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CRITICAL DATES : NONE 

SPEC~ INSTRUCTIONS: S : \PSC\EAG\WP\970544 . RCM 

CASE BACJSGROONP 

rn November 1995, the Commission approved Florida Power & 
Lighc's (FPL) Commercial/lnduscrial (C/1) Build1ng Envelope pr ~gram 
as part of FPL's Demand Side Management (DSM) plan In Order Numbel's 
PSC- 95-1343-S EG, and PSC·9S·l3 43A- S-EG. The C/1 Building Envt•l ope 
program is designed co reduce FPL's summer and winLer COinCident 
peak demand and energy attribucable co C/ I heat ing. venlilating, 
and air conditioning (~NAC) leads. Th is program prov 1 dc~ 

1ncent1ves fo r Lhe installation o i roof and cei ling 1nsu lat1 on , Jnd 
window treatments in existing commercial and industnal bulld1nqs . 
W1ndow treatments incl ude solar fi lm, soJ.Jr scre<~ns . awn 1ngs , and 
shutters . 

In staff 's first set of interrogatories in l)ocket No. 960002 
EG, FPL was asked to evalua te e.ach of its app1oved OSM p•·og ramo 
using the company's most. recent planning aosumpt1onu. Ttl\' • uoultu 
showed thut the C/I Building Envelope progr am along w1th several 
obher OSM program& failed the Rate lmpact Meaoure IRlMl teg~. PPL 
stated that the requested analyses were no t suff1CitJnL to as sess 
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whether the programs should cont i nue to be o[ fered . FPl •• tgreed at 
that time to reevaluate each o f the programs that t~ll~d the RIM 
t cor.. to determine potential program modiflcat1ono tl.at muy b•! 
des i rable. As a result o f its snalyo1s, on May 6. l'lJ"/. FPI. !tled 
a petition to modify ito C/I Bullding Envelope 

prscySSIQH OF ISSQES 

ISS!H 1 : Should tho Commls!lion tlpp t ove F'lot1dt1 l'o wt•t ~ l.tqht 

Company ' s petition for approval to modtfy its Comml•rcltllllndu'lttt.ll 
Bu ild ing Envelope pro gram, ln.::ludtnq approv.1l f o t ·u·t 1 • v .. , y 
through the Energy Con!lf•rv.H 1011 Co;sl He ·ovPtY ( L III !J •• • 

BECC»>1EN!)ATIQN: Yes. However, bec~usc the Cl! h.;:! 1.:. 1 I :,·•··lc·r•~ 
proqram is marg1nally cost-ettect1vc , r!':. shoula re.1s:,, .. · · t ••• cost­
cllcctlvcness of the program and n•port, 1n 1ts ~r~~~~-up 1 tl tn<: :r. 
Docket No . 980002-EG in tlovomber 1'198 . the r••sulltnq .-o~t­

cffect ivenc!S ratios using the mo:st current ussumpt ton·• 11 lh•• t tm~· 

the analysis is performed . fi'I. should also repo rt tu s t ,, ,, tht: 

results o( i ts planned 1998 evaluotton o f the C/1 BuJ ldlng t:nv••lopt· 
program . 

STAff NfALXSIS: FPL propooes to modify the C/ I Bui J d111q 1-:nv•· lope 
program by t aking the follow i ng a ct1ons: 

1 . Reduce the 1ncent1vcs f r om a capped ave ttJge o ! ~ 4 83 pee 
summer kW reduced to a range not to e xceed Sl~~ to 5286 per 
summer kW reduced , depend1ng upon the technology 
Specifically, r oof/ceiling woulatlon wlll be cappl'd ~t "n 
average of 5288 per summer kW reduced, and window tredtments 
w1ll be capped at an average o! SlSS per s .. mmct kW tedu~ed 

The cost-effectiveness o f the C/ 1 Fulidlng 
has changed since Commission appro val in 1995 . 
conr..a! ns the cost-effectt vcncss ~est results: 

RIM 

Total Resource Cost 
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f'PL provided , 1n November 199l, the cost-e!tecttvl·ll•''•'• r .. ,..Jt <~ t 

its programs, 1n response to d start •'ltcrroq.nory 1r. th<• l::n.:rgy 
Conservation Cost Recovery (ECCR) docket 1960002-t:C.). Th1:.. 
response showed many of fPL' s programs not to he co:.t-t.'l H•ct 1ve. 
fPL stated that it would reanalyze all of lUI proqrdms .md may 
modify \.hose programs that an• not cost-e ! feet 1 Vt'. FPL. t 1 1 ,.,.; t or 
modification of seven programs , drid ~crmin;n ion of two 111 M.•y l '"'' 

fPL' s C/I customers have much more drv"'rs.- .-lr·c li: .... H y r;:..J·J,. 

characteristics, as a group, than tf'!ltdentl<>l cu-.t•lrr•·::.. '• 111~1 ••: 
o( factors contribute to thls et teet rncludtnq dJI !l·a•rot l!us1 rw>.s 
typ!ls, operating hours, level t usaqe (kWl, t tmt> o! u: .. •l"· ,, 1 

duratton of usage. Th~re IS more rrsk, therefor•·, 111 utrlt nr., 
c~vcrage demand and energy :savings ! or C/1 progro~ms hcc.;u:lc o: thl:; 
effect. FPL now plans to \.urn more of Jts att.-ntron to tn<· 
evaluation of C!I programs liS shown tn its evalu<~UC)n pions 1o: 
1997-1999. for the C/I Building Envelope program, f'PL rntrnds t o 
meter 50 Sl es in 19Q9 to record the cnerqy usaqe of IIVN' '''1" lf'"''"' 
of participating customers dur!nq every hour or tht· d.•y. The~e 

efforts, along w.ith surveys o f pruqr<Jm parttc1p.ant·, 111 l 1.1'•H w1ll 
assist F'PL in verifying the proJected savrng!! o! thl' fH O<J• un. t'l'l. 
also plans to survey partic1.pant.s and non-participdnls tc ,.,,,.,•s• 
the ef f ectiveness o f program design, <Jnd progr<.~m 1mpl••m•·nl.ot tult. 
fPL should report to staff the results 0 1 tts pl..r•n••d l'IYB 
evaluation efforts for t~e C/1 B•1lldlng Envelope proqrarn. 

Because the program as modified is marq1nally cost-t> lf··~t 1vu 
under RIM (1.03) , the program is susceptible to b1.1com•n•1 not cos · ­
effcctJve if avo1ded costs drop sliqhtly, or rf .• ssum•••J ucm.or•<l ' " " ' 
energy savtngs are less than rrojP.cted. 9~·cdus<- <H th•• 1 r:. l. ' o 
F'PL's ratepayers o! a marginally cost-effc•llV<' pt~Jr.om, ~Pd !! 

recommends that fPL should reassess the cost.·effecttvcncuu o i ,., .. 
program, and !ile the cost-effectiveness ratios wtth 1tt1 ttue up 
filt.ng in Docket No. 980002-EG. The filing datl! wrll be rn 
November 1998, a specific dat.c wlll be set when the docket 111 
opcr\ed. The reassessmen\. should include the mout curTcnt 
assumptions at the t ime the analysia ia performed . 

A reductt.on 1-n avoided cost appears to be the prtm<~:y redsnn 
! or the decline in cost-e!!ectlvcness of F'PL': pro'jrams. As 
modtlled the C/I Building Envelope program ne•·ts r •IT.r•t:c,:,;or. 

requirements for cost-effectiveness. Marqtnillly .-o!lt-•·t t••<: "'" 

fJrograms, however, are more vulner.tble to deciiii!IIQ ovol l••.t , c>:.'. 
and overstated demand and ...-u•rqy .... vtnqs assumptron:~. ':'Ill~ pl:~s 

- 3 -



• 
DOCKET NO. 970544-EG 
OCTOBER 23, 1997 

• 
rdtepayers at greater risk of substdi::ing p"rt 1 -II'•' "'"' w11 hout 
rt>CC lVlng thC capaCity deferral bP.nCflt 01 COSl-t•f f< '< t oVt• Jll<l!!LII"!>. 

F'I'L should monitor o1nd evaluate the C/1 Bu1ld1ng Envclup<• ptO<Jr.ur. 

as planned to insure cont1nued cost -effect lvcnes~. 

I SSUE 2: Should Florida Power " L1ght Company be 1 equ i rt•d to 
submit detailed program partic tpatlon standards? 

&BCOMHENDAIIQN: Yeo. Flor1da Power & Llght Company 
program participation otandarrto within 30 days o f the 
the order in this docket. These standa1·do 
administratively approved. 

0 llOU 1 d t 1 I•· 
ISOUtln(."f• Of 
ohould be 

STAPP AHALLSIS: FPL's program utandards should clearl y ota••· the 
Company's requirements for participation in the program. c ust omer 
ellgibilit:.y requirements, details on how rebates o r inct>nt i veo w! 11 
be processed, technical specifications o n equtpment eligibility, 
and necessary reporting requiremento. Staff requests l'Hlt it he 
allowed to administratively approve the program pc~t tlc: q.J.tll on 
standards if they confot·m t:o the description of the progr,lm 
conta ined in FP~'s petition. 

ISSVE 3 : Should thls docket be closed? 

5ECOtfiENDJ\TION: Yes. If no pi•rson whose S\lOSt<lnlloll lllli'P'!ll• uro• 

affected by the CoiTV!Iission' s proposed agl'ncy ar:tton t lm,.ly t tl••:. ' 
protosL within twenty-one days o r the i!lsu.tnce of tht• ocdt• r, ttn:~ 

doc ke t should be closed . 

STA£F ANALYSIS : Pursuant to Rul e 2!> - :>:.>.0;''lt•IJ , n.,, ,,r,, 
J\dm l nistrative Code , any pl'rson whose suustar.tloJI Jnu·r~·,l« ·"'-' 
.tf t• •<tPd by the Convnission ' s proposed agency'· ' tton :.hall ho.~vl! 21 
daylo after the issuance of the order, to file a protest. ! f no 
timely protest is filed, the docket should be closc1. 
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