
 
 

BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
 

       
In re: Commission Review of Numeric   Docket No. 20190018-EG 
Conservation Goals (Duke Energy 
Florida, LLC).       Filed:  July 23, 2019 
       
 

DUKE ENERGY FLORIDA, LLC’S RESPONSE TO 
STAFF’S TENTH SET OF INTERROGATORIES (NOS. 110-118) 

 
 Duke Energy Florida, LLC (“DEF”) responds to the Staff of the Florida Public Service 
Commission’s (“Staff”) Tenth Set of Interrogatories to DEF (Nos. 110-118) as follows: 
 

INTERROGATORIES 
  
110. Please provide the MW and MWh impact of new Codes and Standards on the Technical 

Potential. 
 
Answer:   
The Market Potential Study analyzed savings for energy efficiency measures that exceed 
current and known future Codes and Standards; therefore, the MW and MWh impact of 
new Codes and Standards was not calculated in this study.   
 
Codes and Standards were accounted for through the elimination of measures considered 
in the last goal setting for DEF, as listed in the response to Staff Interrogatory No. 4, as 
well as through adjustments to baseline efficiency assumptions in measures included in the 
study, such as minimum HVAC and water heating equipment efficiency and the Energy 
Independence and Security Act (EISA) standards for general service lighting.  The 
adjustments to baseline efficiency were applied at the individual measure level prior to 
estimating the technical potential for the service territory, therefore the overall MW and 
MWh impact of new Codes and Standards was not calculated. 
 

111. Please refer to witness Cross’ Exhibit No. LC-5. Please provide the monthly bill impact 
from DSM program expenditures for a 1200 kWh per month residential customer for each 
year of the period 2015-2019. As part of your response, please complete the table below 
and provide an electronic version of the table in Excel format. 

 
Historic DSM Residential Bill Impacts 

Year 
Monthly 

DSM Cost 
($/1200 kWh-mo) 

  
 

Answer:  
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Historic DSM Residential 

Bills 
Year Monthly DSM Cost 
  $/1200 kwh-mo 
2015 3.05 
2016 3.90 
2017 3.80 
2018 3.94 
2019 3.56 

 
 
 

112. Please refer to witness Cross’ Exhibit No. LC-7. For a residential customer using 
1000kWh per month, please provide the projected monthly bill impact of both the RIM 
and TRC portfolios and the difference in the bill impact between the portfolios for each 
year from 2020 through 2029. As part of your response, please complete the table below 
and provide an electronic version of the table in Excel format. 

 
Projected DSM Residential Bill Impacts 

Year 

Monthly 
DSM Cost 

($/1000 kWh-mo) 
RIM Portfolio TRC Portfolio Difference 

    
 

Answer:    
 
 

Projected DSM Residential Bill Impacts 

Year 

Monthly 
DSM Cost 

($/1000 kWh-mo) 
RIM 

Portfolio 
TRC 

Portfolio Difference 

2020           
3.02  

          
3.36            0.34  

2021           
2.95  

          
3.25            0.31  

2022           
2.51  

          
2.81            0.30  

2023           
2.51  

          
2.79            0.29  
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2024           
2.50  

          
2.77            0.27  

2025           
2.48  

          
2.71            0.23  

2026           
2.49  

          
2.69            0.20  

2027           
2.61  

          
2.79            0.18  

2028           
2.48  

          
2.63            0.15  

2029           
2.48  

          
2.60            0.12  

 
 

113. Please refer to witness Cross’ Direct testimony, page 5, line 22 through page 6, line 1. For 
both passing and failing measures in the Achievable Potential screening, please provide 
the estimated benefits and costs in net present value 2019$ for each cost-effectiveness 
pathway, including avoided generation, avoided transmission and distribution, avoided 
operations and maintenance, avoided fuel, administrative costs, incentive costs, lost 
revenues, utility equipment cost, and customer equipment costs. As part of your response, 
please complete the table below and provide an electronic version of the table in Excel 
format. 

 
Achievable Potential Measures Savings & Costs 

[Passing Measures or Failing Measures] – [TRC or RIM] – NPV 
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 Answer:   

These tables, with measures included in the Achievable Potential (AP) screening, bear 
bates label 20190018-DEF-041503 - 20190018-DEF-041540. Because each unique 
measure was split into measure permutations by segment and vintage for the analysis, and 
some segments and vintages had varying savings or costs, the measure results provided are 
for the individual permutations of each measure. 
 
Please note that because there was no AP for the failing measures, there are no economic 
impacts for these measures. 
 
 

114. Please refer to DEF’s response to Interrogatory No. 22 and the document bearing bates 
number 20190018-DEF-0039416. 
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 a. Please clarify if the values in the tables are in nominal dollars or NPV 2019 dollars. 
 b. Please provide all values in NPV 2019 dollars. 
 
 Answer:   

a. As stated in the response to Interrogatory No. 22, the costs provided in nominal dollars 
“only include customer equipment costs for Economic Potential.  All other costs 
provided are in net present value dollars”.   
 
Therefore, the only values that in the table that were in nominal dollars are the first two 
values in the bottom row of the table under the Economic Potential columns for RIM 
and TRC.  All other cost data provided is in NPV dollars.   
 

b. The two costs that were provided in nominal dollars, as described above, are costs that 
occur in the first year of the study.  Therefore, the NPV value for these costs is the same 
as the nominal cost.  So, the entire cost table provided in response to Interrogatory No. 
22 and provided again below, can be considered to be in net present value dollars. 
 

Combined Measures Savings & Costs 
Category Economic Potential Achievable Potential 
($ NPV) RIM TRC RIM TRC 

Avoided Generation 5,884,954,905 5,931,454,335 245,999,284 248,763,284 
Avoided T&D 1,716,868,837 1,868,968,717 130,995,280 138,204,375 
Avoided O&M N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Avoided Fuel 741,627,680 1,045,677,477 44,828,364 52,728,064 
Administrative Costs N/A N/A 19,487,090 19,726,571 
Incentive Costs N/A N/A 112,660,148 146,110,121 
Lost Revenues 2,793,679,308 3,922,655,033 170,154,242 198,385,480 
Utility Equipment N/A N/A 31,664,454 31,664,454 
Customer Equipment 1,638,969,833 1,599,361,112 98,232,021 103,625,532 

 
 

115. Please refer to witness Herndon’s Exhibit No. JH-4, page 49 of 118, Table 5-2 and the 
document bearing bates number 20190018-DEF-0039359. Please clarify what the 2019 
winter peak demand value is for the technical potential of all commercial and industrial 
demand response measures. 

 
Answer:  
Subsequent to completing the Market Potential Study (MPS) analysis and filing the MPS 
report with the Florida PSC, Nexant discovered an error in the reported demand response 
(DR) technical potential (TP) listed in Table 1-4 and 5-2 as well as Figure 5-12 of the DEF 
MPS report.  Because DEF’s economic potential (EP) was the same as TP, this error also 
impacted Tables 1-5 and 6-7, and Figure 6-17.  The error was a result of accidentally 



5 
 

omitting the DR TP (and EP) for one customer segment’s results in the roll-up table of 
overall sector and portfolio TP and EP.   
 
The Non-Residential DR Winter Peak TP and EP in Tables 1-4, 1-5, 5-2, and 6-7 was 
reported as 1,446 MW and the correct value is 1,788 MW.   Based on this correction, the 
total DR Winter Peak TP in these tables (Residential and Non-Residential combined), 
which was reported as 4,073 MW should be corrected to 4,415 MW.   
 

116. Please provide the Economic Potential cumulative demand and energy savings for the 
base case and all sensitivities performed for all measures combined by cost-effectiveness 
pathway. As part of your response, please complete the table below and provide an 
electronic version of the table in Excel format. 

 
Economic Potential Totals by Sensitivity 

Test Goal Base Fuel Payback CO2 High Low 3 Years 1 Year 

RIM 
Summer Demand (MW)             
Winter Demand (MW)             
Energy (GWh)             

TRC 
Summer Demand (MW)             
Winter Demand (MW)             
Energy (GWh)             

 
 Answer:  

The Economic Potential sensitivity results are provided in the table below and also 
provided in the “Staff ROG116” tab in the attached Microsoft Excel workbook. 

 
 

Economic Potential Totals by Sensitivity 

Test Goal Base Fuel Payback CO2 High Low 3 Years 1 Year 

RIM 
Summer Demand (MW) 1,035 1,073 1,035 906 1,064 1,043 
Winter Demand (MW) 565 573 564 512 613 565 
Energy (GWh) 1,898 1,970 1,896 1,689 2,007 1,920 

TRC 
Summer Demand (MW) 1,192 1,276 1,191 952 1,334 1,191 
Winter Demand (MW) 644 775 643 502 696 644 
Energy (GWh) 3,117 3,791 3,111 1,970 3,915 3,168 

 
 

117. Please refer to DEF’s response to Interrogatory No. 18. Provide the following 
information, by cost-effectiveness test, for each of the unique measure permutations 
considered in the Economic Potential screening that failed due to the two-year payback 
screen: customer class of the measure, the measure’s name, the cost-effectiveness test 
results, and the estimated seasonal peak demand and annual energy savings. If Economic 
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Potential demand and energy savings are not available for these measures, please explain 
why not and how measures were assigned cost-savings without associated demand or 
energy savings. As part of this response, please complete the tables below. 

 
Measure Permutations Failing 2-Year Payback 

Economic Potential – [TRC or RIM] 
Customer 

Class 
Measure 

Name TRC RIM PCT Summer 
(MW) 

Winter 
(MW) 

Energy 
(GWh) 

        
 
 Answer:  

These tables are provided in the “Staff ROG117” tab in the attached Microsoft Excel 
workbook. Because each unique measure was split into measure permutations by segment 
and vintage for the analysis, and some segments and vintages had varying savings or costs, 
the measure results provided are for the individual permutations of each measure. 
 
Economic Potential (EP) demand and energy savings are not available for these measures 
because the measures were eliminated due to failing the 2-year payback screen prior to 
conducting the EP analysis in Nexant’s TEA-POT model. The EP savings are outputs of 
the model, therefore if a measure is eliminated prior to modeling, there would be no 
resulting EP.  The economic impacts for these measures, which are used for determining 
TRC, RIM, PCT, and simple payback for the economic screening, are developed based on 
the per-unit energy and demand savings for each measure permutation, as provided in 
response to SACE’s first request for Production of Documents No. 16. 
 

118. Please refer to DEF’s amended response to Interrogatory No. 21. 
 
 a. Does DEF plan to continue to offer measures that have failed either the TRC or RIM 

tests, or both, at the Achievable Potential level (current program cost-ineffective 
measures) in future DSM program offerings? 

 
 b. If the answer to Question 118(a) is yes, please complete the table below with the 

Achievable Potential estimated benefits and costs (in net present value 2019$) 
associated with each current program cost-ineffective measure by cost-effectiveness 
pathway. 

 
Current Program Cost-Ineffective Measures Savings & Costs 

Achievable Potential – [TRC or RIM] – NPV 2019$ 
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 Answer:   
a. DEF will most likely continue to offer measures that are not cost-effective based on the 

RIM evaluation and measures that have less than a two-year payback as part of its low-
income programs.  However, as with the currently offered measures that are not cost-
effective under the RIM test, DEF intends to combine such measures into bundles at 
the program level that are cost-effective under RIM.   
 

b. DEF cannot complete the requested table as DEF has not determined exactly which 
measures will be included in its low-income programs or developed measure or 
program participation estimates.  That work will be completed when DEF develops 
program plans after goals are approved.   
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