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December 29, 1997 

Ms. Blanca A. Bayo 
Florida Public Service Commiuion 
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FloRda Apartment Association 
1133 West Morse Blvd. 
Suite 201 
Winter Park, FL 32789 
407-647-8839 

Director of Division of Recorda and Reportina 
2540 Shumard Oat Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

RE: Florida Pabllc Senlce Co••lsslo• 
Petitio• o• Pnesed aae•cJ actio• 
Docket No. tM II EG (AIM refereace correspoadence 
of 12·5·f7) 

The Florida Apartmeat Alloc:iatlon (•FAA •) hereby petitions the 
Florida Public ServiC4 Commiulon (•Commiuion•) to deny Florida 
Power &. Upt (•PPV') Company's proposal to modify tbe Duct System 
Testing and Repair Proaram u presented. 

The arounda for this petition are: lbe FAA, representina more than 
2000 member commwaitiea and tbe more than 250,000 multi-family 

ACK --• residences in these communities tbroupout the FPL service area, has 
AFA a substantial interest in whether tbia proaram is modified as 
APP requested by FPL. 1bese reaideoce~ aDd communities will be 
CAF adversely affected by approval of FPL'a request, by substantially 

--- raisina the costa for participation Ia the Duct System Testina and 
CMU - Repair Proaram, reduclna the eneray efflcienciea otberwiae 
CTR di:lT attainable, and leadina to unnecasarlly blab utility billa. 
EAG~ 
LEG _I....__ The FAA has a substantial interest in manaaina communities that 
LIN ....;.S=-- provide affordable housina. Utility costa typically consume a bigher 

percentage of multi-family resldenta' incomes venus the typical 
OPC single-family residenta'. The proposed 42CJ1, reduction in program 
RCH incentives would liJrely need to be offset by community owners, and 
Si::C __ L_ 
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• 
these costs would likely be paued on to reaidentl via rent increases. 
Another, more likely acenario would be a dramatic: reduction or even 
cessation of propam participatioa by tbe multi· family community. a 
substantial decline from the approximately 20,000 multi-family 
participants in 1997. 

The FAA also requeatl that the commiuion consider diaputed issues 
of material fact u followa: 

• FPL estimates of coat-benefit teat ratio (in particular, the R.I.M. 
test) are inac:::curate, u the aubalaatially reduced cost per duct 
system improvement incurred for teatlna, dlaanoaina, inapec:tion, 
administration/billlaa, and advertlaina and marketina for mass or 
multi-family units va. thoae lacurrecl per ainale·family unit are 
not adequately repreaeatecl ia tbe teat fiprea aa reported by FPL. 

The modified proJfam requelt wu filed with the Commission, by 
FPL, on May 6, 1997, to amend the proanm u approved in 
November 1995. Tile fiprea overwbelmiqly, if not exclusively, 
represent data collected from alnale-family reaidenc:ea, as 
substantial mass (multi-family) project participation (with a few 
notable exceptions) did not beain until April-May 1997. 
Significant data from these unJtl Ia aot adequately represented, 
and the ratios do not accurately reflect the current aituation. 

For example, FPL hu reported to the Commission that the testing 
fee expense per teat for aU reaiclential participants is $55 per test, 
with the participant payiq $30 for the teat fee to FPL, and FPL 
providina tbe remainina $25 (to be rea»vered viM the Energy 
Conservation Cost Recovery clauae of the Florida Eneray Efficiency 
Conservation Act (Sectioa 366.80-85, 413.519, Florida Statutes 
1995.) 

Based on the averaae FPL teatina earnina approximately $30-
32,000 per year, with total FPL colll u employer beina 
approximately $40,000, and baaed on an averaae of 240 paid days 
per year (workina, vacatlona, hollclaya, etc:.) thia would represent 
approximately $165/clay COlt per teater. The averaae tester 
typically completea 2.5·3.5 ainaJe family duct testa per day. The 
average sinale-family teat takea approximately 45-50 minutes to 
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complete, aad combined with drive time, lunch hour, and 
approximately 1 hour of paperwork per day, their productivity is 
fairly well fixed at this rate 1165.00 per day divided by the 
averaae of three tall per clay equalt I5S per teat. This would 
seem to be a reuoaable COlt for alnaJe family teat. 

However, the averaae multi-family project, witb 100 participating 
units on site, allowa the tater to remain at the job site all day, 
eliminatina drive time (excludina luncb), provides ready access via 
property manaaement personnel, typically redundant duct system 
layout and constrKtion (relatively similar leataae sites, diaanosis, 
and therefore incentive certificatea), and takes approximately 30 
minutes to complete (due to tester familiarity with type of system). 
The next location to be lelted il literally ript next door. It is due to 
these reasons tbat tbe typical multi·family teater can complete 10 
tests per day, auumia& tbey are at tbe job alte all day. 

The cost per tester ia atill approximately $165 per day, but instead 
distributed among tbrM participantl, tbere are 10 (SSS va. $16 . .50 
per test). However, witb tbe muti-family participants paying the 
same $30 test fee eacb 11 the ainaJe-family participants, the multi­
family residents actually become a profit center, not an expense, for 
the overall teatina propam. (10 teata X $30 fee to FPL eacb•$300 + 
additional S2S per teat recovered tbroup proanm by FPL X 
1 0=$2.50. S300+S2SO•SSSO total teatina fee revenue per tester per 
day to FPL, S16S total expeaae-$385 profit per tester per day to 
program, and $38.SO profit per teat per clay.) Multiply tbia times the 
approximately 20,000 multi-famUy participants for 1997, and there 
is an unreported profit of $770,000 that abould be applied to the 
cost/benefit teatina analyaia. Combined with the reported SSS total 
per unit cost amount FPL presented to tbe Commiuion, tbis would 
represent an aureaate error of 11,870,000. 

Similar benefits due to economiea of location and acale are derived 
for other expenses :iated per typical participant, lncludinJ, but not 
necessarily limited to, inspection of wort (commoaly have acceu to 
multiple attic ductwork apacea from one acce11), martetina and 
promotion, administration, etc. Tbese benefits should all be 
quantitatively factored into any analyaia. 
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• The FAA also disputes FPL'a ameDdecl eatimate of 467 Kwh annual 
avoidance per typical partlclput venua tile November 199.5 
eatimate of .547 Kwla. 

The figures represent an approximate 1.5" reduction in savings 
estimates per application, reportedly u monitored throuah analysis 
and evaluation•. Reportedly, tbere are alpiftc:&Dt differences in the 
average Kw reduction• achieved per application throuahout the 
various statewide regiou aerved by FPL The FAA hu been 
informed that internal FPL memo• may exiat that delineate these 
differences; for example, the Florida West Cout realoas from 
Bradenton to Naples coaaiateatly demoutrate hi&her ratea of Kw 
avoidance per applicadoa tlwl thoae conducted Ia Dade county. 

Should these diac:repuciea exilt, whether due to climatic differences, 
closer adherence to propam pidellaea, contractor experience/ 
training, etc., the Commiuioa ahould be made aware of them, as well 
as any FPL memos or correapoadeace pertaiaiDa to them, u these 
analyses are the baaia for the coat-effectiveneu teats themselves, 
and should be conducted equally amona the varioua FPL reaions 
serviced. 

There are also questiona whetller the aaalyaia/aurveys were 
conducted over a statistically proper, aeoaraphically representative 
area throughout FPL's service area, or whether they primarily 
clustered around a relatively smaller area, such as Dade/Broward 
counties. 

• The FAA also disputea FPL'a contention that a 42~ reduction in 
incentives is necessary to achieve coat-effectiveness as measured 
by the R.I.M. test. 

Inaccurate thouah they may be, evaluations conducted between 
November 199.5 and April 1997 reportedly abow an approximate 
15% reduction in Kw avoiclaace per application va. the 1995 estima!~. 
Subtracting this perceataae from the propoaed 42" averaae incentive 
reduction, there does not appear to be a detailed explanation offered 
for the remainina 28~ reduction la incentives requested. What does 
this figure represent? 
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The buis for any previous auumptiou cited to account for the 
variances ia the eatimatecl Kw avoiclaoce per application, 15~, and 
overall ioceative reduction requested, 42•, abould be brouaht to the 
Commiuioa'a aad anent public'• attention, with detailed examples 
of bow the pertJaeat iuue(a) will effect the c:oat·effectlveaess tests 
and commensurately juatify the requeated cbanaea ia incentives of 
an additional 28~ (apecfally aiace they would have aupposedly 
occurred over a matter of 16 montba or leu.) Detailed and verifiable 
evidence abould be preaeated for any uupocified or aeaeralized 
asaumptioaa. 

In disputiDJ FPL'a coateatioaa that have led to FPL'a requests, the 
FAA also queatiou whether aome of the coati attributed to the Duct 
System Teatiq and Repair Propam were actually incurred within 
the proaram. 

Testers and iaapecton routiaely atteDCI PPL meetiap on a number of 
subjects, each varyiaa iD duntioa, occaaioaally lutiDJ one to several 
days. Are their waaea for tbeae claya cbaraed u costa to the 
proaram? When theM penoaael are taken from the field and used 
to answer biJb-bUI complaiat calla, do aurveya or paperwork for 
other proarama (laaulatioa, etc.), attend non-duct proaram related 
classes, etc., are tbeae COlts aeareaated away from or added to 
proaram coats? If not aeareJIIed, they should not be included as 
program coats. 

The FAA also queatioaa whether there are any additional economic 
benefits from the Duct TeatJ.aa and Repair Propm retained by FPL 
that have not been factored into the coat-benefit aaalyaia; i.e., does 
FPL qualify to participate in tbe Pedenl Clean Air Act pollution 
credit propm, and does PPL have the potential to sell or utilize any 
such credits derived from the duct ayatem teatiDJ and repair 
program analysis to reduce ovenll coats of the propam? 

• The FAA alleaes that the FPL coat-effectiveaeas test ratios, as 
reported in the request to modify the Duct System teating and 
repair Program, dQ not accuntely reftect the program as it 
currently exiata. 

The figures do not adequately take into account the multi-family 
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partic::ipuata and their effect on the coat-effec::tiveneu equation. The 
reported fiaurea tbe11110lvea are ...,.et. u they may have been 
taken primarily ud preclomluady from a relatively small part of 
the FPL ~ervice area, and tbua do not atatlatic::ally represent the 
propm u a wllole. FPL itlelf il reported to poueu documentation, 
atudiea, and/or coneapondence 411criblaa conaiatent and alanific::ant 
differenc::ea in averaae ICw avoiclaace per application amona the 
various reafona PPL ~ervea. If tbe teat ftprea were predominately 
drawn from a JJDall area (particularly one with comparatively lower 
averaae Kw avoiclanc::e fiprea per applic::ation), the flaurea c::annot be 
usumed to be properly indic::ative of tbe propam. 

The FAA alao auertl tlaat it Ia very unlikely that in leu than 16 
months' time (November 1995-Aprll 1997), any fac::tora have c::ome 
into beiDa tbal would justify an addltioaal 28~ reduction in 
incentivea, and cballenpa tbia URmptlon. (If It Ia allowed that K w 
avoidance ia approdmately 14-15• leu than expected per 
applic::ation.) The PAA at.o req....aa a detailed ac::countina of other 
reported c:o.ta auiped to lbe propam, and any information 
available reaardina any OCODOIDic beaofita (Clean Air Ac::t Pollution 
c::redita, etc::.) whic::h may or .. y DOl be praent via the Duc::t System 
Teatina and Repair ProJram'l Kw avoidance and reduc::ed emission 
benefits. 

• The FAA hereby aeeb relief by petitionina tbe Commission to 
deny FPL'• propoul to aaoclify the Duc::t Syatem Teatina and Repair 
Propam until lUCia time that a bearina c::an be held on these 
matters before the Commluion. 

• 1be FAA, and ~~~ repreaentativea, have been notified by several 
FPL field reps that the propGIOd modific::ations would effec::tively 
end multi-family putic::lpedoa in the propam. AI we have 
demonstrated, tbia. ia a very c:o.t-elfoctlve market to help achieve 
eneray efflc::lenc::y. AI rate-payera, tbia market ahould not be 
ipored, and tbe FAA ia latereatecl Ia llliltiDJ tbe Commission and 
FPL in brinaina about a more COit-effec::tive propam if possible 
without any unneceuary exc::luaiona. 

The FAA'• poaition ia that there are a number of way• the proaram 
in general, and the multi-family community in partlc::ular, c::an 
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become more coat effective, without denyina participation to an 
entire group of rate-payen. Tlae PM requeata that the Commission 
and FPL coaaider tbe foUowiDa potential aceaarioa: 

1) If upon after further acrutiDy, the propam incentives are 
still foulkl to be ia aeed of reduction, rather than cut each 
meuure'a iaccntive, start by reducina the maximum 
inceative from S200 to S165. This still provides an 
adequate iaceatlve, while maiataiaiaa each iadividual 
meuurea' inceative until the $165 amount is reached. 
FPL hu doae tbia previously iD reducinJ the maximum 
from $225 to $200. 

2) Adopt a 1K random teatlaaJiupectloa proaram for 
multi-family uDita. Since the systems are typically 
redundant (primary differences are between layouts of 
1, 2, 3-bedroom uDita), a umpliD& of tK of the units will 
provide a template for what the typical repairs should be 
for eadl layoat. If a contractor encounters a situation 
that ia aubltaatially out of the ordinary, be/she can 
document it aad ut a FPL rep to aurvey any such units 
u the project ia nearia& completion. The net effect of 
this ia to maximize the FPL personnel's efficiency, and 
subatutially reduce teatiDa coat for the program. 

Example: 100 uait quallfyiaa complex 
10 units tested 
Averaae 1 day of FPL tester's time at $165 
COlt 

•$1.65 per ualt teatiaa-costs incurred vs. 
S16.SO cuneatly 

3) ID conjunction with 12: 
Set a flat rate for multi-family incentives. Combined with 
the IK teatina acbedule, this is the euiest, most cost­
effective· way to reduce propam costa, while continuing 
to eaaure multi-family communities' participation. Either 
a $140 iDceatlve, wbile keepiDJ the $30 charae to 
resideats, or a $125 iDceatlve, with the test fee dropping 
to SIS, would serve to aubataDtially reduce coats, while 
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providiq proJfam bco~flts. 1beae types of multi-family 
proJfUIII have beeo previoualy employed by oth.;i 
utility co..,.ai.ea, ud ~~em to be productive for all 
coaceraed parties. 

4) Reduce the costa of proanm-related penonnel, 
advertilia.. aDd muketiDJ to tbe multi·family market. 
CurreDdy, there are a Dumber of FPL representatives 
wbo replarly caovau or •cold cau• communities in 
penon with contracton io attempts to aeneratc interest 
iD tbe prOJUID. While tbe atteDtion at times is 
appreciated, uHxpectecl or cold call visits can also be 
disruptive to manaaement penoucl, are cost intensive, 
and uueceaaary. Coatncton provided with information 
on the proJfUII abould approacb tbe properties initially, 
with a coDtact pboae Dumber for a FPL representative 
to auwer aay further quelliou. A siDaJe rep could then 
service a much laraer area, freeioa up many salaried 
people wlaole efforts may be more productively used 
elsewhere, aocl recluclq penoanel costa characd to the 
proaram. 

1bere are FPL repreMDiallvea io several arcu serviced 
by FPL wbo deliver eacb iacentive certificate in a very 
profeuiooal, attractive, and very likely expensive 
brochure packet contain ina a larae amount of proaram • 
related sales litenture OD pouy material. 1be packets 
(with inserts) are eatlmaled to coat $5.00 or more apiece, 
and are uaoeceuary. Moal of theae arc quickly discarded 
after delivery. 1be iaformatlon aod certificates can be 
provided without the portfolio packets, and tbe pertinent 
informatioa cao be read from copiea, bound by staple. 
1bis would a1lo serve to reduce propam·related costa 
per application. 

These types of multi-family prOJfaJDI have been previously 
employed by other utility companies, and seem to be productive for 
all concerned partiM. 
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Perhaps a cost-benefit aulyaia utUiziq all the pertinent data can be 
executed to se~ if auch a prolfUD could be implemeated. The FAA is 
interested in the Commiaaion'a aad PPL'a input reaardlna tbla iaaue. 

The FAA received notice of the Commiaaion'a propoHd aaency action 
via fax on November 17, 1997. 

Signed: W.(ll 'J:r!b 
Preaident 
Florida Apartment Auoclation 
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