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DATE: August 27,2010 

TO: Chairman Nancy Argenziano 
Commissioner Lisa Edgar 
Commissioner Nathan Skop 
Commissioner Art Graham 
Commissioner Ronald Brise 

Robert L. Trapp, Assistant Director, Division of Regulatory Analysis 

Item 3 - Docket No. 100154-EG - Petition for approval of demand-side 
management plan of Gulf Power Company, 
Item 4 - Docket No. 100155-EG - Petition for approval of demand-side 
management plan of Florida Power & Light Company, 
Item 6 - Docket No. 100158-EG - Petition for approval of demand-side 
management plan of Florida Public Utilities Company, 
Item 7 - Docket No. 100159-EG - Petition for approval of demand-side 
management plan of Tampa Electric Company, 
Item 8 - Docket No. 100160-EG - Petition for approval of demand-side 
management plan of Progress Energy Florida, Inc. 

FROM: 

RE: 

Attached please find information related to the recommendations filed in the above 
referenced dockets. These recommendations were filed on August 19, 2010, and are scheduled 
for the August 31, 2010, Agenda Conference. The information being provided does not change 
staffs recommendation in these dockets. 

In Issue 4 of the recommendations, staff provided the Commission with a table for each 
investor-owned utility identifying the five proposed conservation programs that are projected to 
have the largest impact on costs to be recovered from ratepayers through the Energy 
Conservation Cost Recovery (ECCR) clause. The specific tables and their location within the 
recommendations are listed below. 

Location of Tables by Company 
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Staff intended for the tables to illustrate the relationship between the rate impact, savings, 
and cost-effectiveness associated with various conservation programs. As such, staff provided 
the percentage impact of each program on ECCR costs and the percentage contribution of each 
program to the seasonal peak demand and energy goals established by the Commission for each 
utility. Upon further review, staff believes the tables are insufficiently clear, and more detail is 
necessary to fully illustrate the relationship between program ECCR rate impacts and overall 
system benefits. 

Attached are tables providing a more complete listing of the programs being proposed by 
the investor-owned utilities.' The tables show for each proposed program: (1) the type of 
program, Le., residential or commercialhndustrial; (2) percent contribution to the utility's 
seasonal peak demand and energy goals; (3) total benefits under the E-TRC and E-RIM tests; 
and (4) percent impact on ECCR costs to be recovered from ratepayers. With this information, 
the Commission can better discern the relative contribution of each program to short term rate 
impacts and long term system net savings. 

cc: Docket Files 
Tim Devlin 
Chuck Hill 
Curt Kiser 
Mary Anne Helton 
Ann Cole 

Audits, existing programs which have been closed to new participants, research programs, and the solar programs I 

addressed in Issue 3 are not included in these tables. 
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Gulf Power Company 

Refrigerator Recycling 
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Residential Two-Stow Wind Washing Project ALL 
Business Custom Incentive CiI 
Business Motors C/I 
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- I $  - $  - 0.10% 
0.28% 0.34% 0.97% I $ - $  - 0.03% 
0.06% 0.00% 0.14% I $ 4,575 $ 1,037 0.00% 
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lusiness Energy Response 
letter Business 

:ommercial Green Building 
lusiness Energy Saver 


