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ORDER SETTING CONSERVATION GOALS 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

r. 

Docket Nos. 930548-EG, 930549-EG, 930550-EG, and 930551-EG 
were opened · to·. implement Rules 25~17. 001-.005, Florida 
Administrative Code. These rules require the setting of numeric 
demand side management (DSM) goals for electric utilities subject 
to the Florida Energy Efficiency and Conservation Act (FEECA) , 
366.80-366.85 and 403.519, Florida Statutes. In this proceeding, 
we also considered implementation of two standards set forth in 
the Public Utilities Regulatory Policy Act of 1978 (PURPA) as 
amended by Subtitle B, Section 111, of the Energy Policy Act of 

· 1992 .. (EPACT) . ·These standards .are commonly referred to as the 
"Integrated Resource Planning" and the "Income Neutrality 11 

standards. 

The Prehearing Order for this proceeding was issued on May 26, 
1994 (OrderNo. PSC-94-0652-PHO-EG). The hearing was held on the 
following days: June 1.;.4; 6-10, 17-18, 20-21, 27, 29-30, and July 
12, 1994. These dates included service hearings that were held in 

·the evenings for the public in Tallahassee on June 1, in Miami on 
June 30, and in Tampa on July 12, 1994. Briefs and Posthearing 
Statements were filed on August 22, .1994. A special agenda 
conferer .. .:::e to decide the issues was held on October 3, 19 94 . 

II. POST HEARING MOTIONS 

A. THE LEGAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSISTANCE FOUNDATION INC.'S 
OBJECTIONS TO LATE-PILED EXHIBITS. 

· The Legal Environmental Assistance Foundation, Inc. (LEAF) has 
filed objections to Late Filed Exhibits 55, 56 and 164 in this 
docket. It is our longstanding policy that late-filed exhibits are 

. taken subje9t to objection of the parties of record. LEAF has 
filed a timely objection to the late-filed exhibits. In its 
objection, LEAF specifically cites its inability to conduct cross
examination on the documents, and complains that the documents did 
not•strictly conform to the terms of the request for late filed 
exhibits.·. LEAF also contends that the late-filed exhibits contain 
new information that was not contemplated or envisioned when the 
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exhibits were requested, and that ·this new information could 
··.· prejudice ifs. case and violate its due process rights. LEAF has 

stated1egitimate grounds for exclusion of these documents. Late
filed exhibits 55, 56, 141 and 164 shall therefore be excluded from 
the record in this docket since they do not explicitly conform to 
the terms of the requested .information. · 

. OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS' 
NON-FINAL ORDER. 

MOTION FOR 

The··· Florida Department of · Community Affairs (DCA} seeks 
reconsideration of the ruling at the hearing to exclude redirect 
testimony of DCA witness Rick Dixon regarding the 11 Errata and 
Additions.sheet" that hadpreviously been excluded from evidence. 
The ."Errata and ·Additions Sheet 11 was essentially new or 
supplemental testimony that ·was handed to the parties on the 
morning on which Dixon was called to the witriess stand. The 
exhibit· wa·s excluded from evidence because it contravened our 
procedural orders and was fundamentally unfair. {Tr. 3407-14} The 
DCA then sought to elicit the same information contained on the 
"Errata and Additions Sheet" from its witness through redirect 
testimony, claimingthat Tampa Electric Company (TECO) had asked 
questions on cross to "open the door" to this line of questioning. 
We· rl.lled that the narrow questions asked by TECO did not open the 
door,. and that . no further questions could be asked about the 
document.· 

The DCA now argues that its witness should have been permitted 
to refresh his memory by inspecting the document, and then 
permitted to testify about its contents. This is not a new 
argument. It was made at the hearing and rejected by the 
Commission. · (Tr. 3542) · 

The DCA has failed to raise any point or contention that the 
Commissionoverlooked or failed to consider at the hearing below. 
See Pia.Hoond ··Cab· Co.· of Miami v King, 146 So 2d 889 (Fla 1962) . In 
facti we properly ruled to exclude the .·exhibit below on two 
occasions. Where . all parties were required by Commission Order to 
prefile testimony weeks before the .. hearing'· and where DCA made no 

· request or motion to file supplemental testimony, it was entirely 
proper to exclude supplemental testimony cloaked in the guise of an 
"Errata and Additions Sheet". The DCA' s Motion for Reconsideration 
of Non-Final Order is therefore denied. 
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS' MOTION TO ADMIT EXHIBIT 

At the hearing, Florida Power and Light Company (FPL) objected 
to the new analysis contained in DCA 1 s exhibit 90, and asked for 
additional time to review the document. We reserved ruling on 
DCA's.requestto have the document admitted into the record. On 
August 9, 2994, DCA filed a written motion to admit exhibit 90 .. On 
August 19, 1994, FPL filed a response to DCA' s motion enumerating 
several errors that FPL believes exist in exhibit 90, but 
withdrawingFPL's objection to the exhibit with the understanding 
that FPL's "withdrawal should not be viewed as an endor~ement of 
the exhibit.~' 

FPL was the. only party to object to exhibit 90. With the 
withdrawal of FPL'sobjection, the exhibit shall be admitted into 
the record. · 

METHODOLOGY/PROCESS 

FPL' s planning process and data are reasonable for purposes of 
evaluating DSM measures and establishing numeric goals. The 
company incorporated a relatively robust planning process that 
evaluates all required measures and FJ?L specific· DSM measures. 
Several partie~ disagree in whole o~ in part with FPL's analysis 
and planningassumptions. While we find.that certain elements of 
FPL' s ·evaluation and data could be improved, such as its failure to 
reflect the cost of sulfer.dioxide trading allowances, questionable 
gas arialysi~ data, and failure to establish goals for the years 
200L-2003, we .. detect no fatal flaws in FPL' s process that would 
significantly alter the outcome. 

FPJ.J. calculated the achievable market potential for each 
measure by incorporatinga screening analysis with both the RIM and 
TRC tests, using a 1997 CT avoided unit.· This type of unit appears 
only in. FPL' s · .. base case supply side plan. Input assumptions 
regarding cost and performance of the • measures were updated to 
reflect those specific to FPL' a service territory. FPL mapped 
measures into competing and complementary groupings. to identify 
interrelationships. Market potential estimates were calculated for 
each measure.. Two lists were created,. one with all programs 
passing RIM, and one with all programs passing TRC regardless of 
whether RIM was passed. The two lists were then examined in FPL' s 
IRP process, which screened the measures with a more detailed cost-
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. Measures which passed this . screening were 
then run through a linear programming model to create optimal 
packages of DSM measures that. were then ·incorporated into the long 
term resource plan. (Ex. 3) · · 

FPL . developed . three. plans to . analyze its need for DSM 
programs: aSupply Only plan, a DSM RIM plan, and a DSM TRC plan. 
(Ex. 3, Tr. 44) FPL compared the Present Value Revenue 
Requirements (PVRR) of each plan and the ·annual rate impacts in 
cents/Kwh of each plan prior·toselecting the DSM RIM plan as the 
.least cost plan of maintaining the lowest possible system rates. 
(Tr. ·60) · · · ·· · · · 

CEPA argues .that FPL's analysis ,includes too much DSM in its 
resource plan at.the expense of competitively bid supply options. 
CEPA asserts that trueintegrated resource planning requires a year 
by year simultaneous comparison of both· supply and demand side 
options. {Tr. 3334-36} 

CEPA asserts that . FPL' s plan is not optimal because the 
production costing model Electric Generation· Expansion Analysis 
System ·(EGEAS) was not allowed .to select the most economic units 
when capacity additions were identified iri the reliability studies. 
(Tr. 3342) The 1997 CT avoided units were not selected on the 
basis · of .. cost. ·Rather they were placed in. the plan due to 
construction timing concerns. {Ex. 3<P· 66) FPL's witness Dr. Sim 
explained that combustion turbines were selected in 1997, not 
because they produced the lowest average. 1evelized rate, or lowest 
Present Value Revenue Requirements (PVRR), but because they were 
the only type of unit that FPL could permit and build in the 
limited time frame. (Tr. 410) Additionally, FPL used a string of 
pulverized coal unitsas a proxyfor newunits in the years 2002 
forward. · FPL' s planning assumptions drew criticism from CEPA' s 
witness Mr. Slater, who stated that FPL' s IRP process is not 
optimal if measured by the . criteria of the Energy Policy Act 
Section 111, because it should not produce a string of the same 
typecapacity in future years. (Ex.3 67-?3, Tr. 3343) 

CEPA argues that FPL used different methods to project 
generating unit outages for existing units and new capacity 

. additions, which affect system reliability indices such as LOLP, 
and ultimately overestimate the amount of capacity needed for the 
systemby 140-265 MW .. (Tr. 404-06) ·.Mr. Slater calculated 265 MW 
of extra capacity in the Supply. Only plan by 2003. Without that 
extra capacity, the plan would have included two, not three, 
combustion turbine· units in 1997. (Tr. 3359-60, 3395) FPL' s 
witness Dr. Sim agreed with CEPA's theory about: the 140 MW, but 
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noted that FPL. could not have ·_constructed any less capacity, 
because generating plants comein discreet sizes~ (Tr. 406) 

LEAF, in c~ntrast to CEPA's position, believes that FPVs 
planning process is inadequate and biased against DSM because it 
did not produce an.optimal least cost supply plan. (Tr. 1787) 
FPL' s Supply Only plan resulted in a 42 MW shortage in 2001. The 
company chose to accept thereliabilityrisk ratherthan include a 
new unit that introduces a bias against DSM. (Tr. 1787) LEAF also 
.takes issue with FPL's use of a 2 year~payback criterion to screen 
DSM measures. . . (Tr. 1746) FPL responds that the screen was an 
attempt to estimate free>riders, as required by the Commission Rule 
25-17.0021,- Florida Administrative Code. (Tr. 4284) 

. . . . . . 

LEAF takes issue with FPU s use. o:f the revenue requirements 
method to evaluate a measure's cost-effectiveness where the life of 
the measure was less t.han the avoided unit life. This requires the 
installation of a second measure to match or exceed the avoided 
unit life. (Tr.1751"-52) LEAF witness Chernick testified that FPL 
should> either have included the full life cycle cost of the 
reinstallation or credited back the· installation cost for those 
years past the avoided unit's life. (Tr. 1883) We agree that a 
mismatch between the measure's life and the avoided unit's life 
would lead to end-effects not recognized in the analysis. End

. effects would allow . a. comparison of the two plans based on 
·differences in critical indicators such as installed capacity, 
. reserve margins, andreliability indices at the end of the planning 
period .. We do not believe the end-effects mismatch has a material 
impact because the end"- effects ·.are minimized by present value 
discounting. 

Mr. Chernick also testified that FPL understated its avoided 
cost by· not including the proper cost of_ avoided capacity, energy, 
transmission-· and- distribution, environmental externalities, and 
recognition of Clean Air Act Compliance costs in its plan. (Tr. 
1761:-81) 

FPL asser~s that avoided c~sts were not understated, because 
the _avoided unit, a 1997 CT chosen due to construction time 
constraints, causes higher_. total system cost and more cost
effective OSM-RIM than the preferred economic choice, a 1997 
Combinec:lCycle. (Tr. 4598) The cost-effectiveness of any DSM 
program is._ dependent on the total system cost _ of new capacity 
options to which the DSM is compared. (Tr. 4598) 

Mr .. Chernick testified that FPL should use $400/KW for the 
avoided distribution costa when evaluating DSM measures rather than 
the $30-50/KW range that the company used.- · (Tr. 4606) LEAF 
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assez:ts that 93%. of FPL' s total distribution cost ($431/KW) are 
avoidable through DSM options. (Tr. 1775) . FPL argues that LEAF 1 s 
analysis incorrectly includes the cost of maintaining the existing 
distribution system and the cost of adding new customers. (Tr. 
4604) 

·. . . : .: . ' . . . .. . ' ·.. ' . 

FPL cites twoseparate studies to support its current estimate 
of $50/KW. . . (Tr. 4604) FPL' s first study separated total 
distribution cost.· into three types. (Tr. 4606) Type I costs 
{$241/KW) are required to connect new subdivisions and new 
customers. These.· costs include new underground and overhead 
feeders, . transformers; and meters. Type II costs {$46/KW} are 
growth related expenditures to upgrade primary f.eeders and 
substations. Type III. costs ($141/KW) are .for asset replacement 
maintenance of existing equipment at accepted standards. (Tr. 
4605} ·. 

FPL concluded.· that DSM options have a significant impact on 
Type II costs only, because Type r·and II costs are incurred to 
serve new customers on the system. Type I and III costs do not 
vary significantly with reductions in customer 1 s load as LEAF 
alleges. (Tr. 4605} 

Mr·. Chernick criticized FPL for not assigning a cost in its 
.·planning·.·· process · for possible future costs of air toxic 

requirements. (Tr. 1869-70} . Under cross examination, Mr. Chernick 
testified thathe wanted FPL's current foreCast to assume that air 
toxic controls would be in place in the future. Mr. Chernick 
believes that FPL should. make resource choices today as if those 
controls wilL be in place in the future.· (Tr. 1873} FPL asserts 

·.that LEAF's recommendation goes well beyond the EPA definition of 
system costs, which include all direct and quantifiable net costs 
for environmental compliance. (Tr. 4579) FPL does not believe 
that it is appropriate to include cost projection or estimates for 
compliance with environmental la~s that do not yet exist. (Tr. 
4579) 

.t-'PL did not conduct an optimization on units past the year 
··2002 .. FPL 1 S primary focus ison.thenext avoidable unit, a 1997 
· CT· {Ex. 3 p. 69-70) FPL ~id identify three types of capacity in 

·· · its Supply Only plan; a CT ·in 1997, aCCin 1998-99, and a PC in 
2002. (Ex. 3 p. 73) Since the goals will be revisited every five 
years, this appears.to be reasonable, particularly since this is 
our first attempt to set numeric ·goals since 1980. FPL used a 
string of coal. units to indicate a base load need. FPL chose to 
optimize its resource plan based on rate minimization, not on 
lowest system cost .or lowest present worth revenue requirements. 
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FPL contends that since its DSM-RIM plan cannot fully defer 
the 340 MW resource need in 2002, 210 MW of remair.ing cost-· 
effective DSM-RIM should not be included in the Company's goal for 
the years 2001'-2002. We believe that FPL' s planning process should 
have demonstrated more flexibility in the latter. years of the 
planning process by incorporating 130 MW (340-210} of other supply 
options along with the 210 MW of DSM-RIM potential previously 
deleted from its proposal to meet :the 2002 need. (Ex. 3 p. 61, ?l} 
As discussed herein, we believe a combination of supply and DSM is 
appropriate for this period. 

l"LORIDAPOWER CORPORATION'S (FPC) METHODOLOGY/PROCESS 

FPC first identified the avoided unit to which potential 
demand-sidemeasures are compared forcost-effectiveness. FPC did 
this by ••freezing 11 existing levels of DSM, so. that no DSM programs 
were added or removed from FPC's .. existing plan, and no new 
participants were added to existing programs. FPC then determined 
its future resource. plan as strictly a supply-side plan. The first 
generating unit in that plan was FPC's avoided unit. 

. ' 

FPC analyzed ~11 of the measures characterized as "utility 
program•• ··.(UP) measures in our Fourth Order Establishing Procedure 
(Order No .. PSC~93-1679-PCO-EG, November 19, 1993}. All UP measures 
that passed the Participant and . RIM tests were compared against 
supply-side measures for inclusion in FPC's resource plan. 

The cost-effectivl:mess methodology used by the utilities to 
evaluate . demand~side measures was a point of contention at the 
hearing . In FPC's planning' process, a demand-side measure is 
cost-effective only if it produces a lower rate impact than a 
competing supply-side resourcei that is, the measure must pass the 
Rate Impact Measure (RIM) test. LEAF, FCC, FlaSEIA, and DCA 
advocate use of· the Total Resource Cost· (TRC) test over RIM. 

. LEAF generally agreed that FPC'&_ planning process and the 
resulting data are reasonable and appropriate for use in setting 
numeric<conservationgoals. LEAF's disagreement with FPC was not 
,over its planning process . but rather over the fact that FPC 
screened DSWprogramswith the RIM test rather than TRC. 

We reject Florida Solar Energy Industries Association, Inc.'s 
(FlaSEIA) assertion that FPC's planning process failed to consider 
purchased power~ The record· reflects · that FPC. purchases firm 
capacity, through short-term and long-term contracts, from the 
Southern Company. (Ex. 39) These and other firm purchases are 
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projected to decline over the next tenyears because there will be 
less capacity available.from FPC's neighbors to"purchase. 

We also :reject FlaSEIA's contention that· FPC's planning 
process failedto.ccinsider cogeneration. The record :reflects that 
FPC currently purchases 473 MW of firm capacity from cogenerators, 
and. has contracted to purchase an additional. 661 MW of firm 
capacity oyer the next tenyears (Ex .. 39} . The record demonstrates 
that FPC has substantially considered cogeneration. 

FlaSEIA' s contention that FPC's . planning process 
underestimates avoided costs l.s not supported by the record. FPC 
identified al65 MW advanced combustion turbine unit as the next 
needed unit in its supply-side only plan ... (Ex. 42) The installed 
cost of the avoided unit has decreased substantially over the past 
few years, from $389/KW to $252/KW. {Tr. 1112) FPC Witness Niekum 
attributed this cost reduction to competition in the generation 
supply . market. Given that the cost of the avoided unit has 
dropped, so has FPC's avoided cost. We find that FPC :reasonably 
estimated avoided costs. 

We do not. accept the positions of Florida Client Council (FCC) 
·· and Florida Department of Consumer Affairs (DCA) that FPC's 

planningprocess is not reasonable because it did not use the TRC 
testin screeningDSM measures. DCA also believes that FPC should 
consider ' the 11 non-::-quantifiable11 benefits of DSM to Florida Is 
economy. {Tr. · 2037, 2077-8, 2964"5} This position is not 

. consistent with Rule. 25-.17.002, Florida Administrative Code, which 
·· explicitly states the conditions under which PSM programs are 

approved .. The effects of these non•quantifiable benefits cannot be 
determined under any test. · 

By using the·· RIM test, FPC assures that its DSM measures will 
resultin the lowest possible rates. FPC's use of the RIM test is 

· reasonable. ·We find that the planning process and data used by FPC 
evaluating demand side measures are reasonable. 

GuLF., S METHODOLOGY /PROCESS 

The planning process utilized by GULF is deficient. GULF 
included the incremental savings from its existing programs in its 

· .. ·base case plan. Existing programs are thus retained in the base 
case andintegrated plan. This causes existing programs to be 

·· winners by default and may reduce the cost-effectiveness of other 
measures. The other IOU' s properly removed the effects of 

.·incremental DSM savings from the base c~se analyses. In addition, 
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GULF did not include the incremental savings from its existing 
programs in its proposed goals. (Tr. 1282) 

GULF'sanalysis of the DSMmeasures was contradictory. GULF 
did not model interactive effects among measures, or bundle. direct 
load· control measures:. Modelling measures·independently can have 
the eff.ect of a higher goal, while not bundling direct load control 
measures ·.could. result in lower goals. GULF's witness Kilgore 
testified "as I answered earlier, we did not explicitly analyze 
those interictive effects ... " {Tr~:l250) 

GULF used some of its data incorrectly. On cross-examination, 
Mr. Kilgore indicated that certain pages were missing from Exhibit 
52, the .CEGRR summary. (Tr. 1291) ·Also, certain data inputs to 
the CEGRR filing were incorrect .. Mr. Kilgore testified, "for that 
TT\easure,.that was an error on the input. 11 (Tr. 1295) GULF also 
l.lsed adifferent coding systemto identify theDSM measures, which 
expanded upon the . Synergic Resources Corporation {SRC) coding 
system. 

The first procedural order in this docket required that the 
results be .. broken .· down between residential and 
commercial/industrial classes. GULF presented only a total number 
for bothclasses over the planning horizon. (Ex. 45) 

We therefore conclude that the planning process employed by 
Gulf in this docket is not adequate. 

D. TECO' S METHODOLOGY /PROCESS 

TECO contracted with Synergic Resources Corporation (SRC} to 
perform the analysis of. DSM measures. {Tr. 1435) Prior to SRC 
performing its analyses, TECO . revised the cost and savings 
assumptions of severaL of the DSM meas . ...1res. Adjustments were made 
for more recent . cost information, . and for different savings 
assumptions that were.specific to TECO's service territory. The 
SRC analyses properly accounted for and treated interactive effects 
.of· competing and complementary measures~· 

TECO's planning process.initiallyremoved the effects of all 
incrementaL DSM in. the planning period. TECO developed a supply 
only plan against which DSM would·· be meaeured for cost
effectiveness.·.· This . step properly .. ·allowed all DSM measures 
analyzed to compete to·avoid future capacity. 
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TECO included five . years . (1993-1997) of transmission and 
distribution (T&D) p:roj ects in calculating its avoided cost. (Tr. 
1335, Ex~ 58) ·DCA points out that no T&D project costs were 
consideredbeyond 1997 and contends that by including such costs, 
more ~ost effect.ive. DSM would be implemented. We question the 
exterit to which DSM avoids T&D. ·In ·theory, some transmission 
projects could be downsized due to reduced peak demand growth 
caused by DSM programs. · · 

Given that TECO did analyze T&D projects in its planning 
process, we find that . use of ·a five year planning horizon is 

·reasonable. . Because T&D, especially distribution, is driven 
primarily by the magnitude and location of growth, shorter term 
pl<:mning is reasonable. In addition, no evidence was presented 
showing additional potential T&D projects that TECO should have 
analyzed, or the impact. on the cost-effectiveness of DSM measures. 

DCA argues that TECO did not consider other societal benefits 
from DSM programs. Pursuant . to Rule .25-17.008, Florida 

. ·Administrative Code, utilities and otherparties may include other 
· · benefits and other costs in the calculation of the TRC test, 

resulting in a . societal test. No party in these dockets has 
quantified the suggested environmental and economic benefits of DSM 
programs .. The Department of Environmental Protection has no plans 
to assign costs to environmental factors in the immediate future. 
(Tr. 3050) Therefore we have little basis upon which to consider 
the impacts of these effects on the cost-effectiveness of the DSM 
measures evaluated. 

We find that TECO' s planning process and data utilized in 
·. evaluating . the DSM measures was reasonable for the purposes of 
this docket. 

DATA USED IN ESTABLISHING CONSERVATION GOALS 

Except for the data and analyses for gas substitution, we rely 
heavily on the data contained in each utility's Cost-Effectiveness 
Goals Results Report· {CEGRR} to establish conservation goals. 

It is our desire to .set achievable goals that incorporate the 
utility's planningprocessanalysisas Rule 25-17.0021(3), Florida 
Administrative Code, provides. We do not place a great deal of 
reliance on SRC' s Best Practices Scenario. The Best Practices 
Scenario contains some extremely optimistic assumptions, such as 
~he removal of all investment cost barriers to conservation. It 
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. ·. . 

· .. was initially portrayed by SRC as the epitome of what could be 
achieved if .money .were no.· object. . (Tr. 2818, 4297) The Best 
Practices Scenario lacks utility specific planning information. 
For example 1 demand savings through 2003 {2120 MW) . exceed FPL' s 
resource needs of 1646 MW through 2003. (Tr. 4297) · DCA witness 
McDonald, the principal in charge of the SRC study, agreed that· a 
utility specific analysis, with assumptions specific to its seryice 
territory,·wouldbe a moreaccurate estimate·of the cost-effective 

· potential of a conservation measure than the more generalized SRC 
study. {Tr. 2722-24} .. · There is . no information in the record 
regarding the rate impact of the Best Practices Scenario. 

We have. considered the entire record. from this proceeding in 
establishing. conservation goals for. Florida's · investor-owned 
utilities .. For the. reasons. mentioned above, we have relied on the 
data contained in each utility's Cost-Effectiveness Goals Results 
Report (CEGRR), with the exception of data for end-use natural gas. 
As further discussed herein; the· utilities should obtain better 
data on. end-use natural gas through .. demonstration projects. 
Final1y 1 as set forth below, we have made several adjustments in 
the data submitted by Gulf in .order to compensate for deficiencies 

Gulf·' s planning process. · 

FPL' S ·ASSESSMENT. OF THE MARKET SEGMENTS AND MAJOR END-USE 
CATEGORIES. 

Rule 25-17.0021{3), Florida Administrative Code, requires the 
utilities to assess ·.certain end-uses in the residential and 
commercial/industrial sectors. These end-uses encompass all 
electricity consuming areas of a residence and a 
commercial/industrial facility. The rule ensures the that the 
goals set are the result of an assessment of a comprehensive list 
of DSM measures. 

FPL evaluated a total of 217 measures, including the entire 
list>of potential utility programs {UP) as directed by Order No. 
PSC-93~1679-PCO-EG and individtial utility specific measures. (Ex. 
3) FPL evaluated the residential measures in single family, multi
family and. mobile home .. segments. . {Ex. 16) Additionally, FPL 
evaluated commercial/industrial measures in three different 
building ·types. . . (Ex. 16) . FPL evaluated new and existing 
construction in accord with Order No. PSC:-93 -1679-PCO-EG. FPL also 
evaluated natural gas measures andmeasures that were identified 
for.p6ssible inclusion in building codes. (Tr. 4278} 
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.·. . We find that in the preparation of its proposed goals, FPL 
· ·adequately assessed the end-uses listed in the rule, except for 

natural gas substitution measures. 

While we find that FPL performed an adequate assessment of the 
ma.rket segments and major end,-use categories, we are concerned with 
FPL' s conclusion that no cost~effective opportunities exist in the 
residential market segment for water . heating measures. FPL has 
historically been involved in this market segment with DSM programs 
foralternate source water heating measures such as heat recovery 
units arid solar water heaters; We instruct FPL to reassess 
residentiaL water heating measures when it proposes programs to 
meet its.goals during the program implementation segment of these 
proceedings. · 

FPC'S ASSESSMENT OF THE MARKET SEGMENTS AND MAJOR END-USE 
CATEGORIES. 

FPC analyzed· over 110 measures contained in the SRC Report to 
determine the technical market potential of the measures. These 

·. measures cover multiple market segments and end-use categories 
(residential/commercial/industrial, .new and existing structures) . 

FPC evaluated the cost-effectiveness of all measures classified as 
potential utility programs (UP)· in Order No. PSC-93-1679-PCO-EG, 
issuedNovemberl9, 1993 ... '(Ex. 37) FPC also analyzed the natural 
gas substitution.measures. (Ex. 36) 

As discussed herein, FPC did not adeq;,;_ately assess natural gas 
substitution measures. FPC should obtain better data on end-use 

.·.natural gas substitution measures. through demonstration projects. 
With this exception, FPC adequately assessed the major end-use 
categories contained in Rule 25-17.0021(3), Florida Administrative 
Code · 

GULF'S AsSESSMENT OF THE MARXET ~EGMENTS .AND MAJOR END-USE 
CATEGORIES. 

As we indicated above, Rule 25~17.0021(3), Florida 
Admii1istrative Code requires the utilities to assess certain end
uses in the residential and commercial/industrial sectors. The 
rule ensures that the goals set are the result of an assessment of 

·a comprehensive ·list of DSM measures. We find that Gulf's 
assessment of market segments and major end-use categories was not 
adequate. · · · · 
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GULF's only assessment of the market segments and major end .. 
use. categories took place· during the. TMPRR period of this docket. 
After that, GULF did not present any data or analyses that met the 
requirements of the rule.·· GULF's proposed goals were presented by 
GOLF's ·witness Kilgore as a total number in exhibit 4 5 . The nuinber 
did .·.not include a breakdown between residential and 
commercial/industrial, . nor did exhibit 45 provide a further 
breakdown within the residential and commercial/industrial market 
segments to reflect existing and new construction. as the rule 
requires. In addition/ GULF's assessment did not separate the data 
into major·end-use categories as the ruledirects. We find that 
Gulf's assessment of· the market·· segments and major end-use 
categories was cle~rly inadequate. 

TECO' S ASSESSMENT OF THE MARKET SEGMENTS AND MAJOR END-USE 
CATEGORIES. 

TECOevaluated the entire list of potential utility programs 
in compliance·· with Order No. PSC-93-1679-PCO-EG. TECO evaluated 
theresideritial measures in single family, multi-family and mobile 
home segments. · (Tr. 1441) TECO also evaluated 

. commercial/industrial measures in ten different building types for 
new and existing construction. . (Tr. 1441.) TECO also evaluated 
natural gas measures. (Ex. 156} 

We iind th~t in the ~reparafion of its proposed goals, TECO 
adequately assessed the end-uses listed in the rule, except for the 
gas substitution measures discussed herein. 

V. . GENERIC METHODOLOGY/PROCESS 

DEFINITION·. OF.· AVOIDED COST IN EVALUATION OF DEMAND-SIDE 
MANAGEMENT MEASURES AND ESTABLISHMENT OP NUMERIC GOALS • 

. "Avoided Cost~' for use in evaluation of DSM measures and the 
establishment ofnurrieric conservation gOals is that cost which the 
utility could reasonably expect to incur in the form of some other 
supply-sideresources in the absence.ofDSM conservation measures. 
We decline .. to adopt a single detailed description of all the 

· factors to be considered in the term "cost". We will evaluate each 
utility filing for reasonableness on a case-:-by-case basis. 
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COST EFFECTIVENESS CRITERIA 

We will set overall conservation goals for each utility based 
on measures . that pass both the participant .. and RIM tests. The 
record in.this docket reflects that the difference in demand and 
energy saving between RIM and TRC portfolios are negligible. ·. We 
find that goals based on measures that pass TRC but not RIM would 
result in increased rates and would cause customers who do not 
participate ina utility DSM measure to subsidize customers who do 
participate.· Since the record reflects ·.that the benefits of 
adopting a TRC goal are minimal, we do not believe that increasing 
rates/ even slightly, is justified.· 

Although we are setting goals based solely on RIM measures, we 
encourage utilities to evaluate implementation of TRC measures when 
it is found that the savings are large and.the rate impacts are 
small. . Some measures that may fall into this category are solar 
water heating, photovoltoics, high efficiency on-site cogeneration, 
renewable resources, end-use naturalgas and commercial lighting. 

Upon petition .. from . a . utility, 1ost revenue recovery and 
stockholder incentives shall be considered on a case-by-case basis 
for suchTRCmeasures that result in large savings and small rate 
impacts. . We.· are not implying .. that lost . revenue · recovery or 
incentives .will be approved across the board for all such programs. 
Rather, each program or program portfolio will be considered on a 
case-by,-casebasis forincentives and lost revenue recovery. 

Utilities are free to file whatever portfolio of programs they 
~ish,. including TRC programs, in order to meet their goals. Demand 

energy ·savings achieved through Commission approved TRC 
programs (including programs approved for incentives and lost 

·. revenue recovery) shall be .counted toward each utility's RIM based 
goal. 

Each utility's RIM based conservation goal shall be considered 
to be .a minimum, pass/fail goal. · .. We are not setting aspirational 
goals in this docket ... Each utility shall be expected to achieve 

<its goal. Any utility that does not achieve its goal shall be 
eitherpenalized or.have programs prescribed to it in a manner to 
be determined by this Commission on a case-by-case basis. 
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CONSIDERATION OF THE INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLANNING STANDARD SET 
FORTH IN THE PUBLIC UTILITIES REGULATORY POLICY ACT (PURPA) AS 
AMENDED. BY TBE ENERGY POLICY ACT.OF 1992. 

In compliance with the Public Utilities Regulatory Policy Act 
{PURPA) as. ar.1ended by the Energy Policy Act of 19.92, we have 
consider.ed the integrated· resource planning standard set forth in 
the Act. We have carefully reviewed the integrated resource 
planning processes employed by each utility iri these dockets. We 
find that the process employed by each utility is consistent with 
the intent embodied in the federal standard and that our review 
process has been· in furtherance of the .·.intent of the Act. We 
embrace the concept of integrated resource planning that in general 
utilities should incorporate both demand-side and supply-side 
resources {including non-utility resources) into their plans to the 
extent they are cost. effective. We do not adopt the federal IRP 
standardbecause of definitional uncertainties associated with the 
standard and uncertainties as to the role of the Federal government 

interpretation and enforcement of .the standards. 

' ·, . ' ·.· . . ··. . ;_. ', . 

THE INVESTMENTS IN. CONSERVATION AND DEMAND MANAGEMENT STANDARD 
IN THE PUBLIC UTILITY REGULATORY POLICY ACT AS AMENDED BY THE 

. ENERGY POLICY ACT OF 1992. 

We embrace the concept of the Investments In Conservation and 
Demand Management standard as set forth in the Energy Policy Act, 

. but do not· adopt the Federal standard. Uncertainty exists as to 
the effect of adopting the Federal.standard, and as to the role of 
the Federal government in interpretation and' enforcement of the 
Federal standard for those states adopting it. 

Upon petition from a utility, lost revenue recovery and 
stockholder incentives shall be considered on a case-by-case basis 
for solar, renewables, ·natural gas substitution, high efficiency 
cogenerc=ttion and other measures or programs that may have high 
savings and negligible rate impacts.· 

After goals are adopted, the utilities shall be allowed to , 
propos;e selectedprograms that fail RIM for lost revenue recovery 

·and .. stockholder incentives • ·Utilities have ample incentives to 
pursue programs that pass RIM. . {Tr. 255i) The decision to allow 
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incentives and recovery of lost revenues shall be made or. a case
by-case basis. As stated by Dr. Fox-Penner, a riet lost revenue 
adjustment procedure (NLRA) is less likely to shift risks from 
shareholders to ratepayers than ··some forms of decoupling. (Tr. 
821) 

COMMISSIONAU'l'HORITYTO SET END~USE GOALS 

The electric utilities and Florida Municipal Electric 
Association contend that FEECA and Rule 25-17.0021, Florida 
Administrative Code, only require the Commission to set overall 

·.goals· and that end-use goals are not permitted under the. rules or 
statutes. LEAF/Eyans, DCA, FCC, FlaSElA, and the gas utilities 
contend that FEECA gives the . Commission broad authority to set 
"appropriate" goals; calls for . " ... the use of solar energy, 

·renewable energy sources, highly efficient systems, cogeneration, 
and load control systems"; and is to be liberally construed. They 
assert that FEECA' s intent can only be implemented effectively 
through end-use goals.· 

FEECA and Rule 25-17.0021, ·Florida Administrative Code, 
···require the Commission to ·set overall goals. Overall goals are 
. mar:datory and must be set. ·It does not follow however, that end
use goals are not permitted under FEECA or Rule 25-17.0021, Florida 
Administrative Code~ FEECA gives the Commission broad authority to 
carry ..-:-ut its intent to · accomplish energy-efficiency and 
conservation~ FEECA specifically ·instructs that it is to be 
liberally construed. · .. If we find · that end-use goals are an 
appropriate means to accomplish the intent of FEECA, we clearly 

· have broad discretion to implement those goals. 

The fact that we chose in our rule to.require overall goals 
does not in any way prohibit us from establishing end-use goals. 
End~use goals are neither mandated nor. prohibited. They are 
neither encouraged nor discouraged by FEECA or Rule 25-17.0021, 
Florida Administrative Code. While end-use goals may not be 

·established in lieu of overall goals, they ID2Y be established in 
eddition to overall. goals, if we deem them appropriate and they are 
consistent with the overall goals. 
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SHOULD END-USE GOALS BE· SET? 

. . Various intervening parties . such as LEAF, FCC, DCA, and 
FlaSEIA advocate establishingend:-use goals for particular market 

· segments .. · These parties advocate specific programs addressing 
~6lar and renewable ·· energy, natural· gas, low income, and new 

. construction market se9ments. · 

DCA.·.·· witness McDonald acknowledged that overall goals are 
preferable to end-use goals because they reduce the risk to the 
utility ()f realizing projected market penetrations, in addition to 
energy and demand savings from individual end-use programs. {Tr. 
2747} Overall goals provide theutility with flexibility to trade 
off.· energy and demand savings from other measures in meeting an 
overall goaL (Tr. 2747} · Mr. McDonald testified that flexibility 
affords the utility the opportunity to take advantage of changes in 

· costs and· technology, which help to minimize the cost of the 
demand-side management opt ions. (Tr. 2 74 8} 

FPLwitness Hugues also testified that overall goals provide 
· flexibility to a utility. A shortfall in one end use can be 
compensated for by success in another. (T. 483) FPL witness Dr . 

. Sim testified that end-use goals are the very antithesis of 
iritegr<:~ed resource planning and lead to sub-optimal, cost
ineffective plans. (Tr. 4565) 

. Wedonot.findit appropriate to set num~ric goals for each 
major end-use category at . this . time. DCA witness McDonald 
testified that it is important that goals be set on an aggregate 
basis and not by end-use. (TR. 2649, 2719} Overall goals will 
give the electric utilities flexibility to respond to changing 
technologies and. economic . circumstances. We will therefore set 
overall nume.:r-icgoals for the residential and commercial/industrial 
sectors consistent with Rule 25-17.0021, Florida Administrative 
Code. We will not set end-use goals at this time for any end-use 
category, including solar and . renewable energy, natural gas 
substitution, low income or new construction market segments. 

REHEWABLES 

PPL 

Green Pricing. is . a relatively new concept. Customers 
voluntarily choose to donate money on their monthly bills for the 
utility to engage in the procurement and implementation of 
renewable technologies. FPL should consider this option to promote 
the installation of solar water heating and other renewable 



930550-EG, 930551-EG 

measures·during the program development and submittal stage of the 
conservation goals.process. 

. . In resppnse to DCA·. witness Nelson's testimony regarding 
guidelines- for acquisition of renewable resources, FPL witness 
Hugues testified that renewables should only be pursued if they are 

. cost-effective to all of FPL's customers. (Tr. 4312} He also 
testified that FPL would cooperate with the Commission and the 
solar energy industry in trying a different approach than a set
aside·. to the promotion of renewables. · (Tr. 4313) Mr. Hugues 
suggestedvoluntaryG:reen Pricing as one option to allow customers 
to contribute to a fund·.· to be used · for the installation of 
renewables· on the FPL system. (Tr. 4313) 

Various intervenors correctly point out numerous references in 
the Florida Statues, where the Legislature encourages the 
development and use of solar and renewable energy sources to meet 
the complex energy needs of Florida. (Tr. · 2619} FPL opposes solar 
due to lost revenues resulting from energy savings, and proposes to 
discontinue the existing program after the goals agenda. (Tr. 724} 
FPL reports a negative cost-benefit ratio of o. 8 and 0. 26 under the 

.. RIM and TRC tests respectively. ·.·(Ex. 1.4) 

In FPL' s December 1990 revised petition to continue its 
residential solar water heating program, the Company recognized the 
program as being in the best interest of its customers and the 
state of Florida. (Tr. 2620) FPL stated that by continuing the 
program, the Company could continue assisting the development of a 
rer .. ewable energy source· within its service territory, which would 
help advance the policy objectives set forth in Rule 25-17.001, 
Florida Administrative Code and FEECA. The Company also recognized 

. a potent.l.aJ. negative effect upon the solar industry if this program 
·was discontinued. (Tr; 2620) The Commission's order approving 
FPL's program recognized the program's contribution to the 

· advancement of the FEECA policy objectives regarding renewable 
resources. (Tr. 2621) 

We believe that Green Pricing options should be considered in 
··the repackaging of FPL' s existing solar water heating program. 
FPL's primary reason to discontinue thisprogram is the estimated 

·.cumulative lost revenues of approximately $1, 000, 000 for the fou:r 
year period 1990-1993. (Ex. 24) In light of the Legislative 

·intent to encourage solar resources, this is a small price to pay 
to decreaseFlorida's dependence on fossil-fuels, and to assist in 
the sustainment of the solar water heating industry in Florida. 
FPL shall therefore develop alternate funding sources such as (but 
not limited to) voluntary green pricing to promote the installation 
of solar water heating and other renewable measures. Any demand or 



ORDER NO. PSC-94:.1313-FOF-EG 
DOCKETS NOS. 930548-EG, 930549-EG, 930550-EG, 930551-EG 
PAGE 27 

energy savings achieved through implementation of solar or other 
renewable measures shall be counted toward accomplishment of FPL' s 
conservation goal. 

B. PPC, GULF AND TECO 

. .. .·.FPC, .GULF and TECO shall explore the development of alternate 
funding sources such as voluntary Green Pricing to promote the 
installation of solar water heating and other renewable measures. 
FPC, GULF and TECO shall evaluate voluntary Green Pricing in 

.. conjunction with the development of DSM programs designed to meet 
theutilities' numeric goals. FPC, GULF and TECO shall conside1'7" 
this option du~ing the program development and submittal stage of 
this docket. to encourage the. development of solar and renewable 
energy resources. Any demand or energy savings achieved through 
implementation of ·. solar. or other renewable measures shall be 
counted toward accomplishment of the utilities' conservation goal. 

IX. 

We will not set specific. end-use. goals for natural gas 
substitution for electricity. The utilities' analyses indicate a 
lack of sufficiently accurate information upon which we could set 
specific goals. 

Electric utilities should continue to consider measures to 
reduce. electric energy end use without regard to the input fuel 
used to reduce electricity demand. The Commission has long 
advocated and recognized the prudence of natural gas use as a means 
to mitigate volatility of winter peak demands in Florida. After 
our investigation into the cold weather emergency that occurred in 
peninsular Florida on December 23-25, 1989 we stated: 

Utilities are encouraged to continue to develop and 
implement cost-effective conservation programs approved 
by the Commission, including those that promote the cost
effective use of natural gas to moderate Florida 1 S 

dependence on electric heating. Docket No. 900071-EG, 
Order No. 22798 at 7. Issued March 20, 1990. 

Witnesses for the electric utilities in this docket supported 
the use of measures that passed the RIM and the participant tests. 
If a measure is cost-effective, whether it be gas substitution or 
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other measure, the utility should adopt its use. According to 
FPL' s Dr .. Sims; .· "From our standpoint we believe that if a gas 

.. measure passes both the RIM and participants' test, that it's cost
effective for all.of our customers, then we won't have a concern 

. with> that measure being implemented. 11 . ( Tr. 54 7) FPL 1 s Mr. Hugue s 
foJ.lowed with;. nwe would recommend to our customers any measure, 

·. regardless Of Whether itt S gas Or any Other measure I that itt 6 COSt 
effective for both the participants and nonparticipant alike. So 
it would have to pass both the RIM and the participants test. 11 

(Tr. 665) _ Mr. Jacob for FPC supported the RIM and· participant 
. tests for measures to be considered cost-effective for 
conservation. (Tr. 986-.987) Mr. Kilgore for GULF recommended RIM 

. because it yields the correct . conclusions for GULF and its 
· customers. (Tr. 1203) . · Mr; Currier ·for· TECO encouraged the 
Commission to support RIM and the Participant test as the standard 
for adopting DSM measures. He called it a 11 no-loser practice. 11 

·we have previously determined that we will not set specific 
end-use goals for natural gas substitution for electricity. 
However, . each electric utility· shall be required to conduct 
research and demonstration projects in the functional areas of 
heatiria, cooling; dehumidificationand water heating and to develop 
Florida-specific. information on performance and cost-effectiveness 
of those technologies .. · Each utility shall be required to file, 
within six months, in ·a separate docket, its plans for these 

·. research and development projects in accord with the provisions of 
Rule 25-17.001 (5) (f), .Florida Administr~tive Code. We encourage 

· and will consider rewarding electric utilities that cooperatively 
develop joint projects with gas utilities to produce measurable 
conservation savings. 

We will not order the electric utilities to conduct joint: 
\ltilitypilot programs with any gas utilities, because it does not 
appear that Commission..:,ordered cooperation will be productive. 
During this docket, City. Gas and FPL attempted to negotiate a 
cooperative gas pilot: project. (Tr. 3174} They have been unable 
to reachanagreement on the project. FPL and City Gas have an 
unending dispute over appropriate inputs to the cost-effectiveness 
tests. (Tr. 3174-75) FPL is unsure of current data available on 
gas measures, and'wants actual field data. (Tr. 669) FPL has 
agreed with the concept of. demonstration projects, but raised 
objections ·as to how such program were to be conducted, While 
recognizing that it. isthe input values that are in dispute, FPL 
insisted on prescreening .·the demonstration measures prior to 
implementation. (Tr. 4472-73) City Gas believes that prescreening 

. by FPL is an attempt to prejudge the demonstration project. (Tr. 
4476) . . . -
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We are not finding fault or judging the merits of the dispute 
between City Gas ·and FPL. The information is provided to 

.demonstrate the difficulties of a demonstration project based upon 
· mandated cooperation. We· are concerned that we may be forced to 
referee every detail of each project for all the utilities if we 
order~he el•ctric utilities to do demonstration gas projects with 
gas . utilities. The ill will from a forced_ marriage between 

·utilities/ and the inevitable and costly litigation, resulting in 
. data that will possibly remain in dispute, is not beneficial for 
utilities·or customers; 

The electric utilities' calculations of cost-effectiveness are 
quitE! inconsistent and they demonstrate the need for accurate data. 
Their evaluations ~f the eleven·gas technologies in this docket 
varied immensely due to inconsistent assumptions for input data. 
(Tr. 1563,-64, 2329, 3653; 3665; 3668, 3675, 4188, 4377) Mr. 

German, witness for PGS, cited severaL examples of unreasonable 
assumptions in the electric utilities' evaluations of the eleven 

·gas technologies. (Tr. 2327-32) _GULF's assumptions for the eleven 
gas technologies for the base year totaled 577 pages. 

. Not> considering cogeneration, _which might be considered a 
demand-side alternative, the conclusions of all four electric 
utilities . were _ that only one gas _ technology, desiccant 
dehumidifying, passed both the RIM and participant test. (Tr. 
2329). (Ex, 6; 36, _ 51, ~56) FPL' s evaluation showed that nine of 
the eleven technologies passed_ the electric RIM ·test. {Ex. 6) 
FPC's evaluation showed that only one passed the RIM test, but two 
others have ratios· of o. 99 and o. 91. _The failure of most of the 
technologies to. pass FPC's RIM test probably was caused by· the 
loading of an incentive amount to the participant test to bring it 
up tol.O benefit/cost ratio. (Ex. 36) GULF's evaluation had no 
measure passing any of the·· tests. (Ex. 51) TECO' s evaluation 
sh:owed that eight of eleven passed the RIM test. (Tr. 156} 

The nearly total failure of the gas technologies to pass the 
electric utilities' calculation of the participant test is 
difficult to accept. We do not believe that approximately 600 1 000 
existing Florida gas customers-·. have made a mistake in their 
economic_ decision, nor that the manufacturers of gas technologies 
would commit resources· to develop and market new gas technologies 
if they are all destined to be market failures. (Tr. 3668, 3673, 
3~75) . . 

The · unusually diverse results -·of. electric utilities' 
evaluations appear to be based on input assumptions not grounded in 
Florida.., specific applications. We • therefore require electric 
utilities to develop Florida-specific data through research and 
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demonstration projects on gas technologies. (Tr. 669) Rule 25-
17.001 (5) (f), Florida Administrative Code, requires that aggressive 
research. and development projects be 11 • • • an. ongoing part of the 
practice· of every well managed electric utility's programs ... 11

• 

The data to be> gathered shall be for the performance and cost
effectiveness . ·of · gas ·.technologies for heating I cooling I 
dehumidification and water heating .. (Tr. 1563-64, 2327-32, 3174-
75, 3653, 3653, 3665 1 3668, 3675, 4188 1 4377) (Ex. 6, 36, 51, 156) 

The. following compilation of .. the electric utilities' 
evaluations of the eleven gas technologies illustrates the great 
disparity in the results obtained by each utility. Those 
technologies passing . a test for any particular utility are 
highlighted .with double outlines.·· Those above 0. 84, but less than 
1.0, per the RIM test are shaded. 
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· .. .· ·. . 

GAS TECHNOLOGIES 
. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Part1c1pant Test FPC 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
. ·. 

FP&L .22 .31 .54 ..46 .42 

GULF·· LOl) .15 .42 .35 .18 

6 

1.00 . 

.28 

.19 

TECO {39.267} {20.024) (378) (5.923} {7. 039} (118} 

RIM FPC .22 .35 .62 .AS .68 .99 
Test 

· . 

.• .. 

· .. 

7 8 9 ··• 10 . 11 .· 

~ 1.00 1.00 2.12 1, 1.00 

.41 .53 .21 .45 .49 

.07 .57 .17 ,37 .22 
.. 

- a - (47) (1.169) (&4.240} (17. 043) 

·~ .52 .15 •. 91· .58 

FP&l 1.01 EJ~~G~. 1.01 .64. ~II 1.00 I . .91 

TRC 
Test 

l) 

21 
31 
4) 

GULF ( .02) .29 .31 .45 .57 .58 .39 .66 .33 .69 

TECO ~~~ .80 @[]I~ . a - .90 DEl 1.20 
·.· 

FPC .22 

FP&l .29 

GULF ( .00} 

TECO .10 

Absorptl on COfllllerc i a 1 S1 ng 1 e Effect 
Absorption Commercial Double Effect 
Resldentlal Gas Heat Pump and Hot Water 
Gas Eng1ne Driven Air Conditioner 

.35 .62 .48 .68 

.48 .67 .72 .75 

.10 .31 .23 .15 

.20 .30 _1() .40 

5) Gas Engine Driven Water Chi 1 ter 
61 Double Integrated Appliance 
7) Desiccant Dehumidifier 
81 New Installation Water Heater 

~~ .so .15 1.93 _I 

.27 .76 .59 .19 .72 

.12 .06 .38 .11 .30 

.50 - a • .40 .20 .30 

9) New Ins ta l1 at ion Res 1dent i a 1 Cogeneratl on 
10) Commercial/Industrial CogeneratiOn 
lll Gas Engine Driven Centrifugal Chiller with 

Heat Recovery 

al TECO - Not a viable OSH measure. Summer peak of measure is higher than electric baseline technology. 
Double-lined cells with bold data passed the test without the addition of incentives. 
Shadowed cells nearly passed. 

Table developed from exhibits 6, 36, 51 and 156. 

,57 

I~ 
.58 

.78 

.18 

.40 
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FPL NUMERIC GOALS 

Our rules require each utility to propose numeric goals for a 
ten year horizon period. We accept FPL's RIM based goals for each 

. year dur-ing the period 1994-2000 ... ·Because FPL proposed a goal of 
· . zero for .the last · three . years of · the · ten year period, staff 

proposes to set FPL' s goals for each. of the years 2001-2003 based 
on the company's proposed incremental goals in 2000 (74 MW Winter, 
88 MW Summer, 115< GWH). 

FPL' s believes that it is premature to set goals for the 2001-
2003 period, because the Company's DSM-RIM goals are projected to 
meet new capacity needs through January 1 1 2002, when 340 MW of 
resource· options are required . to maintain system reliability 
criteria. (Tr. 74, Ex. 3, p. 61} FPL excludes :210 MW of cost
effective DSM-RIM in 2001, because FPL' s cost-effective DSM-RIM was 
insufficient to defer in its entirety the 340 MW need in 2002. 
(Tr. 74) · We include the 210 MW of· uncommitted DSM-RIM in the 
Company's goals which may ultimately be combined with additional 

· DSM resources if found, or with a RFP/standard offer for 130 MW 
(340 MW - 210 MW) t:o satisfy the 2002 need. 

Dr. Sim testified that .·no decision is currently needed in 
regarJ to either building a new unit or increasing the amount of 
DSM above FPL' s RIM goal. (Tr. 74) Dr .. Sim testified that FPL 
would be before the Commission in 1996 requesting a determination 
of need for a 416 MW combined cycle unit. (Tr. 439, 450) The 
company's current resource plan indicates that 340 MW of DSM in 
.2002 would meet the reliability stanaards, of which :no MW is 
projected to be achievablebut uncommitted. We disagree with FPL's 
decision to set seven year goals and exclude 21.0 MW of cost
effective DSM-RIM .. The mismatch in resource need between the 416 
MW supply option and the 340 MWDSMoption is due primarily to the 
need to construct additional capacity to compensate for system line 
losses and generating plant unavailabilities from planned and 
forced maintenance which are not. pr~sent in the DSM option. 

FPL witness Mr. Hugues indicated that there is a very good 
possibility that due to changes 'in technology, FPL's R&D program 
might be able to achieve the additional 130 MW of DSM-RIM necessary 
to defer the 2002 need. · (Tr. 620, 4499} · FPL's R&D program may 
resultinapprovedprograms producing additional capacity savings 
in much the same manner as the 1990 DSM Plan produced an additional 
342, MW. (Tr. 619-20) The current R&D program is evaluating 
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approximately seven C/I programs and four residential programs. 
{Tr.620) .Dr. Sim testified<that FPL had previously exceeded its 
internal DSM goals, cmd that it is possible in the future, although 
not as likely as in past years, due to a greater understanding of 
the match between DSM and resource needs. (Tr. 446) . It is 
possible that FPL might exceed its proposed goal, considering its 
priorhistory of exceeding internal DSM goals, and the potential 
for additional contributions from R&D programs and green pricing 
options. 

Several intervening parties advocate the use of Exhibit 90, an 
updated version summarizing SRC' s Best Practice scenario to derive 
goals for each investor owned utility. The Best Practices scenario 
contains some very optimistiC: assumptions such as the removal of 
all investment. co.St barriers to conservation, and was initially 
portrayed by SRC as the upper limit of what could be achieved if 
money were no object andconservation we.re sold door to door. {Tr. 
2818, 4297) We:do not believe SRC's Best Practices scenario would 
establish meaningful numeric goals due to its lack of utility 
specific planning information. SRC' s Best Practices demand savings 
of 2120 MW through 2003, exceed FPL's resource needs of 1646 MW 
through 2003. (Tr. 4297) DCA witness McDonald, the principal in 
charge of the SRC study agreed that a utility-specific analysis 
with assumptions specific to its service territory would be a more 
accurate estimate of the cost-effective potential than the more 
generalized SRC study. (Tr. 2722-24) 

FPL's decision not to propose DSM goals for the period 2001-
2003 is contradictory to the intent of our rule, which requires ten 
years of numeric goals. . .. For this reason, and our belief that 
varic"Js R&D projects, and green pricing options may produce 
additional energy anddemand savings, we set a residential goal of 
765 MW Winter, 895 MW Summer, and 1,030 GWH in 2003. 

. . 

There willbe ample opportunity for us to continually monitor 
the appropriateness ofthese.goals for the last three years of the 

·planning horizon. If things look as if they are going awry we will 
have theopportunity to address the situation as the need arises. 
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FPL' s residential conservation goals shall be set at the 
levels identified in the FPSC column ofthe following table . 

. . · 

.. · .·· •· . ·.·.·.·. PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL CONSERVATION GOALS . .. ) <.· . . ·.··· .. . 

.•·.. .. WINTER MW 
·. 

SUMM£RWM/ ANNUAL GWH ·.· · .. 

FP!... FPSC l..fAF DCA FPl. FPSC LEAF DCA FPL FPSC LEAF DCA 
. ·. . FSEIA FSEIA FSElA 

.. FCC .··. FCC FCC 

1994 n.f. 77.1 .·. 88 88 66.5 66.5 
··. 

1995 157.4. 157.4 196 113 181 181 337 253 149.8 149.8 116 521 

1996'· 236.2 236.2 283 237 272 Z72 .· ... 526 531 239:4 239.4 489 1303 
. ·· . .. 

1997 314.5 314.5 I· 376 357 362 362 709 BOO 337.2 337.2 1105 1961 

1998 393.6 393.6 464 476 455 455 881 1064 452.8 452.8 1962 2610 

1999 467.9 467.9 558 591 543 543 1214 1323 568.2 588.2 3048 3243 

2000 542.2· 542.2 7"10 708 631 I 631 1211 1584 683.6 683.6 3650 3885 

2001 616.5 .·· 816 823 719 1367 1842 799.0 4244 4517 

2002 . .. 690.8 . · .. 752 943 807 14a3 2111 914.4 4863 5175 
. · 

2003 765.1 752 945 895 1483 2115 '1029.13 4873· 5186 

. Note; The GWH erNirgy goals for a aPeclflc. ·year rapreaent alngle-year Impacts for all lnatallatlons 
· beginning In 19~ through that year. · 
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FPL' s commercial/industrial conservation goals shall be set at 
level's identified in the FPSC column. of the.- following table. 

1-:': '.·· ·.· .: ___ <-: .• 
-· PROPoseD cOMMERCw./JNOUSTfUAL CONSERVATION GoAlS. . ·.· ., . 

__ -- --

' ~--_ 

.. -- 1994 

1995 

1996 

1997 
- --

-1998 

1999 
--

2000 

2001 

2002 

2003 

; 
·-- ·-- _ WlNTER MW _ SUMMERMW _-

' MINUALG'NH 

1. FPL FPSC LEAF DCA FPl FPSC LEAF DCA FPL FPSC LEAF 
FSEIA FSEIA FSEIA 

I FCC FCC FCC 
-' 

9.3 9.3 23 -.. 23 -66.6 66.6 

69.2 69.2 73 2.6 111.3 111.3 174 127 138.7 138.7 74 

-:' 92.8 92.8 145 58 166.6 166.6 340 -- 266 211.8 211.8 309 

114.3 114.3 176 68 -223.3 223.3 -- 458 400 292.4 292.4 699 

135.1 138.1 190. 117 -285.2 285.2 557 533 383.3 383.3 1240 

157.9 157.9 203 145 352.5 352.5 652 662 473.0 473.0 1927 

179.7 179.7 216 174 419.8 419.8 750 793 562.7 562.7 2308 

201.5- 229 202 4S7.1 - 847 922 652.4 26S3 
_--- -_ -

223.3 244 232 554.4 956 1057 742.1 3074 

-_- 245.1 244 232 621.7 956 1059 831.8 3081 

-- -_-

Note;_ The GWH energy goals for • specHie year ~precent single-year Impacts for all Installations 
-boglnnlng In 1994 through that year;· 

DCA 

369 

na 

1165 

1550 

1927 

2308 

2684 

3075 

3081 
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FPC, NUMERIC GOALS 

. . Sever&l parties to this docket advocate numeric DSM goals 
· · derived. from an adjusted "best;.practicesi• scenario. Best practices 

assumes no administrative, marketing, overhead; equipment, or 
· monitoringcosts. No party was able to provide the rate impact of 
· adopting DSM goals ba.sed on "best practices". Thus, we decline to 
·set goals based on best practices assumptions .. 

Ff!C separated the cost..:.effective · (~IM) demand and energy 
savings identified on page 32 of its CEGRR report into two 
categories: dispatchable and non-dispatchable. To account for 
factors such. as free riders, overlapping measures, and interaction 
with building codes, FPC argUed that non-dispatchable demand and 
energy savings should each be reduced by 25%. (Tr. 986) FPC's 
proposedgoals are the sum of 100% of the dispatchable savings and 
75\ of the non-dispatchable savings. 

We question the validity of FPC's trE!atment of free riders. 
(Tr. 1053'-55} Various demand-side measures have vastly different 
free rider impacts. It would have been more appropriate for FPC to 
address these impacts on -an individual measure basis, prior to 
calculating each measure's cost-effectiveness, rather than apply a 
blanket25% reduction to all non-dispatchable measures. We direct 
FPC to .deal with the free rider impacts in its program 
implementation when FPC files its · conservation plan. Witness 
McDonald testified that programs can be designed in a way that 
minimizes free riders (Tr. 2646) 

The,record shows uncertainty in the way that FPC came up with 
the 2 5% downward adjustment: . (Tr. 104 8-4 9) Although Witness Jacob 
stated that .-the effect of free riders was different for the 
residential class than for I: he commercial/industrial class, FPC 
decreased the demand and . energy . savings for both classes by the 

25\ value to come up with its goals. (Tr. 1050) 

We decline to adopt FPC's proposed goals because we find FPC's 
25% downward adjustment to be arbitrary and unsupported by 

-competent and substantial evidence. Rather, we set FPC's numeric 
demand and energy . goals at 100% of the total savings of all 
residential measures that pass the RIM test. These demand and 
energy goals for FPC are aggressive but reasonable. They represent 
all c6st~effective DSM under the RIM test. 
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We set FPC's . residential conservation .goals at the levels 
identified in the FPSC column of the following table. 

. ; · . > 

: . .. ••••••••••• • •• ••••• 
,: . ··. ·.··. PROPOsED RESIDENTlAL cONSERVATION GOALS·.·· ... ,. 

.··· 
•• 

.. ... 

WINTER MN··.· ··.'· ANNUALGWh 

·. 

·. 

·1994 

1995 

1996 
.•· 

1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

2001 

2002 

I 2003 

.. 
,· SUMMER MN. 

FPC FPSC ··LEAF. DCA FPC FPSC .LEAF··· DCA FPC FPSC LEAF 
FSEIA . .. FSE!A FSElA 

·. FCC ·.· .. · .. FCC FCC 

40 43 .· - - .. 5 11 - - 6 12 -
. 

81 as 57 50 14 . 30 20 14 15 24 12 

125 .133 93· 94 32 50 36 27 26 38 44 

.... '171 uw 134 157 51 71 I 54 46 39 60 108 

218 236 181 
.··. 234 

71 
. 

93 .75 68 53 78 215 
. 

26S ,., .290 231 322 •. 92 116 I 98 93 69 100 369 

314 
·. 

343 283 419 ' 113 140 122 122 86 127 480 

362 .. 
395 .· 332 495 134 164 146 144 103 145 569 

408 445 382 579 155 188 170 168 121 169 664 

• 444·· 483 418 630 . 174 209 192 183 130 184 724 

Note: ·The. GWH energy goals for a apeclflc year represent single-year ·Impacts for at: lll$!aHatlon5 
beginning in 1994 through U\a\ year. 

DCA 

-
63 

120 

200 

297 

409 

533 

630 

no 
801 
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. . We set FPC's commercial/industrial conservation goals at the 
··levels identified in the FPSC column of the following table. 

.. 

.· 

··. 

•· 
·_ .. ·· ·.·.··-·· _.·_·._.PRoP05eo coMMEAclALtlNoosrRIAL C6NsERvAnoN ooALs 

·.·_·_.. . ·····.· •.. , . ·_·.· 

. 

... 

1994 
'.· '· 

1995 

1996 

1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

2001 

2002 

2003 
.. 

..· 
. .WINTER PI»/ SUMMERMW ANNUALGWh .· 

.··. 
· ... -FPC FPSC .LEAF DCA , .. FPC FPSC LEAF .. DCA FPC FPSC LeAF 
·. FSElA FSEIA FSEIA 

, FCC 
..· 

FCC FCC 

0.6 0.05 -· 3 0.3 - .·· - 3 2 --
• 4 3 23 32 s 3 31 39 9 ~9 7 

7 .1 37 62 g .e · .. 54 74 24 40 27 

.. 12 .13 52 101 15 15 80 --.123 42 71 69 

18 20 69 150 22 ,·· 24 108 183 68 110 136 
: 

25 29 86 206 30 35 139 252 100 1SS 234 
.. 

33 . 39 105. 268 41 4<1 172 328 137 207 304 

41 I 48 123 317 51 61 204 388 173 255 360 
.... 

47 56 140 . 370 · . 60 74 236 453 208 299 420 

54 64 . ·_·. 155 403 68 84 262 493 239 336 457 

··, .. 

Note: The GWH energy goala for a apeetfie year represent alngle..year lmpaet11 for all Installations 
beginning in 1994 through that year. 

-. 

DCA 

-
103 

195 

326 

485 

667 

869 

1028 

1200 

1307 
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GOALS 

In its testimony, GULF did not differentiate between 
residential and~c6mmercial/industrial numeric goals as they were 
required to dO in our procedural orders .. · Rather, GULF lumped its 
recommended goals under one heading. We have been able to allocate 

· GULF's numeric goals under separate headings· of residential and 
commercial/industrial. 

. . As we have previously noted, GULF did not include any of its 
existing conservation programs intheCEGRR filing or in the final 
proposed numeric ... goals. In its brief at page 68 LEAF stated 
"Moving from the deficient.to ridiculous, GULF reduced its meager 
RIM,..based,potential by 30%11 • GULF's own testimony indicated that 
its two major programs (GULF Express ·program and GULF's audit 
program) had exceeded original engineering estimates. (Tr. 1256, 
lines 4~12 & T-1256, Lines 13-T-1257i Line 11) 

Mr~ Kilgore was requestedto provide, as late filed exhibit 
Number 54, an analysis of the effect of bundling of four direct 
load control measures into one measure (air conditioning, water 
heating, swimming pool pumps & space heating). (Tr. 1296-1299) In 
that ... exhibit, GULF. did not provide an analysis of the effect of 
bundling those. four direct load control measures, but indicated 
that it would investigate the matter further. GULF argues that it 
is a summer peaking utility and therefore would receive little or 
no econc.nic benefit from deferring waterheating and space heating 
in the . winter .. ···.· We do not accept GULF's argument. During the 
summer the direct load control of water heating, air conditioning 
and pool pumps should provide. an economic benefit to a summer 
peaking utility. GULF did state in late filed exhibit 54 that "The 
bundling of air conditioning and pool pllmps appears to be cost 
effective under certain conditions at the $349.00/kw value 11

• The 
$349.00/kw value mentioned is the cost of the avoided unit used by 
GULF in this docket. 

After reviewing the new allocation, as well as the numeric 
goals proposed by the intervenors ,• we set a 100%- RIM goal. Thi~ is 
consistent. with the other investor- owned utili ties on a percentage 
of system load basis summary· and is consistent with other staff 
ana,lyses in these dockets. 
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We set GULF's residential conservation goals at the levels 
identified in the FPSC-column: ofthe following table. 

' ·. 

.· . .-. 
/- .~- > PROPOseD RESIDENTIALCONSERvATiON GOALS 

. ·. 

I 

-·--·. 

1994 

1995 

1996 
1·-- ·_ ·.·. 

1997 

1998 

1999 

2IXKl 

2001 
··. 

2002 

2003 

.. .-._. 

WINTER WI SUMMERWN'/ ANNUAL GWH 

GULF·• FPSC ·.LEAF_ DCA GULF FPSC .LEAF DCA . GULF FPSC LEAF 
FSE!A FSEIA FSEIA 

. FCC. FCC-. FCC 
.. 

. · . __ .··_ 

·-· ... · 

0 ·. 0 1 '3 1 1 1 5 1 1 6 

0 I -o 1 
· ..• 6 1 2 2 10 2 2 20 

I 41 59 .-·.· 36 11 26 37 2.7 17 10 12 52 

B2 117 71 16 51 72 51 27 31 29 107 

8S ~--- 121 74 
··. 21 

60 8S 60 34 59 40 170 

·_ --· 87 125 76 . 24 72 103 73 .40 89 44 199 

90 129 79 28 83 118 B3 46 123 48 229 

••• 93 133 81 32 ·_ . 86 •122 00 52 160 52 260 

96 137 84 35 88 126 9i 57 198 S4 286 
_.·. 

. 

· Note: The GWH energy pis_ for a specific year represent slngle·year Impacts for all Installations 
beginning In 1119• through thatyear. 

__ .· 

DCA 

22 

42 

73 

11.2 

143 

166 

192 

218 

240 
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We set GUI.F' s commercial/industrial conservation goals at the 
levels identified in the FPSCcolumn of the following table. 

··.· . . . .. ·.·· 

·... .. ... ; · ... ·· .... ·_· .. _-· .. ·. ·· ... ,- . -=--- . :--~· - --' . 

...... : ····. PROPOSED COMMERCIAl/INDUSTRIAl.. CONSERVATION GOALS ·. 

· .. 

.·.··. WINTER MW SUMMER flfoN ANNUAL GWH 

.. GULF ·· FPSC LEAF .· DCA GULF FPSC LEAF DCA GULF FPSC LEAF 
FSEIA FSEIA FSEIA 
FCC FCC FCC 

1994. · . 

·. .. · 

1995 7 10 12 2 9 13 23 7 (O) . 3 
... 

1996 . ··.· 7 10 15 4 9 13 28 14 (1) . 13 

1997. .·. 7 10 18 8 9 .· 13 34 23 (2) . 33 
.. 

1998 7 10 21 12 9 .. 13 · .. ·· 40 36 (3) . 61 

1999 7 1 1 24 15 10 15 47 46 (3) . 108 
.. · 

2IXlO _·._ .. · 8 11 28 17 12 17 55 53 (1) 2 125 

2001 ... 8 1 1 32 20 13 
·. 

19 63 62 2 5 145 

2002 8 . · ... 11 35 23. . 14 20 69 70 7 7 164 

2003 . ; ·.· 11 39 25 15 ·-22 76 n 13 B 181 
.. .·· 

Note: The GWH 1me'VY goals for • sp&c;lflc year represent single-year lmpac;ts for all Installations 
beginning In 1994 through that year. 

.. 

DCA 

24 

45 

n 

119 

152 

tn 

204 

231 

255 
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TECO NUMERIC GOALS 

Witness McDonald stated that if the goals are intended to be 
"mandatory" ,• he would not re·cornmend using· the 11 best practices 11 

~cenario.in setting.goals. Mr. McDonald also stated that if the 
goals are set in terms of· 11 aspirations11 1 he recommends the "best 
practices" scenario. (Tr. 2765-2766). As we have discussed 
earlier, the utilities are expected to achieve the goals we set in 
this docket. We are not setting aspirational goals. 

$everal . intervenors have favored use of the SRC 11 best 
practices" scenario, as adjusted, in setting goals. In most cases, 
this scenario shows demand and energy savings significantly higher 
than the. goals proposed by TECO. · As stated by witness McDonald, 
the "best practices 11 scenario assumes a 11 perfect program 11 where all 
investment cost barriers are removed. {Tr. · 2733) Mr. McDonald 
testified on cross examination that the ideal circumstances 
required to make the "best practices 11 scenario feasible do not 
exist; (Tr. 2734} In addition, no party was able to provide the 
rate ·impacts of adopting·goals based on 11 best practice." We 
decline to base.TECO's goals on the "best practice 11 scenario. 

TECO' s proposed goals are derived from a combination of energy 
savings from current programs and projected savings from additional 
measures. The savings were adjusted from its 11 Gross RIM 
Portfolio." • (Ex~ 64, Ex. 152) Savings from residential measures 
were weighted by 17percent to capture free rider effects. A risk 
factor of 20 percent.· was then applied to fu::ther reduce the 
savings. (Tr. 4Q49, Ex. 152) 

We support use of the RIM test as a framework for setting 
goals. The goals . we have set for TECO are identical to TECO' s 
gross RIM portfolio listed in exhibit 64. We disagree with the 
adjustments TECO has made to its gross RIM portfolio. We find that 
the 17 percent free rider adjustment to the overall residential 
savings under the RIM test was arbitrary. We also disagree with 
the use · of the 20 percent· risk adjustment to the overall 
residential savings. These factors and their effect on cost
effectivemess are better addressed at the prograin development stage 
of these dockets. Witness McDonald stated that programs can be 
designed to minimize free riders. (Tr. 2646) We do not believe 
that a . blanket 17 . percent reduction in residential savings to 
z.ssert for ·free riders is· appropriate. 

. . 
. TECO should evaluate free rider and risk effects on a specific 

basis in.the program development phase and properly apply these 
effects to the cost effectiveness of the programs it proposes. 
{Tr. 1456) 
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We set <TEC0 1 s residential. __ conservation goals at the levels 
identified- in the FPSC column of the following table. 

I 

1995 

1995 
.· 

1996 

1998 

1999 

2tOO 
·. 

20tl1 

2002 

2003 

2004 

. ·.· 

·_.-... . .· > ·.· ·. . . .. . - . 

- ·.. ' . -~ - ·. ·-·. PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL CONSERVATION GOAlS-

WINTER MW SUMMERMW ANNUAl.GWH 

TECO FPSC . lEAF DCA TECO FPSC LEAF DCA IOU FPSC L.EAF 
FSEIA . . FSEIA FSEIA 

--FCC-- . .·._ FCC FCC 

33 36 23 27 10 12 18 12 16 21 13 
.. · 

._· .... ·· 65 72 47 55 19 23 37 24 30 41 51 

flT .107 70 83 29 .35 55 37 45 60 116 

130 142 92 112 38 46 73 49 59 80 207 

163 tn 115 140 46 57 92 61 74 99 323 

19f 211 138 167 56 · .. 68 109 73 88 118 386 
·. 

220 239 156 192 .···. 63 •· Tl 123 84 101 136 445 

244 266 174 215 
.· .. 69 

85 137 94 115 154 499 

267 292 190 237 76 93 149 104 128 172 549 

.:290 318 82 101 141 189 

Note: _The GWH ·energy goats for a specific year represent single-year Jmpa~ts for all Installations. 
beglnnlne In 1995 through that year. 

DCA 

49 

99 

150 

201 

251 

300 

347 

388 

427 
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. . We set 'I'ECO' s commercial/industrial conservation goals at the 
levels identified in the FPSC column of the following table . 

.. _.· . · .. 

. . . ..• • . ..· • • < ···. .· 

. · ·· PROPOSED COMMERCLAL/INDUSTRIAL CONSERVATION GOALS 

I . WINTER MIN SUMMER.MW ANNUAL GWH 

.. TECO FPSC LEAF DCA TECO FPSC 
LEAF·. 

DCA TECO FPSC LEAF DCA 

.. 

.. 

· ... 

1995 

1996 

1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

2001 

2002 

2003 

2004 

FSE!A FSEIA FSEIA 
FCC FCC FCC 

1 2 
'-'-

4 . 13 2 7 15 12 g 29 8 

1 5 9 27 4 13 31 24 17 59 32 

2 7 12 41 5 20 48 36 26 90 73 

3 9 17 .·55 8 2:1 66·· 48 36 120 131 

4 .. 12 · ... 22 69 10 34 82 59 44 151 204 

·.·· 5 14 26 82 12 40 98 71 53 181 244 

·.· /' 
·. 5 17 29 95 13 47. 114 82 62 211 282 

6 19 33 .106 /17 53 127 92 71 240 315 
· . 

6 21 37 117 18 59 138 101 79 267 347 

· ... 7 ·,23 20 65 86 292 

Nota: The GWH energy goals for 1 specific year f'Cipresent slngle·year Impacts for all Installations 
beginning In 1995 through that year. 

XI. MISCELLANEOUS ISSUES 

LOW .INCOME 

62 

125 

188 

253 

316 

3n 

435 

487 

536 

We have previously decided not to set overall and end-use 
goals in this docket .. In keeping with this decision, we decline to 
set end~use goals for low income customers. Instead, each utility 
shall be required to address the availability and saturation of 
conservation programs by residential low income customers in 
program development. Utilities shall study and report to the 
Commission the level of benefits available. to low income customers 
from utility. conservation efforts. This report should be filed 
with each utility's DSM Plan. 
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•·· All customers, including low-income customers, should benefit 
from·RIM-based DSMprograms. This is because· RIM-based programs 
insure ·that both participating and non..,participating ·customers 
benefit fromutility~sponsored conservation programs. Additional 
generating capacity isdeferred and the rates paid by low-income 
customers are less than they otherwise would be. (Tr. _4311) 

Florida's utilities needto work closely with agencies such as 
housing authorities and .. other community groups to educate and 
provide information to low income customers who may be able to take 
advantage of conservation programs. Utilities are encouraged to 
participate in community groups that can facilitate communication 
between .. the. customer and the. utility . to promote conservation 
programs that will not only. benefit that participant, but also 
result in lower rates: .· Utilities are encouraged to conduct 
outreach programs to facilitate the participation of low income 
customers. When utilities propose a residential conservation 
program, the question of how they are going to facilitate the 
participationof.low income customers shall be made part of the 
narrative describing the program. At reasonable intervals after 
the program is put in place, the utility shall report back to the 
Commission on the level of participation from low income customers 
they have achieved. 

We beli~ve that utilitie~ should be sensitive to the special 
needs· and limitations faced by low income customers. Once overall 
goals h.?~~,·e been established in this docket, utilities must develop 
conservation programs to achieve the goals. Care should be taken 
during program development to ensure that low income customers have 
the opportunity to realize savings from participation in 
conservation programs. Each electric utility shall study and 
report to·· the Commission the level of benefits available to low 
income ratepayers under the utility's DSM portfolio. Each electric 
utility is encouraged to develop and participate in programs to 
help implement conservation in low income housing. 

.. . 

B. BUILD:ING CODE TASK FORCE 

. One critical question considered at the hearing relates to 
enforcement .·of the Florida Energy Efficiency Code for Building 
Construction by the local governments, and the appropriate 
disposition of the 28 Code Utility Evaluation (CUE) measures for 
inclusion in the code. Our Fourth Order on Procedure classified 
certain measures as CUE. The utilities were required to evaluate 
these measures separately from the Utility Program (UP} measures. 
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Theywererequired to perform the Commission's cost-effectiveness 
test required by Rule 25-17.008, Florida Administrative Code, as 
well as.the DCA's cost-effectiveness test, theUtility Composite 
Participant test:.. · · 

Most of the 28 CUE measures.did not pass the RIM or the TRC 
test. Many passed the. Utility Composite Participant test. The 
utilities did not include savings from the CUE measures in their 
proposed goals. The utilities argue that these measures should be 
further evaluated by DCA for inclusion in the building code. DCA 
assertsthat although some of the CUE measures are cost-effective 
to the participant, none are likely tci be added to the code as 
prescriptive (required} measures. (Tr. 3443) Mr. Dixon indicated 
that a consensus is necessary to include a measure in the code, and 
at times the political reality presents resistance to promulgating 
new.· rules. (Tr. 3464-65) Mr. Dixon also testified that code 
compliance, not higher performance standards, represent the major 
opportunity· for improvements. in building code efficiency. (Tr. 
3443, 3448) . Mr .. Dixon provided examples of utility involvement 
which could be pursued in Florida, such as: ratepayer incentives, 
technical assistance/training~ and financial assistance to state 
and local governments for code enforcement. (Tr. 3445, 3460) 

DCA witness Dixon. testified that it is the responsibility of 
local government and the building code department and not the 
responsibility of the. utility to ensure code compliance. {Tr. 
3430, 3457) We believe that code compliance is a state and local 
government issue and that DCA should pursue Legislative funding to 
better accomplish this goal. · 

we suggest the formation of a task force, consisting of the 
Commission staff .. and the .staff .. of the DCA, to evaluate, at a 

the cost.-'effectiveness of the building code 1 possible 
revisions to the code including the CUE measures, evaluation of 
COde compliance m4;thodologies, and the possibility of legislation 
topromoteand encourage energy-efficient building procedures. We 
believe that if the building code is not the most cost-effective to 
the participant, we .. should . explore reopening the service 
availability charge docket to impose an incrementally higher hook
up charge to the inefficient. customer/builder. 

We find· that DSM costs for new home construction programs 
which faiL the participant test, but pass the RIM test, or involve 
high thermal efficiency cogeneration, natural gas end-use, 
renewables or ·. solar, may be··.· recovered ·through the energy 
conservation cost recovery clause, along with lost revenue recovery 
and incentives, after approval by the Commission on a case,-by-case 
basis. · 



930550-EG, 930551-EG 

LINKAGE BETWEEN BUILDING CODE OPTIONS AND UTILITY PROGRAMS 

Compliance with the Florida Energy Efficiency Code for 
Building Construction is obtained one of two ways. The first way, 
called performance, requires the calculation of an estimated annual 

. energy target utilizing energy . points awarded separately for 
. individual measures recognized in the .code. (Tr. 3422) Compliance 
is achieved when a. threshold.·· number of points is not exceeded, 
typically. 100 .·for . residential. . Builders are afforded the 

.. opportunity to trade-off efficiency points with various building 
code options for most building components so long as the 

·.performance target is met. {Tr. 3422) · 

··.·· . The second way, called prescriptive, requires the inspection 
of prescribed.·. insulation levels, equipment efficiencies, maximum 
window area, and other standards provided in one of the five or six 
optional packages. (Tr. 3423) It allows no trade-offs among 
components to achieve overall efficiency. 

. .The proper linkage of code options with DSM programs is 
limited primarily to the performance method of code compliance . 

. Unfortunately, the performance code in its present form opens the 
door for the builder to pick and choose between building components 
trading the efficiency gains of onemeasure for a less efficient 
measure installed elsewhere in the dwelling. Consequently, as a 
result of this practice, there is not an overall net gain in 
building performance. (Tr. 3425) Mr" Dixon acknowledged the danger 
that a ut:,ility DSM program might provide an incentive for a high 

· efficiency measure that would be used in combination with other· 
less efficient measures to achieve only minimum compliance with the 

·code, ultimately providing no net gain in energy efficiency. (Tr. 
3427) 

Currently, two utilities are directly involved in the new home 
construction market. FPL is evaluating the Build Smart research 
and development program, .which has a high probability of being 
offered . in the future .after a determination of program cost
effectiveness. (Tr. 4411) GULF continues to operate the Good 
Cents newconstruction.programs funded out of base rates. Fuel 
source neutrality has historically been a critical issue of concern 

··with these types of programs, in certain instances these programs 
maybe used to promote one type of technology over the technology 

· of a competing fuel. 

Several parties to the docket advocate interaction between the 
Commissionand the DCA. Therefore, we suggest the development of 
a . task force, as previously. discussed, to address the complex 
problems which.face the DCA and utilities. 
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DEFIN.ITION OF •REASONABLY ACHIEVABLE" 

The terrrL "reasonably achievable11 in Rule 25-17.0021, Florida 
Administrat:ive Code, allows . the Commission great discretion and 
flexibility in setting goals. · 

It "is: well settled in Florida that a standard of 
"reason~bleness 11 does not lend itself to strict definition, but 
rather entails the exercise of judgement bythe finder of fact. 

example, "reasonable care" must necessarily vary under 
different conditions. It canriot be measured or ascertained by any 
fixed and inflexible standard. Consumers'· Electric Light. & St ~· R. 
Co. v·Pryor, 32 So. 797 (Fla. 1902). 11 Reasonable prudence" cannot 
be . arbitrarily • defined. The policy of law has relegated such 
questions to the jury. It is their province to note the· special 
circumstances and surroundings of each particular case. Hainlin v 
Budge, 47 So; 825 (Fla. 1908). What is a "reasonable tir::e" to file 
a pleading cannot be fixed with precision by any general rule. 
Chabot v Winter Park Co., 15 So. 756 (Fla. 1894). What is a 
"reasonable time 11 required to clear title to property depends on 

· the nuffiber and complexity of title clouds or defects, taking into 
account the particular title problems in evidence. Houston v 
Whiteworth, 444 So. 2d 1095 (Fla. 4DCA, 1984). In determining what 
constitutes a 11reasonable delay11 for an incarcerated defendant 1 the 
Court · must consider all . relevant circumstances. There is no 
bright -line rule; each case must be assessed on its own particular 
facts, U;S. v Noriega; 746F, Supp, 1548, 1561 (S.D. Fla. 1990). 
Since the question of what is 11 reasonable time 11 for a Chapter 13 
debtor to cure a default is not addressed by the Bankruptcy Code, 
the determination is left to the discretion of the court and is to 

. be decided based on the facts and equities presented in each case. 
In re Hickson, Bkrtcy. Fla. 1 52 B.R. 11, 13 {S.D. Fla. 1991). 
' 1Reasonable diligence~' on the part. of a debtor to uncover the 
identities and claimsof unknown creditors will .vary from context 
to context, and may depend on.the nature of the property interest 
held by the debtor. In re Charter Co.,. 125 B.R. 650, 655 {M.D. 
Fla. 1985) .. . The word 11 reasonable 11 is a .. generic term, elastic in 
its nature; it connotes. action according to dictates of reason. 
Ouellet v Shapiro, 212 A.2d 708, (Conn.App. 1965). The question of 
"reasonable use" should be submitted to the jury. Florida Power 

.·Co. y Cason, 84So. 921 {~1a. 1920}. 

It is likewise apparent that the term "reasonably achievable 11 

does not lend itself to strict definition, but rather entails the 
exercise of discretion by . the Commission. "Reasonably achievable 11 

goals would not include goals that are impossible to achieve; nor 
would.overall goals requiring no effort to achieve be considered 
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"reasonably achievable" There is a broad range of discretion 
between these extremes.· The term 11 reasonably achievable 11 allows us 
to exercise broad discretion in setting goals appropriate to carry 
out the intent of FEECA. 

We believe the goals we have set in this docket are 
''reasonably achievable 11

• We exJ>ect Florida's investor-owned 
utilities to meet or exceed these goals. 
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XII. COMPARISON· OF· GOALS -FOR-- THE. YEAR 2003 

• _. -._ ... - .· •. COMPARISON OF RESIDENTIAL GOALS IN 2003 
·.·-lt---:-c---:---:-.~_:--:---~ __ :--__ -------._ .. :-_ ---.-.. _:----__ -~--.--.. -. __ ...,..._ ...,..._ ...; __ :-----_ ---..... __ ...,......,...-:---__ . -. --------.-:-c--:-----il 

.· .• _• < _--·_ .. , • IJT1UTY PROPOSED RIM GOALS DiSCOumED FOR .~EE RIDERS 

-·. 

._·._· FPL ·_•.. FPC TECO 
.· 

MW/GWH ~ 
OFSYS 

'-f'N/GWH % OF -
.. SYS 

.· 

MW/GWH 'l!t OF 
SYS 

GULF 

'-f'N/GWH %OF 
SYS 

Summ11r -- --- 631 3.7 2.4 174 1.8 76 88 3.7 
I 

Winter ·_. - 542 3.1 - . . 444 4.8 267 7.5 96 4.6 
·. 

GWH 6&4 0.7 136 0.3 128 0.7 38 0.4 
·-lr-----~~--.------~----~-------~----~ __ -----:-. __ ~L-~~~----~----~1 
· .. _ ·· · .. _.· .·. COMMISSION APPROVED .100% RIM GOALS 

. -.· Summer 

Winter 

GWH 

. ·_•. 

Summer 
... 

Winter · 

FPL 

MWfGWH % 

.. ·· 895· . 

765 

1,030 

FPL 

OF. 
SYS 

· . 

t.m/GWH %_ 
OF 
SYS 

5.2 

4.4 

1.0 

770 4.5 

629 .·_- 3.6 

FPC 

2.6 

5.2 

184 0.4 

TECO 

'-f'N/GWH % 

93 

292 

172 

OF 
SYS 

2.9 

8.2 

0.9 

UTILITY CALCULATED GOALS BASED ON TRC 

FPC 

IlioN /GWH 'lb 
OF 

1 SVS 

319 4.0 

743 8.0 

TECO 

MW/GWH 

106 

'l(, 

OF 
SYS 

3.4 

8.7 

GULF 

'-f'N/GWH % 

126 

137 

54 

GULF 

"-fW/GWH 

139 

143 

OF 
SYS 

5.3 

5.6 

0.5 

'l(, 

OF 
SYS 

5.9 

6.8 

GWH 6,319 6.4 . ·. 1323 3.1 490 2.7 87 0.8 
--~--------+----~_...;~--_. __________ ~-----~-----~-----L--~--~-------~! 

---- ·.··.· 
_· .. ·.·. .SRC "BEsT PRACTICES" GOALS .__ .. -· ·. 

Summer 

Winter 

GWH 

FPL 

t.W-1/GWH 

··. 4,873 

~
OF 
SYS 

'iOte: 1 uWt "'· ,,000,000 K1VH 

12.2 

-4.8 

4.9 

FPC 

'-f'N/GWH % 

._·. 

65 

.· 449 

OF 
SYS 

0.8 

1.0 

1.0 

1 MW• 1 COOKW _·. _. - . · 
Building ~~ effecti excluded from abOve, 

TECO 

MW/GWH 'l!t 
OF 

.·- SYS 

193 6.1 

2.1 

. - 373 2.1 

GULF 

MW/GWH 

54 

25 

212 

'X. 
OF 
SYS 

2.3 

1.2 

2.0 
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. 
·_ .. : . .· 

··COMPARISON OF COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL GOALS IN 2003 

. '; 
_-.. ·.·.-.···-· 

uiuJ'rv PRoPOSED RIM ooALs oisboJNTED FOR FJ:IEe RiDERS 
./ 

• 
FPL .· FPC TECO GULF 

·_· VMIJGWH %OF -··. MNJGHrl ~OF MN/GWH %OF MWJGWH ... 
SYS SYS SYS OF 

,_ · .. SYS 

Slimmer -.. < 420 2.5 
·._ 68 

0.8 
·• 

18 0.6 15 

Winter 179 1.0 .54 0.6 
-•. 6 

0.2 8 
.· .... .·· . .· .·- e 

GWH I .. S62 0.6 
-· 

239 o.s 79 0.4 
. 

' COMMISSION APPROVED 100% RIM QOAI..S 

FPI. FPC TECO GULF 

I 
M#/GWH ... ~/GWH ... __ ... FlRNfGWH ... MW/GWH '){, 

OF OF. OF OF 
SYS SYS ... SYS SYS 

Summer· 622 .2.6 84 1.1 59 1.9 22 

Winter 245 1.4 64 0.7 . 21 0.6 11 

GW'rl ·. 

·. 832 0.8 338 ·. o.e 2:61 1.4 8 

·.··_ .. ··. UTILITY CALCULATED GOALS BASED ON TRC 

FPl FPC TECO GUI.F 
.. 

WMIJGWH '){, MW/GWH % MW/GWH '){, MW/GWH % 
OF OF OF OF 

· . SYS SYS SYS SYS 
. 

'Summer BS3 5.0 347 _ .. · 4.4 ·.· . 97 3.1 76 
.. 

Winter 254 : 1.4 250 .·. 2.7 31. 0.9 S3 

GWH 1,339 1.4 671 
.• 

1.6 436 2.4 128 .. 

. . . . . . . . . .·· .· ·. .. -···· .... . · .. · .. 
_·_.. .. -..... '· ·._ ·.·.· . - . ._ . SRC "BEST PRACTICES" GOALS . 

·.-·· FPI. _::_ FPC ·. TECO GULF 

1 _ MN/GWH %OF WolfGWH ""· MW/GWH "" MW/GWH "' SYS Of' Of' OF 
.. 

.. ·.· SYS SYS SYS 

Summer ·.··· 1,059 6.2 178 2.2 181 5.7 77 
. : 

Wimer 232 1.3 60 ·._·.· 0.6 43 1.2 25 

GWH 
·-·· 

-.. 3,081 3.1 732 1.7 523 2.8 255 

'lOW: 1 ~Wl • 1,000,000 KWH 
1 MN • 1,000 KW 
Building code effects e~t.clud&d from above. 

·.· .. 

0.6 

0.4 

0.06 

0.9. 

0.5 

0.08 

3.2 

2.5 

1.2 

3.2 

1.2 

2.4 
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. 
it is, 

ORDERED_ by the Florida Public Service Commission that 
the annual conservation goals for Florida Power and Light Company, 
Florida Power Corporation, .Tampa Electric Company and.Gulf Power 
Company shall be as set forth in the FPSC column of the utility
specific tables within the body of this order. Each utility is 
expectedtoachieve or·exceed its conservation goals on an annual 
basis. It is further 

_·, ·. : . ·.: :--. . . .' . . : 
ORDERED that. residential conservation goals for Florida Power 

and Light Company shall be 76SMW Winter, 895 MW Summer, and 1, 030 
GWH, for the ten year> period 1994 through 2003. Residential 
conservation goals foreach yearwithinthe ten year period shall 
be as set.forth in the table within the body of this order. It is 
further 

·oRDERED ·that commercial/industrial conservation goals for 
Florida Power and Light Company shall be 245 MW Winter, 622 MW 
Summer, and 832 GWH for the ten year period 1994 through 2003. 
Commercial/industrial conservation goals for each year within the 
ten year period shall be as set forth in the table within the body 
of-this orde~. It is furthe~ · 

ORDERED that residential conservation goals for Florida Power 
Corporation shalLbe 483 MW Winter, 209 MW Summer, and 184 GWH, for 
the ten ye~r period 1994 through 2003. Residential conservation 
goals for each year within the ten year period shall be as set 
forthin the table withinthe body of this order. It is further 

ORDERED . that ·commercial/industrial conservation goals for 
Florida· PowerCorporation shall be 64MW Winter, 84 MW Summer, and 
336 . · GWH for · the ·ten . year period 1994 through 2003. 
Commercial/industrial.conservation goals for each year within the 
ten year period shall be as set forth in the table within the body 
of this order. It is further 

ORDERED that residential conservation goals for Tampa Electric 
Company shall be 292 MW Winter, 93 MW Summer, and 172 GWH, for the 
ten year period 1994 through 2003. Residential conservation goals 
for each year within the.ten year period shall be as set forth in 
t.he table within the body of this order. It is further 
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ORDERED that commercial/industrial conservation goals for 
Tampa Electric Company shall be 21 MW Winter, 59 MW Summer, and 267 
GWH for the ten . year period· 1994 through 2003. 
Commercial/industrial conservation goals for each year within the 
ten year period shall be as set forth in the table within the body 
ofthis order. It is further 

ORDERED that residential conservation goals fo:r- Gulf Power 
Company shall be 13? MW Winter, 126 MW Summer, and 283 GWH, for the 
ten year period 1994 through 2003. Residential conservation goals 
for eachyear within the tenyear period shall be as set forth in 
the table within the body of this order. It is further 

ORDERED that commercial/industrial conservation goals for Gulf 
Power Company shall be llMW.Winter, 22.MW Summer, and 18 GWH for 
the te!l year period 1994. through 2003. Commercial/industrial 

. conservation goals for each year within the ten year period shall 
be as set forth in the table within the body of this order. It is 
further ·. 

ORDEREDthat Florida Power and Light: Company, Florida Power 
Corporation, Tampa Electric:: Company and Gulf Power Company shall 
achieve or surpass the annual conservation goals set forth in this 
order. Anyutilitythat does not achieve its annual conservation 
goals·shall be subject. to penalty. It is fu:r-ther 

ORDERED that upon petition from a utility, lost revenue 
recovery and stockholder incentives shall be considered by the 
Commission on a case-by-case basis for measures such as solar water 
he~ting; photovoltaics, high efficiency on-site cogeneration, 
renewable resources, end-usenaturalgas, and commercial lighting, 
that pass the total resource cost test and result in large savings 
and small rate impacts. It is further 

ORDERED that Florida Power andLight Company, Florida Power 
Corporation, Tampa Elect;ric Company, and Gulf Power Company shall 
consid.;.:r the development of alternate funding sources, such as 
voluntary "green pricing11

, to promote the installation of solar 
water heating and other renewable measures, and submit alternate 
funding proposals to the Commission during the program development 
and submittal stage of the conservation goals process. It is 
further · · · 
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ORDERED that Florida Power and LightCompany, Florida Power 
·corporation,Tampa Electric company·and Gulf Power Company shall 
conduct naturaL gas research and· demonstration projects in the 

·. fullctional areas .of heating, cooling, dehumidification, and water 
.. heating, and shall submit project plans for conunission approval 
.·.within six months of the issuance of this order. It is further 

ORDERED thatFlorida·Power and Light Company, Florida Power 
Corporation, Tampa Electric Company and Gulf Power Company shall 
st\ldy and report to the Commission on .. the level of benefits 
available to low income ratepayers under the utility's DSM 
portfolio and outlining the .. efforts the utility will take to 
facilitate participation of low ·income ratepayers in utility 
conservation programs. This report shall be filed with each 
utility's DSM. plan during the program development and submittal 

·. stage of the. conseryation goals process. It is further 

ORDERED that a task force shall be created, consisting of 
staff of the Florida Public Service Commission and staff of the 
Florida Department . of Community . Affairs, to evaluate the cost
effectiveness of the building code, possible revisions to the 
building code, evaluation of code compliance methodologies and the 
possibility_ of legislation to ··promote and encourage energy
efficient building procedures. It is further 

. ORDERED that Florida Power and Light Company, Florida Power 
Corporation, Tampa Electric Company and Gulf Power Company shall 
conduct themselves in accordance with any and all requirements set 
forth in the·body of this order. It. is· further 

ORDERED. that this dockets shall be closed. 

By ORDER of the Florida PUblic Service Commission, this 22th 
· day of October, 1.22J.. 

{SEAL) 

MAP 



ORDER NO. PSC-94;..1313-FOF-EG 
DOCKETS NOS. 930548-EG, 930549-EG, 930550-EG, 930551-EG 
PAGE.·55 

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 the Commiosion' s final action 
in this matter may request: 1) reconsideration of the decision by 
filing~ motion for recon~ideration with the Director, Division of 
Records.and Reporting within fifteen (15) days of the issuance of 
this order in the form prescribed by Rule 25-22.06 0, Florida 
Administrative Code; or 2) 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 sewer 
utility by filing anotice of appeal with the Director, Division of 
Records and Reporting and filing a copy of the notice of appeal and 
the ·filing fee with the appropriate court. This filing must be 
completed within thirty (30) days after the issuance of this order, 
pursuant to Rule 9 .11.0, Florida Rules of Civil Procedure. Thf? 
notice of appeal must be in the form specified in Rule 9.900 (a), 
Florida.Rules of Appellate Procedure. 

I 

I 
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