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Antonia Hover

From: David Cranston <dcranston@edf.org>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2024 5:09 PM
To: Office of Chairman La Rosa
Cc: Office of Commissioner Passidomo; Office of Commissioner Clark; Office of 

Commissioner Graham; Office of Commissioner Fay; Records Clerk; 
trierweiler.walt@leg.state.fl.us

Subject: RE: Comments in relation to Commission review of numeric conservation goals
Attachments: EDF Comments on FEECA Dockets.pdf; EDF_Final_SEEA.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening attachments 
or clicking links, especially from unknown senders. 

Hello Commissioners, 
  
I also meant to include the attached report conducted by the Southeast Energy Efficiency Alliance, referenced in the 
earlier letter which is re-attached here. Thanks for your attention and patience with the multiple emails. 
  
Respectfully, 
  
David Cranston 
Florida Clean Energy Manager 
 
dcranston@EDF.org 
C 203 257 0499 
  
EDF.org | A vital Earth. For everyone. 
  
Follow us: Facebook | Instagram | LinkedIn   
Want to learn more about EDF’s Florida work? Sign up for our mailing list or follow us on X 
  

 
  

From: David Cranston  
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2024 3:51 PM 
To: Commissioner.LaRosa@psc.state.fl.us 
Cc: Commissioner.Passidomo@psc.state.fl.us; Commissioner.Clark@psc.state.fl.us; 
Commissioner.Graham@PSC.STATE.FL.US; Commissioner.Fay@psc.state.fl.us; clerk@psc.state.fl.us; 
trierweiler.walt@leg.state.fl.us 
Subject: Comments in relation to Commission review of numeric conservation goals 
  
Good afternoon Chairman La Rosa and Commissioners, 
  
Please find attached a letter from Environmental Defense Fund (EDF) with respect to the Commission’s 6 open dockets 
under the Florida Energy Efficiency and Conservation Act. The letter provides EDF’s comments that it wishes to enter in 
relation to these matters.  
  
I apologize if this is not the proper channel for submission – this is my first time writing to the Commission. EDF is not an 
intervenor in these dockets, thus I am not sure if it’s appropriate to submit the electronic filing form on your website.  
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I look forward to your response on how to resubmit, if this communication is not in the proper format. If this email will 
suffice, then thank you for your time and consideration of our comments.  
  
Respectfully, 
  
David Cranston 
Florida Clean Energy Manager 
 
dcranston@EDF.org 
C 203 257 0499 
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May 20, 2024 
 
Mr. Mike La Rosa, Chairman 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

 
 
RE: 2024 Commission Review of Numeric Conservation Goals 
 
Dear Chairman La Rosa: 
 
The Environmental Defense Fund (EDF) is pleased to offer comments to the Florida Public Service 
Commission’s (PSC) review of utility conservation goals pursuant to Rule 25-17.0021, F.A.C. EDF 
supports efforts in Florida to improve energy efficiency to ensure our state’s energy security, 
reliability, and affordability. We respectfully request the PSC to eliminate the Rate Impact 
Measure (RIM) test and the two-year payback screen from demand-side management (DSM) 
cost-effectiveness analysis, and to require regulated utilities to propose annual DSM savings 
goals of at least 1% of their annual retail sales of electricity.  
 
As Florida continues to experience exponential growth and demand for electricity, energy efficiency 
measures are the cheapest and easiest way to reduce demand on the electric grid and a priority 
under the PSC’s goals for economic regulation. When scaled appropriately, these measures allow 
utilities to defer or avoid investments in new or upgraded grid infrastructure including power plants, 
wires, and distribution system equipment, reducing capital expenditures that are passed on to 
ratepayers.  The PSC is mandated to protect Florida ratepayers by setting rates that are fair, just, and 
reasonable. 
 
FEECA Utilities’ Proposed Goals are Inadequate 
 
The Technical Potential Study conducted by Resource Innovations (RI) for all Florida Energy Efficiency 
and Conservation Act (FEECA) utilities identifies huge potential for energy and demand savings in 
Florida with available and proven technologies. It shows that energy savings potential from energy 
efficiency is equal to 24% of Florida’s annual retail sales of electricity1. However, neither the 
proposed annual nor 10-year goals will achieve just 1% of Florida’s annual retail sales of electricity. 
Thus, adoption of these DSM goals would constitute a significant missed opportunity to reduce costs 
for ratepayers, strengthen the grid, and eliminate waste.  
 

 
1 “Florida Electricity Profile 2022”. Energy Information Administration, November 2, 2023. 

https://www.eia.gov/electricity/state/Florida/


 

Table 1 shows that even the cumulative proposed savings from 2025-2034 will fall drastically short of 
one year’s technical potential. Here are each utility’s 2025 and cumulative goals as a percentage of 
2025 technical potential: 
 
Table 1: Energy savings (in GWh) from energy efficiency measures 
 

Utility Potential 
Savings, 

2025 

Proposed 
Savings, 

2025 

2025 
Proposed 

Savings as 
% of 1-year 

Potential 

Cumulative 
Proposed 
Savings, 

2025-2034 

Cumulative 
Proposed 

Savings as 
% of 1-year 

Potential 
 

Florida Power & Light 38,138 88 0.23% 885 2.32% 
Duke Energy Florida 11,190 53 0.47% 561 5.01% 

Tampa Electric 5,469 47 0.86% 451 8.25% 
Florida Public 

Utilities Company 
168 0.465 0.28% 6.099 3.63% 

JEA 3,577 6.518 0.18% 95.613 2.67% 
Orlando Utilities 

Commission 
1,979 4.242 0.21% 55.062 2.78% 

TOTAL 60,521 199.225 0.33% 2,053.774 3.39% 
 
The utilities’ proposed DSM goals are neither reasonable nor lead to just outcomes for ratepayers. 
The proposed annual goals for energy, as well as summer and winter peak demand, are far below 1% 
of the potential savings. The PSC should require the FEECA utilities to propose annual DSM savings 
goals that make up at least 1% of their annual retail sales of electricity. The majority of U.S. states 
have an energy efficiency resource standard (EERS) that sets a minimum savings target for utilities, 
with a goal of at least 1% being common. For example, Arkansas has a 1.2% savings target while 
Virginia’s target is likewise for annual savings of about 1.2%.2 
 
The cumulative proposed savings from 2025-2034 fall again far short of one year’s technical potential 
for summer and winter alike (See Appendix A). Reducing peak demand is a critical objective for 
utilities to pursue to avoid costly investments in resources that will have unused capacity most of the 
time, yet the method employed by the utilities (and approved by the PSC) to analyze cost-
effectiveness eliminates meaningful solutions based on assumptions and cost/benefit calculations 
that have significant flaws.  
 
PSC Should Eliminate the RIM Test 
 
Eliminating this test from cost-effectiveness analyses of DSM measures will greatly improve the DSM 
goals that utilities propose while reducing overall costs. This test is outdated and takes an 
unreasonable approach to calculating costs. The RIM test treats energy savings as a cost because 
they result in lost revenue to the utility. This defeats the purpose of DSM measures, which is to reduce 
the overall and peak loads that utilities need to meet and thereby reduce their cost of operation. For 

 
2 “State and Local Policy Database: Energy Efficiency Resource Standards”. American Council for an Energy-
Efficient Economy. 

https://database.aceee.org/state/energy-efficiency-resource-standards


 

example, TECO stated in its testimony (Docket No. 20240014-EG) that the savings it achieved from 
2018 to 2023 eliminated the need for over seven 180 MW power plants.  
 
The utilities’ own analyses demonstrate that the RIM test is unreasonable, as it ruled out most DSM 
measures. See Appendix B for the percentages of measures affected. The purported goal of the RIM 
test is to protect customers by ensuring that the adoption of DSM measures does not increase 
electric rates. It ends up having the opposite effect: By ruling out investments that would quickly 
reduce electric bills for customers who participate in DSM programs, and that would ultimately 
reduce electric bills for non-participating customers through cost savings across the electric system, 
the RIM test keeps customer bills higher. DSM measures accrue far greater benefits than costs to 
utilities and their customers than this test suggests. 
 
The rest of the U.S. recognizes the RIM test is not a good measure of cost-effectiveness. Florida is the 
only state that uses it. That helps explain why Florida underperforms in achieving energy savings, 
ranking 29th out of all U.S. states in a 2022 assessment.3 In addition, a recent ranking of the 53 largest 
U.S. electric utilities on energy efficiency metrics saw the Florida utilities in this group – FPL, DEF, and 
TECO – at 52nd, 47th, and 40th respectively.4 This is despite Florida being the 3rd-largest energy-
consuming state in the U.S. and using more than seven times as much energy as it produces.5  
 
Thus, the RIM test should be replaced with a different cost-effectiveness test. If the PSC does not find 
this a feasible solution, then it should at least mandate that utilities remove “loss of revenue” as a 
cost when they apply the RIM test.  
 
PSC Should Eliminate the Two-Year Payback Screen 
 
Eliminating this screen for free riders – customers who would install a DSM measure without the 
utility’s help but take advantage of the incentive because it is available – would also improve DSM 
goals and reduce costs to customers. The justification for this payback screen is that customers are 
rational actors who will install a DSM measure if they can recover its costs quickly.  
 
However, this has flawed assumptions. Customers may not be aware they have an opportunity to 
upgrade an appliance/system; they may not know where to find the information needed to calculate 
the payback period; and they may not know how to calculate it. Moreover, the average customer has 
many expenses to worry about. An incentive can go a long way to push a customer across the 
adoption threshold, especially if a utility’s DSM program provides customers with the information 
they need to decide comfortably. Even customers that are not considered low-income may still make 
decisions in a budget-restricted manner. The two-year payback screen works against renters and 
more fiscally constrained homeowners who would receive relatively greater financial benefit than 
customers with more resources if the screen is removed. 
 
In making improper assumptions instead of using data to identify free riders, the two-year payback 
screen makes the cost-effectiveness tests even more restrictive and rejects the easiest and cheapest 
savings we can achieve. See Appendix C for the percentages of DSM measures eliminated under the 
Total Resource Cost (TRC) test once this screen was applied. The measures in this category are often 

 
3 “2022 State Energy Efficiency Scorecard: Florida”. American Council for an Energy Efficient Economy. 
4 2023 Utility Energy Efficiency Scorecard. Mike Specian, Weston Berg, Sagarika Subramanian, and Kristin 
Campbell. American Council for an Energy Efficient Economy, August 2023. 
5 “State Profile and Energy Estimates: Florida”. Energy Information Administration. 

https://www.aceee.org/sites/default/files/pdfs/State_Scorecard/2022/one-pagers/Florida.pdf
https://www.aceee.org/sites/default/files/pdfs/U2304.pdf
https://www.eia.gov/state/?sid=FL


 

simple to install and require the least incentives, but having a program around them is still critical to 
secure customer participation.  
 
Reduced Waste Benefits All Ratepayers 
 
We recognize that not all measures included in RI’s Technical Potential Study will be cost-effective to 
implement, but we must calculate cost-effectiveness in a sensible manner that fully accounts for net 
financial benefit to ratepayers and utilities. Florida has a huge opportunity for growth of affordable 
DSM: In 2023 the Southeast Energy Efficiency Alliance (SEEA) noted that Florida has the highest 
energy efficiency potential of any state. Its analysis showed significant household cost savings of up 
to $673 per year available through a range of DSM measures.  This is significant as SEEA also 
estimated that nearly 2 million Florida households face energy security risks, struggling to pay energy 
costs that make up a substantially higher-than-average share of household income.6  
 
The PSC should push utilities to set aspirational goals of at least 1% for the role of DSM in their 
resource planning. Reducing demand on the electric grid is the easiest way to promote our state’s 
energy security. DSM measures are the easiest way to achieve that, while allowing Florida families 
and businesses to enjoy lower energy bills and contribute to decreased energy waste across the 
state.  
 
Thank you for your consideration. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or 
wish to discuss any of these topics further. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
David Cranston 
Florida Clean Energy Manager, State Affairs 
Environmental Defense Fund 
 
Reference Docket No. 
20240012-EG 
20240013-EG 
20240014-EG 
20240015-EG 
20240016-EG 
20240017-EG 
  

 
6 Affordability Pathways through Energy Efficiency in Florida. William D. Bryan and Grace Parker. Southeast 
Energy Efficiency Alliance, September 2023. 

https://www.letstackleclimatechangeflorida.com/_files/ugd/3cc466_6db4fa1c5b814c01933afe7fd3937cda.pdf


 

APPENDIX A 
 
Table 2: Summer peak demand reduction (in MW) from energy efficiency and DR measures 
 

Utility Potential 
Savings, 

2025 

Proposed 
Savings, 

2025 

2025 
Proposed 

Savings as % 
of 1-year 
Potential 

 

Cumulative 
Proposed 
Savings, 

2025-2034 

Cumulative 
Proposed 

Savings as % of 
1-year 

Potential 
 

Florida Power & 
Light 

31,356 41 0.13% 408 1.3% 

Duke Energy 
Florida 

8,664 27 0.31% 291 3.36% 

Tampa Electric 4,502 14 0.31% 149 3.31% 
Florida Public 

Utilities 
Company 

108 0.06 0.0006% 0.93 0.86% 

JEA 1,913 1.12 0.0006% 19.93 1.04% 
Orlando Utilities 

Commission 
1,267 0.59 0.0005% 7.72 0.61% 

TOTAL 47,810 83.77 0.18% 876.58 1.83% 
 
Table 3: Winter peak demand reduction (in MW) from energy efficiency and DR measures 
 

Utility Potential 
Savings, 

2025 

Proposed 
Savings, 

2025 

2025 Proposed 
Savings as % of 

1-year 
Potential 

 

Cumulative 
Proposed 
Savings, 

2025-2034 

Cumulative 
Proposed 

Savings as % 
of 1-year 
Potential 

 
Florida Power & 

Light 
22,586 29 0.13% 316 1.4% 

Duke Energy 
Florida 

8,482 34 0.4% 362 4.27% 

Tampa Electric 3,909 19 0.49% 197 5.04% 
Florida Public 

Utilities 
Company 

116 0.17 0.15% 1.82 1.57% 

JEA 2,577 1.24 0.0005% 17.86 0.69% 
Orlando 
Utilities 

Commission 

983 0.56 0.0006% 7.04 0.72% 

TOTAL 38,653 83.97 0.22% 901.72 2.33% 
  
  



 

APPENDIX B 
 
Table 4: DSM measures eliminated under the RIM test 
 

Utility % of Measures Eliminated in RIM test 
Florida Power & Light* 99%** 

Duke Energy Florida 75%*** 
Tampa Electric 83%** 

Florida Public Utilities Company 100% 
JEA 98% 

Orlando Utilities Commission 99% 
 
*FPL noted that “a RIM-only DSM proposal would result in a zero goal for efficiency savings.” 
** Where “measures” = measure permutations, which consider each measure applied in multiple 
end-use scenarios. 
*** Before utility program costs were included in subsequent round of analysis. 
  



 

APPENDIX C 
 
Table 5: DSM measures eliminated under the TRC test, with two-year payback screen 
 

Utility % of Measures Eliminated in TRC test 
Florida Power & Light 83%* 
Duke Energy Florida 55% 

Tampa Electric 83%* 
Florida Public Utilities Company 80% 

JEA 69% 
Orlando Utilities Commission 87% 

 
** Where “measures” = measure permutations, which consider each measure applied in multiple 
end-use scenarios. 
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Summary 

Florida is at a key crossroads for improving energy affordability. Electric utility rates and fixed 

fees – despite being comparatively low – have steadily increased over the last few years, 

contributing to utility bills that strain household finances for low- and moderate-income 

Floridians.1 Inefficient housing and outdated systems are common and require residents to 

spend more money while experiencing less thermal comfort and safety than people who live in 

more efficient housing. The state’s lower-than-average incomes are vulnerable to bills that can 

suddenly spike because of extreme weather and provide little available capital to invest in home 

improvements that could reduce costs in the long term. All of this has contributed to 

affordability challenges for millions of Floridians. Unless preventative measures are taken, 

predicted extreme heat increases will hit households already struggling to afford their energy 

bills the hardest. 

 

Energy efficiency strategies are a proven means to reduce household energy bills, putting more 

money back into the pockets of Floridians while also contributing to safer and healthier housing, 

grid stability through peak load reduction, good-paying trade jobs, and decreased greenhouse 

gas (GHG) emissions from power generation. Currently, there are unprecedented opportunities 

to advance energy efficiency through federal funding and other emerging funds.  

 

This study was initiated at the request of the Environmental Defense Fund (EDF). In this 

whitepaper, we identify cost-effective pathways for improving affordability for residents of 

Florida, particularly considering historic federal investment opportunities. Additionally, we 

outline key opportunities for Florida communities and the Florida Department of Agriculture 

and Consumer Services’ (FDACS) Office of Energy (OOE) to advance residential energy efficiency. 
 

Energy Affordability in Florida: An Overview 

At first glance, utility costs in Florida appear more affordable than in many Southern states. A 

2021 study by the Southeast Energy Efficiency Alliance (SEEA) found that the typical household 

in the state pays $1,919 every year for energy, less than the average in the Southern region and 

the United States. This study determined that the average energy burden for all households in 

Florida was 5%, lower than most Southern states and on par with the national average (5.1%).2 

Yet, as that report notes, statewide averages mask high energy burdens faced by many low- and 

even moderate-income (LMI) households across Florida. SEEA estimates that nearly 2 million 

 
1 Table 5.6.A. Average Price of Electricity to Ultimate Customers by End-Use Sector, Electric Power Monthly, Form 
EIA-861M (formerly EIA-826), Monthly Electric Power Industry Report, United States Energy Information 
Administration (EIA). 
2 Cyrus Bhedwar, William D. Bryan, Wesley Holmes, and Joy Ward. Energy Insecurity in Florida (Atlanta: SEEA, 2021), 
20. 
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LMI households are at risk for energy insecurity across Florida, particularly residents of single-

family residences, mobile homes, or recreational vehicles in the lowest income brackets. 

Residents of central or Panhandle Florida are particularly vulnerable.3 

 

Florida’s energy affordability challenges are reiterated in other recent studies. A 2021 study of 

energy equity in Florida conducted for FDACS by the Balmoral Group estimates that 1.9 million 

LMI households face energy burdens that average nearly 9% of household income. These 

burdens are typically highest for renters – who are difficult to reach with energy efficiency 

assistance.4 The American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy (ACEEE) concludes in a 2020 

study that despite relatively low median energy burdens, more than half of all LMI households 

in Jacksonville, Orlando, Miami, and Tampa have energy burdens that exceed 7.2%. In Tampa, 

for instance, an estimated 249,000 households (21% of all households in the city) face energy 

burdens over 6%, while an estimated 477,000 households in Miami (23% of all) face energy 

burdens exceeding this threshold.5 

 

These findings echo two 2023 reports from Greenlink Analytics, which show that hundreds of 

thousands of residents of Orlando and Jacksonville are burdened by high energy costs despite a 

downward trend in energy burdens over time. In Jacksonville, Greenlink estimates that the top 

5% of census tracts with the highest energy burdens experience burdens 3.2x higher than the 

national average, and 172,000 households face energy burdens over 6%. In Orlando, the top 5% 

of tracts face energy burdens that are 2.4x the national average, and 208,000 households have 

energy burdens greater than 6%.6 

 

These studies all underscore a key point: energy may appear affordable in Florida compared to 

other states, but there are millions of households in the state who struggle to pay their bills due 

to high costs and cost burdens. We expect that these people – who often sacrifice necessities 

like food and medicine to keep up with their bills – will be disproportionately harmed as Florida 

experiences increasingly regular periods of extreme heat over the next few decades.7 

 
3 Bhedwar, Bryan, Holmes, and Ward, Energy Insecurity in Florida. 
4 A Study of Energy Equity Within Florida: Final Report (Tallahassee: Florida Department of Agriculture and 
Consumer Service, 2021). 
5 Impacts of Energy Burden for Jacksonville (Atlanta, GA: Greenlink Analytics, 2023), 2-3; Impacts of Energy Burden 
for Orlando (Atlanta, GA: Greenlink Analytics, 2023), 2-3. 
6 Ariel Drehobl, Lauren Ross, and Roxana Ayala. How High Are Household Energy Burdens?: An Assessment of 
National and Metropolitan Energy Burden Across the United States (Washington, DC: American Council for an 
Energy-Efficient Economy, 2020), 56. 
7 Kristina Dahl, et. al., Killer Heat in the United States: Climate Choices and the Future of Dangerously Hot Days. 
(Cambridge, MA: Union of Concerned Scientists, 2019), 16. 
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Energy Efficiency Potential Studies 

Despite these issues, energy efficiency is a proven way to lower household energy bills and 

improve home comfort and safety. Several recent studies have concluded that efficiency has 

significant potential energy- and cost-savings that can benefit Florida residents and utilities. 

 

In a 2019 study, the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) estimated that by 2040 Florida has 

a total of 33,935 GWh in potential savings through energy efficiency across residential, 

commercial, and industrial sectors. This is a potential savings of 12.1% of all state sales of 

energy, giving Florida the highest energy efficiency potential of any state in the nation. The 

majority (55%) of savings (18,647 GWh) are available through efficiency in the residential sector. 

EPRI outlines several key component-level strategies, including the installation of residential air 

source heat pumps, high-efficiency central air conditioning units, and efficiency upgrades to 

residential water heaters.8 

 

Using the ResStock modeling tool, in 2017 the National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL) 

estimated that 23% of single-family energy end use in Florida could be saved through cost-

effective energy efficiency packages. Key energy savings measures include the installation of 

smart thermostats, switching to ENERGY STAR appliances like clothes washers and refrigerators, 

and the widespread use of LED lightbulbs.9 

 

Several studies of energy burdens have estimated the benefits possible through efficiency 

improvements. The Balmoral Group’s study of energy equity for FDACS found that a 1% increase 

in efficiency utility spending could save $5.1M for LMI households.10 Another study estimated 

that LMI households could save 22.3% compared to a baseline bill through a slate of energy 

efficiency measures.11 

 

Several large electric utilities in Florida conducted utility energy efficiency potential studies in 

2019 that were focused on their program and customer footprint. These studies found that 

potential savings are relatively small, likely because they were conducted as part of a 

proceeding on energy savings requirements. Florida Power & Light (FPL) estimated that 

between 2019 and 2029, the utility could save an expected 196 GWh across residential, 

commercial, and industrial sectors. For that same time period, JEA, a municipal utility in 

 
8 U.S. Energy Efficiency Potential Through 2040: Summary Report. EPRI, Palo Alto, CA: 2019. 
9 Eric Wilson, Craig Christensen, Scott Horowitz, Joseph Robertson, and Jeff Maguire, Energy Efficiency Potential in 
the U.S. Single Family Housing Stock (Golden, CO: National Renewable Energy Laboratory, 2017), 108. 
10 A Study of Energy Equity Within Florida: Final Report. 
11 Eric J. H. Wilson, Chioke B. Harris, Joseph J. Roberston, and John Agan, “Evaluating energy efficiency potential in 
low-income households: A flexible and granular approach,” Energy Policy 129 (June 2019): 710-37. 
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Jacksonville, estimated that the utility could save 1,025 GWh of electricity, or 0.007% of their 

annual generation. Nexant estimated that over the same decade each of the seven utilities 

subject to the Florida Energy Efficiency and Conservation Act (FEECA) could save an overall 

48,125 GWh across residential, commercial, and industrial sectors, or .02% of total annual 

generation.12 

 

The upshot of most of these studies is that there are significant energy savings available through 

efficiency, benefiting utility customers through reduced bills while providing utilities with 

improved demand response, particularly during peak events. However, utility potential studies 

underline that fully realizing these savings requires thinking beyond the utility sector and 

considering strategies for braiding utility programs with other policies, programs, and funding 

sources to advance efficiency and affordability for residents of Florida. 

 

Component-Level Energy and Affordability Savings 

There are energy and bill savings opportunities available through energy efficiency, a least-cost 

resource. This analysis identifies cost-effective pathways to improve affordability. It is primarily 

focused on electric sector energy savings, which dominate compared to savings available with 

other fuels. This is largely because most of the state’s housing units are all-electric. 

 

Table 1 provides an overview of household-level bill savings available through key energy 

efficiency upgrades, based on NREL data that SEEA analyzed. Replacing baseboard heating at 

the end of life with high-efficiency ductless heat pumps has the largest bill savings potential, at 

almost $1,000 a year using current electric rates. This equates to a bill savings of more than $80 

a month, on average. Installing a high-efficiency heat pump in place of an inefficient electric 

furnace is another opportunity for deep savings, which we estimate at $673 a year, or $56 a 

month. Several measures, including high-efficiency heat pumps and heat pump water heaters, 

provide opportunities for more than $1B in bill savings across the state. It is important to note 

that not all of these measures can be stacked for additional savings (i.e. different HVAC 

systems). Additionally, duct sealing and insulation may have less potential savings but is 

required to realize the full savings from other measures, like ducted heat pumps. 

  

 
12 Florida Public Service Commission, Docket No. 20190015-EG: Commission Review of Numeric Conservation Goals 
(Florida Power & Light), 2019; Florida Public Service Commission, Docket No. 20190020-EG: Commission Review of 
Numeric Conservation Goals (JEA), 2019. JEA and Nexant used economic potential, or the total savings available 
through cost-effective programs compared to energy generated by the utility. FPL used achievable potential, which 
is more limited because it includes factors that may limit the ability of the utility to deliver possible savings. 
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Table 1: Potential household and state-level savings through efficiency upgrades, for cost-effective households. 

 

The average statewide monthly electric bill is approximately $175, according to the Energy 

Information Administration (EIA). Our analysis suggests that the typical household could save 

nearly half of this typical monthly bill by installing a ductless heat pump, while the average 

household adopting a high-efficiency heat pump could save one-third of their typical monthly 

bill.13 In Table 2, we outline the estimated monthly bill savings for a typical month compared to 

the average Florida utility bill. Because not all these measures are complementary, we have not 

averaged these savings across all measures. 

 
Table 2: Estimated monthly bill savings as a percentage of the average statewide utility bill. 

Component-Level Upgrade Avg. Monthly Bill Savings 
Savings as a % of Avg. 

Statewide Bill 

Ductless heat pump $82 47% 

High-efficiency heat pump $56 32% 

ENERGY STAR Room AC (EER 12) $26 15% 

Heat pump water heater $24 14% 

Low-efficiency storm windows $23 13% 

Smart thermostat $19 11% 

LED lighting $13 7% 

R-38 attic insulation $12 7% 

SEER 18 Air Conditioning $11 6% 

Duct sealing and insulating $6 3% 

 

 
13 See https://www.eia.gov/electricity/sales_revenue_price/pdf/table5_a.pdf. 

Component-Level Upgrade 
Annual Household 

Savings 

Monthly 

Household Savings 

Annual Statewide 

Savings 

Ductless heat pump $985 $82 $404,211,736 

High-efficiency heat pump $673 $56 $3,175,011,424 

ENERGY STAR Room AC (EER 12) $313 $26 $321,086,270 

Heat pump water heater $293 $24 $1,082,649,139 

Low-efficiency storm windows $282 $23 $317,652,890 

Smart thermostat $234 $19 $599,170,444 

LED lighting $155 $13 $683,073,874 

R-38 attic insulation $147 $12 $331,239,113 

SEER 18 Air Conditioning $130 $11 $681,710,227 

Duct sealing and insulating $74 $6 $498,368,214 
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Table 3 ranks each measure using a first cost-to-savings ratio, which compares the first cost of 

the upgrade to the annual energy bill savings derived from the first year of operation. Lower 

ratios indicate components where the energy savings after one year are comparable to the 

initial first cost, whereas high ratios indicate components where there is a high first cost and low 

annual energy savings.  
 

Measure Price to Savings 
Ratio 

Smart thermostat 1.28 

LED lighting 1.47 

ENERGY STAR Room AC (EER 12) 1.83 

High-efficiency heat pump 3.19 

SEER 18 Air Conditioning 4.82 

Heat pump water heater 5.11 

Duct sealing and insulating 5.64 

Ductless heat pump 6.53 

Low-efficiency storm windows  6.78 

R-38 attic insulation 12.23 

 

This data suggests that there are opportunities for energy savings even with relatively low-cost 

technologies, including the installation of smart thermostats and LED lighting upgrades. 

Typically under $300 each, smart thermostats or LED lighting can result in potential first-year 

annual energy savings of $234 and $155 respectively, making the payback period for each 

measure less than two years. Upgrading existing window air conditioning units to ENERGY STAR 

(in this case, with an Energy Efficiency Rating of 12) units also has a low first cost of around $500 

but has predicted energy savings during the first year that are more than half of that first cost 

($313). Additionally, many of these measures are eligible for utility rebates in Florida that can 

further reduce first costs and hasten payback periods.14 

 

While the lowest-cost measures will not result in the deepest energy savings, they are critical 

strategies to reduce energy use and bills for Florida households with a short payback period and 

small upfront payment. 

 

 
14 See North Carolina Clean Energy Technology Center, Database of State Incentives for Renewables and Efficiency 
(DSIRE). Available at: https://www.dsireusa.org/   
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Florida’s utilities play a key role in developing and delivering energy efficiency opportunities to 

the state’s residents. Household bill savings will be the greatest in utility territories with the 

highest rates, where energy savings carry the most financial value. Using EIA data from 2021 

(the most recent available), we estimate that household level savings will be highest – for the 

same measures – for members of Glades Electric Cooperative, Tri-County Electric Cooperative, 

and customers of Florida Public Utilities Company and Gulf Power.15 Overall potential savings 

are concentrated with investor-owned utilities and municipal utilities that have the most 

customers, including Florida Power & Light, Duke Energy Florida, TECO, Gulf Power, JEA, and the 

Orlando Utilities Commission.  

 

Bill savings cannot be the only concern that must be considered in developing policies and/or 

programs to advance efficiency. Table 4 ranks the top component-level upgrades by three 

factors: overall statewide electric savings, household-level bill savings, and the number of 

 
15 Table 5.6.A. Average Price of Electricity to Ultimate Customers by End-Use Sector, Electric Power Monthly, Form 
EIA-861M (formerly EIA-826), Monthly Electric Power Industry Report, United States Energy Information 
Administration (EIA). 

Figure 1: Household-level bill savings for Florida utilities by measure. 
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households where each measure can be cost effective statewide. Colors have been kept 

consistent for each measure to make it easy to quickly identify patterns across categories. 

 
Table 3: Measure upgrades compared by overall savings, bill savings, and applicable households. 

 

Statewide Electric Savings 

(kWh) 
Household Bill Savings 

Number of Applicable 

Households 

1 High-efficiency heat pump Ductless heat pump Duct sealing and insulating 

2 Heat pump water heater High-efficiency heat pump SEER 18 Air Conditioning 

3 LED lighting ENERGY STAR Room AC  High-efficiency heat pump 

4 SEER 18 Air Conditioning Heat pump water heater LED lighting 

5 Smart thermostat Low-efficiency storm windows  Heat pump water heater 

6 Duct sealing and insulating Smart thermostat Smart thermostat 

7 Ductless heat pump LED lighting R-38 attic insulation 

8 ENERGY STAR Room AC R-38 attic insulation 
Low-efficiency storm 

windows 

9 R-38 attic insulation SEER 18 Air Conditioning ENERGY STAR Room AC 

10 
Low-efficiency storm 

windows 
Duct sealing and insulating Ductless heat pump 

 

A ductless heat pump, for instance, may bring about the most household-level bill savings, but 

this must be balanced with the fact that it is cost-effective for the smallest portion of the 

housing stock. Additionally, duct sealing and insulating may have less impact on reducing 

household bills, but it is cost-effective in two-thirds of all applicable residential buildings in 

Florida and can be paired with HVAC upgrades to achieve deeper savings. 

 

To effectively reduce energy bills, then, it is vital to consider energy efficiency packages that can 

address these multiple needs rather than single-measure upgrades. In the next section, we 

consider the impact of several promising efficiency packages. 

 

Energy Efficiency and Affordability Packages 

SEEA estimated the energy savings possible through various efficiency packages (i.e., a set of 

efficiency measures that go beyond a single upgrade). Figure 2 shows statewide energy usage 

across all residential buildings and the energy savings available through tiered energy efficiency 



 
 

                    9 
 

packages (in Wh), ranging from basic enclosure upgrades to whole home electrification with 

high-efficiency components and extensive building envelope improvements. 

 
Figure 2: Statewide residential energy consumption for energy efficiency packages. 

 

As this chart indicates, the deepest energy savings across Florida are available through whole-

home electrification combined with high-efficiency components and aggressive building 

envelope upgrades. Components include the installation of a high-efficiency heat pump, a heat 

pump water heater, a ventless heat pump dryer, and an induction range and electric oven. 

Building envelope improvements in this scenario include the installation of attic floor insulation, 

air and duct sealing, drill and fill wall insulation, foundation insulation, and ceiling insulation.  
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This is no doubt an aggressive approach, but there are significant energy and cost savings 

possible through less extensive interventions as well. The installation of high-efficiency heat 

pumps in cost-effective households or heat pump water heaters alone has the potential to 

reduce energy use by 10% from the state’s baseline residential energy use each. We estimate 

that this can result in annual bill savings of $673 and $293 each year, respectively. 

 

Although not quantified as part of this study, energy efficiency investments like these spur job 

growth and stability in the construction trades, particularly through jobs focused on providing 

energy-efficient retrofits, equipment, and other services. This can provide economic benefits 

that go beyond bill savings. As SEEA’s 2021 study of energy insecurity in Florida found, energy 

efficiency is the leading energy-related job sector in the state. In 2022, there were 118,904 

people employed in energy efficiency across the state, 4.8% of the total national market. 

Between 2021 and 2022, the state added almost 5,000 energy efficiency jobs. Most energy 

efficiency workers were employed in jobs focused on ENERGY STAR products, efficient lighting, 

and advanced building materials and insulation.16 

 

Case Study: Energy Savings in Mobile Homes 

Mobile homes are a critical opportunity for energy savings and affordability gains in Florida. 

There are more than 800,000 mobile homes in the state that – at best – were built to a HUD 

efficiency standard that is three decades old. The result is that mobile homes have a higher 

energy use intensity than single-family detached buildings, making utility bills more expensive 

and undermining the potential affordability gains available from lower rent and purchase prices. 

Addressing efficiency shortfalls in this housing stock is critical to lowering utility bills for mobile 

home residents, who are often among the state’s most vulnerable communities.17 

 

Figure 3 shows the summer energy load curve for a typical mobile home. The yellow line shows 

the baseline energy use, while other lines indicate energy use curves for different efficiency 

packages. Whole home electrification, the installation of high-efficiency equipment, and 

enhanced enclosure approaches can dramatically reduce energy usage during peak periods. Yet 

enhanced enclosure improvements and the installation of a high-efficiency heat pump offer 

other paths to reduce peak load and improve affordability. This data also suggests that 

minimum efficiency electrification measures have little impact on overall energy usage and may 

even increase energy bills through increased electric consumption if not paired with efficiency. 

 

 
16 See also United States Energy & Employment Report 2023, Energy Employment by State: 2023 (Washington, DC: 
United States Department of Energy, 2023).  
17 See Topic Briefs: Upgrading Manufactured Homes (Washington, DC: American Council for an Energy-Efficient 
Economy, 2023). 
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Figure 3: Summer load curve for a typical mobile home in Florida. 

 

The upshot is that mobile homes benefit from high-performing HVAC equipment, but that 

addressing inefficiencies in the building envelope is critical to ensure that HVAC upgrades and 

electrification result in reduced energy costs. 

 

Conclusions 

Energy affordability is a concern of millions of Floridians, and energy efficiency strategies have 

the potential to provide hundreds of millions of dollars in bill relief to the state’s residents. Our 

analysis of affordability pathways finds that: 

 

• Whole home electrification with high-efficiency components and building envelope 

upgrades offers the most significant cost and energy savings potential of any energy 

efficiency package. This is followed by whole-home electrification with the installation of 

high-efficiency equipment and basic enclosure improvements, whole-home 

electrification with the installation of high-efficiency equipment, and the installation of a 

high-efficiency heat pump. There are currently unprecedented opportunities to leverage 

outside funding to support these goals, as we explain below. 

0

50000

100000

150000

200000

250000

300000

350000

400000

450000

500000

12
:0

0
:0

0
 A

M

1:
00

:0
0 

A
M

2:
00

:0
0 

A
M

3:
00

:0
0 

A
M

4:
00

:0
0 

A
M

5:
00

:0
0 

A
M

6:
00

:0
0 

A
M

7:
00

:0
0 

A
M

8:
00

:0
0 

A
M

9:
00

:0
0 

A
M

10
:0

0
:0

0
 A

M

11
:0

0
:0

0
 A

M

12
:0

0
:0

0
 P

M

1:
00

:0
0 

PM

2:
00

:0
0 

PM

3:
00

:0
0 

PM

4:
00

:0
0 

PM

5:
00

:0
0 

PM

6:
00

:0
0 

PM

7:
00

:0
0 

PM

8:
00

:0
0 

PM

9:
00

:0
0 

PM

10
:0

0
:0

0
 P

M

11
:0

0
:0

0
 P

M

Baseline

Basic Enclosure

Enhanced Enclosure

Min-Efficiency Heat Pump

High Efficiency Heat Pump

Min Efficiency HP and Existing
Heating

HPWH

Min Efficiency WH
Electrification

High Efficiency WH
Electrification

High Efficiency WH
Electrification + Basic Enclosure

High Efficiency WH + Enhanced
Enclosure



 
 

                    12 
 

• Savings at a household level are greatest with HVAC upgrades, whether through the 

installation of a ductless heat pump, adoption of a high-efficiency heat pump, or 

installation of an ENERGY STAR room air conditioner, depending on what measure is 

appropriate for each household. 

• Whole home electrification without consideration of the installation of high-efficiency 

equipment and/or building envelope upgrades has the potential to increase energy 

consumption and household bills. 

• Mobile homes are a critical energy and affordability drain for occupants. Mobile homes 

can benefit from the installation of high-performing HVAC equipment, but addressing 

inefficiencies in the building envelope is critical to ensure that HVAC upgrades and 

electrification result in reduced energy costs. 

• Household level savings will be highest across the same measures for members of 

Glades Electric Cooperative, Tri-County Electric Cooperative, and customers of Florida 

Public Utilities Company and Gulf Power, which have the highest residential electric rates 

in the state.  

• Overall potential savings are concentrated with investor-owned utilities and municipal 

utilities with the most customers, including Florida Power & Light, Duke Energy Florida, 

TECO, Gulf Power, JEA, and the Orlando Utilities Commission. 

• Utility programs in Florida cannot achieve scaled, deep residential savings on their own. 

These programs should be paired with programs and policies (federal, state, municipal, 

and market-based) to drive deeper levels of savings for residents, particularly to take 

advantage of federal incentives while available. 

Below, we discuss pathways for achieving energy savings through these key measures. 

 

Recommendations 

There are unprecedented opportunities to leverage federal funding to support programs and 

market-based solutions that can dramatically reduce energy bills for millions of residents of 

Florida. Recent federal funding available through the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law (BIL) and 

Inflation Reduction Act (IRA), among other sources, provide transformational resources that can 

be used to: develop energy efficiency plans; fuel new or existing energy efficiency programs 

administered by utilities, municipalities, and nonprofits; provide direct rebates that can lower 

the first cost of upgrades; reduce the cost of energy efficiency training and certification for 
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workers in the building trades; and, reduce the tax burden on Florida homeowners who invest 

in energy efficiency upgrades.18 

There are several pathways available for OOE, city governments, and other stakeholders in the 

state to advance efficiency policies and/or programs, often by leveraging federal resources. 

• Eligible municipalities can apply for funding through the Energy Efficiency and 

Conservation Block Grant (EECBG) Program that can support a range of energy efficiency 

and greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reduction activities. This funding can advance the 

pathways identified in this analysis through several approaches: funding the 

development of an energy efficiency plan at the municipal level, paying for energy audits 

of residential buildings to prioritize upgrades, providing financial incentives (rebates or 

loans) to help residents pay for energy efficiency improvements, or providing funding for 

nonprofit- or government-led weatherization programs.19  

Eligible entities must submit a short pre-award information sheet by July 31, 2023 to 

qualify to receive the funding. Most Florida municipalities have already taken this step. 

Yet there are currently 12 city or county governments who still need to submit this 

information, representing almost two million dollars of potentially lost energy efficiency 

investments.20  

OOE and/or other interested stakeholders should engage with and support these 

cities/counties – potentially by convening a coalition of municipalities – to ensure that 

they secure this funding and have access to best practices for deploying it. This may 

include facilitating strategic partnerships with nonprofit organizations that can offer 

weatherization services, providing input on best practices for deploying financial 

incentives to reduce the cost of home upgrades, or supporting other programs focused 

on key housing needs addressed in this whitepaper. 

• Tribal governments in Florida may have opportunities to distribute some of the $225M 

in electrification and efficiency rebates available through the Inflation Reduction Act 

(IRA) that will soon become available nationally. These rebates can be used to reduce 

the first cost of many of the key electrification and efficiency measures outlined in this 

 
18 Rewiring America, Benefits of Electrification: Florida. https://map.rewiringamerica.org/states/florida-fl 
19 On uses of EECBG see EECBG Program Notice 23-01, “Guidance for eligibility of Activities Under the Energy 
Efficiency and Conservation Block Grant Program,” April 25, 2023. Available at:  
https://www.energy.gov/scep/articles/energy-efficiency-and-conservation-block-grant-eligible-activities-and-
program. 
20 As of June 21, 2023, these cities and counties included Collier County ($365,750), Okaloosa County ($238,090), 
Hialeah ($241,570), Miami Gardens ($155,250), Daytona Beach ($135,860), Ocala ($132,740), Pinellas Park 
($118,390), Bonita Springs ($116,540), Ocoee ($76,560), Lake Worth Beach ($76,410), Plant City ($76,400), and 
Winter Springs ($76,200). 
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whitepaper for tribal households. Specifically, these rebates can cover full costs for 

home upgrades for households making less than 80% of the area median income (AMI), 

and up to half of costs for households making 80-150% of AMI. The cost of upgrades 

identified in this whitepaper can be reduced through these rebates, as outlined below: 

Electric heat pump HVAC system: maximum rebate of $8,000 

Electric heat pump water heater: maximum rebate of $1,750 

Insulation, air sealing, and ventilation: maximum rebate of $1,600 

These rebates also apply to electric appliances, including electric stoves, 

cooktops, ranges, or ovens (up to $840) and electric heat pump clothes dryers 

(up to $840), among others. 

This will hasten payback periods and put these upgrades within the reach of residents 

without upfront capital. The allocation of these funds is still to be determined. When 

more information is available, OOE and/or other stakeholders may have opportunities to 

encourage and support eligible tribal governments in distributing these rebates. 

• The Internal Revenue Service (IRS) offers Energy Efficient Home Improvement tax credits 

of up to $3,200 to homeowners on qualified expenses spent as part of energy efficiency 

upgrades, including: improvements installed since January 1, 2023, energy property 

expenses, and energy audit costs. These credits are available for the key efficiency 

measures we outline in this whitepaper, including building envelope upgrades, high-

efficiency HVAC equipment, and energy audits. Individual Florida homeowners can take 

advantage of these deductions. OOE and other stakeholders can promote these 

opportunities and provide education for homeowners to enable them to make the 

maximum use of this deduction over multiple years. Additionally, OOE and/or other 

stakeholders like EDF could consider which utility incentives can be paired with these 

deductions to drive deeper savings and support homeowners in braiding incentives. 

• The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) State and Community Energy Programs (SCEP) 

office has announced that it will provide $240M for states to improve training 

opportunities for contractors that can improve their ability to deliver energy efficiency 

and electrification upgrades. The Energy Auditor Training Grant Program offers grants to 

states to pay for energy auditor training fees by the state or third-party trainers, or to 

provide trainees with their wages during training. The State-Based Home Energy 

Efficiency Contractor Training Grants provide formula and competitive funds for states to 

reduce training costs or develop state-based energy efficiency training 

opportunities/programs. Expanding access to energy efficiency jobs can provide support 

for small businesses in Florida while making it easier for residents to upgrade their 
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homes. OOE can leverage formula funds to reduce the costs of training for contractors, 

particularly in communities that are underserved by providers, while applying for 

additional funds to ensure that these programs have maximum impact. 

• The U.S. Department of Agriculture offers loans to rural electric cooperatives, municipal 

utilities, and other entities who run energy efficiency programs through the Rural Energy 

Savings Program (RESP) and Energy Efficiency and Conservation Loan Program (EECLP). 

Given the high energy burdens faced by many residents of rural Florida, OOE can work 

with rural utilities to raise awareness of these programs and help them secure loans that 

can be used to start and/or expand residential energy efficiency programs. 

• The largest sources of funding in Florida for bill assistance and energy efficiency retrofits 

for LMI households are the federal Weatherization Assistance Program (WAP) and Low-

Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP). These programs exceed funding 

available through Florida’s utility programs and are a critical means for income-qualified 

households to reduce and/or manage their bills. LIHEAP and WAP are administered by 

the Florida Department of Economic Opportunity (DEO), but the OOE can support DEO, 

community action agencies, and affiliated contractors by connecting them with other 

energy efficiency funding streams and opportunities that can be stacked with WAP and 

LIHEAP funds. 

• The Environmental Protection Agency will offer a Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund 

(GGRF), which will provide $27B on a competitive basis to community development 

financial institutions (CDFIs). CDFIs will then competitively distribute the funds to 

communities for projects. The General and Low-Income Assistance Competition ($20B) is 

focused on projects that can lower energy costs for vulnerable households and decrease 

pollution. The Zero-Emissions Technology Fund Competition ($7B) is focused on 

advancing renewable energy, particularly in disadvantaged communities. Although 

program guidance is forthcoming, each of these funds will be able to be used for a range 

of energy efficiency, renewable, and weatherization work focused on improving 

affordability. OOE can raise awareness and facilitate partnerships among eligible 

organizations in Florida, while promoting program models and best practices. 

• The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) has announced funding 

for efficiency gains in HUD-assisted multifamily housing via the Green and Resilient 

Retrofit Program. These grants are available for building owners and can provide funds 

of up to $750,000, $10M, or $20M per property on a competitive basis through three 

different funding pathways. OOE can convene and educate building owners – in 

cooperation with municipal housing agencies – to raise awareness of this opportunity 
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and help develop a strategy for addressing affordability shortcomings in Florida’s 

multifamily affordable housing stock.  

Each of these opportunities provides pathways to lower energy bills for Florida residents in the 

long term by advancing energy efficiency. In the process, they can increase financial stability for 

vulnerable people, build equity and reduce tax burdens on homeowners, support small 

businesses in the building trades, improve thermal comfort and resilience in the face of extreme 

heat, and mitigate risks to the electric grid. OOE plays a key role in helping the state make full 

use of these opportunities, primarily by raising awareness, facilitating partnerships, and 

elevating best practices. 
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Appendix: Methodology 

To develop the energy savings and affordability analysis, the project team used energy savings 

estimates developed by the National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL) through their 

ResStock data model. Using high-performance computing, ResStock models the entire U.S. 

building stock and provides best-in-class estimates of energy savings data across a range of 

housing types and geographies. The SEEA team used data models from ResStock to examine 

which measure and package-level upgrades have the highest energy and cost savings, all 

normalized by looking at 2021 utility rates from each of Florida’s major utilities, the most recent 

rates that are available from the U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA). ResStock uses 

2017 housing counts, and we also updated all energy and cost savings figures by applying 

savings to the current housing stock.    
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From: David Cranston <dcranston@edf.org>
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To: Office of Chairman La Rosa
Cc: Office of Commissioner Passidomo; Office of Commissioner Clark; Office of 

Commissioner Graham; Office of Commissioner Fay; Records Clerk; 
trierweiler.walt@leg.state.fl.us

Subject: Comments in relation to Commission review of numeric conservation goals
Attachments: EDF Comments on FEECA Dockets.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening attachments 
or clicking links, especially from unknown senders. 

Good afternoon Chairman La Rosa and Commissioners, 
  
Please find attached a letter from Environmental Defense Fund (EDF) with respect to the Commission’s 6 open dockets 
under the Florida Energy Efficiency and Conservation Act. The letter provides EDF’s comments that it wishes to enter in 
relation to these matters.  
  
I apologize if this is not the proper channel for submission – this is my first time writing to the Commission. EDF is not an 
intervenor in these dockets, thus I am not sure if it’s appropriate to submit the electronic filing form on your website.  
  
I look forward to your response on how to resubmit, if this communication is not in the proper format. If this email will 
suffice, then thank you for your time and consideration of our comments.  
  
Respectfully, 
  
David Cranston 
Florida Clean Energy Manager 
 
dcranston@EDF.org 
C 203 257 0499 
  

 
  



136 4th Street N, Suite 317

St. Petersburg, Florida

EDF.org A vital Earth. For everyone.

May 20, 2024

Mr. Mike La Rosa, Chairman
Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

RE: 2024 Commission Review of Numeric Conservation Goals

Dear Chairman La Rosa:

The Environmental Defense Fund (EDF) is pleased to o er comments to the Florida Public Service 
Commission’s (PSC) review of utility conservation goals pursuant to Rule 25-17.0021, F.A.C. EDF 
supports e orts in Florida to improve energy e iciency to ensure our state’s energy security, 
reliability, and a ordability. We respectfully request the PSC to eliminate the Rate Impact 
Measure (RIM) test and the two-year payback screen from demand-side management (DSM) 
cost-e ectiveness analysis, and to require regulated utilities to propose annual DSM savings 
goals of at least 1% of their annual retail sales of electricity.

As Florida continues to experience exponential growth and demand for electricity, energy e iciency 
measures are the cheapest and easiest way to reduce demand on the electric grid and a priority 
under the PSC’s goals for economic regulation. When scaled appropriately, these measures allow 
utilities to defer or avoid investments in new or upgraded grid infrastructure including power plants, 
wires, and distribution system equipment, reducing capital expenditures that are passed on to 
ratepayers.  The PSC is mandated to protect Florida ratepayers by setting rates that are fair, just, and 
reasonable.

FEECA Utilities’ Proposed Goals are Inadequate

The Technical Potential Study conducted by Resource Innovations (RI) for all Florida Energy E iciency 
and Conservation Act (FEECA) utilities identifies huge potential for energy and demand savings in 
Florida with available and proven technologies. It shows that energy savings potential from energy 
e iciency is equal to 24% of Florida’s annual retail sales of electricity1. However, neither the 
proposed annual nor 10-year goals will achieve just 1% of Florida’s annual retail sales of electricity. 
Thus, adoption of these DSM goals would constitute a significant missed opportunity to reduce costs
for ratepayers, strengthen the grid, and eliminate waste. 

1 “Florida Electricity Profile 2022”. Energy Information Administration, November 2, 2023.



 

Table 1 shows that even the cumulative proposed savings from 2025-2034 will fall drastically short of 
one year’s technical potential. Here are each utility’s 2025 and cumulative goals as a percentage of 
2025 technical potential: 
 
Table 1: Energy savings (in GWh) from energy e iciency measures 
 

Utility Potential 
Savings, 

2025 

Proposed 
Savings, 

2025 

2025 
Proposed 

Savings as 
% of 1-year 

Potential 

Cumulative 
Proposed 
Savings, 

2025-2034 

Cumulative 
Proposed 

Savings as 
% of 1-year 

Potential 
 

Florida Power & Light 38,138 88 0.23% 885 2.32% 
Duke Energy Florida 11,190 53 0.47% 561 5.01% 

Tampa Electric 5,469 47 0.86% 451 8.25% 
Florida Public 

Utilities Company 
168 0.465 0.28% 6.099 3.63% 

JEA 3,577 6.518 0.18% 95.613 2.67% 
Orlando Utilities 

Commission 
1,979 4.242 0.21% 55.062 2.78% 

TOTAL 60,521 199.225 0.33% 2,053.774 3.39% 
 
The utilities’ proposed DSM goals are neither reasonable nor lead to just outcomes for ratepayers. 
The proposed annual goals for energy, as well as summer and winter peak demand, are far below 1% 
of the potential savings. The PSC should require the FEECA utilities to propose annual DSM savings 
goals that make up at least 1% of their annual retail sales of electricity. The majority of U.S. states 
have an energy e iciency resource standard (EERS) that sets a minimum savings target for utilities, 
with a goal of at least 1% being common. For example, Arkansas has a 1.2% savings target while 
Virginia’s target is likewise for annual savings of about 1.2%.2 
 
The cumulative proposed savings from 2025-2034 fall again far short of one year’s technical potential 
for summer and winter alike (See Appendix A). Reducing peak demand is a critical objective for 
utilities to pursue to avoid costly investments in resources that will have unused capacity most of the 
time, yet the method employed by the utilities (and approved by the PSC) to analyze cost-
e ectiveness eliminates meaningful solutions based on assumptions and cost/benefit calculations 
that have significant flaws.  
 
PSC Should Eliminate the RIM Test 
 
Eliminating this test from cost-e ectiveness analyses of DSM measures will greatly improve the DSM 
goals that utilities propose while reducing overall costs. This test is outdated and takes an 
unreasonable approach to calculating costs. The RIM test treats energy savings as a cost because 
they result in lost revenue to the utility. This defeats the purpose of DSM measures, which is to reduce 
the overall and peak loads that utilities need to meet and thereby reduce their cost of operation. For 

 
2 “State and Local Policy Database: Energy E iciency Resource Standards”. American Council for an Energy-
E icient Economy. 



 

example, TECO stated in its testimony (Docket No. 20240014-EG) that the savings it achieved from 
2018 to 2023 eliminated the need for over seven 180 MW power plants.  
 
The utilities’ own analyses demonstrate that the RIM test is unreasonable, as it ruled out most DSM 
measures. See Appendix B for the percentages of measures a ected. The purported goal of the RIM 
test is to protect customers by ensuring that the adoption of DSM measures does not increase 
electric rates. It ends up having the opposite e ect: By ruling out investments that would quickly 
reduce electric bills for customers who participate in DSM programs, and that would ultimately 
reduce electric bills for non-participating customers through cost savings across the electric system, 
the RIM test keeps customer bills higher. DSM measures accrue far greater benefits than costs to 
utilities and their customers than this test suggests. 
 
The rest of the U.S. recognizes the RIM test is not a good measure of cost-e ectiveness. Florida is the 
only state that uses it. That helps explain why Florida underperforms in achieving energy savings, 
ranking 29th out of all U.S. states in a 2022 assessment.3 In addition, a recent ranking of the 53 largest 
U.S. electric utilities on energy e iciency metrics saw the Florida utilities in this group – FPL, DEF, and 
TECO – at 52nd, 47th, and 40th respectively.4 This is despite Florida being the 3rd-largest energy-
consuming state in the U.S. and using more than seven times as much energy as it produces.5  
 
Thus, the RIM test should be replaced with a di erent cost-e ectiveness test. If the PSC does not find 
this a feasible solution, then it should at least mandate that utilities remove “loss of revenue” as a 
cost when they apply the RIM test.  
 
PSC Should Eliminate the Two-Year Payback Screen 
 
Eliminating this screen for free riders – customers who would install a DSM measure without the 
utility’s help but take advantage of the incentive because it is available – would also improve DSM 
goals and reduce costs to customers. The justification for this payback screen is that customers are 
rational actors who will install a DSM measure if they can recover its costs quickly.  
 
However, this has flawed assumptions. Customers may not be aware they have an opportunity to 
upgrade an appliance/system; they may not know where to find the information needed to calculate 
the payback period; and they may not know how to calculate it. Moreover, the average customer has 
many expenses to worry about. An incentive can go a long way to push a customer across the 
adoption threshold, especially if a utility’s DSM program provides customers with the information 
they need to decide comfortably. Even customers that are not considered low-income may still make 
decisions in a budget-restricted manner. The two-year payback screen works against renters and 
more fiscally constrained homeowners who would receive relatively greater financial benefit than 
customers with more resources if the screen is removed. 
 
In making improper assumptions instead of using data to identify free riders, the two-year payback 
screen makes the cost-e ectiveness tests even more restrictive and rejects the easiest and cheapest 
savings we can achieve. See Appendix C for the percentages of DSM measures eliminated under the 
Total Resource Cost (TRC) test once this screen was applied. The measures in this category are often 

 
3 “2022 State Energy E iciency Scorecard: Florida”. American Council for an Energy E icient Economy. 
4 2023 Utility Energy E iciency Scorecard. Mike Specian, Weston Berg, Sagarika Subramanian, and Kristin 
Campbell. American Council for an Energy E icient Economy, August 2023. 
5 “State Profile and Energy Estimates: Florida”. Energy Information Administration. 



simple to install and require the least incentives, but having a program around them is still critical to 
secure customer participation. 

Reduced Waste Benefits All Ratepayers

We recognize that not all measures included in RI’s Technical Potential Study will be cost-e ective to 
implement, but we must calculate cost-e ectiveness in a sensible manner that fully accounts for net 
financial benefit to ratepayers and utilities. Florida has a huge opportunity for growth of a ordable 
DSM: In 2023 the Southeast Energy E iciency Alliance (SEEA) noted that Florida has the highest 
energy e iciency potential of any state. Its analysis showed significant household cost savings of up 
to $673 per year available through a range of DSM measures. This is significant as SEEA also
estimated that nearly 2 million Florida households face energy security risks, struggling to pay energy 
costs that make up a substantially higher-than-average share of household income.6

The PSC should push utilities to set aspirational goals of at least 1% for the role of DSM in their
resource planning. Reducing demand on the electric grid is the easiest way to promote our state’s 
energy security. DSM measures are the easiest way to achieve that, while allowing Florida families 
and businesses to enjoy lower energy bills and contribute to decreased energy waste across the 
state. 

Thank you for your consideration. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or 
wish to discuss any of these topics further.

Sincerely,

David Cranston
Florida Clean Energy Manager, State A airs
Environmental Defense Fund

Reference Docket No.
20240012-EG
20240013-EG
20240014-EG
20240015-EG
20240016-EG
20240017-EG

6 A ordability Pathways through Energy E iciency in Florida. William D. Bryan and Grace Parker. Southeast 
Energy E iciency Alliance, September 2023.

Sincerely,



 

APPENDIX A 
 
Table 2: Summer peak demand reduction (in MW) from energy e iciency and DR measures 
 

Utility Potential 
Savings, 

2025 

Proposed 
Savings, 

2025 

2025 
Proposed 

Savings as % 
of 1-year 
Potential 

 

Cumulative 
Proposed 
Savings, 

2025-2034 

Cumulative 
Proposed 

Savings as % of 
1-year 

Potential 
 

Florida Power & 
Light 

31,356 41 0.13% 408 1.3% 

Duke Energy 
Florida 

8,664 27 0.31% 291 3.36% 

Tampa Electric 4,502 14 0.31% 149 3.31% 
Florida Public 

Utilities 
Company 

108 0.06 0.0006% 0.93 0.86% 

JEA 1,913 1.12 0.0006% 19.93 1.04% 
Orlando Utilities 

Commission 
1,267 0.59 0.0005% 7.72 0.61% 

TOTAL 47,810 83.77 0.18% 876.58 1.83% 
 
Table 3: Winter peak demand reduction (in MW) from energy e iciency and DR measures 
 

Utility Potential 
Savings, 

2025 

Proposed 
Savings, 

2025 

2025 Proposed 
Savings as % of 

1-year 
Potential 

 

Cumulative 
Proposed 
Savings, 

2025-2034 

Cumulative 
Proposed 

Savings as % 
of 1-year 
Potential 

 
Florida Power & 

Light 
22,586 29 0.13% 316 1.4% 

Duke Energy 
Florida 

8,482 34 0.4% 362 4.27% 

Tampa Electric 3,909 19 0.49% 197 5.04% 
Florida Public 

Utilities 
Company 

116 0.17 0.15% 1.82 1.57% 

JEA 2,577 1.24 0.0005% 17.86 0.69% 
Orlando 
Utilities 

Commission 

983 0.56 0.0006% 7.04 0.72% 

TOTAL 38,653 83.97 0.22% 901.72 2.33% 
  
  



 

APPENDIX B 
 
Table 4: DSM measures eliminated under the RIM test 
 

Utility % of Measures Eliminated in RIM test 
Florida Power & Light* 99%** 

Duke Energy Florida 75%*** 
Tampa Electric 83%** 

Florida Public Utilities Company 100% 
JEA 98% 

Orlando Utilities Commission 99% 
 
*FPL noted that “a RIM-only DSM proposal would result in a zero goal for e iciency savings.” 
** Where “measures” = measure permutations, which consider each measure applied in multiple 
end-use scenarios. 
*** Before utility program costs were included in subsequent round of analysis. 
  



 

APPENDIX C 
 
Table 5: DSM measures eliminated under the TRC test, with two-year payback screen 
 

Utility % of Measures Eliminated in TRC test 
Florida Power & Light 83%* 
Duke Energy Florida 55% 

Tampa Electric 83%* 
Florida Public Utilities Company 80% 

JEA 69% 
Orlando Utilities Commission 87% 

 
** Where “measures” = measure permutations, which consider each measure applied in multiple 
end-use scenarios. 
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