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In re: Commission Review of Numeric   Docket No. 20190018-EG 
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DUKE ENERGY FLORIDA, LLC’S RESPONSE TO 
STAFF’S FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES (NOS. 1-33) 

 
 Duke Energy Florida, LLC (“DEF”) responds to the Staff of the Florida Public Service 
Commission’s (“Staff”) First Set of Interrogatories to DEF (Nos. 1-33), specifically question 29 
as follows: 
 

INTERROGATORIES 
  
29. Please refer to witness Cross’ Exhibit No. LC-6. Please identify the unique measures, that 

when compared to the base case Economic Potential for each cost-effectiveness test, change 

from failing to passing, or passing to failing, for each Economic Potential sensitivity. Include the 

new cost-effectiveness values for each measure, the estimated demand and energy savings, and 

identify the reason for failure (if applicable). As part of this response, please complete the tables.  

 
Measures Changing from Failing to Passing 

[Sensitivity Name] Economic Potential – [TRC or RIM] 
Customer 

Class 
Measure 

Name TRC RIM PCT Summer 
(MW) 

Winter 
(MW) 

Energy 
(GWh) 

        
 

Measures Changing from Passing to Failing 
[Sensitivity Name] Economic Potential – [TRC or RIM] 

Customer 
Class 

Measure 
Name TRC RIM PCT Summer 

(MW) 
Winter 
(MW) 

Energy 
(GWh) 

Reason For 
Failure 

         
 
 
Answer: 
 
Please see attached tables in response to Q29 bearing bates numbers 20190018-DEF-0041165 
through 20190018-DEF-0041198.  These tables show the measures that went from passing to 
failing or failing to passing for each economic sensitivity compared to the base case along with 



the wkw, skw, and GWh impacts for each measure and the economic potential for each 
measure.  Please note that the sum of the economic potential for the measures added or removed 
for each sensitivity won’t always equal the difference between the total economic potential for 
the base case vs the sensitivity presented in the tables in Nexant’s report.  This is primarily due 
to the effects of competing measures.  For example, LED lighting measures are added to the 
economic potential in the 1 -Yr. Payback sensitivity, but the potential for LEDs replaces the 
potential for CFL’s reflected in the base case.   The difference in the economic potential between 
the base case and the 1 – Yr. sensitivity tables in Nexant’s report appropriately reflect the net 
difference in the potential for LED’s vs CFL’s.  The Table for the 1 – Yr. Payback sensitivity 
provided in this response reflects the total economic potential for measures that went from failing 
to passing so it shows the economic potential for LED’s.  CFL’s still pass the economic screens 
so they have not been removed from the list of measures, but the economic potential has shifted 
to the LED measures.   
  








































































