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BEFOQRE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF DR. STEVEN R. SIM
DOCKET NG. 130199 - EI

JUNE 10, 2014

Please state your name and business address.
My name is Steven R. Sim and my business address is Florida Power & Light
Company, 9250 West Flagler Street, Miami, Florida 33174.
Have you previously submitted direct testimony in this proceeding?
Yes.
Are you sponsering any rebuttal exhibits in this case?
Yes. I am sponsoring the following eight exhibits that are aftached to my
rebuttal testimony:
Exhibit SRS~ 17: Benefits (Only) Calculation Comparison: Minnesota
VOS vs. Florida Screening Tests;
Exhibit SRS —18: Incorrect and/or Misleading Statements Made m the
Testimoenies of Witnesses Woolf and Mims;
Exhibit SRS —19: A Look at a Typical Screening Curve Analysis: A
(Generation Option;
Exhibit SRS —20: A Look at a Typical Screening Curve Analysis: A
DSM Option;
Exhibit SRS - 21: ACEEFE’s LCOE Formula;

Exhibit SRS - 22: Table from NREL’s Economic Evaluation Document;
1
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Exhibit SRS —23: SACE 1% GWh Goal Analysis: A Look at Resulting
Electric Rates and Customer Bills; and,
Exhibit SRS —-24:  Sierra Club 1% GWh Goal Analysis: A Look at
Resulting Electric Rates and Customer Bills.

What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony?
My rebuttal testimony discusses and/or responds to a number of statements
and recommendations made by the four intervenor witnesses who filed
testimony in this docket: Dr. Fine (EDF), Mr. Rabago (SACE), Ms. Mims
(SACE), and Mr, Woolf (Sierra Club) from a resource planning perspective.
How is your rebuttal testimony structured?
My rebuttal testimony is divided into three main parts. In the first part, I will
briefly discuss DSM solar-related comments, particularly conceming the
testimonies of Dr. Fine and Mr, Rébago. This discussion begins on page 5. In
the second part of the testimony I will address the testimonies of Ms. Mims
and Mr. Woolf. My discussion of their testimonies is organized into four
sections and begins on page 26. The third part is my conclusion that begins on
page 89,
Please provide a summary of what you will discuss in this rebuttal
testimony.
Regarding the DSM solar-related comments, mostly found in the testimonies
of Dr. Fine and Mr. Rébago, that are discussed in Part [, [ find no fault in the
fact that none of the witnesses have objected to FPL’s recommendation that

the solar water heating DSM Pilot programs be allowed to expire as scheduled
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at the end of this year. [ do disagree with their recommendation that the DSM
photovoitaics (PV) Pilot programs be allowed to continue despite the fact that
the programs have never been cost-effective for FPL's customers and are not
cost-effective today. 1 point out some mis-conceptions each witness has
regarding FPL’s integrated resource planning (IRP) analysis process. I
disagree with their recommendation that Florida’s time-tested DSM
evaluation approach be suddenly thrown out and replaced with a brand new
evaluation approach based on the Minnesota Value of Solar (VOS) approach.
The reasons for my disagreement with this recommendation are that: (i) this
VOS approach is not a cost-effectiveness test, (ii) it igneres well known
system cost impacts thus overstating DSM PV benefits, and (iii) it takes a one-
sided view of DSM PV. In addition, I discuss that PV applications other than
DSM PV would allow FPL’s customers to receive both substantially more
MW of installed PV, and more PV-generated MWh, for the same expenditure

that is being made for FPL’s solar Pilot programs.

In Part II, 1 first point out that tﬁe testimonies of Ms. Mims and Mr, Woolf
attempt to avoid the cbvious facts that: (i) DSM is less cost-effective now than
in previous vears, and (ii) the increased impact of energy efficiency codes and
standards has diminished the market potential for utility DSM. Second, I
discuss the fact that the testimonies of Ms. Mims and Mr, Woolf are riddled
with inaccurate and/or misleading statements. Through these statements they

denionstrate that they clearly do not understand FPL’s IRP process. Third, I
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evaluate the DSM goals recommended by these two witnesses. In doing so I
respond to the over-simplistic mantra that DSM is cheaper than supply-side
resources by explaining why a Levelized Cost of Energy (ILCOE) analysis is
nieaningless for the purpose of making resource decisions. 1 also demonstrate
the significant cost impacts to FPL’s customers that do not participate in
utility DSM programs that would result from the witnesses” 1% reduction in
retail sales GWh goal recommendations. My conclusion is that, due fo the vast
number of problems in their testimonies, and the fact that their recommended

goals are both extreme and unsupported, their testimonies do not warrant

serious consideration.

In Part 11, T explain that adhering to sound resource planning principles for
setting DSM goals in the past has assisted FPL in its ability to serve its
customers with a high level of generating efficiency, low emission rates, and
low electric rates. The intervenor witnesses do not (and cannot) challenge
these results. By again using these sound principles in the 2014 goals-setting,
Florida and FPL may be described as “out of touch” with what “leading”
states are now doing in regard to DSM. However, if being “out of touch”
results in a high level of generating efficiency, low emission rates, and low
electric rates, then we should be delighted with this description. Florida and
FPT. should be proud to continue down the path of using sound resource

planning principles it has used over most of the last two decades and ignore
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the “go along to get along” entreaties from other parties who ask Florida to

radically change course.

Part I: DSM Solar Testimony

Please briefly describe the testimonies of Dr, Fine and Mr. Rdbage.

Both testimonies focus solely on PV applications of solar energy and address
the Florida ufilities’ DSM PV Pilot programs. The messages in each of the
two testimonies are similar and can be summarized as follows: (i) FPL and the
other utilities should continue their DSM PV Pilot programs after their
scheduled expiration at year-end 2014, and (i) the DSM PV Pilot programs
should be evaluated using “value of solar” (VOS) calculations. The recent
Minnesota VOS calculation approach is repeatedly pointed to by these
witnesses as a model for the type of VOS calculation approach that Florida
should use.

Did Mr. Woolf alse provide testimony on the topic of the utilities’> DSM
PV Pilot programs?

Yes. Mr. Woolf also recommends that FPL’s DSM PV Pilot programs be
continued, with meodifications, and that the Commission open a separate
docket to investigate appropriate demand-side renewable goals and address
the role of utility-owned solar PV systems. While my rebuttal is tailored
toward responding to Dr. Fine and Mr. Ribago, much of the discussion is

applicable to the recommendations of Mr. Woolf as well.
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Did any of these witnesses recommend continuation of FPL’s solar water
heating Pilot programs?

No. None of them recommended that the solar water heating Pilot programs
be continued. This is consistent with FPL’s view that these non-cost-effective
programs should be allowed to expire at the end of 2014 as scheduled.

In regard to FPL’s PV Pilot programs, are these programs appropriately
evaluated as DSM programs?

Yes. To understand why, it is helpful to look at the three basic types of PV

applications:

1) Central Station PV: Large-scale (MW) PV facilities at one specific
location in which [00% of the output is fed into the utility grid. FPL’s
DeSoto (25 MW) and Brevard County (10 MW) PV facilities are

examples of this type of PV application.

2) Distributed Generation (DG) PV: Medium-scale (MW or kW) PV

facilities at multiple locations located nearer to load centers (than with
central station PV) in which 100% of the output is fed info the utility
grid. FPL’s C&I Solar Partnership Program that is under development
and that was described in FPL’s 2014 Site Plan is an example of this

type of PV application.
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3) DSM PV: Small-scale (kW) PV installation at a home or business
premise that is primarily intended to serve all or part of the customer’s
load (as any DSM measure does) and the remaining portion, if any, of
the PV output is fed into the utility grid. FPL’s DSM PV Pilot

programs are examples of this type of PV application.

Because a substantial majority, if not all, of the PV output serves to lower the
customer’s load, DSM PV programs such as FPL’s PV Pilot programs impact
FPL system similarly to other DSM programs.

Were FFL’s PV Pilot programs and BSM PV measures evaluated in the
same manner as all other DSM measures during the IRP analyses
performed for this docket?

Yes.

What were the resuits of those analyses?

All of the DSM PV Pilot programs and DSM PV measures, as well as the
DSM Solar Water Heating Pilot Programs and DSM solar water heating
measures, failed both the RIM and TRC preliminary screening tests,

Were these results in fthe 2014 analyses similar to the results from earlier
cost-etfectiveness analyses performed in 2010, when the Pilot programs
were introduced, and in the vears between 2010 and 20147

Yes. The 2014 result is consistent with the 2010 analyses and with every
annual cost-effectiveness analysis that has been performed since then. In other

words, the ‘initial” analyses of the DSM PV programs that were conducted in
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2010 showed that the Pilot programs were not cost-effective. Five years later,
the programs are still not cost-effective. This consistent result of being non-
cost-effective in each of these five years is not surprising when considering
that, these programs started off as non-cost-cffective, and there has been a

irend over the same time frame of steadily decreasing cost-effectiveness for

DSM measures in general,

And, as Mr, Rabage indicates in his testimony, a trend such as this one is

important:

“The Companies should focus not just on numbers of systems, dollars,
kilowatts, and kilowatt hours. For a pilot program that should translate
into a full program, it is the direction that the numbers are moving that is

most important...” (Page 11, lines 15 — 17, emphasis added)

In regard to the DSM PV Pilot programs, the outcomes of analyses performed
over the last five years have consistently shown the Pilot programs are not
cost-effective. Thus, in Mr. Rabage’s terms, the “direction™ is definitely
unfavorable for the PV Pilot programs.

Is that why FPL is recommending that the DSM PV Pilot programs be
allowed to expire at the end of their current program terms?

Yes. There is more than enough evidence to conclude that the PV Pilot

programs are not in the best interests of FPL’s customers. The general body of
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FPL’s customers is harmed by DSM programs that are not cost-effective and
centinuing the DSM PV Pilot programs would only result in continuing to
harm FPL’s customers. FPL believes that its customers can be better served
by pursuing PV through other applications. I will retwn to the idea of
pursuing other PV applications shortly.

Do Dr. Fine and Mr. Ribago claim that FPL’s IRP analyses somehow
short-changed DSM PV, compared to other DSM measures, in the cost-
effectiveness evaluations?

Yes. One such claim was based on a misconception of the period of time over
which FPL analyzed the DSM PV Pilot programs. Dr. Fine statés in his

testimony;

“The utilities used a two-year payback period to determine the cost-

effectiveness of the distributed solar PV program.” (Page 22, lines 4 & 3)

and,

“I recommend that the utilities use a longer payback period to measure

the program’s cost-effectiveness that better aligns with the useful life of

the distributed solar PV investment.” (Page 22, lines 13 & 14)

FPL did use a two-year payback in the last step of its preliminary economic

screening process. However, all of the PV-based DSM measures failed to
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survive earlier screening steps and never even made it to the two-year payback
screening step. All of the earlier screening steps assumed at least a 3(-year
life for the PV equipment, not two years as Dr. Fine apparently believes, In
addition, the payback screen works in the opposite manner suggested by Dr.
Fine — the longer the term of the payback criterion, the fewer the number of

DSM measures that survive this screening step.

Mr. Rdbago makes another unfounded time-related clain;

“_..they did not value transmission and distribution cost avoidance during
the entire 30+ years that a distributed solar PV system is likely fo

operate.” (Page 7, line 25 through Page 8§, line 2)

Again, this is incorrect. FPL’s preliminary screening analyses of all DSM
measures, including DSM PV measures, appropriately accounted for projected
transmission and distribution cost savings for at least 30 years {with the exact
number of years varying depending upon when the DSM installation was
assumed to occur).

Do Dr. Fine and Mr, Rabago agree that DSM PV should be evaluated in a
consistent manoer with other DSM measures?

No. In addition to the “input- or assumption-based” misconceptions that DSM
PV was short-changed in FPL’s analyses, the two witnesses take issue with

the entire analytical approach that FPL and the state of Florida have used to

16
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evaluate DSM for several decades. What these two witnesses want is to toss

out this time-tested evaluation approach and replace it with a brand new

evaluation approach.

Both witnesses are in basic agreement regarding what this brand new

approach should look like. As Dr. Fine states:

“I recommend that the Commission generally use as a starting point the
Minnesota VOS protocol ... ” (Page 25, lines 19 & 20)
Have you examined the Minncsota Value of Solar appreach and, if so,
what was vour view of it?
Yes. I have examined the calculation approach as described in the document

Minnesota Value of Solar: Methodology, Prepared for Minnesota Department

of Commerce, Division of Energy Resources. January 31, 2014. The

description of the approach, and how it will be applied, lacked detail in certain
areas. In addition, it will probably take a few vears to see how it actually
works in practice in Minnesota. However, T believe the description that was

provided gives a pretty good idea of how it was designed to work.
Based on that deseription, 1 have two primary observations about this

calculation approach. First, it is not a true cost-effectiveness test. Second, it is

an incomplete and one-sided compilation of supposed benefits.

11
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Please explain what you mean by your statement that it “is not a true

cost-effectiveness test.”

The objective of a true DSM cost-cffectiveness test is to examine the
projected system benefits of implementing a DSM measure as well as the
costs and cost impacts from implementing the DSM measure. Then, using the
Beneﬁts and costs information, the utility can determine if it is in the best
interests of all of its customers to implement the DSM measure by examining
projected “directional” impacts on electric rates and costs. In other words, are

electric rates projected to increase or decrease as a consequence of adopting a

particular DSM measure?

The Minnesota VOS approach does not meet this standard. It examines only
the benefit side of the ledger. For example, it does not appear to account for a
utility’s administrative costs of implementing a DSM PV program and/or
tariff, Nor does it provide projections on what direction(s) electric rates and

costs will be driven by implementation of the DSM PV measure.

Instead, the objective of the Minnesota VOS approach is to provide a
projection of annual payments that wilt be made, presumably by the utilities’
customers, fo DSM PV participants over a 25-year period (with the
understanding that new VOS calculations will be performed cach year). In
other words, it is a “what will a participant be paid” calculation. Thus this

VOS calculation is somewhat similar in basic concept to a Standard Offer

12
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Contract calculation. Neither of these calculations is a true cost-effectiveness
test calculation.

In what ways is the Minnesota VOS approach an incomplete and one-
sided compilation of suppesed benefits?

There are two major problems with the Mirmesota VOS approach that make it
incomplete and one-sided. The first relates to the categories of system cost
impacts from DSM that appear to be accounted for as benefits in the
Minnesota VOS calculation compared to the system cost impacts that are
accounted for as benefits in the RIM and TRC screening tests used in Florida.
Exhibit SRS — 17 provides a benefits (only) comparison of the two
approaches. In other words, this exhibit examines only categories of system

benefits and does not address DSM PV-related program costs,

Column (1) lists 10 categories of system cost impacts that, at a minimum,
should be accounted for on the benefits side of the ledger in a DSM cost-
effectiveness test analysis. As columns (2) and (3) indicate, the first six of
these benefits categories are accounted for both in the Minnesota VOS
cafculation and in the Florida screeming tests. The remaining four benefits
categories are accounted for in the Florida screening tests, but are not

accounted for in the Minnesota VOS calculation.

Antong these four categories, there are two pairs of system cost impacts. One

pair accounts for fuel-related system cost impacts and the other pair accounts

13
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for emission-related system cost immpacts. For either pair, the net impact of the
two components is typically a net penalty to the DSM measure being
evaluated,

Would you please explain why the net impaet of these pairs of system cost
categories is typically a penalty for DSM measures?

Yes. Mr. Rabago’s testimony reflects a lack of understanding of this concept

when he states:

“FPL takes the position of assessing a penalty against distributed solar
PV based on ‘avoiding fuel-efficient new generation,’ though the basis for

this approach is not explained in testimony or response.” (Page 9, lines 23

~25)

Let me first state that these system cost impacts apply to all DSM and
generation options, not just to DSM PV, when a new generator is avoided. I'll
explain this using a system fuel cost perspective (the system environmental
cost perspective works in an identical fashion). When a DSM option with a
non-zero kW reduction is implemented on a utility system (thus getting credit
for avoiding or deferring a new generation unit), there are three impacts that

occur to the utility system:
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2)

3)

The kW reduction avoids the new generation unit. Thus the kW
reduction avoids the fuel cost that would have been incurred to

operate the new generating unit. This is a benefit for DSM.

However, without the addition of the new generafing unit, the
existing generating units on the utility system must operate more
hours to deliver the GWh that would have been supplied by the
avoided unit. Because a new generating unit is typicafly more fuel-
efficient than most existing generating units on the utility system,
the operation of the existing generating units will result in
additional fuel costs that are higher than the cost of fuel that would
have been needed to operate a new generating unit. This represents
a naturally occurring fuel “penalty” for DSM that is also driven by
the kW reduction of DSM. When taken together, the net effect of
(1) and (2) is a system fuel “penalty” for DSM; i.e., a reduction in

projected DSM benefits.

The kWh reduction aspect of DSM serves to lower sales and to
lower system fuel costs from the marginal unit on the systein, thus
offseiting, at least to a degree, the net fuel penalty that occurs from

the impacts (1) and (2) described above.

15
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All three of these system fuel (and environmental) cost impacts must be
accounted for in order to develop a complete and accurate determination of
system cost impacts, or benefits, for any DSM measure that has a kW
component that is given credit for avoiding or deferring new generation
additions. The Minnesota VOS approach to avoided fuel costs appears to be
based solely on avoiding fuel that is burned by the marginal unit on the
system. This is analogous to only the third, kWh-driven step described above.
Because the Minnesota VOS calculation does not address all three of these
cost impacts, it provides only an incomplete and inaccurate accounting of cost
impacts for DSM PV.

Is accounting for a “fuel (or environmental) penalty” something that has
only recently been introduced in regard to DSM analyses in Flovida?

No. This “net fuel penalty” calculation to analyze DSM impacts on utility
systems has been used in Florida by the FPSC Staft and Florida utilities for at
least 30 years. This is both appropriate and necessary to account for all of the
impacts on utility customers. Furthermore, all of the commercially available
production costing and optimization models that FPL has used in the last 20
years account for this impact in analyses of both DSM and Supply options
when a new generating unit is avoided by another resource option.

Does the Minnesota VOS calculation properly include all categories of
cosis associated with DSM PV?

No. It fails to take into account some of the costs that DSM PV would impose

on the system as described above, This is shown in columns (4) and (3) of

16
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Exhibit SRS — 17. In these columns, the projected system cost impacts on the
benefit side of ledger for all 10 system cost categories are provided based on
values derived from an analysis of FPL’s Residential DSM PV Pilot program
that has been previously provided in this docket in response to discovery. The
Minnesota VOS calculation does not account for the 7% through the 10®
system cost categories and thus would project total benefits that are 12% too
high simply by virtue of not taking all system costs associated with DSM PV
mto account.

What is the second reason why you view the Minnescta VOS approach as
“an incomplete and one-sided compilation of supposed benefits”?

This has to do with how the Minnesota VOS calculation and the Florida
screening tests differ in regard to addressing system environmental costs. In
Florida, if environmental costs are used in an analysis, theu projected
environmental compliance costs are typically used because these are
reasonably ascertainable and will directly impact the costs that the utility
incurs and its customers pay through electric rates, Also, compliance costs
typically represent the l!owest cost alternative that will avoid the
environmental impacts. Ilowever, in the Minnesota VOS calculation,
externalities are used instead. As the term implies, externalities refer to
impacts that are external to those incurred in the market being examined (e.g.,
impacts exterual to electric utility costs and electric rates paid by utility
customers in this docket). Therefore, the perceived costs of these externalities

are not typically recovered from the utility’s customers (unless a calculation,

17
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such as the Minnesota VOS approach, attempts to internalize these costs so

that utility customers are paying for them).

Because externalities are less well defined than projected compliance costs,
and the magnitude of externality cost values may be limited only by one’s
imagination, their use in the Minnesota VOS calculation will likely result in
supposed envirommental benefits for DSM PV that far exceed the projected

compliance costs that are typically used in Florida.

For example, the document states that “the federal social cost of CO,
emissions” is used (page 39, emphasis added). The document states that this
social cost value for the year 2020 is $51.22 per ton which is much higher
than the environmental compliance cost projections FPL has seen and utilized
in recent years. Thus the use of externalities, rather than environmental
compliance costs, will result in an even greater overstateinent of projected

benefits for DSM PV than is shown in Exhibit SRS — 17,

Furthermore, the Minnesota VOS calculation does not appear to account for
externalities and/or other factors (property tax revenues for the municipality
the generator would be located in, for example) that would favor the
generating unit that is projected to be avoided by DSM PV. In this regard, the

Mitmesota VOS approach is clearly one-sided in its perspective.
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FPL witness Deason’s rebuttal testimony also addresses problems regarding
the use of externalities in analyzing resource options. These problems include
giving credit for aveiding costs that are not considered in setting a utility’s
electric rates and which are arguably beyond the FPSC’s jurisdiction.
Accounting for such costs will typically increase electric rates, For all of
these reasons, the Commission has never approved the inclusion of
externalities for the purpose of assessing DSM or other resource options.
Based on these shortcomings in the Minnesota VOS approach, would you
recommend that Florida adopt this approach to evaluating DSM PV?

No. Using the Mimnesota VOS approach may be fine for someone who wishes
to promote any type of PV use regardless of whether it is cost-effective for a
utility’s customers. However, the use of this VOS calculation would not be a
good thing for FPL’s customers because it could lead to paying for PV
applications that either cannot deliver the value that has been attributed. to

them or are a more expensive way of delivering value than customers need to

bear,

The Florida DSM screening test approach, in particular the use of the RIM
test, is a far better way to perform initial evaluations of DSM options such as
DSM PV. The RIM test evaluates projected benefits, costs, and cost impacts
that will impact electric rates with which all of FPL’s customers will be
served. Thus the RIM test meets the objective of a true cost-effectiveness test

to help determine whether a resource option should be implemented based on

19
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what direction electric rates and costs are projected to go. The Minnesota
VOS calculation was simply not designed to meet this objective. It was
designed to calculate a cost value that would be paid to DSM PV participants.
Do Dv. Fine and Mr. Rabago discuss other, non-DSM approaches to
utilizing PV?

Yes. Mr. Rébago’s testimony contains the following passage in which he

supports a non-DSM PV approach:

“O. What recommendations do you offer regarding community solar
programs discussed by the companies?

A. I believe that community solar programs offer an imporiant opportunity
to make participation in the benefits of distributed solar an option for

more customers and in more areas of a utility service territory.” (Page 33,

lines 18-22)

Dr. Fine’s testimony supports another non-DSM PV approach:

“I also recommend that the Commission consider implementing a utiliiy-

owned commercial rooftop PV program.” (Page 19, lines 12-14)

Other statements in his testimony offer additional support for the idea of

utility-owned PV installations. For example:

20




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

20

21

22

23

“The total installed cost for distributed installations fell 12 percent in
2012 and has fallen 33 percent over the past three years. The cost decline

is even greater for wiility installations.” (Page 15, lines 9 ~12)

In addition, he states in a table on page 17 of his testimony that in 2013 the
reported average installed cost for FPL’s residential DSM PV Pilot program
was §4. I0/wart. By comparison, FPL’s current estimates for the cost of

installing utility-scale PV are significantly lower.

These statements suggest two things. First, if the objective is to promote and
utilize PV in a more efficient and economic manner than the demonstrably
non-cost-effective DSM PV approach, significantly more MW of PV can be
installed right now with utility-owned, utility-scale PV for the same amount of
money than with a continuation of the DSM PV. Second, if the trend of
greater cost declines for wutility installations compared to non-utility
installations continues, then this economic advantage for utility-owned,

utility-scale PV will only increase in the future,

Note also that this advantage refers only to how many MW of PV can be
installed for the same expenditure amount between utility and non-utility
installations. In addition, the first year capacity factor of FPL’s DSM PV Pilot
programs has been approximately 17% to 20%. The current projection for

utility-scale PV facilities’ first year capacity factor is approximately 20% to
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25%. Consequently, not only will a given expenditure amount result in more
MW of PV capacity being installed with utility versus non-utility installations,
more MWh of energy will also be produced from each installed MW in utility
versus non-utility installations.

Based on these considerations, it is clear that Florida and FPI’s customers
would get more value per dollar spelnt on PV if those expenditures were made
for utility-scale PV than with a continuation of the DSM PV Pilots which have
never been cost-effective. Any consideration of PV should focus on the
relative economics of the different PV applications. If PV is to be promoted
as a matter of public policy, FPL believes that the PV application(s) most
economic for FPL’s customers should be pursued.

Is FPL proposing an alternative to the uneconomic sclar rebate pilot
programs?

Yes. FPL witness Koch presents in his rebuttal testimony the framework for
a research and development (R&D) program that FPL believes could be
substituted for the ineffectual and non-cost-effective solar pilot programs that
FPL is currently funding.

Does Dr. Fine’s testimony address a program that is similar to what ¥PL
proposes?

Yes. Dr. Fine's testimony contains a discussion invelving a recent Duke
Energy Carolinas petition to the North Carolina Utilities Commission for
approval of a utility-owned distributed PV program. He quoted passages from

the Duke Carolinas witness (Owen Smith) in that docket in which the witness
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A,

discussed the benefits of their PV petition. In addition to helping Duke

Carolinas meet a state RPS requiremnent, the following benefits were

mentioned by the witness:

“The Program will enable the Company to understand the impact of
distributed generation on its system... [and] ...The Program will enable
the Company io develop and enhance competencies as owners and

operators of renewable generation facilities.” (Dr. Fine (estimony, page

26, lines 21 — 29),

This description indicates that the Duke Carolinas program is, at least in part,
an R&D effort. An R&D-based PV effort in Florida that addressed all three
types of PV applications would be more valuable to FPL’s customers than an
extension of the DSM PV application used in the DSM PV Pilot programs.
In swmmary, what do you recommend in regard to the DSM PV Pilot
programs and the witnesses’ view that the Minnesota VOS approach be
used to evaluate DSM PV programs?
I recommend the following:
1) Allow proven cost-ineffective IXSM solar water heating and DSM
PV Pilot programs to expire as scheduled at the end of 2014, They
have not been cost-effective since their inception and they are not
cost-effective today. In lieu of these pilot programs, FPL and other

Florida IOUs could use the money spent on those programs more
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productively by conducting R&D that helps gather information on
the system impacts of both DSM and non-DSM PV applications.

2) Encourage I'PL and the other utilities to look at alternate PV
applications that deliver more PV MW and MWh per dollar than
the DSM PV Pilot programs, even if these more promising PV
applications are non-DSM applications.

3) Disregard the suggestion to throw away a DSM cost-effectiveness
analysis approach that has served Florida well for decades, and to
replace it with an unproven framework from a non-Florida
jurisdiction with distinctly non-Florida circumstances, to evaluate
DSM PV. The Minnesota VOS calculation is not a cost-
effectiveness test and clearly overstates the projected system cost
savings value. In addition, it will be interesting to see what the
Minnesota experience with this approach will actually be in
practice over the next few years. A prudent course for Florida will
be to observe to see if the problems apparent in the calculations are
addressed.

Are there any other aspects of either of these testimonies that you would
like to address?
Yes. There is one other item [ would like to address from Dr. Fine’s testimony

that concerns projected CO; emissions for the state of Florida. He states:
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“Recent emissions trends suggest that the stafe is going in the wrong

direction as emissions are rising”. (Page 10, lines 5 & 6)

This statement appears to be based on 2008 and 2010 data and projections for
the Florida economy as a whole, its power sector, and its transportation sector.
However, a more recent projection specifically for FPL’s utility system wasg
provided in Exhibit SRS —~ 15 of my direct testimony. This projection shows
that FPL’s annual system CO», emissions are projected to decrease by
approximately 13% over the 2015 to 2025 time frame despite significant

growth in customer load.

This projection is a direct result of FPL’s successful on-going efforts to
improve the efficiency, and lower costs, in generating electricity using clean
natural gas and in increasing the portion of its totel electricity generation that
comes from emission-free nuclear power. Not only have these efforts resulted
in low emissions, but in low costs and low electric rates as well. Thes'e are
great results for FPL’s customers. However, lower emissions, costs, and
electric rates for the FPL system also serve to explain why the trend of

declining DSM cost-effectiveness seen across the U.S. is heightened for FPL.
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Part II: Ms. Mims’ and WMr, Woolf’s Testimonies

How is vour discussion of Ms. Mims® and Mr., Weolls festimonies
organized?
My discussion is organized into four general areas for which I will use the
following headings:

1) Ignoring the Obvious;

2) Failure to Understand FPL’s IRP Process and Analyses;

3) An Evaluation of the Recommended Alternate Goals and Impacts on

FPL’s Customers; and,

4} Other Comments.

T will generally refer to these two witnesses collectively as “these witnesses.”
However, when discussing specific statements in testimony, I will specify

which witness made the statement being discussed.

1) Ignoring the Obvious

FPL’s direct testimony pointed out that there were iwo primary reasons
for FPL’s proposed goals being lower than in vears past: (1} DSM is less
cost-effective than it has been in the past; and (2) the increased impact of
energy efficiency codes and standards has lowered the potential market
for utility DSM by addressing many energy efficiency opportunities that
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otherwise could have been addressed by utility DSM. Did these witnesses
acknowledge that these two facters will logically result in a reduced vole
for utility DSM?

No. These witnesses generally failed to acknowledge that DSM is less cost-
effective than in previous years and that energy efficiency codes & standards
are eliminating the potential market for specific equipment that otherwise
would exist as an opportunity for utility DSM. Not surprisingly, instead of

acknowledging these realitigs, they attempted to avoid these two facts as much

as possible.

However, perhaps recognizing that they could not avoid these two key facts

entirely, Mr. Woolf offered the following passage:

“These proposed DSM goals are not low because the DSM opportunities
are not available or are not cost-effective — as the Ultilities claims. The
proposed goals are also not low because..new building codes and
standards are going to eliminate DSM opportunities — as the Ulilities

claim”. (Page 4, line 18 through page 5, line 2)

In this statement, Mi. Woolf is widening the scope of the topic to make it
appear that FPL is dismissing all utility DSM opportunities. In regard to the
first sentence, FPL. has not claimed that there are no available DSM

opportunities that are cost-effective. In fact, FPL is proposing 337 MW of
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DSM — the equivalent of avoiding a new 400 MW power plant — as cost-
effective for its system. The point is that DSM measures in general are less
cost-effective now than they were in previous years. This means that fewer
DSM measures pass preliminary economic screening than was the case in
previous years. In addition, it means that for those measures that do pass this
screening, the maximum incentive level that can be paid for those measures is
generally lower than in previous vears. Both of these outcomes result in lower

Achievable Potential for DSM.

However, Mr. Woolf eventually does make one statement that shows he

recognizes the obvious fact that DSM cost-effectiveness is declining:

“...avoided costs are less than they were in the past.” (Page 78, line 13)

In regard to his second statement, FPL has not said that new building codes
and standards are going to eliminate all DSM opportunities. What FPL has
said, and what is obviously true, is that if codes and standards now require a
certain level of energy efficiency for electrical equipment, the potential for
utility DSM to have obtained that exact same efficiency gain from that
equipment has been eliminated. For example, if codes and standards
previously atlowed the sale of an air conditioner with a SEER level of 14, but

now require a minimun SEER of 15, the potential for utility DSM to ‘move’ a
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customer from selecting a 14 SEER air conditioner to a 15 SEER model has

been eliminated. These are simple, indisputable facts.

Again, in regard to the impact of codes and standards’ impact on utility DSM,

Mr. Woolf eventually does admit the obvious:

“It is frue that increasing building codes and standards will make it more

difficult to achieve DSM savings over time. ” (Page 78, lines 26 & 27)
Would you please provide an example that demonstrates that DSM is less
cost-effective than it was in previous years?
Yes. I will present two examples, one for a single DSM measure and one that
addresses the entire projected Achievable Potential. First, let’s compare the
RIM and TRC cost-effectiveness results for a single DSM measure (code
number RSF150 which is a residential R-0 to R-19 ceiling insulation
measurg), assuming no change in the kW, kWh, life of measure,
administrative costs, or incentive costs, from the 2009 goals-seiting analyses
and the 2014 analyses. The same RIM and TRC preliminary screening tests

are used in these calculations. The respective benefit-to-cost ratios are:

RIM 1TRC
2009 1.21 3.16
2014 1.03 2.30
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The cost-effectiveness ratios under both preliminary screening tests are clearly
lower now than in 2009 which indicate that the measure is less cost-effective
now than it was m 2009. From this example it is obvious that other measures
that were closer to a 1.01 ratic in 2009 would now fall below that threshold

value in 2014 and be eliminated in the preliminary economic screening steps.

Moving from a comparison of a single individual DSM measure to all of the
individual DSM measures, we now compare the Achievable Potential results
from 2009 and 2014. The list of total DSM measures analyzed, and the
screening process itself, remained essentially the same between the two years.
The 2014 results shown include CO; costs to further ensure the comparisen is

a valid one. The respective Achievable Potential MW values are:

RIM TRC
2009 949 1,153
2014 504 577

The decrease in the Achievable Potential MW from 2009 to 2014 is
approximately 50% under either of the preliminary sereening tests. Because
Achievable Potential addresses all DSM measures identified initially in the
Technical Potential step which have survived the preliminary economic
screening process, these results indicate that there has been a significant

decrease in DSM cost-effectiveness in general across all DSM measures.
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Does the projection of higher impacts of codes and standards alse
contribute to the eurrent lowering of Achievable Potential results?

Yes. In 2009, the projected Summer MW impact from codes and standards
over the 10-year goals-setting period was projected to be 1,255 MW. The
current projection of this impact over the present 10-year goals-setting peried
is projected to be 1,823 MW. Thus the projected impact has increased by
almost 50%. After accounting for FPL’s 20% reserve margin criterion, the
1,823 MW of energy efficiency is equivalent to avoiding more than five
additional new power plants of 400 MW each. Therefore, this increase in
energy efficiency delivered by codes and standards is significant — and is
benefiting all FPL customers because customers do not fund these efficiency
gains through the Energy Conservation Cost Recovery Clause. It also,
however, clearly contributes to the current lower Achievable Potential DSM
MW values,

Is the dramatic lowering of DSM cost-effectiveness something only being
seen in Florida?

No. T have the privilege of representing FPL in biannual meetings of the
Southeast Electric Exchange’s IRP Task Force. The group consists of
representatives of a number of utilities that range geographically from
Oklahoma to Ohio to Flerida. This group includes utilities who operate under
traditional regulatory structures as well as ones who operate in so-called

deregulated regulatory structures and/or power pools. At each of these

31




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

meetings, resource planning issues and trends are discussed in a roundtable

format.

A recurring issue in these information sharimg meetings in recent years is the
trend of steadily decreasing cost-effectiveness of DSM. (I note that this trend
is of particular concern to utilities for whom excessively high DSM goals have
been set and/or who are operating under DSM-linked reward-and-penalty
structures.) Becaus;a many, if not all, of the utilities in the Task Force are
seeing this trend, the issue of decreasing cost-effectiveness of DSM is
definitely not unique to Florida.

Is there anything special about FPL’s utility system which is contributing
even mare to this trend of decreasing DSM cost-effectiveness?

Yes. Efficiency is not something unique to DSM resources; efficiency applies
to generation resources as well. Since 2001, FPL’s fossil-fueled generation
system has seen a 20% improvement in its efficiency. This means that FPL
now can generate the same amount of electricity usig 20% less fossil fuel —a
fact SACE and Sierra Club should appreciate but which they are
understandably silent about when these generation efficiency improvements
are discussed in regard to contributing to declining cost-effectiveness of DSM
for FPL’s system. These generation efficiency gains result in fower fuel costs
to produce each kWh of electricity. In regard to DSM, it means that the kWh
reduction aspect of DSM options now provides lower benefits than in

previous years, making DSM options less cost-effective. Furthermore, FPL’s
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system is projected to become even more cfficient, and to lower fuel costs
even more, with the completion of the Port Everglades modernization project
and the planned addition of the Turkey Point 6 & 7 nuclear units. Both Ms.
Mims and Mr. Woolf have chosen to ignore the important role that utility
system efficiency and lowered costs play in DSM cost-effectiveness analyses.

Despite their attempts to aveid seriously discussing the obvious fact of
decreasing cost-effectiveness of DSM, did these witnesses’ testimonies
suggest to you that they are actually concerned about this?

Yes. There were two aspects of their testimonies that suggest to me that they
really do recognize the trend of decreasing cost-effectiveness of DSM and,
rather than accept that fact, they are trying to avoid that reality by changing
the rules of the game in Florida. They attempt to do so through twao

discussions or suggestions.

The first “change the rules of the game™ discussion/suggestion is that Florida
is not using the Utility Cost Test (UCT) in its preliminary screening of DSM

measures. Regarding this topic, Mr. Woolf states:

“...the Utilities ignore one of the most useful screening tests available. the

Utility Cost test.” (Page 20, lines 21 & 22)

It is not surprising that Sierra Club would prefer that Florida use the UCT in

its preliminary sereening of DSM measures. Use of the UCT will result in
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even higher benefit-to-cost ratios for DSM measures than the already “low
hurdle” TRC test. To demonstrate that, let’s return to our previous example of
the RIM and TRC benefit-to-cost ratios in 2014 for a single DSM 1neasure.
When we now add the UCT benefit-to-cost ratio for that measure, we have the
following:

RIM TRC UCT

2014 1.03 2.30 3.71

As shown above, the UCT represents an even lower hurdle for DSM than the
already low-hurdle TRC test. In addition, the UCT shares a fundamental flaw
inherent in the TRC test: neither the UCT nor TRC test accounts for the
iinportant impacts on electric rates from DSM. In previous DSM goals
dockets in Florida, the UCT was rarely, if ever mentioned. The TRC test was
ardently endorsed by intervenors desiring the highest possible DSM goals as
the only correct cost-effectiveness test to use. However, in 2014, with the
cost-effectiveness of DSM having significantly declined to the point where a
significant number of DSM measures are no longer passing even the TRC test,
it is not surprising that the UCT is now being discussed. This is an attempt to

change the rules in Florida so that the bar for DSM resource options is

lowered.
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What is the other “change the rules” suggestion that is offered in these
testimonies?

That suggestion is to include additional “non-energy benefits” on the DSM
side of the ledger in the preliminary economic screening of DSM measures.
Both of these witnesses believe this would be a really good thing to do. First,

Ms. Mims states:

“The Utilities do not appear to take into account non-energy benefits, also

kmown as Other Frogram Impacts (OPI). " (Page 47, lines 20 & 21)
Perhaps to avoid the interpretation of OPI as an impact to “Other People’s
Income,” Ms. Mims immediately provides some examples of OPIs which
include: “improved health and safety, increased comfort.” (Page 48, lines 1 &

2) 1will return to these non-energy benefit examples in a moment.

My, Woolf also gets into this act by stating that:
“DSM goals should reflect DSM benefits beyond those that accrue fo the
utility system. To do so, non-energy benefits should be included in DSM

screening.” (Page 36, lines 13-15);

And, in regard to accounting for non-energy benefits, Mr. Woolf states:
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“... T recommend that the Commission require the Utilities do apply the
following...adders. 50 percent for low-income customer programs; 23%
for residential ron-low-income customer programs; and 10% for

commercial and industrial customer programs.” (Page 38, lines 6-9)

The potential impact of including such non-energy benefits in DSM
preliminary screening analyses is demonstrated in Ms. Mims’ Figure 10 that is
presented on page 49 of her testimony. This figure shows that use of such
berefits in Massachusetts can change the TRC test’s beuefit-to-cost ratio
many times over. For example, in regard to the Residential Retrofit program,
the TRC benefit-to-cost ratio increases from what appears on her chart to be

roughly a 1.1 ratio to a ratio of roughly 5.5 solely by applying non-energy

benefits.

In other words, the use of non-energy benefits in DSM analyses is a miracle
cure for the indisputable ailment of decreasing DSM cost-effectiveness.
Would inclusion of non-energy benefits in DSM analyses in Florida be a
good idea?

No. There are numerous reasons why this is a bad idea and I'll mention a few
of them. First, inclusion of non-energy benefits is an obvious attempt to
artificially make the cost-effectiveness of DSM appear better than it really is.

Second, making non-cost-effective DSM appear to be cost-effective through
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the inclusion of non-energy benefits will result in unnecessary increases in

electric rates if the non-cost-effective DSM measures are implemented.

Third, even if one wanted to try to account for non-energy benefits, it would
be impossible to place an accurate cost value on such benefits. Even Mr,

Woolf admits as miuch when he states:

. ..there is some uncertainty regarding the magnitude of some participant

non-energy henefits” (Page 37, lines 16 & 17).

His aftempt to heavily qualify this statement does not hide the fact that any
cost values aftributed fo non-energy benefits are, at best, highly uncertain. He
reveals as much regarding his 10% to 50% recommended “adders” to TRC

benefits in the following staternent:
“These recommended values are based on my extensive review of non-

energy benefils in other states, and are conservative relative fo some of

the quantified values of non-energy benefits that I am aware of.” (Page 38,

lines 10-12)

In plain English, these estimates vary all over the place.
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Fourth, once one starts down the path of trying to identify what impact to
society will count as a “non-energy benefit”, it will be impossible to know

where the correct place is to draw the line and say “stop, we won’t count any

more impacts.”

Fifth, use of non-energy benefits as adders to DSM benefits applears to be
entirely one-sided with various benefits counting only on the DSM side of the
ledger. Common sense would tell one that there have to be non-energy
benefits on the supply side of the ledger as well. Examples might include:
employment impacts, property tax impacts, economic development benefits
from lower electric rates, ete. And, returning to Ms. Mims® examples of ‘non-
energy benefits’ that include “improved health and safety, increased
comfort,” lower electric rates that result from not implementing high levels of
non-cost-effective DSM will certainly assist FPL’s customers in these two

considerations.

In regard to the issue of one-sidedness, it is interesting that Mr. Woolf’s
testimony points out that analysis of resource options should not be one-sided,
as inclusion of non-energy benefits only on the DSM side of the ledger would
be, when he discusses the guiding principles of the National Efficiency
Screening Project (NESP). The NESP principle that is relevant to this

discussion is:
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“Applicability to_all resources. In general, these principles should be

applied to all types of eleciric and gas utility resources, both demand-side

and supply-side resources.” (Page 13, lines 17-19)

Yet the incredible increase in the TRC benefit-to-cost ratios in Massachusetts
when ‘non-energy benefits’ are added as shown in Figure 10 of Ms. Mims’
testimony suggests that the “applicabilify to all resources” principle may not
have actually been put in practice. To see five-fold {or more) increases in
benetit-to-cost ratios for DSM when non—enefgy benefits are incorporated
strongly suggests that either these “benefits” are only incorporated on the
DSM side of the ledger, or that benefits on the supply-side of the ledger were

not pursued as diligently or imaginatively.

For at least all of these reasons discussed above, the notion that Florida should
suddenly begin to account for non-energy benefits is a very bad idea. In
addition, FPL witness Deason discusses in his rebuttal testimonmy why
inclusion of non-energy benefits would be contrary to established practice and
good regulatory policy.

Please summarize this section of your rebuttal testimony.

The testimonies of Ms. Mims and Mr. Woolf aiterpt to ignore the obvious
fact that DSM is less cost-effective now than in previous years. A simple
comparison of the cost-effectiveness of a single DSM measure in 2009 and

2014, and of the Achievable Potential MW in 2009 and 2014, clearly shows
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that DSM cost-effectiveness has diminished. This is not a phenomenon
specific to Florida and to how Florida utilities analyze DSM, though it is
exacerbated by the increasingly high efficiency of FPL’s generation system.

This is a very good thing for FPL’s customers, but it also lowers the benefits

that DSM can provide.

The testimonies of these two witnesses also attempt to ignore the obvious
regarding another issue: an almost 50% increase in the projected impact of
codes and standards in 2014 compared to 2009 will definitely reduce the
potential for utility DSM to address the specific efficiency gains that are now

addressed by the codes and standards.

Nonetheless, their testimonies also suggest that they are aware that utility
DSM is now less cost-effective. Their testimonies recommend that Florida
should “change the rules™ to protect DSM resources. They suggest that Florida
should implement the UJCT which presents a signmificantly lower hurdie for
DSM in screening analyses, thus giving the appearance that DSM is more
cost-effective than it actually is. In addition, they recommend that Florida now
incorporate a set of “adders” to boost DSM benefits by up to 50% despite the
fact that these adders are based on highly uncertain, speculative values that are

completely one-sided in their application.
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These suggestions/recommendations are an attempt to deny the current reality
for DSM: DDSM is less cost-effective now than in previous years, particularly
for FPL, and the growing impact of energy efficient codes and standards is
reducing the potential for utility DSM efficiency improvements that have
already been addressed by the codes and standards. As a result, a reduced role
for utility DSM, as seen in FPL’s proposed IDSM goals, is now warranted. The
FPSC should not seriously consider these witnesses® calls to change the rules

in Florida to shield ene type of resource option (i.e., DSM) from reality.

2) Failure fo Understand FPL’s IRP Process and Analyses

The testimonies of Ms, Mims and Mr. Woolf contained statements that
were critical of FPL’s IRP process and analyses. Were you surprised by
this?

Not at all. In my approximately 35 years of performing resource analyses for
FPL, I have come to the conclusion that some organizations are almost
fanatical in how fervently they hold onto the belief that DSM resources must
always be better than all other resource options. Consequently, when faced
with analyses that show that IDSM should play a smaller role in FPL’s
resource plans than in previous years, it was expected that the analyses,

assumptions, motives, etc. might be criticized.
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Did these testimonies include “summary” statements regarding FPL’s
IRP process and analyses?
Yes. I believe the following two statements, one from each of these two

witnesses, sum up the view they have of FPL’s IRP process and analyses:

“FPL lacks transparency and analytical rigor in its resource planning...”

(Mims, Page 7, line 24);

and,

“It is also clear that if the Ulilities were to adopt significantly higher DSM
goals, then customer bills would be reduced significantly. This is the basic
conclusion from a straightforward comparison of the costs of supply-side
and demand-side resources; unencumbered by opaque, unduly éomplex

and consiraining resource planning practices.” {Woolf, Page 72, lines 9-

12)

I will come back to their descriptions of “lacks...analytical rigor” and
“unduly complex” later in my testimony. For the moment, let me just state
that I believe part of the reason for these summary statements is that these
witnesses simply do not understand FPL’s IRP process and analyses. This is
clear from the number of inaccurate and/or misleading statements that are

present throughout their testimonies.
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Please discuss these incorrect and/or misleading statements,

Exhibit SRS — 18 provides a listing of at least some of the statements from
their testimonies that are inaccurate and/or misleading. The exhibit’s 10 pages
provide several dozen examples of inaccurate and/or misleading statements.
This partial listing of such statenients also includes the correct information for

the topic they have addressed. Many of these statements are about FPL’s IRP

process and analyses,

From both the number and breadth of these inaccurate and/or misleading
statements, it is obvious that Ms. Mims and Mr. Woolf do not understand the
resource planning process and analyses that they have chosen to attack.

Are there other problematic statements in their testimonies that you did
not include in Exhibit SRS — 1§87

Yes. I'll discuss two of them. The first is the following statement from Mr.
Woolf in which he attempts to argue that the RIM test overstates the lost

revenue component of the RIM test:

“The Utilities estimate lost revenues on the basis of a projection of total
electricity prices... This is not the correct methodology for estimating lost
revenues that will impact rates. The correct methodology is to use a

projection of fixed components of rates, not the fixed plus variable

components of rates.” (Page 25, lines 21-25)
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I disagree. Let me illustrate using fuel costs, which is the predominant
component of variable costs. An analyst starts with a projection of electric
rates that includes a projection of the fuel component of the rates. Thus the
analyst has a projection of the fuel-based revenues that are expected to be
recovered. However, once a DSM option is added to the system, there are
several fuel cost impacts that will occur as previously discussed in Part I of
my testimony. Some impacts will lower the utility system’s fuel costs and
some will increase the utility system’s fuel costs. In the RIM test, the net
effect of these fuel cost impacts from DSM is compared to the forecasted fuel-
based revenues. The net effect of DSM on fuel costs is accounted for on the
benefit side of the ledger and the reduction in fuel-based revenues is

accounted for on the cost side of the ledger as part of lost revenues.

This comparison appropriately captures whether the fuel component of
electric rates will increase, decrease, or remain unchanged due to DSM
impacts. To exclude the fuel-based revenues on the cost side of the ledger, and
include the net fuel impacts on the system on the benefit side of the ledger,
would incorrectly understate the impact of DSM on electric rates. (It would
also artificially inflate the benefit-to-cost ratios of the RIM test which is in
keepmg with Mr. Woolf's recommendation to add non-energy benetits to the

DSM side of the ledger.)
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What is the other problematic staternent you would like to discuss that is

not included in Exhihit SRS — 1§?
This is actually a series of statements that is made m Mr. Woolf’s testimony

and it refers to the concept of “bills.” The following two statements provide

good examples:

“Higher DSM goals would resull in reduced costs, and therefore reduced

bills. ” (Page 9, line 1, emphasis added);

and,

“Maintaining low utility svstem costs, and thevefore low customer bills on

average....” (Page 22, line 18 & 19, emphasis added)

[ do not believe that Mr, Woolf’s testimony ever explains what he is actually

referring to when he uses the terms “bills™ and “customer bill.”

In statements in which he uses the phrase “reduced bills,” he is giving the
misleading impression that bills for all customers will be reduced by high
levels of DSM. He provides cover for himself by occasionally making slightly

revised statements such as “low cusfomer bills on average,”
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Mr. Woolf is simply referring to total costs as “bills.” Because total costs do
decrease with DSM additions, he claims that the utility’s total “bill” to all
customers will, on average, decrease. This 1s just a verbal construct that
ignores the fact that high levels of DSM increase electrie rates, resulting in

actual bill increases for many actual customers. His use of the term “bills™ in

this fashion is an attempt to ignore the fact that non-cost-effective DSM will

inevitably lead to unnecessary cross-subsidization between DSM participants
and non-participants in which the non-participants will be harmed. In other
words, in the context of DSM, there is no one “bill” impact, or even an
“average bill.” There are participants and there are non-participants, and non-
participants’ bills will go up if electric rates go up.

Do these witnesses acknowledge the flexibility of DSM to be increased or
decreased as resource needs and cost-effectiveness warrant?

No. In fact, these two witnesses are strongly resisting the Florida utilities’
conclusion, based on months of analyses performed by each individual utility,

that the appropriate course of action at this time is to reduce utility DSM

goals.

My involvement in utility DSM efforts began in 1979 and has continued
through today. Utility DSM was in its infancy in 1979. One of the initial big
selling points regarding DSM was the flexibility it offered to utilities. It could
be ramped up quickly if load growth accelerated. Likewise, it could be ramped

down quickly if load growth stalled or the cost-effectiveness of DSM began to
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decline. This flexibility attribute of DSM stiil exists today. However, some
organizations such as SACE and Sierra Club now see the flexibility atiribute

of DSM as something that can only work in one direction: ever upwards.

FPL has utilized DSM’s inherent flexibility. In 2004, FPL’s DSM goals were
set at approximately 88 MW (Summer) per year. After experiencing very high
peak loads i 2005, FPL voluntarily increased its DSM implementation
quickly to its current level of approximately 120 MW per year. However, by
the time the 2009 DSM goals docket rolled around, both FPL’s rate of load
growth, and DSM cost-effectiveness, had decreased. Therefore, FPL sought to
utilize the inherent flexibility of DSM and reduce DSM implementation in its

2009 DSM goals filing. Accordingly, FPL proposed goals of approximately

66 MW per year.

However, FPL’s goals were significantly increased to an average of about 150
MW per year in the 2009 docket. Yet soon thereafter, recognizing the rate
impacts that would occur from implementing such a high level of DSM, FPL

was instructed to return to its then current DSM levels, which averaged about

120 MW per year. In 2014, DSM cost-effectiveness has significantly

decreased even more than in 2009. Furthermore, energy efficiency codes and
standards have diminished some of the market potential for utility DSM,

particularly in regard to air conditioning equipment.
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Consequently, FPL is attempting to again utilize the inherent flexibility of
DSM to reduce its goals to a proper level that utilizes those utility DSM
options that remain cost-effective, However, rather than accept the current
reality of declining DSM cost-effectiveness, and embracing the ability of
DSM to be quickly ramped down or up as a fundamental strength of DSM, the
testimonies of these two witnesses argue fiercely against FPL's planned
reduction in DSM levels.

Why do you believe these witnesses are so resistant to reduced levels of
DSM?

[ believe much of their resistance stems from the business motives of the
organizations they represent. DSM has become a fair sized industry in the
U.S. and organizations like Mr. Woolf’s employer, Synapse Energy
Economics (Synapse), have now been in business for over a decade. Synapse,
and other such organizations, consistently push for ever higher levels of DSM
regardless of changing load forecasts, changing fuel cost forecasts, ete. This is
not surprising because DSM is their business. Therefore, these organizations
have a vested interest in attempting to convince as many utilities, regulators,

and legislators as possible to commit to DSM at ever increasing levels.

In this regard, organizations such as Synapse and SACE are simply special
interests attempting to sway decision makers to decide in favor of their
product (DSM) as often as possible instead of presenting impartial,

analvtically-based recommendations. It is good for their individual businesses
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to do so and 1 don’t fault them for attempting to get favorable decisions that
will enable them to stay in business. But I believe viewing these testimonies
as coming from special interest organizations helps explain the extreme and
unsupported recommendations for DSM goals that T will discuss next in my

rebuttal testimony.

3) An Evaluation of The Recommended Alternate Goals and

Impacts on FPL’s Customers

The Alternate Recommended Goals & Their Development

In regard to the DSM goals recommended by Ms. Mims and Mr. Woolf
for FPL, were they based on FPL-specific economic analyses?

No.

Were their goals at least based on Florida-specific economic analyses?

No.

Were their goals based on any econontic analyses at all?

No.

Please deseribe their recommended goals.

The primlary DSM goal for both witnesses is for GWh reduction. Both
recommend a 1% reduction in retail sales (but differ slightly in regard to what
vear that goal should be reached). In regard to MW reduction, Ms. Mims

appears not to have any such goal in mind. Mr. Woolf recommends that FPL’s
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2013 ratio of MW-reduction-to-MWh-reduction be used and then multiplied
by the GWh goal. The resulting product is his recommended MW goal.

Please describe how their recommended goals were developed?

Because they offer no description of how they arrived at their recommended
goals, it appears that the GWh goal was developed by simply pulling an
arbifrary percentage value out of the air. Then the MW goal recommended by
Mr. Woolf appears to have been developed by selecting an arbitrary ratio
value from an arbitrarily selected year, then multiplying the arbiﬁary ratio by
the arbitrary GWh value.

What justification did they give for their GWh and MW goals?

In regard to the GWh goal, both witnesses essentially said that it was selected
because (paraﬁhrasing) “other people are doing it.” In regard to Mr. Woolf's
MW goal, he really gave little or no justification as to why he selected this
approach. Mr. Woolf does admit that his MW-reduction-to-MWh-reduction
ratio is a “...simplistic assumption....” (Page 85, line 23)

In regard to FPL’s analyses that led to the identification of its proposed
goals, how long did it take to complete those analyses?

These analyses took at least five months of continuous work to complete.
How long do vou estimate it took for these witnesses to develop their
reeommended goals?

Selecting an arbitrary number for the GWh goal would have been quick.
However, an arbitrary year had {o be selected, and then a ratio had to be

calculated, for the MW goal. Taking all of this into account, [ cannot imagine
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why it would take more than five minutes in fotal to develop their goals
recommendations.

Their “select an arbitrary number” approach certainky Wasn’t “unduly
complex,” but didn’t one of these witnesses also state that FPL’s IRP
pracess “lecked... analytic vigor™?

fronically, ves.

A Discussion of Their LCOE-based “Justification”

Inm the absence of actual economic analyses, did these witnesses attempt to
offer anything that could serve as an economic justification?

Yes. However, just as certain intervenors attempted to do in the 2009 Goals
docket, these witnesses chose a levelized cost of electricity (LCOE) approach
to serve as their economic “justification.” This was an unfortunate choice.
Why is an LCOE approach an unfortunate choice?

It is an unfortunate choice because the results of an LCOE comparison are
meaningless if' the objective is to make a final decision regarding two
competing resource options, such as a generation option and a DSM option.
Didn’t you discuss this previously in the 2009 DSM docket?

Yes. In the 2009 DSM Goals docket, my rebuttal testimony inciuded a
detailed 15-page explanation regarding why a cents’lkWh LCOE comparison
of dissimilar resource options, such as generation and DSM options, could not

provide a meaningful answer to the question of which resource option should
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be selected for a utility. This expianation was also subsequently repeated in
my rebuttal testimonies in the 2009 and 2010 nuclear cost recovery dockets
(Docket Nos. 090009-El@ and 100009-EI),

Is that explanation still valid teday?

Yes,

Please summarize the explanation.

A typical LCOE calculation looks at the projected $/MWh, or cents/kWh, cost
of an individual resource option to either generate electricity or to reduce
electricity use. However, the perspective taken is solely of the individual
resource option itself and assumes that the resource option is completely
unconnected to a utility system. In other words, an LCOE calculation is based
on a starting point assumption that the generator or DSM option is “placed in
a field by itself” with no connection to a utility system. The LCOE calculation

then develops a cost of operating the resource option by itself.

However, this starting point assumption is clearly unrealistic because any
resource option will be connected to the utility system. As a result, the
addition of the resource option will have a number of impacts on the operation
of other existing resources on the utility system. These are termed “system

impacts” and are accounted for in IRP analyses, but not in LCOE calculations.

For example, assume that a LCOE calculation is performed for a new

combined cycle (CC) generating vnit. The LCOE calculation will account for
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the annual cost of fuel used to run the CC unit. For simplicity’s sake, let’s
assuime that annual cost of fuel in a particular year is $100 miilion. However,
the new CC unit weuld not operate on the utility system unless it was less
expensive to run the new CC unit than it was to run existing generating units

on the system.

Therefore, for each hour the new CC unit operates and incurs fitel cost, the
operation of more expensive existing generating units will be reduced. The
result is that the system fuel savings will be greater than the cost of fuel to
operate the CC unit. For example, assume the annual fuel savings from
reduced operation of the existing generating units is $110 million. Then the
true annual fuel cost for the utility system from operating the new CC unitis a
net fuel savings of 510 million (= $110 million saved from existing units -

$100 million spent to operate the new CC umit).

Because an LCOE calculation accounts only for the fuel cost to operate the
new CC unit, an LCOE calculation fails to account for the fuel savings from
reduced operation of the more expensive existing generating units on the
system. Thus an LCOE calculation only accounts for the $100 million fuel
cost for the new CC unit and fails to end up with the correct result of a $10
million net fuel savings from placing the new CC unit on the utility system.
(Note that this problem with LCOE calculations is identical to the problem

earlier discussed in regard to the Minnesota VOS calculation.)
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As this example shows, an LCOE calculation can be wildly inaccurate
regarding the true cost of placing a resource option on a utility system because
it fails to account for a number of system impacts similar to this net fuel
impact. Thus LCOE calculations provide incomplete, and thus inaccurate,

results regarding the true costs of resource options.

LCOE calculations (also commonly called “screening curve” analyses) may
be useful only in screening applications where similar resources are being
compared. In fact, LCOE calculations can only provide meaningful screcning
results when the resources in question are identical, or nearly identical, in

regard to at least four characteristics:

(1) resource capacity (MW);

(2) annual capacity factor;

(3) the percentage of the resource’s capacity (MW) that is firm capacity;
and,

(4) the projected life of the resource.

If at least all of these four characteristics of competing resources are identical,
or nearly identical, the system impacts of the individual resources will be
similar and can be ignored in a simple screening among these similar

resources.
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However, DSM and generation options are very dissimilar resource options
and typically share none of these four characteristics. Therefore, use of an
LCOE calculation to compare these very dissimilar resource options cannot
give meaningful results. Most importantly, because an LCOE calculation fails
to account for a number of system cost impacts that must be known before a
complete cost picture of competing resource options is known, LCOE
calculations should never be used to make a final resource decision for a
utility.

Since the time of the 2009 DSM Goals docket, have you further examined
the LCOE approach that SACE and the Sierra Club are still advocating
in these two testimonies?

Yes. On at least three occasions [ have had the opportunity to further consider
the LCOE approach and perform additional examinations. These three

examinations can be summarized as fotlows;

1) Using current forecasts and assumptions, updated LCOE
calculations for a combined cycle (CC) unit were performed.
Similar to the analysis presented in rebuttal testimony in 2009, this
examination looked at how the projected I.COE value for the CC
unit will change if even one of a number of system impacts is
accounted for.

2) A fairly rtecent American Council for an Energy-Efficient

Economy (ACEEE) publication that used projected low LCOE
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values for DSM options, and higher LCOE values for generation
options, to recommend implementation of large amounts of DSM
was examined. The second examination took a critical look at both
the LCOE fommula used by ACEEE and the assumptions used in
LCOE calcuiations. This examination concluded by performing a
series of LCOE calculations for one DSM option. In these
calculations, changes to various assumptions were sequentially
made, one at a time, to make these assumptions more reflective of
real world DSM, These more realistic assumptions result, not
unexpectedly, in increases in projected LCOE costs for DSM.

The third examination returned to the specific LCOE formula used
by ACEEE to see if their application of the formula followed
guidelines for evaluating energy efficiency and renewable energy
options that were specified in a publication by the U.S. Department
of Energy’s National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL). In
short, ACEEE’s attempted application of this specific LCOE
formula to decide between competing DSM and Supply options is

not recommended by NREL’s guidelines.

These three examinations demonstrate two things about LCOE calculations.
First, by failing to account for system impacts that accompany the choice of
every resource option, LCOE calculations can only provide maccurate

information and should never be used to make a final resource decision.
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Second, in regard to the vaiues produced in an LCOE calculation, one can
significantly change (or manipulate) what the resulting values wiil be through
the choice of inputs to the calculation.

Would you please discuss thé first of these three examinations?

Yes. Similar to the LCOE calculation presented in the 2009 rebuttal
testimony, a new LCOE calculation for a 2019 CC unit was performed. This
calculation used the same CC unit cost and performance assumptions, and the
same forecasts for fuel costs, ¢te., that were used in the DEM goals analyses
performed for this docket. FPL then performed a second, modified LCOE
calculation in which only one set of system impacts was accounted for. This
second LCOE calculation assumed that there would be a 10% net savings for
the FPL system in regard to system fuel costs and system environmental
compliance costs. This 10% net savings assumption is representative of the
net impact that FPL typically sees in more detailed analyses. These projected

system net savings are incorporated in the second LCOE calculation.

For example, the first LCOE calculation shows that the cost of fuel to operate
the new CC unit in the first year of operation was $422 million. In the second,
modified LCOE calculation, it was assumed that the system fuel cost avoided
by operatmg the new unit (which reduces the operating hours of existing,
more expensive-to-operate generating units) would be $464 million (= $422 x
1.10). The end result for the first year is that the net fuel impact for the entire

FPL system would be a net savings of $42 million.
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Both of the LCOE calculations were performed using FPL’s levelized cost of
electricity calculation spreadsheet. The results of this examination are
provided in Exhibit SRS — 19 which consists of three pages. Page 1 of 3
presents the results of the two calculations and pages 2 of 3 and 3 of 3 present

the two LCOE calculations.

The result of the 1** calculation is a projected LCOE cost of $95/MWh, or 9.5
cents/kWh, for the CC unit assuming a 90% capacity factor (which is a
representative capacity factor value for a new CC unit on FPL’s system), This
projected LCOE cost for a CC unit is similar to those regularly seen in LCOE-

based reports presented by organizations such as SACE and Sierra Club in

dockets like this one.

However, the result of the P calculation, an LCOE calculation modified to
account for just system fuel cost and environmental cost impacts, is a
projected LCOE cost of $23/MWh, or 2.3 cents/kWh, for the same 90%

capacity factor assumption.

Accounting for just this one set of system impacts only begins to move a
typical LCOE calculation towards the desired outcome of any resource
analysis: to fully account for all cost impacts to a utility system from the
addition of a resource option. Yet accounting for only this one set of system

impacts lowers the original LCOE projected value of 9.5 cents’kWh by a

58




13

14

15

18

16

20

21

23

factor of more than 4 to 2.3 cents/kWh. (Needless to say, the L.COE-based
reports favored by SACE and the Sierra Club do not discuss the results of

more accurate modified LCOE calculations such as this one.)

The results of this examination are consistent with the results of prior analyses
that were discussed in my rebuttal testimony in 2009, And these results show
how misieading the results of a typical LCOE calculation are and why one
should never make a final resource decision based on LCOE calculations.
Fortunately, neither any Florida utility nor the state of Florida makes final
resource decisions based on such a flawed method of comparing resource
options.

Please discuss the second examination vou made which invelves an LCOE
calculation formula and associated assumptions.

The second examinatior looked at two aspects of LCOE calculations used in

the ACEEE’s September 2009 report Saving Energy Cost-Effectively: A

National Review of the Cost of Enerpy Saved Through Utility-Sector Energy

Efficiency Programs. Those two aspects that were examined are: (i)
assumptions used in their LCOE calculation; and (ii) the formula actually used

to caleulate the LCOE values.

In regard to the assumptions, the ACEEE’s report did not provide much
readily available information regarding specific assumptions. However, the

report did state that a real discount rate of 5% was used in their LCOE
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calculations and that values in the 2009 document were present valued back to
the year 2007, FPL noted that the discount rate selected by ACEEE for their
calculation is substantially different than the approximate 7%-to-8% range of
discount rates that ¥FPL has recently used in its IRP analyses, which results in

a lower cents/kWh projected result for DSM.

With that in mind, FPY, performed a series of LCOE calculations for a
representative DSM option again using the same FPL LCOE spreadsheet that
was used in the LCOE projections for a CC unit discussed above. The initial
LCOE calculation for this DSM option used a particular set of economic

assumptions/inputs. Then, these assuinptions/inputs were varied one at a time

in additional LCOE calculations.

The DSM option was assumed to have the following characteristics: 1 kW of
demand reduction, 1,752 kWh reduction (i.e., an equivalent capacity factor of
20%), and a 10-year measure life. These assumptions remained unchanged
throughout the LCOE calculations. The starting point economic
asswnptions/inputs were: (i) a 5% discount rate, (i1) a 2019 installation (the
same year as the avoided unit would have gone in service as was assumed in
the LCOE calculations for the CC unit discussed above), and (iii) an
accounting of administration and incentive costs needed to initially sign up

DSM participants.
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Then, the following sequential changes to the economic assumptions/inputs
were made:

- The discount rate was changed from 5% to 7.54% (to match the
discount rate used in the CC LCOE calculation);

- The DSM installation vear was changed from 2019 to 2014 (to reflect
the reality that DSM implementation must occur a number of years
prior to when a generatmg unit would go in-service in order to sign up
enough DSM MW to avoid that unit);

- The fact that the DSM option has only a 10-year life, but the CC umit it
is seeking to avoid has a 30-year life, is addressed by assuming that the
DSM option (or its equivalent) is “re-signed up” in the 11" year and
again in the 21% year with escalation of the administration costs; and,

- The impact of unrecovered revenue requirements is also accounted for.

An LCOE calculation was made for each of these five cases. The results are
presented in Exhibit SRS — 20. This exhibit consists of 6 pages. Page 1 of 6
summarizes the results. Pages 2 of 6 through 6 of 6 present the calculation for

each of the five cases.

As shown on page 1 of 6, the initial LCOE value is 3.5 cents/kWh. This
projected LCOE value is within the 2 to 4 cents/kWh range typically reported
for DSM in LCOE-based reports favbred by organizations such as SACE and

the Sierra Club.
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However, the calculated LCOE values for the other four cases steadily
increase as economic assumptions/inputs are changed. It is important to note
that each of these changes resulted in adjustments that: (i) used identical
assumptions (discount rate and number of years of costs addressed in the
calculations) to those used in Exhibit SRS — 19 which calculated an LCOE
value for a CC unit, and/or (ii) used more realistic assumptions regarding
when DSM is implemented to avoid a generating unit; and/or (iii) accounted
for additional costs that would need to be incurred to maintain the kW and
kWh reductions for the 30-year life of the generator that DSM secks to avoid;
and/or (iv) accounted for the unrecovered revemue requirement impact of

DSM on electric rates.

The revised LCOE calculations showed the projected cents/kWh cost of the
DSM option increasing steadily from 3.5 cents/kWh to 4.8 cents/kWh in the
first three revised cases, then jumping significantly to 17.6 cents/kWh when
the impact of unrecovered revenue requirements is incorporated.

Do you draw any new conclusions from these LCOR calculations?

Yes. I have already discussed the fact that a final resource decision should
never be made based on an LCOL calculation because this type of calculation

fails to account for very significant system impacts that occur if a resource

‘option is added to a utility system. This makes an LCOE calculation

meaningless in regard to resource decisions.
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The new conclusion [ draw from these five LCOE calculations is that an
LCOE value for a single DSM option can vary over a wide range depending
upon what assumptions or inpuls are selected for use in the calculation.
Therefore, attempting to present LCOE projected values for resource options
in support of a type of resource option, without also presenting the key
assumptions/inputs used in the calculation, makes an LCOE-based argument
even more meaningless (if such a thing is possible).

You mentioned earlier that you also took a look at the ACEEER’s LCOE
calculation formulia, Please discuss what you found,

In regard to their LCOE calculation, ACEEE used a formula instead of a
spreadsheet approach. The LCOE formula they used is presented in Exhibit
SRS - 21. This one-page exhibit presents both the formula itself and a simple

calculation using that formula.

As the top half of the exhibit shows, the formula is based on a “Capital
Recovery Factor.” This inakes it an odd choice for use in atteinpting to
calculate LCOE values for DSM options because the vast majority of DSM
options have no utility-incurred capital costs associated with them. (Only a
relatively few DSM options, such as load management options, have capital
costs,) This raises the question of how applicable a “Capital Recovery

Factor”-based formuta is when applied to non-capital costs.
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This question is underscored by the calculation shown in the bottom-half of
the exhibit, A very simple DSM option was selected for this calculation. The
DSM option is assumed to cost $50, reduce 1,000 kWh, and have a one-year
life. The LCOE calculation using this formula appears to produce a value of
5.4 cents/kWh, This is disturbing because simple math shows that is the
wrong answer. $30, or 5,000 cents divided by 1,000 kWh results in a 5.0

cents/kWh answer,

Therefore, not only is the applicability of a capital cost-based formula to non-
capital costs questionable, at least in this one example this specific capital
cost-based formula appears to provide the wrong answer.

Would you please now discuss the third examination you made regarding
whether the LCOE calculation approach is appropriate when attempting
to compare DSM and Supply eptions?

Yes, While puzzling over the ACEEE’s use of a capital cost-based formmula for
calculations of non-capital costs, and the fundamental problems inherent in
attempting to use an LCOE calculation to compare very dissimilar resource
options, [ ran across an interesting document. The document is A Manual for

the BEconomic EBvaluation of Fnergy Efficiency and Renewable Energy

Technologies. The document was released by the United States Department of
Fnergy’s National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL) in 1995. As a
national laboratory, one would expect NREL to have taken an impartial view

of how best to analyze energy efficiency and renewable energy technologies.
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The document’s introductory chapter begins by stating the document’s

ohjective:

“This manual is a guide for analyzing the economics of energy efficiency
and renewable energy (EE) technologies and projects. It is intended (1) to
help analysts determine the appropriate approach or type of analysis and
the appropriate level of detail and (2) to assist EE analysts in completing
consistent analyses wusing standard assumptions and bases, when

appropriate.” (Page 1, 1% paragraph)

To that end, the document examines a number of methods of performing
economic analyses (or “economic measures” as they are referred to in the
document) including, but not limited to: net present value (NPV), revenue
requirements (RR), internal rate of return (JRR), eic. Among the methods
analyzed is LCOE and the LCOE formula discussed is identical to the

previously discussed formula used by ACEEE.

In the document’s third chapter, a Table 3-1 is presented. The table is

described in the document’s text as follows:

“Table 3-1 is a quick reference for identifving the appropriate economic
measure for different investment features and decision criteria. Letters in

the table indicate whether the measure is recommended, generally not
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recommended, or commonly used. 4 blank cell signifies that the measure
is acceptable. An ‘R’ sigmifies that the measure is recommended.
However, this does not mean that the other cconomic measures are

inappropriate. On the other hand, gn ‘N’ megns that the measure is not

generally recommended and may vield incorrect results and conclusions.”

(Page 36, full page, emphasis added)

Exhibit SRS — 22 provides a reproduction of Table 3-1 from the NREL
document. Shading has been added to the table to highlight the table’s
conclusions regarding LCOE. Specifically, the table states that the use of an
LCOE calculation to select from mutually exclusive alternatives is “N” (Not
recommended). DSM and generation options are typically considered as
mutually exclusive alternatives, and they are certainly mutually exclusive
alternatives in a DSM goals analysis in which DSM secks to avoid the

addition of generation units in FPL’s resource plans.

NREL’s recornmendation to avoid using LCOE calculations to select from
mutually exclusive alternatives is entirely consistent with FPL’s view that
final resource decisions should never be made based on LCOE calculations.
However, the witnesses’ use of LLCOE calculation to justify high levels of
DSM rather than generation additions is completely inconsistent with NREL’s

recommendation.
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Please summarize vour view of SACE’s/Sierra Club’s uwse of LCOE
calculation results to justify their recommendation for higher DSM goals.
I have three comments regarding this topic. First, for all of the reasons
discussed above, it is clear that LCOE calculations are meaningless if the
objective is to make final resource decisions between dissimilar, competing
options. Because DSM and generation options are about as dissimilar as
resource options can be, LCOE caiculations are definitely meaningless in
regarci to this docket. The FPSC should base its DSM goals decision on
comprehensive system analyses that utilize current assumptions and
projections of resource needs. The IRP analyses FPL performed for this

docket is such an analysis.

Second, it is disappointing that, five years after the fundamental flaws in
attempting to justify resource decisions based on LCOE calculations had been
explained in detail in Florida’s 2009 goals docket, and in two Florida nuclear
cost recovery dockets, these witnesses continue to use LCOE calculations as
part of their testimonies in a new [Florida docket. Although it is disappointing,

it is not surprising.

The LCOE spiel appears to be a staple in organizations such as SACE’s
“DSM is always better” playbook. Their LCOE argument scunds good
superficially, especially for an audience that either does not already

understand the fundamental flaws inherent in attempting to use LCOE
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calculations to compare resource options, or which does not then take a
critical look at this calculation approach. Because such organizations have
little else they can use in attempting to make an economic justification for
high levels of DSM, 1 suspect the LCOE spiel will remain in their playbook.
These organizations will have to hope that LCOE’s superficial appeal will be

enough to get by with audiences who are not curious enough to exaniine their

claims.

Third, these witnesses’ use of LCOE calculations again in the 2014 docket has
allowed the results of additional critical examinations of LCOE to be
presented to the FPSC. These additional examinations, discussed above, only
serve to further point out how fundamentally flawed an attempt to justify
resource decisions on LCOE calculations is. In this regard, their testimonies
have afforded FPL the opportunity to add these new critical examinations of

LCOE into the record for the FPSC and other interested parties.
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Impact of Intervenors’ Proposed Goals on ¥FPL’s Customers

Both of these witnesses focus on a recommended goal of 2 19% reduction
in GWh sales. Did either of these two wiinesses provide any analyses
regarding the magnitude of impacts fo electrie rates and correspending
bill impacts to DSM non-participants that would result from their

recommended goal?

No. They offer no such analyses. However, Mr. Woolf offered the following

opinion:

“The rate impacts of the Sierra Club goals will not be much higher than

those of the Utilities’ goals.” (Page 87, lines 2 & 3)

He offers no analyses to back this statement up.

Could these two witnesses have offered an analysis to demonstrate the
impacts of their recommendations?

Yes. Such an analysis was possible using a few of the exhibits that were
presented in my direct testimony and a response to a discovery request.

Did FPL perform such an analysis?

Yes. Because both witnesses recommend a “1% reduction of retail sales” goal,

the analysis focused on the impacts this GWh goal would have.
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Please discuss how the analysis was structured.

Because the timing (i.c., the year) of when the full 1% goal was to be met
differed between SACE and the Sierra Club’s recommendations, two analyses
were performed. One analysis was performed using SACE’s 1% GWh goal
timing and the other analysis was performed using the Sierra Club’s 1% GWh

goal timing, The analysis was structured as follows:

~  The levelized system average electric rate sheet for the TRC 576 MW
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resource plan was the starting point. This sheet provides information for
the TRC 576 MW resource plan that was equivalent to the information
provided for the RIM 337 MW resource plan in Exhibit SRS — 12 of my
direct festimony. An electronic version of the sheet for the TRC 576 MW
resource plan was provided to all parties in response to SACE’s 2" set of
discovery, POD # 2,

Because this sheet utilizes the projected total GWh sales value, and the 1%
reduction goal applies only to the retail sales portion of total sales, FPL
developed annual modifiers to address the additional impact of the GWh
goal on total GWh sales. These annual modifiers were then multiplied by
the previously projected net annual GWh sales to derive reduced annual
total sales projections in line with the GWh goal,

Because the “1% reduction in retail sales” goal would reduce projected
variable costs, the same ammual modifiers were multiplied by the

previously projected variable costs to derive reduced annual variable costs.
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- In order to achieve such an extreme level of GWh reduction, projected
DSM expenditures would have to increase. The GWh associated with 1%
of FPL’s retail sales is approximately 10 times the GWh associated with
the TRC 576 plan. FPL very conservatively assumed that the currently

projected DSM costs for the TRC 576 MW resource plan would double.

The projected impacts of their recommended GWh goal on electric rates and
customer bills were then determined and the results were presented in several

ways for each analysis:

- The levelized system average electric rate was developed and
compared to the levelized system average electric rates for the five
resource plans previously analyzed. This information is presented in
the same formats used in Exhibits SRS~ 11 and SRS — 12 of my direct
testimony.

- The one-time additional cost that would be needed to make the
levelized system average electric rate of the RIM 337 MW rescurce
plan equal to the levelized system average electric rate associated with
the recommended goal was determined. This information is presented
in the same format used in Exhibit SRS — 13 of my direct testimony.

- The projected annual system average electric rates for the years 2015

through 2025 were determined.
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- The projected bills for a customer with a 1,200 kWh usage over the
years 2015 through 2025; i.e., a non-participant in utility DSM, based
on the annual electric rates developed were developed and compared
to the equivalent projections for the five resource plans previously
analyzed. The projected electric rate and customer bill information is
presented in the same format used in Exhibit SRS — 14 of my direct
testimouy. In addition, a cumulative 10-year bill impact for 2015
through 2025 for such a customer was also developed.

What were the results of these analyses?
The results of these analyses are presented in Exhibit SRS — 23 (SACE) and
Exhibit SRS — 24 (Sierra Club). Each exhibit consists of four pages. T'll

summarize these results as follows:

- Page 1 of 4 of the two exhibits shows that the levelized system average
electric rate is projected to be 12.1728 cents/kWh for the Sierra Club’s
1% GWh goals recommendation and 12.2368 cents’lkWh for SACE’s
1% GWh goals recommendation.

- Page 2 of 4 compares the respective levelized eleciric rates for the 1%
GWh goal analysis to the comparable levelized electric rate for the
other five resource plans previously analyzed. In both analyses, the
Ievelized system average electric rates for the 1% GWh goals analysis
are significantly higher than the levelized rates for the other five

resource plans {including the supply-only resource plan}. In addition,
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this page also shows that the 1% GWh goals recommendations will not
avoid cross-subsidization of customer groups. In fact, it will increase
cross-subsidization by a significant amount.

Page 3 of 4 begins to put into perspective the magnitude of how much
higher the 1% GWh goal’s levelized system average electric rate is

compared to those of the other five resource plans,

Fxhibit SRS —~ 13 of my direct testimony showed that to increase the
levelized system average rate of the RIM 337 MW plan fo the higher
levelized electric rate of the TRC 337 MW plan, a one-time additional
cost of $630 million in 2024 would be needed. Page 3 of 4 of Exhibit
SRS — 23 now shows that the one-time additional cost in 2024 of
approximately $18,680 million, or $18.7 billion, would be needed to
bring the RIM 337 MW resource plan’s levelized system average
electric rate to the much higher levelized system average electric rate
with SACE’s 1% GWh goal. In addition, Page 3 of 4 of Exhibit SRS —
24 shows that the one-time additional cost in 2024 of approximately
$16,266 million, or $16.3 billion would be needed to bring the RIM
337 MW resource plan’s levelized system average electric rate to the

much higher levelized system average electric rate with the Sierra

Club’s 196 GWh goal.
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Page 4 of 4 continues to put the magnitude of the impacts of the 1%
sensitivity case on electric rates and individval customer bills into
perspective, There are two tiers of information on the page. The top
tier shows the projected annual values for electric rates and customer
bills based on 1,200 kWh usage. An examination of these values
shows that these values with the two 1% GWh goals are significantly

higher than for any of the five resource plans.

The bottom tier presents the projections in two ways. TFirst, the
differentials I customer bills based on 1,200 kWh usage (ie., a
monthly bill) for the four “with DSM” resource plans, and with the 1%
GWh goals, compared to the Supply Only resource plan. The projected
bill increases with the 1% GWh goals analysis are enormous compared
to that of the RIM 337 plan as shown by the projected monthly

impacts for selected years shown below:

Projected 1.200 kWh Bill Impact Compared to the Supply Only Plan

2013

2019

2024

2025

RIM 337 MW Plan  SACE 1% GWh Sierra Club 1% GWh

$0.07 $1.13 $1.04
$0.20 $4.17 $3.38
$0.28 $9.30 $8.32
(50.60) $7.94 $6.99
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The bottom tier of Exhibits SRS — 23 and SRS — 24 also presents the customer

bill information in a second way. This shows both the annual customer biil

impacts, and the cumulative customer bill impacts for the years 2015 through
2025, for the RIM 337 plan, and with the respective 1% GWh goals, versus
the Supply Only resource plan. The corresponding annual customer bill
differential values for all vears from 2015 throcugh 2025 are presented

graphically in Figure 1 below:

Figure 1

Projection of Annuat Custorer Bill Impacts of SACE's & Sierra Club 1% GWH Goals,
and FPL's Proposed Geals vs Supply Guly Plan (for 1,200 KWh Monthly Usage)
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Both of the 1% GWHh goals recommendations are projected to result in higher,
and generally increasingly higher, annual customer bills for a customer whose
1,200 kWh nsage remains unchanged conpared to either the Supply Only plan

or the RIM 337 MW plan.
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In regard to the cumulative bill impact for such a customer over the 2015-
2025 time period, the RIM 337 MW plan is projected to result in
approximately a $15 cumulative increase in the customer’s total bill (and
shows a bill savings beginning in 2025) versus the Supply only plan over the
2015-2025 period. Conversely, the Sierra Club 1% GWh goal
recommendation is projected to result in a cumulative increase of
approximately $586 in the customer’s bills over the same time period. The
SACE 1% GWh goal recommendation is projected to result in a curnulative

increase of approximately $681 in the customer’s bills over the same period,
Figure 2 illustrates these enormous differentials n cumulative bill impacts

over this time period for a customer with 1,200 kWh usage between the RIM

337 MW plan and the two 1% GWH goal recommendations.
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Projection of Cumulative Customer Bill Impacts of SACE's & Sierra Club's 1% GWH
Goals, and FPL's Propesed Goals vs Supply Only Plan {for 1,200 k'Wh Monthly Usape)
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Therefore, the 1% GWh goal recommendations of either Sierra Club or SACE
are clearly projected to result in significantly higher annual and cumulative
bills for individual customers who do not participate in utility DSM and
whose usage remains at a 1,200 k¥Wh level. The higher bill impacts are

projected to begin immediately and steadily increase throughout the goals-

setting period.
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What conclusion can be drawn from these analyses of projected impacts
te electric rates and individual customer bills from the 1% GWh
reduction of retail sales goals recommended by SACE and the Sierra
Club?

Three conclusions can be drawn. First, Figures 1 and 2 clearly show that the
individual customer bill impacts that will result from the witnesses’
recommended GWh goals are significantly different from the “...will not be
much higher than those of the Utilities’ goals” claim of Mr. Woolf in regard
to electric rate increases. The projected bill impacts for individual customers
who are non-participants in utility DSM programs frem either of the 1% GWh

goal recommendations would definitely be significant from the beginning.

Second, the projected bill impacts from the SACE 1% GWh recommendation
are even worse than the Sierra Club’s 1% GWh recommendation. This 'is due
to the fact that SACE’s recommendation is for the 1% GWh reduction level to
be reached in 2016 while the Sierra Club’s 1% GWh recommendation is for
this reduction level to be reached three years later in 2019. Therefore, the
longer such an extreme GWh goals recommendation is delayed, the better.
Obvicusly, the best solution for FPL’s customers is to never implement such a

recommendation.

Third, it is important to keep in mind that the usage level used in these

projections, 1,200 kWh, is the usage level of a residential customer. For
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commercial and industrial non-participants whose usage levels are much
higher, their annual and cumulative bill impacts would be much greater.

There appear to be two factors driving these projecfed increases in
electrie rates and non-participating customer bills that would result from
the 1% GWh goals recommendations: recovery of costs over fewer GWh
and higher DSM expenditures. Which of the two facfors is the bigger
driver?

In these analyses, the biggest driver by far is the fact that costs will be
recovered over fewer GWh. However, there should be little question that
DSM expenditures would have to increase to meet higher goals. Mr. Woolf

expressed this in the following statement:

“..DSM program goals and budgets can be sef in a way to increase
customer participation. Energy efficiency program goals and budgels
could be increased to grow the number of customers that experience bill

reductions.” (Page 31, lines 10-12)

In order to test the sensitivity of the mdividual customer bill impacts discussed
above to DSM expenditure levels, FPL ran a separate analysis, labeled “SACE
1% GWh (2),” in which the projected DSM expenditure increase was cut in
half. The results of that analysis in regard to individual non-participating
customer monthly bills with a 1,200 kWh usage are shown on the right-most

column in the table below:
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Projected 1.200 k'Wh Bill Impact Compared to the Supply Only Plan

RIM 337 MW Plan SACE 1% GWh SACE 1% GWh (2)

2015 $0.07 $1.13 $0.83
2019 $0.20 $4.17 $3.78
2024 $0.28 $9.30 $3.82
2023 ($0.60) $7.94 $7.68

Thus the DSM expenditure assumption has relatively little impact on the

much higher monthly bills resulting from a 1% GWh reduction goal.

In regard to cumulative bill impacts for such a customer over this time frame,
this assumption of a 50% reduction in the increase in DSM expenditures also
only decreases the projected impact a relatively smaﬂ amount. The original
projection for the SACE 1% GWh goal of approximately $681 is only

decreased by a relatively small amount to approximately $631.
These results show that the projected increase in customer bills from a 1%

GWh goal would be driven almost completely by the reduction in GWh over

which costs would be recovered; i.c., by an increase in electric rates.
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Is there a simple explanation for why a 1% GWh reduction goal results in
such significant increases in electric rates and customer bills whose usage
does not change?

Yes, A 1% reduction in retail sales goal may seem relatively innocuous at first

glance. However, one must keep in mind that this goal calls for reducing retail

sales each year by another 1%. The impact from the reduction in the first year
remains in place during the second year when another 1% reduction is piled
on top of the first year's impact, and so forth. Thus there is an ﬁdditive effect
that continues as long as the 1% GWh goal stays in place. At the end of the
10-year period, this would mean approximately a 10% decrease in total retail
sales for FPL. Recovering fixed costs — costs that are not impacted by an
energy only goal — over 10% fewer retail sales GWh will result in a significant
increase in electric rates and a significant increase in bills for individual

customers who cannot change, or who choose not to change, their electric

usage.

4) Other Comments

What will you address in this section of your rebuttal testimony?

I will address a few comments in these witnesses’ testimonies related to topics
that have not yet been addressed.

What is the first of those comments?

The first such comment is one made by Mr. Woolf in his testimony:
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“...one of the key challenges in setting DSM goals is striking the
appropriaie balance between reduced costs and increased rates....” (Page

87, lines 11 & 12)

What is your reaetion to that statement?

1 have a couple of reactions. First, in IRP analyses of resource options one
should not start with an objective of looking for “an appropriate balance
between costs and rates.” Instead, the first issue to be considered is system
reliability in terms of when does the utility have resource needs and what are
the magnitudes of those resource needs. Only then does one begin analyses
that examine how best to meet the specific annual resource needs of the

utility.

FPI1.’s IRP analyses are based on determining how to meet resource needs at

the lowest electric rate impact, This is because electric rate levels affect all of

¥P1’s customers.

However, if one wanted to “strike a balance between costs and electric rates”
in their decision-making, I can envision a two-column checklist. One column
would have “Lowers Costs?” as its heading. The other column would have
“Lowers Elecctric Rates?” as its heading. In FPL’s IRP analyses for this
docket, all of the With DSM resource plans are projected to lower costs

compared to the Supply Only resource plan. However, only one of the With
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D5SM resource plans, the RIM 337 MW plan, will also result in lower electric

rates compated to the Supply Only plan.

Consequently, the table just discussed would look as follows:

Resource Plan Lowers Costs? Lowers Electric Rates?
RIM 337 MW Yes Yes

TRC 337 MW Yes No

RIM 526 MW Yes No

TRC 576 MW Yes No

Recall that FPL’s IRP analyses start with a black slate in regard to
incremental DSM. One possibility that was examined was to add no
incremental DSM. That possibility is represented by the Supply Only resource
plan. The four With DSM resource plans incorporate different levels and/or
types of incremental DSM. If one’s objective is to determine if any of the
With DSM resource plans accomplish both “objectives” of lowering costs and
lowering electric rates compared to the Supply Only plan (i.e., thus striking a
“balance™ between costs and electric rates), only the RIM 337 MW resource
plan accomplishes both objectives. Thus the RIM 337 MW resource plan is

the best choice if the objective is find the best balance between the issues of

cost and electric rates.
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However, these witnesses are not interested in an actual balance along these
lines. Instead, their definition of balance appears to be: lower costs as much as
possible and try to ignore the resulting higher electric rates.

Do they offer a “fix” for the problem of higher electric rates caused by
inappropriately high levels of DSM?

Not really. They first try to ignore it as seen in the statement of Mr. Woolf's
that was earlier discussed in which he stated that electric rates with very high
DSM goals “will not be much higher than those of the Utilities’ goals.”

We’ve seen how incorrect that statement was.

Perhaps to cover themselves if anybody checked the accuracy of that

statement, Mr. Woolf offers the following “fix™

“Utilities should be able to serve a large portion of customers with

efficiency programs, thereby offserting any increases in rates that might

occur.” (Page 87, lines 6 & )

In other words, Mr. Woolf’s suggested “fix” is do a lot more of the same thing
that caused the high electrical rates problem in the first place. Non-
participants will be harmed from electric rate increases that are driven by any
level of non-cost-effective DSM. It should be obvious that non-participants

will be harmed even more if one were to try to solve their problem by
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implementing even more non-cost-effective DSM that fwrther increases

electric rates.

The testimonies of these witnesses lead me to believe that the witnesses have
a very dismissive, almost cavalier attitude toward the problem of high electric
rates that their recommended goals would result in.

Please explain.

These witnesses first attempt, with a few “trust me” statements, to give the
impression that their recommended goals will result in little to no electric rate
increases. They offer no analysis specific to FPL or Florida to support their
claims. Then, still in full “trust me” mode, they claim that any increased
electric rate problems and non-participant bill problems can be magically
solved by just implementing even more DSM, They again offer nothing to
support this second claim. Their testimonies suggest that the witnesses simply
will not even consider that increasing electric rates will be harmful for a
portion, and perhaps a large portion, of FPL’s customers who will be non-

participants in voluntary utility DSM programs. I view this attitude as both

dismissive and cavalier.

Perhaps this is to be expected. The main, if not sele, objective of these
witnesses is to reduce electric consumption. Higher electric rates typically
encourage customers to reduce usage. If these witnesses can unnecessarily

increase electric rates through high levels of utility DSM, then these witnesses

85




10

11

12

14

15

16

17

i8

19

20

2]

have the best of both worlds for their objective. They get energy reduction
directly from high levels of DSM, and they get more energy reduction

indirectly due to increasing electric rates caused by the high levels of DSM.

This is quite a business model for organizations such as SACE and Synapse.
However, it ignores the obvious fact that all customers who either cannot
participate, or choose not to participate, in voluntary utility DSM programs
will be harmed by higher electric rates. These non-participants, as well as
DSM participants, ate all FPL’s customers. FPL cannot ignore the fact that
unnecessarily high electric rates, such as those that would occur as a result of
arbitrarily high DSM levels, will harm a substantial portion of its custoiners.
This is one of the primary reasons why FPL is proposing DSM goals of 337
MW, FPL’s proposed goals result in lower electric rates for all of FPL’s
customers,

Were there any specific comments in either of these two witnesses’
testimonies that you would like fo point out because you are in agreement
with the comment?

Yes. I have already mentioned two such statement earlier in my testimony in
which Mr, Woolf stated that “...avoided costs are less than they were in the
past” and that “It is frue that increasing building codes and standards will

make it more difficult to achieve DSM savings over fime.”
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In addition, there are four other statements in Mr. Woolf's testimony that I
would like to point out because they are also important points to make in this
docket and [ also agree with these statements. The first of these statements is

actually a quote from the FPSC Order in the 2009 DSM goals docket:

“Those who do not or cannot participate in an incentive program will not
see their monthly utility bill go down unless they directly decrease their
consumption of electricity. If that is not possible, non-participants could
actually see an increase in their monthly utility bill. Since participation in
DSM programs is voluntary and this Commission is unable to control the

amount of electricity each household consumes, we should ensure the

lowest possible overall rates fo meet the needs of all customers.” (Page

18, lines 19-25, emphasis added)

FPL agrees with this key principle espoused by the Commission.

The second statement in Mr. Woolf's testimony that I agree with is the

following:

“Applying the RIM test to screen efficiency programs..may lead to the

lowest rates....” (Page 22, lines 14 & 15)
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FPL agrees and utilized the RIM screening test to help ensure that its
proposed DSM goals are projected to deliver the lowest possible clectric rates

of any of the With DSM resource plans.

The third statement of his that [ am in agreement with is:

...t is important to avoid cross-subsidies where possible... " (Page 23,

line 13)

Unnecessary cross-subsidization that results from selection of inappropriate

levels of DSM is an excellent example of the type of cross-subsidies that can

* and should be avoided.,

The fourth statement of Mr. Woolf’s that I agree with is the following:
“As explained in DEF's and FPL’s testimony, the number of payback
years influence consumer decisions for adopting energy efficiency

measures...."” (Page 101, lines 3 & 4)

FPL again agrees and uses this consideration to address free-riders.
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Part I[11: Conclusion

Based on your experience, do you believe that an IRP analysis approach
is the best approach to use when making resouree decisions?

Yes. An IRP approach, such as the IRP process that FPL utilizes, is by far the
best approach to use when making resource decisions for a utility’s customers.
Tt requires analysis of the timing and magnitude of resource needs, plus
analysis of the capacity and energy impacts that competing resource options
will have on the utility system from both an economic and non-economic
perspective.

For hew long has FPL’s generation analyses utilized FPL’s IRP process?
FPL has used its IRP process to analyze generation options since at least 1991
which was the year I joined FPL’S Resource Assessment & Planning
department, then named the System Planning department.

For how long has FPL’s DSM analyses utilized FPL’s IRP process?

FPL also has used its IRP process to analyze DSM options since at least
1991,

Did the analyses that developed FFL’s proposed DSM goals in this docket
utilize FPL’s IRP process?

Yes.

Why is FPL proposing DSM goals based on IRP analyses?

FPL is doing so because it believes that an IRP analysis approach will result in

the best resource decisions for FPL’s customers.
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Are the intervenor witnesses recommending alternate goals based on IRP
analyses and, if not, why not?

No. Their testimonies do not explain why they choose not to utilize IRP
principles and analyses. Instead, they choose to base their alternate goals
recommendations on arbitrarily selected numbers which, if accepted by the
FPSC, would result in those witnesses’ objective of ever-increasing amounts
of DSM, and ever-increasing electric rates, being realized. Their objective of
ever-increasing amounis of DSM also appears to be based, at least in part, on
the fact that such an objective is economically beneficial to organizations such
as SACE and Synapse.

Intervenors recommend DSM goals of a 1% reduction in retail sales.
FPL has sought approval of a RIM 337 MW portfelic. Would a good
middle ground e the extension of the carrent DSM goals levels?

No. To better understand why this is so, one needs to retwn to the 2009
docket. Fven at that time, utility DSM cost-effectiveness overall was declining
and the impact of energy efficiency codes and standards was becoming more
widely recognized. As a result, FPL proposed a reduction in the 2009 docket
from its set-in-2004 DSM goals of approximately 88 MW/year down to 66

MW/year.

Thus the eventual decision to instruct FPL to continue to implement DSM at
an average level of 120 MW/year meant that the 120 MW/year DSM

implementation level was already not cost-effective in 2009. Since that timne,
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DSM cost-effectiveness has further declined and the impact of energy
efficiency codes and standards has increased. This means that DSM
implementation at a 120 MW/year level is even more non-cost-effective and
less supportable today than it was in 2009,

What is your reaction to the perceived-dramatic decrease of DSM if
FPL’s proposed goals are adopted by the FPSC?

If FPL’s proposed goals are adopted by the FPSC, then the decrease in goals
from 120 MW/year to 34 MW/year will appear to be dramatic and may be

deemed by some as questionable. I have two reactions to that.

First, as discussed in direct testimony, the FPL system is in a very desirable
situation for FPL’s customers in regard to fuel efficiency, low emissions, and
low electric rates. With the approval of the FPSC, FPL was able to accomplish
this by adhering to sound IRP principles and basing its decisions on rigorous
IRP analyses. FPI.’s proposed goals are based on the utilization of these same
sound IRP principles and analyses. Consequently, it should be made clear that
FPL’s proposed goals are based on a proven and logical approach that has

shown to deliver very degirable results for FPL’s customers.

Second, it is important to remember — with perfect 20-20 hindsight from a
resource planning perspective — that the proposed decrease from 120
MW/year to 34 MW/year was not supposed to have happened in that manner.

Recall that in 2004 FPL’s goals were set at 88 MW/year. By 2009 it was clear
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to FPL that DSM cost-effectiveness was steadily declining and that energy
efficiency codes and standards were delivering significant amounts of energy
efficiency that could, therefore, no longer be delivered by utility DSM. Based
on these facts, FPL proposed lowering its goals in 2009 from 88 MW/year to
66 MW/year. Both trends of declining cost-effectiveness of DSM and
increasing energy efficiency from codes and standards have continued since

2009. As a result, FPL is now proposing that its DSM goals be lowered to 34

MW/year.

Thus, from a resource planner’s perfect 20-20 hindsight view, what “should”
have happened was a logical and step-wise decrease in DSM goal levels from
88 MW/year in 2004, to 66 MW/year in 2009, to the proposed 34 MW/year
level in 2014, This decrease would have been consistent with trends of
declining DSM cost-effectiveness and increasing impacts from energy
efficiency codes and standards over that time period.

What is your reaction to the implications by the interveror witnesses that
FPL, and the state of Florida, have “outdated” views and are “not
following [so called] leading states and utilities”?

If someone wants to describe adhering to sound IRP principles and analyses in
how a utility plans to meet its system needs as an “outdated” method, so be it.
In my opinion such a statement simply reveals a lack of understanding
regarding how traditionally regulated utility systems operate and should be

planned for. The IRP approach is the best way to perform such planning,
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In regard to the notion of so called “leading” utilities and states, that view is in
the eye of the beholder. Taking a lemming-like approach and following
someone else to avoid criticism is behavior that should have been left behind
when one ends their high school days. Doing the correct thing, regardless of
any name calling or criticism that may ensue, is the very definition of what
being a “leader” means. FPL. is doing the correct thing for all of its customers
by utilizing IRP principles and analyses to determine its proposed DSM goals.
Thus 1 view FPL as a leader in how DSM analyses should be conducted. 1
hope that the 2014 docket decision will be a “leader” result, not a “lemming”
result,

In summary, what would be the best decision in this docket for all of
FPL’s customers?

FPL’s proposed goals are based on sound IRP principles and analyses.
Therefore, 1 believe that the best decision for all of FPL’s customers is to
adopt FPL’s proposed goals.

Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony?

Yes,
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Benefits (Only) Calculation Comparison:
Minnesotz VOS vs. Florida Screening Tests

2

3

Q)]

(3

Benefits {Only)
Category Values as
Calculated for FPL's

Benefits (Only)
Category Yalues as
Calculated for FPL's

Projected Beaefits (Onl Projected Benelits (Only . . . R . .
Benefits (Only) Categories * C:tegurics Includ(cd inY) Catcgiries Included il(l F[or)ida Remd;ntlal PY Pilat Rcs“]]fntm' P‘{ Pilot
Minncsota VOS Caleulation? | RIM & TRC Sereening Tests? Min;:‘sgo’;“; I . S’ :f::.:';g sts
Perspective Perspective
(CPVRR, 3000) === (CPVRR, §000) ***
Avoided Generation CapaFlty Cost & Avoided Reserve Yes Yes 12322 12322
Capacity Cost *
Avoided Plant O&M Yes Yes 9819 9,819
Avoided Transmission Capacity Cost Yes Yes 2,435 2439
Avoided Distribution Capacity Cost Yes Yes 325 325
Avoided Tuel Cost Yes Yes 30,937 30,937
Avoided Environmental Cost ** Yes Yes 14 14
Fuel Cost Savings from Avciding Generator No Yes 0 50,286
System Fuel Cost Penalty from Avoiding Generator No Yes 0 {56,246)
Emission Cost Savings from Avoiding Generator No Yes 0) 21
System Emission Cost Penalty from Avoiding Generator No Yes 0 29
Total Benefits (Only) Caleulation = 55,850 49,888
Overstaterment of Benefits (Only) in Minn. VYOS Calculation = 5,968 ===
% Overstatement of Benefits (Only) in Minn. VOS Calculation = 12% —

* The benefit (only) categories listed above include all of those identified for the Minnesota VOS calculati
which FPL'’s DSM preliminary screening tests do account for. These four categories should be accounted

to avoid or defer new generation additions. In this way, the complete set of fuel and environmental system impacis from DSM can be accounted for.

on, plus two fuel-related values and two environmental-reiated values,
for in any ealculation of DSM benefits in which DSM is assumed

*+ The Minnesota VOS calculation addresses envirommental impacts through externalitics. The Florida screening tests typically address environmental impacts through projecied

costs of environmental compliance.

#%% Tlo values shown in Columns (4) and (3) are talken directly from the preliminary economic screening analysis of FPL's Residential PV Pilot program that was performed
for this docket. These values are benefit (onlv) values. No program costs are accounted for in these values, therefore Lhese value do not represent net benefis.
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Incorrect and/or Misleading Testimony Statement

Correct Information

Woolf

4/18

"These proposed DSM goals are not fow because the
DSM opportunities..are not cost-effective - as the
Utilities claims” {Incorrect)

Compared to the 2009 DSM goals setting, DSM Is
significantly less cost-effective. As a result, more
DSM measures now fail the screening and lower
incentives levels remain for measures that stiil
survive the screening. in 2009, using essentially
the same cost-effectiveness screening approach
as is used in 2014, the Achievable Potential was
949 MW (RIM) and 1,153 MW (TRC). In 2014,
lower DSM cost-effectiveness has reduced the
Achlevable Potential by approximately 50%: 504
MW [RIM) and 577 MW (TRC). (Both sets of
values use then current/current CO2 compliance
costs.)

Woolf

5/1

" [These propesed DSM geals are not low because] new
building codes ond eppliance stondards are going to
eliminate DSM opportunities - as the Utilities claim.”
{Incorrect}

Compared to the 2009 DSM goals-setting,
significantly more energy efficiency is now
nrojected to be delivered by energy efficiency
codes and standards over the 10-year geals
setting period: 1,823 MW (currently) compared to
1,255 MW (in 2009), This increase of
approximately 50% more efficiency from codes
and standards eliminates all utility DSM program
technical and achievable potential for measures
now addressed by these codes and standards.

Woolf

6/18

"FPL's resource plonning understates DSM capacity fi.e,
MW} benefits by freezing in place severol new
generation opticns, including new combustian turbines
and the Turkey Point Units 6 & 7,7 {Misleading and
Incorrect)

The only generation without the potential for
avoidance/deferral by DSMis the partial
replacement of the projectzd loss of 1,260 MW of
GT capacity with 1,055 MW of new CT capacity.
This partial replacement is necessary to ensure
operational fast start capability in the Southeast
Florida region, The 255 MW difference represents
increased resource needs beginning in 2019 that
DSM could compete for. All other resource needs
through 2025, including those projected to be
met by Turkey Point 6 & 7, were examined to see
if sufficient DSM Achievable Potential existed to
meet those needs, For 2022 & 2023, there
insufficient DSM Achievable Potential to meet
those resource needs.

Woolf

6/23

"FPL's resource planning understates DSM erergy (i.e.,
Mwh) benefits by assuming that DSM measures con only
be instatied for meeting reliability needs. " {Incorrect)

FPL fully analyzed two resource plans, RIM 526
MW and TRC 576 MW, in which 100% of the
projected DSM Achievable Potential was
incorporated without any consideration for
meeting retiability needs. In addition, the energy
[MWh) related benefits, and costs, of ail DSM
assumed in all four "With DSM” resource plans
was fully accounted for in FPL's analyses.
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The surk cost principle states that sunk costs are
appropriately excluded when the comparison is of]
"going forward" costs of project A vs project B,
However, the Rate Impact Test s not a strict
evaluation of going forward costs. it is an
evaluation of rate impacts, These costs will
be/have been paid for by the utility and will ke
recoverad from the utility's customers whether
project A or B is selected. Therefore, it is entirely
appropriate to determine how the recovery of
those costs with either project will affect electric
rates which is what the RIM test determines.

"in economic terms, these exr‘stfngi costs [referring to
unrecovered revenue requirements or "lost revenues"]
are called sunk costs. Sunk costs shouid nat be used to
Woolf 22/8 assess future resource investments becouse they ore
incurred reqordiess of whether the future project is
undertaken. Application of the RIM test is g violation of
this important micro-econormnic principfe.” (Incorrect)

The $630 million value is in reference to the year
2024, not 2014, FPL did not state that lost
revenues would resuli in an additional cost of
“EPL states that it would have to incur ‘an odditional cost|$296 miflion or 3630 million. Those cost values
of approximately $296,000,000 in 2015, or of were used o simply show the magnitude of the
opproximately $630,000,600 in 2014 to raise rotes differences in the system average levelized
Woolf 24/26  lenough to cover the TRC 337 MW plon relative to the electric rates between the RIM 337 MW and TRC
RiM 337 MW pian....This is simply not true. The recovery [337 MW resource plans; i.e, the difference in

of lost revenyes does not result in 'odditional’ costs to these levelized electric rates is eguivalent to

the utiity or to customers. " (ncorrect and misleading) |incurring an additional cost of either $296 million
in 2015, or $630 million in 2024, in the RIM 337
MW plan to increase its levelized rate to the
higher levelized rate of the TRC 337 MW plan.

Neither the RIM nor TRC preliminary screening
test provide complete information regarding
projected rate and cost impacts, [nstead, the two
preliminary screening tests are designed to
indicate in which direction {up or down) rates
and/or costs are projected to likely go when
compared with an eguivalent size Supply option. -
Complete, and therefore more accurate,
projections of rate and cost impacts are derived
only with system analyses which was
accomplished with FPL's IRP analyses conducted
for this docket,

"..the RIM test does not provide the specific infermation
Wwoolf 25/3 that utilities and reguiotors need to ossess the actual
rate and biff impacts of DSM pragroms.” (Misleading)

Lowering the number of GWh over which costs
addressed in numerous clauses {capacity clause,
environmental clause, ete.) are recovered results
in higher cants/k\Wh charges for each of these
clauses, thus raising electric rates for all
customers, In addition, the RIM screening test
does not attempt to project how much electric
rates will increase just as neither the RIM nor TRC
screening tests attermnpt to project how much
costs may change. System analyses, not screening
tests, provide these projections, Furthermore, the
statement ignores the impact of 'regulatory lag'
that is addressed In FPL witness Deason's rebuttal
testimony.

"Between rote cases, DSM will not increase rotes
becouse the Utilities' rates will nat be adjusted to colfect
fost revenues of any kind.., For this reason alone, the Rif
Woolf 26/5 test resuits pravided by the Utilities are simply wrong -
they significantly overstate the extent to which the
Florido DSM programs might increase rates," {Incosrect
and misleading)
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Woolf

34/12

"Do yout agree with FPL's and DEF's conclusion thot the
cost of complying with GHG regulations will have fittle
impact on thejr efficiency opportunities? No. This
conclusion is counter-intuitive...." [Misleading}

Resource planning analyses often give correct
results which may be counter-intuitive to
individuals whe are not experienced in actually
perfarming such analyses. These individuals often
overlook the factthat DSM has 3 separate
impacts cn system fuel and emissions, Two of
these are system benefits and one is a system
cost. The net effect on a DSM measure witl vary
by a number of facters: DSM measure, projected
GHG cost values, ete.

10

Woaolf

14/17

"..FPLs..resource screening eliminated the majority of

the sensitivity analyses." {Incorrect)

DSM meosures before CO2 costs were even considered In

The w/CO2 sensitivity analyses analyzed all 850
DSM measures and started by first calculating all
of the benefits, including CO2 benefits {and costs)
accounted for in both preliminary screening tests.
Only then did the 4-step preliminaty screening
process that examines DSM costs versus these
benefits begin.

11

Woalf

35/3

“..properly occounting far the value of avoiding GHG
complignce costs would decrease the estimated rate
impacts of D5M." (Incorrect}

FPL's analyses do not support this statement and
the witness has not offered any analyses of his
own to back up this claim. In addition, the
addition of GHG compliance costs to any utlity
system will automatically increase the total costs
and electric rates of virtually all current utilities.

12

Woaolf

41/25

"FPL...perform two seporate economic screening
anafyses in this process - first, a prefiminary screen to
determine the economically viable DSM measures, and
second, q screen based on resource planning

modefs... This results in ‘double screening’ which
eliminates a large portion of the DSM measures before
they are compared to supply-side resotrces with the
resource planning modefs.” {Incarrect)

“|analysis, two resource plans, RIM 526 MW and

FEL's process conducted only one screening: the
preliminary economic screening. In the system

TRC 576 MW, which assumed the full Achievable
Potential DSM values, were fully evaluated, (Two
other resource plans, RIM 337 MW and TRC 337
MW, were based on a competition between DSM
measures to sefect the most economical DSM
measures based on each screening test's
perspective to provide 337 MW.)
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13

Woolf

52/13

YFPL..set their DSM goals by including only those DSAT
measures that will not increose efectricity rates.”
[Incorract)

Cormpared to the Supply Only resource plan, FPL's
proposed D5SM goals will raise electric rates in
each year of the 10-year goals-setting period
before then lowering electric rates. However, this
"portfolio” of DSM measures results in lower
electric rates than any of the other DSM
pertfolios. In addition, FPL's proposed DSM goals
are projected to result in the Jowest levelized
system average electric rates of any of the 5
resource plans.

14

Woolf

537

"Using rate impacts os the primary criterion to select
DSM programs s Inconsistent with the treatment of
supply-side resources.” (Incovrect)

FPL selects supply-side resources that are
projected to have the lowest system average
rates. Because the number of GWh over which
system costs are recovered does not change when
choosing between supply options, the selection of}
the supply option with the lowest cost is also the
supply option with the lowest elactric rate impact
and vice versa,

15

Woolf

54/7

Discussing levelized system average rate calcuiations:
"Note thot these rate impacts ore based on lost revenue
estimates that are grossiy overstated us described in
Section 3." {Incorrect)

The levelized system average rate calculations
presented in Exhibits 5R5-12 and 5RS-13 do not
utilize any projecticn of "lost revenuas™ as shown
by the column headings, The calculations are
based simply on a projection of system net costs
divided by a projection of system net GWh.

16

Woolf

58/10

"DSM programs could potentially reduce the size of this
[combined cycle] unit, thereby saving sigrificant
capacity costs." (Misleading)

A smaller combined cycle would have fower
capacity costs, but would resuit in lower fuel
savings and emission savings than the 1,289 MW
combined cycle unit utilized in the analyses. By
pointing only to the capacity costs, Sierra Club
witness Woolf is understating the energy (MWh)
benefits of the larger combined ¢ycle unit,




Docket No. 130199-E1

Incorrect and/or Misleading Statements Made in the
Testimonies of Witnesses Woolf and Mims

Exhibit SRS-18, Page 5 of 10

Incorrect and/or Misleading Statements Made in the Testimonies of Witnesses Woolf and Mims

Witness

Starting
Pageliine

17
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58/16

"FPL does not use jts optimization model to identify the
best mix of supply-side ond demand-side copacity
resources.” {Incorrect)

FPL has several optimization tocls and models,
FPL appropriately used several of these
optimization tools in developing the Supply Only
resource plan and in developing the DSM
portfolios incorporated in the RIM 337 MW
resource plan and the TRC 337 MW resaurce pian|
The other two "with D5M" resource plang, RIM
526 MW and TRC 576 MW, did not require
additional optimization over the 10-year goals-
setting periad.

18

woolf

59/9

TFPL's DSM screening practices...confiicts with FPL's
screening practices for supply-side resources.”
{Incorrect)

FPL's screening practices for supply-side resources
are noi discussed or presented in FPL's filing.
However, FPL evaluates or screens supply-side
resources to determine the option projected to
result in the lowest average system rates, which is
entirely consistant with FPL's DSM screening
process. Because the number of GWh over which
system costs are recovered does not change when
choosing between supply options, the selection of]
the supply option with the lowest cost is also the
supply option with the lowest electric rate impact,
and vice versa.

19

Woolf

59/21

"FPL...has essentially ignored DWS's [sicl energy
benefits, and has thus dramatically understated the
economic and achievable DSM potential." (Incorrect)

FPL fully accounted for all energy (kWh) benefits
of each individual D5M measure In the
preliminary economic screening and fully
accounted for all energy {(MWh)} benefits of each
D35t portfolio in the system economic and nen-
economic analyses.

20

Woolf

63/18

"DSM offers many advantages, with the primary
wdvontage being that OSM reduces utility system costs
and thereby reduces custamer bills, The one {ond only)
countervailing consideration [s that DSM can potentially
Increase electricity rotes.” {Incorrect and misleading}

DSM does not result in reduced customer bills for
all customers uniess the BSM selection [s
designed to reduce electric rates. Lower electric
rates lower a!l customers' bills. If DSM selection
increases electric rates, then under such DSM
non-participants will see higher bills because
electric rates have increased. In addition, ancther
consideration for high levels of DS are system
relizbility concerns. This has led FPL to institute a
3rd reliability criterion, the generation-only
reserve margin (GRM).
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21

Wooll

68/8

"...note that the DSM progroms can heip reduce the
reserve margip requirements (in Mw)..." {Misleading or
incorrect]

DSM does not reduce a utility's reserve margin
criterion. For example, a 20% reserve margin
criterion does not change from 20% to 19%
because DSM is added to the system. Moreover, a
high projected level of DSM can [ead to the need
for  new reliability criterion such as FPL's GRIM
criterion, It does take fess MW of D5M than
generation MW to meet the reserve margin
criterion. FPL's IRP analyses fully accounts for this
in both the preliminary econemic screening and
systern analyses.

22

Woolf

76/9

"It is afso remarkable that FPL Is proposing to reduce its
DS goals by so much more than the reductions
proposed by the other companies, There (s no reason
why there should be such striking differences between
the goal reductions acrass the four utilities.” (Incorrect)

Although the DSM measures considered by two
different utllity companies may be identical, there
will always be differences between the two
utilities in regard to the economics of their
individuai systems. In regard to FPL, FPL's
generating system has become significantly more
energy efficient and has lowered energy costs due
to modernization efforts and nuclear capacity
uprates. This means that, all else equal, DSM will
be lass cost-effective on FPL's system,

23

Woolf

85/14

" there is a big difference in the [energy-to-capacity]
ratios across the four Utitities,.. There is no good reason
for such differences ocross utifities within the some
stote,” {Incorrect}

No two utilities are identical. They wil! have
different generation efficiencies, different
marginal costs, different resource needs, etc.
Consequently, the amount of DSM, and the type
of DSM, thatis projected to be cost-effective on
each utility system will vary. This variation can be
significant. Whether the two utilities being
compared are in the same state or not is
irrelevant.

24

Mims

6/25

*..FEECA mandates thot utilities use the total resource
cost {"TRC")..." {Incorrect)

Nowhere in the FEECA statutes is there a direction
that specifically names the TRC test as the sole
test for Florida to use, The statutesda not name a
specific test, merely attributes of the testing.
Fiorida utilities' interpretation of the statutes
differs from this withess' interpretation.
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25

Mims

19/14

"The Utilities do provide the residential bill impocts of o
customer consuming 1200 kWh o month. .the analysis is
ffowed because the Utilities use the same denominator
(k\Wh) consumed for the TRC and RIM portfolios even
though the TRC porifolie would resuit in fess
consumption.” {Incorrect)

The analysis in question focuses on what a
customer whose monthly usage remains at 1,200
kWh regardless of whether a RIM or TRC porifolio
has been used; i.e., the customer is a non-
participant in either DSM partfolio. Such
customers will receive a higher bill with the TRC
portfelio than with the RIM portfolio because the
TRC portfolio will result in higher elactric rates.

26

Mims

32/4

"Administrative costs should not be included in goa!
setting costs." {Incorrect)

"Goal setting costs” encompass both preliminary
economic screening analyses and system
analyses. Florida requires administrative costs he
included In both the RIM and TRC praliminary
screening tests. {Even Sierra Club witness Woaolf
agrees that administrative costs should be
included in these preliminary screening tests.) In
system analyses of resource plans, omission of
DSM adminlstrative costs would resuit in
incomplete cost information being used which
would result In incerrect analysis results,
Therefore, DSM administrative costs must be
included to ensure a complete cost picture,

27

Mims

32/18

..the Utifities screened meosures out of the energy
efficiency potential based on cost-effectiveness --
inclusive of edministrotion costs -- but did not take into
wecount corresponding program benefits.” (ncarrect)

There are no "corrasponding” benefits directhy
tied to administrative costs; there are only
benefits associated with the kW and kwh
reduction impacts of the DSM measure itself. FFL
fully accounted for those benefits in its
preliminary economic screening of DSM
measures.

28

Mims

33/8

total costs in benefit-cost tests.” (Incorract)

"Utifities use of maximum incentive costs creotes inflated

FPL did not use maximum incentive costs in its
preliminary screening analyses. The maximum
incentive costs were developed only after all of
these screening steps were campleted.




Docket No. 130199-EI

Incorrect and/or Misleading Statements Made in the
Testimonies of Witnesses Woolf and Mims

FExhibit SRS-18, Page 8 of 10

lncorrect and/or Misleading Statements Made in the Testimonies of Witnesses Woolf and Mims

Witness Startn:\g Incorrect andfor Misleading Testimony Statement Correct Information
Page/line
FPL performed separate optimization analyses of
both the RIM 337 MW DSM portfolio and the TRC
"What little optimization analysis FPL did perform did not|337 MW DSWM portfolio, Both optimization
29 Mims 52/23  |exomine any additional energy efficiency after 2014." analyses addressed 337 MW of additional energy
(incarrect) efficiency and load management DS measures
for all of the 10 vears in the goals-setting period,
the years 2015 through 2024,
FPL provided all of the Strategist output reports
that it relied upon in its analyses conducted for
this docket. The Strategist mode! was used solely
. to examine only generation resources capable of
"The limited reports FPL provided suggests [sicl: {1) FPL . YE P
) o ) ! meeting a 2019 resource need. The reporis clearl
either fimited the resources available for Strategist to j R . :
i _ o show that all feasible generating options for this
30 Mims 542 choose such that a combined cycle unit in 2019 was X .
, near-term resource need - combustion turbines,
otways chosen or; (2) FPL forced Strategist to choose the R i
bined cvl i ect) combined cycle unit, and PPAs - were evaluated.
combined cycle unll.” {ncorrec The results were consistent with results from
recent years with the combined cycle emerging as
the best choice. FPL did not force Strategist to
choose a combined cycle.
The reports FPL provided clearly show that an
analysis of CC, CT, and PPA options resulted in the
L i t[sic] FPL A . . X
1] a.resuit of the few Strotegist report[sic] gave |- being the econamic choice for FPL's
SACF, it does not appear that FPL can demanstrate that \ X
. a/7 ts choi this unit ided cost 25 was the customers. Furthermore, if the CC unit chosen
# Mims 54 its choice of this unit for ovalded cos purp'?s was not the economic choice, then a substitution
best choice for the system ond customers.” (Incorrect ) .
4 misleadi of a mare economic choice would then have
and misleading) resulted in even fewer DSIM measures surviving
the preliminary economic screening.
FPLfully analyzed two tesource plans, RIM 526
MW and TRC 576 MW, in which 100% of the
) ’ projected DSM Achievable Potential was
" FPL witness Sim stotes that DSM resources cannot ) ) - .
¢ projected ds th uppl sion is incorperated without any constderation for
37 Mims 54/12 meet projected resource neeas then a suppiy op meeting refiability needs. (The portion of the text
gdded first ond DSM resources are reduced ta exoctly - o .
+ oL Sl R isfeading) SACE witness Mims is referring to clearly refers to
mee s need.” {incorrect or m E the development of two other resource plans that]
were also analyzed in which DSM portfolios were
optimized to meet FPL's specific resource needs.}
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Page/line
Although combined cycle plants of different sizes
can be built, utilities select the combined cycle
size and other unit characteristics that are best
“FPL could build o combined cycle plant with total output [economically for their specific utility system. That
13 Mims 55/7 less than 1,269 MW, Many other plants have been built  [is precisely why different utilities select different
at lower output, stch as Duke Fnergy Carolina's recently {size combined cycle units. At the time
approved Lee units." {(Misleading) assumptions were frozen for the DSM goals
analyses, a 1,269 MW combined cycle unit was
tha mast economical choice for combined cycle
additions.
LOLP is solely a reliakility criterion. Once the LOLP
"FPL concluded that @ GRM was necessary for two reliability criterion is set, it is not used to "balance
2 Mims 60/2 reasons. First, becouse jt reduces LOLP. LOLP is thought [reliability and economics”. It is used as a measure
to balance reliobility ond economics, so the point of the | of system rellability. The lower the projected
GRM should not be to minimize LOLP." (Incorrect) system LOLP, the more reliable the utitity system
is from a probabilistic perspective.
FPL did not conclude that a GRM reflability
critarion was needed because it increased
reserves, but because it increased operational
reserves. These are two distinct constderations.
FPL's analyses showed that additional operational
reserves at FPL's system peak hour, which would
"Second, FPL cancluded that the GRM was beneficial be achieved by ensuring a minimal level of
hecouse It incregsed reserves. The simple fact that more ]generation reserves, would be beneficial for FPL's
35 Mims 60/6 reserves ore avaitable ot peak Hmes does not mean that |customers. In regard to economics, the RiM 337
those reserves are needed or oppropriately bolance MW resource plan that meets the GRM griterion
economics and reliabifity.” {Incorrect) is projected to resuit in the jowest electric rates
for all of FPL's custemers of any of the four "With
DSM" resource plans. Thus the RIM 337 MW
resource plan Is projected to result in higher levels
of system reliability and the lowest electric rates.
This is a desirable combination for FPL's
customers,
FPL chose to begin meeting the GRM in 2019 for
two reasons. As clearly shown in Exhibit SRS-10,
“Einafly, the foct that FPL chooses not to apply the GRM  |all five resource plans are projected to already be
until 2019 suggests to me that the stapdard is arbitrary, |at or above a 10% GRM level each year from 2015
A plonning reserve margin can change from year to yeor [through 2018. Thus 2019 is the first year a GRM
certainly, but I'm not ewore of any reliability criterion is needed te ensure that a 10% GRM
36 Mims 60/11 |organization that simply chose to delay implementotion {minimum fevel is maintained. In addition, FPL s
of @ reserve margin requirement until five yeors down following the approach used in 1999 when the
the road. FPL has given na indication os ta why refiobility |total reserve margin criterion for the investor-
should not be compromised currently without the GRM  [owned utilities was changed from 15% to 20%.
but is necessary starting in 2019. (Incarrect) The 1999 decision called for the 20% total
reserve margins to be achieved in five years (in
2004).
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incorrect and/or Misleading Statements Made in the Testimeonies of Witnesses Woolf and Mims

Witness Startn:lg Incorrect and/or Misleading Testimany Statement Correct Information
Page/ling
FPL fully evaluated both the Rt 526 MW and
"FPL. determined that its RIM 526 MW and TRC 576 MW [TRC 576 MW resource plans in its system analyses|
sensitivity case plans are were [sic] non-conforming, end |exactly as it evaluated the Supply Only, RIM 337
i thus not eligible under FPL's criteria to continue to be MW, and TRC 337 MW plan. This fact is discussed
37 Mims 60/18

evaiuated in the goal setting proceeding. Thus the GRM
could have the effect of unnecessarily limiting FPL's D5SM
efforts." {(Incorrect])

an many pages of FPL witness Sim’s testimony
and results of those analyses are detailed in the
following exhibits to his testimony: Exhibits SRS-
11, SRS-14, SRS-15, and SR5-16.




A Look at a Typical Sereening Curve Analysis:

A Generation Option

Levelized Cost of

Cerrection Electricity (cents/kWh}
Typical View w/o Corrections None 9.5
Accounts for System Fuel Cost &
Environmental Compliance Cost Net 2.3

w/ Only 1 Correction

Savings
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Discount Factor: 0.0754
Base (MW) 1,269
Heal Rale 6334
Fixod Q&M (3/KWyr) [
Capital Replace ($5W-Yr) 00
YO ($MWh) 000
Cias Transporiation 0,00,
inservice year 2019
book life iy
Capacity
Faclor Levelized Levelized
(%) KW SIMWh
) 226 0
5 235 381
U 243 324
15 -312 238
20 341 195
23 3 16%
kL) Rl 152
3z 428 o
40 457 131
45 484 123
50 315 118
a5 S5H 13
60 573 e
51 602 186
n 631 1¢3
75 660 140
&0 689 98
8 Tib 96
0 47 o5
B 776 93
100 805 92

Screcning Curve Resulls for a Naturnl Gas Combined Cycdle Unit: Typical View w/o Corrections

) (5} {6) {n (8% ® (10 {11} (i) [PE)] a4 {15) (16) {7 a4}
Fixed Costs Variable Costs DSM Casly
Unreeavered
Ficed Capital Firm Gy NG, Sk Oy Hg Fual ] Admin, & Revenue
In-Service Capitad &M Replacement  Transporiation Emission Emission Emissign Emission Casty DM Tncentive Cosls  Requirements Total
Year Year om0 Foan SR S0 S0 Soin 5000 o0 5000 400 SRR S00e F000
2014 L] 4 0 o Q o Q bl 0 o ] @ it Q
2015 1 & o a 0 o 4 [ Q i) i o 1] 0
2616 o ] [l v o )] ¢ [} P 0 ] o o ]
2017 [t} g ] 1} ol o o 4] 0 1} ] 2 0 0
2018 [ o o [ 9 0 4] ] bl U 1" 9 [ 0
2019 1 125,487 8243 4,437 b 2] 13 ] b 472,433 7,060 a 9 567,571
priteli] s 209,113 9377 +532 0 243 14 a 0 433,309 7237 4 [t 663,784
2021 3 201322 8,426 21463 [ 208 14 [ 0 444 185 7417 0 Q 681,U35
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2044 26 65,699 17,534 66,994 167,522 367 24 350,972 1 1048284 13,089 4] o 1770,485
2043 27 62,540 16,344 401 167,512 376 25 426,941 U 1,087,923 13,416 o a 1,843 488
2046 28 59,382 16,804 53,908 167,522 345 26 465,398 v 1,129,064 13,751 1 0 1,906,240
2047 29 56,224 172717 49,450 167,572 395 26 506,467 o 1,171,764 14,093 1] 0 1,983,250
2048 30 53,068 17,709 44,282 167,522 405 7 550,280 L 1216081 14,448 o 1 2,063,819
2049 3l 23,815 18,151 35,556 167,522 415 28 596,972 0 1.262.077 14302 i 0 2,119,744
NPV ZDX-IJ 1,290,124 102,415 350,33) 796,006 2272 151 940,046 Q 5,503,145 81034 0 [t} 2,066,755
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Discoant Factor; 0.0734
Base (MW) 1,269
Heat Rale 6334
Fixed O%M (S/KW-yt) 400
Capilal Roplace (3K W-Yr) 2.00
VOM (/W) .00
Gias Transporiation 0.00
in-seryice yoar 7019
book lile 30
Copneily
Factar Levelined Levelized
(£ SIKW FMWhH
[ 226 [
5 213 sn4
in 221 251
15 218 166
20 216 123
15 213 97
an 233 a0
a3 208 (2
40 206 59
45 20 52
0 01 46
55 198 41
oo 196 a7
65 193 4
70 191 31
7% 188 29
BY 186 26
85 183 25
Y 161 23
93 178 21
HHE 176 20

Screening Curve Resulls for a Naturat Gag Coembined Cycle Unit: w/ Ozly 1

Coreection Accounted for

) &) ) N {8) ) an (i1} {12 {13) {14 (15} (16) an (18}
Tised Costs Variahic Costs DSM Costs
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2008 20 90,725 14,869 70,213 167,522 a 11,285 { Q 237,573
2039 21 85,149 13,860 77151 167,522 43 11562 9 i3 243,698
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2041 e 76,861 215,627 76,773 167,522 1] 12 k54 a 0 735436
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2046 L3 52382 16,804 53,908 167,512 ] 13,751 4] ] 151,880
47 29 56,224 17277 49 450 167,522 o 14,095 4] o 136,733
2048 0 33,063 17,709 44,282 167,522 ) 14448 i) Q 120,348
2049 31 23,815 18,151 35,856 167,522 0 14,808 4] 0 4304
KPY 2014 1,290,124 103,415 350,381 796,096 a RLO84 o Q 1.976,535
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A Look at a Typical Screening Curve Analysis:

A DSM Option

Assumptions and Adjustments

generator in-service year

Discount Years of Includes Unrecovered LCOE
Case Rate DSM Start Year Admie. & Incentive Costs Included Rev. Reqs as DSM Costs? | (cents/kWh)
ical Vi ided . .
‘ Typica i?w 5.00% The year the ?Vm e. 1 year (installation year only) No 3.5
w/o Corrections generator goes in-service
. ided . .
w/ 1 correction The year the :fwcnde , 1 year (installation year only) No 39
generator goes 1n-service
w/ 2 corrections|  7.54% 1 year (installation year only) No 42
w/ 3 corrections]  7.54% > years priot t? the No 4.8
generator in-service year
. 5 years prior to the .
w/ 4 corrections|  7.54% 4 years (to address 10-year measure life) 17.6
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A DEM Option
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Screening Curve Results for a DSM Program: w/ 4™ Correction
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Docket No. 130199-E1
ACEEFE's LCOE Formula
Exhibit SRS-21, Page 1 of 1

ACEERE's LCOE Formula
(from ACEEE's Sept. 2009 "Saving Energy Cost-Effectively" Document)

I. Formula: Cost of energy saved (in $/kwh) = (C x 10"6) x (Capital Recovery Facter) / (D x 1013}
where the Capital Recovery Factor = [A¥(I+A)B]/ [(1+A)"B)-1]

A = discount rate

B = estimated measure life in years

C = total program cost in millions of dollars
D = total kwh saved that year by the energy efficiency program

I1. Example Calculation: using a proxy DSM measure

Assumptions: Cost= $50
Measure Life = 1
kwh savings = 1,000
discount factor = 0.08
Calculation: Cost= $30
capital recovery factor=  0.0864 (numerator) = [0.08*(1+0.08)1}
capital recovery Tactor = 0.08  (denominator) = [{1+0.08)"1}-1]
capital recovery factor = 1.08  (iotal) = 0.0864/0.08

kwh saved= 1,000

$kwh=__ $0.054 = ($500x1.08)/1000
LCOE Formula Result: cents/kwh =
Simple Caleulation Check: Cost= %50

kwh savings = 1,000
$/kwh= §0.03
cents/kwh:



Table from NREL Document on Cost-Effectiveness Analysis

(from NREL's 1994 Document: A Manual for the Economic Evaluation of
Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy Technologies)

Tahle 3-1. Overview of Economic Measures Applying to Specific Investment

Features and Decisions’

Investment Features NPV TLCC RRE LCOE IRR MIRR SPB DPB B/C SIR
Investment afier return N
Regulated investment R
Financing N N N
Risk C.R R
Societal Costs C,R CR
Taxes N N
Combinations of investments
Invesiment Decisions NPV IRR" | MIRR SPB DPB B/C SIR
Accept/reject N N C
R C N N N N N N
Ranking
. N N R
(Limited budget) R CN R Rk

R - Recommended
N - Not recommended
C - Commonty Used

A blank cell indicates that the measure is acceptable

a. This table is intended to serve only as a rough guideline by which an analyst can identify those mcasures that warrant

further investigation. Exceptions to each of the entries will occur.

b. Text discusses some of the exceptions.

Economic Measures

NPV - Net present value

TLCC - Total life-cycle cost
LCOE - Levelized cost of energy
RR - Revenue Requirements
IRR - Internal rate of return

MIRR - Modified internal rate of return

SPB - Simple payback peried

DPB - Discounted payback period
B/C - Benefit-to-cost ratio
SIR - Savings-to-investment ratio
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SACE 1% GWh Goal Analysis: A Leok at Resulting Electric Rates and Customer Bills

(Levelized System Average Electric Rate}

& 2) 3) ) (5) (6 ) ® e (10) (i (12)
= (2P =(6)-(7} ={(SHE10 =91 =)
Reduced
Annual Redaced Licreased Non-Resouice System Load Forecast  }l.oad Forecast NEL Anaual Annual Nowminal NPV
Discount | Resowce Plan | Resowrce Plan Plan Other Revenue Load DSM Energy NEL Adjusted Adjusted for Eleciric Electnic Levelized System | Levelized System

Factor | Variable Costs i Fixed Costs | System Costs *| Requirements | Forecast NEL Reduetion ** by DSM Addl DSM Rate Rate Average Raie Average Rate

Year 7.54% | ($000. Nom) {5000, Non) (5006, Nom) (5000, Nom) (GWh) (GWh} {GWh) (GWh) fecis/kWh, Nom) | (cents/kWh, NPY) {cents/kWh} {cents/kWh)
2014 1.000 3,023,174 [ 6,712,470 9 735,645 118,001 144 117,358 117,858 §.26051 8.26051 12.2368
2015 0.930 3,186,088 85,576 7,042,136 10,314,200 121,606 254 121352 120,976 8.52582 792504 11.3788
2016 0.865 3,407,746 96,455 7,291,850 10,796,051 323,943 329 123,614 122,346 8.82416 763016 10.5810
017 0.804 3,591,136 103,423 7,557,379 11,251,938 124914 419 124495 122,196 9,20808 7.40387 9.8352
2018 0.748 4,292,166 110,211 7,115,147 12,177,525 126,399 515 125883 122 547 9.936598 7.42975 0.1493
2019 §.695 4,248,600 310,156 3,077,906 12,636,662 127,673 618 127,055 122,675 10.3009] 7.16185 3.5078
2030 0.647 4,379,800 441,229 8,271,624 13,092,653 129,187 7R 128,459 123,030 10.64180 688010 7o113
2021 0.601 4,437,510 437,191 8,502,872 13,377,573 129 454 845 128,609 122,128 1095378 5.58527 7.3566
2022 0.55% 4,366,950 573,477 9,312,344 14,252,777 130,517 969 129,548 122,012 11.68147 653036 .8408
2023 0.520 4,242 924 7I.017 9,515,091 14,529,032 132,357 1,101 131,256 122,658 11.84516 6.15759 63612
2024 0483 4,451,611 850,121 9,715,026 15,016,158 134,842 1,241 133,608 123,837 1211600 5.8567% 59152
2025 0449 4,699,228 989,644 9,516,570 15,205,842 136,455 1313 135,141 124 930 12.17152 547110 5.5004
2026 0.418 4,911,539 1,309,848 2,470,760 15,692,147 138,479 1,313 137,166 126,801 12.37539 5.17271 5.1148
2027 0389 5,189,759 1,525,567 9,490,444 18,205,766 140,323 1313 139,010 128,506 12.61091 450158 47562
2028 0.361 5.465,963 1,754,801 9,550,015 16,776,779 142,712 1313 141,399 130,714 12.33013 463714 44227
2029 0.336 5,768,211 1,935,566 9,561,265 17,266,042 144,165 1313 142,852 132,058 13.07463 439419 41126
2030 1313 6,050,221 2,028,444 9,588,160 17,666.823 145,896 1,313 144,583 133,658 13.21798 4.13090 3.8243
2031 0.291 6,357,067 2,186,671 9,608,336 18,152,074 147,521 1,313 146,207 135,159 13.43014 3.90292 3.5561
20332 0.270 6,835,937 2,549,948 9,657,799 15,043,684 146,703 1,317 148385 137,173 1388298 3.75165 33068
2033 0.251 7,594,191 3,205,977 9,628,360 20,428,528 150,841 1,313 149,527 138,228 14.77882 3.71372 3.0749
2034 0.234 8.010,168 3,400,748 9,637,330 21,048,246 152,296 1,313 150,982 136,574 15.08038 3.52380 2.8593
2035 0.217 3,427,031 3,836,517 9,647,074 21,910,622 153,760 1313 152,447 140,928 15.54743 337822 2.6589
2036 0.202 9,256,471 4,100,606 9,679,412 23,036,489 155,629 1,317 154,312 142,651 1614881 326287 24724
2037 0188 9,665,026 4317,974 9,664,376 23,647,376 156,538 1,313 155,225 143,493 16.47954 3.09624 2.2591
2038 0173 10,163,294 4,425,204 9,692,276 24,280,773 157,974 1313 156,660 144,822 16.76591 2.92918 2.137%
2059 0.162 10,667,092 4,656,450 8,734,402 25,057,944 159,414 1313 158,101 146,154 17.1448% 2.78538 1.9880
2040 0151 11,116,318 4,747,213 5,804,202 25 667,733 161,289 1317 159,972 147,884 17.35672 2.6220% 1.8486
2041 0.140 11,693,145 5,288,837 5 882,005 26,863,987 162,778 1,313 161,465 149,204 17.99762 2.52827 1.7190
2042 0.131 12,317,129 5,456,244 5,960,637 27,734,010 164,282 1,313 162,968 150,654 18.40907 240476 1.5985
2043 0121 13,192,693 5,767,038 10,039,993 28,996,725 165,800 1,313 164,486 152,057 19.07161 2.31663 1.4864
2044 0.133 13,960,955 5,855,828 10,082 824 29,895,607 167,332 1317 166,014 153,470 19.48243 2.20061 1.3822
2045 0,105 14,664,449 5,978,423 10,127,611 30,770,483 168,878 1,313 167,564 154,903 19.86440 2.08643 1.2853
2046 0.098 15,305,955 $,200,768 10,174,319 31,681,043 170,439 1313 165,125 136,346 20.26348 157912 1.1952
2047 0.091 16,040,895 6,200,292 10222913 32,464,100 172,014 1,313 170,701 157,802 20.57268 1.86844 11114
2048 0.084 16,840,541 6,720,240 10,273 359 33,834,139 173,604 1,317 172,287 159,268 21.24346 1.79409 1.0334
2049 0.07% 17,585,286 6,889,401 10,325,591 34,804,278 173,210 1,313 173,856 160,756 2165037 1.70026 0.9610
2050 0.073 18,593,269 6,977,252 10,376,602 35,950,124 176,330 1313 175,517 162,254 22.15670 1.61802 0.8936
2051 0.068 19,530,689 6,987,868 10,435,361 36,953,918 178,466 1,313 177.152 163,766 22.56509 1,53231 0.3310
2052 0.063 20.393,159 7.078,310 10,492,841 37964310 130,116 1.317 178799 165,288 22.96852 1.45033 0.7727
2053 0.059 21,368,416 7,502,346 10,552 014 39222777 181,783 1313 180,469 166,833 23.51026 1.38047 G.7185
2054 0.055 22,440,790 7,334,185 10,612,855 40,387,830 183 465 1,313 182,152 168,358 23.98504 1.30960 0.6681

16566754

* Includes system costs not affected by the resource plan such as existng peneration, T&D, stafl, and DSM cosis

not tied directly to new DSM signups {such as rebales to existing LM participants, efc.).
#& DSM energy reductions are incremental from August 2013,

165.66734 1

Levelized System Average Electric Rate (cents/kWh) =
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Docket No. 130199-E1

SACE 1% GWh Goal Analysis: A Look at
Resulting Electric Rates and Customer Bills
BExhibit SRS-23, Page 2 of 4

SACE 1% GWh Analysis: A Look at
Resulting Electric Rates and Customer Bills

{(Comparison to 5 Resource Plans)

Levelized
System Average Avoids
Electric Rate Cross-Subsidization
Resource Plan {cents/kWh) of Customer Groups ?
RIM 337 MW 11.7412 Yes
Supply Only 11.7419 Yes *
TRC 337 MW 11.7579 No

RIM 526 MW

11.7431

TRC 576 MW

11.7636

]nfnrmatmn fgr]%GWhreductlon goa] B

| SACE 1% GWh

12,2368

~ No.

* This resource plan would avoid cross-subsidization of customer groups in the
absence ofthe RIM 337 MW plan.




SACE 1% GWh Goal Analysis: A Look at Resulting Electric Rates and Customer Bills

¢Additional Cost Needed to be Added to RIM 337 MW Plan to Increase
its Levelized System Average Electric Rate to That of 1% GWh Analysis)

(1) @ &) (S ) 6} @ (&) ) {10) an (12} (13)
= (ZHHE)HAHE ={N-(8) = ({(6)/(F)/10 ={16}*1) =(12)* (1)
Annual Non-Resource “What 1" System Load Forecast Annual Anzual Motwinal NEV
Discount { Resource Plan | Rescwrce Plan Plan Ciher One-Time Reycnue Load 12SM Energy NEL Adjusted Electic Hlectric Levelized System | Levelized System
Factor j Varable Costs Fixed Costs System Costs * Cost Requirements Forecast NEL | Reduction ** by DSM Rate Rate Avcrage Rate Average Rate
Year 7.54% ($000, Nom) (S000, Nom) ($000, Nom) ($000, Nom) ($000, Nom}) {GWh) {GWh) (GWh) {cents/kWh, Nom) | {cents/kWh, NPV} {cents/kWh {eenis/kWhj
2014 1.000 3,023,174 0 6,712,470 0 9. 735,645 118,007 144 117,858 §.26051 8.26051 936 i 12,2368
2013 0.930 3,196,597 3,160 7,042,136 0 10,242,292 121,606 223 121,383 8.43799 7.84638 11.3788
2016 0865 5,448,068 5,846 7,291,856 1] 10,745,764 123,943 225 123,718 B.08569 751042 10.5810
2017 0,804 3,668,702 8,053 7,357,379 0 11,234,734 124,214 228 124,686 901044 7.24496 ©.8392
2018 0.748 4,424,020 11,644 7,775,147 0 12,210,812 126,399 231 126,167 9.67827 7.23632 9.1493
2019 G.695 4,415,283 208,619 8 077.906 0 12,705,808 127,673 235 127,438 997021 6.93193 35078
2020 0,647 4,594,064 339,578 8,275,624 a 13,205,265 129,187 240 128,947 10.24083 6,62087 79113
2021 0.601 4,701,022 332,152 8,502,872 Q 13,536,046 129,454 246 129,208 1047617 629814 7.3566
2022 0.559 4,673,713 459 484 9312344 0 14,445,541 130,517 253 130,264 11.08342 6.19939 6.8408
2023 0.520 4,583 36% 652,881 9,515,691 ol 14,751,342 132,357 262 132,095 11.16723 5.80517 6.3612
2024 0.483 4,850,401 727,508 9,715,026 18,679,498 33,672,833 134,849 273 134,576 25.24437 12.20293 5.8152
025 0.44% 5,136,370 952,030 9,516,970 1] 15,605,370 136,455 280 136,175 11.455976 515116 5.5004
2026 0.418 5,371,649 1,260,406 9,470,760 [ 16,102,215 138,479 280 138,200 1165139 4.87010 5.1148
2027 0.38% 5,628,809 1,645,227 9,420,440 [H 16,764,475 140,323 230 140,044 11.97087 4.65281 4,7562
2028 0,361 5,964,767 1,808,065 9,550,015 [ 17,323,847 142,712 280 142,433 12.16284 438597 4.4227
2029 0.336 5,266,668 2,039,547 9,561,265 0 17,867,480 144,165 280 143,286 12.41781 4.17344 4.1126
2030 0.313 6,578,653 2,157,863 9,588,160 o 18,324,676 145.8%6 280 145,617 12.58419 3.93283 3.8243
2031 0291 6.515,598 2,221,186 8,608,336 0 18,745,120 147,521 280 147,241 1273090 3.69972 3.5561
2032 3.270 7.450,686 2,505,464 9,657,799 0 19,613,949 149,703 280 146,422 13.1265] 3.54722 3.3068
2033 0.251 8,279,929 3,070,860 5,628 360 0 20,979,149 150,841 280 150,561 13.93398 3.50142 3.0749
2034 0.234 8,735,919 3,268,755 9,637,330 0 21,642,004 152,296 280 152,016 14.23663 332664 28593
2033 0217 9,187,855 3,693,073 9,647,074 a 22,528,002 153,760 280 153,481 14 67805 3 18932 26589
2036 0.202 10,073,030 4,061,748 53,679,412 Y 23,814,190 155,629 280 155,349 15.32952 3.09733 2.4724
2037 0.188 10,514,972 4,154,944 9,664 376 4 24,534,292 156,538 280 156,259 1570108 2.94998 22991
2038 0.175 11,056,971 4,462,447 9,602,276 0 25,211,094 157,974 280 157,694 15.98773 2.79323 21379
2039 0.162 11,603,959 4,692,697 9,734,402 0 26,031,057 159414 280 159,135 1635739 2.65752 1.9880
2040 0151 12,102,917 5,190,999 9,804,202 0 27,098,118 161,289 280 161,609 16.831024 2.54255 1 8486
2041 0. 140 12,736,924 5,192,557 9,882,005 0 27,811,486 162,778 280 162,499 17.11487 2.40427 17150
2042 0.131 13,418,915 5,311,161 9,960,637 0 28,690,712 164,282 280 164.002 17.49407 2.28523 15985
2043 0,121 14,369,049 5,608 855 10,039,993 0 30,017,897 165,800 280 165,520 18.13550 2.20292 14864
2044 0113 15,193,079 5,822,906 10,082 824 0 31,098.809 167,332 280 167,031 18.61633 2.10278 13822
2045 0,103 15,966,093 5,852,053 10,127,611 9 31,945,757 168,878 280 168,598 18.94785 1.99016 12853
2046 0.098 16,660,050 5,987,704 10,174,319 0 32,828,073 170,435 280 170,159 19.29257 188430 11952
2047 0081 17,457,023 6,560,843 10,222,913 0 34,240,781 172,014 280 171,735 19.93819 1.8 1082 1.1114
2048 0.084 18,332,070 6,554,227 10,273,359 0 35,155,655 173,604 280 173,324 20.28550 1.71319 1.0334
2049 0.079 19,142,008 6,658,212 10,325,591 0 36,132,811 175210 280 174,530 20.65556 162213 0.9610
2030 0.073 20,237,070 6,778,156 10,379,602 0 37,394,828 176,830 280 176,551 21.18081 1.54675 0.8536
2051 0.068 21,247,070 6,909,669 10,435,361 0 38,592,1¢0 178,466 280 178,186 21.65832 147073 0.5310
2052 0.063 22,183,025 7,125,412 10,492,841 o 36,801,286 180,116 280 179.836 22.13197 1.36752 0.7727
2053 0.659 23,256,053 7,166,139 10,552,014 @ 40,974,207 181,783 280 181,503 22.57489 132555 0.7185
2054 0.055 24,419,078 7,668,746 10,612,855 ¢ 42,700,679 183,465 280 183,186 23.31007 127275 0.6681
165.66734

* Tncludes system costs not affected by the resource plan snch as existing generation, T&D, staff, and DSM cosls
not tied directly to new 128M signups (such as rebates to existing LM participants. etc.).
#* DSM energy reductions are incremental from Aupust 2013,

| 165.66734 I
Levelized System Average Eleciric Rate {cents/k¥Wh) =
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SACE 1% GWh Goal Analysis: A Look at Resulting Electric Rates and Customer Bills
{Comparison of Annual Electric Rates and Cusfomer Bills for 1,200 k¥h Usage)

1) Projection of System Average Electric Rates & Customer Bills:

(Non-Conforming Resource Plans)

Supply Onlv Resource Plan RIM 337 MW TRC 337 MW RIM 526 MW * TRC 576 MW * SACE 1% GWh Goal
Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Prgjected Projected Projected Projected Projected
Electric Rate | Custamer Bill | Electric Rate | Customer Bill{  Electric Rate Customer Bll Electric Rate Customer Bill | Electric Rate | Customer Bill § Elegiric Rate Customer Bill

Year | cents/kWh | (871,200 kWh) | (centsfkWh) |($/1,200 kWh)] _(cents/cWh) ($/1.200 kWh {cents/kWh} ($/1.200 KWh) | (cents/kWh) | (871,200 kWly {cents/kWh) (5/1,200 kWh)
2015 8.432 $i01.18 8.433 10136 8443 $101.32 §.450 §101.40 8.45% §i01.50 8,526 &i02.31
2016 3.677 $104.13 3686 $1064.23 8691 5104.29 §.697 $104.37 §.709 $104.51 8.824 5105.89
2017 §.9%9 $107.99 9.010 $108.13 2016 5108.19 2.024 $108.29 9.036 $108.43 §.208 S110.50
2018 9.666 $115.59 0678 $116.14 9.686 511623 9692 $116.31 9.707 $il6.49 9.937 $1i9.24
2019 9.954 $119.45 2.970 511%.64 9979 $119.74 9.985 $115.82 10.004 $120.05 10.301 $12361
2020 10.226 $122.71 10.241 $122.89 10,252 $123.02 10,257 §123.09 10.279 $123.35 10.642 $127.70
2021 10.457 $1254% 10.476 312571 10.491 $125.90 10.4%4 $125.93 10,518 $126.22 10.954 $13145
2072 11.067 $132.80 11.089 $133.07 11169 $13330 11.111 $133.33 11.141 $133.6% 11.681 $140.18
2023 11.144 $133.73 11.167 $134.01 11.189 $134.27 11,180 $134.28 11.224 $134.69 11.845 $142.14
2024 11.341 $136.0% 11.364 £136.37 11388 $136.65 11388 §136.65 11.425 $137.10 12.116 514539
2025 11.510 $138.12 11.460 $137.52 11.482 $137.79 11474 $137.69 11.496 $137.95 12.172 $146.06

2} Projection of Average Customer Dl Differentials (Monthly assuming 1,200 k'Wh usage)!

3) Projection of Annual & 10-Year Total Customer Bill Impacts for 1,200 k'Wh Usage:

RIM337MW | SACE L%
Bill Differentials for Each Plan Compared to the Supply Culy Plan Plan vs. GWh vs.
{MNon-Conforming Resource Plans) SACE 1% Suppiy Only § Supply Only
Year | Supply Only | RIM 337 MW | TRC 337 MW RIM 526 MW * | TRC 576 MW * GWh Goal Year Plan Plan
2015 $0.00 $0.07 $0.14 $0.22 56.32 2015 $0.90 $13.54
2016 $0.00 $0.10 $0.16 $0.24 50.38 2016 F123 82117
2017 $0.00 $0.13 $0.20 $0.29 $0.44 2017 $1.58 530.04
2018 $0.00 $0.15 $0.23 $0.31 §0.50 2018 $1.74 §39.00
2019 $0.00 $0.20 $0.30 $0.38 50.60 2019 5236 549.98
2020 $0.00 $0.18 $032 $0.38 §0.64 2020 5218 £59,92
2021 $0.00 $0.23 3041 3044 50.73 2021 271 571.48
2022 50.00 $6.27 $0.50 $0.53 $0.89 2022 5324 588.50
2023 $0.00 $0.28 $0.54 $0.55 $0.56 2023 5334 $100.96
2034 $0,00 $0.28 30.56 $0.56 $1.01 2024 $331 $111.59
2025 56,00 ($0.60) ($0.33) {$0.43) ($0.17) 2025 ($7.15) $95.30
# The two non-cenforming resource plans, the RIM 526 MW plan and the TRC 576 MY plan, utitize e fall Totai = $15.40 $681.48

Achievabie Potential MW without regard for optimizing selection and timing of DSM measurcs and without
regard for nceting FPL's sysiest reliability enteria
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Sierra Club 1% GWh Goal Analysis: A Look at Resulting Electric Rafes and Customer Bills

(Levelized System Average Electric Rate)

o) @) &) %) &) 6} (7) (8 @) (16} n (1
= (25 (34} ={6)-{7) = ((5)/(8)Y10 =) =(n*()
Reduced
Annual Redaced Increased Non-Resource System Load Forecast }l.oad Forecast NEL| Annual Annual Nominal NPV
Discouut | Resource Plan { Rescurce Plan Plan Other Revenue Load DSM Encrgy NEL Admsted Adjusied fer Eicctric Electric Levelized System { Levelized System

Factor | Variable Costs Fixed Costs | System Costs *| Requiements Forecast NEL Reduction ** by DSM Addl DEM Rate Rate Average Rale Averape Rate

Year 7.54% | ($000, Nom} ($000, Nom} (5600, Nom) (3000, Nom) (GWh) (GWh) (GWh) (Gwh) {cents/kWh Nom) | (cents/k'Wi, NPV) {cents/l\Wh) (cepts/k W)
2014 1.000 3,003,174 [} 5,712,470 9,735,645 118,001 144 117,858 117,858 8.26051 8.26051 1 12.1728
2015 0.530 3,190,083 £5,976 7,042,136 10,318,194 121,606 254 121352 121,128 3.51844 7.92118 113193
2016 0.865 3,422,346 96,455 7,291,850 10,810,651 123,943 325 123,614 122,871 8.79840 7.60788 10.5257
2017 0.804 3,617,391 103,423 7,357,379 11,278,194 124,914 419 124,493 123,090 216258 736728 9.7877
2018 0.748 4,331,293 110,211 7,775,147 12,216,632 126,399 315 125,883 123,665 3.87886 738629 9.1014
2019 0.693 4,289 89§ 310,156 8,077,906 12,677,960 127,673 618 127,055 123,868 10.23508 7.1160% §.4633
2020 0.647 4422251 441,229 8,271,624 13,135,104 129,187 728 128,459 124,223 10.57382 683615 7.8699
2071 0.601 4,480,838 437,191 B 502,872 13,420,500 129,454 845 128,609 123,320 1088299 654272 73181
2022 0.559 4,408,636 573,477 9,312,344 14,295,456 130,517 959 129 548 133,204 1160305 648652 £.8050
2023 0520 4,284,173 771,017 9,515,091 14,570,231 132.357 1,101 131,256 123,850 11.76442 6.11561 6.3279
2024 0,483 4,493,837 850,121 9,715,026 15,058,984 134,849 1,241 133,608 125,129 12.03476 581751 5.8842
2025 0.449 4,744,083 989,644 2,516,970 15,250,696 136,455 1313 135,141 126,122 12.05201 543536 54717
2026 2.418 4,958,419 1,309,848 3,470,760 15,739,027 138,479 1313 137,166 128,012 1229500 5.13811 5.0880
2027 0.389 5,239,296 1,525,567 9,490,440 16,255,302 140,323 1313 139,010 129,732 1252986 4.87008 4.7313
2028 0.361 5,518,136 1,754,801 9. 550,015 16,822,952 142,712 1,313 141,399 131,962 1274836 4.6075% 43996
202% 0.336 5,824,278 1,935,566 9,561,265 17321110 144,165 1,313 Jd42,852 133,318 12.99231 4.36653 4.0911
2030 6.313 6,107,970 2,028,444 9,588, 160 17,724 575 145,896 1,313 144 583 134,933 13.13580 4.10522 3.8042
2031 0.291 6,417,746 2,186,671 5,608,336 18,212,752 147,521 1313 146,207 136,445 13.34763 3.57884 3.5375
2032 0.270 6.901,186 2,549,948 9,657,799 15,108,933 143,703 1,317 148,385 133,482 13.79884 3.72891 3.2895
2033 0.251 7,666,678 3,205,977 9,628,360 20,501,015 150,841 1,313 149,527 139,548 14.69104 3.69166 3.0589
2034 0.234 8,086,626 3,400,743 9.637,330 21,124,703 152,296 1,313 150,982 140,966 1495206 3.50317 2.8444
2033 0,217 8,507,468 3,836,517 9,647,074 21,991,059 133,760 1313 152,447 142,271 15.45697 3.35857 2.645G
2036 0.202 9,344,825 4,100,606 9,679,412 23,124,843 155,629 1,317 154312 144,013 1605748 3,24442 2.4595
2037 0,183 9,757,280 4.317,974 2,664,376 23,739,629 156,538 1,313 155,225 144,865 16.38741 3.07893 2.2871
2038 0.175 10,260,303 4425204 9,692,276 24,377,782 157,974 1,313 156,660 146 205 16.67374 2.91308 21267
2039 0.162 10,768,910 £.656,450 9,734,402 25,159,762 155,414 1,313 158,101 147,549 1705179 277025 1.9776
2040 0.151 11,222 423 4,747,213 9,804,202 25,773,83% 161,286 1,317 155,972 149 265 17.26369 2.60803 1.838¢9
2041 0.140 11,804,756 5,288,837 9,882,003 26,975,598 162,778 1,313 161,465 130,689 17.90152 2.51477 1.7100
2042 0.151 12,434,697 3,456,244 9,560,637 27.851,578 164,282 1,313 162,965 152,092 18.51231 239212 1.5961
2043 0.121 13,318,618 5,767,038 10,039,593 29 125,650 165,860 1,313 164,486 153,508 18.97332 2.3046% 1.4786
2044 0.113 14,094,213 5,855,828 10,082,824 30,032,863 167,332 1,317 166,014 154,934 19.38424 2.18951 1.3750
2045 0,105 14,804,421 5,978,423 10,127,611 30,910,456 168,878 1,313 167,564 156,381 19.76609 2.07611 1.2786
2046 0.058 15,452,051 6,200,768 10,174,319 31,827,139 170,439 1,313 165,125 157,838 30.16445 1.96345 1.1889
2047 0.0%1 16,194,006 6,200,292 10,222,913 32,617,211 172,014 1,313 170,701 159,308 2047428 1.85951 1.1055
2048 0.084 17,001,285 6,720,240 19,273,359 33,994 883 173,604 1,317 172287 160,789 21.14258 1.78557 1.0280
2049 0.079 | 172,751,177 5,885,401 10,325,591 34,972,169 175,210 1313 173,396 162,290 21.54912 1.65230 0.9360
2050 0.073 18,770,743 6,977,252 10,379,602 36,127,597 176,830 1,313 175,517 163,803 22.05556 1.61063 0.8889
2051 0.0G8 19,717,110 6,957,868 10,435,361 37,140,340 178 466 1,313 177,152 163,329 22.46450 1.32543 08266
2052 0,063 20,587,813 7.078,310 10,452,841 38,158,964 . 180,116 1,317 178,799 166,866 22.86801 144400 0.7684
2053 0.059 21572.379 7,302,346 10,552,014 39.426,73% 181,783 1,313 130,469 168,423 23.40908 1.37453 0.7148
2054 0.055 22,654,989 7.334,185 10,612,855 40,602,029 183,465 1,313 182,152 169,995 2388427 1.30410 0.6646

164.80036 16480036

* Includes system costs not affected by the resource plai such as existing generation, T&D, staff, and DSM costs

not tied directly to new DSM signups (such as rebates to existing LM participants, etc.).
** DSM cnergy reductions are incremental from August 2013,

Levelized System Average Electric Rate (cents/kWh} = m
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Docket No. 130199-EI]

Sierra Club 1% GWh Goal Analysis: A Look at
Resulting Electric Rates and Customer Bills
Exhibit SRS-24, Page 2 of 4

Sierra Club 1% GWh Goal Analysis: A Look at

Resulting Electric Rates and Customer Bills
{Comparison to 5 Resource Plans)

Levelized
System Average Avoids
Electric Rate Cross-Subsidization
Resource Plan {cents/kWh) of Customer Groups ?
RIM 337 MW 11.7412 Yes
Supply Only 11.7419 Yes *
TRC 337 MW 11.7579 No

RIM 526 MW 11.7431 No
TRC 576 MW 11.7636 No

" Information for 1% GWh reductiongoal

| Sierra Club 1% GWh | 12,1728 B No~

* This resource plan would avoid cross-subsidization of customer groups in the
absence of the RIM 337 MW plan,



Sierra Club 1% GWh Goal Analysis: A Look at Resulting Electric Rates and Customer Bilis

{Additional Cost Needed to be Added to RIM 337 MW Plan to Increase
its Levelized System Average Electric Rate to That of 1% GWh Analysis)

8] ) 3) S} (5} {6} (7} &) )] (10 (n (12} (13)
= (2HHEHAIHS) =(7)-(8) = ((BY()/10 ={(20) *(1} =(12)* (1}
Annual Non-Resource "What If" System L.oad Forecast Annuat Annuel Nominal NPV
Discount § Resource lan |- Resource Plan Plan Other Ope-Time Revenue Load 1358M Energy NEL Adjusied Electic Elecinc T.evelized System § Levelized System
Facter | Variable Costs Fixed Costs System Casts * Cost Requircments Forecast NEL | Reduction ** by DSM Rate Ratc Average Rate Averape Rate
Year 1.54% {$000, Nom) (3000, Nom) (3000, Nom} {$000, Nom} {$000, Nom} (GWIh) (GW) (GWh) (cents/kWh, Nom]} | (cents/kWh, NPV) (cents/kWh)
2014 1.000 3.023,174 0 6,712,470 1] 9,735,645 118,001 144 117,858 8.26051 8.26051 12.1728
2013 0.930 3,196,997 3,160 7,042,136 0 10,242,292 121,606 223 121,383 343799 7.84638 11.3193
2016 6.865 3,448,068 5,846 7,291,850 g 190,745,764 123,943 225 123,718 8.68569 7.51042 11.5257
2017 0.804 3,668,702 8,653 7,557,379 g 11,234,734 124,914 228 124,686 901044 724496 97877
2018 0,748 4,424,020 11,644 7775147 7 12216812 126,399 231 126,167 9.67827 7.23632 9.1014
2019 0.695 4,419,283 208,619 8,077,906 0 12,705 808 127,673 235 127,438 9.57021 6.93193 3.4633
2020 0.647 4,594,064 339,578 8,271,624 { 13,203,265 129,187 240 128,947 10.24083 £.62087 7.8699
2021 0.661 4,701.022 332,152 8,502,872 Q 13,536,046 129,454 246 129,208 10.47617 6.29814 73181
2022 0¢.559 4,673,713 459,484 9,312,344 9 14,445 541 130,517 253 130,264 11.08942 6.19539 6.8050
2023 0.520 4,583,369 652,881 9,515,091 1] 14751342 132,357 262 132,095 11.16723 580317 53279
2024 0.483 4.850,401 727.90% 9,715,026 16,205,835 31,559,170 134,849 273 134,576 23 45084 1133595 53842
2025 0.449 5,136,370 952,030 9,516,970 0 15,605,370 136,455 280 136,175 11.45976 515116 54717
2026 0413 5,371,049 1,260,406 5,470,760 0 16,102,215 138,479 280 138,200 1165139 487010 5.0880
2027 0,389 5,628,809 1,645,227 5,490,440 0 16,764,475 145,323 280 140,044 11.97087 465281 4.7313
2028 0361 5,964,767 1,809,065 9,550,015 0 17,323,847 142,712 280 142,433 12.16284 436397 4.3936
20289 0.336 5,266,668 2,038,347 9,561,263 o 17,867,430 144,165 280 143,386 12.41781 4.17344 4.0911
203¢ 0,313 5,578,653 2,157,863 9,588,160 0 18,324.676 145,856 280 145617 12.58419 3.93283 3.8042
2031 0.291 6,915,598 2,221,186 9,608,336 1] 18,745,120 147,521 280 147241 12.73090 3.69972 3.5375
2032 0.270 7.450,686 2,505 464 9,657,199 0 19,613,948 149,703 280 149,422 13.12651 3.54722 3.2895
2033 0.251 §,279,929 3,070,860 9,628,360 0 20,979,14% 150,841 230 130,561 13.933%8 3.50142 3.0589
2034 0,234 §,735.91% 3,268,755 9.637.330 0 21,642,904 152,296 280 132,016 14.23663 3.52664 2 8444
2035 0217 9,187,855 3,693,073 9,647,074 0 22,528,002 153,760 280 153,481 14.67305 3.18932 2.6450
2036 0.202 10,073,030 4,061,748 9679412 a 23,814,190 135,629 280 155,349 15.32952 3.09733 2.45595
2037 (.188 10,514,972 4,354 944 9,664,376 0 24,534,292 156,538 280 156,259 15.701G8 294998 22871
2038 0.175 11,856,971 4,462,447 9,692,276 ) 25,211,694 157,974 280 157,694 1598773 2.79323 21267
2039 0.162 11,603 939 4,692 697 9,734,402 ) 26,03 1,057 159,414 IR0 159,135 16.35789 2.65752 19776
2040 0.151 12,102,917 5,190,999 9,804,202 0 27,098,118 161,289 280 161,009 16.83024 2.54255 1.8389
2041 0.140 12,736,924 5,192,557 9,882,005 [ 27,811,486 162,778 280 162,499 1711487 2.40427 1.7100
2042 0.131 13,418,915 5,311,161 9,960,637 0 28,690,712 164,282 280 164,002 17.49407 2,28523 1.5901
2043 0.121 14,369,049 5,608,855 10,038,993 [ 30,017,897 165,800 280 165,520 18.13530 220292 14786
2044 0,113 15,193,079 5,822,906 10,082,824 Y 31,098,309 167,332 280 167,051 18.61633 2.10278 1.3750
2045 0.105 13,965,093 5,852,053 10,127,611 0 31,945,757 168,878 280 168,593 18.94785 1.99016 1.2786
2046 0.098 16,606,050 5,987,704 10,174,319 1] 32,828,073 170,439 280 170,155 15.29257 1.88430 i.1889
2047 0.091 17,457,023 6,560,845 10,222,913 o 34,240,781 172014 280 171,733 19.9381% 1.81082 1.1035
2048 0.084 18,332,070 6,554,227 10,273,359 o 35,159,655 173,604 280 173.324 20.28550 171319 1.6280
2049 0.879 19,149,008 6,658,212 10,325,591 0 36,132,811 173,210 280 174,930 2065556 1.62213 0.9560
2050 0.073 20,237,07¢ 4,778,150 10,379,602 1] 37,394,828 176,830 280 176,551 2118081 1.54675 0.888%
2051 0.06§ 21,247,070 6,909,669 10,435,361 0 38,592,100 178,466 280 178,186 2165832 147073 0.8266
2052 0.063 22,183,025 7,125,419 10,497,841 0 39,801,286 180,116 230 179,836 2213197 139752
2053 0.058 23.256.053 7,146,139 10,552,014 a 40,974,207 184,783 280 181,503 22.57489 1.32555
2054 0.055 24,415,078 7,665,746 10,612,855 0 42,700,679 183,465 280 183,186 23.31007 127275 0.6646
* Inciudes system cosls not affected by the resource pian such as existing generation, T&D, staff, and DSM costs 164.80036 I 16480036

nol lied directly to new DSM signups (such as rebaies to exisling LM participants, etc.).

** DSM encrgy reductions are incremental from August 2613

Levelized System Average Dlectric Rate {cents/kWh)=
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Sierra Club 1% GWh Goal Analysis: A Look at Resulting Electric Rates and Customer Bills
(Comparison of Annual Electric Rates and Customer Bills for 1,200 W h Usage)

1) Projection of System Average Electric Rates & Customer Bills:

(Non-Conferming Resource Plans)

Supply Only Resource Plan RIM 337 MW TRC 337 MW RIM 526 MW * TRC 576 MW * Sierra Chub 1% GWh Geal
Projected Projected Projected Projecied Projected Projecled Projected Projecied Projected Projected Projected Projected
Electric Rate | Customer Bill | Eleotric Rate | Customer Bill{  Electric Rate Custemer Bill Electric Rate Customer Bill | Electic Rate | Customer Bill Elacrric Rate Customer Bill

Year | (cenis/KWhy | ($/1,200 kWh | (cents/kWh) |(8/1,200 k'Wh) {cents/lKWh) {$/1.200 KWh) {cents W) (5/1,200 KWh) | (cents/kWh) | (/1,200 kWh {centsikWh)y (8/1,200 KWh)
2015 8432 $101.18 §.438 §101.26 §.443 $101.32 8.450 £101.40 §.458 8518 $102.22
2016 3.677 $164.13 8.686 §104.23 §.691 $104.29 8.697 $104.37 2,709 B.798 310558 |
2017 3.999 $107.99 5.010 $108.13 9.0186 §108.19 5.024 $108.29 9.036 9.153 $109.95
2018 9.666 £115.99 5.678 $116.14 5.686 $£i16.23 5.692 §$116.31 9.767 S.879 $118.55
2018 9.954 311945 8.970 $119.64 9.974 $115.74 9.985 5115.82 10.004 . 10.235 $122.82
2020 10.226 $122.71 10241 $122.89 1{.252 $123.02 10257 $123.09 10.279 $123.35 10.574 $12689
2021 10.457 512549 10.476 $125.71 10.491 $125.90 10.494 $125.93 10.518 $126.22 10.883 $130.60
2022 11.067 $132.80 11.089 $133.07 11.16% 513330 11111 §$133.33 11. 144 11.603 $139.24
3023 11144 $133.73 11.167 $134.01 11.18% $134.27 11.190 $134.28 11.224 11.764 $141.17
2024 11341 $136.09 11.364 $136.37 11.383 $136.65 11.388 $136.65 11425 12.035 $144.42
2025 11510 §138.12 31.460 $137.52 11.482 $137.79 11474 $137.69 11496 $137.95 12.092 $145.10

2) Projection of Average Customer ITill Differentials (Monthly assuming 1,200 kWh vsage):

3) Projection of Anruat & 10-Year Total Custonter Bill Impacts for 1,200 kiWh Usage:

RIM 337 MW {Siemra Club 1%
Bill Differentials for Each Plan Compared to the Supply Only Plan Flan vs. GWhvs,
(Non-Conferming Resource Plans) Sierra Club 1% Supply Cnly | Supply Caly

Year | Supply Gnly | RIM 337 MW I TRC 337 MW RIM 526 MW * | TRC 576 MW * GWh Goal Year Plan Tlan
2015 $0.00 $0.07 $0.14 $0.22 $0.32 2615 $0.90 1248
2016 £0.00 5010 $0.16 5024 $0.38 2016 $1.23 £17.46
2017 $0.00 $0.13 $0.20 $0.29 $0.44 2017 $1.58 $23.49
2018 50.00 $0.15 50.23 $0.31 $0.50 2618 SL.74 530.63
2019 $0.00 $0.20 $0.3¢ $0.38 $0.60 2019 §2.36 £40.50
2020 £0.00 $0.18 §0.32 $0.38 $0.64 2020 $2.18 $50.14
2021 $0.00 023 $0.41 $0.44 $0.73 2021 52.71 $6128
2022 50.00 $0.27 $0.50 $0.53 $0.89 2022 $3.24 £77.20
2023 $0.00 $0.28 50,54 $£0.55 £0.96 2023 53.34 $89.33
2024 $0.00 §028 $0.56 $0.56 $1.01 2024 $3.31 59989
2025 $0.00 (50.60) (50.33) ($0.43) ($0.17) 2025 ($7.19) $83.85

* The two non-confonning resource plans, the RIM 526 MW plan and the TRC 576 MW plan, utilize the full Total = §15.40 $556.26

Achievable Potentinl MW without regard for optimizing sclection and timing of DSM measures and without

regard for meeting FPL's system eliability oriteria.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
DOCKET NO. 130199-EI
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Charles Murphy, Esq. Steven L. Hall, Senior Attorney
Lee Eng Tan, Esq. Office of General Counsei
Division of Legal Services Florida Department of Agriculture & Consumer
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2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 407 South Calhoun Street, Suite 520
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 Tallahassee, FL. 32399
Cmurphy(@psec.state.fl.us Steven.Halli@freshfromflorida.com
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Diana A. Csank, Esq. Jon C. Moyle, Jr., Esq.
Sierra Club Karen Putnal, Esq.
50 F Street, N.W., 8™ Floor Moyle Law Firm, P.A.
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Attorney for Sierra Club jmoyle@moylelaw.com
kputnali@moylelaw.com
Attorneys for FIPUG
George Cavros, Esq. Alisa Coe, Esq.
Southern Alliance for Clean Energy David G. Guest, Esq.
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george(@cavros-law.com Tallahassee, FLL 32301
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Attorneys for SACE
James W. Brew, Esqg. J. Stone, Esq.
F. Alvin Taylor, Esq. R. Badders, Esqg.
Brickiield, Burchette, Ritts & Stone, P.C. S. Griffin, Esq.
1025 Thomas Jefferson Street, NW Beggs & Lane
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jbrew(@bbrstaw.com jas@beggslane.com
ataylor@bbrslaw.com rab/@beggslane.com

Attorneys for PCS Phosphate-White Springs  srg@beggslane.com
Attorneys for Gulf Power Company



Dianne M, Triplett, Esq.

Matthew R. Bernier, Esq.

299 First Avenue North

St. Petersburg, I'lorida

dianne tripleti{@duke-energy.com
matthew.bernier{@duke-energy.com
Attorneys for Duke Energy

Mr. Paul Lewis, Jr.
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cbrowder@ouc.com

Orlando Utilities Commission
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West Palm Beach, FL 33409-6703
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Florida Public Utilities Company

Robert Scheffel Wright, Esqg.
John T. LaVia, Esq.
Gardner, Bist, Wiener, Wadsworth,
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