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Re: Modification of Request for Confidential Classification and Substitution of Exhibits, 
Docket No. 130200 

Dear Ms. Stauffer: 

Duke Energy Florida, Inc. ("DEF") submits the attached modified Exhibit A (confidential 

document, replacing document number 02353-14), Exhibit B (two redacted versions of the 

confidential document) and Exhibit C (justification matrix) to its Request for Confidential 

Classification, document number 02352-14, fi led in the above referenced docket on May 19, 

20 14. It has come to DEF' s attention that portions of the confidential document are available to 

the public, and therefore the modified exhibits are being submitted to more accurately represent 

the confidential infonnation contained within the document. Please return or destroy the original 

exhibits filed on May 19,2014. 

Thank you for your assistance in this matter. Please feel free to call me at (850) 521-

1428 should you have any questions concerning this filing. 
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1. Introduction 
The U.S. solar mdustry has much to celebrate about the year 2013. Photovoltatc (PV) installations conhnued 
to proliferate, increasing 41% over 2012 to reach 4,751 MW. Solar was the second-largest source of new 
electnctty generahng capacity in the U.S., exceeded only by natural gas. And the cost to mstall solar fell 
throughout the year. with average system pnces endtng the year 15% below the mark set at the end of 2012. 

Figure 1.1 New U.S. Electricity Generation Capacity, 2012 vs. 2013 
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Note. FERC Energy Infrastructure Update report used for all tcchnolor,1C~ othN th~n solar. SMI data on PV and CSP······ 

The U.S. solar market showed the first real glimpse of tis path toward mamstream status in 2013. The 
combmalion of raptd customer adophon, grassroots support, tmproved ftnancmg terms, and public market 
successes brought clear gatns for solar tn the eyes of both the general public and the tnvestment communtty. 
And m the long term, a mamstream solar tndustry wtll need both customers who seek out and support solar, 
as well as tnvestors who see an attractive nsk-ad1usted opportumty tn the market. 

The solar tndustry also became a key part of a much larger dtscusSJon that took center stage in 2013 around 
the future of eleclnctty and electnc utiltttes. As dtstnbuted solar gams steam. and as adJacent technologtes 
such as energy storage become economtcally vtable, the tradiltonal utthty business modelts increasingly called 
mto questton. Throughout the electnctty Industry, 2013 was the year of catchphrases such as "uttlity 2.0" and 
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"utility of the future." Utilities themselves began to Stake out poStttons on all Sides of the ISSUe, some 
protecting the1r current terntory and others mvesbng m d1stnbuted generation. 

But tf 2013 was about raising the tssue, 2014 Will be about defimng solutiOns. Increasingly, solar is not bound 
by its cost but rather by its role tn the electnctty sector. And as solar conttnues along tts path toward 
matnstream status. its integration with the broader electnctty market from a technical, market and regulatory 
perspective will become the mosttmportanttssue tn the industry. 

Additional highlights from the 2013 tn the U.S. solar market: 

• Positive Early Signs in NEM Debates: Disputes between ulthties and solar advocates emerged over the 
issue of net energy metering (NEM) across a variety of markets ranging from major solar states (e.g., 
California, Colorado and Arizona) to states with more nascent solar markets (e.g., Utah. Idaho. Louisiana 
and Georgia). Broadly speaking, the solar market has remamed unscathed thus far. But the next two 
years will bring both new venues for NEM debates and longer-term decisions in the existing battlegrounds. 

• Financial Innovation: After years of discuss1on and speculatton, a number of new financing mechantsms for 
solar emerged in 2013. NRG Energy took its ftrst YteldCo public, generating a tradable, dividend-producmg 
security that encompasses both utility-scale and rooftop solar projects, as well as fossil fuel assets. SolarCtty 
successfully launched the first dtstnbuted solar secunttzahon. worth $54 mtlhon. And opportunities for 
consumers to invest tn solar VIa crowdfundtng or communtty solar gatned new prominence. 

• Cost Reduction: PV module pnces 1ncreased slightly tn 2013 the ftrst annual pnce tncrease Since 2008. 
However, prices fell substantially for other components such as tnverters (which decreased by 15% to 
18%) and racking systems (19% to 24%). In addtbon, a range of other factors tncluding downstream 
tnnovations drove down overall system pnces throughout the year 1n all market segments. By the end of 
the year, system prices had fallen 9% tn the res1denbal market. 16% tn the non-residential market and 

14% tn the utility market. 

• A New U.S.-China Trade Case: On December 31, 2013, SolarWorld lndustnes flied a new 
antidumptngjcounteNailing duty petttion before the U.S. International Trade Commission. This petition 
seeks lo prevent Chinese module manufacturers from using Tatwanese crystalline PV cells to avoid pay1ng 
the import tariffs on modules w1th Chtnese cells that were imposed after SolarWorld's tnitial petition, ftled 
in October 2011. Under the previous ruling, Chtnese module manufacturers can produce solar wafers in 
China. ship them to Taiwan for cell manufacturing, and then send them back to China for module 
assembly to avoid U.S. tmport tanffs of more I han 30%. While the outcome of this case remains in 
questton, 1t is likely to reshape the U.S. solar market in some fashton. (More details will be offered in 
subsequent sections of the report, or vistt w.vw s.ela.orgj~hcyjn}ilr1ll13cht~eltnternattonal-trade . 

• California Sees Unparalleled Growth: Califomta alone tnstalled more than half of all solar in the U.S. tn 2013. 
In fact. the state installed more solar 1n 2013 than the en lire country dtd tn 2011. Cahfom1a led the pack in 
each market segment and saw a doubling of 1nstallabons 111 both the restdenllal and ubhty segments. Looktng to 
2014. Califomta shows no siW~S of 510\vtng down. parttcularly tn the dtslnbuted generabon market. 

• The Ascent of North Carolina, Massachusetts, and Georgia . Whtle New Jersey, htstoncally the second· 
largest state solar market, faltered 1n 2013. three states 1n parttcular emerged to fill the gap. North 
Carolina grew 171% over 2012 to tnstall 335 MW, Massachusetts grew 76% to tnstall237 MW, and 
Georgia grew 762% to tnstall91 MW tn 2013. 
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• The Promise of Centralized Solar Is Realized: The U.S. 1nstalled 2.8 GW of utility solar in 2013, up 58% 

over 2012. Eleven individual projects of more than 50 MW each were completed in 2013, more than in any 
other year. Together, Arizona, California, and North Carolina accounted for 87% of all utility PV installations. 

1.1. Key Figures 

• The U.S. installed 4,751 MW of solar PV in 2013, up 41% over 2012 and nearly fifteen times the amount 
installed five years earlier. 

• There IS now a total of 12.1 GW of PV and 918 MW of CSP operating in the U.S. 

• There were nearly 140,000 individual solar Installations in the U.S. in 2013, and a total of over 440,000 
systems operating today. 

• Q4 2013 was by far the largest quarter ever for PV mstallatlons 1n the U.S., up 60% over the second-
largest quarter (Q4 2012). 

• More solar has been installed 1n the U.S. in the last e1ghteen months than in the 30 years prior. 

• The market value of all PV installations completed in 2013 was $13.7 billion. 

• Solar accounted for 29% of all new electricity generation capac1ty 1n 2013, up from 10% 1n 2012. This 
made solar the second-largest source of new generating capacity behind natural gas . 

• 

I 
• Weighted average PV system prices fell15% in 2013, reaching a new low of $2.59/W in the fourth quarter. 

• The wave of CSP installations slated for completion in 2013-2014 began with the 280 MWac Solana 
project and the Genesis Solar pro1ect's lnitiall25 MWac phase. In early 2014, BrightSource's notable 
lvanpah project also began operation. 
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2. Photovoltaics 

2.1. Installations 

The U.S. installed 4,751 MW of PV in 2013, up 41% over 2012. Annual weighted average PV system prices 

continued to decline in 2013, reaching a historic low of $2.89/W. 

Figure 2.1 U.S. PV Installations and Average System Price, 2000-2013 
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Of the 4,751 MW installed in 2013, 2, 106 MW (44%) came in the fourth quarter. This makes Q4 2013 by far 
the largest quarter in the history of the U.S. market, exceeding the next largest quarter by 60%. This end-of­
year boom came from all market segments, but was particularly strong in the utility market. which saw over 
1.4 GW installed across fi fteen states in Q4. 

Figure 2.2 U.S. PV Installations by Quarter, QI 2010-Q4 2013 
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The fourth-<tuarter boom experienced 10 2013 IS a pattern cons1stent with prev1ous years. The U.S. market 
tends to see a s1gmficant JUmp 1n Installations at the end of the year, regardless of whether there are ma1or 
1ncentrves expiring. This seasonality held true 1n the d1stnbuted generation market, where 35% of all 20 l3 
10stalla!lons took place in Q4, but it has been part1cularty pronounced 10 the util ity market, where 51% of 
annual 1nstallai10ns were completed in Q4. 

Figure 2.3 Utility Solar Installations by Quarter 
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2.1 .2. Market Segment Trends 

Figure 2.5 Quarterly PV Installations by Market Segment, Ql 2010-Q4 2013 
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• 792 MW mstalled m 2013, representing 60% annual growth 

• 

The U.S. residential solar market has been distingUished over the past three years by 1ts remarkably conststent 
Incremental growth. On a national level, restdentlal solar has steadily gatned steam as homeowner financing 
options (leases, loans, and PPAs) proliferate, system costs continually decline, and market parttctpants 
1nnovate. Some of the mosttmpactful developments 1n 2013 mcluded: 
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• Evolving Channel Strategies - Res1dent1al solar 1nstallers and origtnators spent much effort in 2013 

honing their strategies to reach customers. Some announced new retail partnerships (such as with brands 
like Home Depot and Toyota). while others linked up with electricity retailers or local service professionals. 
We expect to see further diversification of sales channels in 201 4, including a number of new 

partnerships with electricity suppliers, the entry of cable and other home servtce providers, and potentially 
an increased role for local banks in solar sales. 

• Financial Innovation -Though its immediate impact is small, the long-term impact of SolarCity's fi rst 
securitization of distributed solar assets is likely to be huge. Securitizing pools of residential solar assets 

can both lower the cost of capital and increase tis availabil ity - removing two of the primary historical 
barriers to growth in the residential sector. In 2014. another residential system owner will almost certainly 
securitize its own portfolio, and, if all goes according to plan, yields on these pools will begin to decrease. 

But most notable about 2013 was the Q4 boom, in which installations jumped 33% over the previous quarter 
- the largest quarterly tncrease in recent h1story. 

Figure 2.6 Quarterly Residential PV Growth Rate, 2010-2013 
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This year-end jump, and indeed much of the annual growth, IS attnbutable primarily to California. While the 

California market has always been the largest for residential solar, its importance has only grown over time, 
with its market share of national installations increas1ng from 43% in Ql 2010 to 55% in Q4 2013. As we have 
noted previously, California is the f1rst major solar market to successfully transition away from state~evel 
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incentives. By all accounts, the residential solar market in California shows no signs of slowing down in the 
near term, at least until final decisions are made regarding nel energy metering and rate des1gn. 

Figure 2.7 Residential PV Installations, California vs. Rest of U.S., 2010-2013 
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• 1,112 MW installed in 20 13. representing 4% growth over 2012 

• 405 MW installed in Q4 2013, representing 78% quarterly growth 

Thanks to a huge Q4, the non-residential market (comprismg commercial, government. school and nonprofit 
installations) squeaked out 4% annual growth at the national level. Still, it was a difficult year overall for the 
market. Three of the top five state markets in 2012 (Arizona, Cali fornia and New Jersey) shrank in 2013. While 
this decline was balanced by impressive growth in a number of other markets, most notably Massachusetts. it 

made for a volatile period for project developers. 
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Figure 2.10 Quarterly Non-Residential Installation Growth, 2010-2013 
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With1n the Q4 2013 data, there are a number of positive signs for this market's recovery in 2014. 

• New Jersey Market Recovery - New Jersey saw early s1gns of a recovery from 1ls SREC-oversupply.<Jriven 

slump in Q4, installing 55 MW. up from a low of 21 MW in Q3. As IS discussed in more detail in the New 
Jersey sect1on of the report. SREC pricing and supply/demand indicators suggest that the New Jersey 
market will see a stronger 2014 overall, though it is unlikely to reach its previous heights. 

• Massachusetts Solar Shines - The Massachusetts market now has visibility regarding the next phase ol 

its SREC program, dubbed SREC II, and 2014 will see a m1xture of mstallations from final SREC I projects 
(of wh1ch there are many) and projects under the new scheme, combmmg to create another strong year 
for 2013's th~rd-largest non-residential market. 

• Secondary Market Expansion - A number of states with previously small or stagnant non-residenlial 
markets will see meaningful installation growth in 2014. In pa1ticular. look for significant figures out of 
New York (75 MW), Arizona (70 MW). and Colorado (41 MW). 
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• 2,847 MW installed 1n 2013, represenllng 58% growth over 201? 

• 

To place the ut1lity PV sector's impressive mstallahon growth m h1stoncal perspechve, utility PV mstallahons m 

2013 alone account for approximately one-quarter of all cumulat1ve PV capac1ty m the U.S. as of the end of 

2013. 01 th1s total, a record-brcakmg 1.4 GW came on-hnc m Q4 2013 alone. In fact, mne of the ten largest 

PV projects currently in opera lion were completed or part1ally commiSSioned 1n 2013. 
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Figure 2.13 Utility PV Pipeline 
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Looking forward to 2014, the demand landscape has shrfled toward projects rn the I MW to 20 MW range in 
order to meet utrlities' near-term capacity needs and remarnrng RPS compliance obligations. New procurement 
of utility PV rn the 50 MW to 100 MW range rs currently con fined primarily to Georgia Power's Advanced Solar 
Initiative and the wave of new RFPs that will be issued by North Carolina's IOUs to meet the ample capacrty 
remainrng for therr RPS requirements. A glimpse of future utrlrty PV demand based on pure cost­
competitiveness has come from Xcel Energy rn Colorado, whrch has received approval to procure 170 MW of 
utility PV as a hedge against volalile natural gas prices . 
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2.1.5. State Market Analysis 

Figure 2.18 2013 PV Installations by State 
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Figure 2.34 U.S. PV Installations by State and Market Segment 

Q4 2013 2013 Annual Cumulative 
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2014 Forecast 
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For 2014, our forecast calls for 26% overall growth rn the U.S. solar market, wrth installations reaching 5.982 

MW. We expect 
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Figure 2.38 U.S. PV Installation Forecast, 2010--
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Figure 2.39 PV Installation Forecast by Market Segment, 201~ 
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2.4. Installed Price 
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2013 ranks as another banner year for average installed price reductions across all market segments in the U.S. 

Quarter-over-quarter, the national average system price declined by 15%, fall ing from $3.05/W in Q3 to 
$2.59/W in Q4, while dropping 14.8% from $3.04/W a year earlier. This capacity-weighted number is heavily 
impacted by the volume of utility-scale solar installed in a given quarter. Utility PV capacity accounted for more 
than two-thirds of all new capacity installed in Q4, and for that reason, had a relatively larger impact on the 
blended average system price. Individually, the residential, non-residential, and utility segments all saw price 
decreases on a quarter-over-quarter basts. (It should be noted that pnces reported m this section are weighted 
averages based on all systems that were completed in Q4 across many locations and that the weight of any 
individual location can tn fluence the average.) 

• From Q4 2012lo Q4 2013, residential system prices fell 8.8% percent, from $5.03/W to $4.59/W. 
Quarter-over-quarter, installed prices declined by 3.2% percent. Installed prices came down in most major 
restdential markets including California, Arizona, New Jersey, and New York. 

• Non-residential system prices fell by an impressive 16.3% percent year-over-year, from $4.26/W to 
$3.57 jW, while quarter-over-quarter installed costs decreased by 11%. Higher-priced school and government 
projects with prevailing wage requirements drove up average installed costs in Arizona's nol'}residential 
market. Amidst this uptick, however, the noMesidential market on the whole benefited from an tnflux in large 
ground-mount systems completed in Massachusetts and New Jersey, with $3.00/W average installed prices 
and prices that ranged as low as $1.94/ W. 

• Utility system prices once again declined quarter-over-quarter and year-over-year, down from $2.27 ; win 

Q4 2012 and $2.04/Win Q3 2013, settling at $1.96/W in Q4 2013 

DEF-DSM-04738 
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On the whole, installed PV prices vary greatly not only state to state, but also project to prOject. Common restdential 

system pnces ranged from less than $3.00/W to JUSt under $7.00/W. NOO(eSKlenbal pnces hit levels as low as 

$1. 70/W, increasing up to almost $8.00/W. Ulllity pnces also d1splay h1gh variability: a 50-MW-plus fixed-tilt 

1nstallallon will be significantly less expenSIVe than a I MW Pilot proteet that employs dual-axis track1ng. (Note that the 

lowest installed cost per watt does not necessarily Yield the lowest levelized cost of energy, an important metnc for 

measunng project returns. and one that is heavily 1nftuenced by the project's energy production.) 

Figure 2.44 Average Installed Price by Market Segment, Q4 2011-Q4 2013 
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2.6. Component Pricing 

2.6.1 . Polysilicon, Wafers, Cells and Modules 

After two years of continuous and often precipitous declines. pnc1ng for polys1hcon and upstream PV 

components recovered m 2013 due to a much stronger global supply-<lemand balance. Pnc1ng for polys1hcon, 

wafers and modules m Q4 2013 reg~stered 1ncreases of low smgle dJgJts compared to Q4 2012. while Q4 

2013 cell pnc1ng was up 35% year-over-year. Th1s was due to pnce h1kes for Taiwanese cells driven by 

explos1ve growth in the Japanese end market. where large volumes of Ta1wanese cells are currently sold for 

module assembly. On a quarterly bas1s, pncmg conhnued to lick upwards slightly compared to Q3 2013 due 

to strong end demand 1n Japan, the U.S. and Ch1na, as well as a more consolidated supply chain. Blended 

polys1hcon pnces 1ncreased by 6% quarter-<>ver-quarter to $20.2/kg, wh le blended module ASPs were up to 

$0. 72/W, 3% h1gher than Q3 2013 levels. Pnc1ng 1ncreases are set to contmue over the course of 2014, w1th 
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spot polysilicon currently trad1ng in the $24 to $25/kg range and U.S. module pricing increasing by 1 to 2 
cenls/W 1n January and February. 

Figure 2.62 U.S. Potysilicon, Wafer, Cell, and Module Prices, Q4 2012-Q4 2013 
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3.3. Installation Forecast 

While the 5 MWac Kalaeloa Solar One project was the only concentrating solar power (CSP) project to come 

on-line during lhe first three Quarters of 2013, 1n Q4 the first wave of mega-scale CSP projects began to come 

on~me, start1ng w1th Abengoa's 280 MWac Solana Generat1ng Station and the f1rst 125 MWac phase of 

NextEra's Genesis solar project. 
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Figure 3.3 Select Concentrating Solar Project Development Highlights 

Developer Project Status Update 

lvanpah 
BrightSource 

CA 392 2014 
Achieved full commercial 

Energy operation in February 2014 

SolarReserve delayed completion 
Crescent 

SolarReserve NV 110 2014 
from December 2013 to early 

Dunes 2014; commissioning began in 
February 2014 

Mojave 
Abengoa awarded Wood Group 

Solar 
Abengoa CA 250 2014 GTS with contract to install two 

steam turbines for the project 

Tooele 
Cycle engine manufacturer 

Army Army Corps of 
lnfinia filed for bankruptcy, but 

UT 1.5 2014 will operate under limited 
Depot Engineers capacity to supply its PowerDish 
Solar arrays 

BrightSource 
The California Energy 

Palen Solar Energy, CA 200 2016 
Commission released a proposed 
decision to reject conversion to 

Abengoa Solar solar power tower technology 

Quartzsite SolarReserve delayed Quartzsite 
Solar SolarReserve PJ. 100 2017 Solar Project's expected date of 
Project completion until 2017 

SolarReserve delayed 
Saguache SolarReserve co 200 2017 Saguache's expected date of 

completion until 2017 

Sonoran BrightSource 
CA 540 2017 

BrightSource increased Sonoran 
West Energy West's capacity to 540 MWac 
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