
94 

BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Conservation Cost Recovery 
Clause. 

DOCKET NO. 890002-EG 
ORDER NO. 21317 
ISSUED : 6-2-89 

The following Comm issioners participated In the disposition of this 
matter : 

MI CHAEL McK. HILSON, Chairman 
THOMAS H. BEARD 
JOHN T. HERNDON 

Pursuant to Notice, a hear ing was held In this docket and In Dockets Nos. 
890001-EI and 890003-GU on February 22, 1989, In Tallahassee, Florida. 

APPEARANCES: CHARLES GUYTON, Esquire, Steel, Hector and Davis, 310 H. 
College Avenue, Tallahassee, Florida 31301-1406 
On behalf of Fl or ida Power and Light Company . 

JAMES A. McGEE, Esquire, and PHILLIP HAVENS, Esquire, 
Florida Power Corporation, P. 0. Box 14042. St. Petersburg, 
Florida 33733 
On behal f of Florida Power Corporation. 

JAMES D. BEASLEY. EsquIre, A us 1 ey, McMu 11 en, McGehee, 
Carothers and Proctor, P. 0. Box 391, Tallahassee. Florida 
32302 
On behalf of Tampa Electric Company and City Gas Company, 

I 

JEFFREY A. STONE, Esquire, Esquire, Beggs and lane, P. 0. I 
Box 12950, Pensacola , Florida 32576 
On behalf of Gulf Power Company. 

ROBERT R. HORROH, Esquire, Sutherland, Asbill & Brennan, 
1275 Pennsyl vania Avenue, N. H. , Hashlngton, 0. C. 20004 
On behalf of the Coalition of Local Governments . 

ROBERT S. GOLDMAN, Esquire, Messer , VIckers. Caparello, 
French & Madsen , P. A . . P. 0. Box 1B76, Tallahassee, Florida 
32301 
On behal f of the Florida Public Utilities Corporation, 
Galnesvl lle Gas Company, and Hest Florida Natural Gas 
Company. 

ANSLEY HATSON, JR., Esquire, Mcfarlane, Ferguson, Allison 
and Kelly, P. 0. Box 1531, Tampa, Flor ida 33601 
On behalf of Peoples Gas System, Inc. 

BEN E. GIRTMAN, Esquire, 1020 E. Lafayette St reet, Suite 
201, Tallahassee, Florida 32301 
On behalf of Central Florida Gas Company. 

VICKI GORDON KAUFMAN, Esquire, Lawson, McHhlrter, Grandoff & 
Reeves, 522 Park Avenue, Suite 200, Tallahassee, Florida 
32301 
On behalf of the Florida Industrial Power Users Group, 
Monsanto Company, American Cyanamid Company, and Air 
Products & Chemicals . 
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ZORI G. FERKIN, Esquire , Sutherland, Asbill & Brennan, 1275 
Pennsylvania Avenue, N. H. , Hashlngton, D.C. 2004-2404 
On behalf of Occidental Chemical Corporation. 

JOHN ROGER HOHE. EsquIre, OffIce of Pub 1 I c Counse 1 , c/o 
Florida House of Representatives, The Capitol, Tallahassee, 
Florida 32399-1300 
On behalf of the C! tl zens of the State of Florida . 

MARSHA E. RULE, Esquire, Florida Public Service Commission, 
Div ision of Legal Services, 101 East Gaines Street, 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0863 
On behalf of the Commission Staff. 

PRENTICE PRUITT , Esquire, and WILLIAM H. HARROLD, Florida 
Public Service Commission, General Counsel's Office, 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0861 
Appearing as Counsel to the Commissioners. 

ORDER APPROVING AND DISALLOWING CERTAIN ENERGY 
CONSERVATION COST RECOVERY 

As part of the Commission's continuing fuel cost recover y, oil backout 
cost recovery, conservation cost recovery, and purchased gas cost recovery 
proceedings, a hearing was held on February 22, 1989, In this docket and In 
Dockets Nos. 890001-EI and 890003-GU . The following subjects were noticed for 
hearing In these dockets: 

I . Determination of the Proposed Leve l I zed Fue l 
Adjustment Factors for all Investor-owned electric 
uti lltles for the period April, 1989 through 
September , 1989; 

2. Determination of the Estimated Fuel Adjustment 
True-Up Amounts for all Investor-owned electric 
utilities for the per iod October, 1988 through 
March, 1989, which are to be based on actual data 
for the period October, 1988 through November . 
1988, and revised estimates for the period 
December, 1988 through March, 1989; 

3. Determination of the Final Fuel Adjustment True-Up 
Amounts for all Investor-owned electric utll I ties 
for the period April, 1988 through September, 
1988, which are to be based on actual data for 
that pe r iod; 

4. Determination of the Projected Conservation 
Cost Recovery Factors for certain Investor-owned 
electric and gas uti 11 ties for the period April, 
1989 through September, 1989; 

5. Determination of the Estimated Conservation 
True-Up Amounts for certain Investor-owned 
electric and gas uti l ities for the period October, 
1988 through March, 1989, which are to be based on 
actual data for the period October, 1988 through 
November, 1988, and revised estimates for the 
period December, 1988 through March, 1989; 
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6. Determination of the Final Con~e r va tl on True-Up 
Amounts for certain Investor-owned electric and 
gas uti 1 I ties for the per iod Apr I 1, 1988 through 
September, 1988, which are to be based on actual 
data for that period; 

7. Determination of any Projected Oi 1 Backout Cost 
Recovery Factors for the period April , 1989 
through September, 1989 , for the cost of approved 
oil back.out projects to be recovered pursuant to 
the provisions of Rule 25-17.16, Fl orida 
Administrative Code; 

8. Determination of the Estimated 011 Backout Cost 
Recovery True-Up Factors for the period October, 
1988 through March, 1989, for the costs of 
approved oil backout projects to be recovered 
pursuant to the provisions of Rule 25-17 .1 6, 
Florida Admini strative Code, which are to be based 
on actual data for the period October, 1988 
through March, 1989; 

9. Determination of the Final Oil Backout True-Up 
Amounts for the period April , 1988 through 
September, 1988. which are to be based on actual 
data for that period; 

10. Determination of Generating Performance Incent ive 
Factor Targets and Ranges for the per I od Apr I 1 , 
1989 through September, 1989 ; 

11. Determinat ion of Generating Performance Incentlv'e 
Factor Rewards and Penalties for the period Apr il , 
1988 through September, 1988; and 

12. Determination of the Purchased Gas Adjustment 
True-Up Amounts for the per iod April , 1988 throug h 
September, 1988 , to be recovered during the period 
April , 1g89 through September, 1989 . 

PROCEDURAL MATTERS 

Florida Power Corporation <FPC>, Florida Power & Light Company <FPL>, 
Florida Public Utilities Company <FPUC> . Gulf Power Company <Gulf>, Tampa 
Electric Company <TECO>. Central Florida Gas Company <CFGC>. C1ty Gas Company 
of Florida <City Gas>, Gainesville Gas Company <GGC>. Peoples Gas Company 
<PGS>, and West Florida Natural Gas Company <HFNG> submitted testimony and 
exhl bits In support of theIr proposed net true-up and projected end-of-period 
net true-up amounts and their conservation cost recovery factors . In most 
cases. Staff, the OffIce of Pub 11 c Counse 1 <OPC> and the utI llty agreed upon 
the correct figures, which were then stipulated at hearing . 

Additionally, Staff, FPL, Gulf, and FPC submitted testimony on whether 
cer tain conservation programs should be eliminated. 

ENERGY CONSERVATION COST RECOVERY 

The parties stipulated to the appropriate energy conservation cost 
recovery adjustment true-up amounts for the period April, 1988 through 
September, 1988 and the appropriate projected end-of-period total net true-up 
amounts for the period October , 1988 through March, 1989 as follows: 

I 
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Energy Conservat ion 
Cost Recovery 
Adjusted Net True- Projected End-cf-

I 
up Amounts for Period Total Net 
Apr I 1, 1988 - True-up Amounts 
Sept. 1988 for Oct . , 1988 -

FPC: $531,349 overrecovery Sl ,070,552 over recovery 

fPUC: 
Mar ianna 300 unde rrecovery 365 underrecovery 
Fernandina 3,983 ove r recovery 11,068 overrecovery 

GULF : 66,612 ove rrecovery 254,335 underrecovery 

TECO: 474,1 78 overrecovery 770,849 overrecovery 

CFCC : 21,795 over recovery 51,962 overrecovery 

CCC: 285,748 overrecovery 489,614 overrecovery 

C' VILLE : 14,075 underrecovery 5,353 underrecovery 

PCS : 15,828 under recovery 88,930 overrecovery 

SJNC: 2,065 underrecovery 1 ,001 overrecovery 

HFNG: 33,002 underrecovery 35,939 underrecovery 

I The parties further stipulated to the appropriate conservation cost 
recovery factors for the period April. 1989 through September, 1989 : 

Conserva t ion Cost 
Recovery Factor 
forAprll, 1989 
- Sept. 1989 

FPC: 0.153¢/KWH overrecovery 

FPUC : 

Har1ar.na 0.028t/KH 
Fernandina 0 .018t/KH 

GULF: 0.040¢/KHH 

TECO : .lllt/KHH 

CFGC: .265¢/therm 

CCC: <.004)¢/therm 

I 
G'VILLE: (.004)¢/therm 

PGS: .706¢/therm 

SJNC : .305¢/therm 

HFNC : 2.075¢/therm 
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The stipulated revenue tax facto r Is 1.01652 . The stl puldted public 
authority fac tor for the per iod April. 1989 through September. 1989 Is 
.261t/therm for Central Flor ida and .696(/therm for Peoples. 

FPL proposed an adjusted net t r ue -up amount for Apr i l , 1988 through I 
September, 1988 of $156,031 overr ecovery, a projecte~ end-of-period total net 
true-up amount for October, 1988 through March, 1989 of $843,016 over recover y. 
and a conservation cost recove ry factor for Apr il, 1989 thr·ough September, 
1989 of 0 .042 cents per KHH . 

Staf f proposed the amounts for these periods as $1,288,052 overrecovery, 
S2 ,005,808 ove r r ecovery and .039 cents per KHH, respectively. OPC and the 
Coalition of Local Governments agreed with Staff's positions . 

The differ ence between Staff's and FPL's proposed f igures results from 
Staff ' s proposed disallowance of certain conservation advertising expenses. 
At hearing, 'We therefore Is sued a bench ru ling t hat FPL use Its ECCR factor, 
subject to our ruli ng on the di sputed advertising expenses . Any changes 
res ulti ng from thi s r uling will then be trued- up a t the next hearing In this 
docket. 

CONSERVATION PROGRAMS AND ADVERTISING 

Florida Power & light 

The part ies stipulated that FPL's Pass ive Home Program and Street 
Lighting Conversion Program be eliminated because they have accomplished their 
original objectives. FPL's Pool Pump Program shall also be e!lmlnated because 
It has accomplished Its original objectives, and activity In the program Is 
minimal , with costs currently allocated from costs for the audit program. The I 
el imi nat ion shall be effective , and no further expenses shall be charged to 
these programs, upon Issuance of this Order. 

Staff challenged certain of FPL 's conservation recovery advertising 
costs. This Issue was raised bu t not disposed of In the August , 1988 
conservation cost r ecovery hearing. For the period April, i987 through 
September, 1987, Staff Init i ally proposed a d isallowance of $574,837.01, for 
the period October . 1987 through Ma rch, 1988, a di sal lowance of $222,946 . 82 , 
and for the period April, 1988 t hrough September, 1988 , a ~tsallowance of 
$282,948.38. OPC agreed with Staff . 

Duri ng the period Apri l, 1987 through September. 1988 FPL sought recovery 
of $4,062 ,079 for advertising expenses. Of this amount, Staff originally 
r ecommended $1,084 , 732 be di sallowed because cer t ain ads d id not comply with 
t he requIrements of Order No . II 583 and subsequent orders whI ch out II ne four 
basic criteria that conservation advertising should meet to qualify for 
reimbursement through ECCR . Mr. Roland Floyd, test ifying on behalf of Staff, 
Indicated the ads did not meet the cr t ter la specified In Order No. 17281 and 
similar orders. Moreover, he concluded t hat each ad challenged by staff 
overly enhanced the utility' s Image and In many cases encouraged additional 
ener gy use Instead of promoting conservation. 

FPL sponsor ed testimony of Mr . Peter A. England, who argued that the ads 
may not strictly meet the criteria outlined In Commission orders but that FPL 
was entitled to reimbursement for the ads because they conveyed useful 
conservation Informa tion. This standard was ar ticulated In Order No . 17281 
whi ch does p'ermlt each utility to defend advertising which does no t meet the 
specific c ri teria. Mr. England stated that FPL had per formed market r esearch 
which determined that the ads In ques tion conveyed conservation Information. 
He furthe r stated that the over all ad campaign "motivated customers Into 
t hinki ng about and acting on the conservation message for reasons of 
enlightened self- Interest . " 

I 
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He are not persuaded by Hr . Eng land's testimony that the company has met 
the burden of proof on all challenged advertisements. as required by Order No . 
17281. This order stated the four criteria for recoverabl e conservation 
advertising, but also stated that "a company whose ad~ do not meet the 
criteria will be given an oppor t unl ty to demonstrate that the ads do convey 
usefu l conservation Information and should nonethe less be approved." Clearly, 
where ads do not meet the four crl terla. the utility mu st demonstrate that 
such ads convey useful conservation Informat ion. 

FPL's ads can be divided Into four categories . The first category Is 
referred to as the i r "Lifes t yle" campaign . In these ads , customers explain 
that they saved so muc h electr i c ity due to participating In one of FPL's 
conservation program that they can now run some other appliance . The total 
costs of t hese ads Is approx imately $289,000. 

Simila r ly. FPL useo a "Shor t Lifestyle " campaign . This Is an abbreviated 
version of the Li festyl e campaign. For example , a short media ad would say 
something like "Can Insulation run your outdoor lights?", and then provide an 
FPL te 1 ephone number. The to t a 1 cost of these ads Is approx lma te 1 y S 11 • 489 
for the per iod In question. 

The third category of ads falls under a "Competl tlve Edge" theme. These 
ads t ypi cally showed businessmen looking at some type of new equipment. The 
accompanyi ng text explains that FPL has many services that can help 
busi nesses. The total disputed amount of these ads Is approximately $745 ,801. 

Finally, the las t category Is referred to as "Multi - purpose". These ads 
usually list the customer services avatlable from FPL such as budget billing, 
l ife susta i ning equipment, social serv~ce assistance, and an occas iona l energy 
conservation service. Total cost of these ads Is $38,273 . 

We approve the Lifestyle and Shor t Lifestyle ads for recovery. He base 
our approval on two grounds . Fi rst. conservation and energy savi ngs are the 
predominant theme of these ads . While It Is clear that t he ads promote usage 
of other electrical consumi ng appliances <e .g . • security lighting, VCRs, 
stereos>. the uti lity' s testi mony established electri cal usage of these other 
app11ances was always less than the amount of e lectricity saved by 
part1clpat lng In the program. Clear ly , the ads mes sage Is that parti c ipation 
In a conservatIon program can produce savIngs whIch can be used for other 
desirable benefits . 

Hhtle we are troub led that FPL apparently encourages Its customers to 
consume more electri city, each ad does encourage a net conservation saving . 

In contrast, the Competitive Edge ads s imply enhance the Image of FPL. 
For example, several ads simply discuss the many services provided by FPL, 
after whi ch the customer Is told that FPL's expert staff can put the customer 
on the right rate schedule, advise on therma l storage, and minimize power 
Interruptions . We note that FPL does not have a rate rev iew program approved 
for cost recovery, the therma 1 energy storage program was denIed approva 1 by 
this Coftlnlsslon, and minimization of power Interruptions Is not an approved 
FEECA program. We cannot Identify any conservation message or theme In this 
ad campaign, despite Hr . England's claims that such a campaign Is "more 
effective In today's environment than trying to convey the details of energy 
conservation Information In the advert\sements themselves . " 
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Finally, we come to the las t group of ads Identified as the Multi-purpose 
ads. One such ad dIscusses "S h ways to make your ll fe easIer". Of the s 1 x 
FPL services Identified. only the free energy survey Is related to energy 
conser vation. The rest of the ad Is simply Image enhancing . Mere ly 
mentioning a conservat ion service In a multipurpose ad does not Itself I 
const itute the type of adverti s ing envisioned for ECC recovery. This ad would 
noc be approved based on ninety percent of the contents of the ad, and adding 
a ten percent conservation message does not remedy the defect. This Is an 
obvious case of piggybacking Image enhancing advertising on to the conservation 
clause. 

FPL's principal defense for its Competiti ve Edge advertisements Is that 
market research had shown them to be effective In addressing Identified 
consumer attitudes and produc ing the desired re su lts . and that consumers 
Identified conservation as the predominant theme . 

In Order No. 17281, the Commission set forth clear criteria defining 
acce ptable advertisement. Utilities departing f rom these criteria must 
"demonstrate that the ad s do convey useful conservation Information . " See 
Orde r No. 17281. He reject the not I on that market research should be used to 
eval uate the appropriateness of conservation advertising . Market research 
cannot be substituted for the judgment of this Commission regarding 
appropriate conservation advert is ing. To do so would Invite debate by 
competing "adver tising experts" who wi ll testify that a particular campaign Is 
or Is not effective. It Is neither acceptab le nor desirable to cede 
regulatory judgment to advertising specialists . 

Ratepayers relmt:..urse utilities 1001 for advertising approved for energy 
conservation cost recovery. Because of this special treatment, utilities are 

1 unde r a special obligation to carefu lly scrutinize and evaluate advertisements 
to ensure that such advertising clearly comports with t he purpose of the ECCR 
clause. In thl s contex t . It Is especla l ly Inappropriate for the uti lity to 
"piggyback" Image-enhancing or other non-conservation re l ated advertising and 
asks ra tepaye r s to pay the bi ll. 

Gulf 

Staff recommended the elimination of Gulf 's Super Good Cents Existing 
Home Program fo r several reasons . Gulf has not been able to perform field 
evaluations to determine if anti ci pated KH and KHH savings have been realized 
as a result of the program. Further , based on Gulf' s own analysis, the 
program yields a marginal benefit-to- cost ratio for parti ci pating customers. 
Gulf's o~o~n data Indicates an 18yea r payback for participating customers. He 
are concerned that the remainder of Gulf's ratepayer s may never realize 
savings from this program . 

Gulf's witness Mr . J . F. Young agreed tha t a rigid, statistica l analysis 
of th l s pl'ogram had not been per formed because there are many reasons why 
customers purchase conservation measures Including comfort, value, and 
savings. He stated that KHH savings from the program may not be measurable 
and that such savings should not be the sole basis for evaluating the 
program. Mr. Young further argued that while KHH savings may not be 
Important, this program provides a K~ demand reduction for each participant 
and the value of avoided capacity results In an overall benefit to cost ratio 
for Gulf 's customers of 3.4 to I. I 
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Upon cross-examination, Hr . Young admitted the company does not have data 
on what efficiency equipment would be Installed without the Good Cents 
program, nor does It know with precision what efficiency equipment Is being 
replaced by this program. This leads us to conclude that even the demand 
savings Gulf claims for this program may be overly optimistic, and perhaps 
even non-existent. 

He find that Gulf has not demonstrated that enough demand and energy 
savIngs resu 1 t from the program to provIde resIdua 1 benefl ts to a 11 of the 
utility's ratepayers. The utility has done no retrofit analyses . 
Side-by-side demand metering of participating and non-part,clpatlng homes 
would be prohibitively expensive. Further, without reference to this program, 
the marketplace Is rapidly Improving equipment efficiencies. As landable as 
Gulf's program objectives may be, we cannot permit the utility to subsidize 
participating customers' comfort or value. He therefore order that this 
program be phased out by Hay I, 1990. 

Florida Power Corpora tion 

The parties stipulated that FPC ' s Vol tc1ge Regulation Program be 
eliminated. All eligible sub-stations have been retrofitted and all new 
sub- stations have voltage regu lation Incorporated In their 'nltlal design . 
The program has accomplished the objective listed In the original program 
approval. No new charges may be made to this account, effective upon Issuance 
of this Order. 

The parties also stipulated that FPC's Street Lighting Program be 
eliminated. Rather than set a date certain for the comp:etlon of this 
program, we direct Staff, OPC, and FPC to work out an effective date, such 
that the conversion program Is completed before It Is terminated. 

The Coalition of Local Governments <CLG> raised the Issue of whether FPC 
has properly evaluated the KHH and KH demand savings of Its conservation 
programs <excluding load management> to determine If savings have been 
realized. The Coalition further proposed that FPC's Commercial/Industrial 
Audit program be modified to require that the audit recipient bear the entire 
audit cost. CLG did not sponsor a witness on this subject. FPC's witness, 
Mr. T. J. Ge ~ vln, testified that FPC has not re-assessed the assumptions used 
In evaluating the Commercial/Industrial Energy Audit since the filing of the 
origina l program In the early 1980's . Based on studies performed for FPC by 
Eckerd Col le9e In 1985, fPC claims that each participant In Its Home Energy 
Flxup program saves between 141 and 211 annual KHH . Hhlle we feel that FPC 
has, In t he past, properly evaluated the KHH and KH demand savings of Its 
const'rvatlon programs, we are concerned that neither of these programs has 
been evaluated recently. Relying on pre-1980 data for estimates of savings In 
the Commercial/Industrial Energy Audit program Is not acceptable. Further, a 
savings of 211 KHH annually, as shown In FPC'\ 1985 Study, Is so small that It 
1s questlonaible whether It could be measured, given uncertainty In consumer 
behavior and usage patterns. He therefore order FPC to re-evaluate these two 
programs. He Intend to examIne these programs In the future, and FPC must 
then demonstrate that the programs continue to be cost-effective. 

Hlth regard to the audit programs, CLG questioned the appropriateness of 
FPC's current Commercial/Industria l <CII> Audit program and the fee system 
used to charge for the audits . FPC has two levels of C/I audits : One Is a 
free walk-through audit, and the other Is a more thorough audit where the 
customers pay a portion of the cos ts based on their KHH usage. The mulmum 
fee for this audit Is $500. CLG argues that since the actual cost of the 
audit Is approximately $1,200, the ratepayers are subsidizing the C/1 audit 
customer . He agree that there Is such a subsidy, but do not agree that It 
should be el lmlnated. All conservation programs Involve some form of subsidy 
In the form of a cost recovery charge. Not everyone di rect ly participates In 
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these programs but a 11 customers pay for them. He allow th 1 s recovery 1 f 
benefl ts accrue to the genera 1 body of ratepayers. That Is. demand and energy 
savings associated with the program shou l d defer capacIty and avoid enough 
fuel to affo·rd residual benefits to all ratepayers. He have adopted a formal 
cost-effectiveness test to perform such evaluations . 

At this point, we find that FPC's Commerc ial/Industrial Audit program Is 
cost-effectIve. However. we hereby order FPC to perform a more rIgorous 
evaluation of this program, using updated Information . As discussed above, 
the original assumptions are still being used In FPC's evaluation of this 
program. 

Conservation Awareness and Education Programs 

Staff recommended elimination of FPL's Conservation Awareness Program, 
FPC's Energy Education Program. Gulf's Energy Education Program, and Gulf's 
PresentatIon/Semi nars Progr am . These programs are a 11 genera 1 education type 
conservation programs which provide genera l Information not . elated to a 
specific conservation program area. He are concerned that these programs are 
net ther quantifiable nor are there any llml ts as to what expenses can be 
charged to them. The uti lities do not dispute that t hese programs cannot be 
quantified, but argue that such advertising Is an Important part of their 
overall conservation efforts. 

There are no factual Issues In dispute here . The basic question Is 
whether general purpose education progams should be given thE> benefit of 
recovery t hrough the ECCR c 1 a use. He fl nd that It should not. Perhaps 
providing thdt thi s kind of Information eight years ago warranted special cost 
recovery consideration. Then, the notion that the local utility was a 
provider of Information about Insulation. heating and cooling equipment, and 
other energy services and products was novel. Utili ties had just begun to 
encourage customer conservation and demand management to Improve load factors 
and defer the need for new generatIng equIpment. Now, however, we be 11 eve 
programs of this kind are a fundamental part of the customer service 
responsibility of such utilities and, therefore, do not require special 
recovery. For example, Tampa Electric Company provides such Information as an 
on-going part of Its customer servi ce function. If the FEECA statute and ECCR 
were abolished tomorrow, customers would stil l call utility service offices to 
Inquire about energy efficient products and uses. Utilities should and would 
provide such Information on how to use Its product wisel y . The need for 
special treatment of such Information services has long since passed, so we 
hereby order the ellmln~ tl on of these programs for ECCR purposes. 

Staff witnesses Mr . Ro land Floyd and Mr. Richard Shine also expressed 
concern that since these programs were not quantifiable, no limit currently 
exists as to how much educational expense can be recovered . Staff Exhibit No. 
1314 shows expenses for these programs of S. 13 customer per year for FPC , 
$1 .00 per customer for FPL, and $2 .44 per customer per year for Gulf. Gross 
expendItures range from $297 ,000 for Gu If to $3 million for FPL. HI thout 
standards and quantifiable benefits, It Is difficult to review this type 
expense . As Mr . Floyd noted, there Is no effective cap on these 
expenditures . Therefore, If a utility wanted to double or triple Its budget 
for educational programs , our Staff would have no standard to review the 
propriety of such expenses . Obvious ly, education Is desirable, but utilities 
should not be given an automatic pass-through for such expenses. 

Eliminating these programs does not eliminate conservat l·on education or 
advertisement . The utilities will continue to provide Information Jn specific 
approved programs . but wl 11 not be permItted to recover genera 1 advertIsIng 
expenses through the ECCR clause. Thus, we hereby order that no additional 
expenses be charged to these programs after October 1, 1989. 
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In consideration of the above, It Is 

ORDERED that the findings and stipulations set forth In the body of this 
Order are hereby approved. It Is further 

ORDERED that Florida Power & Light Company's Passive Home Program, Street 
Lighting Conversion Program and Pool Pump Program be eliminated, .1nd no 
further charges be made to these programs, effective upon Issuance of this 
Orde r . It Is further 

ORDERED that Florida Power & Ug1ht Company's advertising expenditures of 
S745,801 for Its "Competitive Edge" c.ampalgn Is hereby disapproved for energy 
conservation cost recovery. It Is further 

ORDERED that Gulf's Super Good Cents Existing Home Program be phased out 
by May I , 1990. It Is further 

ORDERED that Florida Power Corporation's Voltage Regulation Program be 
eliminated effective upon Issuance of this Order, and that Florida Power 
Corporation's Street Lighting Program be elIminated wl th an effect ive date to 
be agreed upon by the partIes such that the convers ton program Is comp 1 e ted 
befo.r e It Is eliminated. It I s furthe r 

ORDERED that Flori da Power Corporation perform an evaluation of Its 
Commercia l/Industrial Audit Program, using updated data, with such evaluation 
to be completed at a time to be agreed upon between Flor ida Power II. Light 
Company and Staff. It Is further 

ORDERED that Florida Power & Light Company's Conservation Awareness 
Program and Florida Power Corporation's Energy Education Program, Gulf's 
Energy Educa t ton Program, and Gu 1f' s Presenta t ton/Seminars Program be 
el t mlnated for ener gy conservation cost recovery purposes and that no further 
expenses be charged to these programs on or after October I, 1989. 

By ORDER of the Florida Public Serv ice COimllsslon, this 2nd day 
of June _ 1989 . . 

( S E A L > 

MER 

STEVE TRIBBLE, Director 
Division of Records and Reporting 

,_.J/t',~'+.:::!:.u..~~ ..... ~~ ~; ::J= 
J>Y: chiet Bureau of Records 

NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEH 

The Flor ida Public Service Commission Is required by Section 120.59< 4>, 
Florida Statutes, to notify parties of any administrative hearing or judicial 
review of Commission orders that Is available under Sections 120.57 or 120 .68, 
Florida Statutes, as well as the procedures and time limits that ap~l y. This 
notice should not be construed to mean all requests f or an administrative 
hearing or judicial review will be granted or result In the relief soug~t. 

Any party adversely affected by the Commission's final act ion tn this 
matter may request: 1> reconsideration of the decision by filing a motion for 

103 

,. .,. 



104 

ORDER NO . 21317 
DOCKET NO . 890002-EG 
PAGE 11 

reconsiderat ion with the Director, D1vlslon of Records and Reporting 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 Florida 
Supreme Court In the case of an electric, gas or telephone utility or the 
Flrs.t District Court of Appeal In the case of a water or sewer utility by I 
filing a notice of appeal with the Director, Division of Records and Reporting 
and filing a copy of the notice of appeal and the filing fee wl th the 
appropri ate court. This filing must be comple ted within thirty (30) days 
after the Issuance of this order, pursuant to Rule 9.110, Florida Rules of 
Appel late Procedure. The not ice of appeal must be In the form specified In 
Rule 9.900<a>. Florida Rules of Appel l ate Procedure. 

.. ,.. 

I 

I 
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