
• • 
FLORIDA PUBLI C S ERVI CE COHHISSI ON 

capital Circ le Office Center • 2540 Shumard Oilk lloul('v.n<l 
Tallahaoooc. l'lorldo 12399 08)0 REC ~.!JED 

'1'0: 

PROM: 

RR: 

/\GENOA: 

lll ~ 1 :Q57 
If'<'~" 

OCTOBER 23, 1997 FPSC · He.- I upr.J~!.."f:l 

DIRBCTOR, DIVISION OP RHCOROS AND REPORT ING f1tl .....,..., 
DIVISION OF RLECTRIC ' GAS (HARLOW) I f't I
DIVISION OF LEGAL SKRVJCBS (PAUG!O j-JI \\Vt 

(IIJ\YO) . ,/ 
OOCKB'l NO • • 7054,-~ · PETITION BY PLOR I OA POWHH ' l.ICin· 
COMPANY FOR MODI PI CATI ON OF OFF- PP.AX ll.AT"''KRY CIIARG lUG 

PROORAH 

NOvmu!BR 4, 1997 - RBOULAR AGENDA - I'ROI'OSKU AGENCY 
ACTION - I tn'BRESTBD J)BRSONS KAY PARTI C IPATE 

CR ITICAL OATBS: NON'B 

S PEC IAL I NSTRUCTIONS: S: \PSC\BAO\WP\970546. RCH 

CASH BACKGROUND 

In November 1995, the Commlos~on approved Flo1 Ld.r I'• "'''' .urd 
Light's (F"PL) Conwnercial/Industl'iDl (C/1) Off -Peak Blltler y 'h.11 <png 
program as part of FPL' o demand oide management (DSMI plan 111 v1 de1· 
Numbers PSC-95·1H3-S- EG, and PSC 95·1343A-S· EG. Tlw C/1 Ott leo~k 

Battery Charging program prov1deo incentlV'!S for the lllOtull,, t 1011 

of a control system that reatrl cts battery charg1ng 1 o olt P""" 
periods. The goal of the program l o the reduction o t r•·oJk d•·mand 
and the (uture growth o( peak demand. 

In staff•s first set o! lnt.errogatones 1n Oock<!l No 'Jb0002 
EG, FPL was asked to evaluate each o f lLB approved llSM I" nq t . omfl 

ua 1ng the company• s most recent plann 1ng aoaumpt1ono. Th•· '••nu 1 t u 
showed that the C/1 Off-Peak Battery Charg1n9 progt<lm tt•m,o!ned 
coot effective. However. several other OSM programs fo~lled Uw Rate 
Impact Measure (RIM) test. PPL agreed at t~3t time t o rPevaluate 
each of the programs that failed the R• ~ test to lt• tt• r mtnc 
potential program modifications that may be d o sirable . lu• • t t'r;ult 
o f this analysis, PPL filed for modi( ico~Llon o f seven USM pl O<JI .oms 
and termination of t wo OSM progrums 1n Nay 1997 

On May s. 1997, PPL fllcd a petitlon to 1nc-r• , ,.,. 11 l'o· •• 

Battery program lncentive lovolu 11 01!1 s•.7 to no ... '"' 11 .. 111 r 1, I 

on peak summer kW reduct ion. Fl'l. r <'qurolo C<>tf~lla.lf)!IIHhOAl[ ol 
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the increaee in J.ncentJ.ves for the r; 1 Off-Peak llatt"•Y Ch.11'91ng 

program, incluchng recovery of rc<lson.lbl e and prudr nl expend! t Ut't>« 
through the Energy Conoervatton Coat Recovery (CCCRI cl aus•• Fl'l. 
aleo requests tha- t he uavings reeulting from the modll 1'"d Oft Pe.:~k 

Battery Charging p rogram continue to count towardn F'Pt.· n ·•PP• ov•·cl 
conoervation goals. 
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DIScuSSION OF lS~ 

ISSQE 1: Should t :.e Commission approve Plorida Powe1 I. Light 
Company's (PPL) petitlon for modification o f the 
Commer cia l/Industrial (C/ll Off-Peak Battery Cha r g1 ng pt<gt,un, 
1ncluding approval for energy conservation cost recov~•Y !ECCR)? 

RBC'OMMSNDIITION: Yes. The C/I Off - Peak Battery Cha rging program. 
as modified , is cost-effective. Increas ing the progtam ' o lnc~ntivc 
is expected to encourage program participation. This w1 ll assiot 
PPL in meeting i ts Commission approved Demand Side Manayement !DSMl 
goals. Reasonable and prudent expenditu res for th~ prugram, as 
mod1fied, 9hould be approvei for cost recovery, and the resulung 
demand savings should continue to count towards PI'L' s OSM go,tls 

STAFF AN .LXSIS: FPL ha~ proposed an 1ncrease in incent1ve levels 
for the C/I Off-Peak Bactery Charging program from S57 to no more 
than S75 per summer kW reduction. FPL has already o ffer .. d the 
program to moot of the eligible participants and 1Jel1<.-veo thal an 
incentive inc rease is necessary to e ncourage add ilion a 1 p1 ogram 
participation. While the program prov ides a r~lat~vely sma ll 
percentage of PPL's OSM savings, increased program parLlClpaLlon 
wil l assist PPL in meeting ita Commission approved OSM goals. Tlns 
is particularly important in light of FP~ ' s proposed mod1f1cat;on 
o f six other DSM programs and cancellation of two programs 

FPL has determined the cost-effectlveness rat1os o f the 
revised C/I Off-Peak Battery Charging program as follows: 

Rate Impact Measure Test: 1.63 
Participant Coot Teet: 2.32 
Total Resource Cost TeaL: 2 .88 

With a RIM value of 1.63 , the modified program 1s 
signi f icantly cost-effective. This impl1es that there is room [ot 
error i n the avoided cost and peak demand sav1ngs assumpt;ons used 
to determine cost -ef fectiveness. This increases the asourancf• that 
the program will provide benefits to the general body o f 
ratepayers. The program also has a relat1vely short paybac k per1od 
of ni ne years, according to the R!M test rebults 

The modified C/1 Off-Peak Battery Chargi~og progt·am 1u cxp.:cted 
to reaulr: i n a reduction in summer peak d~>mand o f 302 kW and a 
winter peak: demand reduction o f 28 kW for the pedod 1998 through 
2000. There is no change in the e xpected per participant demand 
sa vings (. 96 kWl as a result of the progran. modi! ic<H ion l'h<• 
modified program is not e xpec•.ed r:o r educe ener gy consumpt1or. 
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• 
DOCKET NO. 97 054 6 -EG 
DATE: OCTOBBR 23 , 1997 

• 
The modified C/I Off-Peak Battery Cha rg 1ng program appears to 

be monitorable and FPL's e valuatJon ef f orts should produce 
measur able results. A focused evaluation of the program's demand 
savings was performed 1.n 1996, wh1.ch 1ncluded post impact au •·veys. 
site surveys and end-use monitoring. FPL' s DSM e valuation plana 
for 1997 through 1999 show that FPL intends to focu~ addiLional 
monitoring efforts on C/I DSM programs in the future. 

Staff recommends approval of the mocll.fied C/1 Off·Pedk B<~ttery 
Charg 1 ng program because the program rema 1ns cost· f! f ft!Ct 1 ve. Ttw 
1.ncrease i n program incentives 18 e xpected to encou n sge progt am 
participation which will assist FPL i n meeting ita Commisuton 
approved OSM goals. The modified program a ppears to be dJcectly 
monitor able. Reasonable and prudent e xpenditures for the pr ogt·am. 
as modified. should be approved for cost recovo~ry, aud the 
resu lting demand savings should contlnue to coun t towards FPL's DSM 
goals . 

ISSUE 2: Should Florida Powe r and Light Company be rcqutred Lo 
submit detailed program pa rticipation standards? 

R£COf1MENDATION: Yea. Florida Power and Light Company (FPI.) uhould 
file program participation standards withiu 30 days of Lhe ianu.1nr-e 
of the order in thio docke~. These sLandarda should be 
adminiatracively approved . 

STAPF AHI\LYSIS: f'PL's program standards should clearly llt,H;e ~;he 
Company's requirements for participat1on 1n the programs. cuutomer 
eligibility requirements, dPtails on how rebaces or ircent1ves w1 ll 
be processed , technical specifications on equipment eliglblllty, 
and necessary reporting requirements. Staff rcquesto that lt be 
allowed to administratively approve these program part ict pat 1on 
standards if they conform to the d"scription of the pt og1 ilmu 
contained in the uti l ity'o DSM plan. 
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ISSQE 3: Should this docket be ~los~d? 

• 
RECOMMRNJ)ATION: Yes. If no person whose substanL tctl tnLerest.fJ au· 
affected by the Commission's proposed ag~ncy a ction timely t tles " 
procest within twenty-one days of the issuance o( the ordPr. thl& 
doc~et should be closed. 

STAfF ANaLYSI S: Pursuant to Rule 25 ·22.029! 4 ). Florida 
Administrative Code, any person whose substantii\1 lnlerests are 
affected by the Commission's pro~osed agency action shall have 21 
days after issuance of the order to file a protest . If no timely 
protest is f i led, the docket should be closed. 
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