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DIRECTOR, OIVI S ION OF RECORDS AND RE PORT ING (HAYO) 

DIVISION OP ELBCTRIC & CJ\S (HARLOW) 9/J'f/ I? \'.'I 
DIVISION OF LEGAL SERVICES (PI\OGHY'Jf {) \.L. Jf>.J 
DOCXBT NO. 91705&3-BO · PM'I'l 1'ION UY l'l.ORIUA I'OWgR A. 1.1011'1' 
COMPANY FOR MODlPlCATJON OP COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL 
BPPIClENT LIGHTING PROGRAM 

NOVBMBBR 4 , 1997 REGULAR AGE:NDI\ PROPOs go AGENCY 
ACTION • IN'I'KREST£0 PERSONS MAY PARTICIPATE 

CR ITICAL OATES: NON£ 

SPECIAL I NSTRUCTIONS: S:\PSC\EAG\WP\970543.RCM 

CA5B BACKGROUND 

In Nov ember 1995 , the Commisoion appt·oved F'loricw Powe r ""d 
Light's ( F'PL) Commercial/Industrial (C/11 Effic1en !.tghLing 
ptogram ao part of FPL' fl dema'ld s~de manageroont (I)SM) pl.>n 111 Oaf .. , 
Numbers PSC-95 ·1343-S·EG . and PSC·95 ·1343A·S· EG. The C/1 Lighllllg 
program pro vides incentives for the installation of high -~fficicncy 
lighting measures at the time of replacement. The go.tl o ! the 
p r ogram is the reduction of C/1 on - peak l !ght1ng load <~nd erh'tgy 
usage . 

ln staff 's f irst set of i nterrogator1es 1n Docket No. 960002-
EG, FPL was asked to evaluate each of 1ts approved DSM programs 
using the company's most recent planning assumptions. The result s 
showed that the C/I Efficient Lighting progtarn, dlong w1Lh s..-,v.,,·at 
other OSM programs, failed tht> Rate Impact Measure IR!Ml LeaL . FPL 
stated that the requested analyses were not suff1c1enl to assess 
whether the programs should continue to be offered. FPL agreed ;n 
that time to reevaluate each of the programs thaL fa~ led t he roM 
t.ost to determine potential progr .. m modlflcatl o no Ll1111 may be 
desirable. 

On May 6, 19!:17 , PPL fi led a petit lo 1 to reduce a vi.! rage C/ I 
Efficient ~ighting program incentives to ~75 per uummet kW demand 
reduction :n o rder to make the program cosc -effecttve undc• cu rr~nt 
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planning aeaumptions. FPL. requeotu Commiso ion app1 o va 1 o t the 
modified program, including recovery of reasonable and prudent 
expenditures through the Energy Conservation Cost. Recove1y c lauoc. 
FPL als o requests tt~t the savings result1ng from the modl fted C/l 
Eff ic1ent Lighti ng program continue to count towards FPL's approvt>d 
conse rvation goals. 
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DI ScuSSION Of ISSUES 

I SSQE 1 : Sho u l d the Commissi on approve Fl o nd .. l'o w••r 1. l.rght 
Company• a (FPL) petitio n fo r modi flcatron o l th" 
Commercial/lnduetrinl (C/J) Ef(icient Lighting P~"'">g r iltn, lndud rnCJ 
approval for energy conbervatio n cost recovery? 

RBCOMMBNJ)ATION : Yea. Ho wever, because the C/l Effr c rcnt l.rghti..J 
program is marginally coot -e (fective, FPL should (1 le rcwu~o~d cont 
effectiveness ratios with the Ct.!muaaion in rta Now·rn))l' r 1'1!111 lt u•• 
up fi lings in Docket No. 980002·EC FPL uhould ,1),,, t•'!J"tl • 
s t af f the results of Its planned 1998 ev,Jluauon of th~> c,! 
Eff1c1cnt Lighting program 

STAPF ANALYS I S : At the time o f approval. the C/1 £[t 1\-l•·nt 
Light1ng program was cost-e!!ect1ve, Wi th a Rate lmpolCl Mc,urur, 
(RIM ) teet v a lue of 1. 08. However. in reepono•• to 1 L.d t · u 

interrogatory in Docket Nc. 960002 · EC, FPL reaooeuoed tlw pr o.J t ,rm • a 
cooL - effec tive neoa and found Lhllt rlu l' primarily to rcdu~·t rona In 
avoided coot, the program woo not coot ,.ffcct !ve I HI M • 1'>1 und<·r 
the c u r ent incentive levels. 

FPL hao pro posed a reduction in inct:!nllvc levclo from an 
a verage of 5116 to $75 per summer peak kW demand rcducllon tn o rder 
to make the C/I Effi c ient Lighting progra m cost ••I 1 ·n tv .. l1ml•·• 
current planning asoumptiono. The modified C/l Ef t H:t••nt L.qhllll9 
program 1s expected to result in a reduction 1n surnmct pc"k d<c>m.1nd 
of 1 7.4 mW and a winte r peak demand reduct1on of 10 9 mW t ~ • the 
period 1998 through ::!000. There 10 no change 1n the e xpect ••ri pet 
part.icipant demand savings (.94 kW l ao a result of tlw I '' 'Y'"m 
modificat ion . The modified program io e xpected to tc•ducl· •·n.-rg)' 
consumption by 72.3 gwh by the year 2000. 

FPL hao determine d the coo t - e C f cctl veneso t .11 1 ou of t ltP 

mod1 f ied C/1 Efficient Lighttng program as tollo wo: 

Rate Impact Meaou r e Test: 
Participant Coot Teat: 
Totct l Resource CooL Test: 

1 02 
2 .17 
1. 79 

With a RIM value of 1.02, t he mod1fled progt·am tn m.tt<prt.•llr 
cooL-e f fecti ve . The program also hao " relatively lon<; pJyl.>.tt:k 
per-od o( t wenty-one years, a ccording t o the RtM tetJt. r o.wulta 

FPL's C/I cuotomero have more diven,e electrt c lty Utl ..l<t•' 

characteristico than reoidential customeru ,; numt•••r '' ' ,,. ,. , u 1 •• 

contribute to this effect including dtl!e.cnl l•Utllrt••<~• 'Yf-O!S. 
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operating hours, level of usage (l<Wl, and durat t o n o f uo •• ge Then• 
is more risk, therefore, in using average dem.lnd and ertt:•9Y o.1v1n9" 
ln evaluating tl-'! cost-effectiveness of C/1 programs FPL. per formt·d 
a focused evaluation of the C/ I F. U tc. "nt Ltght 1 ng ptogr ••m• u <.l~rndnd 

dnd energy savings in 1996, wh1 c h 111cluded end·UI''' montt<.r1119 
1\ccording to FPL' s 1997 through 1999 OSM evaluation pl<tnu. the· 
company now plans ro focuo addit iona l at tent ion o n t. lw t"v,d uat1 an 
o! C/I programs. The C/1 Efficient Lighting progr .. m will b·· th<• 
subject o ! a focused evaluation i:n 1998, including end uu•· m••· <'llllCJ 

at 100 sites, site surveys, post participation sut~cyu. pool 1mp.1ct 
surveys and trade ally surveys . These efforts wi ll aoo1ot FP!. 1n 
verifying the projected savings o ! the program. FPL ohoul d 1 cpo1 t 
to staff the results of its planned 1998 evaluat1o n t•fforts f a t t he 
C/1 Efficient Lighting program. 

Th~ reduction 1n incentives for the C/l Efftctrnt Llqhtln~ 

program benefits the general body o f rat:epayers by n·ductng pt ogt om 
e xpe nditures to a cost-effecti v e l evel. Howevet. bec,•uoe the 
program as modified is only margtnally cust·e ffectlvl', tllf're 111 
litt:le oom for error in the asoumpttons used 1n Fl!.'s coo r · 
e (fecti 1 eness analysis. Thi.s inc reases the risk thut 1 <~lo·p<~y t:ro 

will subsidize participants without rec e1ving the capaci ty ddc11<tl 
be ne !it or cost-effective programa. Staff therefore recommuntlo thut 
FPL ohould provide revi oed coot - cffec tl veness ratios with llEJ true 
up filing in Docket No . 980002 - EO. The filing date wlll be in 
No ve mber 1998; a specific date w1 ll be set when the doclH·t ts 
opened. The revised cost -cffcctl.veness ratios should Include the 
most current assumptions at the time the analys1s 1o p••tl Hm••J 

Sta!C recommends appro val o f the mod1 fl ed C/l l:: t fiLl•·nt 
L1ght1ng program because the program meets Commtsston ',. 1u 11 ··m··n~ u 
for cost ·ef fectiveness. Rt"asonable ond prudent. •·xpo•n•h 1 uro·n tu1 

the modified program should lw approved for c<..st r·ccovc ry, .Inti th" 
resulting demand and energy oav ings should conttnue to eount 
t owards FPL' s DSM goals . Sra! f furth e t r ecommends tha t becituou th•· 
program is marginally coot ·effective, the resul t o o f FPI.' o pl,u med 
1996 evaluation of the program should be used to r ••ouueso the 
program• s cost-effectiveness under the most current pldnn111g 
assurnpt ions. FPL should C ilc the rev i oed cost· e f! ect i veness t ·a t i oo 
with the Commission in the No vemb-er 1998 true-up filing11 in OockN 
No. 980002-EO. FPL should also repo rt to st.aff the r nrtult n o l nu 
pl<~nned 1998 evaluation o! the C/T E!ficl••nt Ltghllnq 1'""11 "" 
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ISSOE 2 : Should Florida Power and Light Company be requned to 
submit detailed program participation standards? 

RBCOMMSNDATIQN: Yes. Florida Power and Light Company !FPLI should 
file program pa.rticipation standards wi thin 30 days o1 the 1ssuance 
of the order in this docket. These standards should be 
administrat ively approved. 

STAPP ANALYSIS: FPL' s program standards s hould cle<irly st.t t e th•: 
Co mpany• s requirements for participation in the programs . c~·stome1 
eligibility requirements, details on ho w rebates or incentives w1ll 
be processed, technical spec1ficat1o ns o n equipment el lglblllty. 
and necessary r eporting requi rcments . Staf( requests that lt b .. 
allowed to administrat i vely approve these p r ogram parLlClpSLl OII 
standards if they conform t.o .:he descr lpt 1on o r t he p,·og1·amu 
contained in the utility's DSM plan. 

ISSUE 3: Should this docket be c l o sed? 

BEC'OMMRNDJ\TIQN : Yes. If no person whose substantial l"lLe r es ta ate 
a ffected by the Commission ' s pro posed age ncy action umely file s a 
protest within twer:ty-one days o f the issuance of t he o t·dtH' , th is 
docket should be cloced . 

Sl'l\.PP ANALYSIS: Pursuant t o Rule 25-22.029(4), Florida 
Administrative Code, any perso n whose substanti a 1 I nt~• o•nt n .11 .. 

affected by t he Commission' o pt·o~"""'" "'I"'"'Y .u:l luu ult.oll lt.ov •· ~I 
cl11y11 nf lor ltJOUll tH.:a o l t hu O!.'dc t LCJ ltlc "pt·otcuL. 11 nu LLmcly 
ptoLest. is filed, t he docket s hould be c l osed . 
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