenors to testify on 
these issues. 

Supports LEAF's position on this issue. 
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CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

WFNG: 

FIPUG: 

CBPA: 

FECA: 

PMEA: 

JEA: 

GAINESVI LLE; 

TALLAliASSBB: 

CEED: 

STAFF: 

City Gas has no specific comments on TECO's 
proposed goals but questions the reliability of an 
a nalysis which finds no potential for natural gas 
substitution measures. 

No. Specific ally, TECO's assessment of natural gas 
measures under Rule 25-17 . 0021(3) (g)&(s) was 
inadequate and was not integrated with 
consideration of other demand-side and supply- side 
measures. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position . 

No position . 

No position at this time . 

Generic Methodology/Process 

ISSUE 13: What is the appropriate definition of avoided cost 
to be used in the evaluation of demand-side 
management measures and the establishment of 
numeric conservation goals? 

"Avoided cost" to be used in the evaluation of DSM 
measures should be any quantifiable costs the DSM 
would avoid or defer. It could be a new utility 
power plant, a repowered utility power plant, a 
power purchase from another utility, a Qualifying 
Facility or a non-utility generator, or even other 
DSM options. In FPL ' s analyses, avoided costs were 
appropriately determined using (1) a single avoided 
unit and applicable system costs for screening 
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GULF: 

TECO: 

purposes, and (2) a series of power plant additions 
with applicable system costs in the integration 
analysis. ( Sim) 

The term "avoided cost" already includes or can be 
construed to include repowering and new utility 
generation. The term should not be expanded to 
include purchased power or third party generation 
projects since such projects are themselves 
developed to avoid utility supply-side measures. 
Transmission and distribution projects are 
extremely dependent on the discrete geographical 
areas of the grid affected and should not be 
considered except as collateral costs of specific 
supply-side projects. Early retirement does not 
"avoid" costs, but merely remove s an existing unit 
with out avoiding fixed costs. DSM affecting e c rly 
retirements would have to offset enormous 
undepreciated capital costs, decommissioning costs, 
etc. Early retirement increases the need for 
generation necessitating review of all demand and 
supply-side options through the IRP process. 

The cost that the utility would otherwise incur for 
capacity and energy in the absence of the demand 
side measures. In the context of GULF's integrated 
resource planning process generally, and th i s 
proceeding specifically, GULF has quantified and 
used the avoided cost of i ts next avoidable 
generating unit additions as the basis for 
evaluating demand side management measures and the 
establishment of numeric conservation goals . The 
relative cost-effectiveness of alternatives such as 
"power purchases" and "third party generation" can 
best be determined by a comparison between the cost 
of thos e alternatives and the utility's avoided 
cos~ of its own generation additions. GULF 
currently considers other future s upply options in 
its process of integrated resource planning. If 
such alternatives are demonstrated to be less 
costly than GULF's own incremental unit cost, they 
will be selected and wi 11 become GULF's avoided 
cost standard. (Pope, Long) 

"Avoided cost" for use in evaluation of DSM 
measures and the establishment of numeric 
conservation goals would be that cost which the 
utility could reasonably expect to have to incur in 
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LEAF: 

EVANS: 

the form of some other supply-side or demand-side 
resource in the absence of the DSM measure(s) under 
consideration. (Hernandez) 

Yes. The benefits of DSM programs should include 
all avoidable fixed and variable cost changes in 
all components of the utility generation, 
transmission, and distribution system. Changes in 
t he timing, magnitude, and fuel choice for all 
affected future resources must be explicitly 
considered. (McDonald, Goodman, Krier, Shelley, 
Dixon, Campbell, Dusseau, oven.) 

Calculated avoided costs should include energy 
savings as well as capacity savings, including 
transmission and distribution, and should reflect 
avoided base load facilities as well as peak .! ng 
units where appropriate. To the extent 
practicable, avoided cost analysis should consider 
the effects of adding an incremental resource on 
the types , size, and timing of a stream of planned 
resource additions. 

Avoided costs for DSM measure screening should 
include a voidable costs of generating capacity 
(demand and energy related) including purchases, 
capital recovery and 0 & M costs; transmission 
capacity including capital recovery and 0 & M 
costs; distribution capacity i ncluding capital 
recovery and o & M costs; fuel and other variable 
generation energy costs; compliance with 
environmental regulations; lines losses in T & D 
system; and quantifiable externalities. (Chernick, 
Stutz, Evans). 

Avoided costs for DSM measure screening should 
include avoidable costs of generating capacity 
(demand and energy related) including purchases , 
capital recovery and 0 & M costs; transmission 
capacity including capital recovery and 0 & M 
costs; distribution capacity including capital 
recovery and o & M costs; fue l and other variable 
generation energy costs; compliance with 
environmental regulations; lines losses in T & D 
system; and quantifiable externalities. (Chernick, 
Stutz, Evans). 
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FlaSBIA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES; 

WFNG: 

FIPUG: 

CBPA: 

FECA: 

FMEA: 

GAINESVILLE: 

TALLAHASSEE: 

CEED: 

All relevant avoided costs have to be accounted for 

in order for least-cost resource planning to be 

possible. These avoided costs include all future 

supply options , including but not limited to 
repowering, early retirement, transmission and 

distribution improvements, power purchases, and new 

utility or third party generation. The "avoided 

unit" standard is insufficient for these: 

proceedings. 

Yes. 

No position. 

Avoided cost should encompass all future supply 

options, including avoided utility-constructed 

generating units, repowering projects, power 

purchases, transmission and distribut~on 

improvements, and other supply-side measures. 

Avoided cost should encompass all future supply 

options, including avoided utility-constructed 

generating units, repowering projects, power 

purchases, transmission and distribution 
improvements, and other supply-side measures. 

No position. 

Agree with DOE. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

Tallahassee believes that the "avoided unit" costs 

used in DSM evalua tions should encompass the actual 
capital expenses for the selected supply-side 

resource, including any transmission and 

distribution investment that can be shown to be 

directly attributable to the selected resource. 

In general, the consideration by this Commission of 

residual and environmental values in the goals 
setting process, in screening conservation programs 
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STAl"F: 

ISSUE 14: 

ISSUE 15: 

GULF: 

or in resource planning is not a desirable 
environmental or regulatory policy. (Schmalensee) 

[Intervention is subject to an objection.] 

No position at this time. 

ISSUE DELETED. 

What cost-effectiveness test, cost-effectiveness 
criteria, or other criteria should the Commission 

use to set DSM goals? (Staff) 

In establ i shing DSM goals, the Commission should 

only rely upon the reasonably achievable potent1al 
of DSM measures cost-effective under the R~te 

Impact Measure (RIM) Test and the Participants 
Test. Measures which pass RIM are cost-effective 

to nonparticipants and minimize rates for all 
customers. Measures which pass the Participants 
Test are cost-effective to the participating 
customers. Measures which pass the Total Resource 
Cost (TRC) test but not the RIM Test are not cost
effective to non-participants who, for most any 

given measure , far exceed participants. Therefore, 

the RIM and Participants Tests should be used t o 
set DSM goals. (Sim, Hugues, Hulett and Landon) 

In setting DSM goa l s, 
consider programs that 
Participant tests (which, 
TRC}. 

the Commission should 
passed the RIM and 

by definition also pass 

Only the Participant and RIM tests can assure cost 
effective conservation measures which do not also 
harm non-participants. Use of TRC alone inhibits 

competition. (Jacob, Nordlinger) 

The Commission should utilize the Rate Impact 
Measure (RIM) test for cost-effectiveness. While 
neither the RIM test nor t he Total Resource Cost 
(TRC) test provide conc lusive cost-effectiveness 
results under all market condi tions, of these two 
tests , the RIM test is more likely to yield the 
correct result under a wider variety of market 
conditions. (Kilgore, Caves, Bushart) 
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TBCO: 

LEAF': 

EVANS: 

Rate Impact Measurement ("RIM") test. (Currier) 

An expanded version of the TRC test, as defined in 
Issue 14, should be used to set conservation goals. 
Reliance on the RIM test is inappropriate, except 
when it is applied to a utilities' entire DSM 
portfolio and then only to assist in program 
design, not overall goal setting. (McDonald, 
Goodman, Shelley, Oven.) 

The Department believes that the RIM test generally 
should not be used as a cost-effectiveness test for 
DSM programs, because it can rule out many DSM 
options that would be cost-effective in minimizing 
customers' energy bills. Other tests such as the 
total resource cost test or the societal cost test 
typically are more appropriate for determining t~e 
cost-effectiveness of DSM programs. 

The Commission should consider: all costs and 
benefits of determining reasonably achievable, 
cost-effective potential, increased end-use 
efficiency, and resource conservation, all within 
the context of state Energy Policy and the 
Legislative intent stated in Section 366.81, Fla. 
Stat. The Societal Test variation of the Total 
Resource Cost (TRC) test should be the primary 
indicia of the cost-effectiveness. If the 
Commission declines to consider External costs and 
benefits, then the TRC is the appropriate cost
effectiveness test. (Chernick, Dismukes, Stutz, 
Evans) . 

The Commission should consider: all costs and 
benefits of determining reasonably achievable, 
cost-effective potential, increased end-use 
efficiency, and resource conservation, all within 
the context of State Energy Policy and the 
Legislative intent stated in Section 366.81, Fla. 
Stat. The Societal Test variation of the Total 
Resource Cost (TRC) test should be the primary 
indicia of the cost-effectiveness. If the 
Commission declines to consider external costs and 
benefits, then the TRC is the appropriate cost
effectiveness test. (Chernick, Dismukes, Stutz, 
Evans ). 
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FlaSEIA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

1fPNG: 

FIPUG: 

CEPA: 

FECA: 

FMEA: 

GAINESVILLE: 

TALLAHASSEE: 

The Commission should adopt the integrated resource 

planning standard set forth in EPAct and implement 

the standard through the commencement of an 
integrated resource planning rule making 
proceeding. The utilit ies' planning processes do 
not meet the federal standard of IRP for the 
reasons presented in the expert testimony of M. 

Jane Nelson and Linda Shelley. 

The Commission should use the TRC test except when 
those measures are explicitly promoted by statute, 

like solar. In instances where certain resources, 
like solar energy, have been explicitly promoted by 

the Legislature, the Commission should focus on 
life-cycle costs to the consumer as its standard 
for cost-effectiveness (Guiney). 

The Commission should use the RIM test to set DSM 

goals. (Stark) 

The Commission should consider all cost 
effectiveness tests, including the Participant 
Test, the Rate Impact Test, the Total Resource Cost 

Test, and the Societal Benefit-cost Test, without 

prescreening. 

Agree with Peoples Gas. 

The Commission should apply the FIM test to set DSM 

goals. 

The Commission should use 
Measurement (RIM) test. 

No position. 

No p osition . 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

the Rate Impact 
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CBED: 

STAFF: 

In general, the consideration by this Commission of 
residual and environmental values in the goals 
setting process, in screening conservation programs 
or in resource planning is not a desirable 
environmental or regula tory policy . (Schmalensee) 
[Intervention is subject to an objection.] 

Staff's preliminary positio n is that the Commission 
s hould set goals primarily on the RIM potential; 
however, the savings potential of any measures that 
pass TRC only that have a large benefit-to-cost 
ratio and a minimal rate impact may also be added 
to t he goals. 

Energy Policy Act 

ISSUE 16: Should the Commission implement the Integrated 

Resource Planning standard set forth in the Public 
Utilities Regulatory Policy Act (PURPA) as amended 
by the Energy Policy Act of 1992? If so, what 
would the effect of implementing the standard be? 
(Staff) 

Not at this time. At the present time, there is no 
apparent need to implement the IRP standard, even 
if the Commission could adopt the standard outside 
of a rulemaking proceeding. The Commission should 
continue to review the planning process and plans 
of regulated utilities to e nsure that the plans are 
reasonably well-suited to the purpose for which 
they are developed, for example, the establishment 
of DSM goals. It is not clear how adoption of the 
federal standard would aid the Commission or 
regulated utilities in the continued development 
and refinement of IRP to which the utilities are 
already committed. It is clear that adoption of 
the standard would lead to continuing regulatory 
controversy since the definitions of terms within 
the standard are vague and subject to broad 
interpretation. If rigidly applied, the standard 
could limit utility planning flexibility at a time 
of increasing uncertainty. The statute also 
requires a consideration of the implementation of 
the standard on small businesses, and it is not at 
all clear what impact the standard would have on 
small business. (Sim) 
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GULP: 

TECO: 

No. It is unnecessa ry, since the Commission 
already has adequate authority to require 
reasonable and prudent utility planning processes. 

furthermore, not adopting the federal standard will 
maintain the Commission's ability to continually 
refine this process over time. (Nordlinger, Niekum) 

Resolution of this issue is not necessary at this 

time. GULF's system integrated resource planning 
process already incorporates the elements of the 
federal standard (i.e., evaluation of new 
generating capacity, power purchases, energy 

conservation and efficiency, cogeneration, etc., 
and consideration of system operation features such 
as diversity, reliability, dispatchability and 
other risk factors). These elements were 
incorporated into the planning process as a prudent 
utility practice without a specific regulatory 

mandate. Before the Commission makes broad policy 

determinations such as that set forth in the 

context of this issue, it should first make a 
specific determination that the added benefits of 
such a policy determination outweigh any potential 

costs. The implementation/adoption of the federal 
standard as a regulatory mandate would 
unnecessarily restrict the flexibility to 
adopt/implement more meaningful standards in a 

timely manner in the future as circumstances 
warrant. Furthermore, to t he extent that 
implementation of the federal standard could be 

interpreted to mean that GULF or other electric 
utilities would have to change from their current 
integrated resource planning process, given the 
limited opportunity in the context of this 

proceeding to explore the rami fications of such a 
change, would amount to an arbitrary change. There 
simplf has bee n no showing that such a mandate 
would bring sufficient added benefi ts to warrant 
any additional costs. (Pope) 

Tampa Electric does not understand the intent of 
this issue. Without a definition of whether Tampa 

Electric's plan meets the standard referred to in 
Issue 16, there is no way to determine what the 
effect would be or whether the standard should even 
be adopted. This depends on how the standard is 
interpreted. 
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LEAF: 

Yes. Implementation of the federal IRP standard is 
appropriate. The effect will be that the state 
will initiate an on-going forum that will 

proactively plan for Florida's electricity needs in 
a consistent and regular fashion that fairly 
balancing the interests of all affected parties. 

(McDonald, Goodman, Shelley, Dixon, Oven.) 

The Department supports development and 
implementation of integrated resource planning in 
accordance with the provisions of EPAct. This 
support carries over to the current proceedings in 
Florida. The Department believes that the 
provisions of Section 111 of EPAct describe the 
basic elements of an effective IRP process. 
However, the specific attributes of an IRP process 
must be tailored to each state's particular 

circumstances, and the Department recognizes that 
the design and implementation of IRP in Florida is 
properly a matter to be determined by the Florida 
PSC in cooperation with affected parties. The 
effects of implementing the IRP standard wi l l, 
necessarily, depend on the details of the process 
as developed by parties in Florida. 

A variety of approaches have been used to implement 

IRP in states across the country. While these 
approaches are consistent with the EPAct standard, 

they nevertheless can vary significantly from 
state-to-state in terms of utility filing 
requirements, frequency of filings, the number of 
utilities covered, the nature of the proceedings, 
the type of PUC action taken with respect to plans, 
and so forth. The impacts of adopting the EPAct 
standard will vary as a function of the manner in 
which Florida addresses these specific features 
and, therefore, it isn't possible to determine, a 
priori, what the specific impact of adopting the 
general EPAct standard will be . Generally, however, 

the Department believes that implementation of ar. 
IRP process will yield benefits that are 
significantly in excess of the costs. 

Yes. Utilities would have to change planning 
processes (e.g. to optimize plans based on lowest 
system cost r ather than lowest average rate). In 
addition, the Commission would be required to 

coordinate with the Department of Community 
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BYANS: 

FlaSEIA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

WfNG: 

Affairs, utilities and other interested persons to 

review its existing rules and to determine 

appropriate rule amendments/enactments to institute 
State review of utility plans. LEAF has 
recommended that the Commission and the parties 

consider LEAF's specific rule proposal. (Chernick, 

Stutz). 

Yes. Utilities would have to change planning 

processes (e.g. to optimize plans based on lowest 

system cost rather than lowest average rate). In 

addition, the Commission would be required to 

coordinate with the Department of Community 

Affairs, utilities and other interested persons to 

review its existing rules and to determine 

appropriate rule amendments/enactments to institute 

State review of utility plans. LEAF nas 

recommended that the Commission and the parties 

consider LEAF's specific rule proposal. 

The Commission should adopt the integrated resource 
planning standard set forth in EPAct and implement 

the standard through the commencement of an 

integrated resource planning rule making 

proceeding. 

Yes. If the Commission adopts the federal IRP 

standard, FlaSEIA supports LEAF's proposal to enter 

into rulemaking. 

Yes. Electric utilities should be required to 

perform integrated resource planning to ensure that 

the optimal mix of alternatives is provided. 

(Stark) 

The Commission should not adopt the federal IRP 

standard at this time. As a matter of sound public 

policy, Florida's electric utilities should be 

required to conduct their planning activities 
within the framework of total integrated energy 
resource planning, so as to assure that Florida's 

citizens receive energy services from the most 

efficient and cost-effective sources. 

Agree with Peoples Gas that the Commission should 

not adopt the federal IRP standard at this time. 
West Florida Natural Gas also agrees with Peoples 

Gas that, as a matter of sound public policy, 
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FIPUG: 

CEPA: 

FECA: 

FMEA: 

GAINESVILLE: 

TALLAHASSEE: 

CEED: 

STAFF: 

ISSUE 17: 

Florida's electric utilities should be required to 
conduct their planning activiti es within the 

framework of total integrated energy resource 
planning, so as to assure that Florida's citizens 
receive energy services from the most efficient and 
cost-effective sources. 

No position. 

Yes, the IRP standard set forth in Section 
111(d) (19) of EPACT should be adopted by the FPSC . 
The effect of implementing this IRP standard is 
highly dependent on the type of IRP adopted. CEPA 

urges that the FPSC adopt a market-oriented IRP 
which produces a least cost resource mix that 

minimizes the net present value of utility's long
term revenue requirements while maintaining an 
adequate and reliable electric supply. 
(Huddleston) 

No position. 

No position . 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

In general, the consideration by this Commission of 
residual and environmental values in the goals 

setting process, in screening conservation programs 
or in resource planning is not a desirable 
environmental or regulatory policy. (Schmalensee) 
[Intervention is subject to an objection.] 

No position at this time. 

If the Commission adopts the federal standard of 

IRP, did FPL's planning processes used to propose 
conservation goals meet the federal standard of 

"IRP"? 

Yes. (Sim) 

No position. 
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GULF: 

TECO: 

LEAf: 

EVANS: 

PlaSEIA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

WfNG: 

PIPUG: 

CEPA: 

PECA: 

Not at issue for this party. 

Did not intervene in this docket. 

No. FPL's process does not base conservation goals 
on lowest total system costs and does not include 
the full range of system costs affected b} 
conservation measures. (McDonald, Goodman, Krier, 
Shelley, oven.) 

No position. 

No. (Chernick, Stutz) . 

No. 

FPL's planning processes do not meet the federal 
standard of IRP for the reasons presented in the 
expert testimony of M. Jane Nelson and Linda 
Shelley. 

No. 

No. FPL has 
alternatives 
Policy Act. 
natural gas 
(Stark) 

failed to evaluate the full range of 
as required by the National Energy 

FPL failed to properly evaluate 
measures in its planni ng process. 

No. Specifically, FPL's assessment of natural gas 
measures under Rule 25-17.0021(3)(g)&(s) was 
inadequate and was not integrated with 
consideration of other demand-side and supply- side 
measures. Moreover, FPL's planning evaluations did 
not appropriately include S02 compliance costs. 

No position. 

No position. 

No. FPL' s planning processes do not meet the 
federal standard of IRP because: c onsideration of 
supply and demand side programs was not integrated; 
the process used was not capable of determining the 
"best" plan; and demand and supply side programs 
were not treated equally. 

No position. 
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FM8A: 

~ 

GAINESVILLE: 

TALLAHASSEE: 

CBED: 

STAFF: 

ISSUE 18: 

GULF: 

TECO: 

LEAF: 

EVANS: 

FlaSEIA: 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No pos ition. 

No position at this time. 

If the Commission adopts the federa l sta ndard o f 
IRP, did FPC's planning processes used to propose 
conservation goals meet the federal standard of 
"IRP"? 

No position. 

Yes. (Ja cob, Nordlinger, Niekum) 

Not at issue for this party. 

Did not intervene in this docket. 

No. FPC ' s process does not base conservation goals 
on lowest total system costs and does not include 
the full range of system c c sts affected by 
conservation measures. (McDona ld, Goodman, Kri e r, 
Shelley , Oven.) 

No position. 

No. (Chernick, Stutz). 

No. 

FPC's planrying processes do not meet the federal 
standard of IRP for the rea sons presented in t he 
expert testi mony o f M. Jane Nelson and Li nda 
Shelley. 

No. 
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CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

WlNG: 

PIPOG: 

CEPA: 

PECA: 

PM£A: 

GAINESVILLE: 

TALLAHASSEE: 

CEED: 

STAPP: 

ISSUE 19: 

GOLF: 

No. FPC has 
a l ternatives 
Policy Act. 
natural gas 
(Stark) 

failed to evaluate the full range of 
as required by the National Energy 

FPC failed to properly evaluate 
measures in its planning process. 

No. Specifically, FPC's assessment of natural gas 
measures under Rule 25-17.0021(3)(g)&(s) was 
~nadequate and was not integrated with 
consideration of other demand-side and supply-side 
measures. Moreover, FPC's plann~ng evaluations did 
not appropriately include S02 compliance costs. 

No, because FPC has failed to consider natural gas 
measures. 

No position. 

FPC's planning process appears to meet the federal 
standard. 

No position. 

No position . 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position at this time. 

If the Commission adopts the federal standard of 
IRP, did Gulf's planning processes used to propose 
conservation goals meet the federal standard of 
"IRP"? 

No position. 

No position. 

Yes. GULF 's planning process includes evaluation 
of new generating capacity, power purchases, energy 
conservation and efficiency, cogeneration, etc., 
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TECO: 

LEAP': 

EYANS: 

FlaSEIA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

!fNG: 

FIPUG: 

CBPA: 

FBCA: 

FMBA: 

~ 

GAINESVILLE: 

and consideration of system operation features 
as diversity, reliability, dispatchability 
other risk factors, all as provided under 
federal IRP standard. (Pope, Long) 

Did not intervene in this docket. 

such 
and 
the 

No. GULF's process does not base conservation 
goals on lowest total system costs and does not 
include the full range of system costs affected by 
conservation measures. McDonald, Goodman, Krier , 
Shelley , oven. 

No position. 

No. (Chernick, Stutz). 

No. 

GULF's planning processes do not meet the federal 
standard of IRP for the reasons presented in the 
expert testimony of M. Jane Nelson and Linda 
Shelley. 

No. 

No. GULF has failed to properly evaluate the full 
range of alternatives as required by the National 
Energy Policy Act. GULF failed : o evaluate natural 
gas measures in its planning process. (Stark} 

No. 

No, because GULF has failed to consider natural gas 
measures. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 
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TALLAHASSEE: 

CBBO: 

STAFF: 

ISSUE 20: 

GULF: 

TBCO: 

LEAF: 

BVANS: 

P'laSEIA: 

CITY GAS: 

No position. 

No position. 

No position at this time. 

If the Commission adopts the federal standard of 
IRP, did TECO's planning processes used to propose 
conservation goals meet the federal standard of 
"IRP"? 

No position. 

No position. 

Not at issue for this party. 

Tampa Electric believes that its planning processes 
meet the intent of the federal s tandard of "IRP". 
(Hernandez) 

No. TECO ' s process does not base conservation 
goals on lowest total system costs and does not 
include the full range of system costs affected by 
conservation measures. (McDonald, Goodman, Krier, 
Shelley, oven.) 

No position. 

No. (Chernick, Stut z ) 

No. 

TECO's planning processes d o not meet the federal 
standard of IRP for the r e a sons prese nted in the 
exp~rt testi mony of M. Jane Nelson and Linda 
Shelley. 

No. 

No. TECO has failed to evaluate the full range o f 
alternatives as required by the National Energy 
Policy Act. TECO failed to properly evaluate 
natural gas measures in its planning process . 
(Stark) 
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PEOPLES: 

WFNG: 

FIPOG: 

CBPA: 

FECA: 

FM£A: 

JEA: 

GAINESVILLE; 

TALLAHASSEE: 

CEEP: 

STAFF: 

ISSUE 21: 

No. Specifically, TECO's assessment of natural gas 
measures under Rule 25-17.0021(3) (g)&(s) was 
inadequate and was not integrated with 
consideration of other demand-side and supply-side 
measures. Moreover, TECO' s planning evaluations 
did not appropriately include S02 compliance costs . 

No position . 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position at this time. 

Should the Commission i mplement the Investments In 
Conservation And Demand Management standard in the 
Public Utility Regulatory Policy Act as amended by 
the Energy Policy Act of 1992? If so, what would 
the effect of implementing the standard be? (Staff) 

Not at this time. The Commission should continue 
to encourage the development of all cost-effective 
DSM and may want to consider on a case-by-case 
basis whether a particular set o f circumstances 
constitutes a disincentive to cost-effective DSM . 
It is not clear how adoption of the federal 
standard would aid the Commission or regulated 
utilities in accomplishing this objective, since 
the utilities are committed to implementation of 
cost-effective DSM. Adoption of the standard would 
lead to a fruitless controversy about whether it 
requires, as some parties have argued, lost revenue 
recovery or decoupling. FPL does not believe the 
standard requires their adoption; nor does it 
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GULF: 

TECO: 

believe they are necessary to promote cost

effective DSM or in the best interest of utility 

customers. (Hugues, Hulett, Davis and Landon) 

Yes. Implementing the Investments in Conservation 

and Demand Management standard in PURPA will remove 
disincentives to utilities • selection of demand

side measures as alternatives to additional 

generation. (Jacob, Nordlinger, Niekum) 

Not at this time. As with the federal IRP standard 

addressed in Issue 16, implementation of the 

Investments in Conservation and Demand Management 

standard is premature based on the information 

gathered to date. The information provided in this 

docket, however, will provide a starting point for 

future Commission investigations into this matter. 

(Kilgore) 

Again, the effect of implementing the standard 

referred to in this issue would depend upon how the 

standard is defined. Additionally, the application 

of any standard should be on the utility's specific 

need basis. (Kordecki) 

Yes. The Commission must ensure that the financial 
interests of utilities are fully consistent with 

the outcomes of the adopted federal IRP process. 

For DSM resources, this neans adoption of 

regulatory reforms to remove financial 

disincentives and provide positive financial 

incentives for successful utility DSM programs. 

(McDonald, Goodman, Shelley, Dixon.) 

DOE supports implementation of the Investments in 

Conservation and Demand Management standard in 
Section 111 (a) of EPAct. Traditional ratemaking 

procedures can provide a financial disincentive for 

utilities to undertake DSM programs. First, 

recovery of DSM program costs may be subject to 

regulatory lag. Second, to the extent that they 

are successful, conservation programs reduce 

utility revenues and, potentially, earnings. 

Finally, efficiency programs can reduce the need 

for supply-side investments and thereby reduce 

ratebase and utility profits relative to a supply
only case. 
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LEAF: 

EVANS : 

FlaSEIA: 

There are a variety of options available to state 
regulators in implementing the EPAct Investments in 
Conservation and Demand Management standard. These 
include net lost revenue adjustment mechanisms 
{NLRA), decoupling mechanisms, increasing the 
frequency of rate cases, various incentive 
mechanisms, and so forth. The impacts of different 
options will vary with respect to revenuejrate 
effects and administrative complexity. It is not 
possible to fully address the impacts of the EPAct 
standard without first defining the type(s) of 
mechanisms being considered. However, the 
Department believes that implementation of the 
EPAct standard, through whichever mechanism is 
deemed appropriate in Florida, will remove strong 
disincentives for utilities to invest in energy 
efficiency programs. 

Yes. The Collllllission would be required to review 
its currently-authorized cost-recovery mechanisms; 
to institute some form of net "lost revenue 
recovery'' mechanism or decoupling mechanism; and to 
provide a mechanism to ensure that DSM is as 
profitable to utilities as are supply-side options. 
(Stutz, Chernick). 

Yes. The Commission would be required to review 
its currently-authorized cost-recovery mechanisms; 
to institute some form of 1et "lost revenue 
recovery" mechanism or decoupling mechanism; and to 
provide a mechanism to ensure that DSM is as 
profitable to utilities as are supply-side options. 

The Commission should adopt the investments in 
conservation and demand management set forth in 
EPAct. The Commission should implement the 
standard through approving Florida Power 
Corporation's proposal for revenue decoupling as a 
means for obtaining Florida specific information to 
be considered later in deciding whether to initiate 
rule making to further implement this standard. 

Yes. The Commission should require each of the 
investor owned utilities to file proposals for 
either revenue decoupling or l ost revenues; a DSM 
incentives plan should be included with these 
revenue neutrality proposals . 
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CITY GAS: No position. 

PEOPLES: No position. 

WFNG: No position. 

FIPUO: No position. 

CBPA: No position. 

FECA: No position. 

FMEA: No position. 

~ No position. 

GAINESVILLE: No position. 

TALLAHASSEE: No position. 

CEED: No position. 

STAfF: No position at this time. 

G~neric Numei:iQ ~Q§lS 

LEGAL 
ISSUE 22: 

GULF: 

Pursuant to Rule 25-17 .0021, 
applicable legal authority, can 
numeric goals for each major 
within each market segment? 

No. 

I . A. C. , and other 
the Commission set 

end-use category 

Rule 25-17.0021, F.A.C., empowers the Commission to 
establ ish overall goals for the Residential and 
Commercial/Industrial market segments only. When 
this Rule was adopted, the Commission limited any 
inherently broader authority it may have had in 
this area. Setting detailed goals for each major 
end-use category would necessary contradict the 
Commission's mandate in Rule 25-17.0021. 

No. Rule 25-17.0021, F.A.C. only authorizes the 
Commission to establish "(o)veral l Residential KW 
and KWH goals and overall Commercial/Industrial KW 
and KWH goals ... ". In a proceeding to establish 
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TBCO: 

.QQI..t 

LEAF: 

these goals, conversely, utilities are to assess 

specific market segments and major end-use 

categories in deriving their p :::-ojections of the 

reasonably achieva ble cost-effective winter and 
summer peak demand and annual energy savings. The 

express mention of one thing in a statute or 

regulation necessarily excludes that which is not 

specifically mentioned. Therefore, since the rule 

requires only utilities to consider certain market 

segments and major end-use categories, and requires 

the Commission to establish overall numeric goals 
(which will reflect the assessment conducted by the 

utility under the rule), the rule does not 

authorize the establishment of specific numeric 

goals for each major end-use category within each 

market segment. Further, even if the Rule did 

authorize such specific goals, it would not be 

prudent from a policy standpoint for the Commission 

to establish such goals absent specific results 
from specific markets, technologies, and service 

areas. 

Presumably the Commission can address this, 
although Tampa Electric has not fully examined the 

authority to do so. 

Yes. The Commission has authority under Sections 

366 . 80 to 366.85 to accomplish efficient and cost 

effective utility regulation, including reducing 

growth rates and peak demands, overall efficiency 

and conservation, and conserving expensive 

resources . The only way this can be done 

effectively in this process is with goals for each 

major end use. (Shelley.) 

No position . 

Yes. Section 366.82 (2), Fla. Stat. directs the 

Commission to adopt "appropriate" goals to increase 

the efficiency of energy consumption and to 

encourage co-generation and "specifically 

including" goals for peak reduction and energy 

conservation. The statute i s to "liberally 

construed in order to meet the complex problems" 

described. Unless specific goals are set for solar 

energy and renewable energy sources, for example, 
the Commission will be unable to ensure that 

utilities implement solar programs, which would 
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!VANS: 

FlaSBIA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

JflNG: 

FIPUG: 

CEPA: 

FECA: 

fMEA: 

defeat the intent of the Legislature. The same is 
true about cogenerat io n in the 

Commercial/Industrial market segment. 

Yes. Section 366.82 (2), Fla. Stat . directs the 
Commission to adopt "appropriate" goals to increase 
the efficiency of energy consumption and t o 
encourage co-generation and "specifically 

including" goals for peak reduction and energy 
conservation. The statute is to "liberally 
construed in order to meet the complex problems" 
described. Unless specific goals are set for solar 
energy and renewable energy sources, for example, 

the Commission will be unable to ensure that 

utili ties implement solar programs, which would 
defeat the intent of the Legislature. The same is 

true about cogeneration in ~he 

Commercial/Industrial market segment. 

Yes, it is within the Commission's power to set 
conservation goals in such a way as to carry out 
its broader charge and responsibility. This 

includes the power to set these goals. 

Yes. 
issue . 

FlaSEIA supports LEAF's position on this 

Yes. The Commission has broad authority pursuant 

to the Florida Energy EfficiencJ and Conservation 

Act (FEECA) to require efficient and cost-effective 
conservation. The setting of end use goals does 
just that by removing the utilities' ability to 
ignore specific measures even if they are a 
superior choice. 

Yes. 

Yes. 

Yes. 

No position. 

No position. 

No. Section 366.81, F.S., requires the Commission 
to "develop and adopt overall goals." Rule 25-
17.0021(1), F.A.C., states that the " overall goals" 
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GAINESVILLE: 

TALLAHASSEE: 

CEEP: 

STAFF: 

set by the Commiss ion will be 11 (o) veral l 
Residential KW and KWH goals and overall 
Commercial/Industrial KW and KWH goals. 11 Ir. 
addition, Rule 25-17.0021(3), F.A.C., requires 
utilities to propose overall goals for annual 
winter and summer KW savings, and annual KWH 
savings by customer class . Whereas Rule 25-
17.0021(3), F.A.C., requires the utility to propose 
qoals based upon an assessment of several market 
segments and end-use categories, the Commission has 
not adopted a rule regarding numerical goals for 
each major end-use category within each market 
segment. 

No position. 

No position. 

Tallahassee agrees with and adopts the position of 
the Florida Municipal Electric Association. 

No position. 

Staff 's preliminary position is that while Rule 25-
17.0021, Florida Administrative Code, states the 
Commission shall set overall residential KW and KWH 
goals and overall commercial/industrial KW and ~~ 
goals, there is no strict prohibition in the rule 
which precludes the Commissio from considering 
individual goals for a n end-use category. 

FPL's Numeric Goals 

ISSUE 23: If numeric goals should be s e t for each major end
use category within each market segment, what 
should FPL 's goals be? 

Numeric goals should not be set for any end uses . 
If such goals are set, they should be no greater 
individually than the reasonably achievable 
potential end uses shown in E.G. Hugues' Document 
No. 2 and in total shou l d not exceed the resources 
needed to meet FPL's reliability criteria . 
(Hugues, Sim) 

No position. 



ORDER NO. PSC-94-0652-PHO-EG 
DOCKETS NOS. 930548-EG, 930549-EG, 930550-EG, 930551-EG 

PAGE 61 

GULF: 

TECO: 

LEAf: 

EVANS: 

FlaSEIA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

Not at issue for this party. 

Did not intervene in this docket. 

We believe that goals should be set in 
residential/commercial totals and for several key 
market segments where public policy supports: New 
construction, low income residential, 
solarjrenewables and natural gas substitution. 

(Goodman, Dixon, She~ley.) 

No position. 

Consistent with LEAF's recommendations on overall 
goals, the Commission should set specific goals for 
low income customers consistent with the Florida 
Client Council's recommendations, solar energy 

goals consiste nt with the Florida Solar Ene rgy 
Industry Association's recommendations, and natural 

gas substitution consistent with Peoples Gas 
Company's recommendations. 

FPL's goals should be set at the SRC Final Report 
Best Practices TRC scenario, adjusted to reflect 

costs and benefits under the Societal Test for all 
costs and benefits that are reasonably quantified 
and the Commission should set specific goals for 

low income customers consistent with the Florida 
Client Council's recommendati~ns, solar energy 

goals consistent with the Florida Solar Energy 

Industry Association's recommendations, and natural 
gas substitution consistent with Peoples Gas 

Company's recommendations. (Evans). 

FPL's goals should be conbistent with the SRC 
study's best practices scenario under tot a 1 
resource cost analysis . Rate impacts, identified 
through RIM or other means, should be accounted for 
to prevent inequitable rate increases. 

No position. 

For natural gas, FPL's annual goal should be 5 MW 
per year for non-cogeneration projects . (Stark) 

The Commission should recognize that natural gas 
substitutes for electricity are not an end use s uch 
as those identified in Rule 25-17.0021(3) (a-d)&(i-
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WPNG: 

FIPOG: 

CEPA: 

FECA: 

FMQ: 

aA.t 

GAINESVILLE: 

TALLAHASSEE: 

CEED: 

STAFF: 

ISSUE 24: 

q). Rather, natural gas substitutes comprise a 
range of end use energy options. FPL' s Gas DSM 

goals, with respect to customers served by both FPL 

and Peoples, should be a cumulative total of 55 MW 

of summer/winter peak electric demand reduction and 

associated e lectric energy reductions . 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position . 

No position . 

No position. 

No position. 

No position at this time. 

Pursuant to the decision in issue 22, should the 

Commission set goals for residential and 

commercial/ industrial winter and summer KW, and 

residential and commercial/ industrial annual KWH 
solar energy and renewable energy sources during 

the period 1994-2003 pursuant to Rule 25-
17.0021(3), F . A.C., and if so, what should FPL's 

goals be? (Staff) 

No, to do so would be inconsistent with FEECA and 

Rule 25- 17 . 0021. Moreover, FPL's analysis shows no 

solar or renewable measure that is cost-effective 

to non-participants (RIM) and participating 
customers (Participants). FPL should not be 

required to achieve goals that cannot be met with 

measures cost-effective under both the RIM and 

Participants Tests. (Hugues, Sim and Landon ) 

No position. 
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GULP: 

TECO: 

LEAP: 

EVANS: 

PlaSEIA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

WFNG: 

FIPUG: 

CEPA: 

lEC~: 

Not at issue for this party. 

Did not intervene in this docket. 

Yes. No position at this time on the specifics of 

the goals. (Goodman.) 

No position. 

Yes. Until better information is developed through 

program design work, the Commission should set 

goals as recommended by the Florida Solar Energy 
Industries Association, Inc. (FlaSEIA). (Chernick). 

Yes. Until better information is developed through 

program design work, the Commission should set 

goals as recommended by the Florida Solar Energy 

Industries Assoc iation, Inc. (FlaSEIA). (Chernick). 

The Commission should set energy conservation goals 
for solar and renewable energy sources in order to 

encourage the diversific ation, and reduce the price 

of Florida's residential energy. FPL's goals 

should be set in accordance with the expert 

intervenor testimony presented on this issue. Rate 

impacts, identified through RIM or other means, 

should be accounted for to prevent inequitable rate 

increases. 

Yes. FlaSEIA has r e commended aggressive solar 

energy goals for FPL that would require 311,974 mWh 
in cumulative savings. Alteratively, FlaSEIA has 

proposed moderate solar energy goals of 187 , 18 5 

mWh and base-case solar energy goals of 124, 790 

mWh (Guiney, Lowenthal). 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 
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FMEA: 

JBA: 

GAINESVILLE: 

TALLAJ!ASSEE: 

CEED: 

STAPF; 

ISSUE 25: 

ISSUE 26: 

FPC: 

GULF: 

TECO: 

LEAP': 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position at this time. 

ISSUE DELETED. 

Pursuant to the decision in issue 22 1 should the 
Commission set goals for residential and 

commercial/ industrial winter and summer KW 1 and 
residential and commercial/ industrial annual KWH 
new construction goals during the period 1994-2003 
pursuant to Rule 25-17.0021 1 F.A.C. 1 and if so, 
what should FPL's goals be? (DCA) 

Goals should be set for the Residential and 
Commercial/Industrial market segments. There is no 
need for new construction goals separate from 
existing construction within these market segments. 
(Hugues) 

No position. 

Not at issue for this party. 

Did not intervene in this docket. 

Yes. See SRC "best practices" sc€'nario using the 
TRC test. (McDonald.) 

No position. 

Yes. until better information is developed through 
program design work, the Commission should set 
goals which reflect the need to acquire "lost 
opportunity" resources. (Chernick). 



ORDER NO. PSC-94-0652-PHO-EG 
DOCKETS NOS. 930548-EG, 930549-EG, 930550-EG, 930551-EG 

PAGE 65 

BYANS: 

PlaSEIA: 

CITY GAB : 

PEOPLES: 

Q'NG: 

FIPUG: 

CEPA: 

FECA: 

FMEA: 

GAINESVILLE: 

TALLAHASSEE: 

CEED: 

STAFF; 

Yes. until better information is developed through 
p r ogram design work, the Commission should set 
goals which reflect the need to acquire "lost 

opportunity" resources. (Chernick). 

The Commission should set separate goals where it 
appears that cross-subsidization of utility 
conservation programs would otherwise result, or 

where there are strong societal interests in a 

particular sector having a conservation goal. 
FPL's should be consistent with the SRC study•s 
best practices scenario under total r e source cost 
a nalysis. Rate impacts, identified through RIM or 

other means, should be accounted for to prevent 

inequitable rate increases. 

Yes. No position on goals levels at this time. 

No position. 

Yes. The Commission should set sector-specific and 
seasonal goals. No position as to the levels of 
t he goals. 

Yes. No position as to the levels of the goals. 

No position. 

No position. 

No pos i tion. 

No position. 

No pos i tion. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position at this time. 
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ISSUE 27: 

GOLF: 

'l'ECO: 

Pursuant to the decision in issue 22, should the 
Commission set goals for residential and 
commercial/ industrial winter and summer KW, and 
residential and commercial/ industrial annual KWH 
natural gas substitutes for electricity during the 
period 1994-2003 pursuant to Rule 25-17. 0021 ( 3) , 
F. A. C. , and if so, what should FPL 1 s goals be:' 
(Staff) 

No. FEECA and Rule 25-17.0021 both require 
establishment of overall goals . End use goals are 
not authorized. To establish end use goals, the 
Commission would have to amend its rule. 
Establishment of a natural gas goal would be a de 
facto Commission approval of a gas program, 
something it is empowered under FEECA to do only in 
very limited circumstances not applicable in this 
case. Further, establishment of a de facto natural 
gas program through natural gas goals would also 
compel speech of FPL violative of its First 
Amendment right to free speech. 

No natural gas measure is cost-effective to non
participating customers (passes RIM) and 
participating customers (passes Participants Test ) , 
and FPL should not be expected to achieve goals 
that would require offering programs or measures 
that are not cost-effective under the RIM and 
Participants Tests. FPL 1 s co . . servation programs 
should be cost-effective to both participants and 
non-participants, and unless goals are set that are 
limited to the reasonably achievable potential of 
such measure, they are unfair. (Sirn, Hugues and 
Landon) 

No position. 

Not at issue for this party. 

Did not intervene in this docket. 

Yes. We are currently reviewing the data . 
(McDonald, Goodman, Krier, Shelley, Dixon, 
Campbell, Dusseau, oven .) 

No position. 
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LEAF: 

EVANS: 

FlaSEIA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

1fFNG: 

FIPUG: 

CEPA: 

FECA: 

FMEA: 

GAINESVILLE: 

Yes. Until better information is developed through 
program design work, the Commi ssion should set 
goals as recommended by Peoples Gas. (Chernick). 

Yes. Until better information is developed through 
program design work, the Commission should set 
goals as recommended by Peoples Gas. (Chernick). 

The Commission should set energy conservation goals 

for natural gas substitutes for electricity in 
order to encourage the d iversification , and reduce 

the price of Florida's residential energy. FPL's 
goals should be set in accordance with the expert 
intervenor testimony presented on this issue. Rate 

impacts, identified through RIM or other means, 
should be accounted for to prevent inequitable r~te 

increases. 

No position . 

Yes. For FPL the natural gas substitution goal 
should be 5 MW per year for non-cogenerat i on 

projects. (Stark) 

Yes. The Commission should recognize that natural 

gas substitutes for electricity are not an end use 
such as those identified in Rule 25-17 . 0021(3} (a
d)&(i-q). Rather, natural gas substitutes comprise 
a range of end use energy optior,s. FPL' s Gas DSM 

goals, with respect to c ustomers served by both FPL 
and Peoples, should be a cumulative total of 55 MW 
of summer/winter peak electric demand reduction and 
associated electric energy reductions. 

Yes. No position as to the levels of the goals. 

No po.;ition. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 
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TALLAHASSEE: No position. 

CBBD: No position. 

STAPP: No position at this time. 

ISSUE 28 : Should the Commission direct FPL to implement, in 

cooperation with natural gas utilities within its 

service territory, cost-effective market pilot 

programs involving cost-effect iv e 
commercial/industrial natural gas technologies? 
{Peoples/City) 

P'PL: FPL objects to this issue. The Commission may 

mandate programs under FEECA only in instances when 

a utility "has not implemented its programs and :is 

not substantially in compliance with the provisions 
of its approved plan .. . . " Those matters are not 

at issue in this proceeding nor is the 

consideration of utility conservation programs; 
numeric conservation goa ls are the focus of this 

case. FPL has made a reasonable offer to City to 

create a research project to gather necessary 

research data , but FPL cannot agree to a research 

effort that does not initially consider whether the 

research project will benefit the participating 

customer and the general body of customers. 
(Hugues) 

PPC: No position. 

GOLF: Not at issue for this party. 

TECO: Did not intervene in this docke t. 

~ No pos ition. 

QQJll The issue of whether or not electric utilities 

should engage in programs which promote the 

substitution of gas for electricity is extremely 
complex. Generally, to the extent that fuel 
substitution offers the potential for economic and 
energy efficiency gains, DOE supports initiatives 

to pursue such substitution. However, the 

Department takes no position a priori on whether 
specific end uses in FPL's territory are 

appropriate for fuel switching. 
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LEAF: 

BYANS: 

PlaSEIA: 

CITY GAS : 

PEOPLES: 

WPNG: 

FI PUG: 

CEPA: 

PECA: 

FMEA: 

nA.;_ 

GAINESVILLE: 

tALLAHASSEE: 

No position. 

No position. 

Yes, the Commission should direct FPL to ~mplement 
the natural gas pilot programs proposed by the 
natural gas companies. 

No position. 

Yes . Such pilot programs will put to rest the on
going debate over the appropriate in-puts to the 
cost-effectiveness test. It will allow the 

collection of actual empirical data which will 
benefit all parties. (Stark) 

Market pilot programs involving cost- effective 
commercial/industrial nat ural gas technologie s can 
represent measures by which FPL can implement 

electric conservation thr ough natural gas 

substitutes for electricity . Any such measures 
should be undertaken within the context of an 
overall plan to achieve the natural gas DSM goals 
for FPL set forth in Mr. Krutsinger's testimony. 

Yes. 

No position. 

Cur rently gas technologies exisc that can provide 

ener gy to end-users in a less expensive, more 

efficien t manner. The market has provided these 
technologies and their competitive position in the 

market p l ace should determine the extent to which 
these technologies are used. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position . 

No position. 

No position. 
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CBBD: 

STAPF: 

ISSUB 29: 

GULF: 

TECO: 

LB.AP : 

BVANS: 

FlaSEIA: 

No position. 

No position at this time. 

What should be FPL's annual residential winter and 

summer KW and annual residential KWh conservation 

goals during the period 1994-2003 pursuant to Rule 

25-17.0021, F.A.C.? (Staff) 

The goals set forth on Mr. Hugues Document No . 1. 

(Hugues, Sim) 

No position. 

Not at issue for this party. 

Did not interve ne in this docket. 

See SRC "best practices" scenario using the TRC 

test. (McDonald . ) 

No position. 

FPL ' s KWh goals should be set at the SRC Final 

Report Best Practices TRC scenario for energy, 

adjusted for non- UP/CUE measures; and the 
Commission should set the summer and winter KW 

goals at the average of the SR: Final Report Best 

Practices TRC scenario (adjusted for non-UP/CUE 

measures) and FPL's TRC achievable potential. 

(Chernick, Dismukes) . 

FPL's goals should be set at the SRC Final Report 

Best Practices TRC scenario , adjusted to reflect 

costs and benefits for the Societal Test for all 

cos t s and benefits that are reasonably quantified. 

(Evans). 

FPL's goals should equal or exceed the SRC study's 

residential best practices scenario under total 

resource cost analysis . Rate impacts, identified 

through RIM or other mea ns, s hould be accounted for 

to prevent inequitable rate increases. 

Supports LEAF's position on this issue. 
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CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

'!fNG: 

FIPUG: 

CBPA: 

FECA: 

FMEA: 

JEA: 

GAI NESVILLE: 

TALLAHASSEE: 

CEED: 

STAFF: 

ISSUE 3 0 : 

GULF: 

TECO: 

For each year of the pe riod at issue, 
conservation goals should include 
natural gas substitution goal of 5 
cogeneration projects. (Stark) 

FPL's annual 
a specific 

MW for non-

FPL's annual winter and summer kW and kWh 

conservation goals should include goals for natura] 

gas substitution measures in the residential sector 

as part of the overall goals recommended by Mr. 

Krutsinger. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position . 

No position. 

No position. 

No position at this t ime. 

What should be FPL's annual commercial/industrial 

winter and summer KW and annual 

commercial/industrial KWh conservation goals during 

the period 1994 - 2003 pursuant to Rule 25-17.0021, 

F.A.C.? (Staff ) 

The goals set forth on Mr . Hugues Document No . 1. 

(Hugues, Sim) 

No position . 

Not at issue for this party. 

Did not intervene in this docket. 
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LEAl: 

BYANS: 

FlaSEIA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

WfNG: 

FIPOG: 

CEPA: 

FECA: 

See SRC "best practices" scenario using the TRC 
test . (McDonald.) 

No position. 

FPL' s KWh goals should be set at the SRC Final 
Report Best Practices TRC scenario for energy, 
adjusted for non-UP/CUE measures; and the 
Commission should set the summer and winter KW 
goals at the average of the SRC Final Report Best 
Practices TRC scenario (adjusted for non-UP/CUE 
measures) and FPL's TRC achievable potential . 
(Chernick, Dismukes). 

FPL's goals should be set at the SRC Final Report 
Best Practices TRC scenario, adjusted to reflect 
costs and benefits for the Societal Test for all 
costs and benef its that are reasonably quantified. 
(Evans). 

FPL's goals should equal or exceed the SRC study's 
commerci al/industrial best practic es scenario under 
total resource cost analysis. Rate impac ts, 
identified through RIM or other means, should be 
accounted for to prevent inequitable rate 
increases. 

Supports LEAF's position on this issue. 

For each year of the period at issue, 
conservation goals should include 
natural gas substitution goal of 5 
cogeneration projects. (Stark) 

FPL's annual 
a specific 

MW for non-

FPL's annual winter and summer kW and kWh 
conservation goals should include goals for natural 
ga s substitution measures in the 
commercial/industrial sec tor as part of the ove ral l 
goals recommended by Mr. Krutsinger. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 



ORDER NO. PSC-94-0652-PHO-EG 
DOCKETS NOS. 930548-EG, 930549-EG, 930550-EG, 930551-EG 
PAGE 73 

PJIBA: 

.!lDJ.. 

GAINESVILLE: 

TALLAHASSEE: 

CEBD: 

STAfF: 

ISSUE 31: 

GULF: 

TECO: 

LEAF: 

No position. 

No position . 

No position. 

No position. 

.rlo position. 

No position at this time. 

Should a percentage of FPL's residential 
conservation goals be reserved for low and very low 
income customers, and, if so, how should the 
reservation be calculated and implemented? (Staff) 

No. If the Commission establishes RIM-based goals, 
low and very low income customers will benefit from 
all DSM performed regardless of whether they 
participate. These customers would be penalized by 
TRC-based DSM unless they participated, and even 
then could pay higher bills unless their 
participation was sufficient to offset increased 

rates. (Sim, Hugues and Landon) 

No position. 

Not at issue for this party. 

Did not intervene in this docket. 

Yes. We are reviewing the testimony of others and 
conducting independent research to determine the 
best process and percentage but have reached no 
final position on this point. (McDonald, Goodman, 
Krier, Shelley, Dixon, Campbell, Dusseau, Oven.) 

No position. 

Yes. Pending the development of better information, 
the Commission should set interim goals a s 
rec ommended by the Florida Clie nt Co unci l. 
(Chernick, Stutz). 



ORDER NO. PSC-94-0652-PHO-EG 
DOCKETS NOS. 930548-EG, 930549-EG, 930550-EG, 930551-EG 

PAGE 74 

JYANS: 

FlaSEIA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

lfP'NG: 

FIPUG: 

CEPA: 

FBCA: 

FM£A: 

.!!IA.t 

GAINESVILLE: 

~ALLAHA~SEE: 

Yes. Pending the development of better information, 
the Commission should set interim goals as 
recommended by the Florida Client Council. 
(Chernick, Stutz). 

Fifteen percent of the residential conservation 
goals of FPL should be reserved for customers witn 
incomes below 125% of the poverty level . Fifteen 
percent of FPL's planned residential conservation 
cost recovery charges should be earmarked for a 
statewide fund to provide energy conservation 
programs for these customers. The fund should be 
administered by the Florida Department of Community 
Affairs' weatherization program. The program would 
be designed within the same three month time frame 
as other utility energy conservation programs are 
designed. 

Yes. Supports FCC's position on this issue . 

No position. 

FPL's programs designed to implement its 
residential conservation goals should be available 
to all customers on a non-discriminatory basis. As 
a matter of policy, Peoples Gas does not object to 
FPL making special efforts to inform low-income 
customers of available programs nor to a small 
percentage "set-aside" for such customers, so long 
as such practices are cost-effective. 

Agree with Peoples Gas. 

No position . 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position . 

No position. 

No position. 
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CBBD: No position. 

STAFF: No position at this time. 

FPC's Numeric Goals 

ISSUE 32: 

GULF: 

TECO: 

LEAf: 

If numeric goals should be set for each major end
use category within each market segment, what 

should FPC's goals be? 

No position. 

As observed in response to Issue 22, FPC believes 

setting goals for each major end-use category 

within each market segment is inappropriate. The 

conservation goals rule, developed after months of 

debate on whether it should incorporate end-use 

goals, was finally adopted in a form prescribing 

the development of overall goals for only two 

market segments; Residential a nd 

Industrial \Commercial. This docket should not be 

used to revisit the rulemaking process . Breaking a 
cons ervation program into too many small programs 
may result in the misapplication of funds to less 

efficient or non-cost-effective programs rather 

than allowing allocation to more effective ones 
which may be in another end-use category or another 

market segment. This is contr try to the goal of 

conservation and avoidance of unnecessary future 

generation. (Jacob, Nordlinger, Niekum) 

Not at issue for this party. 

Did not intervene in this docket. 

We believe that goals should be set in 

residential/commercial totals and for several key 
market segments where public policy supports: new 
construction, low income residential, 
solarjrenewables and natural gas substitution. 
(Goodman, Dixon, Shelley.) 

No position. 

No position. 
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JVANS: 

FlaSEIA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

WFNG: 

FIPUG: 

CEPA: 

FECA: 

FMEA: 

~ 

~~IHIHi~:YILLE: 

FPC's goals should be set at the SRC Final Report 
Best Practices TRC scenario, adjusted to reflect 
costs and benefits for the Societal Test for al l 
costs and benefits that are reasonably quantified 
and the Commission should set specific goals for 
low income customers consistent with the Florida 
Client Council's recommendations, solar energy 
goals consistent with the Florida Solar Energy 
Industry Association's recommendations, and natural 
gas substitution consistent with Peoples Gas 
Company's recommendations. (Evans). 

FPC's goals should be consistent with the SRC 
study's best practices scenario under total 
resource cost analysis. Rate impacts, identified 
through RIM or other means, should be accounted for 
to prevent inequitable rate increases. 

No position. 

No position. 

The Commission should recognize that natural gas 
substitutes for electricity are not an end use such 
a s those identifie d in Rule 25-17.0021(3) (a-d)&(i
q). Rather, natural gas substitutes comprise a 
range of end use energy options. FPC's Gas DSM 
goals, with respect to customers served by both FPC 
and Peoples, should be a curoulat've total of 25 MW 
of sumrnerjwinter peak electric demand r e duction and 
associated electric ene rgy reductions. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 
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TALLAJIASSBB: Tallahassee does not believe that numeric goals 

should be set for each major end-use within each 
market segment. Instead, the Commission should set 
goals for each market segment (residential, 
commercial, etc.) and allow the individual utility 
to design a unique set of DSM options which can 
achieve this goal by taking advantage of the 
particular mix of end-uses within each market 
::;egment. 

CBBD: No position. 

STAFF: No position at this time. 

ISSUE 33: Pursuant to the decision in issue 22, should the 
Commission set goals for residential a nd 

commercial/ indus trial winter and summer KW, and 
residential and commerc ial/ industrial annual KWH 
solar energy and renewable energy s ources during 

the period 1994-2003 pursuant to Rule 25-
17.0021( 3), F.A.C., and if so, what should FPC's 

goals be? (Staff) 

PPL: No position . 

FPC: FPC believes that even if the Commission has this 

authority, it should not exercise it. See position 

on Issue 32. (Jacob, Ni e kum, Norjlinger) 

GULP: Not at issue f o r this party. 

TBCO: Did not intervene in this docket . 

~ Yes. We are currently revie wi ng the data but have 
reached no final position on this point. 

(McDonald, She lley, Dixon.) 

DOE: No position. 

LEAP: No position. 

EVA.NS: Yes. Better information needs to be developed 
within the next year through pr ogram design work; 
in the interim, the Commission s hould s e t goa l s a s 
rec ommende d by the FlaSEIA. 
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PlaSEIA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES : 

WFNG: 

PIPUG: 

CBPA: 

FECA: 

FMEA: 

JEA: 

GAINESVILLE: 

TALLAHASSEE; 

CEED: 

STAfF: 

The Commission should set energy conservation goals 
for solar and renewable energy sources in order to 
encourage the diversification, and reduce the price 
of Florida's residential energy. FPC's goals 
should be set in accordance with the expert 
intervenor testimony presented on this issue. Rate 
impacts, identified through RIM or other means, 
should be accounted for to prevent inequitable rat~ 
increases. 

Yes . FlaSEIA has recommended aggressive solar 
energy goals for FPC of 114,077 mWh. In the 
alternative, FlaSEIA has recommended moderate 
solar energy goals of 68,446 mWh, and base-case 
solar energy gvals of 45,631 mWh. {Guiney, 
Lowenthal) . 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

See response to Issue 32 . 

No position. 

No position at this time. 
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ISSUE 34: 

GULF: 

TBCO: 

LEAP: 

BYANS: 

FlaSEIA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

WF~G: 

Pursuant to the decision in issue 22, should the 
Commission set goals for residential and 
commercial/ industrial winter and summer KW, and 

residential and commercial/ industrial annual KWH 
new construction goals during the period 1994-2003 
pursuant t o Rule 25-17.0021, F.A.C., and if so, 
what should FPC's goals be? (DCA) 

~lo position. 

See position on Issue 32. (Jacob, Nordlinger, 
Niekum) 

Not at issue for this party. 

Did not intervene in this docket. 

Yes. See FPC achievable potential using the TRC 

test. (McDonald.) 

No position. 

No position. 

Yes. Better information needs to be developed 

within the next year through program design work; 
in the interim, the Commission should set goals as 

recommended by the DCA. 

The Commission should set separate goals where it 
appears that cross -subsidization of utility 
conservation programs would otherwise result, or 
where there are strong societal interests in a 

particular sector having a conservation goal. 

FPC's goals should be consistent with the SRC 
study's best practices scenario under tot a 1 
resource cost analysis. Rate impacts, identified 
through RIM or other means, should be accounted for 

to prevent inequitable rate increases. 

Yes. No position on goals level a this time. 

No position. 

Yes. No position as to the levels of the goals. 

Yes. No position as to the levels of the goals . 
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FIPUG: 

CBPA: 

FECA: 

fMQ: 

~ 

GAINESVILLE: 

TALLAJIASSBE: 

CBEO: 

STAFF: 

ISSUE 35: 

GULF: 

TECO: 

L£AF: 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

see response to Issue 32. 

No position. 

No position at this time. 

Pursuant to the decision in issue 22, should the 
Commission set goals for residential and 
commercial/ industrial winter and summer KW, and 
residential and commercial/ industrial annual KWH 
natural gas substitutes for electricity during the 

period 1994-2003 pursuant to Rule 25-17.0021 ( 3) , 
F.A.C., and if so, what should FPC's goals be? 

(Staff) 

No position. 

See position on Issue 32. (Jacob, Nordlinger, 

Niekum) 

Not at issue for this party. 

Did not intervene in this docket . 

Yes. \le are cur rently reviewing the data but have 
reached no final position at this point. 
(McDonald, Shelley, Dixon.) 

No position. 

No position. 
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BYANS: 

FlaSEIA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

WFNG: 

FIPUG: 

CBPA: 

FBCA: 

FMEA: 

GAINESVILLE: 

TALLAHASSEE: 

Yes. Better information needs to be· developed 

within the next year through program design work, 

in the interim, the Commission should set goals as 

recommended by Peoples Gas. 

The Commission should set energy conservation goals 

for natural gas substitutes for electricity in 

order to encourage the diversification, and reduce 

the price of Florida's residential energy. FPC's 

goals should be set in accordance with the expert 

intervenor testimony presented on this issue. Rate 

impacts, identified through RIM or other means , 

should be accounted for to prevent inequitable rate 

increases. 

No position. 

Yes. 

Yes. The Commission should recognize that natural 

gas substitutes for electricity are not an end use 
such as those identified in Rule 25-17.0021(3) (a

d)&(i-q). Rather, natural gas substitutes comprise 

a range of end use energy options. FPC's Gas DSM 

goals, with respect to customers served by both FPC 

and Peoples, should be a cumulative total of 25 MW 

of summer/winter peak electric demand reduction and 
associated electric energy reductions. 

Yes, there should be goals for natural gas 

substitution, but no p osition at this time as t o 

those goals. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

See response to Issue 32. 
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CBED: 

STAFF: 

ISSUE 36: 

GULF: 

TBCO: 

LBAF; 

EVANS: 

FlaSBIA: 

CITY GAS: 

No position. 

No position at this time. 

Should the Commission direct FPC to implement, in 
cooperation with natural gas utilities within its 
service. territory, cost-effective market pilot 
programs involving cost-effective 
commercial/industrial natural gas technologies? 
(Peoples/City) 

No position. 

This docket deals with establishment of numerical 
conservation goals; issues pertaining to 
development of specific programs are premature. 
Further, even ~n the context of a subsequent 
program development docket, the Commission should 
refrain from mandating the gas marketing program. 
The Commission has long recognized that absent 
extraordinary circumstances it lacks the authority 
to order specific programs. No such circumstances 
are present in this case, especially since FPC•s 
First Amendment rights would be affected by forcing 
it to market a competitors product. Selection of 
gas over electricity should be a matter of choice 
for the customer. (Jac ob, Nordlinger, Niekum) 

Not at issue for this party. 

Did not intervene in this docket. 

No position. 

No position. 

No pcsition . 

No position. 

Yes, the Commission should direct FPC to implement 
the natural gas pilot programs proposed by the 
natural gas companies . 

No position. 

Yes. 
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PEOPLES: 

WFNG: 

FIPUG: 

CEPA: 

FECA: 

lMEA: 

GAINESVILLE: 

TALLAHASSEE: 

CEED: 

STAPF: 

ISSUE 37: 

Market pilot programs involving cost-effective 

commercia l /industrial natural gas technologies can 

represent measures by which FPC can implement 

electric conservation through natural ga& 

substitutes for electricity. Any such measures 

should be undertaken within the context of an 

overall plan to achieve the natural gas DSM goa l s 
for FPC set f orth in Mr. Krutsinger's testimony. 

Yes, as is reflected in Mr. Mcintyre's testimony. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

Tallahassee believes that fuel substitution can be 

a viable DSM alternative. However, requiring FPC 

to fund the promotion of this alternative without 

seeking to allocate the cost of promotion and 
support between the electric and gas utilities i s 

inappropriate. If fuel substitution is to be 

supported as a conservative m!asure, its costs 

should be shared betwee n the two utilities in some 
relationship to the benefit each derive from the 
program. 

No position. 

No posit ion at this time. 

What should be FPC's annual residential winter and 

summer KW and annual residential KWh conservation 

goals during the period 1994-2003 pursuant to Rule 

25-17 .0021, F.A.C. ? (Staff ) 

No position. 
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GULP: 

'l'ECO: 

LEAF: 

BYANS: 

FlaSEIA: 

CITY GAS; 

PEOPLES: 

WFNG: 

FIPUG: 

FPC's annual residential winter and su~er KW and 

annual residential KWh conservation goals during 

the period 1994 to 2003 should be those goals 

included in the testimony of Mr. Michael Jacob in 

his Exhibit MFJ-1. (Jacob) 

Not at issue for this party. 

Did not intervene in this docket. 

See FPC achievable potential using the TRC test. 
(McDonald.) 

No position. 

FPC's KWh goals should be set at the SRC Final 
Report Best Practices TRC scenario for enerq y, 

adjusted for non-UP/CUE measures; and the 

Commission should set the summer and wim:er KW 

goals at the average of the SRC Final Report Best 
Practices TRC scenario (adjusted for non-UP/CUE 

measures) and FPC's TRC achievable potential. 

(Chernick, Dismukes). 

FPC ' s goals should be set at the SRC Final Report 

Best Practices TRC scenario, adjusted to reflect 
costs and benefits for the Societal Test for all 

costs and benefits that are reasonably quantified. 

FPC's goals should equal or excetd the SRC study's 

residential best practices scenario under total 

resource cost analysis . Rate impacts, identified 

through RIM or other means, should be accounted for 

to prevent inequitable rate increases. 

Supports LEAF's position on this issue. 

No position. 

FPC's annual winter and summer kW and kWh 

conservation goals should include goals for natural 
gas substitution measure s in the residential s ector 

as part of the overall goals recoa'"lended by Mr. 
Krutsinger. 

No position. 

No position. 
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CEPA: 

FECA: 

FMQ: 

GAINESVILLE: 

TALLAHASSEE: 

CEED: 

STAFF: 

ISSUE 38: 

GULF: 

TECO: 

LEAF: 

No position . 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position . 

Tallahassee supports FPC's proposed goals. 

No pos i tion. 

No position at this time. 

What should be FPC's annual commercial/industrial 

winter and summer KW and annual 

commercial/industrial KWh conservation goals during 

the period 1994-2003 pursuant to Rule 25-17.0021, 
F.A . C.? (Staff) 

No position. 

FPC's annual commercial/industrial winter and 

summer KW and annual commercial/industrial KWh 

conservation goals should be those goals included 

in the testimony of Mr. Micha~l Jacob in his 

Exhibit MFJ-1. (Jacob) 

Not at issue for this party . 

Did not intervene in this docket. 

See FPC achievable potential using the TRC test. 
(McDonald . ) 

No position. 

FPC's KWh goals should be set at the SRC Final 

Report Best Practices TRC scenario for energy, 
adjusted for non-UP/CUE measures; and the 

Commission should set the summer and winter KW 

goals at the average of the SRC Final Report Best 
Practices TRC scenario (adjusted for non-UP/CUE 

measures) and FPC's TRC achievable potential. 
(Chernick, Dismukes) . 
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!VANS: 

FlaSEIA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

WFNG: 

FIPUG: 

CEPA: 

FECA: 

FMEA: 

GAINESVILLE: 

TALLAHASSEE: 

CEED: 

STAFF: 

FPC's goals should be set at the SRC Final Report 
Best Practices TRC scenario, adjusted to reflect 
costs and benefits for the Soc~etal Test for all 
costs and benefits that are reasonably quantified. 

FPC 's goals should equal or exceed the SRC study's 
commercial/industrial best practices scenario undEr 
total resource cost analysis. Rate impacts, 
identified through RIM or other means, should be 
accounted for to prevent inequitable rate 
increases. 

Supports LEAF's position on this issue. 

No position. 

FPC's annual winter and summer kW and J(Wh 
conservation goals should include goals for natural 
gas substitution measures in the 
commercial/industrial sector as part of the overall 
goals recommended by Mr. Krutsinger. 

No posit~on. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

Tallahassee supports FPC's proposed goals. 

No position. 

No position at this time. 
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ISSUE 39: 

GULF: 

TBCO: 

LEAP: 

EVANS: 

ll&SEIA: 

CITY GAS: 

Should a percentage of FPC's residential 
conservation goals be reserved for low and very low 
income customers, and, if so, how should the 
reservation be calculated and implemented? (Staff) 

No position. 

No. The rule pursuant to which this docket was 
established addresses setting of overall goals. 
See position on Issue 32. (Jacob, Nordlinger, 
Niekum) 

Not at issue for this party. 

Did not intervene in this docket. 

Yes. We are reviewing the testimony of others and 
conducting independent research to determi ne the 
best process and percentage but have reached no 
final position on this point. (McDonald, Shelley, 
Dixon.) 

No position. 

No position. 

Yes . Adopt position of Florida Client Council on 
specific goals. 

Fifteen percent of the r esidential conservation 
goals of FPC should be reserved for customers with 
incomes below 125% of the poverty level . Fifteen 
percent of FPC's planned residential conservation 
cost recovery charges should be earmarked f or a 
statewide fund to provide energy conservation 
programs for these customers. The fund should be 
administered by the Florida Department of community 
Affairs' weatherization program. The program would 
be designed within the same three month time frame 
as other utility energy conservation programs are 
designed. 

Yes. Supports FCC's pos i tion on this issue. 

No position. 
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PEOPLES: 

WFNG: 

FIPUG: 

CEPA: 

FECA: 

PMJA: 

JEA: 

GAINESVILLE: 

TALLAHASSEE: 

CEED: 

STAPP: 

FPC's programs designed to implement its 
residential conservation goals should be available 
to all customers on a non-discr imi natory basis. As 
a matter of policy, Peoples Gas does not object to 
FPC making special efforts to inform low-inc ome 
customers of available programs nor to a small 
percentage "set-aside" for such customers, so loPg 
as such prac tices are cost-effective . 

Agree with Peoples Gas . 

No position. 

No position . 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position at this time. 

GULF's Fumeric Goals 

ISSUE 40: 

GULF: 

If numeric goals should be set for each major end
use category within each market segment, what 
should GULF's goals be? 

No position . 

No position. 

As indicated in the Company's position on Issue 22, 
GULF does not believe that the Commission should 
set specific goals for each major end-use category 
within each market segment. Furthermore, the 
information available at this time is insuf ficient 
to allow for a reasoned dete rmination of what 
numeric goals would be reasonably achievable on 
such a specific basis. (Kilgore) 
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TECO: 

LEAf: 

EVANS: 

FlaSEIA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

WJ'NG: 

PIPOG: 

CEPA: 

PECA: 

Did not intervene in this docket. 

We believe that goals should be set in 

residential /commercial totals and for several key 

market segments where public policy supports: new 

construction, low income residential, 

solarjrenewables and natural gas substitution. 

(McDonald, Shelley, Dixon.) 

No position . 

Consistent with LEAF's recommendat ions on overall 

goals, the Commission s hould set specific goals for 

low income customers consistent with the Florida 

Client Council's recommendations, solar energy 

goals consistent with the Florida Solar Energy 

Industry Association's recommendations, and natural 

gas s ubstitution consistent with the evidence 

introduced at hearing. 

Consistent with EVANS's recommendations on overall 

goals, the Commission should set specific goals for 

low income customers consistent with the Florida 

Client Council's recommendations, solar energy 

g oals consistent with the Florida Solar Energy 

Industry Association's recommendations, and natural 

gas substitution consistent with the evidence 

introduced at hearing. 

GULF's goals should be consistent with the SRC 

study's best practices scenario under total 

resource cost analysis. Rate impacts, identified 

through RIM or other means, should be accounted for 

to prevent inequitable rate increases. 

No position . 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 
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PMBA: 

JBA: 

GAINESVILLE: 

TALLAHASSEE: 

CEED: 

STAPF: 

ISSUE 41: 

GULF: 

TECO: 

DOE: 

LEAP: 

EVANS: 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position at this time. 

Pursuant to the decision in issue 22, should the 

Commission set goals for residential and 

commercial/ industrial winter and summer KW, and 

residential and commercial/ industrial annual KWH 
solar energy and renewable energy sources during 

the period 1994-2003 pursuant to Rule 25-
17.0021(3), F.A.C., and if so, what should GULF's 

goals be? (Staff) 

No position. 

No position. 

No . Information regarding reasonably achievable 

and cost effective demand and energy savings from 
solar energy and renewable ~nergy sources is 

currently not sufficient t o allow for the 

establishment of specific goals. (Kilgore) 

Did not intervene in this docket. 

Yes. We are currently reviewing the data but have 

reached no final position on this point. 
(Mc~onald, Goodman, Krier, Shelley, Dixon, 

Campbell, Dusseau, Oven.) 

No position. 

Yes. Until better information is developed through 

program design work, the Commiss ion should set 

goals as recommended by the FlaSEIA. (Chernick). 

Yes. Until better information is developed through 

program design work, the Commission should set 

goals as recommended by the FlaSEIA. (Chernick). 
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FlaSEIA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

WlNG: 

FIPUG: 

CEPA: 

FECA: 

FM£A: 

~ 

GAINESVILLE: 

TALLAHASSEE: 

CEED: 

STAFF: 

The Commission should set energy conservation goals 
for solar and renewable energy sources in order to 
encourage the diversification, and reduce the price 
of Florida 1 s residential energy. GULF 1 s goals 
should be set in accordance with the expert 
intervenor testimony presented on this issue. Rate 
impacts, identified through RIM or other means, 
should be accounted for to prevent inequitable rate 
increases. 

Yes. FlaSEIA has recommended aggressive solar 
energy goals for GULF of 28, 027 mWh. In the 
alternative, FlaSEIA has recommended moderate 
solar energy goals of 16,816 mWh, and base-case 
solar energy goals of 11,211 mWh. (Guiney, 
Lowenthal). 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position at this time. 
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ISSUE 42: 

GULF: 

TECO: 

LEAP: 

EVANS: 

FlaSEIA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

Pursuant to the decision in issue 22, should the 

Commission set goals for residential and 

commercial/ industrial winter ano summer KW, anct 
residential and commercial/industrial annual KWH 

new construction goals during the period 1994-2003 

pursuant to Rule 25-17.0021, F.A . C., and if so, 

what should GULF's goals be? (DCA) 

No position. 

No position. 

No . See Company's position on Issue 40. (Kilgore) 

Did not intervene in this docket. 

Yes. See SRC "best practices" scenario using the 

TRC test. (Mcnonald.) 

No position. 

Yes. Until better information is developed through 

program design work, the Commission should set 

goals which reflect the need to acquire " lost 

opportunity" resources . (Chernick). 

Yes. Until better information is developed through 

program design work, the Commission should set 

goals which reflect the need to acquire "lost 

opportunity" resources. (Chernick). 

The Commission should set separate goals where it 
appears that cross-subsidization of util ity 

conservation programs would otherwise result, or 

where there are strong societal interests in a 

particu lar sector having a conservation goal. 

GULF 1 s goals should be consistent with the SRC 

study 1 s best practices scenario under total 

resource cost analysis. Rate impacts, identified 

through RIM or other means, should be accounted for 

to prevent inequitable rate increases. 

Yes. No position on goals levels at this time. 

No position. 

Yes. No position as to the levels of the goals. 
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WPNG: 

PIPQG; 

C!PA: 

PECA: 

FMEA: 

GAINESVILLE: 

TALLAHASSEE: 

CEED: 

STAFF: 

ISSUE 43: 

GOLF: 

TECO: 

Yes. No position as to the levels of the goals. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position at this time. 

Pursuant to the decision in issue 22, should t he 
Commission set goals for residential and 
commercial/ industrial winter and summer KW, and 
residential and c ommercial/ industrial annual KWH 
natural gas substitutes for electricity during the 
period 1994-2003 pursuant to Rule 25-17 . 0021 ( 3), 
F.A.C., and if so, what should GULF's goals be·? 
(Staff) 

No position. 

No position. 

No . GULF's research and investigations have 
identified no natural gas substitution technologies 
that would be cost-effective under any market 
scenario. Accordingly, it would be inappropriate 
to establish numeric goals for conservation 
utilizing natural gas substitution. Furthermore, 
GULF believes electric utilities should not be 
compelled to actively promote natural gas 
technologies. GULF will continue to recommend 
natural gas technologies to our customers when 
appropriate and cost-effective on a customer 
specific, case by case basis. (Kilgore) 

Did not intervene in this docket. 



ORDER NO. PSC-94-0652-PHO-EG 
DOCKETS NOS. 930548-EG, 930549-EG, 930550-EG, 930551-EG 
PAGE 94 

LEAF: 

EVANS: 

FlaSEIA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

WFNG: 

FIPOG: 

CEPA: 

FECA: 

FMEA: 

GAINESVILLE: 

Yes. We are currently reviewing the data but have 

reached no final position on this issue. 
(McDonald, Shelley.) 

No position. 

Yes. Goals should be 
evidence introduced 
Dismukes) . 

Yes. Goals should be 
evidence introduced 
Dismukes). 

set 
at 

set 
at 

consistent 
hearing. 

consistent 
hearing. 

with the 
(Chernick, 

with the 
(Chernick, 

The Commission should set energy conservation goals 
for natural gas substitutes for electricity i.n 
order to encourage the diversification, and reduce 

the price of Florida's residential energy. GULF's 
goals should be set in accordance with the expert 
intervenor testimony presented on this issue. Rate 
impacts, identified through RIM or other means, 
should be accounted for to prevent inequitable rate 
increases. 

No position. 

Yes. 

Yes. No position at this · ime as to the 

appropriate goal for natural gas substitutes for 

electricity for Gulf Power Company. 

Yes, there should be goals for natural gas 
substitution, but no position at this time as to 

those goals. 

No pos ition. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 
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TALLAHASSEE: 

CBBD: 

STAPF: 

ISSUE 44: 

GULF: 

TBCO: 

LBA.F: 

EYANS: 

FlaSEIA: 

CITY GAS: 

No position. 

No position. 

No position at this time . 

Should the Commission direct GULF to implement, in 
cooperation with natural gas utilities within its 
service territory, cost-effective market pilot 
programs involving c ost-effective 
commercial/industrial natural gas technologie s? 
(Peoples/City) 

No position. 

No position. 

No. Given that GULF's extensive evaluations have 
demonstrated no cost-effective natural g as 
substitution technologies for implementation, such 
a mandate at this time would be an unnecessary 
burden on the Company's limited resources with no 
corresponding benefit resulting. In addition, for 
the reasons addressed by the Commission in Docket 
No. 890737-PU, electric utility promotion of 
natural gas is inappropriate. GULF will continue 
to recommend natural gas technologies to our 
customers when appropriate and cost-effective on a 
customer specific, cas e by c a se basis. (Kilgore) 

Did not intervene in this docket. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

Yes, the Commission should direct GULF to implement 
the natural gas pilot programs proposed by the 
natural gas companies. 

No position. 

Yes. 
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PEOPLES: 

Wl'NG: 

PIPUG: 

CBPA: 

PECA: 

FMQ: 

GAINESVILLE: 

TALLAHASSEE: 

CEED: 

STAFF: 

ISSUE 45 : 

GULP: 

Market pilot programs involving cost-effective 
commercial/industrial natural gas technologies can 
represent measures by which GULF can implement 

electric conservation through natural gas 
substitutes for elect ricity. Any such measures 
should be undertaken within the context of an 
overall plan to achieve GULF's natural gas DSH 

goals established by the Commission. 

Yes, as is reflected in Mr. Mcintyre's testimony. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position at this time . 

What should be GULF's annual residential winter and 
summer KW and annual residential KWh conservation 

goals during the period 1994-2003 pursuant to Rule 

25-17 . 0021, F.A.C.? (Staff) 

No posit ion. 

No position. 

The following table contains the overall goals GULF 
deems reasonably achievable for the combined 
residential and commerc ial/industrial classes 
during the period (Kilgore) : 
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TBCO: 

LEAF: 

BVANS: 

Summer Peak n Winter Peak n Annual KWH 
Reduction at Reduction at Reduction at 

Year Generator Generator Generator 

1994 

1995 

1996 

1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

2001 

2002 

2003 

90 52 60 

9,846 7,348 192 

10,550 7,394 724 

35,059 48,230 7 339 

59,581 89,067 19,657 

69,843 91,986 27,872 

83,704 95,026 32 425 

95,877 98 072 37,332 

99,722 100,859 41,126 

103,506 103,648 43,919 

Did not intervene in this docket. 

See SRC "best practices" scenario using the TRC 
test. (McDonald.} 

No position. 

GULF's KWh goals should be set at the SRC Final 
Report Best Practices TRC scenario for energy, 
adjusted for non-UP/CUE measures; and the 
Commission should set the summer and winter KW 
goals at the average of the SRC Final Report Best 
Practices TRC scenario (adjusted for non-UP /CUE 
measures} and GULF ' s TRC achievable potential. 
(Ch~rnick, Dismukes). 

GULF's goals should be set at the SRC Final Report 
Best Practices TRC scenario, adjusted to reflect 
costs and benefits for the Societal Test for all 
costs and benefits that are reasonably quantified. 

GULF's goals should equal or exceed the SRC study's 
residential best practices scenario under total 
resource cost analysis. Rate impacts, identified 
through RIM or other means, should be accounted for 
to prevent inequitable rate increases. 
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ll&Sfl;(A : 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

W'fNG: 

FIPUG: 

CEPA: 

FECA: 

FMEA: 

~ 

GAINESVILLE: 

TALLAHASSEE: 

CEED: 

STAFF: 

ISSUE 46: 

GULF; 

TECO: 

Supports LEAF's position on this issue. 

No position . 

No position. 

No position . 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position . 

No position. 

No position at this time. 

What should be GULF's annual commercial/industrial 

winter and summer K1. and annual 

commercial/industrial KWh conservation goals during 

the period 1994-2003 pursuant to Rule 25-17.0021, 

F.A.C.? (Staff) 

No position. 

No position . 

See Company ' s position on Issue 45. (Kilgore) 

Did not intervene in this docket. 

See SRC "best practices" scenario using the TRC 

test . (McDonald . ) 

No position. 
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LEAl: 

EVANS: 

FlaSEIA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

JflNG; 

FIPUG: 

CEPA: 

FECA: 

FMEA: 

nAt 

GAINESVILLE: 

TALLAHASSEE: 

CEEp: 

STAFF: 

GULF's KWh goals should be set at the SRC Final 
Report Best Practices TRC scenario for energy, 
adjusted for non-UP/CUE measures; and the 
Commission should set the summer and winter KW 
goals at the average of the SRC Final Report Best 
Practices TRC scenario (adjusted for non-UP/CUE 
measures) and GULF's TRC achievable potential 
(Chernick, Dismukes) . 

GULF's goals should be set at the SRC Final Report 
Best Practices TRC scenario, adjusted to reflect 
costs and benefits for the Societal Test for al l 
costs and benefits that are reasonably quantified . 

GULF's goals should equal or exceed the SRC study ' s 
commercial/industrial best practices scenario under 
total resource cost analysis. Rate impac=s, 
identified thro ugh RIM or other means, should be 
accounted for to prevent inequitable rate 
increases . 

Supports LEAF's position on this issue. 

No pos i t ion. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position . 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position at this time. 
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ISSUE 47: 

GULP: 

TBCO: 

LEAP: 

EVANS: 

Should a percentage of GULF's residential 
conservation goals be reserved for low and very low 
income customers, and, if so, how should th~ 

reservation be calculated and implemented? (Staff ) 

No position . 

No position. 

No. First, the statutory prohibition against 
giving any preference or advantage to any person or 
entity would be violated if GULF were to give low 
and very low income customers a priority in 
establishing conservation programs. Second, it 
would be administratively difficult to establish 
guidelines governing such a reserve, and many of 
the decisions which would have to be made in order 
to establish the reserve are beyond the 
jurisdiction of the Commission. Finally, if the 
purpose of establishing numeric conservation goals 
is to achieve energy and demand savings, there is 
no reason to target low and very low income 
customers as opposed to any other energy users . 
(Kilgore) 

Did not intervene in this docket. 

Yes. We are reviewing the testimony of others and 
conducting independent researc l to determine the 
best process and perc entage but have reached no 
final position on this issue . (McDonald, Shelley . ) 

No position. 

Yes. Pending the development o f better information, 
the Commission should set interim goals as 
recommended by the Florida Client Council . 
(Chernick, Stutz ). 

Yes. Pending the development of better information, 
the Commiss i on should set interim goals a s 
recommended by the Florida Client Council . 
(Che rnick, Stutz ). 

Fifteen percent of the residential conservation 
goals o f GULF should be reserved for customers with 
incomes below 125% of the p overty level. Fiftee n 
percent o f GULF's planned residential conservati on 
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FlaSEIA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

1flNG: 

FIPUG: 

CEPA: 

PECA: 

FMEA: 

JEA: 

GAINESVI LLE: 

TALLAHASSEE: 

CEED: 

STAFF: 

cost recovery charges should be earmarked for a 
statewide fund to provide energy conservation 
programs for these customers. The fund should be 
administered by the Florida Department of Community 
Affairs' weatherization program. The program would 
be designed within the same three month time frame 
as other utility energy conservation programs are 
designed. 

Yes. Supports FCC's position on this issue. 

No position. 

GULF's programs designed to implement its 
residential conservation goals should be available 
to all customers on a non-discriminatory basis. As 
a matter of policy, Peoples Gas does not object to 
GULF making special efforts to inform low-income 
customers of available programs nor to a small 
percentage "set-aside" for such customers, so long 
as such practices are cost-effective. 

Agree with Peoples Gas. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No pos ition. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position at this time. 
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TBco•s NUmeric Goals 

ISSUE 48: 

GULF: 

TECO: 

LEAF: 

EVANS: 

If numeric goals should be set for each major end

use category with~n each market segment, what 

should TECO's goals be? 

No position. 

"lo position. 

Not at issue for this party. 

Tampa Electric believes the Commission should set 
overall goals for residential and for commercial/ 

industrial only. (Currier) 

We believe that goals should be set in 

residential/commercial totals and for several key 
market segments where public policy supports: new 

construction, low income residential, 

solarjrenewables and natural gas substitution. 

(McDonald, Shelley, Dixon.) 

No position. 

Consistent with LEAF's recommendations on overall 

goals, the Commission should set specific goals for 

low income customers consistent with the Florida 

Client Council's recomrnendatic ns, solar energy 

goals consistent with the Florida Solar Energy 

Industry Association's recommendations, and natural 

gas substitution consistent with Peoples Gas 

Company's recommendations. 

Consistent with EVANS's recommendations on overall 

goals, the Commission should set specific goals for 

low income customers consistent with the Florida 

Client Council's recommendations, solar energy 

goals consistent with the Florida Solar Energy 
Industry Association's recommendations, and natural 

gas substitution consistent with Peoples Gas 

Company's recommendations. 

TECO' s goals should be consistent with the SRC 

study's best practices scenario under total 
resource cost analysis. Rate impacts, identified 

through RIM or other means, should be accounted for 

to prevent inequitable rate increases. 
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FlaSBIA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

1flNG: 

FIPUG: 

CEPA; 

FECA: 

FM£A: 

!liA.!. 

GAINESVILLE: 

TALLAHASSEE: 

CEED: 

STAFF: 

ISSUE 49: 

No position. 

No position. 

The Commission should recognize that natural gas 
substitutes for electricity are not an end use such 
as those identified in Rule 25-17.0021(3) (a-d)&( ; 
q) . Rather, natural gas substitutes comprise a 
range of end use energy options. TECO's Gas DSM 
goals, with respect to customers served by both 
TECO and Peoples, should be a cumulative total of 
25 MW of summerjwinter peak electric demand 
reduction and associated electric energy 
reductions. 

No position . 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position . 

No position at this time. 

Pursuant to the decision in issue 22, should the 
Commission set goals for r esidential and 
commercial/ industrial winter and summer KW, and 
residential and commercial / industrial annual KWH 
solar energy and renewable energy sources during 
the period 1995-2004 pursuant to Rule 25-
17.0021(3), F.A.C., and if so, what should TECO's 
goals be? (Staff) 

No position . 

No position. 
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GULF: 

TECO: 

LEAl: 

BVANS: 

FlaSEIA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

WlNG: 

FIPUG: 

~EfA: 

Not at issue for this party. 

The Commission should limit itself to establishing 
goals for residential and for commercial/industrial 
only. No specific e nd-uses should be determined 
and all goals should be cost-effective. (Currier) 

Yes. We are currently reviewing the data but have 
no specific position on this issue. (McDonald , 
Shelley.) 

No position. 

Yes . Until better information is developed through 
program design work, the Commission should set 
goals as recommended by the FlaSEIA. (Chernick) . 

Yes. Until better information is developed through 
program design ~ork, the Commission should set 
goals as recommended by the FlaSEIA. (Chernick) . 

The Commi ssion should set energy conservation goals 
for solar and renewable energy sources in order to 
encourage the diversification, and reduce the price 
of Florida 1 s residential energy. TECO 1 s goals 
should be set in accordance with the expert 
intervenor testimony presented on this issue. Rate 
impacts, identified through RIM or other means, 
should be accounted for to prevert inequitable rate 
increases. 

Yes. FlaSEIA has recommended aggressive solar 
energy goals for TECO of 4 3, 564 mWh. In the 
alternative, FlaSEIA has recommended moderate 
solar energy goals of 26,139 mWh, and base-case 
solar energy goals of 17,426 mWh. (Guiney, 
Lowenthal) . 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 
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FBCA: 

FM£A: 

nAl. 

GAINESVILLE: 

TALLAHASSEE: 

CEED: 

STAPF: 

ISSUE SO: 

GULF: 

TECO: 

LEAF: 

BYANS: 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position at this time. 

Pursuant to the decision in issue 22, should the 

Commission set goals for residential and 

commercial/ industrial winter and summer KW, and 

residential and commercial/ industrial annual KWH 

new construction goals during the period 1995-2004 

pursuant to Rule 25-17.0021, F.A.C., and if so, 

what should TECO's goals be? (DCA) 

No position. 

No position. 

Not at issue for this party. 

The Commission should limit itself to establishing 

goals for residential and for commer cial/industrial 

only. No specific end-uses should be determined 

and all goals should be cost-effective. (Currier) 

Yes. (McDonald, Goodman, Krier, Shelley, Dixon, 

Campbel l, Dusseau, Oven.) 

No position. 

Yes. Until better information is developed through 

program design work, the Commission should set 

goals which reflect the need to acquire "lost 

opportunity" resources. (Chernick). 

Yes. Until better information is developed through 

program design work, the Commission should set 

goals which reflect the need to acquire " lost 

opportunity" resources. (Chernick). 
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FlaSEIA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

WPNG: 

FIPUG: 

CEPA: 

FECA: 

FMEA: 

GAINESVILLE : 

TALLAJJASSEE: 

CEED: 

STAPP: 

ISSUE 51: 

The Commission should set separate goals where it 
appears that cross-subsidization of utility 
conservation programs would othe rwise result, or 
where there are strong societal interests in a 
particular sector having a conservatio n goal. 
TECO 1 s goals should be consistent with the SRC 
study 1 s best practices scenario under total 
resource cost analysis. Rate impacts , identified 
through RIM or other means, should be accounted for 
to prevent inequitable rate increases. 

Ye s. No position on goals leve ls a this time. 

No position. 

Yes. No position at to specific goal levels. 

Yes. No position as to specific goal levels. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No pos ition. 

No position. 

No position at this time. 

Pursuant to the decision i n issue 22, should the 
Commission set goals for residential and 
commercial/ industrial winter and summer KW, and 
residential and commercial/ industrial annual KWH 
natural gas substitutes tor electr icity during the 
period 1995-2004 pursuant to Rule 25-17.0021(3), 
F.A.C., and if so, what should TEC0 1 s goals be? 
(staff) 

No position. 
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GOLF: 

TBCO: 

LEAf: 

BVAHS: 

FlaSEIA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

WFNG: 

No position. 

Not at issue for this party. 

No . Gas substitution is not a DSM program . 
(Currier) 

Yes. We are currently reviewing the data and have 
specific position on this issue. McDonald , 
Shelley. 

No position. 

Yes. Until better information is developed t hrough 
program design work, the Commission should set 
goals as recommended by Peoples Gas . (Chernick). 

Yes. Until better inf ormation is developed through 
program design work, the Commission should set 
goals as recommended by Peoples Gas. (Chernick) . 

The Commission should set energy conservation goals 
for natural gas substitutes for electricity in 
order to encourage the diversification , and reduce 
the price of Florida's residential energy. TECO's 
goals should be set in accordance with the expert 
intervenor testimony presented on this issue. Rate 
impacts, identified through RIM or other means, 
should be accounted for to prev !nt inequitable rate 
increases. 

No position . 

Yes. 

Yes. The Commission should recognize that natural 
gas substitutes for electricity are not an end use 
such as those identified in Rule 25-17.0021(3) (a
d)&(i-q). Rather, natural gas substitutes comprise 
a range of end use energy options. TECO's Gas DSM 
goals, with respect to customers served by both 
TECO and Peoples, should be a cumulative total of 
25 MW of summer/winte r peak electric demand 
reduction and associated electric energy 
reductions. 

Yes. No position as to specific goal levels. 
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FIPUG: 

CBPA: 

FECA: 

FMP: 

~ 

GAINESVILLE : 

TALLAHASSEE: 

CEED: 

STAfF: 

ISSUE 52: 

GULP: 

TECO: 

peA: 

~ 

LEAP: 

EVANS: 

No position. 

No position . 

No position. 

No position . 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position at this time . 

Should the Commission direct TECO to implement, in 
cooperation with natural gas utilities within its 
service territory, cost-effective market pilot 
programs involving cost-effective 
commercial/industrial natural gas technologies? 
(Peoples/City) 

No position. 

No position. 

Not at issue for this party. 

No. If certain measures are cost-effective for 
natural gas ratepayers, then there is no reason to 
have an R&D program. The natural gas companies 
ought t o implement those o n their own. If these 
are defined as being already cost-effective, there 
is no reason to perform R&D to determine whether 
they are. (Currier) 

No position. 

No position . 

No position . 

No position. 
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FlaSI!iiA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

WlNG: 

FIPUG: 

CEPA: 

FECA: 

FMEA: 

~ 

GAINESVILLE: 

TALLAHASSEE: 

CEED: 

STAFF: 

ISSUE 53: 

GULF: 

Yes, the Commission should direct TECO to implement 
the natural gas pilot programs proposed by the 
natural gas companies. 

No position. 

Yes . 

Market pilot programs involving cost-effective 
commercial/industrial natural gas technologies can 
represent measures by which TECO can implement 
electric conservation through natural gas 
substitutes for electricity. Any such measures 
should be undertaken within the context of an 
overall plan to achieve the natural gas DSM goals 
for TECO set forth in Mr. Krutsinger's testimony. 

Yes. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position at this time. 

What should be TECO's annual residential winter and 
summer KW and annual residential KWh conservation 
goals during the period 1995-2004 pursuant to Rule 
25-17.0021, F.A.C.? (Sta f f) 

No position. 

No position. 

Not at issue for this party. 
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TECO: 

LEAF: 

EVANS: 

FlaSEIA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

WlNG: 

FIPUG: 

CBPA: 

FECA: 

FMEA: 

As set forth in Amended Document No. 3, page 1 of 
1, of Mr. Currier 's Exhibit No. (JEC-1). (Currier) 

See SRC "best practices" scenario using the TRC 
test. (McDonald . ) 

No position. 

TECO' s KWh goals should be set at the SRC Final 
Report Best Practices TRC scenario for energy, 
adjusted for non-UP/CUE measures; and the 
Commission should set the summer and winter KW 

goa l s at the average of the SRC Final Report Best 
Practices TRC scenario (adjusted for non-UP/CUE 
measures) and TECO ' s TRC achievable potential. 
(Chernick, Dismukes). 

TECO's goals should be set at the SRC Final Report 
Best Practices TRC scenario, adjusted to reflect 
costs and benefits for the Societal Test for a ll 
costs and benefits that are reasonably quantifie d. 

TECO's goals should equal or exceed the SRC study's 
residential best practices scenario under t otal 
resource cost analysis . Rate impacts, identified 
through RIM or other means, should be accounted for 
to prevent inequitable rate increases. 

Supports LEAF's position on thi f issue. 

No position. 

TECO's annual winter and summer kW and kWh 
conservation goals should include goals for natural 
gas substitution measures in the residential sector 
as part of the overall goals recommended by Mr. 
Krutsinger. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No pos i tion. 
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~ 

GAINESVILLE: 

TALLAJIASSBE: 

CEBD: 

STAFF: 

ISSUE 54: 

GULF: 

TBCO: 

LEAF: 

EYANS: 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

~0 position at this time. 

What should be TECO's annual commercial/industrial 
winter and summer KW and annual 
commercial/industrial KWh conservation goals during 
the period 1995-2004 pursuant to Rule 25-17.00?.1, 
F.A.C.? (Staff) 

No position. 

No position. 

Not at issue for this party. 

As set forth in Amended Document No. 3 , page 1 of 
1, of Mr. Currier's Exhibit No. (JEC-1). (Currier) 

See SRC "best practices" scenario usi ng the TRC 
test. (McDonald.) 

No position. 

TECO' s KWh goals should be set at the SRC Final 
Report Best Practices TRC scenario for energy, 
adjusted for non-UP/CUE measures; and the 
Commission should set the summer and winter KW 
goals at the average of the SRC Final Report Best 
Practices TRC scenario (adjusted for non-UP/CUE 
measures) and TECO's TRC achievable potential . 
(Chernick, Dismukes) . 

TECO's goals should be set at the SRC Final Report 
Best Practices TRC scenario , adjusted to reflect 
costs and benefits for the Societal Test for all 
costs and benefits that are reasonably quantified . 
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FlaSEIA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

WFNG: 

FIPUG: 

CEPA: 

FECA: 

FMEA: 

JBA: 

GAINESVILLE: 

TALLAHASSEE: 

CEED: 

STAFF: 

ISSUE 55: 

GULF: 

TECO's goals should equal or exceed the SRC study's 
commercial/industrial best practices scenario under 
total resource cost analysis. Rate impacts, 
identified through RIM or other means, should be 
accounted for to prevent inequitable rate 
increases. 

Supports LEAF's position on this issue. 

No position. 

TECO's annual winter and summer kW and kWh 
conservation goals should include goals for natural 
gas substitution measures in the 
commercial/industrial sector as part of the overall 
goals recommended by Mr. Krutsinger. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position at this time. 

Should a percentage of TECO's residential 
conservation goals be reserved for low and very low 
income customers, and, if so, how should the 
reservation be calculated and implemented? (Staff) 

No position. 

No position. 

Not at issue for this party. 
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TECO: 

LB.AP: 

EVANS: 

FlaSEIA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

WFNG: 

No market segment should have 
asides. All programs must be 
(Currier) 

individual set 
cost-effective. 

Yes. We are reviewing the testimony of others and 

conducting independent research to determine the 
best process and percentage but have no specific 

position on these issues . (McDonald, Shelley.) 

No position. 

Ye s. Pending the developme nt of better information , 

the Commission should set interim goals as 

recommended by the Florida Client Council . 

(Chernick, Stutz). 

Yes. Pending the development of better informat i on, 

the Commission should set interim goals as 
recommended by the Florida Client Counc il. 

(Chernick, Stutz). 

Fifteen percent of the residential conserva tio n 

goals of FPC should be reserved for customers with 

incomes below 125% of the poverty level. Fifteen 

percent of FPC's planned residential conservation 

cost recovery charges should be earmarked for a 
statewide fund to p r ovide energy conservation 

programs for these customers. The fund should be 

administered by the Florida Depc rtment of Community 

Affairs' weatherization program. The program would 

be designed within the same three month time frame 

as other utility energy conservation programs are 

designed. 

Yes. Supports FCC's position on this issue. 

No ?osit ion. 

TECO's programs designed to implement its 

residential conservation goals should be avai l able 

to all customers on a non-discriminatory basis. As 

a matter of policy, Peoples Gas does not objec t to 
TECO making special efforts to inform low-income 

customers of a vailable programs nor to a small 

percentage "set-aside" for such customers, so long 

as such prac tices are cost-effective. 

Agree wi th Peoples Gas . 
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liPUG: 

CEPA: 

FECA: 

I'MEA; 

nA1. 

GAINESVILLE: 

TALLAHASSEE: 

CEBD: 

STAFF: 

Miscellaneous 

ISSUE 56: 

GULF: 

TECO: 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position at this time. 

What type of i nteraction should the Commission have 
with DCA on CUE measures and Florida Energy 
Eff iciency Code changes? (Staff) 

The Commission should attempt to be helpful to DCA 
in modifying the Florida Energy Efficiency Code. 
Specifically, the Commission should work with DCA 
to see that CUE measures that pass DCA' s cost
effectiveness tests a r e incorporated into the next 
Florida Energy Efficiency Code. (Hugues) 

No position. 

The actions of the two agencies regarding 
conservation measures and energy efficiency should 
be complement ary and not inconsistent. Code issues 
are primarily within the jurisdict ion and control 
of DCA. It may be helpful for the Commission to 
provide information it has gathered from utilities 
regarding cost-effective conservation measures. 
The Commission and util i ties should monitor and 
provide input into DCA decisions concerning Florida 
Energy Efficiency Code changes . The ultimate 
decisions concerning Code changes must be l eft to 
DCA. (Kilgore) 

No position. 
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LEAF: 

BYANS: 

FlaSEIA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

Considerable potential exists in linking market
based incentive programs with code option measures 
to accrue net addi tiona 1 energy savings. New 
energy efficiency options in the marketplace will 
not been developed with an over-reliance on 
regulatory standards. The Commission should 
encourage energy efficiency measures that achiev~ 
results beyond code standards. (Goodman, Shelley, 
Dixon.) 

No position. 

In setting goals and in evaluating measures, the 
Commission and utilities should evaluate separately 
the new construction and retrofit market segments. 

The Commission should consider DCA' s analysis of 
prospective code changes, and include non
prescriptive code options in the DSM potential. 
Many measures can be screened and then made a part 
of a cost-effective new home construction program 
that can be implemented at a savings to ratepayers 
and to the citizens of Florida. Utility 
involvement can help drive the building code toward 
greater economic efficiency. (Chernick). 

No position . 

The Commission should work wit.J the Department of 
Community Affairs and other interested parties on 
CUE measures and the Florida Energy Efficiency Code 
in the manner requested by the Department. 

No position. 

No position. 

Agree with FPL and Gulf Power that the Commission 
and utilities should work with and assist DCA in 
evaluating potential code measures and in promoting 
the inclusion of cost-effective measures into 
future versions of the Florida Energy Efficiency 
Code . 
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1Q'NG: 

PIPUG: 

CEPA: 

FBCA: 

FMJA: 

GAINESVILLE: 

TALLAHASSEE: 

CEED: 

STAFF: 

ISSUE 57: 

Agree with FPL and Gulf Power that the Commission 
and utilities should work with and assist DCA in 
evaluating potential code measures and in promoting 
the inclusion of cost-effective measures into 
future versions of the Florida Energy Efficiency 
Code. 

No position . 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

The Commission should provide to the DCA a list of 
measures that it deems best handled by the s t ate 
energy code. The Commission should cooperate with 
the DCA in seeking inclusion of these measures in 
updates to the code. 

No position. 

No position at this time. 

What, if any, is the proper linkage among building 
code options and utility programs in establishing 
numeric conservation goals, evaluating demand-side 
management measures? (DCA) 

FPL objects to the last portion of this issue -
"and implementing demand-side management programs." 
That portion of the issue is beyond the scope of 
this proceeding. As to the remainder of the issue, 
if a measure which is a current building code 
option passes DCA's cost-effectiveness tests, it 
should be a candidate for inclusion in the 
prescriptive portion of the Code and should not be 
a measure considered in establishing numeric goals 
for utilities. If the code option measure does not 
pass DCA's cost-effectiveness tests but passes both 
the Commission's RIM and Participants Tests, it 
should be evaluated for achievable potential and 
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GULF: 

TECO: 

the measure's achievable potential should compete 
against all other neasures and resources in the IRP 
process. Code Opt ion measures that do not pass 
either the DCA' s c....::st-effectiveness tests or the 

Commission's RIM and Participants tests should not 

be considered in esta blishing goals. (Hugues) 

All CUE measures that have passed the Utility 
Composite Participant Test should be further 
evaluated by the Department of Community Affairs 
(DCA) for possible inclusion in the State Energy 
Code . This would provide a more cost effective 
method of implementation than i f electric utilities 
imp lemented these measures through DSM. (Jacob, 
Nordlinger) 

CUE Measures that pass the Utility Composite 

Participant Test should be further evaluated by the 
DCA for possib le inclusion in the State Ene rgy 
Code. This would provide a more cost- effective 

method of implementing these measures than 
implementation through electric utility DSM. 
(Kilgore) 

All CUE measures that have passed the Utility 
Composite Participant Test should be further 

evaluated by the Department of Community Affairs 

(DCA) for possible inclusion in the State Energy 
Code. This would provide a more cost-effective 
method of implementation th~n if a electric 
utilities implemented this measures through DSM. 

(Currier) 

The Commission should encourage utilities to link 
codes and new construction programs; provide 
incentives for new and existing code options to 
exceed minimums and for efficient technologies and 

practices l eading to code updates; sponsor 
education programs on codes for the building 
professions and c ode inspectors; and provide f unds 
to governments for enforcement . (McDonald, 

Shelley, Dixon.) 

No posit i on. 
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LB.AF: 

EVANS: 

PlaSEIA: 

CITY GAS : 

PEOPLES: 

JflNG: 

PIPUG: 

CEPA: 

FECA: 

PMEA: 

In evaluating measures and in setting goals, the 
Commission and utilities should evaluate separately 
the new construction and retrofit market segmentc . 
The Commission should consider DCA 1 s analysis of 
prospective code changes, and include non
prescriptive code options in the DSM potential. 
Many measures can be screened and then made a par t 
of a cost-effective new home construction program 
that can be implemented at a savings to ratepayers 
and to the citizens of Florida. Utility 
involvement can help drive the building code toward 
greater economic efficiency. (Chernick). 

In evaluating measures and in setting goa l s, the 
Commission and utilities should evaluate separately 
the new construction and retrofit market segments. 
The Commission should consider DCA 1 s analysif of 
prospective code changes, and include non
prescriptive code options in the DSM potential. 
Many measures can be screened and then made a part 
of a cost-effective new horne construction program 
that can be implemented at a savings to ratepayers 
and to the citizens of Florida. Utility 
involvement can help drive the building code toward 
greater economic efficiency. (Chernick). 

Building code provis ions relating to energy 
efficiency and utility DSM programs are 
complimentary and supplementar- · . The Commiss ion 
should work with the Department of Community 
Affairs and other interested parties on these 
issues in the manner requested by the Department. 

No position. 

No pos i tion. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 
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GAINESVILLE: 

TALLAHASSEE: 

CEED: 

STAFF: 

ISSUE 58: 

ISSUE 59: 

ISSUE 60: 

LIGAL 
ISSUB 61: 

FPL: 

No position. 

No position. 

If certain measures are a part of the energy code, 
their impacts should not be included in the values 
used to. calculate DSM goals, presuming that the 
utility did not invest in promoting these code 
requirements. Regulated utili ties should not be 
required to promote measures that rightly belong in 
the energy code. 

No position. 

No position at this time. 

ISSUE DELETED. 

ISSUE DELETED. 

ISSUE DELETED. 

What does "reasonably achievabl:" mean in Rule 25-

17.0021, F.A.C.? (LEAF) 

This term has no legal definition. FPL believes 
that on its face it means that there is a 
reasonable prospect that the goals established can 

be achievable through due diligence. Goals should 
not be unattainable or even so aggressive that 

the~e is not a reasonable prospect that they can be 

achieved. 

This term does not lend itself to precise 
definition. At a minimum, it implies that goals 
should be set at less than the maximum achievable 
level. "Reasonably achievable" goals therefore 

would allow a utility the opportunity to exceed as 
well as fall short of the goal. (Jacob) 
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GULP: 

TBCO: 

LEAf: 

BV:ANS: 

"Reasonably achievable" should be interpreted to 
mean energy savings based on technologies which are 
available in the marketplace and which have been 
demonstrated to achieve kw and kwh savings in a 
cost-effective manner. 

Again, the rule adopted by the Commission speaks 
for itself and Tampa Electric has not attempted to 
interpret language contained in the rule in 
connection with any specific factual situation. 

Those energy and demand savings that can be 
acquired by utili ties • "best efforts" to develop 
and implement DSM programs, taking into account a 
reasonable planning process that includes estimates 
of overlapping measures, rebound effects, free 
riders, interactions with building codes and 
appliance efficiency standards, and the utilities• 
latest monitoring and evaluation of conservation 
programs and measures. 

No position. 

It means those energy and demand savings that can 
be acquired by utilities• "best efforts" to develop 
and implement DSM programs, taking into account a 
reasonable planning process that includes estimates 
of overlapping measures, rebound effects, free 
riders, interactions with ~1ilding codes and 
appliance efficiency standards, and t he utility's 
latest monitoring and evaluation of conservation 
programs and measures. 

It means those energy and demand savings that can 
be acquired by utilities• "best efforts" to develop 
and implement DSM programs, taking into account a 
reasonable planning process that includes estimates 
of overlapping measures, rebound effects, free 
riders, interactions with building codes and 
appliance efficiency standards, and the utility's 
latest monitoring and evaluation of conservation 
programs and measures . 
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PlaSEIA: 

CITY GAS: 

PEOPLES: 

WPNG: 

FIPOG: 

CEPA: 

PECA: 

PMEA: 

~ 

GAINESVILLE: 

TALLAHASSEE: 

CEED: 

STAPF: 

IS~UE 62: 

"Reasonab ly achievable" refers to conservat i on 
goals that are consistent with impacts that are 
deemed to be reasonable. The Commission has a 
general charge to approve conservation goals that 

are proposed by any party if the goals satisfy th i s 
requirement. 

No position. 

No position. 

No posit i on. 

No position. 

No position . 

CEPA would define "reasonably achievable" to be DSM 
programs which are cost-effective when all demand 

and supply side alternat i ves are contemporaneously 
eva luated. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position. 

No position at this time. 

ISSUE DELETED. 
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VII. EXHIBIT LIST 

Witness 

Sim 

Sim 

Huguesj 
Sim 

Hugues; 
Sim 

Huguesj 
Sim 

Huguesj 
Sim 

Hugues 

Hugues 

Landon 

Hugues 

Proffered By 

FPL 

FPL 

FPL 

FPL 

FPL 

FPL 

FPL 

FPL 

FPL 

FPL 

I. D. No. 

(SRS-1) 

(SRS- 2) 

(EGH/SRS-1) 

(EGH/SRS-2 ) 

(EGH/SRS-3) 

(EGH/SRS-4) 

(EGH-1) 

(EGH - 2) 

(JHL-1) 

(EGH-3) 

Description 

Cost-Effectiveness 
Goals Results Report 
Appendix K (Volumes 1 
-11) 

Prefiled Exhibit of 
S.R. Sim, Documents 1 
-6 

FPL Cost-Effecti veness 
Goals Results Report 

Cost-Effectiveness 
Goals Results Report 
Appendices A-J 

FPL Code/Utility (CUE) 
Measures Evaluation 
(Volumes 1-4) 

FPL Cost-Effectiveness 
of Gas Measures 

F: or ida Power & Light 
Company, Demand Side 
Management Technical 
Market Potential 
Results Report 

Prefiled Exhibit of 
E.G. Hugues, Documents 
1-13 

Rebuttal Exhibit of 
J.H. Landon, 
Appendices 1 & 2, 
Documents 1-4 

Rebuttal Exhibit of 
E.G. Hugues, Docume nt 
Nos. 1 4 - 20 
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Witness Proffered By 

Sim FPL 

FPL LEAF 

Jacob FPC 

Jacob FPC 

Jacob FPC 

Nord linger FPC 

Nordl i nger FPC 

Nord linger FPC 

Nordlinger FPC 

I.D. No. 

(SRS- 3) 

(LEAF-1) 

(MFJ- 1) 

(MFJ- 2) 

(MFJ-3) 

(ALN- 1) 

(ALN-2) 

(ALN- 3) 

(ALN-4) 

Description 

Rebuttal Exhibit of 
S.R. Sim , Document 
Nos . 1-4 

LEAF Requests for 
Admission s to FPL No . 
1, 2 , 3, 4, 9, 10, 11, 
12, 13, 14, 16, 17, 
24, 25, 26, 34, 35 . 

FPC ' s Cumulative 
Conservation Goal 
Recommendation 

Copy of Article from 
The El ectricity 
Journal, "DSM: Not for 
Jobs, but on its 
Merits ," by R. M. Solow 

Summary section of "An 

Analysis of 
1 Employment Impacts of 
Electric Efficiency in 
Florida' , A Study 
Prepared by the 
Gt..odman Group, " by 
M.W. Butler 

FPC ' s Integrated 
Resource Planning 
Process 

Supply-Side Screening 

Reverse Screening 

199 4 Integrate d 
Resource Plan Base 
Optimal Supply-Side 
Plan 
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Witness Proffered By 

Nordlinger FPC 

Nord linger FPC 

Chamberlin FPC 

Chamberlin FPC 

Goldsmith FPC 

Goldsmith FPC 

Goldsmith FPC 

Kilgore GULF 

Kilgore GULF 

Caves GULF 

Bushart GULF 

I.D. No. 

(ALN-5) 

(ALN-6) 

(JHC-1) 

(JHC-2) 

(MWG-1) 

(MWG-2) 

(MWG-3) 

(JTK-1) 

(JTK-2) 

(DWC-1} 

(RDB-1) 

Description 

Demand-Side Portfolios 

1994 Integrated 
Resource Plan 

Resume and list of 
publications by John 
H. Chamberlin, Ph. D. 

List of studies 

List of Selected 
Publications by Mdrc 
w. Goldsmith 

Comparison of Gas 
Rates Used by City 
Gas and Peoples' Gas 

Electric Resistance 
vs. Electric Heat 
Pump vs. Gas for Hot 
Water 

Me 1sures passing RIM, 
TRC tests; Gulf 
Power's Integrated 
Resource Planning 
Process; Proposed 
Conservation Goals 

SRC comparison of 
conservation results 
for various utilities 

Resume of Douglas W. 
Caves 

Copies of various 
a rticles from 
professional journals 
concerning economic 
analysis of DSM 
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Witness Proffered By 

Long GULF 

currier TECO 

Bryant TECO 

Bryant TECO 

Bryant TECO 

Bryant TECO 

Hernandez TECO 

I.D. No. 

(CDL-1) 

(JEC-1) 

(HTB- 1) 

(HTB-2) 

(HTB-3) 

(HTB-4) 

(TLH-2) 

Description 

Schematic outline of 
GULF/Southern 
integrated resource 
planning process 

FPSC RIM and TRC 
Portfolios and 
Tampa Electric's RIM 
Portfolio 

Appendix A-Residential 
Measures 

Appendix a - Commercial 
Measures - RIM Secti on 

Appendix C-Commercial 
Measures - TRC Section 

Appendix D-Gross 
Savings Tables and 
Benefit/Cost Results 
Tables 

Document No . 1 -
Typ e and Size of 
Pl ... nned Units 
Document No. 
Incremental 

2 
Supply 

Side and Demand 
Resources 
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Witness Proffered By 

Tracy TECO 

Fox- Penner DOE 

Fox-Penner DOE 

Dismukes LEAF 

Chernick LEAF 

I. D. No. 

(DAT-1 ) 

(PSF-1 ) 

(PSF-2) 

(DED-1) 

(PC-1) 

Description 

Document No. 1 -
Residential Hydro-Heat 
Document No. 2 
Residential Gas 
Water Heater 
Document No. 3 - Gas 
Engine Drive Chiller 
- College 
Document No. 4 - Gas 
Engine Drive Chiller 
- Hospital 
Document No. 5 
Commission Cost 
Effectiveness Test 
(Participant) 
Residential Hydro
Heat (Double 
I n t e g r a t e d 
Appliance) 
Document No. 6 
Commission Cost 
Effectiveness Test 
(Participant) 
Residential Gas 
Wate r Heater 

~)E Exhibit A, a 
biography which 
describes Dr. Fox 
-Penner's 
qualifications 

DOE Exhibit B, a 
statement of the 
Federal Executive 
Agenc ies' positions on 
demand-side management 
issues in proceedings 
before regulatory 
commissions. 

Composite SRC-IOU 
Comparison Schedules 

Resume of Paul 
Chernick 
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Witness Proffered By 

Chernick LEAF 

Chernick LEAF 

Chernick LEAF 

Chernick LEAF 

Chernick LEAF 

Evans Evans 

Evans Evans 

Chavis FCC 

Chavis FCC 

Chavis FCC 

Chavis FCC 

Chavis FCC 

I.D. No. 

(PC-2) 

(PC-3) 

(PC-<.) 

(PC- 5) 

(PC-6) 

(DBE-1) 

(DBE-2) 

(LRC-1) 

(LRC-2) 

(LRC-3 ) 

(LRC-4) 

(LRC-5) 

Description 

Summary of Externality 
Values 

FPL Plant-Distribution 
Calculations 

FPL Transmission Data 

Comparison of 
Estimated Savings 
Potential & Goals 

LEAF Proposed Goals 

Palm Beach Post 
article. 

Worth magazine 
article. 

Florida Power & 
Light's answers to 
FCC's first 
interrogatories on low 
i .. come programs 

Florida Power Corp. 's 
answers to FCC's first 
interrogatories on low 
income programs 

Gulf Power Co. 's 
answers to FCC's first 
interrogatories on low 
income programs 

Tampa Electric Co.'s 
answers to FCC's first 
interrogatories on low 
income programs 

Current FPSC approved 
conservation programs 
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Witness Proffered By 

Chavis FCC 

Frazier FCC 

Frazier FCC 

Nelson FCC 

Nelson FCC 

Nelson FCC 

Nelson FCC 

Nelson FCC 

Nelson FCC 

I. D. No. 

(LRC-6) 

(HF-1) 

(HF-2) 

(MJN-1) 

(MJN- 2) 

(MJN-3) 

(MJN- 4) 

(MJN- 5) 

(MJN-6) 

Description 

FPSC tabulated energ} 
conservation program 
costs as of April 13, 
1994 

Excerpt from DOE, 
State Energy Price and 
Expenditure Report 
1991 (September 1993) 

State weatherization 
waiting list survey 
conducted in October, 
1993 

Resume of M. Jane 
Nelson 

Comparison of Flor ida 
electric utility 
conservation goals 
with SRC analysis 
prepared by David 
Dismukes 

LEAF 1 s proposed draft 
IZP rule for Florida 
electric utilities 

Analysis of economic 
and environmental 
externalities pr epared 
by Dr. Paul Template 

Planning process 
overviews supplied by 
the electric utilities 
at the March 3, 1994 
staff workshop 

Florida Power & 
Light 1 s present va 1 ue 
revenue requirements 
analysis 
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Witness Proffered By 

Nelson FCC 

Stutz FCC/LEAF 

Stutz FCC/LEAF 

Stutz FCC/LEAF 

Stutz FCC/LEAF 

Guiney FlaSEIA 

Shelley DCA 

Shelley DCA 

I. p. No. 

(MJN-7) 

(JS-1) 

(JS- 2) 

(JS-3) 

(JS-4) 

(WTG-1) 

(LLS-1) 

(LLS-2) 

Description 

Florida Power & 
Light's RIM 
preliminary cost 
effectiveness 
screening work sheet 

Differences between 
traditional 
planning and 
integrated resource 
planning 

• Optional investing, • 
The Economist, 
January 8, 1994 

Employment growth in 
Florida and in the 
United States, 1987 
-1992, by firm size 

Percent of family 
income spent on 
natural gas and 
electricity in the 
United States, by 
i ·1come 

Composite Exhibit 
on Solar Energy 
Potential and Proposed 
Numeric Solar Energy 
Goals 

The Wisconsin Public 
Service Commission 

The memorandum of 
understanding between 
the Department and the 
Public Service 
Commission 
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Witness Proffe red By 

Shelley DCA 

Di xon DCA 

Dixon DCA 

Dixon DCA 

Goodman DCA 

Goodman DCA 

Krier DCA 

Oven DCA 

McDonald DCA 

Stark CITY GAS 

I.D. No . 

(LLS-3) 

(RD-1) 

( RD-2) 

(RD-3) 

(IG-1) 

(IG-2) 

(BK-1) 

(HS0-1) 

(CM-1) 

(JBS-1) 

Description 

A letter from L. 
Benjamin Starrett t o 
Chairman Dea son dated 
January 13, 1994, that 
provides additional 
information about the 
Department's position 
Conservation/Utility 
Evaluation (CUE) 
measures 

Board of Building 
Codes staff evaluation 
of CUE measures 

Florida Solar EnLrgy 
Corp. evaluation of 
building efficiency 
standard system 

Report on cooperation 
between building 
inspectors and 
utilities: To be 
offered by Dixon. 

Goodman Report 

Goodman Resume 

Krier Resume 

Report on power plant 
emissions. 

The Synergic Res ources 
Co rp. (SRC) report 

Report On Natural 
Gas Potentia l 
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Witness 

Stark 

Furman 

Furman 

Furman 

Furman 

Furman 

Furman 

Furman 

Blaylock/ 
Krutsinger 

Blaylock/ 
Krutsinger 

German 

German 

Proffered By 

CITY GAS 

CITY GAS 

CITY GAS 

CI TY GAS 

CITY GAS 

CITY GAS 

CITY GAS 

CITY GAS 

PEOPLES 

PEOPLES 

PEOPLES 

PEOPLE~ 

I. D. No. 

(JBS-2) 

(RCF-1} 

(RCF-2) 

(RCF-3) 

( RCF-4) 

(RCF-5) 

(RCF-6) 

(RCF-7 ) 

(WAC/VIK-1} 

(WAC/VIK-2) 

(MIG-1) 

(MIG-2) 

Description 

Settlement Offer 

Electric Air 
Conditioning System v. 
Natural Gas Engine Air 
Conditioning System 

Monthly Energy Bills 

List of Recent Gas 
Engine Chiller 
Installations 

List of Gas-Fired 
Desiccant Dehumidi
fication systems 

Diagram Conventional 
Energy System v. 
Engine-Generator 
Cogenerator System 

List of Cogeneration 
Plants i n Florida 

Li3t of Non-Utility 
Generators in Florida 

Participant 1 s Test for 
Residential Gas 
Measures 

Participant 1 s Test f or 
Commercial and 
Industrial Gas 
Measures 

Natural Gas 
Technologies Included 
in Electric Utility 
DSM 

EPA Letter to FERC 
Chairman 
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Witness Proffered By 

German PEOPLES 

German PEOPLES 

German PEOPLES 

Krutsinger PEOPLES 

Krutsinger PEOPLES 

Krutsinger PEOPLES 

Seelke PEOPLES 

Seelke PEOPLES 

FPC PEOPLES 

r. D. No. 

(MIG-3) 

(MIG-4) 

(MIG-5) 

(VIK-1) 

(VIK-2) 

(VIK-3 ) 

( JLS-1) 

(JLS-2 ) 

(PGS-1 ) 

Description 

Electric versus 
Natural Gas Price -
Residential Sector 

U. s. Department of 
Energy, Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking 
and Public Hearing, 
Docket No. EE-RM-9 0 
-021, Energy 
Conservation Program 
for Consumer Products 

Natural Gas: Can It 
Play a Ma j or Rolt in 
Limiting Greenhouse 
Warming? 

Summary of Peoples Gas 
Sys tem's Energy 
Conservation Programs 

Peoples Gas System -
Program Status 
Summary 

P~oples Gas System
Estimated Electric 
Demand and Energy 
Savings from 
Residential Gas Use 
Revenue Requirements 
Comparison Example, 
With and Without 
Emission Allowance 
Cons i derations 

S02 Emissions Saving 
From Replacing an 
El ectric Res i stance 
Water He ater in a 
Single Family Home. 

Evaluation of Natura l 
Gas Measures 
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Wi tness Proffered By 

FPL PEOPLES 

GULF PEOPLES 

TECO PEOPLES 

Slater CEPA 

Schmalensee CEED 

I.D. No . 

(PGS-2) 

(PGS-3 ) 

(PGS-4) 

(KJS-1) 

(RLS-1) 

Description 

Evaluation of Natural 
Gas Measures 

Evaluation of Natural 
Gas Measures 

Evaluation of Natural 
Gas Measures 

Te chnical 
Qualifications and 
Professional 
Experience 

Composite Rebuttal 
Exhibit of Richard L . 
Schmalensee 

Parties and Staff reserve the right to identify additional 

exhibits for the purpose o f c ross-exami na tion . 

VIII. PROPOSED STIPULATIONS 

The parties have verbally stipulated to the admis sibility o f 

the SRC Final Report and appendixes into evidence . 

LEAF and FPC have entered into a stipulation pertaining to 

certain procedural and substantive issues which was filed in Docket 

No. 930549-EG. 

IX. RULI NGS 

On May 13, 1994, City Ga s s e nt a memo randum to all parties of 

record stating City Gas intended to pres ent a short video on 

natural gas cooling technologies prior to Mr. Furman's testimony . 

On May 16, 1994, TECO filed a motion to exclude the videotape from 

proffered evidence at the hearing. On May 19, 1994, City Gas 

responded in opposition to TECO's motion. I rul e that the video 

shall not be shown at the hearing; instead, City Gas can utili ze 

the video as an exhibit, and as such it sha l l be treated as any 

other evidence proffered in these dockets. If parties wish to 
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conduct cross examination concerning the video, they must view it, 

write down what was said, and then ask their questions at the 

hearing . Thus, City Gas may proffer the video into evidence, but 

the videotape may not be presented as testimony during the hearing. 

Post-hearing briefs are due July 22, 1994 . 

It is therefore, 

ORDERED by Chairman J. Terry Deason, as Prehearing Officer, 

that this Prehearing Order shall govern the conduct of these 

proceedings as set forth above unless modified by the Commission. 

By ORDER of Chairman J. Terry Deason, as Prehearing Officer, 

this 26th day of Mav , 1994 . 

( S E A L ) 
MAH : bmi 

NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICJAL REVIEW 

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by Section 

120.59(4), Florida Statutes, to notify parties of any 

administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders that 

is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, as 

well as the procedures and time limits that apply. This notice 

should not be construed to mean all requests for an administrative 

hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief 

sought. 

Any party adversely affected by this order, wh ich is 

preliminary, procedural or intermediate in nature, may request: 1) 

reconsideration within 10 days pursuant to Rule 25-22.038 ( 2), 

Florida Administrative Code, if issued by a Prehear i ng Officer; 2) 

reconsideration within 15 days pursuant to Rule 25-22 . 060, Florida 

Administrative Code, if issued by the Commission; or 3) judicial 

review by the Florida Supreme Court, in the case of an electric, 

gas or telephone utility, or the First District Court of Appeal, in 

the case of a water or wastewater utility. A motion for 
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. 
reconsideration shall be filed with the Director, Division of 
Records and Reporting, in the form prescribed by Rule 25-22.060, 
Florida Administrative Code. Judicial review of a preliminary, 
procedural or intermediate ruling or order is available if review 
of the final action will not provide an adequate remedy. Such 

review may be requested from the appropriate court, as described 
above, pursuant to Rule 9.100, Florida Rules of Appellate 
Procedure. 
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