
Writer's Direct Dial Number: (850) 521-1706
Writer's E-Mail Address: bkeating@gunster.com

June 17,2013

HAND DELIVERY

Ms. Ann Cole, Clerk
Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee . FL 32399-0850

COM
AFD
APA
BCO

';'T ''

lfl{.1''ii\i' tir };!tiir i\j,l i

03385 JuHrTs

\jD\6? - te
Re: New Filing - Petition of Associated Gas Distributors of Florida for Approval of Natural Gas

Energy Conservation Programs for Commercial Users.

Dear Ms. Cole:

Enclosed for filing, please find the original and seven copies of the Petition of Associated

Gas Distributors of Florida for Approval of Natural Gas Energy Conservation Programs for

Commercial Users. Also enclosed are portions of Appendix D to the Petition on DVD, which

are the member companies' G-RIM and Participants test results.

As always, please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or concerns.

Thank you for your assistance with this filing.

Sincerely,

Gunster, Yoakley & Stewart, P.A.
215 South Monroe St., Suite 601

Tallahassee,FL 3230I
(8s0) s21-1706
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BEFORE THE F'LORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Petition of Associated Gas Distributors of Florida ) - n
for Approval of Natural Gas Energy Conservation ) Docket No.: \ 3rt)\ Ga ' ELr
Programs for Commercial Users. )

) Filed: June 17,2013

PETITION FOR APPROVAL OF NATURAL GAS ENERGY CONSERVATION
PROGRAMS FOR COMMERCIAL CUSTOMERS

In accordance with Rules 25-17.009 and 28-106.201, Florida Administrative Code, the

Associated Gas Distributors of Florida ("AGDF" or "Petitioner"), by and through its undersigned

counsel, hereby petitions the Florida Public Service Commission ("Commission") on behalf of

its members for approval of energy conservation programs for commercial users, and in support

of this Petition states:

l. The exact name and address of the principal offrce of the Petitioner is as follows:

Associated Gas Distributors of Florida
P.O. Box 11026
Tallahassee, Florida 32302

2. Notices and communications with respect to this petition and docket should be

addressed to the followins:

Beth Keating G. David Rogers, Executive Director

Lila Jaber Associated Gas Distributors of Florida

Gunster, Yoakley & Stewart, P.A. P'o' 
.Box 

11026

215 South Monroe st., Suite 601 Tallahassee' Florida 32302

Tallahassee,FL 32301
(850) s21-1706

3. AGDF is a trade association representing the following investor-owned natural gas

utilities, all of which are subject to the jurisdiction of the Florida Public lltntnffTPjt$?," i:,,,1

03385 JUHtTg
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AGDF Commercial Conservation Program Petition

("FPSC") under Chapter 366, Florida Statutes. The members represented by AGDF are Florida

City Gas ("City Gas"), Florida Public Utilities Company ("FPUC"), including Florida Public

Utilities Company - Indiantown Division and Central Florida Gas Division ("FPUC-Indiantown"

and "FPUC-CFG," respectively), Peoples Gas System ("Peoples Gas"), Sebring Gas System

("Sebring") and St. Joe Natural Gas Company ("St. Joe") (herein generally referred to as the

"LDCs").

4. AGDF was originally incorporated in Florida in 1985 as a Not-For-Profit with the stated

purpose of representing the collective interests of its members before the Federal Energy

Regulatory Commission (FERC). Since then, AGDF has expanded its role and become the

primary advocate for the gas industry's energy conservation and efficiency programs before the

Commission. In recent years, the AGDF has worked to develop a series of conservation

progrzrms, including a residential program and a conservation demonstration and development

program, which have seen great success upon implementation by the member companies.l

Furthermore, AGDF has led the industry's efforts in consumer education activities throughout

the state and assists with the coordination of members' efforts in this regard.

5. This petition is being filed by AGDF on behalf of all of its members, each of

whom would otherwise have standing in their own right to bring a similar petition. Furthermore,

the relief requested herein does not require the participation of the individual members of the

FNGA, and is consistent with and germane to the AGDF's organizational purpose. Standing for

AGDF to file this petition is therefore appropriate pursuant to Rosenzwies v. Department of

Transportation, 979 So. 2d 1050 (Fla. I't DCA 2008), and Farm Worker Rights Organization.

' See, Orders Nos. PSC-10-01I3-PAA-EG, issued in Docket No. 090122-EG, and PSC-10-055I-PAA-EG, issued in
Docket No. 100186-EG. 
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AGDF Commercial Conservation Program Petition

Inc. v. Dept. of Health and Rehabilitative Services. 417 So.2d 753, (Fla. lst DCA lggD.z

Moreover, this petition replaces multiple, separate petitions, which should facilitate the review

process and contribute to administrative efficiencies.

6. The purpose of this petition is to seek approval for the AGDF members to include new

conservation programs for commercial end users, which are somewhat similar to the residential

conservation programs approved by the Commission in Docket No. 100186-EG. As AGDF has

noted in the past, having common programs and incentives statewide for the LDCs enables

AGDF to implement statewide advertising and promotional efforts, such as collaborative

marketing campaigns, and other consumer education and outreach activities conducted on behalf

of the LDCs. It has been AGDF's experience that conservation programs benefit from a

consistent, unified marketing campaign. AGDF therefore expects that a similar such advertising

campaign for the proposed commercial programs will achieve success akin to what has been seen

thus far on the residential side.

7. Herein, AGDF provides the required information on the proposed commercial

conservation programs which also includes data regarding their cost-effectiveness. AGDF

further submits that the proposed commercial rebate programs meet the policies and rules of the

Commission and advance the stated objectives set forth in Rule 25-17.001, Florida

Administrative Code. Specifically, consistent with the criteria set forth in Order No. 22176,

these programs: l) advance the policy objectives set forth in Rule 25-17.001, Florida

2 See also, Hunt v. Washing0on State Apple Adver. Comm'n, 432 U.S. 333 (l977Xsetting forth a three prong test for
associational standing); and Florida Home Builders Association vs. Department of Labor and Security, 412 So,2d
351 (Fla. 1982)(determining that a trade association had standing to initiate a rule challenge).
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AGDF Commercial Conservation Program Petition

Administrative Code, and the Florida Energy Efficiency and Conservation Act ("FEECA")';2)

can be directly monitored and yield measurable results; and 3) are cost-effective.a

8. As the Commission is well-aware, natural gas is a clean, abundant, and domestic source

of energy for this State. Not only does the use of natural gas save money for residential and

commercial customers, it can also produce significant environmental benefits, consistent with the

key considerations set forth in FEECA.S The programs proposed herein facilitate the policy

goals of FEECA by making an option available to commercial customers that will enable them to

replace or purchase new appliances and equipment that are more energy efficient.

BACKGROUND

9. Each of the member LDCs currently administers Commission-approved conservation

programs and participates in the Energy Conservation Cost Recovery process, as provided in

Commission Rule 25-17.015, Florida Administrative Code. All of the LDCs currently offer

conservation progftrms for residential customers, while certain LDCs also offer non-residential

programs for businesses and industrial customers.

10. The goal of the conservation progrnms proposed herein is to increase the direct end-use

of efficient natural gas appliances and equipment in Florida buildings, consistent with

FEECA's stated goal of pursuing a ". . . reduction in, and control of, the growth rates of electric

consumption and of weather-sensitive peak demand ."6 In addition, gas conservation

programs play a key role in meeting FEECA's objective of ". increasing the overall

3 
Sections 366.80-366.85 and 403.519, Florida Statutes,( "Florida Energy Effrciency and Conservation Act.")

o 
Order No.22176, issued in Docket No. 890737-PU.

s 
See, Section 366.82(2) and (3), Florida Statutes.

6 Section 366.81, Florida Statutes.
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AGDF Commercial Conservation Program Petition

efficiency and cost-effectiveness of . . . natural gas production and use."7 More specifically,

the direct use of natural gas in residences and businesses contributes to achieving FEECA

conservation objectives in three significant ways: i) natural gas appliances and equipment

displace electricity consumption and demand at the site of end-use; ii) given the energy lost in

the generation and transmission of electricity and the significant use of natural gas for electricity

generation in Florida, increasing the direct end-use of gas by consumers can ultimately reduce

the total quantities of natural gas used in Florida; and iii) increasing the installation of higher

efficiency gas appliances conserves natural gas resources. The importance of natural gas

conservation programs is bolstered by a 2008 study conducted for the American Gas Foundation

by Black and Veatch Engineering, which quantified the national impact of the direct use of

natural gas on energy consumption.8 Black and Veatch found that if, by the year 2030, six-

percent (6%) of U.S. residential and commercial energy requirements shifted from electricity to

natural gas, the result would be energy savings of I.25 to 2,00 quadrillion Btus - an amount

equal to Florida's requirements for two years.e According to the Energy Information

Administration's Natural Gas Consumption by End Use data, Residential and Commercial

natural gas consumption combined to account for 6.2Yo (72,809 MMcf) of total statewide natural

gas consumption, whereas the national average of combined Residential and Commercial

(7,888,995 MMcf) consumption accounts for 33Yo of total national consumption. Consequently,

the opportunity to achieve substantive energy savings by increasing the direct use of gas by

'rd.
8 Direct Use of Natural Gas: Implications for Power Generation. Energy Efficiency. and Carbon Emissions, Black
and Veatch (Am. Gas Foundation 2008)(permission granted).
e As a notable aside, the 2012 Commission Annual Report notes that use of natural gas to produce electricity has

increased dramatically from 19,3 percent in 1995 to 57.7 percent in 2011, while the Commission's 2013 Facts and

Figures of the Florida Utility Industry report indicates that by 2021, Florida's reliance on natural gas for electric
generation will decrease only slightly to 56.7Yo, further reflecting Florida's reliance upon natural gas.
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Florida consumers may, on a relative basis, produce more significant savings in Florida

compared to projected savings associated with similar programs based on nationwide usage

numbers.

1 1. At the peak of the 2007-2009 economic downturn, Florida's unemployment rate soared to

ll.3yo, according to the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. Fortunately, as of April20l3, Florida's

unemployment rate had declinedto 7.zyo, the lowest since September 2008, and certain industry

segments are seeing significant gains in jobs, including the construction and utilities industries.l0

As Florida rebounds from recession, low energy costs for commercial businesses can further

drive economic recovery in Florida by reducing operating costs for Florida's businesses. With

the price of natural gas holding at historic lows ($4.12 MMBtu-5/31113), businesses that utilize

natural gas are well-positioned to reduce operating costs for existing facilities. Moreover, as the

economy strengthens, new construction incentives will encourage expanding businesses to

consider installing high efficiency equipment and appliances in newly constructed buildings.

12. Consistent with the gas industry's efforts in recent years, AGDF and its member LDCs

intend to make a concerted effort to reorient its consumer education and marketing programs for

commercial customers towards the existing appliance conversion market, as well as customer

retention. The conversion of commercial businesses to gas represents a significant opportunity

to meet FEECA goals, reduce carbon emissions, and optimize the use of the embedded

investment in the gas mains to the benefit of ratepayers. The gas retention programs will also

mitigate electric load growth and support the general conservation of natural gas resources by

to Muy 17, 2013 Employment Figures release by the Florida Department of Economic Opportunity.
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AGDF Commercial Conservation Program Petition

encouraging existing gas consumers to replace older, less efficient gas appliances with new high-

efficiency gas appliances, such as tankless water heaters.

13. An added consideration is the fact that gas conservation programs make a substantive

contribution towards achieving statewide carbon reduction. The displacement of electric

appliances with gas appliances and efficiency upgrades to older existing gas appliances reduce

both source-based electric generation carbon emissions and site-based gas appliance emissions.

As noted in a 2009 Report by the Gas Technology Institute ("GTI"), buildings consume nearly

40 percent of the primary energy resources and74 percent of the electricity generated each year

in the United States. As such, homes and commercial businesses have been growing contributors

to COz emissions. This l5-year trend, projected by GTI to continue for the next two decades, is

largely driven by growing consumption of electricity, including generation losses. By

comparison, GTI noted that the aggregate COz emissions from natural gas consumption in U.S.

buildings was holdingat lgg0levels and is projected to remain relatively flat through 2030.tt

Mindful of GTI's findings in this regard and the benefits to customers, as well as Florida as a

whole, each incentive proposed within this Petition includes information regarding the resulting

reduction of carbon emissions associated with each appliance included under the programs.

It

t4.

COMMERCIAL CONSERVATION PROGRAMS

The commercial rebate programs for which AGDF seeks approval would entail cash

allowances (rebates) for a series of commercial appliances based on size, market, type, and

ll Validation of Direct Natural Gas Use to Reduce COeEmissions, Neil Leslie (GTI 2009).
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purpose. 12 Below is a chart outlining each specific request:

12 It is also important to note that this petition does not seek to amend or modif any existing Commercial program
currently being offered by any of the AGDF members.

8

Srun/M,qnror Appnu,xcn rvpt Punpost

Larse Commercial Non- Tank Water heater New Construction,

Replacement, & RetentionFood Service

Latse Commercial Non- Tankless Water heater New Construction,

Replacement, & RetentionFood Service

Small Commercial Food Tank Water heater New Construction,

Replacement, & RetentionService

Small Commercial Food Tankless Water heater New Construction,

Replacement, & RetentionService

Small Commercial Food Gas Fryer New Construction,

Replacement, & RetentionService

Small Commercial Food Gas Range/Oven New Construction,

Replacement, & RetentionService

Larse Commercial Food Tank Water heater New Construction,

Replacement, & RetentionService

Larse Commercial Food Tankless Water heater New Construction,

Replacement, & RetentionService

Larse Commercial Eoad Gas Fryer New Construction,

Replacement, & RetentionService

Larse Commercial Food Gas Range/Oven New Construction,

Replacement, & RetentionService

Large Commercial

Hospitalitv

Tank Water heater New Construction,

Replacement, & Retention

Large Commercial

Hospitalitv

Tankless Water heater New Construction,

Replacement, & Retention

Larse Commercial Gas Fryer New Construction,



Stzs/MAnKEr Appt tlxcn rype PanposB

Hospitalitv Replacement, & Retention

Large Commercial

Hospitalitv

Gas Range/Oven New Construction,

Replacement, & Retention

Large Commercial

Hospitalitv

Dryers New Construction,

Replacement, & Retention

Large Commercial Cleaning Tankless Water heater New Construction,

Replacement, & RetentionService

Large Commercial Cleanine Tank Water heater New Construction,

Replacement, & RetentionService

Large Commercial Cleaning Dryers New Construction,

Replacement, & RetentionService

AGDF Commercial Conservalion Program Pqtition

15. The proposed cash allowances by appliance type for each of the five Commercial

Building Types are displayed in the tables in Appendix A of this petition. As shown, the cash

allowances will either be uniform, such that all AGDF LDCs will offer the same rebate amount,

or they will be LDC-specific allowances, wherein each utility's rebate amount will vary. With

regard to the slight variation of rebate dollar amounts between AGDF LDCs, the variations are

due to the differences in Gas Rate Impact Measure and Participant Test Scores.l3 Also, some

LDCs do not plan to offer rebates in every category based on their market, which AGDF has

used, consistent with Rule 25-17.009, Florida Administrative Code, to analyze the costs and

benefits of the proposed commercial program rebates.

16. These programs for commercial users are the culmination of a multi-year effort that

began in 2009, when the AGDF first approached the Florida Solar Energy Center (FSEC) to

create a comprehensive commercial cost effectiveness model that would be able to calculate

t'AGDF notes that only the Indiantown Division of FPUC has rebate amounts that differ.
9



AGDF Commercial Conservation Program Petition

whether programs targeting specific appliances would pass the Participants Test (PT) and Gas

Rate Impact Measure test (G-RIM). AGDF approached FSEC for this task largely due to the

fact that FSEC has a wealth of information, including a voluminous database, regarding energy

performance and energy consumption statistics for a wide variety of building types. FSEC is a

respected source of expertise regarding the Florida Building Code, as well as a leading educator

in the training of Florida Energy Raters. Moreover, AGDF perceived that the FSEC could be

expected to apply its wealth of expertise in a non-partisan manner. Ultimately, FSEC was able to

successfully develop a model, which was then used to assess the cost-effectiveness of the

proposed commercial appliance rebates proposed in this petition.

III. OVERVIEW OF THE COST EFFECTIVENESS MODEL FUNCTIONALITY

17. As more specifically set forth in the April22,2009 Final Report ("Report") of the FSEC

regarding the cost model, which is attached as Appendix B to this Petition, the model calculates

the G-RIM and PT test scores for selected natural gas equipment over comparable electric

equipment based on a 2}-year analysis period.ro Using inputs specific to each appliance,

building type, and LDC, the model provides information as to whether or not an appliance-

specific program provides benefits to the end-use customer and/or the utility company by

comparing the natural gas appliance will have lower life-cycle costs than a comparable electric

appliance.

18. The appliances considered within the model (Tank Water Heater, Tankless Water

Heaters, Gas Fryers, Ovens/Ranges, Dryers, Pool Heaters & Desiccant) can be used in many

ra Developing G-RIM and ParticiBants Tests for Specific Commercial Programs for the Associated Gas Distributors
of Florida, FSEC-CR- l 834-09, (Richard Raustad - April 22, 2009)( Florida Solar Energy Center/University of Central
Florida 2009)
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AGDF Commercial Conservation Program Petition

types of commercial buildings. The commercial buildings addressed by the model are generic

and represent a broad spectrum of small and large buildings, buildings with and without cooking

appliances, and general cleaning services. Thus, the model can be used on a wide variety of

building types.

19. As the Report itself details, a weighted average electricity rate for both energy (kwh)

and demand (kW) was calculated based upon the GSD rates of four major electric IOUs. The

cost of electricity was then applied towards the savings calculated when a customer changes the

appliance fuel source from electric to natural gas.

20. Since the FSEC model is geared towards calculating the economics for multiple building

types, the rate used for a specific progrttm analysis is based on the total natural gas usage as

determined by the type of equipment selected for a particular building type. Natural gas utilities

determine cost using a range of annual fuel use categories. Consequently, for a given economic

assessment under the model, the total building natural gas usage is used to determine the gas

utility cost for that particular building.

21. Once the base energy use is determined for a particular application, the associated natural

gas usage may be calculated based on appliance efficiency levels. Assumptions for equipment

energy use were collected from a variety of reputable sources providing representative data of

energy use given the appliance type and the building type selected for study. Electric demand

for each appliance was based on the rated electric capacity for each appliance. When considering

appliance electric demand, the model allows an appliance demand diversity factor to be used to

more accurately represent the "average" demand of appliances as they cycle throughout the day.

11



AGDF Commercial Conservation Program Petition

22. The model was also structured to allow equipment, installation, maintenance, and other

associated costs to be entered based on the specific building classification. Since the model

considers the incentive a utility may pay to a customer to exchange a single electric appliance for

a comparable natural gas appliance, inputs are provided to identify the number of appliances

used for a specific application.

23. As explained in greater detail in the attached Report (Appendix B), only equipment

specific to a given building classification can be chosen for the analysis. Although this analysis

will typically use the customer-weighted average electric rate derived from Florida's four largest

electric utility companies, an input selection allows alternative electric rates to be used. Based

on the various inputs, the analysis results are presented in the form of the G-RIM and

Participants Test scores along with the resulting reduction in carbon emissions. Detailed

economic analysis for each equipment type can be printed from this same location. In addition,

the analysis assumes that these equipment types are the only types of gas equipment installed in

the building. If other gas equipment is present, a custom input allows the user to enter the

fraction of total equipment gas usage for each specific appliance.

24. The financial data used in the model includes the general inflation rate, fuel and non-fuel

escalation rates, and any inflation rates associated with customer taxes. These inflation rates

were initially calculated in accordance with rules established by the Florida Building

Commission pursuant to Rule 9B-13.0071 (now 61G20-5.0071, Florida Administrative Code) -
Cost Effectiveness of Amendments to Energy Code. Operating and maintenance costs, paid by

the utility customer, are also taken into account. In addition, utility company administration

costs, as well as operating and maintenance costs, are incorporated for each appliance type, and

12



AGDF Commercial Conservation Program Petition

investment costs for main supply lines, gas meter, and meter installation costs are likewise taken

into account.

ry. AGDF WORKGROUP COST DEVELOPMENT EFFORTS

25. Once the FSEC model was developed, AGDF established a workgroup, which was tasked

with coordinating the development of the programs and gathering from the member LDCs a wide

range of inputs to the model - from simplistic data inputs, such as utility rate schedules, to more

complex data inputs that would require the development of methodologies to calculate. From

May 2011 through May 2012, the AGDF Workgroup convened on numerous occasions, both in

person and via conference call, to developing the cost inputs required by cost effectiveness

model. A detailed report that explains the approach and methodologies used to determine these

cost inputs can be found in Appendix C of this petition.

26. Through the efforts of the workgroup, energy conservation program costs were calculated

for each local distribution company (LDC). An allocation methodology was applied using

conservation expense forecast data accepted in Docket No. 110004-GU. The methodology took

into account variables such as projected program participation rates, advertising expenses, and

labor expenses by appliance type for each of three program types (i.e., new construction, retrofit,

and retention). Specifically, the process was as follows:

A. Program participants were estimated by establishing a baseline participation

rate by program type, as a percentage of total commercial customers. The

baseline participation rates were obtained from FPUC's historical participation

rates of residential rebate programs for New Construction, Retrofit, and

Retention.

13



AGDF Commercial Conservation Program Petition

B. Baseline participation rates were then applied to each LDC's Commercial

Customer totals to project estimated rates for the Commercial Conservation

Program.

C. Advertising and Common expenses were determined by establishing a

baseline advertising cost ratio of total advertising dollars to total rebates

processed, based on FPUCs historical residential advertising cost per rebate. Data

from each of the LDCs' 2011 Schedule CT-2 and2012 Schedule C-3 were used in

this process.

D. This Ratio was then applied to the estimated number of commercial program

participants to determine the advertising cost portion of the total Energy

Conservation Program Costs. This advertising baseline rate was then adjusted to

reflect each LDC's total historical advertising expenditures relative to total

customers (based on Docket No. 120004-GU Schedule CT-2).

E. Labor expenses associated with administering the commercial conservation

program were established by developing a baseline ratio of labor costs to rebates

processed, based on historical ECCR residential labor expenses per rebate. Data

from each LDC's 2011 Schedule CT-2 and 2012 Schedule C-3 were used in this

process.

F. This Ratio was then applied to the estimated number of commercial program

participants to determine the labor costs portion of the total Energy Conservation

Program Costs.

G. Once all Labor, Advertising, and Common Costs were calculated, a total

Energy Conservation Program Cost was developed by dividing these costs across

the entire rate base for each utilitv.

27. Costs associated with piping and fuel lines apply to both new construction and

replacement program types. The AGDF workgroup identified typical costs for each building

type based on previous construction projects. These costs were reviewed by independent

contractors and deemed fair and reasonable. Costs were also itemized for piping, connection
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charge, gas flue vent installation, and connectors for certain appliances. In addition,

administrative costs, as well as operating and maintenance (O&M) costs, for each LDC were

included in the analysis of the programs. Likewise, each LDC's discount rates and depreciation

rates were addressed, as set forth in Appendix C.

28. Appendix D is a composite document containing each AGDF members' G-RIM and

Participants Tests results for the applicable appliances for each of the Commercial Rebate

programs. As reflected therein, both the G-HM and Participants Tests results for the proposed

allowances by appliance type exceed 1.0 (results above 1.0 are deemed to generate cost benefits)

for each program type and for each LDC.I5 While there is some variation in the results among

the member LDCs, this variation is due largely to the fact that the LDCs each have different rate

structures and costs, as well as different projection rates for each of the proposed energy

conservation rebate programs. When these differences are taken into account, the test results

tend to reflect overarching consistencies in the results for each program. For instance, overall,

the LDCs reflected strong results for programs involving technologies such as tankless water

heaters, but much weaker results for pool water heaters, a technology ultimately excluded from

this Petition. In sum, the test results clearly demonstrate that there are positive cost benefits

associated with the Commercial Appliance Rebate programs for each LDC, which coincide with

the significant policy benefits associated with implementation of these programs statewide.

CONCLUSION

The gas conservation programs proposed by AGDF in this petition meet the

t' AGDF notes that this is indicative of the overall conservative approach taken in developing these programs. In
several instances, the rebate could have been increased without risk of failing either the G-RIM test or the
Participants test, but the Workgroup chose to maintain a more conservative approach in order to ensure cost-
effectiveness for the full range of programs to be implemented by the AGDF member LDCs.

15
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AGDF Commercial Conservation Program Petition

Commission's historic tests for evaluating such programs and further the policy objectives of

FEECA. Commission approval of these programs will enable AGDF's member LDCs to

implement these programs consistent with state policy. Moreover, Commission approval will

allow AGDF to facilitate participation in these programs through a homogeneous statewide

marketing plan, which will further enhance the overall effectiveness of the programs.

WHEREFORE, the Associated Gas Distributors of Florida respectfully requests that the

Commission enter its order granting this Petition and approve the proposed Commercial

Appliance Rebate conservation programs as described herein.

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this Uthday of June,2013.

Gunster, Yoakley & Stewart, P.A.
215 South Monroe St., Suite 601

Tallahassee,FL 32301
(8s0) 521-1706

Attorneys for Associated Gas Distributors of
Florida

Beth Keating
Lila Jaber
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Appendix A:

Tables: ReFate Amounts Per LDC

Appendix B:

FSEC Report: FSEC-CR-1834-09 Developine G-RfM and Participants Tests for Specific

Commercial Programs for the Associated Gas Distributors of tr'lorida

FSEC Report: FSEC-C&-1918-12 Updatine G-RIM and Participants Test Model for the

Associated Gas Distributors of Florida

Appendix C:

Cost Methodolow and Workbook Modifications Report

Appendix D:

Individual LDC G-RIM & Participants Test Cost-Effectiveness Results tests



APPENDIX A: REBATE DOLLAR AMOUNTS

Small Commercial FOOD SERVICE

New Construction Rebate Summary

TANKWtI
Rebate 55 nebate SS

Small Commercial FOOD SERVICE

Retention Rebate summary

RANGE/OVEN

Rebate $$

RANGE/OVEN

Rebate SS

FCG

FPU

Peoples

INDTWN

, Joe

FCG

FPU

Peoples

INDTWN

St. Joe

CPK

Sebring

TANKWH ankless WH

Rebate $$

Frver

Rebate SS

s3,000.00

s3,ooo.oo

s3,000.00

s1,000.00
s3,000.00

s3,000.00
s3,000,00

s3,000.00
s3,000.00

s3,000.00
s1,000.00
s3,000.00
s3,000.00
s3,000.00

51,000.

s1,000.

s1,000.

s1,00o,oo

51,000,00

s1,0oo.0o

s1,000.

s1,000.

51,000.

s1,000.

51,000.00

s1,000.00

s1,000.00

S1,ooo.oo

s1,000.00

51,000.00

s1,000.00

s2,000.00

52,000.00

s2,000.00
s1,500.00

S2,ooo.oo

s2,000.00

52,000.00

s1,000.00
s1,000.00

Small Commercial FOOD SERVICE

Retrofit Rebate summary

TANK WH lTankless WH I nerue elovrru | rw"t
n"u.t" SS lR"b.* SS l*"u.," SS lneuate 59

FCG

FPU

Peoples

INDTWN

St, Joe

CPK

Sebring

s1,500.0c

s1,500.0c

s1,500.0c

s1,000.0c

s1,500.0c

s1,5oo.oc

s1,s00.0c

s2,500.00

s2,500.00

s2,500.00

s1,500.00

s2,5oo.oo

s2,500,00

s2,500.00

51,500.00

s1,500.00

s1,500.00
s1,000.00

s1,500.00
s1,500.00
s1,500.00

s3,000.00

s3,000.00
s3,000.00

s1,000.00
S3,ooo.oo

s3,000.00
s3,oo0.o0
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Large Commercial FOOD SERVICE

New Construction Rebate Summary

TANK wH lTankless wH I narue e/overu I rw"t
n"u*ss lR"b.*s$ l*"u.il lneuate$$

FCG

FPU

Peoples

INDTWN

St. Joe

CPK

Sebring

s1,500.00

51,500.00

$1,5oo.oo

s1,000.00
S1,5oo.oo

S1,5oo.oo

S1,soo.oo

s2,000.00

$2,ooo.oo

s2,000.00

$1,5oo.oo

52,000.00

s2,000.00

s2,000.00

s1,500.00

s1,500.00

s1,500.00

s1,000.00

s1,500.00
S1,5oo.oo

51,500.00

S3,ooo.oo

s3,000.00

S3,ooo.oo

s1,000,00
s3,000.00

s3,ooo.oo

s3,0oo.oo

Large Commercial FOOD SERVICE

Retrofit Rebate summary

RANGE/OVEN

Rebate $5

TANK WH

nebate S$

Large Commercial FOOD SERVICE

Retention Rebate Summary

RANGE/OVEN

Rebate

S3,ooo.oo

s3,ooo.oo
s3,000.00

s1,000.00

s3,000.00
s3,000.00
s3,000,00

s3,000.00

s3,ooo.oo
s3,000.00

s1,000.00
s3,ooo.oo
s3,000.00
S3,ooo.oo

DTWN

Joe

K

brine

s2,000.

S2,ooo.

S2,ooo.

S1,ooo.

s2,000.

s2,ooo.

s2,000.

52,500.

s2,500,

s2,500.

S1,soo.

s2,500.

51,500.00

s1,500.00

51,500.00

51,000.00

s1,50o.oo

s1,500.00
s1,500.00

NDTWN

St. Joe

CPK

51,500.00

s1,500.00

s1,000.00
s1,500.00
s1,500.00
s1,500.00

s1,000.

51,500.

51,500.

s1,500.
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Large Commercial Hospitality
New Construction Rebate Summary

TANK WH RANGE/OVENlOnVenlrnVrn
Rebate SS lneUate SS lnebate 5$ lneuate SS lneUate SS

FCG

FPU

Peoples

INDTWN

St. Joe

CPK

Sebrine

s1,500,00

51,500.00

s1,500.00

s1,000.00

s1,500.00

s1,500,00

s1.,500.00

s2,000.00

s2,000.00

S2,ooo.oo

S1,5oo.oo

s2,000.00

52,000.00

s2,000.00

St,soo.oo

s1,500.00

s1,500.00

s1,000.00

s1,500.00

s1,500.00

51,500.00

51,500.00

s1,500.00

S1,5oo.oo

5soo.00

S1,5oo.oo

s1,5oo,oo

s1,500,00

s3,000.00

s3,000.00

s3,000.00

s1,000.00

s3,000.00

s3,ooo.oo
s3,000.00

TANKWH

Large Commercial Hospitality
Retroflt Rebate Summary

s wH I narueelovrn I onvsn I rnvrn
Rebate $S lneuate 5S lneuate $5 lnebate SS lneuate S$

FCG

FPU

Peoples

NDTWN

it. Joe

:PK

iebrins

s2,000.0c

s2,000.0c

s2,000.0c

s1,000.0c

s2,000,0c

s2,000.0c

s2,000.0c

52,500.00

s2,500.00

s2,500.00

51,500.00

52,500.00

s2,500.00

s2,500.00

S1,soo.oc

S1,5oo.oc

s1,500.0c

s1,000.0c

s1,500.0c

s1,500.0c

s1,500.0c

s1,500.00

51,500.00

s1,500.00

ssoo.oo

s1,500.00

$1,5oo.oo
s1,500.00

s3,ooo.oo

s3,000.00

s3,000,00

s1,000.00

53,000.00

s3,000.00

s3,000.00

large Commercial Hospitality
Retentlon Rebate Summary

TANK wH lreruness wr I nnrue r/overu | onyrR | 'FRvER

n.u.F lR"b"*ss lR"b"t"ss ln.ur,"ss ln"ur."F
:cG

:PU

)eoples

NDTWN

it. Joe

:PK

iebring

51,500.00

s1,500.00

s1,500.00

S1,ooo.oo

St,soo.oo

s1,5o0.oo
St,soo.oo

s2,000.00

s2,ooo.oo

S2,ooo.oo

s1,500,00

52,000,00

s2,000.00
s2,000.00

s1,500.0c

s1,500.0c

s1,500.0c

s1,000.0c

s1,500.0c

s1,500.0c

51,500.0c

s1,500.00

s1,500.00

s1,500.00

ss00.00

St,soo.oo
s1,500.00
Sr,soo.oo

s3,000.00

s3,000.00

s3,000.00

St,ooo.oo

s3,000.00

s3,ooo.o0

s3,000.00



APPENDIX A: REBATE DOLLAR AMOUNTS

Large Commercial Cleaning Service

New Construction Rebate Summary

TANKWH

Rebate $S

ANKTESS WH

Rebate

Large Commercial Cleaning Service

Retention Rebate Summary

TANK WH TANKTESS WH

s1,500.00

s1,500.00

s1,500.00

Ssoo.oo

s1,500.00

s1,500.00
s1,500.00

51,500.00

s1,500.00
s1,500.00

ss00.00
s1,500.00
s1,500.00
S1,soo.oo

Rebate

FCG

FPU

Peoples

INDTWN

S1,soo.

$1,500.

s1,500.

s1,000.

s2,000.00

s2,000.00

s2,000.00

s1,250,00
s2,000.00

s2,000.00

Large Commercial Cleaning Service

Retrofit Rebate Summary

TANK WH lrlnrless wx I

n"u"t" SS lR"b.* SS I'

DRYER

ss
:cG

:PU

>eoples

NDTWN

it. Joe

:PK

iebring

s2,000.00

52,000.00

s2,000.00

s1,000.00

s2,ooo.oo

s2,000.00
s2,000.00

S2,5oo.oo

52,500.00

s2,500.00
s1,250.00

52,500.00

s2,500.00
s2,500.00

s1,500.00

51,500.00
s1,500.00

ss00.00

s1,500.00

s1,500.00
s1,500.00

NDTWN

s1,500.00

S1,5oo.oo

s1,500.00
s1,ooo.oo

s1,500,00
s1,500.00
s1,500.00



FCG

FPU

Peoples

INDTWN

St. Joe
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Large Commercial Non Food Service

New Construction Rebate Summary

TANK WH

nebate SS

s2,000.00
s2,000.00

s2,000.00

s4s0.oo

s2,000.00

s2,000.00
s2,000.00

Large Commercial Non Food Service

Retrofit Rebate summary

TANK WH

Rebate SS

s2,500.00
s2,500.00

S2,5oo.oo

54s0.00
s2,5o0.oo

s2,500.00
52,500.00

large Commercial Non Food Service

Retention Rebate Summary

TANK WH

nebate SS

s2,000.00

s2,000.00
s2,000.00

s4s0.00

s2,000.00
s2,000.00
s2,000.00

FCG

FPU

Peoples

INDTWN
s2,000.

s4oo.

s2,000.

s2,000.

52,000.

FCG

FPU

Peoples

INDTWN

St. Joe

CPK

Sebring

s

s

s

s
s
s

1,500.

1,500.

1,500.

s400.
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Disclaimer

The Florida Solar Energy Center/University of Central Florida nor any agency thereof, nor any of their
employees, makes any warranty, express or implied, or assumes any legal liability or responsibility for the
accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any information, apparatus, product, or process disclosed, or
represents that its use would not infringe privately owned rights. Reference herein to any specific
commercial product, process, or service by trade name, trademark, manufacturer, or otherwise does not
necessarily constitute or imply its endorsement, recommendation, or favoring by the Florida Solar Energy
Centerfuniversity of Central Florida or any agency thereof. The views and opinions of authors expressed
herein do not necessarily state or reflect those of the Florida Solar Energy Centerfuniversity of Central
Florida or any agency thereof.
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Abstract

The Florida Solar Energy Center created an economic assessment tool targeted towards seven
common commercial appliances. This assessment tool calculates the gas rate impact measure and
participants test score for selecting natural gas equipment over comparable electric equipment
based on a2l-year analysis period. This type of analysis provides an indication of whether or not
the specific appliance program favors the end use customer and/or the utility company as

economic beneficiaries based on whether the natural gas appliance will have lower life-cycle
costs than a comparable electric appliance. In most cases, given the current assumptions, natural
gas appliances are able to achieve participant test scores and gas rate impact measures greater
than I which indicates a favorable outcome.

Intoduction

Section 366.81, Florida Statutes, authorizes the Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC) to
regulate electric and natural gas energy conservation programs. A regulated utility must develop
plans and implement energy conservation programs according to the rules established by the
FPSC. In 1996, the FPSC adopted Rule 25-17.009, Florida Administrative Code, which
establishes the methodology for cost-effectiveness assessment of natural gas programs.

Rule 25-17.009 requires that each gas utility that seeks to recover costs for an existing, new, or
modified demand side management program shall perform a cost-effectiveness assessment by
means of the Participants Test and the Gas Rate Impact Measure (G-RIM) Test in the format set
forth in Form PSC/CMP/18, entitled the "Florida Public Service Commission Cost Effectiveness
Manual for Natural Gas Utility Demand Side Management Programs." As long as the programs
offered pass the Participants and G-RIM Tests with a score of one or greater, it is deemed cost
effective and beneficial for a utility company to offer to its customers.

The Florida Solar Energy Center (FSEC) has developed a method for calculating the cost-
effectiveness of commercial natural gas conservation programs covering several typical
appliance types. Since these appliance types are used in a wide variety of building, several
generic building types were integrated into the analysis. Typical electric and natural gas

appliance cost, installation and maintenance cost, associated energy use and fuel pricing, and
inflation rate inputs allow the determination of life-cycle costs for these appliances over a 20-
year period.

The intent of the assessment was to develop a detailed worksheet that, when given the associated
costs and energy use for appliances used in "typical" buildings, would calculate the resulting
scores for both the Participants Test and the Gas Rate Impact Measure. This analysis uses a

benefit-to-cost ratio approach which, when completed, provides a measure of economic viability
for a particular appliance. The analysis tool is based on a similar worksheet for residential
appliance programs and was modified to target commercial applications. To that end, the
worksheet developed for this project allows for the input of first-cost, operating and maintenance
costs, and typical energy use according to the equipment and building type selected for analysis.
In addition, the worksheet allows selection of multiple appliances in each building (i.e., one or

I



Appendix B

more of the appropriate appliance types may be selected for a particular building). The remainder
of this report details the assumptions and operating methodology used within the economic
analysis tool.

Commercial Appliance Incentive Programs

The Florida Solar Energy Center identified the calculations needed to perform G-RIM and
Participant Tests for five Commercial Appliance Incentive programs. While there are five types
of appliances to be considered, a total of seven programs may be evaluated using the economic
assessment tool as defined in Table 1. Each commercial appliance may be analyzed individually
or in combination, as applicable, to determine if a natural gas or electric fuel source would
provide a lower life-cycle cost for the appliance(s).

able l. Commercial Appliance lncentive Programs
Procranl Anoliance suinrhent tvpe '"",

I
Domestic Hot Water

Tank Water Heater
2 Tankless Water Heater
a
J

Commercial Cooking
Deeo Frver

4 Oven/Range
5 PoolHeatine Water Heater
6 Dehumidification Desiccant Dehumidifier
7 Drvins Clothes Dryer

Commercial BuiHing Types

The appliance equipment described in Table I can be used in many types of commercial
buildings. Several typical building types were identified as possible candidates for the equipment
selected for study. These building types are generic in type and represent small and large

buildings, buildings with and without cooking appliances, and general cleaning services. For
building types not included in these generic categories, the large commercial hospitality building
type may be used along with the specific equipment used in that building. This allows this
assessment tool to be used on virtually any building type. Table 2 describes the building types
selected for study along with the types of appliances found in these buildings.

able 2. Commercial Build t Assum
t:,1::,,:,

Water Hcrfing Cooklng,r: ra.*?ool,

Small Commercial Non-Food Service x x
Large Commercial Non-Food Service x x

Small Commercial Food Service X x x
Large Commercial Food Servrce x x x
Large Commercial Hospitality x X X X X

Small Commercial Cleaning Service x X x
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Electric Utility Cost

A key aspect of economic analysis is selecting the utility rates used for calculations. The electric
rate structures for Florida's four largest electric utility companies were used to calculate a

customer-weighted average cost of electricity. Since electric utility rate structures change based
on the amount of electricity used, the rate category closest to the commercial building types
selected for study is used for this analysis. The General Service Demand category was chosen as

the representative electric utility rate. From the four utility rate structures, a single customer-
weighted average electricity rate for both energy (kWh) and demand (kW) was calculated. The
cost of electricity will be considered to be the same throughout the day, meaning that no time-of-
day variations in energy charges will be applied. The cost of electricity is applied towards the
savings calculated when a customer changes the appliance fuel source from electric to natural
gas. Table 3 describes the electric utility rates used for this analysis.

GSD.

Natrral Gas Utility Cost

Natural gas rates are based on the annual fuel use. Since this analysis is geared towards
calculating the economics for multiple building types, the rate used for a specific analysis is

based on the total natural gas use as determined by the type of equipment selected for a particular
building type. Natural gas utilities determine cost using a range of annual fuel use categories. For
a given economic assessment, the total building natural gas usage will be used to determine the
gas utility cost for that particular building. For this analysis, annual fuel use is typically in the
range of 6000'59999 therms as is highlighted in Table 4. This table is merely an example for a
single company and the cost of natural gas is formally entered on the Cost Data worksheet for
each specific utility company.

Table 4. Cus Natural Gas Rates for Florida Citv Gas as of Jatomer as as nua

l:lil.lll

0 99 $ 8.00 $ 0.s6231 s 0.09304
100 2t9 $ 9.s0 s 0.52248 $ 0.09304
220 599 $ I 1.00 $ 0.49531 $ 0.04875
600 rl99 $ 12.00 s 0.43663 $ 0.031 1s

1200 5999 $ 15.00 $ 0.3171s $ 0.02499
6000 24999 $ 30.00 s Q,27467 s 0.02452

2s000 59999 $ 80.00 $ 0.27618 $ 0.02394

J

2009

able 3. Utilitv Rates for Commercial General Service Demand

i Utilitv Comp*ny

Customer Charee $ 33.0s $ 10.62 $ 42.00 $ 3s.00 $ 29.57
Base Rate s 0.01930 $ 0.03654 $ 0.021l3 $ 0.02458 $ 0.02339
Fuel Charge $ 0.05834 $ 0.06623 s 0.06766 $ 0.0s758 $ 0.06059
Total Enersy Rate s 0.07764 s 0.10277 $ 0.08879 $ 0.08216 $ 0.08398
Demand Charee s7.s2 $ 3.71 $ 7.2s $ s.42 $ 6.53
Customers 93289 29790 12572 r5522 r51173
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Equipment Enerely Use Data

Determining an accurate representation of annual energy use is the basis of this economic
assessment tool. Once the base energy use is determined for a particular application, the
associated natural gas usage may be calculated based on appliance efficiency levels.
Assumptions for equipment energy use were collected from a variety of sources and provide a
representative magnitude of energy use given the appliance type and the building type selected
for study. The following assumptions are made to identify the annual energy use for each
appliance type described in Table 1. Electric demand for each appliance is based on the rated
electric capacity for each appliance. When considering appliance electric demand, this economic
analysis tool allows an appliance demand diversity factor to be used to more accurately represent
the "average" demand of appliances as they cycle throughout the day.

Water Heater

Water heater energy use was derived from a previous report describing the energy use of Florida
buildings' and information obtained from a Food Service Technology Center report on water
heating systems in restaurants2. The annual energy use reported in the Florida buildings report
are estimated based on the ASHRAE Handbook - HVAC Applications Chapter 493. In small
office buildings, for example, the annual energy use for a standard electric water heater is
reported as 2,600 kWh. For each building type, total building water heater energy use is the
product of the number of hot water heaters and the unit energy use.

I "Reducing Energy Use in Florida Buildines", R. Raustad, M. Basarkar, R. Vieira, FSEC-CR-1763-08.
2 "Enerey Elficiency Potential of Cas-Fired Water Heating Systems in a Ouick Service Restaurant", A. Karas, D.
Fisher, FSTC Report 501 1.07.19, Food Service Technology Center, October 2009.
' American Society of Heating, Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Engineers, 2003. ASHRAE Handbook, HVAC
Applications, Atlanta, GA.

4

able 5. Water Heater Enerw Use for Tvnical Commercial Buildi
l

.!:.-r1l':r:,

,Xgrt
ofL
.-

ir:t:li::,r::: ,:'i:

: ElectiC

Energy i

,., .UFe i- (kwh) .

,,Total l

-'lfi€rgy use
ftwh) ,

. O"or*U ,

'rusn :

:

Small Commercial
Non-Food Service

I 2,600 2,600 l0 134 t34

Large Commercial
Non-Food Service

rlJ 4,576 14,268 l5 236 708

Small Commercial
Food Service

J 20,230 60,690 l5 1,042 3,126

Large Commercial
Food Service

J 20,230 60,690 l5 1,042 3,126

Large Commercial
Hosoitalitv

a
J 30,295 90,885 20 1,560 4,680

Small Commercial
Cleanine Services

I

22,037 44,074 t5 I,135 2,270
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Also note that the total water heater energy use for a particular building should not change based
on the number of water heaters installed in the building. The unit water heating energy will be
adjusted based on the number of water heaters, but the total water heater energy use for a
particular building type remains fixed for a given analysis. The total water heater energy may,
however, be changed as other more accurate information becomes available.

For this analysis, the energy use for a gas tank water heater or a gas or electric tankless water
heater is then based on the ratio of effrciencies for these water heaters. Conversion of the base
"energy" to either electric or natural gas usage is a simple matter of using conversion factors.
Efficiency levels were assumed to be 0.89 and 0.92 for electric tank and tankless water heaters
and 0.59 and 0.79 for gas tank and tankless water heaters, respectively. Table 5 describes the per
unit standard tank water heater assumptions made for this analysis based on building type and
fuel source. Efficiency levels may also be modified as necessary.

Following the previously described conversion methodology, the energy use for an electric
tankless water heater used in a small office building would be2,600 kWh multiplied by
0.8910.92 or 2,515 kwh. The calculation of gas water heater energy use simply uses a conversion
factor to change from the base energy use to the required amount of natural gas needed to supply
that same amount of energy (i.e.,3414 Btu/KWh divided by 100,000 Btu/therm). The different
efficiencies of these appliances must be accounted for in this conversion process. Natural gas

usage is estimated at 134 and 100 therms for gas tank and tankless water heaters, respectively.

The energy use for water heating for other building classifications were estimated based on
combinations of annual energy use for other building types described in the previously
mentioned report. The FSTC report was reviewed to ensure that these energy use assumptions
agreed with other independent sources. The electric demand for water heaters is estimated based

on the ratings of typical water heater equipment. For example, the electric demand for tank and
tankless water heaters used in this analysis is estimated to be l0 kW and 25 kW, respectively.
Multiple water heaters are used to meet the increased demand for other building types. These
initial assumptions may be changed to represent other equipment as necessary. The analysis tool
allows a diversity factor to be used to more accurately represent the ooaverage" demand of
appliances as they cycle throughout the day.

Deep Fryers and Oven/Ranges

Deep fryers and oven/ranges are used in a variety of applications and the end use energy is
primarily based on the amount of food processed each day. The energy use of gas and electric
cooking equipment, and peak demand for electric cooking equipment, was determined through
the use. of a life-cycle and energy cost calculator provided by the Food Service Technology
Center". The Food Service Technology Center (FSTC) is a scientific testing facility for
benchmarking the energy performance of equipment used in commercial kitchens. The FSTC
website provides a tool to calculate energy use based on the amount of food cooked each day.

a Food Service Technology Center, San Ramon, CA, 2008 Fisher-Nickel, Inc.
http ://www.fi shnick.corn/saveenergy/tools/calcu lators/

)
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This calculator was used to provide an estimate of energy use and peak demand for fryers and
conventional ovens using both natural gas and electricity as the fuel source. The FSTC program
defaults were used to identify typical energy use for these commercial cooking appliances.
Simulation inputs are shown in Table 6. Using these default inputs, the amount of food prepared
each day is the only remaining input required to calculate the annual energy use.

able 6. Simulation ts for and

Input,
'i&,
*filll!tiiia:]wi

,(
er , Frv l{eri;

Preheat Enersy 2.0 kwh 2.3 kwh 14.000 Btu 15.000 Btu
Idle Enerev Rate lkw l skw 12.000 Btu/h 23,000 Btulhr ,

Efficiencv 78% 50% 42% 37%
CapaciE 68'lb/111, 90lb/hr 6l lb/hr l00lblht

Duration
l6 hrs/dav 12 hrs/dav l6 hrs/dav 12hrs/dav

365 davs/vr
# ofPreheats/dav I

Table 7 shows daily energy use (using the FSTC calculator) as a function of the amount of daily
food preparation, which varied from l0 to 600 pounds per day. For electric equipment the
associated peak demand is also calculated.

able 7. Fuel Use Statistics for
1,E ectric i

:kltllM kW,r ThermVyi

,:,:.,1.0... 7,207 1.2 783

50 10,118 1.7 953

" 100 13,757 2.4 1,165

150 
"r

17,390 3.0 1,376

21,035 3.8 1,588

24,67, 4',2 1,900

300 I 28,313 4.8 2,012

350 31,95 5.5 2,223

400 : 35,591 6.1 2,435

39,230 6.7 2,647

42,869 7.3 2,859

550 , 46,508 8.0 3,070

; 50,147 8.6 3,282

and ht

kWh&t I .kw
22,615 5.2 1,057

23.941 5.5 1j22
25.599 5.8 1.204

27.257 6.2 1.285

28,915 6.6 1,367

30.573 7.0 1,448

32.231 7.4 1.529

33.889 7.7 1.611

35,547 8.1 1,692

37.204 8.5 1.773

38.862 8.9 1.855

40,520 9.3 1.936

42,178 9.6 2,017

(lef!

A regression analysis was performed on these data to develop a relationship between energy use

and electric demand based on the amount of food prepared each day. In this analysis, the amount
of food prepared each day for fryers/ovens were assumed to be 300/100, 100/200, and 200/100
pounds per day for buildings classified as Small Commercial Food Service, Large Commercial
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Food Service, and Large Commercial Hospitality, respectively. These inputs, or the underlying
regression analysis, may be changed as necessary to perform other economic assessments.

Pool Heater

An FSEC solar collector sizing guide describing Florida pool heating economics shows that a

typical central Florida covered pool measuring 30' x l5' requires 87 MBTU/year (25,489
kWh/year) of heating energy. When a pool cover is not used, the required heating energy
increases by a factor of 2.l.Inputs to this economic assessment tool include the COP of the
electric heat pump, area of the pool, and whether or not the pool is covered. Although this tool
includes calculations for pool heater equipment demand, the demand diversity for the electric
heat pump unit will be set to 0 in this analysis since pool heaters would not typically be operated
during on-peak periods. If electric demand is to be considered for a particular analysis, the
electric demand is currently assumed to be equal to 0.02oh of the annual energy use. The electric
demand is automatically calculated based on pool surface area, heat pump COP, and whether or
not the pool is covered. These inputs may be changed as necessary to perform other economic
assessments.

Desiccant Dehumidifier

A reports prepared by CDH Energy Corp. describes energy use of NovelAire electric and gas-
fired desiccant units for two different commercial building applications. A 16,000 ft' retail store
and a 2,100 ft2 office building. From this report it was determined that the annual energy use of a
desiccant dehumidifier used in a Tampa, FL small office application is 1,256 kWh and 139

therms for an electric and natural gas-fired unit, respectively. The demand estimate for the
electric unit is 1.3 kW. For the large office application, annual energy use was estimated at
14,867 kWh and 2,1l8 therms for an electric and natural gas-fired unit, respectively, and would
require 8 of the smaller units used for the small office application. The demand estimate for the
large office building, considering the required 8 units as documented in this report, is 10.4 kW.
These units would typically be operated during on-peak periods and the entire demand for the
electric units will be included in the analysis (i.e., demand diversity = 100%). These inputs may
be changed as necessary to perform other economic assessments.

Clothes Drying

Estimating annual energy use for commercial clothes drying establishments is a difficult task
since the type of drying equipment and the annual energy use vary widely among establishments.
The equipment energy use for commercial drying equipment would be far better estimated by the
natural gas industry by simply reviewing annual energy requirements for select businesses and

averaging these results. The equipment cost estimates for commercial drying equipment would
also be more accurately represented when provided by an industry which sells or rents this type
of equipment in large quantities.

s "Evaluation of the NovelAire Desiccant Unit in Commercial Applications", CDH Energy Corp., Final Report,
March 2009. 
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A tvpical assumption for residential clothes drying is 3.3 kWh for electric and0.22 therms + 0.21

kWh (turning the drum) for natural gas per load of clothes (assuming a 45 minute drying cycle).
Adjusting for the electricity consumed by a natural gas dryer, this analysis uses a net electrical
energy use of 3.1 kWh for electric dryers. For this analysis it was assumed that a small
commercial cleaning service would operate l0 dryers, dry 12loads per day per dryer, operate
365 days per year and consume 13,578 kWh and 964 therms annually for each electric and gas

appliance, respectively, The electric demand is assumed to be 5 kW per dryer for electric clothes
dryers. These inputs may be changed as necessary to perform other economic assessments.

Appliance, Instalhtion, and Maintenance Costs

For this analysis, the end user of the tool is responsible for determining the associated equipment
cost for each appliance type. Inputs have been defined to allow the equipment, installation,
maintenance, and other associated costs to be entered based on the specific building
classification. An entry is provided to allow input for avoided electrical cost for breaker and wire
size reductions when natural gas appliances are used in new construction. These costs are
automatically zeroed for retrofit and retention analysis (e.g., G32 on Equipment Summary
worksheet). Care should be used when modifying the costs in these cells so as not to change the
cell formula. Since this analysis considers the incentive a utility may pay to a customer to
exchange a single electric appliance for a comparable natural gas appliance, inputs are provided
to identify the number of appliances used for a specific application. In this way, multiple
incentives applicable to a specific appliance program may be included in the analysis as

appropriate. These data are entered on the Equipment Summary worksheet.

Economic Assessment Tool Inputs

Inputs to the economic assessment tool are made up of two distinct worksheets. An assumptions
page and an equipment summary page. The assumptions for the analysis include an assortment
of inputs used to define the analysis. Any input field which may be modified is highlighted with
a light blue background within these worksheets, although other input assumptions may be made

as necessary. The input requirements for each of these worksheets are described here.

Cost Data Worksheet

The costs associated with specific utility company meter equipment and fuel charges are

organized on this worksheet. Figures l-3 show an example of the type of information contained
here. Costs may be specific to an individual utility company, a specific natural gas rate class, or
based on the type of program (e.g., new construction, retrofit, retention) or equipment
classification (e.g., water heater, cooling equipment, etc.). The costs entered on this worksheet
are automatically updated on the Assumptions worksheet as necessary. On the assumptions
worksheet, cells highlighted in orange represent data that are automatically updated from the cost

data worksheet.
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Assumptions Worksheet

At the top of the assumptions page are the inputs used to define the equipment types selected for
a particular building type and the electric rate structure. The specific building type is first
selected based on the generic types of buildings selected for this analysis (Table 2). Specific
equipment types are then chosen at the left using the check boxes provided. Only equipment
specific to a given building classification can be chosen for the analysis. The specific gas utility
and the type of conservation program is also selected from pull-down menus.

Although this analysis will typically use the customer-weighted average electric rate derived
from Florida's four largest utility companies, an input selection allows alternative electric rates

to be used. Based on these inputs, the analysis results are presented in the form of the G-RIM
and Participants test scores along with the resulting reduction in carbon emissions. Green
highlighted cells automatically present the test scores that exceed I (or 0 for the Carbon
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Reduction column). Detailed economic analysis for each equipment type can be printed from this
same location. In addition, the analysis assumes that these equipment types are the only types of
gas equipment installed in the building. If other gas equipment is present, a custom input allows
the user to enter the fraction of total equipment gas usage for this specific appliance (i.e., enter
the fraction of appliance gas usage to total building gas usage).

The following example economic analysis result is shown for inputs representing the customer-
weighted average electric utility rate for Florida's four largest electric utility companies, aLarge
Commercial Hospitality building classification, the gas utility selected as Florida City Gas, and a

New Construction program type. Note that these choices are selected from pull-down menus at
the top right of this figure. All allowed equipment selection options are chosen for this building

Ope by choosing the associated check boxes at the left. Customer allowances (or incentives) are

not included in this example and are set to 0. When customer incentives are considered, the
Participants Test score increases and the G-RIM test score decreases. In this analysis tool, the
customer incentive is entered at the right of this summary table (not shown) and automatically
"pulled" to this table as required based on selected building type.
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Figure 4. General Inputs and Analysis Results

The financial data (economic indicators of inflation rates), program administration costs incurred
by the utility, investment costs for gas mains and meter, and electric and natural gas utility costs

are also entered on the Assumptions worksheet. Exceptions are for cells highlighted in orange
where data is pulled from the Cost Data worksheet as necessary. These data can be changed, but
will be overwritten the next time the Building Type, Gas Utility Co, or Program Type is changed

at the top of this worksheet or anytime the building gas usage changes for any reason.

The financial data include the general inflation rate, fuel and non-fuel escalation rates, and any

inflation rates associated with customer taxes. These inflation rates were initially calculated in
accordance with rules established by the Florida Building Commission pursuant to rule 9B-
13.0071 - Cost Effectiveness of Amendments to Energy Code.
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Administration cost inputs as shown in Figure 6 include any costs incuned by the gas utility
while implementing a particular conservation program. Operating and maintenance costs, paid
by the utility customer, are also entered here. Utility company administration costs and operating
and maintenance costs are identified for each appliance type and used by each specific appliance
economic worksheet as appropriate. The costs shown in cells with orange highlights are formally
entered on the Cost Data worksheet and automatically written to this worksheet using Microsoft
Visual Basic programming language. For this reason, additional rows or columns should not be

added to this spreadsheet without modifying these visual basic write statements (i.e., Visual
Basic in Excel).
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Figure 6. Administrative Cost Inputs

Utility investment costs for main supply lines, gas meter, and meter installation cost are entered
on the Cost Data worksheet and written here for a particular analysis (Figure 4). The depreciation
rates used for tax purposes arc organized in a similar manner and written here for use in the
economic calculations. The costs shown in cells with orange highlights are formally entered on
the Cost Data worksheet.

ll

Totd tLAh

Figure 7. Investment Costs Inputs
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The gas utility cost information follows as shown in Figure 8. This information is formally
entered on the Cost Data worksheet and written to this location based on the building's total gas

usage. The natural gas costs located on the Cost Data worksheet may be changed to represent the
costs of different utilities. Connections charges are not included in this analysis.

REvENUE IIEMS

Figure 8. Gas Utility Revenue Items Inputs

The average electric rates used for the analysis are located next in the list of inputs as shown in
Figure 9. The four largest utilities in the State of Florida are included in this worksheet. These
rates are numerically averaged based on the number of customers for each utility company. The
specific utility rates, the numerical average, or the customer-weighted average may be used in
the analysis as previously described. The rates actually used in the economic calculations are

shown at the right of the table.

Eloctric r.tG rs of Jenurry 2000

Figure 9. Electric Utility Rate Structure Inputs

An equipment and installation cost summary, installation cost detail for each equipment type,
and a detailed breakdown of energy use by equipment type is provided at the bottom of the
Assumptions worksheet as shown in the following figures. These tables identify the analysis
inputs in one strategic location. The data in these tables are also used in the appliance worksheets
(e.g., Water Heating) to calculate the economic data required for the analysis. Note that these

data do not require adjustment and are the results of other inputs and assumptions provided
elsewhere in the workbook. The data presented in the following tables include the appliance
multiplier as specified on the Equipment Summary worksheet (e.g., cells A27 - A29). Also note

that the appliance type has the number of units appended to the name category. For water
heaters, only the selected appliance type (e.9., Tank or Tankless) shows the number of units
since only one tank type is applicable to a specific analysis.
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Figure 10. Equipment and Installation Cost Summary

Figure 11. Piping and Equipment Installation Costs Summary

Figure 12. Equipment Energy Use Summary

Equipment Summary Worksheet

The equipment summary worksheet allows input for energy use, equipment and installation cost,

appliance life expectancy, and any offsetting cost for electrical equipment. Equipment efficiency
inputs are also provided here. Since the equipment used and other costs associated with a

particular application may change based on building type, the inputs associated with a particular
appliance are repeated for each building type. This allows an analysis to vary equipment costs

based on a change in energy use as well as the size of the equipment, or for applications where

multiple installations of a single appliance are required for a specific building.
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The first table simply acts as a reminder of the underlying building and equipment assumptions
made when developing this economic analysis tool.

Figure 13. Building Type and Associated Appliance Assumptions

The following table identifies the life expectancy of each appliance type. The value selected for
life expectancy is used in the appliance worksheets to identi$ the year that future replacement
costs are applied. These inputs may be changed according to the specific appliance selected for
studv.

Figure 14. Equipment Life Expectancy Inputs

The next set of tables identify the energy use, electric demand, electric demand diversity factor,
water heater efficiency levels, and costs associated with each appliance, in this case for the Small
CommercialNon-Food Service building. Each building type contains two sets of tables, the first
table pertains to energy use, and the second table pertains to the associated appliance costs.

The majority of information in these tables are entered as the unit cost for a single appliance
whether it be for equipment demand, equipment cost, installation costs, or avoided electrical
costs. The number of units for any given application is entered at the left of the tables. The
number of units input is used as a multiplier for the costs shown in each table. For this reason,
care should be used when entering the energy use (kWh) for each equipment type such that the
total building energy use (i.e., kWh multiplied by the number of units) provide a realistic value.
The formula for cooking equipment is based on a regression analysis of detailed data and should
not be altered without access to other more accurate information (e.g., Equipment Assumptions
cell D5l). Refer to and understand the formula for these inputs prior to modifying these cells.

t4

*ffi.trtte 
l

Wr ctrtlr.t Dril"d

Small Commercial l'bn Food
S€rvico

LaIg€ Comrnerdal tlon Food
Service

Small Crmmercial Food Servico

Large Comrn€rcial Food SeMce

!arg6 Comrnercial l-lospitality

Sr€ll Commsrcial Cl€aning
Services

lx
x

x

,x
x

x

x

x

x x x

x

Equipment Life Expectancy Inputs



Appendix B

For each building type, the inputs are organized into two distinct tables. As with the
Assumptions worksheet, each input that requires user attention is highlighted with a light blue
background. The other non-highlighted cells are automatically calculated based on fixed
assumptions, although these cells may also be changed as necessary. Note that the energy use

inputs may include a correction for the number of appliances. Altering these inputs should use

the same syntax shown in the corresponding cell (e.g. total energy divided by number of units).
A backup copy of the spreadsheet should be maintained in the case where non-highlighted cells
are modified.

" Entrle! In Blue may h modlffed 
*

Figure 15. Energy and Cost inputs for Small Commercial Non-Food Service Building Type

In the first table, or group of data in Figure 15, the base energy use for the appliance is identified.
Inputs highlighted in blue are identified as likely to change based on specific analysis
assumptions. For this building type, only water heaters and desiccant dehumidifiers may be

considered in the analysis.

The water heater base energy use (2600 kWh) is entered for the Water Heating - Tank. This
input represents the annual energy use for the Small Commercial Non-Food Service building
type. Multipliers entered in column A will account for the incremental cost of operating more
than one appliance. For example, if this building had 2 water heaters, the value displayed in the
kWh column is automatically changed to 1,300 to represent a total building hot water energy use

of 2,600 kWh (i.e., the amount of hot water usage does not change simply because two water
heaters are purchased). Other associated inputs are also entered on a per unit basis. The
associated electrical energy for the electric tankless water heater and the natural gas usage for the
gas-fired water heaters are automatically calculated. For other equipment, in this case the
desiccant dehumidifier, the electric and natural gas usage is manually entered (via light blue
highlighted inputs). For other building types, these inputs may be manually entered or calculated
based on regression analysis (e.g., cooking equipment) or other formula to allow automation of
inputs.

The electric demand, demand diversity, and water heater efficiencies are also located here. The
demand diversity factor allows the user to enter the cyclic fraction of the kW Demand that
applies towards electric cost. For example, if the appliance is rated at 10 kW and the appliance is

determined to provide a 25o/o duty cycle throughout the day, a diversity factor of 25Yo is used.
This means that the electric demand associated with that appliance, as pertaining to energy costs,
is25o/o of the rated electric demand. If utility demand charges do not apply, set the appliance kW
Demand or Demand Diversity factor to 0. An exception to the demand diversity exists with the
cooking equipment. The regression analysis previously described automatically calculates the
demand diversity for cooking equipment based on the FSTC's life-cycle and energy cost

l5
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calculator and enters this information into the kW Demand category. For this reason, a Diversity
Ovenide input is provided. In most cases, an override of 100% is used since the kW Demand
data already includes the impact of cycling for commercial cooking equipment.

The second table, or group of data, identifies the costs associated with each appliance. Gas
piping and venting costs, avoided electrical installation costs (i.e., breaker and wiring size
differences), and equipment cost are entered here. These costs are entered on a per unit basis. If
more than one piece of equipment is to be included in the analysis, the number of units input to
the left of these tables accounts for multiple installations (and therefore multiple customer
incentives). In most cases, unit costs may be modified. The exception to this rule is the
installation cost for water heaters. These costs are derived from an average of several contractor
estimates received for gas-to-gas installations to replace existing water heaters (cell B I l8). Since
these replacement costs only account for the connection of the water heater to existing
infrastructure, the average costs of these estimates is assumed to be the installation cost for both
electric and natural gas water heaters. These costs may be changed as necessary as other more
accurate data becomes available.

The basic use for inputs in this area of the analysis tool are:

The energy use and cost data for specific appliances
The energy use and cost data for appliances by building type (i.e., changes in costs based
on changes in appliance load for specific building types)
An input for multiple appliances to more accurately account for customer incentives
Input for net electrical equipment costs (e.g., the difference in cost due to a change

[reduction] in breaker or wire size)
5. A location from which data is accessed when selecting a building type in cell F7 on the

assumptions page. These data are written to the associated summary tables.
6. Specialized controls for specific appliances (e.g., pool cover used, demand diversity

overrides, regression analysis for specific appliances, etc.)

The following figures show the tables (or sets of data) for each building type selected for study.
As previously mentioned, the inputs shown with blue highlights are likely to change based on
specific analysis assumptions.
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Appendix B

Economic Analysis

A complete economic analysis is provided for each appliance type selected for a particular
analysis. As previously described, only select appliance types are allowed for a particular
building type as defined in Table 2. These worksheets are designed to be self-standing, require
no additional input, and are used for data verification and reporting purposes as required.

Each worksheet is automatically enabled based on the Equipment Selection Option check box in
cell Al0-A16 on the Assumptions worksheet. Only selected appliances display the associated
appliance worksheet. These worksheets are organized into 5 discrete sections. The sections
associated with a specific appliance are:

. a summary of the model inputs
o the itemized calculations (tables) for the Participants Test
. a summary of the Participants Test and resulting score
o the itemized calculations (tables) for the Gas Rate Impact Measure Test
. a summary of the Gas Rate Impact Measure Test and resulting score

The first section identifies the model inputs as defined on the Assumptions and Equipment
Summary worksheets. Inputs highlighted in yellow are specific to the type of appliance described
on the worksheet. The input data referenced here are "pulled" from the Assumptions or
Equipment Summary worksheet as necessary. For example, gas and electric equipment and
installation costs are specific to the input data for the specific appliance type (e.g., water heating
- tank) described for the building type selected for study. This yellow highlighted input data is
found on the Equipment Summary worksheet. Non-highlighted inputs are found on either the
Assumptions worksheet or the Equipment Summary worksheet as appropriate.

An example water heating economic analysis is shown on the following seven pages. It includes
the economic calculations and associated results for both the Participants test and Gas Rate
lmpact Measure test as directed in the Florida Public Service Commission's Cost Effectiveness
Manual for Natural Gas Utility Demand Side Management Programs document (provided as

Appendix A in this report). These tables, while configured for water heating, are representative
of the format for all of the appliances. The following results are also meant to provide an

example output. These results will vary based on the specific assumptions made for a particular
analysis.

Note that the electric utility customer charge shown in the first section (line item under part VIII
- Customer Chg) is not included in the life-cycle cost analysis and is assumed to be a base cost
for all customers (i.e., all customers are already connected to the electric grid and are therefore
charged a monthly customer charge). This analysis also assumes that the base electric rate
category will not change when a customer changes the fuel source for one or more appliances
(i.e., the customer remains on the general service demand electric utility rate structure). Also
note that the associated utility customer charge for gas customers (line item under part III -

t9



Appendix B

Customer Chg) is pro-rated in the life-cycle cost analysis based on the ratio of appliance gas

usage to total building gas usage for each appliance considered in the analysis (Ref. Table 4 -
Gas Customer Charge).

20



Appendix B

Associated Gas Distributors of Florida - Energy Conservation Filing 2009
Commercial New Construction Program

Other Equipment lncluded ln Analysls: Cooklng - Deep Fryer (2), Cooking. OvenlRange (1), Pool Hntlng (1), Deslccant Dehumidifier
(8), Clothes Drying (10)

i Water Heating - Tank (3)

: 23.4tonnea GO2fircar,] ::;.

Equipment
lnstallation
Total Customer Cost

Replacement Installation
Total Replacement (incl Equip)
Utility Rebate

Operating Data
Therms Consumed
Total Building Therms
O&M (excluding energy)

Rates and Charges
ECCR
Distribution Charge
Commodity Charge

Taxes & Fees
Customer Chg
Average Life (years)

Appliance Therms /Total Therms
EC Program Adm. Cost

New Customer lnstallation Gosts
Supply Main
Development Main
Service
Meter

4,681
24,877

$s8

$0.0245
$0.2749
$0.6016

2.500/o

$30.00
12

18.8o/o

$36.96

$1,000
$1,000
$3,131

$1,696
Total $6,827

New Customer Admin. Cost $/month $1.61

Elec: 'Water Heating - Tank (3)

65.25 tonnes C0llyean ' ,,

Rate: Welghted Average--:'rj:'.:.:,t.1::,4::::::a:',::.1:..aa: t:: ::::t:: tt.: 
ttt': : ...t::t.. 

1::..

Comrn erclCl l,,t{6spitelittrr': La|ge Commercial Hospitaliw

Equipment
Installation
Breaker and \Mring Savings
Total Customer Cost

Energy Conserved Data
Monthly Demand kW
Annualk\y'Vh
O&M (excluding energy)

Electric Rates and Charges
Electric Rate per kW
Electric Rate per kWr

Electric Fuel rate
Electric Base rate
Electric Taxes & Fees

Customer Chg
Average Life in Yrs



Appendix B

Associated Gas Distributors of Florida - Energy Conservation Filing 2009

Commercial New Construction Program

Water Heating - Tank (3)

Other Equipment lncluded in Analysis: Cooking - Deep Fryer (2), Cooking - Oven/Range (1),

Table 1 - Electric KWH/KW Cost

-. cost per Annual cost per lt'lonthly Tax EloctrlcYear KwH KwH kw uemano Rate cost

ABCDEF(ts-c+lrD-E
2010 $0.0840 90,885 $6.53
2011 $0.0900 90,885 $6.53
2012 $0.0964 90,885 $6.53
2013 $0.1032 90.885 $6.s3
2014 $0.1106 90,885 $6.53
2015 $0.1185 90,885 $6.53
2016 $0.1269 90,885 $6.53
2017 $0.1359 90,885 $6.53
2018 $0.1456 90,88s $6.s3
2019 $0.1560 90,885 $6.53
2020 $0.1671 90,885 $6.53
2021 $0.1790 90,885 $6.53
2022 $0.1917 90,885 $6.53
2023 $0.20s4 90,885 $6.53
2024 $0.2200 90,885 $6.53
2025 $0.2356 90,885 $6.53
2026 $0.2524 90,885 $6.53
2027 $0.2704 90.885 $6.53
2028 $0.2896 90,885 $6.53
2029 S0.3103 90.885 $6.s3

15.00 2.6% $9,034
15.00 2.60/o $9,592
15.00 2.60/o $10,189
15.00 2.60/o $10,828
15.00 2.60/o $11,513
15.00 2.6% $12,247
15.00 2.60/o S13,034
15.00 2.60/o $13,876
15.00 2.6% $14,778
15.00 2.60/o $15,744
15.00 2.60h $16,779
15.00 2.60/o $17,888
15.00 2.60/o $19,076
15.00 2.60/o $20,348
15.00 2,60/o $21,7'i-1
'f 5.00 2,60/o $23,171
15.00 2.60/o $24,735
15.00 2.60/o $26,410
15.00 2.6% $28,205
15.00 2.60/o $30.127

I aDle 3 - uas tsnerov unaroe

year Rate Per A.nnual 
Tax Rate Gas cost

I n€rm I nerms

cBA D B'C'(1+D)

2.5% $1,436
2.5o/o $l,562
2.5% $1,699
2.5o/o $1,848
2.5o/o $2,011
2.5o/o $2,187
2.5% $2,379
2.5o/o $2,587
2.5o/o $2,814
2.5o/o $3,061
2.5o/o $3,329
2.5% $3,621
2.5o/o $3,939
2.5o/o 94,284
2.5% $4,660
2.5o/o $5,069
2.5o/o $5,513
2.5o/o $5'997
2.5% $6,523
2.5o/o 37.095

2010 $0.2994
2011 $0.3257
2012 $0.3s42
2013 $0.3853

20't4 $0.4191
2015 $0.4558
2016 $0.4958
2o't7 $0.5393
2018 $0.5866
2019 $0.6380
2020 $0.6940
2021 $0.7548

2022 $0.8210
2023 $0.8930
2024 $0.9714
2025 $1.0565

2026 $1.1492
2027 $1.2500
2028 $1.3s96
2029 S1.4789

4,681

4,681
4,681

4,681

4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681

4,681
4,681
4,681

4,681

4,681

4,681
4,681

4.681

Pool (1), Desiccant Dahu,ntctiner G), clothes (10)

la0te z - gag Fuet unarge

Year tir':ff' +#* Jil cas cost

C D B.C'(1+D)BA
$0.6016
$0.6544

$0.7117
$0.7742
$0.8421
$0.9159

$0.9962
$1.0836
$1.1786
$1.2820
$1.3944

$1.5167
$1.6497
$1.7944
$1 .9518
$2.1 230
$2.3092
$2.5117
$2.7319
$2.9715

2010
2011

2012
2013
2014
20't5
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020

4,681
4,681

4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681

4,681
4,681
4,68'r
4,681
4,68'l
4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681
4.681

2021
2022
2023
2024
202s
2026
2027
2028
2029

2.5o/o $2,886
2.5o/o $3,139
2.5o/o $3,415
2.5o/o $3,714
2.5o/o $4,040
2.5% $4,394
2.5% $4,779
2.5% $5,199
2.5o/o $5'655
2.5% $6,150
2.5% $6,690
2.5o/o $7,277
2.5% 07,915
2.5% $8,609
2.5o/o $9'364
2.5o/o $10'185
2.5o/o $1 1,078
2.5o/o $12,050
2.5o/o $13'107
2.5o/o $14.256

Table 4 - Gas Customer Charoe

Monthly Annual Ratio - Pro-Rated
Year Customer customer ADDliance ] u.t customer

charge charge to rotul Kate charge

cBA D E C-D-(1+E)
2010 $30.00
2011 $30.00
2012 $30.00
2013 $30.00
2014 $30.00
201s $30.00
2016 $30.00
2017 $30.00
20't8 $30.00
2019 $30.00
2020 $30,00
2021 $30.00
2022 $30.00
2023 $30.00
2024 $30.00
2025 $30.00

2026 $30.00
2027 $30.00
2028 $30.00
2029 S30.00

$360.00 18.81%
$360.00 18.81o/o

$360.00 18,810/o

$360.00 't8.810/o

$360.00 18.810/o

$360.00 '18.81o/o

$360.00 18.81o/o

$360.00 18.81o/o

$360.00 18.810/o

$360.00 18.81o/o

$360.00 '18.8'lo/o

$360.00 18.81o/o

$360.00 18.81o/o

$360.00 '18,810/o

$360.00 18.81o/o

S360.00 18.81o/o

$360.00 18.81%
$360.00 18.81%
$360.00 18.810/o

s360.00 18.8'to/o

2.5% $69
2.5o/o $69
2.5o/o $69
2.5% $69

2.5o/o $69
2.5o/o $69
2.5% $69
2.5% $69
2.s% 069
2.5o/o $69
2.5% 069
2.5% $69
2.5o/o $69
2.5% $69
2.5% $69
2.5o/o $69

2.5% $69
2.5o/o $69
2.5% $69
2.5% $69



Appendix B

Participants Test - Results

Type:

- Tank

Utility Rate - Weighted

Buildino Tvoe - Larqe Gommercial Hos

Pres6nt Value
or Benefits-58457

Present Value
of costs Tm75.-

Ratio ,.61

Qther EouiDment lnductect in Pool Heaunq (1), DaEccant Dehumict,ner (61, clothes

Eenents Costs

Year

Avoided
Electric Gas Electric

KWH/KW Rebate 4pp;;snce _I9Il!-
racr 

^e 
i, BENEFIn;

Avoided Gas - 
Electric. ^ Gas Gas Gas

Equipment :q':pT9lt c Installation Appliance Supply
cost Insrailaron cost o&M cost

Gas Gas
Energy Customer TOTAL
Charge Charge COST9

Table 1 Table 2 Table 3 Table 4

1

2010
20't1
20't2
201 3

2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
201 I
2020
202'l
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2029

3

$9,034

$9,592
$1 0,1 89

$10,828
$1 1 ,513
$12,247
$13,034
$13,876
s'!4,778
$'t5,744
$16,779
$17,888
$19,076
$20,348
$21,71',!
$23,1 71

$24,735
$26,410
$28,205
$30.1 27

3 thru 5

$9,070

$9,629
s10,227
$10,868
$11,554

$42 $12,290
$43 $13,077
$45 $13,921
$46 $14,824
$48 $15,792
$49 $16,829
$51 017,939
$52 $19,128
$54 $20,402
$56 $21,767
$58 523,229
$59 $24,79s
$61 $26,472
$63 $28,268
$65 $30.193

$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

R

$36
$37
$38
$40
$41

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

7

$2,268

$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0

UU

$0

$0
$0

$3,306
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

I
($4,s86)

$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

($6,575)
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

I
$4,034

$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$4,1 30
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

10 11 12

$58 $2,886 $1,436

$59 $3,139 $1 ,562
$61 $3,415 $1 ,699
$63 $3,714 $1 ,848
$65 $4,040 $2,011

$67 $4,394 $2,187
$70 $4,779 $2,379
s72 $5,199 $2,587
$74 $s,655 $2,814
$76 $6,150 $3,061

$79 $6,690 $3,329
$81 $7,277 $3,621
$84 $7,915 $3,939
$87 $8,609 $4,284
$89 $9,364 $4,660
$92 $10,185 $5,069
$95 $11,078 $5,513
$98 $12,050 $5,997
$1ol $13,107 $6,523
$105 $14,256 $7,095

13 Tthru 13

$69 s6,166

$69 $4,831
$69 $5,24s
$69 $5,695
$69 t6,185
$69 $6,718
$69 $7,2e7
$69 $7,927
$69 $8,612
$69 $9,357
$69 S10,168
$69 011,049
$69 $12,869
$69 $13,049
$69 $14,183
$69 $r 5,416
$69 $16,756
$69 $18,214
$69 $19,800
$69 $21,52s



Appendix B

Associated Gas Distributors of Florida - Energy Gonservation Filing 2009

Commercial New Construction Program

lWater Heating - Tank (3) | | Building Type - Large Commercial Hospitalityl
rer Equipment lncluded in Analysis: Cooking - Deep Fryer (2), Cooking - Oven/Range (1), Pool Heating (1), Desiccant Dehumidifier (8), Clothes Drying ('

scalator
Gas Energy Charge Escalator
Gas Customer Charge Escalator
O&M/lnflation Escalator

8.77%
8.77o/o

0.00%
3.19o/o

Depreciation Rate - Supply Main
Depreciation Rate - Development Main

Depreciation Rate - Service Line
Rate - Meter

3.30%
3.30%

3.30%
3.80%

Table 1

Revenue - Enerov Gharoe
1 2 2*3

r ear I nerms Dase Ka(e I otal

Charqe
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
201 9
2020
2021

4,681

4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681

4,681
4,681
4,681

4,681
4,681

4,681

4,681
4,681

$0,2994
$0.3257
$0.3542
$0.3853
$0.4191
$0.4558
$0.49s8
$0.5393
$0.5866
$0.6380
$0.6940
$0.7548

$0.8210
$0.8930
$0.9714
$1.0565
$1.1492

$1.2500

$1.3596
$1.4789

sl,401
sl,524
$1,658
$1,803
$1,961
$2,133
$2,321
i2,524
$2,745
$2,986
$3,248
$3,533

$3,843
$4,180
$4,546
$4,945
$5,379
$5,851

$6,364
$6.922

2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027

2028
2029

Table 1a

Revenue - gost of Gas
1 2'332

Year I nerms ruer KaIe I olar unarge

zv1u
2011
2012
201 3
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021

4,OU1

4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681

4,681
4,681
4,681

4,681
4,681

4,681

4,681
4,681

su.ou16
$0.6544
$0.7117
$0.7742
$0.8421
$0.9159
$0.9962
$1.0836
$1.1 786
s1.2820
$1.3944
$1.5167

$1.6497
$1.7944
$1.9518

$2.1 230
$2.3092

$2.5117

$2.7319
$2.9715

sz,ulti
$3,063
s3,331
$3,624
$3,941
$4,287
$4,663
$5,072
$5,517
$6,000
$6,527
$7,099

$7,722
$8,399
$9,135

$9,937
$10,808
$11,756

$12,787
$13,908

2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027

2028
2029



Appendix B

- Tank

Aesociated Gas Distributors of Florida . Energy Gonservation Filing 2009
Gommercial New Construction Program

- Larqe Commercial Hos
Other Equipment Included in Analysis: Cooking - Deep Fryer (2), Cooking - Oven/Range (1), Pool Heating (1), Desiccant Dehumidifier (8), Clothes Drying (10)

Table 2 Table 3
Revenue - Customer Gharqe

3'44J2

Monthly Annual
Year Customer Customer Ratio Therms To Prorated Annual

Charqe Charoe Total Consumed Customer Charoe
ZVIV DJU.UU

2011 $30.00
2012 $30.00
2013 $30.00
2014 $30.00
2015 $30.00
2016 $30.00
2017 $30.00
2018 $30.00
2019 $30.00
2020 $30.00
2021 $30.00
2022 $30.00
2023 $30.00
2024 $30.00
2025 $30.00
2026 $30.00
2027 $30.00
2028 $30.00
2029 $30.00

uJou.uu
$360.00
$360.00
$360.00
$360.00
$360.00
$360.00
$360.00
$360.00
$360.00
$360.00
$360.00
$360.00
$360.00
$360.00
$360.00
$360.00
$360.00
$360.00
$360.00

16.U] 70

18.81o/o

18.81o/o

18.810/o

18.81o/o

18.81o/o

18.81o/o

18.81%
18.81%
18.81o/o

18.81o/o

18.81o/o

18.81o/o

18.81o/o

18.81o/o

18.81o/o

18.81%
18.81o/o

18.81o/o

18.81o/o

$bu
s68
$68
$68
$68
$68
$68
$68
s58
$68
$68
$68
$68
$68
$68
$68
$68
$68
$68
$68

Gas Costs
1 2*332

Therms Gas Supply Gas Supply
Year Rate Cost
zulu
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2029

4,Od1

4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681
4,681
4.681

iDU.bulo
$0.6544
$0.71'17
$0.7742
$0.8421
$0,9159
$0.9962
$1.0836
$1.1 786
$1.2820
$1.3944
$1.5167
$1,6497
$1.7944
$1.9518
$2.1230
$2.3092
$2.51 17

$2.7319
$2.9715

Itz,u't tt
s3,063
$3,331
$3,624
$3,941
$4,287
$4,663
$5,072
$5,517
$6,000
$6,527
$7,099
$7,722
$8,399
$9,135
$9,937

$10,808
$11,756
s12,787
313.908



Appendix B

Associated Gas Distributons of Florida - Energy Conseruation Filing 2009
Commercial New Construction Program

lWater Heating - Tank (3) | | Building Type - Large Gommercial Hospitalityl
rer Equipment Included in Analysis: Cooking - Deep Fryer (2), Cooking - Oven/Range (1), Pool Heating (1), Desiccant Dehumidifier (8), Clothes Drying ('

Table 4

Investment Carrvinq Costs
1 23 456786*7*8

Year Service Line Cost of Ratio of Therms Investment
Debt Consumed To Carrying Cost

Total

Meter Total
Investment

Supply
Main

Development
Main

2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
20"t6
20't7
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2029

$1,000
$967
$935
$904
$874
$845
$81 7

$790
$764
$739
$715
$691
$668
$646
$625
$604
$584
$565
$546
s528

$1,000
$967
$935
$904
$874
$845
$817
$790
$764
$739
$71 5

$691
$668
$646
$625
$604
$584
$565
$546
$s28

$3,131
$3,028
$2,928
$2,831
$2,738
$2,648
$2,561
$2,476
$2,394
$2,315
$2,239
$2,165
$2,094
$2,025
$1,958
$1,893
$1,831
$1,771
$1,713
$1.656

5.72o/o

5.72o/o

5.72o/o

5.72o/o

5.72o/o

5.720/o

5.72o/o

5.72o/o

5.72o/o

5.72o/o

5.72o/o

5.72o/o

5.72o/o

5.72%
5.72o/o

5.72%
5.72%o

5.72o/o

5.72o/o

5.72o/o

18.81o/o

18.81o/o

18.81Yo
18.81o/o

18.81o/o

18.81o/o

18.810/o

18.81o/o

18.81%
18.81o/o

18.81o/o

18.81o/o

18.81%
18.81o/o

18.81o/o

18.81o/o

18.81%
18.81o/o

18.810/o

18.81o/o

$73
$71
$69
$66
$64
$62
$60
$58
$56
$sl
$52
$50
$48
$47
$4s
$44
s42
$41

$39
$38

$1,696 $6,827
$1,632 $6,594
$1,570 $6,368
$1,510 $6,149
$1,453 $5,939
$1,398 $5,736
$1,345 $5,540
$1,294 $5,350
$1,245 $5,167
$1,198 $4,991
$1,152 $4,821
$1,108 $4,6s5
$1,066 $4,496
$1,025 $4,342
$986 $4,194
$949 $4,050
$913 $3,912
$878 $3,779
$845 $3,650
$813 $3.525

Table 5

Incremental Customer Costs
123 4 5=3'4 6 8=6'4 5+8

ttlliluat t\ltllual
Ratio Ratio Total lncremental

Monthly Ratio Therms To Adm. Annual O&M Adm. & O&M
Year Adm. Cost Annual Adm. Cost Total Consumed Cost O&M Cost Cost Cost
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2029

$1.61
$1.66
$1.71
$1.77
$1.83
$1.88
$1.94
$2.01
$2.07
$2.14
$2.20
$2.27
$2.35
$2.42
$2.50
$2.58
$2.66
$2.75
$2.83
$2.92

$19
$20
$21
$21
$22
$23
$23
$24
$25
$26
$26
$27
$28
$29
$30
$31
$32
$33
$34
$35

't8.81%
18.81o/o

18.81o/o

18.81o/o

18.810/o

18.81o/o

18.81o/o

18.81o/o

18.81o/o

18.81o/o

18.81o/o

18.81o/o

18.81o/o

18.81o/o

18.81%
18.81o/o

18.81o/o

18.81%
18.81o/o

18.81o/o

$3.57 $21.66 $4
$3.76 $22.35 $4
$3.95 $23.06 $4
$3.95 $23.80 $a
$4.14 $24.56 $5
$4.33 $25.34 $s
$4.33 $26.15 $5
$4.52 $26.98 $5
$4.70 $27.85 $5
$4,89 $28.73 $5
$4.89 $29.65 $6
$5.08 $30.60 $6
$5.27 $31.57 $6
$5,46 $32.58 $6
$5.64 $33.62 $6
$5.83 $34.69 $7
$6.02 $35.80 $7
$6.21 $36.94 $7
$6.40 $38.12 $7
$6.59 $39.3s $7

$E
$8
$8
$8
$9
$s
$9

$10
$10
$10
$10
sl1
$11
$12
$12
$12
$13
$13
$14
$14
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RIM Test - Results

r - Tank (3
Utility Rate - Weighted

Type - Large Gommercial
'Equipment lncluded in Analysis: Cooking - Deep Fryer (2), Cooking - Oven/Range (1), Pool Heating (1), Desiccant Dehumidifter (8), Clothes Drying

Present Value
of Benefits -SiaoFtE-

Present Value
of GosK $98,773

refiUCost
Ratio 1.48

Incremenlar tnclemental
Revenue Incremental Revenue lnvestment Incremental
Energy Revenue Customer Total Gas Gas Supply Carrying Customer Total
Charqe Cost ofGas Charqe Revenue Cost Cost Costs Proqram Cost Costs

Table 1 Table 1A Table 2 Tab'le 3 Table 4 Table 5

1 2 3 4 2lhru4 6 7 8 9 6thru9
2010

2011
2012
2013
2014

20't5
2016
2017

2018
2019

2020
202',!

2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2029

$1,401

$1,524
$1,658
$1,803
$1,961

$2,1 33

$2,321
$2,524

$2,745
$2,986

$3,248
$3,533
$3,843
$4,1 80

$4,s46
$4,945
$s,379
$5,851

$6,364
$6,922

$2,816

$3,063
$3,331
$3,624
$3,941

$4,287
$4,663
$5,072

$5,517
$6,000

$6,527
$7,099
$7,722
$8,399
$9,135
$9,937

$10,808
$11,756
$12,787
$13,908

$4,285

$4,655
$5,057
$s,495
$5,970

$6,488
$7,051
$7,664

$8,330
$9,054

$9,843
$10,700
$11,632
$12,646

$13,750
$14,950
$16,255
$17,674
$19,218
s20,898

$2,816

$3,063
$3,331
$3,624
$3,941

$4,287
$4,663
$5,072

$5,517
$6,000

$6,527
$7,099
$7,722
$8,399

$9,135
$9,937

$10,808
$1 1,756

$12,787
$13,908

$68

$68
$68
$68
$68

$68
$68
$68

$68
$68

$68
$68
$68
$68
$68
$68
$68
$68
$68
$68

$73

$71

$69
$66
$64

$62
$60
$s8

$56
$s4

$52
$50
$48
$47
$45
$44
$42
$41

$39
$e

$8

$8
$8
$e
$9
qo

$9
$10

$10
$10

$10
$11

$11

$12
$12
$12
$13
$13
$14
$14

$36.96 $2,934

$36.96 $3,179
$36.96 $3,445
$36.96 $3,735
$36.96 $4,051

$36.96 $4,395
$36.96 $4,769
$36.96 $5,176

$36.96 $5,619
$36.96 $6,101

$36.96 $6,626
$36.96 $7,197
$36.96 $7,818
$36.96 $8,494

$36.96 $9,230
$36.96 $10,030
$36.96 $10,900
$36.96 $11,847
$36.96 $12,877
$36.96 $13,997
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I}SM MANUAL INTRODUCTION

The 6sFlorida Energy Efficiency and conservation Actr" sections
366.80-.85 and 403.519, Florida Statutes, requires the Florida Pubtic Service
Commission to review natural gas utility conservation programs for cost-
effectiveness. This manual describes the minimum data requirements for the
cost-effectiveness analyses the Commission uses to eveluate utility
conservation programs. This manual is incorporated by reference in Rule 25-
17 .009, Florida Administrative Code.

There are two tests for both load building and load reduction
conservation programs: The Participants Test and the Gas Rate Impact
Measures (RIM) Test. The Participants Test measures the impact of the
program on participating customers. The Gas RfM Test is an indirect
measure of the program impact on customer rates. Rates wilt go down more
than they otherwise would have if the change in utility revenues minus the
change in utility costs is positive. Rates will go up more than they otherwise
would have if the change in utitity revenues minus the change in utility costs is
negative. In evaluating conservation programs, the Commission will review
the results of both tests to determine cost-effectiveness.

This manual cornprises live cost benefit (C.8.) tr''orms: C.B. FORM I is a
list of general assumptions. These general assumptions must be applied to all
programs in order to determine cost-effectiveness. C.B. F'ORM 2 is a list of
costs and benefits for a load-building Participants Test. C.B. FORM 3 (pages
1 and 2) is a list of costs and benefits for a load-building RIM Test. C.B. Form
4 is a list of costs and benefits for a load reduction Participants Test. C.B.
Form 5 is a list of costs and benefits for a load reduction RIM Test.

The delineation of the various ways of expressing test results is not
meant to discourage the continued development of additional variations for
expressing cost-effectiveness.
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C.B. FORM I

GENERAL ASSUMPTIONS

l. Life of program 20 years.

2, Average natural gas therm consumption per appliance

3. Program pea.k consumption per installed appliance:
Summer Therms
Winter Therms

4. Appliances installed per program _ units/yr.

5. Average number of participants _ yr.

6. Avoided KWII per appliance _.
7, Avoided therms per appliance _.
8. Incentive payment per appliance 

-.9. Any other cost or benefit not captured in the cost-effectiveness forms.

10. Escalation Rate: Escalation rates should be established for 1) Gas and pipeline
transportation costsl 2) Capital costs associeted with the program; end,3) O&M
costs associated with the program. These escalation rates should be applied for the
life of the program.

11. Discount Rate: the after-tax lncremental cost of capital.

All costs and benelits should be listed on an annual basis in net present values.

P = FV SIJB n - LEFT I I OVER {(1 + l) SUP n} RIGHT I

Where FVn: the future value of the investment at the end of n years.

n : I for an uneven stream ofcosts and benefits

i = discount rate

P : the present value of the future sum of



l.

)

Appendix B

C.B. FORM 2

PARTICIPANTS TEST
(Load Building Scenario)

BENEF'ITS

Electric Bill Savings:(Avoided I(WHs) X ($ Per KWH)

Incentive Payment: Total Incentive $ Received.

cosTs

l. fncremental Participant Costs:

A. Equipment Costs: (Gas Appliance Cost) - (Electric Baseline Appliance Cost)

B. Installation Costs: Customer Main Extension Costs (CIAC), Customer
Piping and Venting Cost)

C. Incremental O&M Costs

Gas Bill Increases:

A. (Incremental Therm Usage) X (Cost of Gas)

B. (Incremental Therm Usage) X @nergy Charge)

C. Customer Charge (For New Gas Customers Only.)
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C.B. FORM 3
(Page I of 2)

GAS RIM TEST
(Load Building Scenario)

BENEFITS

1. Revenue Increases:

A. (Incremental Therm Usage) X (Gas, Pipeline Transportation Charges are
included in the cost of gas)

B. (Incremental Therm Usage) X (Energy Charge)

C. (Projected # of New Participants to the System) X (Customer Charge)

cosTs

l. Increased Gas (Commodif) Costs:

A. Gas (Pipeline Transportation Charges are included in the cost of gas)

2. Non-Fuel Energy (Supply/Capacity) Costs:

A. Mains

B. Measurement and Regulator Station Equipment

C. Depreciation Expense on Capital ltems

D. Taxes Other than Income Taxes

3. Customer Charge'Related Costs

A. Service Lines

B. Meters

C. House Regulator Valves

D. Piping & Venting
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C.B. FORM 3
(Page 2 of 2)

E. Incremental O&M:

N. Costs in this category include meter reading expenses, records and
collection expenses, sales expenses, administrative and general
expenses, and maintenance of other equipment.

b. Depreciation Expense on Capital ltems.

c. Taxes other than income taxes.

5. Incentive Payments: Utility Rebates/Incentives Paid to Participants.
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C.B. FORM 4

PARTICIPANTS TEST
(Load Reduction Scenario)

BENErITS

1. Gas Bill Savings:

A. (Decremental Therm Usage) X (Cost of Gas)

B. (Decremental Therm Usage) X @nergy Charge)

2. Incentive Payment: Total Incentive $ Received.

COSTS

l. Incremental Participant Costs:

A. Equipment Costs: (Gas Appliance Cost) - (Gas Baseline Appliance Cost)

B. Incrernental O&M Costs
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l.

2.

C.B. FORM 5

GAS RIM TEST
(Load Reduction Scenario)

BENET[TS

Decreased Gas (Commodity) Costs:

A. Gas (Pipeline Transportation Costs are included in the cost of gas)

Avoided Non-Fuel Energy (Supply/Capacity) Costs:

A. Mains

B. Measurement and Regulator Station Equipment

C. Depreciation Expense on above capital items

D. Taxes

COSTS

1. Revenue Decrease:

A. (Decremental Therm Usege)

B. (Decremental Therm Usage)

x

x

(Cost of Gas)

@nergy Charge)

2. Incentive Payments: Total Incentive $ Paid to Participants
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Disclaimer

The Florida Solar Energy CenterAJniversity of Central Florida nor any agency thereof, nor any of their
employees, makes any warranty, express or implied, or assumes any legal liability or responsibility for the
accuracy, completeness, or usefulness ofany information, apparatus, product, or process disclosed, or
represents that its use would not infringe privately owned rights. Reference herein to any specific
commercial product, process, or service by trade name, trademark, manufacturer, or otherwise does not
necessarily constitute or imply its endorsement, recommendation, or favoring by the Florida Solar Energy
Centerfuniversity of Central Florida or any agency thereof. The views and opinions of authors expressed
herein do not necessarily state or reflect those of the Florida Solar Energy Centerfuniversity of Central
Florida or any agency thereof.
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Abstract

The Florida Solar Energy Center previously created an economic assessment tool targeting seven
common commercial appliances. The actual costs used to define gas utility piping and
administrative costs have been updated in this assessment tool. Methodologies for determining
piping and administration costs were developed through a gas utility workgroup and historic cost
data were used to define specific cost inputs to the economic model. This report builds upon the
previous work and describes the development of the essential cost inputs used to complete the
economic analysis. Reorganization of the previous assessment tool is also described.

Intoduction

Section 366.81, Florida Statutes, authorizes the Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC) to
regulate electric and natural gas energy conservation programs. A regulated utility must develop
plans and implement energy conservation programs according to the rules established by the
FPSC. In 1996, the FPSC adopted Rule 25-17.009, Florida Administrative Code, which
establishes the methodology for cost-effectiveness assessment of natural gas programs.

Rule 25-17.009 requires that each gas utility that seeks to recover costs for an existing, new, or
modified demand side management program shall perform a cost-effectiveness assessment by
means of the Participants Test and the Gas Rate Impact Measure (G-RIM) Test in the format set
forth in Form PSC/CMP/I8, entitled the "Florida Public Service Commission Cost Effectiveness
Manual for Natural Gas Utility Demand Side Management Programs." As long as the programs
offered pass the Participants and G-RIM Tests with a score of one or greater, it is deemed cost
effective and beneficial for a utility company to offer to its customers.

The Florida Solar Energy Center (FSEC) previously developed a method for calculating the cost-

effectiveness of commercial natural gas conservation programs covering severaltypical
appliance typest. The intent of the assessment was to develop a detailed spreadsheet that, when
given the associated costs and energy use for appliances used in "typical" buildings, would
calculate the resulting scores for both the Participants Test and the Gas Rate Impact Measure.
The costs associated with gas utility piping and administrative costs were not accurately
determined during the previous project. These costs, as they became available, were to be

entered into the detailed worksheet. Costs associated with gas utility piping and administrative
costs have now been defined and have been incorporated into the economic assessment tool.

Existing Economic Analysis Tool

The final report for the previous project (FSEC-CR-1834-09) describes in detail the various
sections of the spreadsheet and how these sections work together to create an economic analysis.
This report builds on the previous final report and associated spreadsheet. The methodology used

' "Developing G-RIM and Participants Tests for Specific Commercial Programs for the Associated Gas Distributors
of Florida," R. Raustad, FSEC-CR-1834-09.

I
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to determine specific cost information and recent updates to the previous spreadsheet are

described here.

Information Template

Several financial inputs are required to properly identif costs incurred by both the gas utility
and gas customer. Since utility companies had some difficulty in identifying these costs, the
Associated Gas Distributors of Florida (AGDF) created a gas utility workgroup to define an

information template which included all requisite cost categories. The information template was

originally developed by this gas utility workgroup and Tactical Energy Solutions, LLC, a utility
consultant on this project. The Florida Solar Energy Center reviewed the information template
and provided feedback with regards to the usefulness and applicability towards the existing
economic assessment tool. Table 1 describes the categories listed in the information template.
These categories are primarily based on the original economic assessment tool. Using this
information template, which is now included in the economic assessment tool, individual gas

utility companies can provide accurate cost data for subsequent economic analysis. During the
project, it was determined that some of these categories (i.e., EC Admin Cost and Service Line
costs) would require more detailed information to segregate costs associated with different
program and building types.

For example, the energy conservation (EC) administrative costs were only available historically
for residential EC programs. A methodology was developed to apply historical residential EC
program costs to future commercial EC programs. Of course, as historical commercial cost data

become available, these commercial costs may be substituted in future as necessary.

Additionally, other gas utility costs (e.g., mains cost per customer) and customer costs (e.g.,

piping and fuel line costs) were determined using a unified and systematic approach.

Once the financial data, as defined in the information template, was received from each gas

utility company, this information was assembled in a common location for analysis. As is
appropriate for financial and cost calculations, a spreadsheet was created where these costs could
be organized and a methodology created to determine costs based on a per metric basis (i.e., per

customer, per linear foot, per typical building area, etc.).

Table 1. Information Template Cost rtes
Rates: Resulator: Non-Fuel Gas Esc: EC Admin Cost:
Customer Charge Reeulator Cost Customer Charee Water Heat Tank

Fuel Charee Regulator Install Gas Base Rate Water Heat Tankless

Distribution Charse Administrative: Depreciation Rates: Cooking Deep Fryer
ECCR New Customer Admin Service Line Cookine Oven

Service Line: Gas Facilitv O&M Development Main Pool Heatins
Main Usaee Class Financial Data: Meter Des. Dehumidifier
Feeder or Supply Discount Rate Supplv Mains Clothes Drvine
Proiect Main Customer Tax Rate

Meter: Fuel and O&M Esc:
Meter Cost O&M Expenses

Meter Set Gas Fuel Rate
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Costs for specific categories found in the information template were then determined based on
methodologies developed by the gas utility workgroup. The cost data developed by the gas utility
workgroup have been included in the economic assessment tool simply to document where these
data originated. New costs can be calculated in these worksheets and copied to the appropriate
locations in the economic assessment tool. The new worksheets (tabs) in the revised spreadsheet
are hidden from view and can be accessed by right-clicking on the bottom group oftabs, and
selecting unhide. Simply choose the specific worksheet to display. Since the original assessment
tool has considerably changed, the new worksheets (tabs) in the revised assessment tool are
described in Table 2.

Specific costs attributed to the natural gas service main, main extension, energy conservation
program, and building fuel line piping costs are described here. This information is included in
the economic assessment tool as separate worksheets and may be used for updating these costs in
the future. As previously described, these worksheets (tab) are hidden from view and can be
accessed by right-clicking on the bottom group of tabs, and selecting unhide. Simply choose the
specific worksheet to display.

Service Main Cost
Costs associated with service mains were provided for multiple gas utility service territories.
These costs were based on previous construction projects for commercial properties ranging in
size and type. Commercial properties were grouped according to the general building type as

defined in the economic assessment tool. These costs were averaged for each building type and
an assumed length of supply main was used to determine a cost per linear length. Table 3

identifies available utility data, the resulting linear costs, and the average costs reported by

able 2. Economic Assessment Tool Worksheet
Economic Assessment Tool Worksheet Descrintion Intended Data Location
Inflation Rate Historic inflation data Assumptions worksheet - C2l
lnformation Template Various costs by utiliW companv NG Cost Data worksheet
Service Main Cost Utility cost. service line and pipine NG Cost Data - row 5

Main Extension Cost I Utiliw cost. main extension costs NG Cost Data - row 6
l.:: :t' 

-t) :.; 
): 

l: l:.:l: 
) 
:1t::t::)1 Utility cost, EC programs Preliminary data used on LDC EC

Cost Adiustment Factors worksheet
LDCE :,:'1.1 '. t, Utility cost, NG Cost Data - rows 40-46

Utility O&M costs NG Cost Data- rows27 &28
\rro Year PGA Factor Averacer Utility PGA averase cost NG Cost Data- row 23

Customer cost, gas piping, venting,
and installation

Equipment Summary -row 32-34,
43-45. etc.

Electric utiliw rate data Assumntions - row 92 - 105

All cost data for natural eas utilities Assumntions - row 20 - 85

Basic financial assumptions Financial Data Input
F,o irinminlr'$rltii;1i{i:':::,r:,:l'r:::::i:: Basic eouio. assumntions Eouipment Data Input
Water Heatine (tank or tankless)

Economic Analvsis Results Results
Cookins - Deep Frver
Cookine - OvenRanse
Pool Heatine
Desiccant Dehumidifier
Clothes Drying
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several contributing utilities. The actual total cost reported by each gas utility company was
entered into the economic assessment tool. Since only five of the seven gas utility companies
provided cost data, the average costs were applied to the remaining two utility companies (see

Table 13). These costs represent a gas utility company investment cost and apply to the gas rate
impact measure (G-RIM) benefit to cost ratio analysis. The assumed linear length and average
cost per foot metrics were not actually used in the current assessment tool.

Main Extension Cost
Main extension costs were determined based on the relative size of the property required for each
building type. A sample of buildings were reviewed and categorized according to the general
building type as defined in the economic assessment tool. This methodology provided the
average property area of buildings in each of the general building type categories. The length of
the edge of one side of the property was used to represent the typical length of a main extension.
This length, calculated as the square root of the property area, was then multiplied by the average
cost of various 2" and 3" main line piping and included associated installation costs. Table 4
identifies available data and the resulting main extension costs were used to define the project
main cost in the economic analysis (see Table 13). A description of the methodology used is also
provided. These costs represent a gas utility company investment cost and apply to the G-RIM
benefit to cost ratio analysis.

Energy Conservation Program Cost
Costs associated with energy conservation (EC) projects are applied to both the customer and the
gas utility company. Since the customer costs are spread over all utility customers, EC program
costs are applied on a per therm basis and are included in each gas utilities rate structure. Costs
applied to the gas utility company are an accumulation of all advertising and labor costs
associated with a given EC program. To determine administrative costs for new commercial EC
programs, historical data for current residential EC programs were used to provide a cost
estimate for similar commercial programs.

There are currently three types of energy conservation programs: new construction, replacement,
and retention. The new construction program type assumes a customer will incur equipment
costs and all associated piping and piping installation costs. The replacement program type
assumes a customer is currently using electric appliances and may convert to equivalent gas

appliances when properly incentivized. Costs associated with equipment replacement, including
the initial piping and main costs, are used in the analysis. Retention programs incentivize a

customer to remain with the gas utility and assumes that a customer is already participating in an

EC program and will only require equipment replacement.

Customers participating in EC programs for a specific gas utility company were used to
determine the participation percentage for new construction, replacement, and retention
programs. This data provided a method for determining the number of customers that would
likely participate in an energy conservation program assuming participation was similar between
residential and commercial programs. This was the first step in calculating a cost basis for use in
the economic analvsis.
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Energy conservation program costs were calculated for each local distribution company (LDC).
An allocation methodology was applied using conservation expense forecast data approved in
Docket 10004-GU. The methodology took into account variables such as projected program
participation rates, advertising expenses, and labor expenses by appliance type for each ofthree
program types (i.e., new construction, retrofit, and retention). The process is described here and

sections of the spreadsheet calculations are shown for steps A and B in Table 5, C and D in Table
6, E and F in Table 7, and the final calculation G in Table 8.

Program participants were estimated by establishing a baseline participation rate by

program type, as a percentage of total commercial customers. The baseline participation

rates were obtained from FPUC's historical participation rates of residential rebate

programs for New Construction, Retrofit, and Retention.

Baseline participation rates were then applied to each LDC's Commercial Customer

totals to project estimated rates for the Commercial Conservation Program.

Advertising and Common expenses were determined by establishing a baseline

advertising cost ratio oftotal advertising dollars to total rebates processed, based on

FPUCs historicalresidential advertising cost per rebate. Data from each FPUC's 2010

Schedule CT-2 and 201I Schedule C-3 were used in this process.

This Ratio was then applied to the estimated number of commercial program participants

to determine the advertising cost portion of the total Energy Conservation Program Costs.

This advertising baseline rate was then adjusted to reflect each LDCs total historical

advertising expenditures relative to total customers (based on Docket NO. I10004-GU

Schedule CT-z).
Labor expenses associated with administering the commercial conservation program

were established by developing a baseline ratio of labor costs to rebates processed, based

on historical ECCR residential labor expenses per rebate. Data from each LDC's 2010

Schedule CT-2 and 201I Schedule C-3 were used in this process.

This Ratio was then applied to the estimated number of commercial program participants

to determine the labor costs portion of the total Energy Conservation Program Costs.

Once all labor, Advertising, and Common Costs were calculated, a total Energy

Conservation Program Cost was developed by dividing these costs across the estimated

number of Commercial Customers participating in energy conservation programs.

A.

B.

C.

D.

E.

F.

G.
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able 3. Su Main (Service) Line Costs

Building Type & Description:
Assumed

Footagp FPt'C

FPUC

sglft IE€O rEco$yfrl CFGICPK

cFG/CPK

$$/ft FCG/AGr

FC6/AGr

$$Ift lndianlourm

Irdiantopn

$$/rt

tDc

Average

Service fne
Cost

Sdoic. lH* SJm. Flqb! Enrg Stole,
Lah Bak. &-ddiric Less dim25-000 sr 50

5{t

50

75

il10

125

$ 1.0{100

$ 1.0il.m

$ 1.00.00

$ 1.245.00

I r.s.00

t 1.150.m

f 20.20

$ 20.20

$ 1.750.00

$ 1750m

$ 1,75000

$ 3.370.m

$ 6.78000

$ 6.780.00

t 36.m $ 10t.00

$ l.ml.m

f 1BA.m

$ u4s.00

$ 1.360.m

$ 1.150.00

t 21.20 $ 1.300.00

$ 1300.m

t I.s0.00

$ 1537.00

$ rgn.00

3 2.t7.m

$ 26.m I '1fitl.m

$ 1.010.m

1.00.m$

$ 1:45.00

$ t.36t1.00

$ 1,450.00

t 20-20 t ?r.32

| 21.32

, 21.12

3 23-21

t 25.52

t 21.31

3 il16.00
ftl Asslm 4,8ffi Anrual Therms & 548
CFH

| 35.m 3 20.20 t 26.m $ 20.41 $ 1216.m

W
Senice (0str$utim Crr, Cdd Stsaqe,
As*otb Plat Ch:ch. Scfi o€&,
ffiPf,d6. m srj>. glea(s ma I

25.@l eq. ft .l Arm 7JmArru:l

| 20.m

I G-m

$ s.m | 20-al t 2400 s 20-al $ L21A$
linall Cmgci:l Fod Sernirn
Fst Food. 5.b Shops. CurmercirJ Bdgs.

Anrudllgns &467CfH

I s.s3 3 6.m $ 4.29 $ 16.fl1 $ !ru.{o
-agp CmerciJ Food Scruice
$ne-lnFenawants ge*a thm5,0$ sq
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Table 4. Main Extension Costs
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Administrative Costs

Costs associated with residential EC program advertising and labor are then used to project these

costs for similar commercial EC programs. Total advertising and labor costs are estimated and

then these costs are spread over the number of energy conservation program participants. When
an economic analysis is preformed, this per participant cost is applied as a cost to the utility
company for each year of the analysis.
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Table 7, EC Program Labor Costs
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The final step in determining EC program costs for each gas utility company was to identi$ the
advertising and labor budgets for each gas utility company and calculate a ratio of costs based on
the specific utility company data described in the previous steps. The final calculations shown in
Table 9 were used in the economic analysis. Note that the cost is calculated on a per participating
customer basis for each program type (i.e., new construction, replacement, and retention).
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Table 9. EC Program Costs by Uti Compa
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Fuel Line Piping Cost
Costs associated with piping and fuel lines are paid for by the utility customer when gas

equipment is installed. These costs apply to new construction and replacement program types.
The gas utility workgroup identified typical costs for each building type based on previous
construction projects as shown in Table 10 and Table 11. These costs were reviewed by
independent contractors and deemed fair and reasonable. Costs are itemized for piping,
connection charge, gas flue vent installation, and connectors for certain appliances. All
commercial kitchen appliances require commercial rated appliance connectors for stationary or
removable equipment. Blue connectors are used for commercial appliances on wheels that
require a quick disconnect and restraining device for easy and safe removal of appliances for
cleaning or removal. Yellow connectors are used for stationary appliances and don't require the
quick disconnect or restraining device.

Table 10, Piping and
Fucl Linc Cort: The AGDF

Fuel Line Costs

Workgroup developed interior fuel
line {piping} footagesassociated with
each building analyzed in the cost
effectiveness model. Appropriate
footageswere determined by

obtained Florida-based Fuel Line/Gas
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Commercial Account
Representatives from Florida Public

Utilities. The piping costsdeveloped
were then reviewed by additional
contractors who deemed the costs
to be within a 5%, reasonable and

acceptable rate.
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able 1. and Fuel Line Costs (cont.
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These customer piping and fuel line costs are applied to the economic analysis by entering these

costs on the Equipment Summary worksheet in rows 32-34 for the Small Commercial Non-Food
Service building type. Information for other building types are entered in a similar manner in
their corresponding locations. An example for entering this information is provided in Table 12.

The piping and connect charges for a water heater, shown in Table l0 for a Small Commercial
Non-Food Service building type ($1,800 + $95), are combined and entered as the cost for piping.
The venting costs in Table 10 are entered as the cost for venting. Installation costs may have

been included in the original estimate, but to be conservative, a cost of $445 is included for
installation of the appliance. Venting costs for the desiccant dehumidifier were assumed to be 0

since this appliance type emits flue gasses through the exhaust air stream. These costs are applied
to the gas utility customer in the economic analysis. In the future, these costs may be modified as

necessary to more accurately reflect the actual costs of installing specific commercial appliances.

Table 12. Customer Piping, Venting and Installation Costs

s{nf!}Cqt@rufti f'lon PfiS *ln

Water Heating - Tank
Wder Heating - Tanldess
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Utility Company Piping Costs

Piping costs paid for by the gas utility company, as previously described in the sections
describing Service Main and Main Extension costs, are entered on the NG Cost Data
spreadsheet. The costs shown in Table 3 and Table 4 describe the Service Main and Main
Extension entries in the economic assessment tool. An example of how these costs are entered is
shown in Table l3 for a specific gas utility company. The costs in Table 3 represent the actual
costs for each specific service tenitory (e.g., Florida City Gas [FCG] column). Average cost data
by building type from Table 4 were entered in the assessment tool for each gas utility company.

A difference in the methodology from the previous analysis is that the building types chosen for
analysis will typically fall into a specific gas utility rate class. Previously, the rate class was
chosen based on simulated gas consumption, whereas now, the rate class is fixed for a specific
building type. For example, the Small Commercial Non-Food Service and Small Commercial
Food Service building types are both categorized as operating under the GS-1200 rate tariff when
considering costs for Florida City Gas. These building classifications were determined by the gas

utility workgroup as part of this project. Meter and regulator costs were provided by each utility
company as part of the information provided on the Information Template (see Table l). Note
here that Other costs are shown to be $0. In the future, this row can be used for any other costs
paid for by the gas utility company that are not currently included in the economic analysis.

The rate schedule costs are derived from the specific utility company rate tariffs for each gas

utility company and are specific to the building type and rate class category as determined by the
gas utility company workgroup. These costs are entered here as a common location for all costs

associated with the gas industry.

Table 13. Util Costs for Meter, Regulator and Associated Rate Schedule
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Utitity Company Administrative Costs

Administrative and operating and maintenance costs paid for by the gas utility company are

entered on the NG Cost Data spreadsheet. These costs were provided by each utility company as

part of the cost data provided on the Information Template (see Table l). Economic data for
discount rate and depreciation rates are also entered here as shown in Table 14. Another
modification to the previous analysis was to allow for the economic assessment tool to
automatically average or calculate customer weighted average costs. For each applicable row in
the NG Cost Data spreadsheet, there are now calculations for average, and weighted average
cost. This information can be used instead of specific utility company costs by selecting the
appropriate utility company in Cell H7 on the Assumptions spreadsheet (i.e., average and

weighted average are now options for the utility company name).

Table 14. Administrative Costs and Financial Data
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Enerry Conservation Program Costs

The costs associated with operating an energy conservation program must also be included in the
economic analysis. These costs can be difficult to determine for new programs. The gas utility
workgroup defined a methodology to determine these costs as described in the previous section
for Energy Conservation Program Administrative Costs. Annual Energy Conservation (EC)
Program Costs are paid for by the gas utility company and recovered through an ECCR customer
charge. The costs paid by the gas utility company are entered on the NG Cost Data spreadsheet

as shown in Table 15. These costs are entered specifically for each utility company. At this time
it is assumed that these costs are dependent on utility company and also change based on

appliance type. In the future, these costs may be more accurately defined as more information for
commercial EC programs becomes available.

As described previously, these costs entered on the NG Cost Data spreadsheet can be used to
provide an economic analysis based on costs incurred by a specific utility, or the analysis could
use average or weighted average cost data. The averaged data is simply the mathematical
average of entered cost data. The weighted average data is weighted based on the number of
customers in each utility company's service territory. As shown in Table 15, the number of
customers for each utility company must be entered in order to assess weighted average costs. [f
the number of customers for a given gas utility company is 0, the costs associated with that
specific gas utility company are not included in the weighted average cost data.

l5
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Modifications to Existing Assessment Tool
In addition to making minor cosmetic changes to the assessment tool, other corrections were
made and are documented here for completeness. While modifying the spreadsheet with the new
cost data, a review of the calculations identified an error in the calculation of Program Cost on
the G-RIM Test - Results page. The calculation formula that determined if the incentive should
be included in the calculation was looking at the wrong cell for average life (years). This
calculation was corrected along with a change to the calculation for when this cost was applied.
The original calculation used actual year (2010) minus 2009, when the calculation should have

been actual year minus 2010. The affected cell is shown in Table l6 and affects all cells for
subsequent years. To be specific, the calculation was changed to: =+IF(MOD(BIl2-
Bl$il l ),$D$34)=0,$D$21+$D$36,$D$36) where red highlighted data have changed. As a result,

the previous assessment tool disregarded the customer incentive in the first year of the EC
program. This calculation was corrected on all appliance results spreadsheets. At this time it was

also realized that there was no easy way to update the year of the simulation. For this reason, the
formula entries associated with dates (e.g., BI$ I I in the equation above previously read "2009")
were also revised here and elsewhere in the spreadsheets. The year of simulation can now be

entered on the Assumptions worksheet in cell B5.

Table 16. Exam G-RIM Test - Results Calculation Error
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An example residential EC program report was provided to FSEC during this project. This report
included life expectancy estimates for different appliance types. These same estimates were
included in this commercial assessment tool. The revised data for average appliance life
expectancy is shown in Table 17.
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As a final revision, the electric utility rates were updated as shown in Table l8 to reflect current

charges as of November 201 l. Of course these rates are updated annually to reflect current costs

and is mentioned here as a reminder to frequently update costs on the Electric Cost Data

worksheet. If this tab is not visible, right-click the tab section at the bottom of the workbook, and

select unhide. Then select the Electric Cost Data worksheet to make it visible. Instructions and

links are included to aid in this data collection effort.
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Appendix B

Results Summary

Given the changes to the original workbook, brief results of an economic analysis are presented

here and include all changes to cost data as previously described. This example simulates a large
commercial hospitality building in Florida Public Utilities service tenitory as shown in Table 19.

This analysis uses the weighted average electric utility rates of four major Florida electric utility
companies, assumes new construction, and shows that the tankless water heating and oven
cooking both pass the Participants and G-RIM test. EC programs for pool heating will most
likely not pass the Participants test with a score of I or greater since the COP for electric pool
water heating appliances is typically greater than 3. First cost for desiccant dehumidifying
equipment can be high and expectations for this type of appliance passing the participants test
are low. The deep fryer cooking and clothes drying appliances nearly pass the participants test
while easily surpassing one on the G-RIM test. The amount of cooking in the deep fryer
appliance influences the economics for the consumer. If the amount of product cooked is high,
the resulting participants test score may be greater than one. This analysis assumed 200 pounds
per day for deep frying and 200 pounds per day for oven cooking. Participants test scores can be

further increased by applying a monetary customer allowance or incentive. Incentives are paid to
the consumer for agreeing to use a gas appliance over a comparable electric appliance. The
incentive will increase the Participants test score while decreasing the G-RIM test score. The

table just to the right of these summary results on the Assumptions worksheet (not shown) is

used to enter the incentive data. Changing the incentive amount for one appliance will not
change the resulting scores for other appliances.

Table 19. Example Eggnomic Analysis fgr a Largg Commercial ll-g-_spitalily building **_*
Asrochted Gas Dlstrlbutorr of Florida

Commcrcial Energy Conecrvatlon Prograrn

General A$umptiont, Financhl, Coet, Urage and Fual Data
Ysar: 2012
Grt Utilny: Florida Public Utilities
SUMMARY RESULTS

l{..!lnt - T.nl

HcrllDt - T.rtlcrrt0

Allorrnce lp*
llnirl
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H..tlDt (0
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Dttins (0
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In this example, including a deep fryer cooling incentive of $3,675 will increase the Participants
test score to I .000 while decreasing the G-RIM test score to 1.295. For clothes drying, an

incentive of only $ I 80 was required to push the Participants test score up to 1.000 and resulted in

a G-RIM test score of 1.333. The new simulation results are shown in Table 20. However, these

" Entricr in Blue nry br modilird'-
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Appendix B

incentives are specific to costs associated with the Florida Public Utility company and a different
incentive will most likely be used so that all Florida gas utility companies use the same incentive
amount. The actual incentive will typically be based on the utility company that results in the
lowest participants test score for each specific appliance.

Table 20. Revised simulation results including incentives
Asgociated Gac Dlctrfbutors of Florlda

Commercial Enargy Consarvatlon Prog ram

Gcneral Assumptlonc, Finaneial, Cort, Ueage and Fuel Data
Year: 2012
Ga5 Urtltry: Florida Putrilic Utilitiee
SUMMARY RESULTS
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46. 0.1n 1-5*t 0.sr$
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Hc.tang l0
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D.tlDg (0

'fi xtllelMN*^cC*slPrrbj

The results presented in Table 20 are based on a simulation of a newly constructed large

hospitality building located in FPU's service territory. All available appliance types were
included in the analysis. If the appliances with Participants test scores lower than I are now
removed from the simulation, the Participants test score for deep fryer cooking would decrease

to 0.962 even though a $3,675 incentive for deep fryer cooking was still included. Similarly, the

Participants test score for clothes drying would decrease to 0.962. This is due to certain costs

(i.e., monthly gas customer charge) being allocated according to the percentage of gas used by
each appliance compared to the total building gas usage. Since two of the appliances were

removed from the analysis, the monthly costs attributed to these appliances were reallocated to

the remaining appliances and the scores changed. For each of these appliance types, the incentive
will have to be increased so that the Participant test scores are greater than or equal to I when all
applicable appliances are included in the simulation. Table 2l shows the analysis results when
the appliance incentive is increased to the point where all applicable appliances pass both the
Participants and G-RIM test. The pool heating and desiccant dehumidifier appliances were

removed from the simulation since the incentive amount needed to pass the Participants test
would cause the G-RIM test score to fall below l.

" Enrrles tn fllu* m:y be modlfted "
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Table 21. Final lnfhFS_lgg!"Ugfg *ggified incentives aT-{ alt_lpplicable appliancgg
Assochtad Gas Digtributon of Florida

Commercial Energy Ccnsarvatlon Prograrn

General AsumptBons, Financial, Cost, Usage and Fuel Data
: 201?

Ear Utilfty: Florido Public Utilitics
SUMMARY RESULTS
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'Ihe number of simulations needed to determine incentive amounts for each appliance type will
be numerous. For each appliance type or group of appliances, simulations would be performed
for all building types (6) in each gas utility's service territory (7) for each program type (3) and

may include duplicate simulations where appliances that fail either the Participants or G-NM
test are removed from the simulation.
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Appendix C: Cost Development Methodologies - Projections
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Determining Main Extension Cost: A step process was developed to estimate costs for main installations by the AGDF workgroup. First, a baseline linear footage was

determined for each Building type , which was based on average lot sizes for the building types utilized bV the cost effectiveness model. In total, 55 commercial lot sizes from 5
regions of Florida (SF, CF, WF, NE, NW) were examined to determine an average lot size (square footage) for 6 types of commercial buildings. The square root of the average

square footage was then calculated to determine length and width dimensions; which determined the linear footage of main extension for each building type. The linear foota8e

for each building type was then multiplied bV the each utility's cost per linear foot of main extension, assuming 2" plastic main. This linear footage was then multiplied bV the
average cost per foot of main extension, developed by the AGDF Workgroup.

The Second step was to apply a methodology to the baseline square footages so the main costs for each building type would corelate to each building's totoal annual load. the
purpose of this second step was to apply the logic that the buibings with the largest load would have the biggerst main extension costs. which is more reflective of reality.

|ncorporatingstep2intotheMainExtentioncostMthodo|gyreultsinamoreconservativeapproachtoextimatemainextentioncost5and.|sm
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Appendix C: Cost Development Methodologies

Bulldlng Selection Proccsr:3 Stcp Procgss

1. ldentifu the Approoriate Rebate Tvpe {from the list below}:
a. New Congtructlon-New Bricks & Mortar, or complete

renovation (ex. A hair salon is renovated into a restaurant)
b. Rcplaccmentf Retrofit-U pgrad i ng f rom a n E LECTR lC

Appliance to a ft{atural Gas Appliance.

c. Retention-Replacing an Existing Natural Gas Appliance with
a new Natural Gas Appliance.

2. ldentifv the Building Use Type {from the list below):

a. Foodservice
b. Non-Food Servicc

c. l'lospitality
cl. Cleanlng Serviceflaundry Mat

3. Match the Appropriate Building Use Tvpe with the Therm Load

Table Below:

Bulldlns Ucr Tvsr Thrrm Loed Rebatr C.t.!ory to b€ usad

Fosdservice 2.O46 ro 9.437 Small Commerclal
Foodservlce 9,438 and over Large Commercial

Non-Food Service Less than 3,95O No Rebate

Non-Food Service 6reater than 3,950 Large Commercial Non-Food
5ervice

Hospitality Under 31,O82 Lar6e Commercial Non-Foqd
Service

Hospitality 31,082 and over Large Commercial Hospitality
Cleaning Service Under 45,928 Large Commercial Non-Food

Service

Cleaning Service 45,92E and 0ver Large Commercial €leanlng
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ix C: Cost

2,046-9,437

9,438 and ovrr
31,082

45,928 and over
and ovtr

5,868

5,6b6

72,128

707

NO

YES

YES

YES

YES

N€ed for Fractlonal Gas Bulldlnt Lo.d Utlllzed
5,868

20,260

31,082

65,928

Small Commercial Food Service

Largc Commcrcial Food 5eruice

LarSe Commcrcial Hospitality

Large Commercial Cleaning seryice

Larte CommrrctatFoodS€rvlcG FfaCtiOnOf
I Equlpmcnt Gas usagr

Equipment Gas Usage to Total Gas Usage Amount
I Butldtns toad I Equlp. Fractlonal Usagc Amount

Uatel ll.atln! - Tank l1l 3,r25 20.260 0.15426565

^rater 
Heatlnt - Tanklcss 2,334 20.260 0.11521180:

Inr - Daeo I 1.375 20.260 0.06793564:

- Oven,/ r367 o.06745524

large Commcrclrl Hospltallty Fraction of Equipment Gas Usage to Total Gas Usage Amount
I Eoulomcnt Gas u3aae lBulldlnr toad I Equlp. Frrctlonal UsaSe Amount

4.681 31.082 0.150585059

3,496 31,082 0.112463006

t,376 31,082 0.044282096

L,367 31,082 0.043958961

:lothrs Drylng ll) 642 31,082 0.020655042

Lartc Commerclal Clarnlnt Srrulcr Fraction of Equipment Gas Usage to Total Gas Usage Amount
I Eouloment Gas usrrc I Bulldlnr Lo.d lEqulp. Fractlonal Usstc Amount

ir.ter Hcrtlnr - Tank (1 2.270 55,928 0.034428181

ir|ter HeatlnP - Tankless 1.695 65,928 0.02571218(

:lothcs Drylns (1) 964 65,928 0.014622072

Largc Commerclal NON-Food S€rvlca Fraction of Equipment Gas Usage to Total Gas Usage Amount
lEoulom.nt G.s us.r€ | Butldtnr Load lEqulD. Fractional usatc Amount

lret.r H..tlnr - Tank tll 707 5,839 0.72707941

/t ater Hcatlnt - Tankless 5,839 0.09042639;
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FPU (Baseline)

FCG/AGL

TECO

CFG

Indiantown*
Sebring

St. Joe*

FPU {Baseline)
FCG/AGL

TECO

CFG

lndiantown*
Sebring
St. Joe*

47,325

96,472

304,701

13,936

700

4,462

2,588

Residential

Customers (FERC

Form 2 p.26)
47,325

96,472

304,70L

13,936

700

4,462

Advertsing
Budget to Cust

Ratio
70.39

8.39

3.47

10.07

2.33

Labor Budget

to Cust Ratio

S 5.42

s s.ss

s 1.08

5 16.74

s s.42

s 1,30

s s.42

Basline Advt. to
Ratio

70.39

70.39

70.39

70.39

70.39

Basline Labor to
Ratio

Adjustment
Factor

a
0.807

0.328

0.959

0.000

0.224
0.000

Adjustment
Fastor

0

1.024
0.199

3.088

1.000

0.240
1.000

Appendix C: Cost Development Methodologies

Residential

Customers (FERC

Form2

2011 ECCR Advt.
Budget

Dock. fl
497,887.00

809,049.00

1,039,486.00

140,403.00

10,398.00

2011 ECCR Labor
Budget

(Dock. fl11004-GU)

s 256,565.00

5 s95,735.00

s 328,209.00

S 293,294.00

s s,811.00

70.39

70.39
s
s

s

s

5

s

5

5.42

5.42

5.42

5.42
5.42

5.42

5.42

s
5
5

$
s
s
s

Labor Adiustment Factors

'Smoll Somple size, will use FPU Bose Line Rotios
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*Adjustment ratio factor of "1"

Utility Pnorram EC Procram Cost

FPU

New Construction s 0.s2
Replacement (E2G) 5 o.zq
Retention (G2G) S o.ee

FCG/AGL

NFw Construction s 0.32
placement (E2G) S o.rc

Retention (G2G) S o,cr

rEco
New Construction s 0.09

Replacement (E2G) s 0.04

Retention (G2G) 5 0.12

:FG

Ndw Construction s 0.48

R€placement (E2G) s 0.22

Retention (G2G) s 0.62

ndiantown*
New Construction S o.zr
Replacement (E2G) s 0.09

Retention (G2G) 5 o.zt
New Construction $ o.oa

Rdplacem'ent (E2G) , s 0.02

Rqtention (G2G) s 0.0s

St. Joe*

New Construction s 0.42

Replacement (E2G) s 0.19

Retention (G2G) 5 o.ss
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FCG/AGL

# of Commercial
Customers

6,700

6,700

6,700

LDC Enerqv Conservation Program Costs

Commercial EC Participants

Estlmatated # of

Commerical EC Advertising Costs

Basline

Advertsing
Rate

Participatlon
Rate

5167

Srez
s167

Baseline I

Rate

7.80870%

0.82515%

2.358

Estimated fl of

72t

f,)

158

317.53

s9,269.04

s26,489.75

New Construction
Replacement (E2G)

Retention (G2G!

r2t
55

158

tzt
55

158

Adjusted
Ertsinc Factor

Estimatated
dvertsins Cost

0,807

0.807

0.807

Estimated Labor

Cost

s15,776,80

57,l97.sz
s20,569.61

# of Com/Res

Customers

to3,t72
t03,t72
t03,L72

Adjusted labor
Factor

Advertsing Cost

Total

s16,396.24

s7,480.11

s21,377.23

[abor Cost

Total

s16,1ss.44
s7,370.26

s21,063.28

Determininq Commercial [abor Costs

Estimated # of

Estimatated
dvertsinc Cost

s7,480.11

521,377.23

130.19

130,19

130.19

Estimated
labor Cost

155.44

57,370.

5z

Annual EC Monthly EC

Cost Cost

S o.os

S o.or

S o.og

t.024
1.024
1.024

0.32

0.14

0.41
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TECO Peoples Gas

f of Commercial
Customers

IDC Energv Conservation Program Costs

Commerclal EC Participants

New Construction

Replacement (E2G)

Retention (G2G)

New Construction
Replacement (E2G)

Retention {G2G)

New Construction
Replacement (E2G)

Retention (G2G)

New Construction
Replacement (E2G)

Retention (G2G)

20,815

20,815

20,815

Estimatated fr of
P

Participation
Rate

t
0.825

2.358

5167.66
5167.66

5167.66

Baseline

labor Rate

s 130.19

S rgo.rg
S rgo.rg

Estimated
Labor Cost

s9,753.80
54,449.77

S12,716.88

Estimated fl of

376

t72

49r

Estimatated
Cost

s63,120.

528,796.27
s82,296.74

Estlmated Labor
Cost

s49,014.05

s22,360.65
s63,903.94

f of Com/Res
Customers

325,516
325,516
325,516

Factor Total

Commerical EC Advertisins Costs

Basline

Advertsing
Rate

Adjusted

376
t72
49t

376
t72
49L

0.328

0.328
0.328

0.199

0.199

0.199

s20,703.62
59,445.18

s25,993.13

Determining Commercial Labor Costs

Estimated S of
P

Adjusted labor
Factor

labor Cost

Total

s9,753,80

54,449.77

512,716.88

Estimatated
Cost

520,703,62

s9,445.
s25,993.1

S o.or

S o.oo

S o,or

s
5

5

Annual EC Monthly EC

Cost Cost

0.09

0.04
0.L2
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CFG/CPK

fl of Commercial
Customers

IDC Enerw Conservation Program Costs

Commercial EC Participants

Participation
Rate

Estimated fr of
P

New Construction

Replacement (E2G)

Retention (G2G)

New Construction
Replacement (E26)

Retention {G2G)

New Construction
Replacement (E2G)

Retention (G2G)

Pa

Estimated S of

683

683

683

52,006.97

Sgrs.oo
s2,616.66

1

Baseline

labor Rate

130.19

130.19

130,19

Estimated
labor Cost

54,966.41
52,265.72

56,475.14

52,07r.r7
S944.89

s2,700.37

Advertsing Cost

Total

52,006.97

Sgrs.oo
S2,616.66

labor Cost

Total

s4,966.41
s2,265.72
56,475.t4

0.825

Commerical EC Advertisins Costs

Estimatated f of

Determining Commercial labor Costs

Adjusted
ertsins Factor

Estimatated
dvertsing Cost

Basline

Advertsing
Rate

0.969
0.969

0.969

5167

5167

5167

Estimatated
dvertsing Cost

Estimated labor
Cost

S1,G08.29

5733.72

s2,095.87

# of Com/Res
Customers

L4,6t9
t4,6t9
L4,6t9

Adjusted labor
Factor

Annual EC Monthly EC

am Cost Cost

3.088

3.088

3.088

0.04

0.02

0.05

0.48
0.22

0.62
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Indiantown (FPU)

f of Commerclal
Customers

IDC Energv Conservation ProEram Costs

Commerclal EC Participants

t.80870%

0.82575%

235816%

Commerical EC Advertisins Costs

28

28

28

0.5

o.2

o.7

0.5

0.2

0.7

Participation
Rate

Estimated f of

t
0

1

Estimatated
Cost

Estimatated f of

Estimated f of

Estimatated
Cost

S84.e1

s38.74
s110.70

Basellne

labor Rate

130,19

130.19

130,19

Estimated
Labor Cost

Estimated Labor
Cost

s6s.93
Sso.os

Sas.so

# of Com/Res
Customers

Adjusted Labor
Factor

Advertsing Cost

Total

584,91

538,74
s110,70

Labor Cost

Total

56s.93
s30,08
s8s.96

Adjusted
ertsins Factor

Basline

Advertsing
Rate

1.000

1.000

1.000

1.000

1.000

1,000

0.2r
0.09

0.27

5rez.
5167.

Sroz.

S84.91

s38.74
S110.70

Determining Commercial Labor Costs

New Construction
Replacement (E2G)

Retention (G2G)

Annual EC Monthly EC

Cost Cost

728
728
728

0.02

0.01

0.02
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Sebring

S of Commercial
Customers

IDC Energv Conservation Program Costs

Commercial EC Particioants

Estimated f of

Estimatated
Cost

0.82515%

2.358160/o

Baseline

Labor Rate

130.19

130.19

130.19

Estimated
labor Cost

S8s.34

S38.s3

s111.26

Adjusted [abor
Factor

Advertsing Cost

Total

s102.s7
546.79

s133,73

labor Cost

Total

58s.34
538.93

Sltt.26

151

151

151

Participation

Rate

Estimated fi of

3

1

4

Cost

Estimated Labor
Cost

s3ss.s7
st62.2t
s463.s8

fi of Com/Res
Customers

Commerical EC Advertising Costs

Estimatated f of Estimatated

S167.66

Srez.oe

s167.66

Determining Commercial [abor Costs

2.7

t.2
3.6

Adjusted

lrtsins Factor

Basline

Advertsing
Rate

0.240
0.240
0.240

2.7

L.2

3.6

0.04

0.02

0.05

0.224
0.224

0.224

New Construction
Replacement (E2G)

Retention (G2G)

54s7.9o
S208.9o

s597.01

4,6t3
4,673
4,613

Annual EC Monthly EC

Cost Cost

s102.s7
546.79

s133.73

0.00

0.00

0.00
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St. Joe

f of Commercial
Customers

IDC Energy Conservation Program Costs

Commercial EC Participants

New Constructlon

Replacement (E2G)

Retention (G2G)

New Construction
Replacement (E2G)

Retention (G2G)

New Construction
Replacement (E2G)

Retention (G2G)

New Construction
Replacement (E2G)

Retention (G2G)

Estimatated S of

Participation
Rate

s167,66
s167.66
S167.66

Baseline

labor Rate

5 rgo,rg
s 130.19

S rgo.rg

Estimated
labor Cost

s36.88

5244.93

s699,98

Estimated # of

Estimatated
Cost

s69

s31s.42
s901

Estimated labor
Cost

ss36.88
s244.93
s699.98

f of Com/Res
Customers

2,916
2,916
2,9t6

1.80870%

0.82515%

2.358160/o

Commerical EC Advertisine Costs

Basline

Advertsing
Rate

4

2

5

228

228

228

Adjusted Cost

5691.40

531s,42
s901.44

5s36.88
s244.93

s699.98

Factor Total

Determining Commercial [abor Costs

4.t
1.9

5.4

4.t
1.9

5.4

1.000

1.000

1.000

1,000

1,000

1.000

Estimated S of Adjusted Labor
Factor

labor Cost

Total

Estimatated
Cost

Annual EC Monthly EC

Cost Cost

0.42

0.19

0.55

5691.40
s3ls.42
Ssor.++

S o.oq

S o.oz

S o.os

s
s

s
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AGDF Commercial Program Filing

Cost Effectiveness Results Summary Page

Building Type: Small Commercial FOOD SERVICE

Rebate Type: New Construction

Utility Results: CENTRAL FLORIDA GAS

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1000.00 L.23L 1,347

TANKLESS W/H s2000.00 1.495 1.342

RANGE/OVEN s1000.00 r.574 1.305

FRYER s4000,00 1.004 t.174

Rebate Type: RETROFIT

Rebate Type: RETENTION

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,500.00 L.2t5 1,378

TANKLESS W/H s2,5o0.oo 1.505 t.323

RANGE/OVEN s1,500.00 1.574 1.305

FRYER s4,0oo.0o 1.004 L.t74

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1000.00 L.2t8 1.454

TANKLESS W/H s2000.00 1,500 1.424

RANGE/OVEN s1000.00 1.566 1.409

FRYER s4000.00 1.009 1,228



AGDF Commercial Program Filing

Cost Effectiveness Results Summary Page

Building Type: LARGE Commercial NON-FOOD SERVICE

Rebate Type: New Construction

Utility Results: CENTRAL FLORIDA GAS

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H st,s00.0o t.374 r.220

TANKLESS W/H s2,000.00 1.549 t.Lo2

Rebate Type: RETROFIT

Rebate Type: RETENTION

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s2,000.00 1,403 t.t67

TANKLESS W/H s2,500.00 1.585 1.045

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,500.00 1.386 t.279

TANKLESS W/H s2,000.00 1.566 1.150



AGDF Commercial Program Filing

Cost Effectiveness Results Summary Page

Building Type: LARGE Commercial FOOD SERVICE

Rebate Type: New Construction

Utility Results: CENTRAL FLORIDA GAS

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,500.00 L.3t4 7.290

TANKLESS W/H Sz,ooo.oo L.628 1.255

RANGE/OVEN s1,5o0.oo 1.681 t.234

FRYER s4,000.00 1.085 r.t07

Rebate Type: RETROFIT

Rebate Type: RETENTION

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test

Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s2,000.00 7.323 t.275
TANKLESS W/H s2,500.00 1.639 L.236

RANGE/OVEN s1,500.00 1.681 t.234

FRYER s4,000.00 1.085 t.t07

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,5oo.oo 1.318 1.316

TANKLESS W/H s2,000.00 L.634 t.279

RANGE/OVEN s1,500.00 1.691 I.257

FRYER s4,000.00 1.091 L.I25



AGDF Commercial Program Filing

Cost Effectiveness Results Summary Page

BuildingType:@

Rebate Type: New Construction

Utility Results: CENTRAL FLORIDA GAS

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,5oo.o0 1.222 1.294

TANKLESS W/H s2,ooo.oo 1.564 1.270

RANGE/OVEN s1,500.00 1.671 t.223
FRYER s4,000.00 t.079 L.097

Dryer s1,500.00 L.0t2 t.29t

Rebate Type: RETROFIT

Rebate Type: RETENTION

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s2,ooo.00 1,228 t.284

TANKLESS W/H s2,500.00 t.57t t.257

RANGE/OVEN s1,5oo.o0 t.67t t.223

FRYER s4,000.00 t.079 t.097

Dryer S1,5oo.oo 1.t76 1.131

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,500.00 1.224 1.316

TANKLESS W/H s2,000.00 1.568 r.29t
RANGE/OVEN s1,500.00 1.681 t.242

FRYER s4,000.00 1.085 t.II2
Dryer s1,500.00 T.L76 t.147



AGDF Commercial Program Filing

Cost Effectiveness Results Summary Page

Building Type: LARGE Commercial CLEANING SERVICE

Rebate Type: New Construction

Utility Results: CENTRAL FLORIDA GAS

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,500.00 L.329 I,2I4
TANKLESS W/H s2,000.00 t.754 1.185

Dryer s1,50o.oo t.076 t.t44

Rebate Type: RETROFIT

Rebate Type: RETENTION

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s2,000.00 1.340 1.195

TANKLESS W/H s2,500.00 t.76t !.t46
Dryer s1,5oo.oo t.074 1.t44

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test

Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H 51,500.00 t.328 t.2L5

TANKLESS W/H s2,ooo.oo t.754 1.185

Dryer s1,500.00 r.074 1.158



t

AGDF Commercial Program Filing

Cost Effectiveness Results Summary Page

Building Type: Small Commercial FOOD SERVICE

Rebate Type: New Construction

Utility Results: !NQ!ANToW!-.1GAS

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1000.00 2.436 1,069

TANKLESS W/H s1s00.00 2.976 L.029

RANGE/OVEN s1000.00 2.960 1.019

FRYER s1000.00 t.748 1.025

Rebate Type: RETROFIT

Rebate Type: RETENTION

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,oo0.oo 2.436 1.069

TANKLESS W/H St,soo.oo 2.976 1.030

RANGE/OVEN s1,o0o.oo 2.960 1.019

FRYER St,ooo.oo t.748 t.02s

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1000.00 2.438 I.L32

TANKLESS W/H s1s00.00 2.979 t.097

RANGE/OVEN s1000.00 2.96s 1.085

FRYER 51000.00 L.751 1.091



AGDF Commercial Program Filing

Cost Effectiveness Results Summary Page

Building Type: LARGE Commercial NON-FOOD SERVICE

Rebate Type: New Construction

Utility Results: INDIANTOWN GAS

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H 5400.00 2.275 1.040

TANKLESS W/H s4s0.00 2.349 1.005

Rebate Type: RETROFIT

Rebate Type: RETENTION

Utility Results: INDIANTOWN GAS

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s400.00 2.257 1.039

TANKLESS W/H s4s0.00 2.372 t.007

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s400.00 2.263 1.098

TANKLESS W/H s4s0.00 1.846 1.583



AGDF Commercial Program Filing

Cost Effectiveness Results Summary Page

Building Type: LARGE Commercial FOOD SERVICE

Rebate Type: New Construction

Utility Results: INDIANTOWN GAS

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,00o.oo 2.449 1.055

TANKLESS W/H s1,500.00 2.740 1.008

RANGE/OVEN s1,000.00 2.983 1.005

FRYER s1,000.00 1.796 1.011

Rebate Type: RETROFIT

Rebate Type: RETENTION

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,000,00 2.449 1.05s

TANKLESS W/H s1,500.00 2.989 1.016

RANGE/OVEN s1,000.00 2.983 1.005

FRYER s1,000.00 L.796 1.011

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,000.00 2,45L t.097

TANKLESS W/H s1,500.00 2.993 1.055

RANGE/OVEN s1,ooo.0o 2.989 t.044

FRYER s1,000.00 t.799 1.050



AGDF Commercial Program Filing

Cost Effectiveness Results Summary Page

Building Type: LARFE Commercial HOSPITALITY

Rebate Type: New Construction

Utility Results: INDIANTOWN GAS

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,000.00 2.268 t.070
TANKLESS W/H s1,500.00 2.856 L.042

RANGE/OVEN s1,000.00 2.926 1.006

FRYER s1,000.00 r.760 t.0t2
Dryer ss00.00 1.878 1.004

Rebate Type:EE'IROEII

Rebate Type: RETENTION

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test

Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,000.00 2.268 r.070

TANKLESS W/H s1,500.00 2.856 t.042
RANGE/OVEN s1,000.00 2.926 1.006

FRYER s1,oo0.oo t.760 t.0t2
Dryer ss00.00 1.878 1.004

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,00o.oo 2.269 1.098

TANKLESS W/H s1,500.00 2.858 1.070

RANGE/OVEN s1,000.00 2.937 L.032

FRYER s1,000.00 t.763 1.038

Dryer Ssoo,oo L.878 t.029



AGDF Commercial Program Filing

Cost Effectiveness Results Summary Page

Building Type: LARGE Commercial CLEANING SERVICE

Rebate Type: New Construction

Utility Results: INDIANTOWN GAS

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,000.00 2.363 1.039

TANKLESS W/H s1,250.oo 3.036 1.003

Dryer ss00.00 r.766 1,032

Rebate Type: RETROFIT

Rebate Type: RETENTION

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H 51,0oo.oo 2.36r 1.039

TANKLESS W/H St,z5o.oo 3.003 1.003

Dryer 5s00.00 1.763 L.032

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H St,ooo.oo 2.364 1.055

TANKLESS W/H s1,250.00 3.037 1.018

Dryer ss00.00 t.763 L.047



AGDF Commercial Program Filing

Cost Effectiveness Results Summary Page

Building Type: Small Commercial FOOD SERVICE

Rebate Type: New Construction

Utility Results: FLORIDA CITY GAS

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1000.00 1.651 t.623

TANKLESS W/H s2000.00 2.053 1.518

RANGE/OVEN s1000.00 t.302 1.350

FRYER 53000.00 2.077 1.549

Rebate Type: RETROFIT

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test

Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,5oo.o0 1.661 1.594

TANKLESS W/H sz,so0.00 2.067 1.483

RANGE/OVEN St,soo.oo 2.098 1.488

FRYER S3,ooo.oo r.302 1.350

Rebate Type: RETENTION

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test

Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1000.00 1.656 t.733

TANKLESS W/H s2000.00 2.067 t.629

RANGE/OVEN s1000.00 2.091 1.648

FRYER s3000.00 1.311 t.425



AGDF Commercial Program Filing

Cost Effectiveness Results Summary Page

Building Type: LARGE Commercial NON-FOOD SERVICE

Rebate Type: New Construction

Utility Results: FLORIDA CIW GAS

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,500.00 t.767 L.342

TANKLESS W/H s2,000.00 1.946 t.t54

Rebate Type: RETROFIT

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test

Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s2,000.00 L.794 r.254

TANKLESS W/H s2,5o0.oo 1.991 L.070

Rebate Type: RETENTION

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,500.00 1.608 1.613

TANKLESS W/H s2,000.00 t.972 t.209



AGDF Commercial Program Filing

Cost Effectiveness Results Summary Page

Building Type: LARGE Commercial FOOD SERVICE

Rebate Type: New Construction

Utility Results: FLORIDA CITY GAS

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,500.00 1.712 t,57t

TANKLESS W/H s2,ooo.oo 2,t09 1.503

RANGE/OVEN s1,5oo.oo 2.t53 !.463

FRYER s3000.00 1.355 r.324

Rebate Type: RETROFIT

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s2,000.00 L.723 L.541

TANKLESS W/H s2,500.00 2.t24 t.467

RANGE/OVEN s1,500.00 1.355 t.324

FRYER s3,0oo.o0 2.L53 t.463

Rebate Type: RETENTION

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H St,5oo.oo t.7t8 1.618

TANKLESS W/H s2,0oo.oo 2.Lt8 !.547

RANGE/OVEN s1,500.00 2.t67 1.504

FRYER s3000.00 t.364 1.358



AGDF Commercial Program Filing

Cost Effectiveness Results Summary Page

Building Type: LARGE Commercial HOSPITALITY

Rebate Type: New Construction

Utility Results: FLORIDA CITY GAS

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,500.00 1.588 1,600

TANKLESS W/H s2,000.00 2.020 1.551

RANGE/OVEN 51,500.00 2.218 1,46t

FRYER s3000.00 1.339 t.32L

Dryer s1,500.00 1.480 L.294

Rebate Type: RETROFIT

Rebate Type: RETENTION

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s2,000.00 1.595 1.580

TANKLESS W/H s2,500.00 2.030 r.527

RANGE/OVEN s1,500,00 1.339 T,32L

FRYER s3,ooo.oo 2.L28 t.46t
Dryer s1,500.00 1.480 1.295

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H 51,500.00 t.592 1.633

TANKLESS W/H s2,000.00 2.026 1.583

RANGE/OVEN s1,5oo.o0 2.742 1.488

FRYER s3000.00 1.348 1.343

Dryer s1,5oo.oo 1.480 1.315



AGDF Commercial Program Filing

Cost Effectiveness Results Summary Page

Building Type: LARGE Commercial CLEANING SERVICE

Rebate Type: New Construction

Utility Results: FLORIDA CITY GAS

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,50o.oo r.622 1.531

TANKLESS W/H s2,000.00 2.t7t t.442

Dryer s1,500.00 1.330 1.393

Rebate Type: RETROFIT

Rebate Type: RETENTION

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test

Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s2,0oo.oo 7.576 r.492

TANKLESS W/H Sz,soo.oo 2.L88 1.397

Dryer s1,500.00 t.329 1.393

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,50o.oo 1.668 1.558

TANKLESS W/H 52,000.00 2.t8t L.466

Dryer s1,500.00 t,329 L.4t5



AGDF Commercial Program Filing

Cost Effectiveness Results Summary Page

Building Type: Small Commercial FOOD SERVICE

Rebate Type: New Construction

Utility Results: SEEB!.NG-.1GA!

Rebate Type: RETROFIT

Rebate Type: RETENTION

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1000.00 t.402 1.964

TANKLESS W/H s2000.00 1.744 1.841

RANGE/OVEN s1000.00 1.775 t.867
FRYER s3000.00 1.110 t.626

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,500.00 T.4LI L.928

TANKLESS W/H s2,500.00 r.756 t.798

RANGE/OVEN s1,500.00 t.794 L.793

FRYER $3,0oo.oo 1.110 r.626

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1000.00 L.404 2.089

TANKLESS W/H s2000.00 t.748 1.967

RANGE/OVEN s1000.00 7.792 1_.98s

FRYER s3000.00 1.L20 t.7t4



AGDF Commercial Program Filing

Cost Effectiveness Results Summary Page

Building Type: LABGE Commercial NON-FOOD SERVICE

Rebate Type: New Construction

Utility Results: SEBRING GAS

Rebate Type: RETROFIT

Rebate Type: RETENTION

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test

Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,500.00 1.548 t.6t7
TANKLESS W/H s2,ooo.oo t.773 1.390

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s2,000.00 1.581 7.5t2

TANKLESS W/H s2,500.00 t.773 t.287

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,500.00 1.558 L.70t

TANKLESS W/H s2,000.00 t.745 1.45L



AGDF Commercial Program Filing

Cost Effectiveness Results Summary Page

Building Type: LABGE Corymercial FOOD SERVICE

Rebate Type: New Construction

Utility Results: SEEBING-.1GA!

Rebate Type: RETROFIT

Rebate Type: RETENTION

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,500.00 1.578 L.736

TANKLESS W/H s2,ooo.oo t.949 1.660

RANGE/OVEN s1,5oo.oo 1.999 r.6t6
FRYER s3000.00 t.255 1.460

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s2,ooo.oo 1.588 !.703

TANKLESS W/H s2,500.00 t.962 r.620

RANGE/OVEN s1,5oo.oo 1.999 !.6t6
FRYER s3,o0o.oo r.255 1.460

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,500.00 1.581 1'792

TANKLESS W/H s2,000.00 1.954 7.7t2

RANGE/OVEN s1,500.00 2.007 r.664

FRYER s3000.00 r.260 1.500



AGDF Commercial Program Filing

Cost Effectiveness Results Summary Page

Building Type: LARGE Commercial HOSPITALITY

Rebate Type: New Construction

Utility Results: SEBRING GAS

Rebate Type: RETROFIT

Rebate Type: RETENTION

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,5oo.oo t.475 1,756
TANKLESS W/H s2,0oo.0o 1.881 L.703
RANGE/OVEN s1,500.00 L.992 L.602

FRYER s3000,00 t.25t L.446
Dryer s1,500.00 t.387 t.4r7

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test

Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s2,000.00 t.482 L.733

TANKLESS W/H Sz,5oo.oo 1.890 L.674

RANGE/OVEN s1,500.00 L.992 L.602

FRYER s3,ooo.oo t.257 L.446
Dryer s1,500.00 1.387 t.4t7

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,500.00 L.477 t.794
TANKLESS W/H Sz,ooo.oo 1.884 r.739
RANGE/OVEN s1,5oo.o0 2.001 1.533

FRYER s3000.00 L.256 L472
Dryer s1,500.00 1.387 7.442



AGDF Commercial Program Filing

Cost Effectiveness Results Summary Page

Building Type: LARGE Commercial CLEANING SERVICE

Rebate Type: New Construction

Utility Results: SEBRTNG GAS

Rebate Type: RETROFIT

Rebate Type: RETENTION

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,5oo.oo 1.500 L.737

TANKLESS W/H s2,oo0.oo 1.965 1.536

Dryer s1,500.00 r.205 1.580

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test

Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s2,000.00 t.044 2.L67

TANKLESS W/H s2,500.00 1.980 1.579

Dryer s1,500.00 t.204 1.580

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,5oo.oo 1.503 1.770

TANKLESS W/H s2,000.00 t.970 1.665

Dryer s1,500.00 7.204 1.607



AGDF Commercial Program Filing

Cost Effectiveness Results Summary Page

Building Type: Small Commercial FOOD SERVICE

Rebate Type: New Construction

Utility Results: FLORIDA PUBLIC UTILITIES

Rebate Type: RETENTION

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1000.00 1.551 1.859

TANKLESS W/H s2000,00 1.930 t.729

RANGE/OVEN s1000.00 1,954 t.755

FRYER s3000.00 t.223 1.519

Rebate Type: RETROFIT

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test

Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,500.00 1.561 L.822

TANKLESS W/H s2,500.00 1.943 L.687

RANGE/OVEN s1,500.00 1.960 t.767

FRYER 5g,ooo.oo L.228 1.528

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1000.00 1.556 2.006

TANKLESS W/H s2000.00 1.938 1.877

RANGE/OVEN s1000.00 1.973 1.900

FRYER 53000.00 t.236 I.625



AGDF Commercial Program Filing

Cost Effectiveness Results Summary Page

Building Type: LARGE Commercial NON-FOOD SERVICE

Rebate Type: New Construction

Utility Results: FLORIDA PUBLIC UTILITIES

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,500.00 t.674 1.515

TANKLESS W/H s2,000.00 1.860 r.294

Rebate Type: RETROFIT

Rebate Type: RETENTION

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test

Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H Sz,ooo.oo !.709 1.413

TANKLESS W/H s2,5oo.oo 1.903 1.195

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,5oo.o0 1.692 t.6Lt

TANKLESS W/H s2,ooo.o0 1.885 1.364



AGDF Commercial Program Filing

Cost Effectiveness Results Summary Page

Building Type:

Rebate Type: New Construction

Utility Results: FLORIDA PUBLIC UTILITIES

Rebate Type: RETROFIT

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,500.00 1.638 t.753

TANKLESS W/H s2,0o0.oo 2.020 t.673

RANGE/OVEN s1,5oo.oo 2.066 t.625

FRYER s3000.00 L.298 t.462

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s2,ooo.oo 1.531 t.674

TANKLESS W/H s2,500.00 2.034 1.631

RANGE/OVEN s1,500.00 2.066 L.625

FRYER S3,ooo.oo L.298 t.462
Rebate Type: RETENTION

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test

Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,500.00 t.643 t.837
TANKLESS W/H s2,ooo.0o 2.029 t.749
RANGE/OVEN s1,500.00 2.080 1.697

FRYER s3000.00 1.308 r.520



AGDF Commercial Program Filing

Cost Effectiveness Results Summary Page

Building Type: LARGE Commercial HOSPITALITY

Rebate Type: New Construction

Utility Results: FLORIDA PUBLIC UTILITIES

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,500.00 1.801 t.520

TANKLESS W/H s2,0oo.oo t.937 t.740

RANGE/OVEN s1,5oo.o0 2.025 t.705

FRYER s3000.00 1.285 t.465

Dryer s1,500.00 t.434 1.435

Rebate Type: RETROFIT

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s2,ooo,oo 1.528 L.772

TANKLESS W/H s2,50o.oo L.947 r.709
RANGE/OVEN s1,5o0.oo 2.046 1.631

FRYER s3,ooo.oo 1.285 I.465
Dryer s1,500.00 7.434 1.435

Rebate Type: RETENTION

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,5oo.oo 1.525 1.855

TANKLESS W/H s2,000.00 1.943 t.794
RANGE/OVEN s1,500.00 2.039 L.756

FRYER s3000.00 t.294 1.503

Dryer s1,500.00 t.434 1.459



AGDF Commercial Program Filing

Cost Effectiveness Results Summary Page

Building Type: LARGE Commercial CLEANING SERVICE

Rebate Type: New Construction

UtilityResults:ru

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H St,5oo.oo 1.603 t.72t

TANKLESS W/H s2,oo0.oo 2.095 t.614

Dryer s1,500.00 L.286 1.555

Rebate Type: RETROFIT

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s2,000.00 1.516 1.675

TANKLESS W/H s2,500.00 2.Lt2 1.560

Dryer s1,500.00 \.284 1.556

Rebate Type: RETENTION

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,50o.oo 1.609 L.752

TANKLESS W/H Sz,ooo.oo 2.L06 \.64t

Dryer s1,500.00 t.284 1.580



AGDF Commercial Program Filing

Cost Effectiveness Results Summary Page

Building Type: Small Commercial FOOD SERVICE

Rebate Type: New Construction

Utility Results: ST. JOE

Rebate Type: RETROFIT

Rebate Type: RETENTION

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1000.00 L.387 t.6t6
TANKLESS W/H s2000.00 t.7L6 1.543

RANGE/OVEN s1000.00 1.749 1.560

FRYER s3000.00 1.093 1.391

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,500.00 1.395 1.591

TANKLESS W/H s2,500.00 L.728 1.513

RANGE/OVEN s1,5oo.oo t.767 1.510

FRYER S3,ooo.oo 1.093 1.391

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1000.00 1.388 1.699

TANKLESS W/H s2000.00 L.7L9 t.629

RANGE/OVEN s1000.00 t.772 1.630

FRYER s3000.00 1.108 t.444



AGDF Commercial Program Filing

Cost Effectiveness Results Summary Page

Building Type:

Rebate Type: New Construction

Utility Results: LLqE

Rebate Type: RETROFIT

Rebate Type: RETENTION

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,500,00 1.391 1.520

TANKLESS W/H s2,000.00 1.828 1.448

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H Sz,ooo,oo 1.403 1.489

TANKLESS W/H Sz,soo.oo 1.843 L.4tO

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test

Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,500.00 1.393 t.557

TANKLESS W/H s2,ooo.oo 1.830 1.48I



AGDF Commercial Program Filing

Cost Effectiveness Results Summary Page

Building Type: LARGE Commercial FOOD SERVICE

Rebate Type: New Construction

Utility Results: ST. JOE

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,5oo.oo 1,45t 1.556

TANKLESS W/H Sz,ooo.oo 1.794 1.501

RANGE/OVEN s1,5oo.oo 1.848 7.467

FRYER s3000.00 1.158 1.348

Rebate Type: RETROFIT

Rebate Type: RETENTION

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s2,ooo.oo t.460 t.532

TANKLESS W/H s2,500.00 t.807 L.47t
RANGE/OVEN s1,5oo.oo 1.848 t.467

FRYER s3,ooo.oo 1.158 1.348

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,500.00 r.452 1.583

TANKLESS W/H s2,000.00 r.797 1.525

RANGE/OVEN s1,500.00 1.853 1.490

FRYER s3000.00 1.161 1.368



AGDF Commercial Program Filing

Cost Effectiveness Results Summary Page

Building Type: LARGE Commercial HOSPITALITY

Rebate Type: New Construction

Utility Results: ST. JOE

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H St,soo.oo t.343 r.578
TANKLESS W/H s2,ooo.oo L.7L5 1.539

RANGE/OVEN s1,500.00 1.828 I.463
FRYER s3000.00 T.L45 7.344

Dryer s1,500.00 r.277 L.321

Rebate Type: RETROFIT

Rebate Type: RETENTION

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test

Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s2,000.00 L.349 1.561

TANKLESS W/H s2,500.00 r.724 1.518

RANGE/OVEN s1,500.00 7.828 1.463

FRYER s3,ooo.oo 1.t45 L.344

Dryer s1,500.00 1.277 L.32I

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,5oo.oo 1.344 1.596

TANKLESS W/H s2,0oo.o0 r.7t7 1.556

RANGE/OVEN s1,500.00 1.833 t.478

FRYER s3000.00 t.t48 t,357

Dryer s1,500.00 L.277 1.333



AGDF Commercial Program Filing

Cost Effectiveness Results Summary Page

Building Type: LARGE Commercial CLEANING SERVICE

Rebate Type: New Construction

Utility Results: ST. JOE

Rebate Type: RETROFIT

Rebate Type: RETENTION

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H S1,5oo.oo t.357 r.573

TANKLESS W/H s2,ooo.oo 1.734 1.534

Dryer s1,500.00 L.282 1.319

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H Sz,ooo.oo L.364 1.556

TANKLESS WH S2,5oo.oo t.742 1.515

Dryer s1,500.00 L.282 1.319

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,5oo.oo 1.358 r.577

TANKLESS W/H 52,000.00 1.736 1.538

Dryer St,5oo.oo 7.282 r.327



AGDF Commercial Program Filing

Cost Effectiveness Results Summary Page

Building Type: Small Commercial FOOD SERVICE

Rebate Type: New Construction

Utility Results: PEOPLES GAS

Rebate Type: RETROFIT

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test

Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1000.00 t.343 t.323

TANKLESS W/H s2000.00 t.67t t.266

RANGE/OVEN s1000.00 t.708 r.282

FRYER s3000.00 t.067 1.168

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,500.00 L.352 t.307

TANKLESS W/H s2,500.00 t.682 1.246

RANGE/OVEN S1,5oo.oo 1.7L7 1.244

FRYER s3,ooo.oo 1.061 1.L64

Rebate Type: RETENTION

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1000.00 1.350 1.410

TANKLESS W/H s2000.00 r.682 1.358

RANGE/OVEN s1000.00 t.7t7 L,37L

FRYER s3000.00 t.073 1.242



AGDF Commercial Program Filing

Cost Effectiveness Results Summary Page

Building Type: LARGE Commercial NON-FOOD SERVICE

Rebate Type: New Construction

Utility Results: PEOPLES GAS

Rebate Type: RETROFIT

Rebate Type: RETENTION

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H St,5oo.oo L.482 t.t6L

TANKLESS W/H s2,ooo.oo 1.658 t.044

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test

Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s2,ooo.oo 1.513 1.108

TANKLESS W/H Sz,goo.oo 1.681 1,009

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test

Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,500.00 1.509 t.228

TANKLESS W/H s2,000.00 1.695 L.097



AGDF Commercial Program Filing

Cost Effectiveness Results Summary Page

Building Type: LARGE Commercial FOOD SERVICE

Rebate Type: New Construction

Utility Results: PEOPLES GAS

Rebate Type: RETROFIT

Rebate Type: RETENTION

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,5oo.o0 t.422 L.271

TANKLESS W/H 52,000.00 t.757 L.234

RANGE/OVEN 51,500.00 1.805 I.zLL

FRVER s3000.00 1.130 1.131

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s2,000.00 L.43t 1.255

TANKLESS W/H s2,500.00 1,769 t,2t4

RANGE/OVEN s1,500.00 1.805 r.2t7

FRYER s3,ooo.0o 1.130 1.131

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H St,soo.oo L.429 t.302

TANKLESS W/H s2,ooo.0o t.769 t.263

RANGE/OVEN s1,500.00 1.825 t.240



AGDF Commercial Program Filing

Cost Effectiveness Results Summary Page

Building Type: LARGE Commercial HOSPITALITY

Rebate Type: New Construction

Utility Results: PEOPLES GAS

Rebate Type: RETROFIT

Rebate Type: RETENTION

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test

Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,500.00 1.315 L.290

TANKLESS W/H s2,000.00 1.680 t.265
RANGE/OVEN s1,500.00 1.783 t.2t2

FRYER s3000.00 1.115 1.2t4
Dryer s1,500.00 1.257 t.tI7

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s2,000.00 1.321 t,279

TANKLESS W/H s2,5oo.o0 1.688 t.25t
RANGE/OVEN s1,5oo.o0 L.783 t.274

FRYER s3,000.00 1.115 1.133

Dryer s1,500.00 7,257 t.tL7

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test

Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,500.00 1.319 t.3L2

TANKLESS W/H s2,000.00 r.687 1.285

RANGE/OVEN s1,5oo.o0 1.802 t.233

FRYER s3000.00 L,I28 t.t49
Dryer S1,5oo.oo 1.257 1.L32



AGDF Commercial Program Filing

Cost Effectiveness Results Summary Page

Building Type: LARGE Commercial CLEANING SERVICE

Rebate Type: New Construction

Utility Results: PEOPLES GAS

Rebate Type: RETROFIT

Rebate Type: RETENTION

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test

Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,500.00 1.410 r.223

TANKLESS W/H s2,ooo.oo 1.848 t.t75
Dryer 51,500.00 1.t42 L.147

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s2,ooo.oo t.422 1.202

TANKLESS W/H s2,500.00 r.864 r.t49

Dryer s1,500.00 I,L41 t.r47

Appliance Type Rebate Dollar
Amount

Participants Test
Score

RIM Score

TANK W/H s1,5oo.oo L.420 r.238

TANKLESS W/H s2,ooo.oo 1.865 1.188

Dryer s1,500.00 L.147 1.160


