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" ORDER_SETTING CONSERVATION GOALS

. BY THE COMMISSION:

.‘f I. CASE BACKGROUND

Docket Nos 930548 EG 93054955G 930550“EG and 930551-EG
 were. opened “to: 1mplement Rules . 25-17.001-.005, Florida
Admlnlstratlve’Code . These rules require the setting of numeric

; eg'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. 1In this proceedlng,

'mf 7we also considered '1mplementatlon of two standards set forth in
“..the ‘Public Utilities Regulatory Policy Act of 1978 (PURPA) as

#;amended by Subtxtle B, Section 111, of the Energy Policy Act of
1992 (EPACT) . -These standards are. commonly' referred to as the
“Integrated Resource Plannlng"'_and ‘the "Income Neutrality"

"’,*standards

The Prehearlng Order for thlS proceedlng was issued on May 26,

~57‘1994 (Order No. -PSC-94-0652-PHO-EG) .  The hearing was held on the
“following days: .June 1-4, 6-10, 17_181_20 -21, 27, 29-30, and July

© 12, 1994, These dates 1n¢1uded service hearlngs that were held in

 *5Fthe 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
: aconferenee to de01de the 1ssues ‘was" held on October 3, 1994.

IIL POST‘HEARING MOTIONS

A.  THE LEGAL RNVIRONMENTAL  ASSISTANCE FOUNDATION INC.‘S
} OBJECTIONS TO LATE-FILED EXHIBITS.

S The Legal Env;ronmentallA551stance Foundation, Inc. (LEAF) has
filed objectlons ‘to Late Filed Exhibits 55, 56 and 164 in this
. ‘docket. It is our longstanding policy that. late filed exhibits are
taken subject to objection of. the parties of record. LEAF has

. filed.a timely -objection to. the late-filed exhibits. In its

objectlon, LERF 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

'”w”exhlblts :"LEAF also contends that the late- filed exhibits contain

3fned 1nformatlon that was not contomplated or envisioned when the

" 20190016-SACE-POD-31-1360
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,“exhlblts were' requested and that thlS new information could

rfgprejudlce its case ‘and vioclate its due process rights. LEAF has

. stated legitimate" grounds for exclusion of these documents. Late-

Vﬁ_flled exhibits 55, 56, 141 and ‘164 shall therefore be excluded from

-~ the record in thlB docket since they do not explicitly conform to
g‘the terms of: the requested 1nformat10n

'ha;erfrﬁs: DEPARTMENT ' op - COMMUNITY CAFFAIRS’ MOTION  FOR
e RECONSIDERATION OF NON-FINAL ORDER..

SRR The - Florlda Department -of - Communlty Affairs (DCA) seeks
reconsideration of the ruling at the hearing to exclude redirect

- ‘testimony of DCA  witness Rick Dixon regardlng ‘the "Errata and

' Additions Sheet™ that had prevxously been ‘excluded from evidence.

. “The - "Errata and ~ Additions . Sheet" was essentially new or

i3:supplemental testimony -that was “handed to the parties on the

'~”morn1ng ‘on ‘which' Dixon was called to' the witness stand. The

exhibit - was excluded from evidence because it contravenad our

xjiprocedural 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

’testlmony, ¢laiming- that Pampa Electric Company (TECO) had asked
.- questions on cross to "open the door"* to this line of questioning.
©- We ruled that the narrow questions asked by TECO did not open the
';;door,.and that ‘no further questlons could be asked about the
"document . B

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 hearlng and rejected by the

~jC0mm1551on : (Tr 3542)

S , The DCA has £a11ed to raise ‘any p01nt or .contention that the
'YY.Commlsszon overlooked or failed to consider at the hearing below.
. 'See Diamongd Cab Co. of Miami v King, 146 So 24 889 (Fla 1962). In
v,,fact we properly ruled to exclude the- exhlblt below on two
*,occa51ons Where all parties were required by Commission Order to
prefile testlmony weeks before the hearing, and where DCA made no

ffrequest or motion to file: supplemental testlmony, it was entirely

proper to exclude supplemental testimony cloaked in the guise of an

'VT."Errata and Additions Sheet". 'The DCA’s. Motlen for Reconsideration

“ of Non Flnal Order is therefore denled

20190016-SACE-POD-31-1361
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H'C.fﬁ THE DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS' MOTION TO ADMIT EXHIBIT
o 90',“ '

o At the hearlng, Florlda Power and nght Company (FPL) objected
‘to the new ana1y81s contained in DCA’s exhibit 90, and asked for

' additional time to review the document. We reserved ruling o©on

" DCA‘S request to have the document admitted into the record. On

L August 9, 1994, DCA filed a written motion to admit exhibit 30. O©On
- August 19 1994, FPL. filed a response to DCA’s motion enumerating

.. several -errors‘ that FPL believes exist in exhibit 90, but
= ‘wlthdrawlng FPL's objection to the exhibit with the understandlng
“ - that FPL's ’"w1thdrawal should not be v1ewed as an endorsement of

“” the exhzblt o
FPL was’ the only party to object to exhibit 90. With the

%-wlthdrawal of FPL's objectlon, the exhlblt shall be admitted into
1f the record .

_JIII;' MgTaODOLOGY/PROCEss

*&A;ﬂ FPL'S METHODOLOGY/PROCESS

FPL's plannlng process and data are reasonable for purposes of

g .evaluatlng DSM  measures - and establishing numeric goals. The

. company “incorporated a relatlvely ‘robust planning process that
- evaluates ‘all required measures and FPL. specific DSM measures.

- Several partles disagree. in whole or in part with FPL’'s analysis

_and plannlng assumptions, ~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, gquestionable

\"'gas. analysis data,  and failure to establish goals for the years

©.2001-2003, we detect no fatal flaws in FPL's process that would
}:51gn1f1cant1y alter. the ‘outcome.

o FPL . calculated the ~achievable market potential for each
Zmeasure by lncorporatlng a screening analysis with both the RIM and

- TRC tests, uging a 1997 CT avoided unit. This type of unit appears

‘only ‘in ‘FPL‘’s base case supply side plan.  Input assumptions

xﬂfregardlng cost "and ' performance . of the measures were updated to

‘reflect’ those ape01flc to FPL‘s sexrvice. terrltory FPL mapped

”h]measures into competing and complementary groupings to identify

 1nterre1at1onsh1ps ‘Market potential estimates were: calculated for

'ﬁfeach measure. .. Two lists were created,. one with all programs

passing RIM, and one with all programs pa551ng TRC regardless of

"frwhether RIM was. passed - The two lists were. then examined in FPL’s

" 'IRP process, which‘screened‘;hexmeasures with a more detailed cost-

*.20190016-SACE-POD-31-1362
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"‘effectlveness model Measures Whlch ‘passed this screening were
then ‘run through a. llnear programming model ‘to’ create optimal

' 'f{packages of DSM. measures that were. then 1ncorporated into the long

’\'term Tesource plan.v (Ex. 3)

FPL developed three plans to' analyze its need for DSM

f:programs a- Supply Only plan, a DSM RIM plan, and a DSM: TRC plan.
. (Bx. 3, Tr. 44} - FPL compared the Present Value Revenue
fﬂ;Requ1rements (PVRR). of  each ‘plan. and the annual rate impacts in
*cents/Kwh of each plan. prior to selecting the DSM RIM plan as the

%rffleast cost plan of malntalnlng the lowest p0551ble system rates.
'“v(Tr.YGOJ f[’ . C . :

- CEPA argues that FPL’s analy91s 1ncludes ‘too much DSM in its
_f'resource plan at the expense of competitively bid supply options.
~CEPA asserts that true’ lntegrated resourc¢e planning requires a year

'>5.by year. elmultaneous comparlson of both supply and demand side

7]vopt10ns : (Tr 3334~ 36)

C CEPA asserts that FPL's~ plan is not optimal because the
~‘production costing model Electric Generation Expansion Analy51s

ﬂf[SYstem (EGEAS) was not allowed to select .the most economic units

~when capacity additions were 1dent1f1ed in the reliability studies.

U (Tr.  3342) The 1997 CT. avoided units were not selected on the

.”b3818 ‘'0f cost.. = Rathexr ‘they. ‘were placed in the plan due to
,gconstruc -ion tlmlng .concerns. {(Ex. 3 P- 66) FPL’s witness Dr. Sim
. ~explained ' that . combustion turblnes were gelected in 1997, not

‘because -they produced the lowest average: levelized rate, or lowest
‘Present Value Revenue Requirements (PVRR), but because they were
the only type of- unlt that FPL' could permit and build in the
. limited time frame. (Tr. 410) Addltlonally, FPL used a string of
. pulverized coal unzts as a proxy for new units 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

v\ﬁL°Sectlon 111, because it should not produce ‘a string of the same
’;,type capac;ty in future years. (Ex. 3 67~ 73 Tr. 3343)

L CEPA argues that FPL used dlfferent metheods to pro;ect
generatlng unit outages for  existing  units and new capacity

~.additions, - whlch affect system reliability indices such as LOLP,
- ‘and ultlmately cverestlmate the amount of capacity needed for the

 system by 140-265 MW.  (Tx. 404-06) Mr. Slater calculated 265 MW

'”'of extra capacity in the Supply Only plan by 2003. Without that

forextra. capac1ty,‘ the plan would. have -included two, not three,
‘. combustion turbine units in1997. © (Tr. 3359-60, 3395) FPL's
- witness Dr. Sim agreed with CEPA’s theory about the 140 MW, but

. 720190016-SACE-POD-31-1363
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trm'noted that FPL could not have constructed any less capacity,
'»because generatlng plants come in dlscreet Slzes (Txr. 406)

LEAP “in contrast to CEPA‘B position, believes that FPL’s

u;ﬁplannlng process 'is inadequate and biased against DSM because it
- did not -produce an optimal least cost supply plan. (Tr. 1787)
o ”FPL's Supply Only plan resulted in a 42 MW shortage in 2001. The
g’g"company chose to accept the. rellablllty risk rather than 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

g_‘:attempt to estlmate free rlders, as requ1red by the Commission Rule
*{325 17. 0021 Florlda Admlnlstratlve Code {Tr. 4284} ”

:”v.ﬁ LEAF takes 1ssue w1th FPL's use of the revenue requirements
- method to- evaluate a measure’s cost-effectiveness where the life of
“the measure was less than the avoided unit life. This requires the
" installatien of,a second measure Lo match or. exceed the avoided

- unit life. (Tr. 1751-52) LEAF witness Chernick testified that FPL
. should’ either have 1ncluded the full 'life cycle cost of the
;relnstallatlon or credited back the: installation cost for those

years past the avoided unit’s life. . (Tr. 1883) We agree that »

gf,mzsmatch between the measure’s llfe and the avoided unit’s life
~would.lead to end- effects not recognlzed in the analysis. End-

“‘effects  would ‘allow a comparison of the two plans based on
‘differences. in critical indicators such as installed capacity,

:Jf_reserve marglns,-and reliability 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

H,»dlscountlng

Mr. Chernlck also testlfled that FPL understated its avoided

”fffcest by not including the proper cost of avoided capacity, energy,
- transmission’ and" distribution, environmental externalities, and
- recognition of Clean Alr Act Compllance costs in its plan. (Tx.

'?-1761 -81)

S FPL asserts that avo;ded costs were not understated, because
“_the avoided' unit, .a 1997 CT chosen due to construction time
‘constraints, causes higher ‘total - system cost and more cost-
,effectlve DSM-RIM ‘than the: preferred "economic choice, a 1997

. Combined- Cycle. = (Tr. 4588) The cost- -effectiveness of any DSM

- program - is: ‘dependent .on the total system cost ‘of new capacity

",; fopt10nS to. Wthh the DSM- is, compared (Tr. 4598)

SR Mr. Chernlck testlfled that FPL should use S$400/KW for the
g;*avozded distribution costs when. evaluatlng DSM.. measures rather than
_the $30-50/KW range that the company used. - (Tr. 4606) LEAF
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hvjasserts that 93% of FPL's total dlstrlbutlon cost ($431/KW) are
- -avoidable through DSM options. {Tr. 1775) . FPL argues that LEAF's

~ . analysis incorrectly includes the cost of maintaining the existing
';;dlstrlbutlon system and the cost of addlng new customers. (Tr.

o '4604) ’ .

o FPL c1tes two separate studles to support its current estimate

'Ldof $50/KW o {Tr. - 4604) FPL’s first study separated total

B dlstrzbutlon cost ‘into three types. (Tr. 4606) Type I costs

C{$241/KW) are ‘required to connect new subdivisions and new

‘customers. These  costs 1nc1ude new undergrcund and overhead

.'feeders;,transformers, ‘and meters.v Type II costs (S$S46/KW) are

- ‘growth: related expenditures ' to . upgrade primary feeders and

- substations: Type III costs ($141/KW) are for asset replacement

'e»'malntenance of ex1st1ng equlpment at accepted standards. (Tr.
<v:4605) S : ,

o FPL concluded that DSM optzons have a significant impact on
: ’“Type ‘11 ‘costs only, because Type I and II costs are incurred to
..-Berve new: customers .on the system ~Type I and III costs do not
Cohcevary s 51gn1f1cantly w1th reductlons in ‘customer‘s load as LEAF
;*alleges (Tr. 4605) : : v o

o Mr Chernlck crlthlzed FPL for not asszgnlng a cost in its
ﬂplannlng _process - for possible = future <costs of air toxic

- requirements. -(Tr. 1869-70) Under cross examination, Mr. Chernick
“testified: that he wanted FPL's current foredast to assume that air

o 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 env1ronmental compllance (Tr. 4579) FPL does not believe
~that it is appropriate to 1nclude cost progectlon or estimates for

' compliance with. envzronmental laws that do not yet exist. (Tr.

o .4579) - : ,

R .’rPL dzd not . conduct "~ an’ optlmlzatlon on units past the year
!;2002 FPL’g prlmary focus is on the next avoidable unit, a 1997
<7 CT (Ex 3:p. .69-70) FPL 41d identify three types of capacity in
aglts Supply Only plan, a CT 'in. 1997, a CC in 1998-99, and a PC in
. 2002. (BEx. 3 p. 73) .Since the goals will be. rev151ted every five
S years,. thls appears to be’ reasonable, partzcularly since this is
~our first attempt to set numeric- goals since 1980. FPL used a
,ﬁstrlng of ‘coal units to indicate a base load need. FPL chose to
- ‘optimize its resource plan based on rate minimization, not on
”ejlowest system cost or lowest present worth revenue requirements,
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ZYFPL contends that since its DSM-RIM plan cannot fully defexr

" ‘the 340 MW" resource need. in 2002, 210 MW of remaining cost--
Vi effectlve DSM-RIM should not be 1ncluded in the Company’s goal for
- the years 2001-2002, We believe.that FPL's planning process should

-have. demonstrated mbre flexibility in the lattexr years of the

**Zplannlng ‘process. by ‘incoxrporating 130 MW {340-210} of other supply.

~options along with the 210 MW of DSM-RIM potential previously

- deleted fromiits proposal to meet. the 2002 need. (Ex. 3 p. 61, 71)

" .As discussed herein, we belleve a comblnatlon of - eupply and DSM is
'%Japproprlate for thls perlod .

’“Js;“axéLORIaA'POWER’CokpoRATION's (FPC) METBODOLOGY/PROCESS

FPC first 1dent1f1ed ‘the av01ded ‘unit. to which potential

'fdemand side measures are compared for cost-effectiveness. FPC did

~“this by “free21ng“ existing levels of DSM, so that no DSM programs

_'were -added or removed from. FPC’s ' existing plan, and no new

”7part1c1pants were added to existing programs. FPC then determined

o ﬁﬂtlts future resource plan-as strictly a supply-side plan. The first
. fgeneratlng unlt 1n that plan was FPC's avo;ded unit.

FPC analyzed all of the measures characterlzed 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
-fsupply 51de measures for 1ncluszon in FPC’s resource plan.

The cost effectlveness methodology used by the utilities to

’vw:eyaluate demand-side “measures was a. point. of contention at the
“~hearinrg .: . In 'FPC’'s planning process, a demand-side measure is

S ocost- effectlve only if it produces a lower rate impact than a
. competing supply side resource; that is, the measure must pass the

© Rate Impact Measure (RIM) test. LEAF, FCC, FlaSEIA, and DCA

-nadvocate use of the Total Resource Cost: (TRC} test over RIM.

, LEAF generally agreed that FPC’' s planning process and the
eresultlng data are reasonable and appropriate for use in setting

R " numeric' conservation goals. LEAF’'s disagreement. with FPC was not
. over. its. plannlng process. but rather over the fact that FPC

f@screened DsM: programs Wlth the RIM test rather than TRC.

e We reject Florlda Solar Energy Industrles ASBOClatlon, Inc.’s
(FlaSEIA) assertion that FPC’e planning process failed to consider

”flpurchaeed power:. The record reflects that FPC purchases firm

capacity, through ‘short- term and long-term contracts, from the

“ﬂ;Southern Company o (Exy 39) These and ‘other firm purchases are
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fpr03ected to decllne over. the next ten years because there will be

Tffless capaczty avallable from FPC's nelghbors to purchase.

. We also reject FlaSEIA's contentlon that FPC’'s planning
process fazled to consider cogeneration. The record reflects that

ff‘FPC currently purchases 473 MW of firm capacity from cogenerators,

» ~and . has” contracted to- purchase an additional 661 MW of firm

tﬂfcapac1ty over the next ten years - (Ex. 39) The record demonstrates

chat FPC has substantlally con51dered cogeneratlon

FlaSEIA' ’ contentlonL‘ that . FPC's plannlng process

““‘underestimates av01ded costs is not supported by .the record. FPC

identified a 165 MW advanced combustion turbine unit as the next

3“;needed unit in-its" supply -side only plan. - (Ex. 42) The installed

‘cost of: the avoided unit has decreased substantially over the past

o 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:fOf  the " avecided unit has

ﬁ‘dropped ‘s0 has FPC's av01ded cost _We find that FPC reasonably

' ”w:estlmated av01ded costs

C o0 We do not accept the pos1t10ns of Florlda Client Council (FCC)
“‘and " Florida Department of Consumer Affairs (DCA) that FPC's
j;plannlng process is’ not reasonable because it did not use the TRC
‘test in screening DSM measures.. - DCA also believes that FPC should
nlconszder the *non- quantlflable" ‘benefits of DSM to Florida's
economy. ' . (Tr. 2037, 2077-8, -2964~5) - This position is not

- consistent with Rule 25-17.002, Florida Admlnlstratlve ‘Code, which

‘‘explicitly. states the condltlons under which DSM programs are
. -approved. The effects of these non- cuantlflable benefits cannot be
fdetermlned under any test

By using ‘the RIM test, FPC assures that its DSM measures will

ff-eresult in the lowest. p0551ble rates. 'FPC's use of the RIM test is
“yeasonable. ‘We find that the plannlng process and data used by FPC

_:in‘eValuating demand ‘side measures are reasonable.

'zec;g; GULF.S uzwnononoay/pnocsss

S The plannlng process utllized by GULF is deficient. GULF
-1ncluded the incremental savings from its existing programs in its

" ."bpase case plan. - Existing programs are thus retained in the base
. case and integrated plan. = This causes existing . programs to be
- winnexs by default and may ‘reduce the cost-effectiveness of other

~ measures. - -The ‘other 'I0U’s properly removed the effects of
-fincremental DsM savings from the base case analyses. In addition,
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v_d GULF dzd not 1nc1ude the 1ncremental sav1ngs from its existing
';iprograms 1n 1ts proposed goals (Tr 1282)

GULF's analy51s of the DSM measures was contradlctory GULF

S did. not model’ interactive effects among measures, or bundle direct

©: load control measures:. Modelling measures independently can have
“the. effect of a higher goal, while not bundling direct load control

- measures could ‘result in’ lowex goals. ' GULF’s witness Kilgore

’*testlfled "ag ‘I answered earlier, we did not exp11c1tly analyze

vhﬂ‘those 1nteract1ve effects ST {Tr £1250)

i : GULF.used some of - 1ts data 1ncorrectly On cross-examination,
‘Mr. Kllgore indicated that certaln pages were m1831ng from Exhibit
= 52, the CEGRR summary.  {(Tr. 1291) ‘Also, -certain data inputs to
"the CEGRR filing were incorrect. Mr. Kllgore testified, "for that

i:;‘measure, -that was an error on the input.* (Tr. 1295) GULF also
“.used a dlfferent ‘coding system to identify the DSM measures, which

",f';system

e, expanded upon the Synerglc Resources Corporatlon (SRC} coding

The flrst procedural order in thlS docket requmred that the
results  be . broken -  down ‘between residential and

d”“commerc1al/1ndu$trlal classes. 'GULF presented only a total number

hAfor both classes over: the plannlng horizon. (Ex. 45)

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

:d_{D.g7>TECO'S~MﬁTHODOLOGY/PROCESS'

- TECO- contracted with Synergic Resources Corperation (SRC) to
gperform ‘the analy91s of . DSM measures. {Tr. 1435) Prior tc SRC
‘performing its analyses, . TECO revised the cost and savings

- .assumptions of several of the DSM measures. Adjustments were made

- for ~more recent  cost ‘information, and for different savings
rassumptlons that were specific to TECO’s Bervice terrltory The
__“SRC analyses properly accounted for and treated interactive effects
ff%of competlng and complementary measures.

S TECO's plannzng process 1n1t1a11y removed the effects of all
_incremental DSM in the planning perlod ‘TECO developed a supply

ffionly “plan agalnst whlch DSM ~would be measured for cost-
va'.effectzveness This. step . properly ‘allowed all DSM measures
Vfanalyzed to compete to. av01d future capacity.
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S TECO 1ncluded flve years {1993 1997) of transmission and
o dlstrlbutlon.(T&D) pro:ects in calculating its avoided cost. (Tr.

1335, Ex. 58) ~DCA points out  that no T&D project costs were
considered beyond 1997 and contends that by including such costs,

. more cost ‘effective DSM would be: implemented. = We question the

“’ 'extent to whi¢h DSM aveoids T&D..  In theory, some transmission
- projects could be down51zed due to reduced peak demand growth

'Vy‘caused by DSM programs. - -

L leen that TECO did analyze T&D prOJects in its plannlng
‘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
- .planning ‘is reasonable. In ‘addition, no evidence was presented

v’ﬂshow1ng additional potentlal T&D prOJects that TECO should have

‘t_fanalyzed :or the 1mpact on the: cost -effectiveness of DSM measures.

MGG DCA argues that TECO dld not consxder other societal benefits
" from DSM - ‘programs. - . Pursuant < to Rule 25-17.008, Florida

agAdmlnlstratlve Code, utilities and other parties may 1nc1ude other
. benefits and other costs in ‘the calculation of the TRC test,
- resulting . in a  societal test.: -~ No party in these dockets has

vi%quantlfled the suggested env1ronmental and economic benefits of DSM
vw.programs -The Department of Environmental Protection has no plans
eto asszgn costs to environmental factors in the immediate future.

o {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

R We flnd that TECO s plannlng ‘process and data utilized in
-ﬂevaluatlng the ~-DSM measures was reascnable for the purposes of

Jﬁet th1s docket v

Lo e DATA USED . ESTABLISHING CoNSERVA’._I'ION GOALS

- ,5 Except for the data and analyses for gas substitution, we xely
.~ heavily on the data contained in each utility’s Cost-Effectiveness
fﬂGoals Results Report (CEGRR) to establlsh conservation goals.

U I 15 our desire to set achlevable goals that incorporate the
‘utility’s planning process analysis as Rule 25-17.0021(3), Florida

- Administrative Code, provides. We do not place.a great deal of-

',’rellance on' SRC’s Best Practices Scenario. The Best Practices
. .Scenario contains some extremely optimistic ‘assumptions, such as

'T';nthe removal of all 1nvestment cost barrlers to conservation. It
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”Qwas 1n1t1ally portrayed by SRC "as’ the epltome of what could be

. achieved . Aif money were no object. ‘- (Tr. 2818, 4297) The Best

T_Practlces Scenar;o lacks utlllty spec1f1c planning information.
' ‘For ‘example, demand savings through' 2003 (2120 MW) exceed FPL’s
..resource needs of 1646 MW through 2003. . (Tr. 4297) DCA witness

nggMcDonald ‘the nr1n01pal in charge of- the ‘SRC study, agreed that a
Coutility spec1f1c analysis, with assumptlons specific to its service
“teérritory, would be a more accurate estimate of the cost- effectlve

" potential of-a couservatlon measure than the more: generallzed SRC
wostudys . (Tr.. 2722-24) . There is no information in the record

- regardlng the rate 1mpact of the Best Practlces Scenario.

We ‘have consldered the entire record from this proceeding in

gg(establlshlng conservation. .geals  for Florlda 8 - ‘investor-owned
“utilities. For the reasons mentloned 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.

L Asv furthex dlscussed hereln,‘the utilities should obtain better

:ﬁadata on . end-use natural gas through . demonstration progects
‘Finally, ‘as: set forth below, we have made several adjustments in

~the data submitted by Gulf in order to compensate for deficiencies

Uln Gulf's plannlng process

x‘dﬂ.ﬂ FPL s ASSESSMENT OF THE MARKET SEGMENTS AND MAJOR END-USE

CATEGORIES..

Rule 25 17 0021(3), Florlda Admlnlstratlve Code, requires the

~?ut111t1es to  assess certaln end -uses in the re51dent1al and

Q_ccmmerc1al/1ndustr1al sectors - These end-uses encompass aill
- electricity ' consuming areas.,,of a residence and a
“UcommerC1al/1ndustr1a1 facxllty . The rule ensures the that the

,»1;goals set are the result of an assessment of a comprehensive list
o of DSM measures. .- o

FPL evaluated a total of 217 measures, including the entire

'folzst of potentlal utility programs (UP) as directed by Order No.

EPSC 93-1679~PCO-EG and individual" utlllty spe01f1c measures. (Ex.
3. FPL. evaluated the residential measures in single family, multi-

"famlly and ‘mobile home  segments. ~ (Ex. 16)  Additionally, FPL

evaluated" commerczal/lndustrlal measUres"'ln three different

v".bulldlng types " (Ex. 16)  FPL' evaluated new .and existing

‘construction in-accoxrd with. Order No. PSC-93-1679-PCO-EG. FPL also

ifevaluated natural .gas. measures and measures. that were identified
*Vfor p0351ble 1nclu51on in bulldlng codes- “(Tr. 4278)
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- We' flnd that in the preparatlon of its proposed goals, FPL
”adequately ‘agsessed the end-uses llsted in the rule, except for

“jnatural gas substltutlon measures.

o Whlle we flnd that FPL. performed an adequate assessment of the
:a’market segments and major end-use categories, we are ccncerned with
. FPL’s conclusion that no cost-effective opportunltles exist in the
‘residential market segment for water heating measures. FPL has

“historically been. involved in this market segment with DSM programs

© for alternate source watexr heatlng measures such as heat recovery

- units and ‘solar - water heaters - We "instruct FPL to reassess

”res;dentlal water heating measures: when it proposes programs to
- meet its’ goals durlng the program 1mplementatlon segment of these

x.;proceedlngs

CoB. ‘PRC'S Asssssnzwr or THE MARKET SEGMENTS AND MAJOR END-USE
(CATEGORIES.

L FPC analyzed over 110 measures ccntained in the SRC Report to
determine: the technical market potential of the measures. These

" measures. cover, multiple market - ‘gegments. 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,

~issued November 18, 1993.\ (Ex "37)  FPC also analyzed the natural
. gas substxtutlon ‘measures.  (EX. 36) '

oy As dlscussed hereln, FPC did not adequately assess natural gas
'substltutlon measures. . FPC should obtain better data on end-use

'}enatural gas substltutlon measures through demonstration projects.

With this exception, FPC adequately assessed the major end-use

'JJ'Vjcategorles contalned in Rule 25-17.0021(3), Florida Administrative
C Code

"f‘é;”7 GULF’ 8 ASSESSMENT OF THE' MARKET CEGMENTS AND MAJOR END-USE
CATEGORIES._"

As  we 1nd1cated above, Ruleb 25-17.0021(3), Florida

”'qumlnlstratlve Code ‘requires the utilities to agsess certain end-

~uses 1in the residential and: commercial/industrial sectors. The
- rule ensures that the goals set are the result of an assessment of
coar comprehens;ve list of: DSM- ‘measures. We find that Gulf’s
- .assessment of market segments and major end ~uge categories was not

'1_»“adequate.'
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: GULF's only assessment of the market segments and major end-
use categorles took place’ during the TMPRR period of this docket.
"After that, GULF did not present any data or analyses that met the

o requlrements of ‘the rule." GULF's proposed goals were presented by

- GULF's witness Kilgore:as a total number in exhibit 45. The number
did “not  include. a .- breakdown' . between residential and

uv_jcommerc1al/1ndustr1al, ~nor . did exhibit - 45. provide a further
;J‘breakdown within' the re51dent1a1 and commerc1al/1ndustr1al market
- segments. to reflect existing and new construction as the rule

. requlres In addltlon, GULF's assessment did not separate the data
“into- major end-use categories as the rule directs. We find that

. Gulf’s ‘assessment of the ‘market * segments and major end-use

’_;categorles was clearly 1nadequate

Dl TECO’S ASSESSMENT os THE MARKET 'SEGMENTS AND MAJOR END-USE
e CATEGORIES.

TECO evaluated the entlre llst of. potentlal utility programs

'”#fln compllance with Order No. PSC-93-1679-PCO-EG. TECO evaluated

" the resideritial measures in 51ng1e famlly, multi-family and mobile

- home - segments. . (Tr. . 1441) ° TECO also evaluated

7@commerc1al/1ndustr1a1 measures in ten different building types for
. ‘new and- existing constructlon {Tr. 1441} TECO also evaluated
“:natural gas measures. (Ex 156)

. We fznd that 'in the preparatlon of its proposed goals, TECC
v_;adequately assessed_the end-uses listed in the rule, except for the
.. gas. substitution measures discussed herein.

' V.. GENERTC METHODOLOGY/PROCESS

"tn;ﬁ,'bkriﬁ:wibu*sor'}avornsb 'COST  IN EVALUATION OF DEMAND-SIDE
~ MANAGEMENT MEASURES AND ESTABLISHMENT OF NUMERIC GOALS.

N _ "Av01ded Cost" for use in evaluatlon of DSM measures and the
- “establishment of numeric conservation goals is that cost which the
utilityv could reasonably expect to incur in the form of some other
- pupply-side resources in the absence of DSM. conservation measures.

We decline to adopt .a slngle ‘detailed description of all the
- factors to be considered in the term "cost". ‘We will evaluate each

£ utlllty lelng for reasonableness on a case-by-case basis.
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fi?}7a cosr EFFBCTIVENESS CRITERIA

; ’ We w111 set. ovelall conservatlon goals for each utility based
~'on measures that pass both the participant and RIM tests. The

“record in ‘this docket reflects that the. differencein demand and
. energy saving between’ ‘RIM and TRC portfolxos 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

by part1c1pate in a utllzty DSM measure to subsidize customers who do

participate. “Since the record reflects that the benefits of
'~ adopting a TRC gecal are minimal, we do not belleve that increasing

"s;rates, even sllghtly,kls justlfled

Although we are settlng goals based solely on RIM measures, we

”:encourage utilities to evaluate 1mp1ementatlonvof TRC measures when

-}1: ig . found that the’ sav;ngs are large. and the rate impacts are
- small.. ‘Some measures that may fall into this category are solar

‘water heating, photovoltozcs ‘high eff1c1ency on-site cogeneration,

* renewable resources, end -use natural gas and commercial lighting.

Upon petztlon from a utlllty; lost revenue recovery and

-xf;:stockholder incentives shall be considered on a case-by-case basis
- .for such TRC measures: that result in large savings and small rate

. .impacts. - We .are not implying that lost revenue recovery or
o lncentlves will be approved across the board for all such programs.
Rather, -each program or program portfolio will be considered on a

: '1¢case -by- case’ ba51s for 1ncent1ves and lost revenue recovery.

- Utllltles are free to f;le whatever portfolio of programs they
- wish, 1nclud1ng TRC‘programs, in order to meet their goals. Demand

~and energy savings:. achieved  through Commission approved TRC

buprograms {including ‘programs approved for incentives and lost

#_'Cﬂrevenue recovery) shall be counted toward each utility’s RIM based
- goal.

2 Each utlllty s RIM based conservatlon goal shall be considered
T to be.a minimum, ‘pass/fail’ goal. “We are not setting aspirational
goals in this docket. Each utility shall be expected to achieve

it goal.  Any. utility that does not achieve its goal shall be

" “either penallzed 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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. VI. ENERGY POLICY ACT

CONSIDBRATION OF THE INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLANNING STANDARD SET
. FORTH IN THE PUBLIC UTILITIES REGULATORY POLICY ACT (PURPA) ‘AS
- AM'DED BY. THE ENERGY POLICY ACT OF 1992,

RS In compllance w1th the Publlc Urilities. Regulatory Policy Act
.IPURPAJ as amended by the Energy Policy Act . of 1992, we have

"f,con51dered the. 1ntegrated resource planning standard set forth in

_the 'Act. We ~have carefully reviewed the integrated xesource

fw.plannlng processes employed by each utility in 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 1ntegrated resource planning that in general

”1ut111t1es should * incorporate’ ‘both' demand-side and supply-side
S resources (1nclud1ng non-utility. resources) into their plans to the
‘extent they are cost effective. We do not adopt the federal IRP

" gtandard. because of: deflnltlonal uncertainties associdted with the

' standard and uncertainties as to the role of the Federal government
"fln 1nterpretat10n and enforcement of the standards.

B, THE INVESTMENTS IN CONSERVATION AND DEMAND MANAGEMENT STANDARD
L "IN THE PUBLIC UTILITY REGULATORY POLICY 'ACT AS AMENDED BY THE
ENERGY POLICY ACT OF 1992.

b “We embrace the concept of the Investments In Conservation and
UDemand Management. standard as set forth in the Energy Pollcy Act,

:f_-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 etandard for those states adoptlng it.

o ,ﬂ‘ Upon petltlon from ‘a utlllty, lost revenue recovery and
_stockholder incentives shall be considered on a case-by-case basisg

"Lfor solar, renewables, natural gas substltutlon, high efficiency

b cogeneratlon ‘and other measures or programs that may have high
'-eav1nga and. negllglble rate 1mpacts

B After gcals are adopted the utilities shall be allowed to
-propose selected programs that fail RIM for lost revenue recovery

~and stockholder ‘incentives. ‘Utilities have ample incentives to

. pursue programs that pass RIM A{Tr. 2555) The decision to allow
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”;1ncent1ves and recovery of lost revenues shall be made or a case-

" bpy-case basis. . As stated by Dr. Fox-Penner, a net lost revenue

. “adjustment procedure (NLRA)  is less likely to shift risks from
RS shareholders to: ratepayers than -some forms of decoupling. (Tr.
*.821) ' : :

 VII. GENERIC NUMERIC GOALS
A _;éounrssion”AurHonrrrfro,szT END-USE GOALS

SR The electrlc ‘utllltles 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/Evans, ‘DCA, FCC, 'FlaSEIA, 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 effi01ent systems, cogeneration,
‘and load control systems"; and is- to be liberally construed. They

vfiassert that 'FEECA’s. 1ntent .can only be implemented effectively
'~l,through end -use goals

- FEECA and Rule 25 17 0021 ‘Florida Administrative Code,
»yirequlre the: Comm1351on to set overall.goals. Overall goals are
- mandatory 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 authorlty to

..carry . cut  its  intent. to accomplish . .energy-efficiency and

'conservatlon . FEECA specifically instructs that it is to be

vlﬂllberally ‘construed. . If we find that end-use goals are an

appropriate means to accomplish the intent of FEECA, we clearly

‘fjhave broad'discretiOn to implement those goals.

R The fact that we chose 1n our rule to require overall goals
does not in any way prohibit us fxrom establishing end-use goals.

- End-use goals are neither mandated nor. prohibited. They are

neither encouraged noxr 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 may be established in
-addition to overall goals, if we deem them approprlate and they are
'f‘consxstent Wlth the overall goals )
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*LB:”~ snounn END USE GOALS BE SET?

Varlous 1nterven1ng' partles such ‘as LEAF, FCC, DCA, and

”chlaSEIA advocate establishing end-use goals for parthUIar market

. segments.. - “These parties advocate speczflc programs addressing

.solar and renewable energy,gnatural gas, low income, and new

'v_constructlon market segments.-

DCA . witness McDonald acknowledged that overall goals are

»,"~preferable to end-use goals because they reduce the risk to the
s utility of reallzlng projected market. penetrations, in addition to

- energy and demand savings .from individual end-use programs. {Tr.
~2747) - Overall goals prov;de the utility with flex1b111ty to trade
- off . energy and. demand savings from other measures in meeting an

S overall goal. {Tr.:.2747) Mr. McDonald testified that flexibility
~affords the utlllty the opportunity to take advantage of changes in

“costs. ‘and” technology, which ~help to nunlm;ze the cost of the

‘lfaidemand 51de management optxons.,(Tr. 2748)

PPL w1tness Hugues also testlfled that overall goals provide

flf,eX1b111ty toa utility. = A" shortfall in one end use can be

"compensated for by success 1n another. (T. 483) FPL witness Dr,

lﬂ_81m tes*lfled that end-use goals are the very antithesis of
- ‘integrated. resource plannlng and lead to sub-optimal, cost-

l“lneffect;ve plans (Tr 4565)

We do not - fznd 1t approprlate to set numzric geals for each

Wffmajor end-use: category at this time. DCA witness McDonald

'fftestlfled that it is 1mportant that goals be set on an aggregate
‘basis and not by end-use. = (TR. 2649, 2719) Overall goals will

:'glve the electric utllltles flexzblllty to respond to changing

,technologles ‘and . economic . circumstances. = We will therefore set

- overall numeric goals for the residential and commercial/industrial

. 'sectors consistent ‘with Rule 25-17.0021, Florida Administrative
a_”Code.”'We will not set end-use goals at this time for any end-use
category, lncludlng solar ' and renewable energy, natural gas

'*i,_substltutlon, low 1ncome or: new constructlon market segments.

.ﬁfv’zf;-‘sonnnf _RENEWABLES
?53;::*épn' o e

Green Prlclng ‘is - a. relatlvely new concept. Customers

n;?-voluntarxly choose’’ to donate money on their monthly bills for the
~utility to engage in the procurement and 1mp1ementatlon of

.g7renewable ‘technologies. FPL should consider this option to promote
. the. installation’ of‘Hsclarviwatery-heating and other renewable
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Jmeasures dur1ng the program development and submittal stage of the
G;conservatlon goals process

ST In response to DCA wmtness, Nelson s testlmony regarding
Jguldellnes fox acqulsltzon of renewable. resources, FPL witness

' xn‘Hugues testified. that renewables. should.only be pursued if they are

- cost-effective. to all of FPL’s customers. (Tr. 4312) He also

J “testified that FPL would cooperate with the Commission and the

‘solar energy 1ndustry in trying a dlfferent approach than a set-

' “aside to the promotion of renewables. (Tr. 4313) Mr. Hugues

"suggested voluntary Green 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)

Varlous lntervenors correctly'p01nt cut 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 ex1st1ng program after the goals agenda. (Tr. 724)
- FPL'reports a negative cost-benefit ratio of 0.8 and 0.26 under the
_fRIM and TRC tests respect1vely - {EX. 14)

o In FPL’s December 1930 revised petition to continue its
‘xesidential solar water heating programJ 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 a551st1ng 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 recognlzed

a potentaial negatlve 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

ﬁladvancement of the FEECA policy objectives regarding renswable

" resources. -'(Tr 2621)

o We belzeve that Green Pricing options should be considered in

" the repackaglng of FPL’s existing solar water heatlng program.

FPL'S primary reasocn to discontinue  this program is the estimated

 bcumu1at1ve lost revenues of approximately $1,000,000 for the four

- year perlod 1990-1993.  (BEx. 24)  In. light of the Leglslatlve
“intent to- encourage. solar resources, this is a small price to pay

2?ﬁvto decrease Florida'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 pr1c1ng to promote the installation

7 ” of solar water heatlng and other renewable measures. Any demand or
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w]-energy BaVJngs achleved through 1mplementatlon of solar or other
~ renewable measures’ shall be counted toward accomplishment of FPL‘s

"v;:conservatlon goal._~'”-

B ,‘ppé*, GuL "1? AD "'-T,Eco o

FPC GULF and TECO shall explore the development of alternate

'ﬁ.fundlng sources such. as voluntary  Green Pricing to promote the

.31nsta11atlon of solar water heating and other renewable measures.

" FPC, 'GULF and . TECO shall evaluate. voluntary Green Pricing in .

ﬁconjunctlon with the development of DSM programs designed to meet

" the utilities’ numeric. goals. FPC, GULF and TECO shall consider

this option during the program development and submittal stage of

ff,thls 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 accompllshment of the utllltles conservation goal.

' 5IX. NATURAL GAS SUBSTITUTIOW

: , We ;w111 not . set spec1f1c ‘end-use goals for natural gas
”-substltutlon for electricity. The utilities’ analyses indicate a
. lack of- suffzcxently accurate 1nformatlon upon which we could set
‘dspec;flc goals BRI :

: : Electrlc Utllltles should continue to consider measures to
- reduce electrlc energy: end use without regard to the input fuel
"~ used to reduce electricity demand.. The Commissicn has long
. advocated and recognized the prudence_of natural gas use as a means

&‘tolmitigate"volatility-of‘winter peak demands in Florida. After

. our investigation into the cold weather emergency that occurred in

”;penxnsular Florlda on December 23-25, 1989 we stated:

;) Utllltles are encouraged to continue to develop and
o 1mplement cost-effective conservation programs approved
" by the Commission, including those that’ promote the cost-
- effective -use of ‘natural gas ' to moderate Florida‘s
‘ ﬁdependence on- electrlc heatlng Docket No. 8900071-EG,
'"wOrder No 22798 at 7. - Issued March 20 1990

WLtnesses for the electrlc utllltles in this docket supported

the use of measures that passed the RIM and the participant tests.
If a measure 15 cost effectlve, whether 1t be gas substitution or
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Q‘any other measure the utllxty should adopt its use. According to
 “FPL’s Dr. Sims; "From our ‘standpoint we believe that if a gas
'ﬁmmeasure passes both the RIM and part1c1pants’ test, that it’s cost-
. - effective for all of our ‘customers, then we won’t have a concern
. .with that measure being implemented." ' (Tr. 547) FPL‘s Mr. Hugues
-followed wlth ‘"We would recommend to our customers any measure,
- regardless of whether it’s gas or any other meéasure, that it’s cost
effective for. ‘both the part1c1pants and nonpartlclpant alike. So

~©o-it would have to pass. -both the RIM and the participants test."
o {Tr. 665) ~Jacob: 'for FPC supported the RIM and participant
" tests . for measures “to -be - considered cost-effective for

b“conservatlon {Tr. 986-987) Mr. Kilgore for GULF recommended RIM

' -because ‘it ylelds 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
'ﬁfor adoptlng ‘DSM measures " 'He - called 1t a '"no-loser practice.

SR We have prevxously determlned that we will not set specific
- end-use goals for natural gas . substitution for electricity.
- However, -each electric utlllty ‘shall be required to conduct

.. research and demonstration projects in the functional areas of

?“heatlno cooling; dehumidification and water heating and to develop
Florida- spec1f1c information on performance and cost-effectiveness

“"of those- technologles " 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 Administrative Code. We encourage

- and will ‘consider rewardlng electric utilities that cooperatively

:_develop joint” progects Wlth gas utilities to produce measurable

Duconservatlon sav;ngs

‘. We will not order the electric utilities to conduct joint
utility pllDt programs ‘with any gas utilities, because it does not

.. appear that .Commission- ordered cooperation will be productlve

During this docket, City Gas and FPL attempted to negotiate a
gcooperatlve gas. pllot ‘project. {Tr. 3174} They have been unable
to reach an agreement on the pro:ect.. FPL: and City Gas have an

‘W;unendlng dispute. over approprlate inputs to the cost-effectiveness

- tests. (Tx. 3174-75) FPL is unsure of current data available on
Logas measures,"and ‘wants actual field data. - (Tr. 669) FPL has
agreed ‘with the concept of demonstration projects, but raised

d*-objectlons ‘as. to how such. program were to be -conducted. While

 recognizing that it is the input values that are -in- dlspute, FPL
- insisted -on. prescreenlng ‘the demonstration measures prior to
~;"1mp1ementatlon (Tr. 4472-73) - City Gas believes that prescreenlng
. by. FPL 19 an. attempt to prejudge the demonstratlon project. {Tx.
.4476} - :
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L We ‘are not flndlng fault or 3udg1ng the merits of the dispute
a'tbetween Clty Gas and FPL.. ~ The information is provided to
,H;demonstrate the. dlfflcultles of a demonstratlon progect ‘based upon

'; 51mandated cooperatlon.: We ‘are concerned that we may be forced to
- referee: every detail of each project for all the utilities if we

" order 'the electric utilities to do demonstration gas progects with
.gas utilities. The i1l will from a . forced marriage between

- utilities, and the. inevitable and costly lltlgatlon, resulting in

- .data that will. p0551b1y remaln 1n dlspute, is not beneficial for
Jgutllltles or customers ' : :

A The electrzc utllltles' calculatlons of rcost-effectiveness are
guite inconsistent and they demonstrate the need for accurate data.

Their evaluations of the eleven ‘gas. technologles in this docket

varied 1mmense1y due to inconsistent assumptions for input data.

. (Tr. ‘1563-64, 2329, 3653, 3665, 3668, 3675, 4188, 4377) Mr.

‘"German,,wltness for PGS, “cited several examples of unreasonable
' ‘agsumptions in the electrlc utilities’ evaluations of the eleven
gas technologies.  (Tr. 2327-32) GULF's assumptlons for the eleven

: ngas technologles for the base year totaled 577 pages.

~ oo Not conslderlng cogeneratlon, whlch might be considered a
"demand~ sxde alternatlve, the conclusions of all four electric

:?ﬂﬁutllltles, were. that * only  one . .gas technology, desiccant

’Vdehumiéiinhg, passed both ‘the RIM and participant test. (Tr.

" 2329) (Ex. 6, 36, 51, 156) 'FPL’s. evaluation showed that nine of

““the. eleven. technologles passed the electric RIM test. (Ex. &)
. FPC's_evaluation showed that only one passed the RIM test, but two
others have ratios of 0.99.and 0.91. The failure of most of the

”-;technologles to: pass FPC’s RIM test probably was caused by’ the

17103d1ng of an incentive amount to ‘the participant test to bring it

‘{;?up ‘to 1.0 benefit/cost ratio. {Ex. 36} GULF's evaluation had no

" measure passing any of the tests. {Ex. 51) TECO's evaluation

'Q.ﬁshowed that elght of eleven passed ‘the RIM test. (Tr. 156}

The nearly total fa1lure of the. gas- technologles to pass the

"electrlc utllltles ~calculation of the participant test 1is

difficult to accept. We do not believe that approximately 600,000

.awﬁ.eXlStlng ‘Florida gas customers have made a mistake in thelr
- economic dec1sxon,vnor that the manufacturers of gas technologies
-~ would commit resources to develop and market new gas technologies

"if they: are all destlned to be market fallures (Tr. 3668, 3673,

3675)

;- w" The ﬁnusﬁailyr diverse teSults 'of electric utilities’
‘evaluations appear to be based on input assumptlons not grounded in

. Florida- specific applications. = We: therefore require electric

futllltles to develop Florlda 8pecif1c data through research and
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‘Hdemonstratlon progects on. gas technologles (Tr. 669} Rule 25-
17.001(5) (£}, Florlda.Admlnlstratlve Code, requires that aggressive

if;research and. development projects be ",.. an ongoing part of the

practice of every well managed electric utility’s programs L

“The data to be gathered shall be for the performance and cost-

'ﬁ;,effectlveness -of " gas technologles for heating, cooling,
'Tdehumxdlflcatlon and: water ‘heating. (Tr 1563-64, 2327-32, 3174-

':”5,75 3653, 3653, 3665, 3668, 3675, 4188, 4377) (Ex. 6, 36, 51, 156)

o The fcllow1ng compllatlon of the electric utilities’
“evaluations of the eleven gas technologles illustrates the great

'ﬁﬂ-dlsparxty 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 -

E © 20190016-SACE-POD-31-1381
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X. UTILITY SPECIFIC NUMRRIC GOALS

”’a: FPL NUMERIC GOALS

L Our rules requlre each utllzty to- propose numeric goals for a
lten year horizon period. . We accept FPL‘s RIM based goals for each

e yeax durlng 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 1ncrementa1 goals in 2000 (74 MW Winter,
'-*;88 MW Summer, 115 GWH)

E FPL'S belleves 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, 2002, when 340 MW of

" ‘resource opt;ons are - required to maintain system reliability

criteria. - (Tr. 74, Ex. 3, p. 61) FPL excludes 210 MW of cost-

“ffeffectlve DSM-RIM in. ‘2001, because FPL's cost-effective DSM-RIM was

,1nsuffxc1ent 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 ultlmately be combined with additional

- DSM resources  if found, or with.a RFP/standard offer for 130 MW

’9\340 MW - 210 MW) to satisfy the 2002 need.

- J’Dr. Szm testlfled that no decision is currently needed in
regard to either bulldlng a new unit or increasing the amount of
DSM ‘above FPL’s RIM goal.  (Tr. 74) Dr.. Sim testified that FPL

Yigwould be'. before the Commission in 1296 requestlng 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 stancards, of which 210 MW is

. projected to ‘be achievable but uncommitted. We disagree with FPL’'s
‘decision to set eeven year goals and exclude 210 MW of cost-

. effective: DSM-RIM. ‘The mismatch in resource need between the 416
‘MW supply option: and the 340 MW DSM option is due primarily to the

‘vj.need.to construct additional capacity to compensate for system line

3;'-1osses and generating plant unavailabilities from planned and
:4’forced malntenance whlch are not present in the DSM option.

EREEO FPL w1tness Mr. Hugues indicated that there is a very good
'bp0181b111ty 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

iﬁ;-result in: approved programs produ01ng addltlonal capacity savings
ein much the same manner as the 1990 DSM Plan produced an additional

3427 MW, (Trx_619_2Q): The current R&D program 1is evaluating
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yfapproxlmately seven ‘c/1T programs and four residential programs.
“{Tr. 620) "Dr. Sim testified that FPL had prevxously exceeded its

;[:1nternal DSM. goals -and that it is possible in the future, although
‘not as llkely as in past years, due to.a greatér understanding of
the match between DSM- and rescurce needs. ~ (Tr. .446) It: is

s possible that FPL might .exceed its proposed goal, considering its

‘*7.pr10r histoxy of exceeding internal DSM goals, -and. the potent1a1

for: addltlonal contrlbutlons from R&D programs and green pricing

"pjoptlons

BRI Several 1nterven1ng partles advocate the use of Exhibit 90, an
~~updated version summarizing SRC‘s Best Practice scenario to derlve
.. goals for each investor owned: utility. The Best Practices scenario
" .contains some very optimistic assumptions ‘such as the removal of
-o-alls 1nvestment cost. barriers to conservation, and was initially
»;fportrayed by ‘SRC as the upper limit of what could be achieved if
. money were no object -and- conservation were so0ld 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 1nformat10n.' SRC’'s Best Practices demand savings
»0f:2120 MW through 2003, exceed FPL's resource needs of 1646 MW

'fythrough 2003. (Tr. 4297) DCA witness McDonald, the principal in

-charge of the" SRC study agreed that ‘a utility-specific analysis

"»f,wlth assumptlons specific to its service territory would be a more
- .acecurate estimate of the cost-effective _potential than the more
Tﬁ,generallzed SRC study (Tr 2722- 24)

. ) FPL's de0151on not to propose DSM goals for the perlod 2001-
2003 is: contradlctory to the intent of our . rule, which requires ten

1ﬁyears of numeric goals. . For this’ reason, and our belief that

.varicus - R&D pro;ects,i and green pr1c1ng options may produce

- additional energy and demand savings, we set a residential goal of

”1765 MW Wlnter, 895 MW Summer,‘and 1,030 GWH in 2003.

, There w1ll be ample opportunlty for us to continually monitor
;Q{the approprlateness of .- these goals for the last three years of the
~“ planning horizon. - If things look as if they are going awry we will
7 have the opportunity to address the situation as the need arises.
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FPL'5 res:.dentz.al conservat:lon goals 'shall be set at the

'?1evéls 1dent1f1ed in the FPSC column of. the follow1ng table.

‘ glmm——

: Note The GWI-I energy goa!s for a npeclﬂc year mpment slng!e-yoar Impacts for ali imtaliaﬂons
beginnlng ln 1994 through th.at year

 * 20190016-SACE-POD-31-1385

PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL CONSERVATION GCALS
 WINTER MW  SUMMERMW - ANNUAL GWH
P { Frsc | e FPL | FPsc | LeaF ¥PSC | LEAF | DCA -
' | rsEn S FSEIA 'FSEA
FCC FCC FCC
REA N2 B 20 88 B8 66.5
1995 | 1574 ] 1574 | 106 1w e | 2 1498 | 18| 621
1096 | 2362 § 2382 ] 283 Cara | 22| s 239.4 483 | 1303
9907 | avas ) a5 | wre a2 | 32| 700 3ar2 | 1105 | 1981
1908 | 3035 | asas | asa ass | ass | sst 4528 | 1862 | 26%0
1699 [ as70 | 4evo | sse | Csa3| s3] os214 se82 | 3048 | 3243
2000 | 422} saz2 | re0 | vos | eat | e3r | 12m 6836 | . 3650 | 3885
2001 [ ewes | swe] ' 7ie | 1367 7990 | 4244 | ase7
woz| | evos ] 7s2 sor | 1483 | 9144 | 4863 | 5175
2008 | o |ivesa | ors2 '=_.__;’»_’ass' 1483 -‘1629.8 ag73.| s185
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AT FPL's commerc:.al/lndustrlal conservatlon goals shall be set at
'the 1evels identified in the FPSC column of the: follow:.ng table.

. PROPOSED COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL CONSERVATION GOALS .

WINTER MW “SUMMER MW ANNUAL GWH
el |orrse | Lear FPL | FPSC | LEAF FPSC | LEAF | DCA
SRR e T | esea FSEIA
| Fcc “FCC “FCC
1w9a) 03| s3] B2 666 |
1995 | és2{ e2| 73 113 | 13| 174 138.7 74 | 389

o [ oes | ees | s2s | 1as 1666 | 1666 | 340 28| 39| 73

1997 | 1143 | 1isa ) 17s 2233 | 2233 | . as8 292.4 699 | 1185

g0 | 13t b owzsa ]l 1m0 2852 | 2852 | ss7 3833 | 1240 | 1550

1999 | 157.9 |ivsre | 203 352.5 3525 ]  .852°| 662 4730 | 4730 1927 1927

2000 | ez | 1797 | 218 a198 ] 4198 | 750 | 783 || se27 | se27 | 2308 | 2308

a0t | ] 2018 | 220 sar | sar | ezl | es2e| 2683 | 2684
2002 { 2233 24s ss4.4 | 956 | 057 { 7421 ) 2074 | 2075
2603 o) 2esa | 244 Jm.’? 956 |- 1088 a31e | 2081 308

Note. The GW‘H anergy goala for a speclfc year mpresom single-year impacts for all installations
boglnning In 1994 through that year.
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" 3;; FEC, NUMERIC GOALS o

) Severa; partles to. thls docket advocate numeric DSM goals
- derived from an adjusted "best, practices" scenario. Best practices

- assumes ' no administrative, - marketlng, overhead, equ1pment, or

' mon1tor1ng costs.. No party was able to provide the rate impact of
- adopting DSM. goals based on "best practices®. Thus, we decline to
set. goals based on best practlces assumptlons

Lo FPC separated the cost effectlve (RIM) demand and energy
sav1ngs 1dent1f1ed on page. 32 of -its- CEGRR report into two

»:wcategorles - dispatchable and non-dispatchable. To account for

.factors such as free riders, overlapping measures, and interaction

- with. bu1ld1ng codes, FPC .argued . that ‘non- dlspatchable demand ang

 energy savings. should each be reduced by 25%., (Tr. 986) FPC’s
' proposed goals are the sum of 100% of the dispatchable savings and

*Qd;75% of. the non- dxspatchable savings.

, We questlon the valldlty of FPC's treatment 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 1mpacts ‘on-‘an’ individual measure basis, prior to
;calculatlng each measure’s cost-effectiveness, rather than apply a
&zblanketizs%,reduct;on to all non}dlspatchable measures. We direct
FPC ' to 'deal. with the free rider impacts in its program

vﬂilmplementatlon when FPC files its conservation plan Witness
_McDonald testified that programs can be designed in a way that

zmlnlmlzes free rlders (Tr. 2646)

T The record shows uncertalnty in the way that FPC came up with
“the 25% downward adjustment. (Tr. 1048-49) Although Witness Jacob
- stated 'that ‘the effect of free riders was different for the

,ed“resxdentxal class than for the commerc1al/1ndustr1al class, FPC
”*‘decreased the demand and energy savings for both classes by the

same’ 25% value to come up w1th its ‘goals. ({Tr. 1050)

: We decllne to adopt FPC's proposed goals becauge we f£ind FPC’'s
1;"25% downward ~ adjustment to be arbitrary and unsupported by
. -competent and 'subsgstantial evidence. 'Rather, we set FPC’s numeric

- demand and energy goals at 100%. . of the total savings of all
- ~residential meagures that pass the RIM tegt. These demand and

~ ‘enexrgy goals for FPC are aggregsive but reasonable. They represent
-all cost-effective DSM under the RIM test.
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We set FPC's resuient:.a_l ccnservatlon .goals at the levels
?. 1den*1f1ed in the FPSC column of the follow1ng table.

T ' moposeo RESIDENTIAL CONSERVATION GOALS B

S WNTER MW SUMMER MW =~ - “ ANNUAL GWn
rpc | FPsc |- LEAF “FPC .| FPSC T LEAF DCA. FPc | FPSC | LEAF | DCA

- + | FsEA S A Yy ' FSELA

T B FCC. FCG - 1 Foe
e ] el o~ SR IRFRTIE I SR | B 2] —| —
1005 | et | es 57 BLTR DIRE- T BN Y 15 24 12| 63
1996 | 125 | vma | s ‘32| sof sl el 26| | 4] 20
vear | ] ses | 1ss st | osa| e || s so| 108F 200
1988 | 218°f 238 | im | el 751 8 53 78| 215| 207
e | 266 | a0 | 23v Ceal ts | sal @ ea| wo| 3e0| 408
2000} 314 | 33| 283 113 ] 0| iz 922 ‘86| 127] 480} s33
201 | a2 | aes| = PEYE BT 145 | 144 103 15| se8 | 63
2002 a0a | aas | a2 uss |- ss | w0 | ves || ter | tes | ess ] 73
2000 | asa | 483 a18 2} 209 _1&[ 183 136 wa| 724 | 01

Nuts Tho GWH energy goals for a apeclﬁc year rapnesent sinsla-year Impacts for al! instafiations

: begtnnina in 1994 thnough that year.
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S  :; We set FPC's commerc1a1/1ndustr1al conservation goals at the
%levels 1dent1fled in the FPSC column of the following table.

. WINTER MW . SUMMER MW - : ANNUAL GWh

{.rec | Frsc | ear
A EA Board
FCC

epsc | Lear | oca | Frc | FPsc | weaF | oca
| rsem FSEA
FCC | - FCC

1994 | o6 ) o005| — .03 — = a 2 —_] =
es b el a2

196 | 7

1999 | 25

Cal sl as ) 18 7| 103

8 s 74l 24 40 27} 185

..,‘
B EN
Q.

15| e} 123l a2 7 e | 326

‘24| w08 ] 18] es 110 135 | 485

35| 1ae | 2s2 || 00 185

48| 172 | 328 137 207 859

-,.H'zom 41 123 61| 204) ass|] w3l 2ss 1028
e | e

8
glalelnis|s|s
&
SRERE-E L

155 4| 262} ae3 || 20| s | as7] 1307

'g .

. Nota “The GWH emruy goala for'a spoclﬂc year mpmsom slnglo—yaar impacts for all installations
: begl'*ninn in 1994 !hrough lhat yoar
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" C. . GULF NUMERIC GOALS

"’""fin Cits testlmony, GULF dld not differentiate between
residential and- commerc1al/1ndustr1al 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 headlngs of residential and

L commerc;al/lndustrlal

As we have prev1ously noted GULF dld not include any of its

*fex1st1ng conservation programs in’ the CEGRR filing or in the final

. proposed . numeric goals. In its- brief at page 68 LEAF stated
" "Moving from the def1¢1ent to ‘ridiculous, GULF reduced its meager

‘;:HRIM based. potentlal by 30%".. GULF’'s own testimony indicated that

coits two major - programs {GULF Express program and GULF's audit
:program) had exceeded original engineering estimates. (Tr. 1256,

'jellnes 4-12 & T- 1256 ‘Lines 13 T 1257, Line 11)

8 L Mr. Kllgore was requested to prov1de, as late filed exhibit
,Number 54, an analysis ‘of the" effect of bundling of four direct

.load control measures . ‘into one. measure(air conditicning, water

Fsheatlng, sw1mm1ng pool pumps & space heating)}. (Tr. 1296-1299) 1In

.. that exhibit, GULF. did not provide an analysis of the effect of

,bundllng those. four direct load control measures, but indicated

:3jthat it would investigate the mattexr further. GULF argues that it
“'is a summer peaking utility and therefore would receive little or
2 ne - ec0ncn1c benefit from deferring water heatlng and space heatlng

'“1n the winter. - We do not accept GULF’'s’ argument During the

Ex summer the direct load control of water heatlng, air conditioning

‘and pool pumps should provide an economic benefit to a summer

| ‘'peaking. utlllty GULF did state in late filed exhibit 54 that "The

“bundling of air conditioning and pool pumps appears to be cost

. effective under .certain conditions at the $349.00/kw value®". The

8349, OO/kw value mentloned 15 the cost of the avoided unit used by

'FngULF in thls docket

S . After rev1ew1ng the new allocation, as well as the numeric
’”jgoals proposed by the intervenors, we set a 100% RIM goal. This is
- consistent with the other investor-owned utilities on a percentage

-of eystem 1load basis summary - and 1s con51stent with other staff

".;analyses in- these dockets
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930545- EG'

'930550-EG,

930551-~EG

We set GULF 5 res:.dentlal conservat:.on goals at the levels

""3‘.1c'i'ent1f1ed ‘in the FPSC. column of the follow:mg table.

* PROPOSED nss:osmm CONSERVATION GOALS

ANNUAL GWH

WINTER MW - SUMMER MW

autr | resc | Lear FPSC | LEAF FPSC | LEAF | DCA-

‘ ] FsEa ] ese | FSEIA -

FCC . “FCC. | FCC

0 0. K 1 1 1 6] 22
of o Oy 2 2 2 0] 4
"4 so | .3 a 27 12 52| 73
198 | ez v | 7 72 51 291 wr| n2
g | es| a2t 74 85 80 ) 1ol 14
2000 7] 125 7% 103} 73 | 95| 166
2001 | 0| 12| v we | es a8 | 228 192
200z | Ces | 1m| e 122 80 s2| =260 218
2003 |- 86 ] 1| m 126 | e s4| 285 | 260

Note The GWH onergy goals for ] specifc year mpmunt slng!e-year impacts for 8l installations
beginnlng In 1994 l‘hrough that year :
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‘We set GULI‘-"S commerc1a1/1ndustr1al conservation goals at the

ﬁflevels 1dent1f1ed 1n the FPSC column of" the follow;ng table.

P&OPOSED cowsaczw'mbm CONSERVATION GOALS

SUMMER MW. ANNUAL GWH
GULF’ resc | Lear | pca [ cuir | Fesc | tear | poa

| FsEA ] FSEIA

- FCC - FCGC

‘1904 {

wes | 7 13 23 ©) . 3| 24
96 | T 3] 2 ) . 3] 45
tge7 | 7 IR TS S T () . |
tese | Cor ) R TN REY, (3) . s7 | e
9| 7| s ar () . 108 | 152
2000 |~ & 17 55 o) 2 125 | 177
2001 |- 8 19 83" 2 5| 145 | 204
2002 8 20 69 7 7| 14| 231
2003 8 ___‘22 76 13 8 181 | 2855

Nota Tho GWH oneruy goals for ] speclﬂc yaar ropnsent s!ngle-yaar lmpacts for ail Installations
bl!glnnmg in 1994 through that year.
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S D. TECO NUMERIC GOALS

p WLtness McDonald stated that if the goals are intended to be
’“"mandatoryn» he would not recommend using the *"best practices"

. Bcenario .in setting. goals Mr. McDonald also stated that if the

‘goals are set in. terms of - "aspirationsﬂ; he recommends the "best

o ”praetlces" gcenario, “(Tr.. 2765-2766) -~ As we have discussed

earlier, the utilities are expected to achleve the goals we set in

‘tnathls docket - We are not setting aspirational goals.

S Several intervenorsvzﬁavebbfavored use of the SRC ‘'best
’:practlces" scenarlo; as adjusted, in: eettlng goals. In most cases,

. this scenario shows demand and energy savings significantly higher

- .than the goals proposed by TECO. . As stated by witness McDonald,

fsf-the "best practices" scenario assumes a “perfect program"vwhere all
- investment cost: barriers. are ‘removed.  {Tr. 2733) Mr. McDonald

testified on cross -examination that the ideal circumstances

fjrequrred to make the "best practices" scenario feasible do not

exist.  (Tr. 2734) In addition, no party was able to provide the

.rate lmpacts of adopting goals based on "best practice.” We

vl.declzne to base TECO‘s goals on the "best practice" scenario.

3 TECO's proposed goals are derived from a combination of energy
,jsav1ngs from current programs and.proaected savings from additional
measures. - The . savings were’ adjusted from its "Gross RIM

*'Portfollo‘"' (Ex. 64, Ex. 152) Savings from residential measures

“were’ welghted by 17 percent to capture free rider effects. A risk
' factor of 20 percent . was then .applied to further reduce the
sav1ngs (Tr 4949, Ex 152) )

: We suppOrt ‘use of the RIM test as a framework for setting
fgoals The goals we have set for TECQ are identical to TECO’s
‘gross RIM portfolic listed in exhibit 64. We disagree with the

":fadjustments TECO has made to its gross- RIM portfolio. We find that

. the 17 percent free rider- adjustment to the overall residential
ﬁ:sav1ngs 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-

‘effectiveness are better addressed at the program 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

Tr.f“assert for free rlders is approprlate

: TECO should evaluate free- rlder and rigk 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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930550-EG,

S We set TECO's res;dentzal conservatlon goals at the levels
*ﬂldentlfled in the FPSC column of the. followlng table.

1 L "‘i::f " PROPOSED Resmsmw. CONSERVATION GOALS”
. . WINTER MW T SUMMER MW ANNUAL GWH
Teco | epsc | Lear- FPSC | LeAF tou | Frsc | LEAF | DoA
S - esen U psEA | : FSEIA
“FCC FCC FCC
1895 3 36 23 12 18 16 21 3] 49
wes | es | ol 23 ar 0| 4 s1{ g9
S l1oos| o] 30| 35 55 s e | 16| 150
S leee | s | 2] e s 7 s9| 80| 207 208
| H’1999 RRTCS IR 5 BT 57 ‘92 74 9o | az3| 25
" 2000 | e | 2| s 68 109 g | 118 386 300
2001 | 220 | 239 156 | 12 101 136 | 445 | 347
2002 | - 244 266 | 174 85 137 115 | 154 | 499 | 388
2003 | 267 ] 202 | 180 83 149 128 172 549 | 427
L oo | me| Cor | 141 | 189

the Tho GWH energy goais I’or a spoclﬁc year represant single-year Impacts for all Installations.
baglnning n 1995 t.hrough that year.
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S A - PROPOSED cowencw./mousmw. couserwmon GOALS

“ WINTER MW SUMMER MW ANNUAL GWH
”Teqo' FPsC | Lear FPSC | LEAF FPSC | LEAF | DCA

B FSEIA - | rsem FSEA

FCC FCC FCC
1995 1 2 -4 7 18 29 8 62
1896 | 1 5 8 3] a1 59 32| 125
1997 2 7l 2 ‘20| as 9 7a| 188
1998 al e 17 A 120 [ 131 ] 2853
1998 | 4 12 22 ‘34| s 351 | 204 | 316
2000 5 4| 26 0| 68 181 244 | amr
2001 5 it ) 3 BT 211 282 | 435
2002 6 19 33 53 12r] e2 71] 240} 315 487
03| 6 21 a7 so] 1] 10 9| 267| 347 s36

2004 | 7| 2l 65 86| 292

R LOW INCOME

”G'ORDER NO . psc 94-1313-FOF-EG -
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We set TECO's commer01al/1ndustr1al conseyvation goals at the

; (lévels 1dent1f1ed in the FPSC column of the following table.

Note: The GWH energy goals for a specific year represent single-year impacts for sl installations
" beginning in 1865 through that year,

XI. MISCELLANEOUS ISSUES

We have prev1ously decided not to set overall and end-use

;;-goals in this docket. In. keeplng with this decision, we decline to
- set end-use.goals for- low income customers: Instead each utility

shall be required to. address the avazlablllty 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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S All customers,_lncludlng low-income customers, should benefit
. from RIM-based DSM programs -This is because RIM-based programs
~insure that . both participating and non-participating customers
- benefit ‘from utility-sponsored conservation programs. Additional
- generating capacity is: deferred and the rates paid by low-income
customers are less than they otherwlse would be. (Tr. 4311)

Florlda s utllltles need to work closely with agencies such as

. hou81ng .authorities and other - communlty 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. fac111tate the participation of low income
-customers..  When ‘utilities propose a. .residential conservation

- program, the question of how they are going to facilitate the

,part;c;patlon of low income customers shall be made part of the
“ . nmarrative descrlblng the program. At reasonable intervals after
- the program is put in place, the utility shail report back to the

f,,CommlsSLOn on the level of participation from low income customers
. ‘'they have acnleved

. We belleve that utllltles should be sensitive to the special
needs: ‘and limitations faced by low income customexrs. Once overall
.goals have been established in this docket, utilities must develop

ﬁg"conservatlon programs to ‘achieve the- goals Care should be taken

‘durlng program development to ensure that low income customers have
- the opportunity to -realize savings from participation in
?conservatlon 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 portfolic. Each electric
utility is- encouraged to develop and participate in programs to
help 1mp1ement conservatlon in low income housing.

B. avrsbzus;cobz Thsr FORCE

One crltlcal guestion considered at the hearing relates to

vfﬂenforcement of the. Florida : Energy Efficiency Code for Building

~-.Construction by the. local governments, .and the appropriate

.ffadlsp051tzon ‘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_measuresoseparately_from'the Utility Program (UP} measures.
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;They ‘were- requ;red to perform the Commission’s ¢ost- effectiveness

‘ test required by Rule 25-17.008, Florida Administrative Code, as

. well as the" DCA’s_cost effectlveness test, the Utility Composite

”cPartlc;pant test

Most of the 28 CUE measures did not pass the RIM or the TRC

‘Q.°test., Many passed  the Utlllty 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

-g,{f.further evaluated by DCA for inclusion -in the building code. DCA
- asserts that although some of the CUE measures are cost-effective
" ‘to ‘the participant, none are likely tc be added to the code as

fprescrlptlve (requlred) measures. (Tr. 3443) Mr. Dixon indicated

 that ‘a consensus is necessary to include a measure in-the code, and

if“at times the polltlcal reality presents resistance to promulgating

‘new rules. (Tr. 3464-65) Mr. Dixon also testified that code

~gcomp11ance, 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,
; 'technlcal 3551stance/tra1n1ng, and financial assistance to state
jﬂ:and local governments for code enforcement (Tr. 3445, 3460)

S DCA w1tness Dixon. testlfled that it is the responsibility of
“local government and’ the building' code department and not the

T?;raspon51b111ty of .the utility to ensure code compliance. {Tr.
.. 3430, 3457) We belleve that code compliance is a state and local
“..government . issue and that bCca- should ‘pursue Legislative funding to

1;better accomplzsh thlS goal.

T We suggest the formatlon of a task force, consisting of the
:*”Comm1981on staff  and the staff of the DCA, to evaluate, at a
’”imlnlmum, the cost-effectiveness of the building code, possible
-~ revisions to the code 1nclud1ng the CUE wmeasures, evaluation of
- code:compliance methodologles, and ‘the ‘possibility of legislation
. 'to promote and encourage energy-efficient building procedures. We
"~ believe that if the bulldlng code' is not. the most cost-~effective to

"f_fthe'*participént - we. should’  explore  reopening the service
»;'cavallablllty charge ‘docket to“impose an incrementally higher hook-
o up charge to. ‘the 1neff1c1ent customer/bullder

S We flnd that DSM costs for new home congtruction programs
. which fail the part1c1pant test, but pass the RIM test, or involve
‘high. thexrmal  efficiency _cogeneratlon, “natural gas =end-use,

- renewables or ' solar, =~ may be‘ recovered - through the energy

: _7conservatlon cost recovery clause, along with lost revenue recovery
»oand 1ncent1ves,'after approval by the Commission on a case-by-case

‘ba51s

~ 20190016-SACE-POD-31-1397
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“ﬁ'tC::iKLiNKAGEbBETWEEN‘BUILbiNG CODE OPTIONS AND UTILITY PROGRAMS

Compllance w1th the Florlda Energy Efficiency Code for

3fBu11d1ng Construction is- obtalned one of two ways. The first way,

called performance, requires the calculation of an estimated annual
-~ energy  target ut;llzlng energy- . points awarded separately for

: (1nd1v1dual measures recognlzed 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

Y7Qopportun1ty to- trade-off - effLC1ency points with various building

code -options for most" bulldlng components so long as the
':performance target is met (Tr 3422)

SRS E “The seCOnd way, called prescrlptlve, requires the 1nspect10n
of prescrlbed insulation levels, eguipment efficiencies, maximum
,szndow area, and.other standards provxded in one of the five or six
- optional packages.. - (Tr. -3423) - It allows no trade-offs among
”fcomponents to achleve overall eff1c1ency

“: 0 The proper llnkage of code optlons wlth 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 ple and choose between building components

© trading the efficiency gains of one measure 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 utility DSM program might prov1de 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, ultlmately prov1dlng no net gain in energy efficiency. (Tr.

51[,3427)

o ' Currently, two utllltles are directly involved in the new home
_construction market., FPL ‘is evaluating the Build Smart research

-7 and development program,'whlch has a high probability of being

. roffered -in the future after a determination of program cost-
V,“effectxveness (Tr. 4411) GULF continues to operate the Good
o Cents- new. construction. programs.‘funded out of base rates. Fuel

source neutralzty has: hlstorlcally been a critical issue of concern

'wa1th these types of programs, in.certain instances these programs

~.may be used to promote one type of technology over the technology
f; of a competlng fuel E , .

, Several partles to the docket advocate interaction between the
Commlsszon and 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.

20,1 90016-SACE-POD-31-1398
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f_:b;5.QDE?:piT;ON,opjéngSOnABLY-ACH:EVABLE",

The term "reasonably achlevable" in Rule '25-17.0021, Florida

U Admlnlstratlve Code, allows the. Comm1551on great discretion and

’”fflex1b111ty in settlng goals

;It 15 'well 'settled 1n"Flotlda that a . standard of

' ;,“reasonableness" does not. lend itself to strict definition, but
. rather: entails the exercise of judgement by the finder of fact.
" For. example,,'"reasonable ~care" ‘must necessarily vary undexr
’adlfferent conditions. . It cannot be measured or ascertained by any

;_;flxed ‘and inflexible standard ‘Consumers’ Electric Light & St. R.
U Co. v Pryor, 32 So. 737 (Fla. 1902) . "Reasonable prudence" cannot

‘be arbitrarily defiﬁea The policy of law has relegated such

:’yquestlons to the jury. It is their province to note the’ special

-circumstances. ‘and’ surroundlngs of - each partlcular case. Hainlin v

“‘?Eudge, 47 So. 825 -(Fla. 1908). What is a- "reagonable time" to file

a pleadlng cannot be flxed WICh precision by any. general rule.

" Chabot' v:Winter Park Co., 15 So. 756 (Fla. 1894). What is a

_"reasonable time’ required to clear title to property depends on
- the number and complexity of title clouds or defects, taking into
©-account  the particular tltle ‘problems in evidence. Houston v
.. Whiteworth, 444 So. 2d 1095 (Fla. 4DCA, 1984). .In determining what
. ‘constitutes a "reasonable delay“ for‘an incarcerated defendant, the
* Court - must  consider. all “relevant circumstances. There is no
brlght 11ne ‘rule;: each case must be assessed on its own particular

. . facts. U.S. v Noriega, 746 F. Supp. 1548, 1561 (S.D. Fla. 1990).

- 8ince the: questlon of what is "reasonable time" 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_equltles presented in each case.
In- xre ‘Hickson, Bkrtecy. Fla., S2 B.R. 1, (s.D. Fla. 1991).
‘"Reasonakle -diligence” on the part of a debtor to uncover the
‘identities and c¢laims of ‘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.

"RﬂﬁFlaQZISBSJ .'The word "reasonable! is a- generlc term, elastic in

’”itb=nature, it ‘connotes action according to dictates of reason.

. Ouellet v Shapiro, 212 A.2d 708, (Conn.App. 1965). The question of
. r"reasonable use" should be submitted to the jury. Florida Power

““;QQ*;Z_QQQQQ -84, So 921 (Fla 1920)

SN It 1s 11kew15e apparent that the term "reasonably achievable"
" does not-lend itself to strict .definition, but rather entails the

’ ~exercise of dlscretlon by the Commission. "Reasonably achievable"

ﬁggoals would not include- goals that are 1mp0531b1e to achieve; nor

5iajwou1d overall goals requ;rlng no effort to achleve be considered

= zo'1,,90@1'6-,SAC-E‘-‘POD-.'3,1-13‘,99 o
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;;f“reasonably achlevable“' There is a broad range. of discretion
- between these extremes. The term “reasonably achievable" allows us
- to.eéxercise broad dlscretlon ln settlng goals approprlate to carry
) out the 1ntent of FEECA. . L

We belleve the »goals ‘we have» set- in this docket are

;ﬂ}“reasonably achievable". - We. expect Florlda 8 investor-owned
~3ut111t1es to meet or exceed these goals

. 20190016-SACE-POD-31-1400
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g_____QOM?ARISON OF GOALS FOR. Tngnggg_ggg;
COMPARISON OF RESIDENTIAL GOALS IN 2003
UTan'Y Pnomsen RIM GOALS DISCOUNTED FOR FREE RIDERS
L FPC - YECO GULF
MW/GWH | % mw/GWH | % 0F. | MwsawH | % OF MW/GWH | % OF
| orsys | SYS , sYS Y5
Summer - CLoes | ez R By 76 24 g | az
Winter a2 | C3a 444l - 48 o] 75 % | 46
GWH Yy o] o ass | os 128 07 a8 0.4
" COMMISSION APPROVED 100% RIM GOALS.
L FPL . FPC " TECO GULF
MW/GWH | % . mMwawH [ wOF | Mw/GwH | % Mw/GWH | %
BEAE <1 S sys OF OF
sYS svs SYS
Summer. 95| - s2 200 26} 83 29 126 53
Winter, 765 44 483 52 282 8.2 137 £6
GWH 1,030 10 4| 04 72| 09 4| o5
Ll * UTILITY CALCULATED GOALS BASED ON TRC
FPL PP TECO GULF
MW/GWH | % mw/GwH | % MW/GWH | % MW/GWH | %
| er o OF OF
sYS: §YS - svs sYS.
45 a1s 49 106 34 139 59
as | 743 80| 309 87 143 68
6.4 1323 3.1 490 27 a7 | os
_“I7 - GRCBEST PRACTICES GOALS .~ B
S FPC | teco GULF
% | masewd | % ww/ewH | % MW/GWH | %
OF .- Ul oF o OF oF
SYs§ ol sys sYs SYS
122 65 08 1wl e 6] 23
< an| 8| 10 7zl 21 25( 12
a9} 1o 373 2.1 212 | 20

1MW:1GDMN : :
Buildmg code aﬂm uoludod from -bovo.

a9
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. COMPARISON OF COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL GOALS IN 2003

" UTILITY PROPOSED RiM GOALS DISCOUNTED FOR FREE RIDERS

CTECO.

“GULF

. MW/GWH

% OF

L MW/GWH

% OF,
8YS

 Mw/EWH

% OF

8Ys

%

OF
SYS

400

- 25

- 68

08

18

o8

.15

0.6

‘Winter

179

1.0

X

8

02

04

06

- 06

78

a4

- 0.06

) COMMlSS!ON APPROVED 100% RIM

GOALS

< FPL

- FPC

TECO

GULF

- mw/ew

"OF:
SYS

 MW/GWH

OF

SYS

© MW/GWH

%
OF
SYS

MW/GWH

8YS

26

84

EERE

18

09

245

14

07

21

0.6

11

05

08

3365

08

287

1.4

0.08

832

"% UTILITY CALCULATED GOALS BASED ONTRC -

FPC

- -TECO

GULF

- MW/GWH

oF
§YS

- MW/GWH

"%

OF ~

. 8YS

MW/GWH

OF
SYS

MW/GWH

OF
SYS

‘Summer

Y

44

g7

‘3.1

76

32

Winter

L 1.4

27

a1

09

25

1.4

R 141

18

436

24

128

1.2

FPL

" GRC "BEST PRACTICES' GOALS © .
e

- TECO

GULF

L MWGWH

% OF

§YS

. MW/GWH

OF
J8YS

MW/GWH

OF
SYS

MW/GWH

§YS

Summer

1,058

62

978

: 2.2»

181

87

3.2

Winter

1.3

08

1.2

1.2

GWH

. 3,081

3.1

‘732

I I 4

523

28

24

=7.000.0060 K

1 MW = 1,000 KW i
Bulldmg aoda offects oxcludod frorn nbova
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Based on the fore901ng,'1t 1s,

ORDERED by the Florlda Publlc Serv1ce Commission that

}g;the annual conservation goals ‘for Florida Power and Light Company,
4k‘_Florlda Power Corporation, Tampa Electric. Company and Gulf Power
.. Company shall be as set forth in' the FPSC column .of the ut111ty~

specific tables within the: body of this order. Each utility is

Dﬁfexpected to' achieve or exceed its conservatzon goals on an annual
gv_ba515 : It 1s further L

B ORDERED that res;dentlal conservatlon goals for Florida Power
ﬂ{‘and nght Company shall ‘be 765" MW Winter, 895 MW Summer, and 1,030
- 'GWH, for the. ten yeax: period 1994 through 2003. Re51dent1al

;*fconservatlon goals for-each year within the ten year period shall

"~ ‘be as set: forth 1n the table w1th1n the body of this oxder. It is

"ﬂffurther;g

S ORDERED that commerczal/lndustrlal ‘conservation goals for
”eFlorlda ‘Power ‘and Light . Company shall be 245 MW Wintex, 622 MW

| 7. Summexr, and 832 GWH for the ten year period 1994 through 2003.

J*Commerc1a1/1ndustr1al conservation goals for each year within the

'o«.ten year period shall be as set forth in the table within the body

’jof thls order.' It is further

ORDERED that res;dentlal conservatlon goals for Florida Power
‘Corporation shall be 483 MW Winter, 209 MW Summer, and 184 GWR, 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 the table w1th1n the- body of this order. It is further

- . ORDERED that commer01al/1ndustr1al conservation geoals for
:J;Florlda Power Corporatlon shall be 64 MW Winter, 84 MW Summer, and
".336 . GWH: for ' the - ten year period 1394 through 2003.

’-uCommerc1a1/1ndustr1a1 conservation goals for each year within the

vﬁgten year period shall be. as set forth in the table within the body
:of thlS order. It is further: v v

ORDERED that re51dent1al conservatlon goals for Tampa Electric

‘”iJCompany shall be 292 MW. Winter, 93 MW Summer, and 172 GWH, for the

ten year perlod 1994 through 2003. Residential conservation goals

" for each year within the ten year perlod shall be as set forth in

i*he table w1th1n the body of thlS order : It is further

- 20190016-SACE-POD-31-1403
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S - ORDERED - that commer01al/1ndustr1al conservation goals for
ngampa Electrlc Company - shall be 21°'MW wlnter, 59 MW Summer, and 267
GWH . for the . ten  year . perlod 1994 through 2003.

'stommerc1al/1ndustr1al conservatzon goals. for each year within the

" ten year period shall be as set. forth in"the table within the body

'T__of thls order 2 It 1s further

RS ORDERED that reszdentlal conservatlon goals for Gulf Power
. Company shall be 137 MW Winter; 126 MW Summer, and 283 GWH, for the

- . ten year perlod 1994 through 2003. Residential conservation goals

- for. each year within the ten year period shall be as set forth in
.the table w1th1n the body of- thls order It is further

ORDERED that commerc1al/1ndustr1a1 conservation geals for Gulf

v77Power ‘Company shall be 11 MW Winter, 22 MW Summer, and 18 GWH for

‘the ' ten year period 1994 through 2003. Commercial/industrial

v”ﬂconservatlon 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
f_further RN

ORDERED that Florlda Power and Light Company, Florida Power
Corporatlon, Tampa Electric Company and Gulf Power Company shall

'i,achleve oY surpass the annual ‘conservation goals set forth in this

v’;order "Any. utlllty that does not achieve its annual conservation
'ngoals shall ‘be sub3ect to penalty. It is further

L , ORDERED that upon petltlon from a utility, 1lost revenue
recovery and ‘stockholder incentives shall be considered by the

 ‘Commission on a case-by-case basis for measures such as solar water

b'heatlng, photovoltalcs,, high efficiency on-site cogeneration,

' renewable resources, end-use natural: ~gas, and commercial llghtlng,

. that pass the total resource,cost test and result in large savings
_Land small rate 1mpacts it is further

- ORDERED that Florida Power and: Light Company, Florida Power
Corporation, Tampa Electric Company, and Gulf Power Company shall

~ ' consider’ the- development of ‘alternate funding sources, such as
- "voluntary “"green pricing®, to promote the installation of solar
.. water heating and other renewable measures, and submit alternate

t’fundlng proposals to the Commission during the program development

- and submlttal stage of the ‘conservation goals process. It is

”Ffurther

2019001 6'—SACE—‘POD—31 -1404
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s ORDERED that Plorida Power and Light Company, Florida Power
'FCorporation, ‘Tampa ° Electric COmpany and Gulf Power Company shall

Efl;conduct natural gas research and demonstration projects in the
" functional areas of heating, cooling, dehumidificaticn, and water

. heating, and shall submit project plans for Commission approval
'Lwithin six months of the issuance of this order. It is further

P ORDERED that Florida Power and Light Company, Florida Power
_CQrporation, Tampa Electric Company and Gulf Power Company shall

v:fstudy and report to ‘the Commission on the level of benefits

available to low income ratepayers under the utility's DSM

'v“jportfolio and ocutlining the efforts the utility will take to

~ facilitate participation of low- income ratepayers in utility

'lﬁﬁconservation programs. ~This report shall be filed with each

‘utility's DSM -plan during the program development and submittal

rﬁ-stage of the conservation goals process. It is further

L ORDERED that a task: force shall be created, consisting of
- staff of the Florida Public Service Commission and staff of the
_Florida Department of Communjty 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-

Hrf‘efficient building procedures. It is:further

e " 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

jfotth 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 25th

'?faaQ of octeber, 1994.
ﬁg&wé /

BLANCA S. BAYO, Direct
‘Division of Records and Reporting

u(”s“g_;iL:).

omap
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OTICE QE FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JU'DICIAL REVIEW

- f, The Florlda Publlc Serv1ce Comm1551on is requlred by Section
120.59(4), - Florida ' Statutes, to. notify parties of any

r, ”adm1n1strat1ve hearlng or judicial review of Commission orders that
is available‘under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florlda Statutes, as
“well as the procedures and time limits that apply. This notice

, Bhou1d not be construed. to mean all requests for an administrative
“ hearing or 3ud1c1al rev1ew w;ll be - granted or result in the relief

‘ gj'sought

Any party adversely affected by the Comm1381on s final action

. “in thie matter may request: 1) reconsideration of the decision by
" filing a motion for reconsideration with the Director, Division of

-Records . and Reportlng within fifteen (15) days of the issuance of

" 'this order ‘in . the . form ‘prescribed- by Rule 25-22.060, Florida
“Administrative ‘Code; or.2) judicial review by the Florlda 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

 m5ut111ty by filing a notice of appeal with the Director, Division of

. Records and’ Reportlng,and filing a copy of the notice of appeal and
~the £iling fee with the appropriate court. This filing must be
- .completed within thirty (30} days after the issuance of this order,

© . _pursuant to Rule 9.110, Florida Rules of Civil Procedure. The

notice of appeal must be in the form specified in Rule 9.500 (a),

f:, Florida Rules of‘Appellate Procedure.

20190016-SACE-POD-31-1406
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