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OVERVIEW 

The results of the evaluation of FPL’s Green Pricing Research and Development Project (GPRDP) are 
presented in this report. The overall objective of this evaluation is to summarize the findings of this multi- 
year effort. 

Customer focus groups were held to gather understanding of customer needs and interests. 

The project was advertised and contributions were solicited to build the Photovoltaic system. 

Contributions were received fiom 1 1,223 customers which total $89,562. 

A 10.1 kW (DC) Photovoltaic system was installed at FPL’s Martin Plant Site in Indiantown, F1. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The overall objective of the project was to test FPL’s customer’s response to a green pricing initiative. 
Under the GPRDP, FPL was to “... solicit contributions from its customers to be used to purchase, install, 
maintain, and operate photovoltaic (PV) modules on FPL’s system.” 

The research plan specifically called for solicitation of contributions fiom all classes of 
customers. However, research conducted during the project indicated a customer preference 
for purchasing a product instead of making contributions to a “for-profit” utility. 

The plan allowed for the recovery of administrative, research and marketing costs through 
the ECCR clause. A two year budget of $475,000 was established. 

The PSC Order directed the photovoltaic system be installed at the Martin Plant and 
umit;L;it;u LU r rL s gnu. -___- - - A - A  A -  r n r  9 -  ---: 2 

FPL developed success criteria which were defined as: 1) marketing and administrative 
costs could be covered by the avoided he1 cost, and 2) the program would be sustainable 
based on continued contributions. 
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GPRDP 
PROJECT BUDGET 

BUDGET 
I AUTHORIZED 

RECEIVED 
TOTALS I CONTRIBUTIONS 

MARKETING I COSTS 
$250,000 

COST 
TOTALS 

$236,22 1 

$475,000 $327,538 $ 89,562 

I ADMINCOSTS I $189,000 $ 58,460 
I RESEARCH I $ 36,000 $ 32,857 
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PROJECT ACTIVITIES - CUSTOMER FOCUS BEGINNING 

Focus group research was conducted prior to solicitations to understand customer interest in a contribution 
program in support of a utility owned photovoltaic system and to develop a concept for solicitation. Some 
key findings from these focus groups were: 

Customers across the board stated that they were enthusiastic about green power. 

0 Customers also indicated that they did not support ongoing contributions, but instead stated a preference 
for a one-time contribution program instead. 

0 Customers wanted the convenience of including their contribution in the same check in which they paid 
their monthly bill. 

The contribution approach did receive some negative reaction. This reaction appeared to be based on 

small number of press items which also questioned the validity of a “for profit” company asking for 
contributions. 

FI)L’s str&s 8s 8 “ f ~ r - p f t ”  cor,pafiy. Th:n x m n  n t m t d  A, 4-e tha C n n r r n  - + n * n *  m _  -a.-Cfi-,,rl 1-+-- L - r  - 
L i u a  vtaa a c a w u  udiiig u i F i  iubua wuup a d  I G ; i i 1 u i b G u  lalcl uy a 
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PROJECT ACTIVITIES - CUSTOMER FOCUS FOLLOWUP 

As stated earlier, FPL determined that a program based on ongoing contribution would not be popular with 
our customers. Interviews were conducted with companies involved with green pricing programs to better 
understand why contributions worked to varying degrees elsewhere. It was discovered that the most 
successful contributions programs were conducted by “not for profit” utilities. These are mainly municipal 
electric utilities such as Sacramento Utility Management District (SMUD) and Gainesville Regional Utilities. 
Also as part of the follow-up research, FPL conducted customer focus groups to determine any potential 
alternatives that might be acceptable. The results/findings were as follows: 

Customers in the follow-up focus groups clearly indicated that they would rather purchase green power 
than contribute to a fund to build PV systems. Customers also indicated that, while a few customers are 
interested in roof-top PV, the cost is a major barrier. Other customers indicated they would be more 
willing to purchase green power directly from FPL on a grid delivered system, mainly favoring the 
convenience of this approach over having contractors impacting their personal schedules to install them. 

Customer perception is that renewables, especially solar, should be much cheaper than conventional 
generation. Only after they understood that the cost of equipment is much higher, were they willing to 
discuss paying more for green power. The indication is that a small percentage of customers would be 
willing to pay between $5-$10 more per month for green power. 

0 Customers willing to pay more for green power considered wind, hydroelectric, solar, landfill gas and 
biomass “green environmental” sources. 
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PROJECT ACTIVITIES - MARKETING AND EDUCATION 

Marketing and educational activities were driven by customer input. Customer focus groups were held to 
develop an understanding of customer interest and needs about contributing to a building fund for a PV 
system. Further, this input directed FPL’s development of a marketing approach and the associated 
collateral materials. 

0 Bill inserts were developed and mailed to all residential customers in the May and July 1998 bills. 

A bill insert was sent in July 1998 to all General Service (Small Commercial customers). 

Direct mail was used to send brochures to all of FPL’s National Account customers in June 1998 and all 
Large CommerciaVIndustrial customers in April 1998. 

A Green Pricing section was added to the FPL Website. 

0 Three mass media advertisements were placed in area-wide newspapers in May and June 1998. 

0 “In-bound’’ telemarketing procedures were established, using the 1-800 Dial FPL number. 

0 The Green Pricing Research and Development Project was promoted at four Home Shows. 

0 Attempts were made to enlist the support of the Legal Environmental Assistance Foundation (LEAF) to 
provide mailing lists for members of various environmental groups. However, this support was not 
forthcoming. 
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CONTRIBUTIONS 

A minimum goal of $70,000 in contributions was established based on estimated costs to install a 10.1 kW 
(DC) PV system. Contributions in the amount of $89,562 from 11,223 customers were received. Although, 
solicitations included all classes of customers, the only responses were from residential customers. The 
number of customers contributing to the program constituted about 0.35% of FPL customers. 

The minimum $70,000 goal, based on the estimated cost of installation of a 10.1 kW (DC) system, was 
exceeded, with collections totaling $89,562. 

The contribution processing system developed for this project was responsive to customer needs and 
allowed customers to include the payments as part of their bill payment check. 

8 
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PROJECT ACTIVITIES - DESIGN/BUILD 

The system was designed and specified by a team of FPL construction engineering professionals with expert 
help and input from PV professionals on the staff of the Florida Solar Energy Center. The team also 
developed a PV Contractor Pre-Qualification Questionnaire which was widely sent to area contractors with 
interest in the project. An RFP, based on the specifications and design, was sent to contractors on the pre- 
qualified list. A successful contractor was selected to provide and install the equipment. 

0 Five bids were received for the 10.1 kW (DC"') project ranging in price fiom $92,000 to $163,000. 

0 To determine the best value, bidders were evaluated against pre-established criteria. 

In this case the lowest bidder was also the best value. The cost of the 10.1 kW (DC) system was $92,000. 
The system was installed at the Martin PV Farm, which had useable existing slabs, PV racks and an 
enclosed building. FPL was able to negotiate the contract and contain the project cost within the 
contribution amount. The cost was about 28% higher than the $7000/Kw original project estimate. 

0 FPL was surprised by and concerned over the higher than planned cost/kW. FPL conducted interviews 
with other contractors and suppliers to gain additional understanding. As a result, information from 
upstream suppliers indicated that additional costs could have come fiom two areas. First, contracting 
with a local supplier instead of a national, first tier supplier could increase supplier fees due to added 
layers of the distribution chain. Further, open field installations, like the Martin Plant, could require long 
runs of expensive cables which could increase costs. 
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COST EFFECTIVENESS 

As indicated in the original order, PV projects are not cost effective, and this project confirms that fact. The 
cost comparisons for this system were intended solely to lower fossil fuel use (i.e., as a “fuel replacement” 
option). Capacity deferral cost was not considered due to the fact that the system does not reduce peak 
requirements. If the system were to be configured for peak deferral, the kWh output would be considerable 
less, reducing the value of fuel cost avoidance. The cost of photovoltaic systems was significantly higher 
than projected, exceeding the estimates by about 28%. Further, administrative and marketing costs are 
more than twice the cost of the system itself. Even allowing for future economies of scale in soliciting and 
processing contributions, fuel savings and reduced O&M costs do not cover the extra costs 
and administration. 

The system cost was $9200/kW, about 28% higher than the estimated $7000/kW. 

if marketing 

Administrative and marketing costs exceeded $200,000, or about $20,000 per installed llW. This cost 
might be less for a large-scale project. 

The projected net present value for he1 savings for a 20-year system life is $679.60 per installed kW 
(AC). 
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CONCLUSIONS 
Based on focus groups before and after project execution, customers indicate a preference to purchase green 
energy instead of contributing to a building fund program, but their willingness to pay is far  short of the 
cost of PV systems. Customers state that they are enthusiastic about green power options, but they believe 
these technologies should be cheaper than conventional generation. 

Customer’s stated willingness to pay the incremental cost for green power, $5-$10 per month, is not 
sufficient to pay for PV systems. 

Other, less costly options for securing green power should be explored to develop a green power price 
option for which some customers might choose to pay the extra cost. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

Research findings indicate and FPL recommends that alternate green power pricing options be investigated 
to determine their availability and cost and understand the customer’s willingness to pay the incremental 
cost. 

FPL is proposing to the PSC a Green Pricing Project as part of FPL’s up-coming 2000-2009 DSM 
Program Plan. The program will examine a variety of renewable generating sources. It will also 
determine if customers are willing to pay the difference between a standard energy option and an option 
for energy generated by renewable energy sources. 

0 A PV R&D project involving rooftop installations for single family homes is also being proposed as part 
of the Plan. 

FPL recommends that the Public Service Commissioners adopt these projects as part of the plan. 
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GREEN PRICING R&D PROJECT CONTRlBUlTlONS MATRIX 

TOTAL(AS OF1 1/10/98) 1 1223 89561.94 7.98 

GREEN PRICING R&D PROJECT CONTRIBUTIONS MATRIX 

WHO CONTRIBUTED 
DISTRICT LOCATION NO. OF CUSTOMERS 

NORTHEAST AREA 1904 
PALM BEACH AREA 2340 
WEST COAST AREA 2652 
BROWARD AREA 1841 
DADE AREA 2486 

1 1223 

CONTRIBUTED CONTRl BUTED 
TOTAL AMOUNT AVERAGE AMOUNT 

$1 5,297.25 $8.03 
$1 8,998.56 $8.1 2 
$22,017.96 $8.30 
$1 3,730.22 $7.46 
$19,517.95 $7.85 
$89,561.94 $7.98 





INPUT DATA - PART 1 CONTINUED 
PROGRAM METHOD SELECTEO REV-REO 

PROGRAM NAME. 9 KW (AC) of PV installed on FPL system as fuel Substitute in 1999, assume 20% capacity factor for PV 

I PROGRAM DEMAND SAVINGS 6 LINE LOSSES 

(1) CUSTOMER kW REDUCTN3N AT METER 700 kW 
(2) GENERATOR kW REDUCTION PER CUSTOMER 900 kW 

(4) GENERATOR kWh REDUCTION PER CUSTOMER 169585 kWh 
(5) kWh LHE LOSS PERCENTAGE 702 % 
(6) GROUP LINE LOSS MULllf'LRR 
(7) CUSTOMER kWh INCREASE AT METER 0 0  kWh 

ECONOMIC LIFE h K FACTORS 

(1) STUDY PERIOD FOR THE CONSERVATlON PROGRAM 22 YEARS 
(2) GENERATOR ECONOMIC LIFE 30 YEARS 
(3) T6D ECONOMIC LIFE 35 YEARS 
(4) K FACTOR FOR GENERATION 
(5) K FACTOR FOR T I  D 

(3) kW LINE LOSS PERCENTAGE 901 % 

i C 0 X  

II 

Not Applicable 
Not Applicable 

111 umm 6 CUSTOMER COSTS 

(1) UllLrp/ NON RECURRING COST PER CUSTOMER .......... 
(2) UTlLilY RECURRING COST PER CUSTOMER .................... 
(3)UTKITYCOST ESCALATION RATE ........................... 
(4) CUSTOMER EQUIPMENT COST ....................................... 
(5) CUSTOMER EQUIPMENT ESCALATDN RATE ................. 
(6) CUSTOMER 06 M COST ................................................ 

(9) SUPPLY COSTS ESCALATION RATES.... .......................... 
(10) UTILITY DISCOUNT R A E  .................................................. 

(7) CUSTOMER 0 6 M COST ESCALATION RATE .............. 
(8) INCREASED SUPPLY COSTS ............................................ 

* 
* 

* (11) UTILITYAFUDC RATE ..................................................... 
' 
* 
* 

(12) UTILITY NON RECURRING REBATVINCENTNE ................ 
(13) UTILITY RECURRING REBATE/INCENTNE ....................... 
(14) UTILITY REBATE/INCENTNE ESCALATION RATE ........... 

* SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION NOT SPECIFIED IN WORKBOOK 
" VALUE SHOWN tS FOR FIRSTYEAR ONLY (VALUE VARIES OVER TIME) ... PROGRAM COST CALCULATION VALUES ARE SHOWN ON PAGE 2 

*** YCUST - YCUST - %" 
**' YCUST 
"* %" ... YCUSTNR - %" 
'** YCUSTMR 
*" %*. 

e.% yn 
10.30 % 
"' YCUST 
*** YCUST 
*** % 

N AVOIDED GENERATOR AND T8D COSTS 

(1) BASEYEAR ....................................................... 
(2) INSERVICE YEAR FOR AVOIDED GENERAllNG UNIT .. 
(3) IN-SERVICE YEAR FOR AVOIDED T6D . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
(4) BASE YEAR AVOIDED GENERAllNG COST . . . . . . . . . . .  
(5) BASE YEAR AVOIDED TRANSMISSION COST . . . . . . . . . . . .  
(E) SASE E A R  D!STR!BUT!ON COST ........................ 
(7) GEN. TRAN a DISTCOST ESCALATION RATE . . . . . . . . . .  
(8) GENERATOR FIXED D 6 M COST ................................... 
(9) GENERATOR FIXED OhM ESCALATION RATE 
(10) TRANSMISSION FIXED 0 h M COST ............................. 
(1 1) DISTRIBUTION FKED 0 h M COST ............................ 
(12) TBD FKED 06M ESCALATION RATE ........................ 
(13) AVOIDED GEN UNITVARlABLE 0 6 M COSTS .............. 
(14) GENERATOR VARlABLE OhM COST ESCALATION RATE 
(15) GENERATOR CAPACITY FACTOR ............................ 
(16) AVOIDED GENERATING UNIT FUEL COST ................... 
(17) AVOIDED GEN UNITFUEL COST ESCALATION RATE ... 

NON-FUEL ENERGY AND DEMAND CHARGES 

(1) NON FUEL COSTIN CUSTOMER BILL ..................... 

(3)DEMAND CHARGE IN CUSTOMER BILL ...................... 
(4) DEMAND CHARGE ESCALATION RATE .................... 

.............. 

V 

(2)NON-FUEL COSTESCALATION RATE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

PSC FORM CE 1 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

1998 
2000 

zoo1 -2000 
0 shw 
0 slkw 
0 slkw 

-6 shwNR 
178 %" 

4 1 0  %" 
000 shw 
000 slkw 
4 1 0  %" 

270 %" 

2 93 CENTS PER kWh" (In-WMu, y 
530 %- 

OOOO CENTSlkWh 

0% " (In-sefwce year) 



P.0.2 * INPUTDATA - PART 1 CONTINUED 
PROGRAM METHOD SELECTED: REV-REQ 

PROGRAM NAME: 9 KW (AC) ol PV installed on FPL system as fuel substilute in 1999. assume 20% capacity factor for PV 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 
U n L l M  TOTAL ENERGY DEMAND 

PROGRAM COSTS OTHER UTILITY CHARGE CHARGE PARKIPANT PARTICIPANT OTHER TOTAL 

INCENrmES INCENTNES COSTS COSTS LOSSES LOSSES COSTS COSTS COSTS COSTS 
YEAR yo00) s(Oa0) s(m) $(ow) S(o00) S(o00) S(o00) S(OO0) S(W0) yo00) 

WITHOUT UTILITY UTILITY PROGRAM REVENUE REVENUE EQUIPMENT 04M PARTICIPANT PARXIPANT 

199.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1998 215 0 0 215 0 0 89 0 0 88 
m 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2001 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2002 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2003 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2004 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2005 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2006 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2007 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
zooe 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
zoo0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
201 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
m i  1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2012 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
m i 3  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2014 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
m i 5  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
m i 6  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
m i  7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
m i  8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
m i 9  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

NOM 215 0 0 215 0 0 89 0 0 89 
NPV 197 0 0 197 0 0 82 0 0 82 

* SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION NOT SPECIFIED IN WORKBOOK .. NEOAME COSTS WILL BE CALCULATED AS POSITNE BENEFITS FOR TRC AND RIM TESTS 
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PIS 0% ow 
CIS 55% 12.50 

CALCUIATlON OF GEN K-FACTOR 
PROGRAM METHOD SELECTED REV-REO 

PROGRAM NAME. 9 KW (AC) d PV installed on FPL system as fuel substttute in 1999, assume 20% capacity factor roc PV 

% 
% 

(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8 ) (91 (10) (11) (72) 
PRESENT 

OTHER TOTAL WORTH CUMULATNE 
MID-YEAR PREFERRED COMMON INCOME TAXES 6 DEFERRED FIXED FIXED PWFIXED 

RATEBASE DEBT STOCK E a u m  TAXES INSURANCE DEPREC TAXES CHARGES CHARGES CHARGES 
YEAR S(oo0) t(OO0) ym) t(OO0) S(OO0) S(OO0) S(o00) S(OO0) S(OO0) S(oo0) s(o00) 

2000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2001 0 
2002 0 
2003 0 
2004 0 
Mos 0 
2008 0 
2W7 0 
2008 0 
2009 0 
2010 0 
201 1 0 
2012 0 
2013 0 
2014 0 
201 5 0 
2016 0 
2017 0 
2018 0 
2019 0 
2020 0 
2021 0 
2022 0 
2023 0 
2024 0 
2025 0 
202a 0 
2027 0 
2028 0 
2029 0 

IN SERVICE cos (sooo) 
IN SERVICE YEAR 
BOOK LIFE W S )  
EFFEC. TAX RATE 

DISCOUNT RATE 
OTAX 6 INS RATE 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 
2 m  
30 

38.575 
8.98% 
1.40% 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

CAPITAL STRUCTURE 

DEBT 45% 7.60 % 
SOURCE I WEIGHT 1 COST K-FACTOR = CPWFC I IN-SVC COST = 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

Can't Calcuiete 

PSC FORM CE 1.lA 
PAGE 1 OF 2 
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pago 4b DEFERRED TAX AND MID-YEAR RATE BASE CALCULAT!ON 
PROGRAM METHOD SELECTED REV-REQ 

PROGRAM NAI 9 KW (AC) ol PV installed on FPL system 8s fuel $t,b$ltluIe In 1999 assumo 20% capeclly factor for PV 

(2) (3) (4) (5 )  (5aY (5bY (6) (7) (8) 
END 

OF YEAR 
NET BEGINNING ENDING OF 

TAX TAX DEFERRED PLANT IN 4CCUMULATEC4CCUMULATH YEAR RATE YEAR RATE MID-YEAR 
DEPRECIATlOhDEPRECWTlOh TAX SERVICE DEPRECIATOL DEF TAXES BASE BASE RATEBASE 

YEAR SCHEDULE S(o00) S(o00) $(coo) s(m) $(om) S(o00) YOOO) S(o00) 
zoo0 3 75% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2001 7 22% 
2002 6 66% 
2003 8 18% 
2001 5 71% 
2005 5 29% 
2oa) 4 09% 
2007 4 52% 
xxx)  4 46% 
2009 4 46% 
2010 4 46% 
201  1 4 46% 
2012 4 46% 
m i 3  4 46% 
2014 4 46% 
201 5 4 46% 
2018 4 46% 
201 7 4 46% 
m i 8  4 48% 
m t e  4 46% 
2020 2 23% 
2021 OW% 
2022 OW% 
2023 OW% 
m24 OW% 
202s 0 00% 
2028 OW% 
2027 0 00% 
2028 0 00% 
2029 OW% 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
CUMULATNE 

NOYEARS PLANT CUMULATNE YEARLY ANNUAL AVERAGE 
BEFORE ESCALATION ESCALATION EXPENDITJRE SPENDING SPENDING 

1990 -2 0 00% 1000 10000% 000 000 
1998 .1 1 78% 1018 0 00% 000 000 

YEAR INSERVICE RATE FACTOR (%) (WW) (SikW) 

10000% 000 

(8) (BE)’ (ab). (9) Pa)’ (9b)’ (*)’ (9d). (W (10) (11) 
CUMULATNE CUMULATNE YEARLY CUMULATNE >ONSTRUCllON CUMULATNE INCREMENTAL CUMULATIVE 

CPI TAXES TAXES BOOK VALUE BOOK VALUE 
NO YEARS SPENDING DEBT DEET TOTAL TOTAL PERIOD CUMULATNE DEFERRED DEFERRED YEAR-END YEAR-END 
BEFORE WITHAFUDC AFUDC AFUDC AFUDC AFUDC INTEREST 

YEAR INSERVICE (WW) (UkW) (SntW) (WW) (SlkW) (SlkW) (SkW) (SlkW) (WW) (UkW) (SikW) 
1898 -2 000 000 000 OW 000 O M )  000 000 ow 000 000 
1398 -1 000 ow ow ow 000 000 000 000 000 ow ow 

IN SERVICE YEAR 2000 
PLANT COSTS 0 
AFUDC RATE 10.30% 

000 000 000 000 0.00 

BOOK BASIS FOR DEF TAX TAX BASIS 
ONSTRUCTON CASH 0 0 
QUlM AFUOC 0 

0 0 

0 0 

’ Colmn not specified in workbook 



INPUT DATA - PART 2 
PROGRAM METHOD SELECTED, REV-REQ 

PROGRAM NAMl9 KW (AC) of PV installed on FPL system as fuel substitute in 1999. assume 20% capacity factor for PV 

(1) (2) (4) (5) (6)' (7) (8) (9) 
(') umm 

CUMULATNE ADJUSTED AVERAGE AVOIDED INCREASED 
TOTAL CUMUIATh'E SYSTEM MARGINAL MARGINAL REPLACEMEN1 PROGRAM kW?ROGRAM kWh 

PARTICIPAMCPARTICIPATINC FUEL COST FUEL COST FUEL COST FUEL COST FFECTNENES FFECTNENESS 
YEAR CUSTOMERS CUSTOMERS (ClkWh) (ChWh) (ClkWh) (ClkWh) FACTOR FACTOR 

1950 a 0 2 27 262 2 37 3 62 1 00 100 
1999 1 1 250 2 92 2 62 3 88 100 100 
2000 1 1 280 346 2 97 4 21 100 100 
2001 1 1 2 68 3 17 2 05 3 62 100 100 
2002 1 1 2 60 3 27 2 05 436 1 00 100 
2003 1 1 2 87 3 53 308 4 19 100 100 
2004 1 1 2 93 3 69 3 f3  4 69 ? 0 0  ' 0 0  
2005 1 1 304 380 3 23 464 1 00 100 
2006 1 1 3 15 408 338 5 31 100 1 00 
2w7 1 1 3 11 400 3 32 4 97 1 00 100 
2008 1 1 3 18 4 13 3 41 4 98 100 100 
2009 1 1 3 17 4 24 3 40 4 62 1 00 100 
2010 1 1 3 33 4 37 350 4 69 100 100 
201 1 1 1 338 4 51 365 4 78 100 100 
2012 1 1 3 40 4 65 3 75 4 95 1 OD 100 
201 3 1 1 3 55 4 70 3 02 5 10 100 100 
2014 1 1 350 404 386 5 19 100 100 
201 5 1 1 3 62 4 93 3 e9 5 38 100 100 
2016 1 1 3 76 5 11 404 590 1 00 100 
2017 1 1 394 5 39 4 24 606 100 100 
2010 1 1 4 11 5 69 4 4 4  6 51 100 100 
2019 1 1 4 25 5 91 4 59 700 100 100 

PSC FORM CE 1 2 
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THIS COLUMN IS USED ONLY FOR LOAD SHIFTING PROGRAMS WHICH SHIFT CONSUMPTION TO OFF-PEAK PERIODS 
THEVALUESREPRESENTTHEOFFPEAKSYSTEMFUELCOSTS 



Po. 7 AVOIDED GENERAllNG BENEFITS 
PROGRAM METHOD SELECTED: REV-REQ 

PROGRAM NAMf 9 KW (AC) of PV installed on FPL system as fuel aubslitute in 1999, assume 20% capacily factor fw PV 

(7) 
(') AVOIDED AVOIDED AVOIDED AVOIDED AVOIDED 

GEN UNIT GEN UNIT GEN UNIT GEN UNIT REPIACEMENl GEN UNlT 
CAPAClTy COS FIXED O&M VARIABLE O&N FUEL COST FUEL COST BENEFITS 

(2) (3) (4) (5) 

YEAR s(ooo) S(o00) S~OOO) S(o00) S(W0) S(oO0) 
1998 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1998 0 0 0 0 0 0 
xxx)  0 (0 055) 0 0 0 (0 055) 
2001 0 (0 057) 0 0 0 (0 057) 
2002 0 (0 059) 0 0 0 (0 059) 
2003 0 (0 0621 0 0 0 (0 062) 
2004 0 (0 064) 0 0 0 (0 W) 
2w5 0 (0 067) 0 0 0 (0 067) 
2008 0 (0 069) 0 0 0 (0 069) 
m7 0 (0 072) 0 0 0 (0 072) 
2aa 0 (0 075) 0 0 0 (0 075) 
ZOOB 0 (0 078) 0 0 0 (0 078) 
2010 0 (0081) 0 0 0 (0 eel) 
201 1 0 (0 o&o 0 0 0 (0 ow 
201 2 0 (0 088) 0 0 0 (0 cas) 
2013 0 (OOel) 0 0 0 (0091) 
2014 0 (0 095) 0 0 0 (0 095) 
201 5 0 (0 0 0 0 (0 098) 
2016 0 (0 102) 0 0 0 (0 102) 
201 7 0 (0 106) 0 0 0 (0 106) 
mi8 0 (0 111) 0 0 0 (0 111) 
2019 0 (0 115) 0 0 0 (0 115) 

PSC FORM CE 2.1 
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NOM 0 (1 628) 0 0 0 (1 628) 
NPV 0 (0 612) 0 0 0 (0612) 



AVOIDED T6D AND PROGRAM FUEL SAVINGS 
PROGRAM METHOD SELECTED REV-REQ 

PROGRAM NAME 9 KW (AC) d PV in$talled M FPL system as fuel sub8titute in 1999, asaume 20% capacity factw fw PV 

PSC FORM CE 2.2 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

(1) (21 (3) (4 ) (5) (6) (7) (8) (ea)' 
TOTAL TOTAL 

AVOIDED AVOIDED AVOIDED AVOIDED AVOIDED AVOIDED PROGRAM 
TRANSMISSK)FTRANSMISSK)F~NSMISSIO~ DISTRIBUTION DISTRIBUTION DISTRBUTION PROGRAM OFF-PEAK 

CAP COST 06M COST COST CAP COST 06M COST COST FUEL SAVINGS PAYBACK 
YEAR s(o00) S(OO0) s(OO0) S(o00) S~ooo) S(OO0) S(W0) S(Oo0) 

1898 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1- 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 660 0 
2 w 1  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 590 0 
2002 0 0 0 0 0 0 0819 0 
m:! 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 671 0 
2Ca 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 707 0 
2005 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 728 0 
ZMXI 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 793 0 
2007 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 773 0 
zM)o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 802 0 
2008 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 835 0 
2010 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 855 0 
201 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 888 0 
2012 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 915 0 
2013 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 939 0 
2014 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 957 0 
2015 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 976 0 
2016 0 0 0 0 0 0 1011 0 
2017 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 072 0 
2018 0 0 0 0 0 0 1137 0 
2019 0 0 0 0 0 0 1183 0 

NOM. 0 0 0 0 0 0 17 384 0 
NPV 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 796 0 

'THESE VALUES REPRESENTTHE COSTOF THE INCREASED FUEL CONSUMPTION DUE TO GREATER OFF-PEAK 
ENERGY USAGE. USED FOR LOAD SHlmNG PROGRAMS ONLY. 



TOTAL RESOURCE COSTTEST 
PROGRAM METHOD SELECTED: REV-REQ 

PROGRAM NAMI 9 KW (AC) of PV installed 00 FPL system as fuel substitute in 1999, assume 20% capaclty factw for PV 

INCREASED UTILITY PARTICIPANT AVOIDED AVOIDED CUMULATNE 
SUPPLY PROGRAM PROGRAM OTHER TOTAL GENUNIT T(LD PROGRAM OTHER TOTAL NET DISCOUNTED 
COSTS COSTS COSTS COSTS COSTS BENEFITS BENEFITS FUEL SAVINGS BENEFITS BENEFrrS BENEFITS NETBENEFrrS 

YEAR s(o00) S(o00) S(o00) S(o00) $(ow) S(o00) S(o00) S(o00) S(o00) UOOO) yo00) S(o00) 
1998 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1999 0 215 89 0 304 0 0 0 89 89 (215) (197) 
m 0 0 0 0 0 (0 055) 0 O W  0 1 1 (197) 
2001 0 0 0 0 0 (0 057) 0 0 590 0 1 1 (1%) 
2002 0 0 0 0 0 (0 059) 0 0619 0 1 1 (1%) 
2003 0 0 0 0 0 IO 062) 0 0 671 0 1 1 (195) 
2004 0 0 0 0 0 (0 064) 0 0 707 0 1 1 (145) 
2005 0 0 0 0 0 (0 067) 0 0 728 0 1 1 (195) 
2008 0 0 0 0 0 (0 069) 0 0 793 0 1 1 (194) 
2007 0 0 0 0 0 (0 072) 0 0 773 0 1 1 (1%) 
2008 0 0 0 0 0 (0 075) 0 0 802 0 1 1 (194) 
x)os 0 0 0 0 0 (0 078) 0 o a35 0 1 1 1193) 
2010 0 0 0 0 0 (0081) 0 0 855 0 1 1 (193) 
201 1 0 0 0 0 0 (0 084) 0 0 888 0 1 1 (193) 
2012 0 0 0 0 0 (0 088) 0 0 915 0 1 1 (1%) 
2013 0 0 0 0 0 (0 091 ) 0 0 939 0 1 1 ($92) 

201 5 0 0 0 0 0 (0 098) 0 0 978 0 1 1 (192) 
2016 0 0 0 0 0 (0 102) 0 1011 0 1 1 (192) 
2017 0 0 0 0 0 (0 106) 0 1 072 0 1 1 (191) 
2018 0 0 0 0 0 (0 111) 0 1137 0 1 1 (191) 
2019 0 0 0 0 0 (0 115) 0 1183 0 1 1 (191) 

2014 0 0 0 0 0 (0 095) 0 0 957 0 1 1 (192) 

PSC FORM CE 2.3 
PAGE10F1 

NOM 0 21 5 89 0 304 (1 628) 0 17 384 89 105 
NPV 0 197 82 0 279 (0 612) 0 6 796 82 ea 

Di#count Rate 898 w 
BenstlffCost Ratio (Col(l1) I CoI(6)) l-1 



PARTICIPANT COSTS AND BENEFITS 
PROGRAM MEMOD SELECTED: REV-REP 

PROGRAM NAMI 9 KW (AC) of PV installed on FPL system as fuel subslitute in 1999, asaume 20% capacily fecfor for PV 

SAVINGS Pi CUSTOMER CUMULATIVE 
PARNIPANTS TAX UTKrrY OMER TOTAL EQUIPMENT CUSTOMER OMER TOTAL NET DISCOUNTED 

BILLS CREDITS REBATES BENEFrrS BENEFITS COSTS OELMCOSTS COSTS COSTS BENEFITS NETBENEFlTS 
YEAR t(OO0) S(o00) S(o00) S(000) S(000) S(o00) S(o00) S(o00) S(o00) S(o00) S(000) 

1998 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1899 0 0 0 89 e9 89 0 0 89 0 0 
XXK)  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2001 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2002 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
m3 a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2004 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 
200s 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2006 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2001 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2006 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2009 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2010 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
201 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2012 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
201 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2014 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
201 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2016 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
201 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
201 e 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2019 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

NOM 0 0 0 e9 8D 89 0 0 89 0 
N W  0 0 0 02 e2 82 0 0 02 0 

h Swvlcr d Gen Unit: 2000 
Discant Rata : 
BmeCIVCort Ratio ( CoI(6) I Col(l0)) 

8.98 W 
L V ]  
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RAE IMPACT TEST 
PROGRAM METHOD SELECTED REV-REQ 

PSC FORM CE 2 5 
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PROGRMl NAMl9 KW (AC) of PV installed on FPL system as fuel substitute in 1999, assume 20% capacity faclw fw PV 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5 )  (6) (7) (81 (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

CUMUIATNE 
SUPPLY PROGRAM REVENUE OTHER TOTAL UNITIFUEL T8D REVENUE OTHER TOTAL NET DISCOUNTEO 
COSTS COSTS INCENTIVES LOSSES COSTS COSTS BENEFiTS BENEFITS GAINS BENEFITS BENEFITS BENEFITS NET BENEFITS 

INCREASED u n L m  AVOIDED GEN AVOIDED 

YEAR $(om) $(coo) $(coo) $(om) S(o00) S(oCx1) S(o00) S(o00) S(o00) S(o00) S(0oa) two) S(o00) 
1998 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1999 0 215 0 0 0 215 0 0 0 0 0 (215) (197) 
2ooo 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 605 0 0 0 0 605 OW5 (187) 
2001 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 534 0 0 0 0 534 0 534 (1%) 
2002 0 0 0 0 0 0 0560 0 0 0 0 560 0560 (1%) 
m 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 699 0 0 0 0609 0609 (1%)  
2004 0 0 0 0 0 0 0643 0 0 0 0 643 0 e43 (195) 
2005 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 662 0 0 0 0 e62 0662 (195) 
2008 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 724 0 0 0 0 724 0 724 (1%) 
2007 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 701 0 0 0 0 701 0 701 (194) 
2008 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 727 0 0 0 0 727 0 727 (194) 
2008 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 757 0 0 0 0 757 0 757 ($93) 
mi0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 774 0 0 0 0 774 0 774 (193) 
201 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 804 0 0 0 0 804 0 804 (193) 
2012 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 828 0 0 0 0 828 0 828 (193) 
2013 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 848 0 0 0 0648 0048 (192) 
m i 4  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 863 0 0 0 0 863 0863 (192) 
m i 5  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 878 0 0 0 0 878 0 878 (192) 
2016 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 909 0 0 0 0909 0909 (182) 
2017 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 665 0 0 0 0 885 0965 (191) 
2018 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 026 0 0 0 1 026 1 026 (191) 
2019 0 0 0 0 0 0 1068 0 0 0 1 088 1068 (191) 

0 215 0 0 0 215 16 0 0 0 15 756 
0 197 0 0 0 197 6 0 0 0 6 184 

Dirwunt Rmte 898 96 
BenefiivCost Ratio (Cd(12) I CoI(7)) [-j 





PhotoVoltaic Project = Bid Evaluation 
Utility Power Energy Svcs& Solar Energy 

Advance Solar Products SEPCO Systems Group 
Item Wt Score Wt Score Score Wt Score Score Wt Score Score Wt Score Score Wt Score 

1 Experience 40% 4 1.6 3 1.2 3 1.2 4 1.6 5 2 
-Eng/ProdConst; Safety; Spec understanding; Previous projects; Project aesthetics; Turnkey team; Response to Spec 

2 PV Array 15% 4 0.6 4 0.6 4 0.6 4 0.6 4 0.6 
-Manufacturer: Aesthetics; Capacity; Safety 

3 Power Conditioner 20% 3 0.6 3 0.6 5 1 5 1 3 0.6 
-Manufacturer; Harmonics; Capacity; Power Factor; Safety; Noise; EM1 

4 Balance of System 10% 5 0.5 2 0.2 5 0.5 5 0.5 3 0.3 
-Foundations; Wiring/Conduit/Boxes/etc.; Surge protection; Documentation(Drawings, Manuals, other); Training; Acceptance Testing 

5 Warranty and O&M 10% 1 0.1 1 0.1 5 0.5 0 0 1 0.1 
-Responsiveness 

6 Table Top Display 5% 2 0.1 3 0.1 5 4 0.2 3 0.1 5 2 0.1 

Totals 100°/o 3.5 2.85 4 3.85 3.7 
-Aesthetics; Mock up o i  original; Functionaiity 

Pricing 
System 
Warranty/Maintenance 
Table Top Display 
TOTAL 

$92,000 $103,000 
$0 $3,000 
$0 $7,000 

$92,000 $1 13,000 

$1 58,000 
$3,000 
$2,500 

$163,500 

$1 14,320 
$450 

$3,500 
$1 18,270 

$1 08,290 
$0 

$10,000 
$1 18,290 

Options 


