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The f ollowing Commissioner s participated in the 
dispos i tion of t his ma tte r : 

THOMAS M. BEARD 

GERALD L. GUNTER 

J OHN T. HERNDON 


MI CHAEL McK . WILSON 


NOTICE OF PROPOSED AGENCY ACTION 


ORDER APPROVI NG CONSERVATION PROGRAMS 


BY THE COMMI SS I ON: 

NOTICE is he re.by gi ven by the Florida Public Service 
Commission 'tha t the a ction disc ussed herein is preliminary in 
nature and wi 11 become f i na l unl ess 'l person whose interests 
are adversely affec t ed ' 'f iles a petition for a formal 
proceoeding, pursuan t to Rule 25- 22 . 029, Florida Administrative 
Code. 

On Febru a ry 16, 1988 , Ci t y Gas Company of Florida (City 
Gas or utility ) su bmitted a pet i tion for app~ov~l of a 
'Ove-point conserv a tion p r ogram cons i stent with the guidelines 
of the Florida Energy Eff icie ncy and Conservation Act (FEECA), 
Section 366.80 ~t seg ., Flori d a Statutes. City Gas's filing 
was voluntary since t he utility does not meet 'the one 
hundred-million therms per year threshold for mandatory 
conservation prog r ams contained in FEECA. In our Order No. 
17257, we had pr e vi o u s ly inv ited ,the utility to file such a 
petition, if it so des ired . 

The five prog rams submi tted by City Gas are designed to 
provide incentives to bui l ders, homeow'ners, dealers and schools 
f or the insta llation and use of efficient gas appliances. As 
we noted in Order No. 17257, it is .the Commission's policy to 
apply three standar.d criteria in ' evaluating such conservation 
progra~s for apPloval: (1) the p~pgram must contribute to 
achieving conservation goals; (2) the , prog~am must be cost 
e ff ec~iv~ a nd (3) lhe program : must be one which can be 
moni t ored. We have reviewed' the utility's p):oposed ,programs 
a nd fi nd that f o ur of the five mee't our criteria ~s submitted . 
Tho s e p r ograms and thei.r calculated cost-effectiveness ratios 
ar e as f ollows: ' . 

Program 1 - i n.9.l,g Fam! 1 13esideri tla l Home Bui Ide e Program 

Thi s progr am p r o vides i ncent i ves to bu i ld~rs and 
dev e loper s i n an ' effort t o o vercome objections to the 
ddi t ional con s tr uc t io n cbsts of iri s tallfng gas applia nce s . 

The p ro g r am p ay s i nc Ol) tives f or inst allat i o n bf gas furnaces 
( $2 5 0), g a ~/ a ter heat e rs ($ 225 ), , g as , railges ($lOO) and gas 
dr yers ( $l OO ). . I ncentive. ar.e onl y paid to bu i lders ' of new 
humes t h a I: h, ve n EP I ca t i ,n9 of 7 5 po i n t s OF less. EPI is the 
~nerqy . Per(or flHjnce ( nd e x cal c ulate d under the Flo,r i ds Model 
Ent,lrgy E [f j t i ~nc v Code f or Bu ildi ng Co ns truc,tion . The p r ogram 
[J(H i'J i is fi.ve' ye LS ';lit h n t belle fit s of $15,17 0 , 959: This 
resul B in a cost-e l t c c t ive n s s r a tio of 1 0 :1. 
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Pr og ram ' 2 - Mult:i-Family Res ident ial Home ' Sui lder Pro'gram 

Thi s program pr ov i des i ncenti ve s to builders and 
d e ve lGlpers in a n effort: , to overcome objectj,ons to the 
add itional construetion ' costs of i nstalli ng ga s app lia nces i n 
mul ti-family pro jects. ' The program pa ys a ma x imum cas h 
a llowance of 153 00 per dwelli ng unit for the i ns t alla t ion or gas 
a ppliances . Incentives are onl y pai d t o builders' of new homes 
tha t h ave a n EPI ratIng of 75 poin t s o r less. Th is program has 
a fi ve-year period wi th net bene fit s of $14,562 , 846. Thfs 
r e s u lts in a cost -eff~ct ivenes s ra ti o of 14 :1. 

Progr am 3 - El ec tri c Resistance Appl ~ance Replacement Pr ogram 

Th is p rogram p romo tes the rep l acement of all electri'c 
app liances with ene rgy efficie nt gas a p p lianc es Hhere to do s o 
is cost ~ffective. The prog r a m o ffer s homeowners incentives to 
he l p d e fr e y the, add itiona l cos t s i n purchasing ' and installing 
ene r gy efficient gas a ppliances . Cas h incentives are paid for 
i nsta lla t i on o f ga s f urnaces ( $550) , gas water heaters ($400) , 
gas r anges ($100 ) and gas dryers ($100) . The program net 
benef it over a five-year prog r am pe riod is $12, 252, 230 
resul ting i n a c os t' e ffecti veness r a t i o of 3:1 . ' 

program 4 - Dea ler Proq r am 

Th is program offer s dealers and contractors incen t ives fo r 
promotion o f the s ale o f n a tura l gas a ppli anc es. The program 
is des igned t o p romote the use o f ene rgy effic i ent gas 
appliances where Eo do so i s cos t ef f ective . The incentives 
are pa i d to dealers a nd contr ac tor s f o r the sale oEg a s heating 
($30), gas wa ter heate rs ($30), gas ranges ($15), and gas 
dryers ($15). Th is prog r am ha s a period of seven , years wi th 
net benefits over t hi s , period o f $ 1 , 980,209. The cost 
effectiveness a tio o f t h i s program i s 12: 1 . 

City Gas l s fifth progr am HGas Appliances in Schools" would 
promot e the r e p lacement of e lectric appliances in schools in 
the utility ' s se rvice ,a r ea. Energy efficient gas , appliances 
wO'.lld be i ns,talled at no c ha rge , '1 nd studen'ts would be traine~ 
in the use, c a r e, and safety of the appliances by 
utility-employed home e conomi sts. The program as proposed 
would pay a maximum o'f $600 per range installed. City Gas 
would introduce other appliances as the prog r am progresses. 

Unlike the u ti lity,' s four other programs; the proposal for 
Gas Appliances, in Schools showed a cost-effectiveness ratio of 
less than 1:1 (.02:1). On\.h',s basis Staff recommended the 
program not be , approved. ,Howe",.:.r, at our agenda conference on 

'June 21, 1988, when we considered the programs, ' representatives 
of Cit y Gas agreed to a lower iric,entive payment of .$300 in an 
effort to improve the cost-effectiveness ratio. Although we 
ha\;e made a de terminat ion that this reduction may not in fact 
p roduce a positive cost-effectiveness ratio for the ~chool 
pro g ram on a s tand'~alone basis" we witl, r'levecttleless, approve 
i t , as we wi ll approve the other programs. We do SO because 
it :; i ncl us io n, e ven as' filed, would not render the utility's 
o v r ai l c onservation plan non-cost effective. Moreover, we 
be U ev l~ t hat t he pro'gram -will have a ' salutary I effect in 
f Ur t he ri ng the goal s of conse rva t iOn and should be instituted. 

One Eu rl: h er '[Joi n t rnu l;; !: be addres3ed ' in approving C ty 
' ~ s ' s co ns e rv a t i o n , pl a n : CL ty Ga s is one ' of several ' utilit es 
ngaged in t h e s ale oE a [Jpli a nc e s; con$eque n tly, incenti es 



ORDER NO. 19653 

DOCKET NO. 8802 67- EG 

PAGE 3 


pa id u nde r the Dea l er P r og r am could be paid to Ci ty Gas o'r an 
unreg u lated affiliate. I n orde r to provide for more accurate 

, moni t o r ing of t h i s program, a separation of incentives pa i d to 
affili a ted and no n- a ffi li ated dealers is Olecessary. The 
repo rt i ng o f th i s in fo r ma t i on infut~re filings should be 
reported on the u t i lity ' s CT-2 and CT-6 filings of t ,he 
Cons e rvati on Cos t Recovery CJ.ause. 

Base d on the foregoing, we find that City Gas's five-point 
conserva t i on p lan shoul d be approved. All aspec~s of the plan 
meet the criter ia o f cont r ibution to conservation goals 
monitorability. Four of the programs clearly meet our cost 
effectiven~ss criterion and the fifth " school program, even if 
below marginal cost-e ffectiveness, does not render the other 
programs non-cost e f fect i va. City Gas will, therefore, be 
authorized to seek r ecoyery of the reasonable costs associated 
with these programs in t~':Commission' s generic conservation 
cost re,:overy proceedings. 

Now, therefore, in consideration of the above, it is 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that the 
petition of, City Gas Company of Florida for approval of 
conservation cost recovery programs is hereby granted as set 

, forth in the body of this Order. It ~s further 

ORDERED that Ci t y Gas Company 9f 'Florida shall comply ~ith 
the ,requirements stated i n this Order for the reporting of 
incentives paid to dea lers in gas appliances including itself 
and unregulated aff iliates, if any. ~t is further 

ORDERED that this Order will become final and effective on 
August 2, 1988, unless a valid petition on proposed agency 
action is t _ceived as explained belOW. 

By ORDER of the Flor ida Public Service Commiss'ion, 
this 11th day , of _ __.[~,___,-__ , -1,~_:_ . 

Reporting 

( SEA L ) 

DES 

Na I CE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIE~ 

The Florid a Publ i c Se r vice Commission is required , b y 
Sect ion 20 . 59 ( 4 ), F l ori d a S t a t ute s (1985), as a mende d b y , 
" h ap!;; e r 87-3 4 5 , Scion 6, Laws, of Florida (1987), t o not iEy 
p rties of dny adrn'in i strative hear ing or ;udic i a l rev i e "} of 
Co rnmi ssion onJ e rs t hat is a vail abl e under Secti o n s 1 2 0. 5~ or 
1. 2 0 .6B. F l o l ' da Sta u Les , 5 ""el l as t he p r ocedur es and t ime 
I Lill i t " t- h a ap p l y, Th i s no ' .i.ce s ho ul d no l: be co nst ru ed t o mea n 

.:. 11 requests or a n ' dmi n ist r ilt i v > hear i ng or. judi c ial rev ie'A 
~Ji l.t be grante cJ o r re s u l t Ln t he reL i eC, sought. 
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The ac ti.on p r o posed herei n . is prelimi nary in nature and 
wil l no t be c ome effe c t i ve or f irial . excep t as provided by Rule 
25- 22 . 02 9, Florida Administra tiv e Code. Any person whose 
substantial i ntere s ts are a ff e c ted by the action .proposed by 
th is ord e r ay f i le a pe t i tion for a formal proceeding, as 
prov ided b y Ru l e 25-22 . 029( 4 ). Flor i da Administrative Code, in 
t he f o rm ~rov i ded by Ru le 25-2 2. 036(7)(a) and (f), Florida 
Admi nis t ra tive Cod e . Th is pe t it ion must be received by the 
Direc tor, Divi s i on of Records and Reporting at his off.ice at 
101 Ea sE. Gai nes Stree t , Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0870, by the 
clos.e o f bus iness on Augu s t 1 , 1988. In the absence 01: such a 
petit i on , thi s orde r s hall become effective August 2. 1988 , as 
provided by Ru le 25-2 2 . 029(6) , Florida Administr.ltive Code. and 
as re f lec t:.p.d in a su bsequen t order. 

Any ob j ection or pro test filedil1 this docket before the 
issuance date o f this o r de r i s cons i dered abandoned unles s it 
satisfies the f o r egoing conditions a nd is renewed within the 
specified protes t per i od. 

If this order be comes final and eff.E"ctive on August 2, 
1988, any party adverse l y . aff e cted may request judicial review 
by the Florida Supreme Court i n the case of an electric, gas or 
telephone I.Itili.ty o r by t he .Fi cst Distr ict Court of Appeal in 
the case of a water or s ewer utility by filing a notice of 
appeal with the .Direc to r , Division o f Re cords and Reporting and 
filing a copy of the notioeof appeal and the filing fee with 
the appropriate cour t. Ttlis fil i ng mu s t be completed wi thin 
thirty (30) days of the effecti ve date of this order, pursuant 
to Rule i.l l O· F lor ida Ru l es o f Appellate Procedure. The 
notice of app~ al must be in the form specified 1n Rule 
9.900(a), Florid~ Rules o f Appellate Procedure. 
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