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remain below any point along the forecast used in the 2009 goals proceeding for the entirety of 
the ten-year goal setting period. 

Figure 3-2:  Natural Gas Price Forecast Comparisons for FPL, DEF, and 
TECO
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TRC, is combined with the Participants test so that measures pass both to be included.  The 
achievable potential is derived from the economic potential and includes an assumed 
participation rate based upon factors such as availability and customer acceptance. The results 
from all three tests (Participants, RIM, and TRC) are useful when establishing DSM goals. 

 
FEECA Utility Proposals 

The FEECA Utilities propose to establish annual numeric conservation goals based upon 
a combination of the RIM and Participants tests, and provided testimony that the RIM and 
Participants tests alone adequately reflect the costs and benefits to the general body of ratepayers 
as a whole.  DEF, TECO, and Gulf propose that goals be based upon the RIM achievable 
potential.   

FPL witness Sim suggests that goals should be limited by resource needs, and that the 
achievable potential exceeded the minimum required to meet FPL’s reliability requirements.  As 
a result, FPL’s proposed goals are less than its achievable potential by approximately 36 percent 
for summer peak, 42 percent for winter peak, and 89 percent for annual energy consumption.  

FPL initially analyzed the 2015 through 2024 goals period, and based upon an avoided 
unit in 2021, found that no DSM additions were necessary past 2021 for summer peak demand. 
FPL witness Sim testified that FPL elected to include an additional year in its analysis, 2025, 
which increased the need for DSM additions by 31 percent for summer peak demand.  FPL 
witness Koch testified that FPL, to determine proposed goals for winter peak demand and annual 
energy, combined only those measures necessary to meet its summer peak demand 
determination, primarily load management.  

FPL witness Sim testified that FPL’s resource analysis included the usage of a 
generation-only reserve margin that excludes the benefits of demand response resources and 
incremental energy efficiency. While FPL has noted its use of this metric in this docket, we have 
not ruled on the use of this methodology based upon this review.  We will have an opportunity to 
review FPL’s proposed third reliability criterion if it becomes a factor in a determination of need 
for a new electrical power plant under the Power Plant Siting Act.18 

We do not find it appropriate to use constraints for establishing goals based upon the 
RIM Achievable Potential.  By definition, any participation in a measure that passes the 
Participants Test and the RIM Test is beneficial both to participants and the non-participants.  
The unconstrained RIM Achievable Potential allows for a larger amount of cost-effective 
demand-side management with more potential participants while minimizing cross-subsidization.  
As discussed previously, the reliability considerations of demand-side management are 
significantly different, however, as measures tend to be implemented in small increments over 
time, rely upon voluntary participation of customers, and are typically not dispatchable by the 
utility.  Utilizing an unconstrained version of the Test would also be consistent with Order No. 

                                                 
18 We have exclusive jurisdiction to determine the need for new electric power plants based on Section 403.519, F.S. 
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PSC-09-0855-FOF-EG in the 2009 Goals Proceeding, which also rejected the use of constrained 
goals.19 

Other Parties Proposals 

SACE and Sierra Club propose goals based upon a percentage of retail energy sales.  
SACE witness Mims recommends that the FEECA Utilities meet a goal of 0.75 percent of retail 
energy sales in 2015, ramping up to 1.0 percent by 2017.  Sierra Club witness Woolf 
recommends ramping up to a goal of 1.0 percent of retail energy sales by 2019. Our staff 
requested annual numeric conservation goals from both Sierra Club and SACE.  Sierra Club’s 
response was incomplete, and the annual values provided do not comply with Rule 25-
17.0021(1), F.A.C., in that they include only values for 2015 through 2019 for three utilities, 
include only values for 2015 through 2018 for one utility, fail to include separate goals for 
residential and commercial/industrial customers, and include only one season for peak demand 
goals.  SACE and Sierra Club used the TRC test to determine cost-effectiveness, but the goals 
proposed by both are not based on any cost-effectiveness test. SACE and Sierra Club base the 
reasonableness of the proposed goals upon experiences in other states.  FPL witness Deason, 
DEF witness Duff, and Gulf witness Floyd testify it is inappropriate to make comparisons with 
other states without regard to the differences in legislation and other factors. We find that there is 
no competent or substantial evidence in the record to support the goals proffered by either SACE 
or the Sierra Club. 

Sensitivities 

Based on Order No. PSC-13-0386-PCO-EU, the FEECA Utilities provided sensitivities 
of fuel forecasts and free-ridership screening periods for the RIM test and TRC test.  In general, 
the free-ridership sensitivities produced a greater magnitude of change than fuel price 
sensitivities.  The average change in the economic potential of each of the sensitivities is outlined 
in Table 4-3. 

                                                 
19 See Order No. PSC-09-0855-FOF-EG, issued December 30, 2009, Docket No. 080407-EG, In re: Commission 
Review of numeric conservation goals (Florida Power & Light Company); Docket No. 080408-EG, In re:  
Commission Review of numeric conservation goals (Progress Energy Florida, Inc.); Docket No. 080409-EG, In re:  
Commission Review of numeric conservation goals (Tampa Electric Company); Docket No. 080410-EG, In re:  
Commission Review of numeric conservation goals (Gulf Power Company); Docket No. 080411-EG, In re:  
Commission Review of numeric conservation goals (Florida Public Utilities Company); Docket No. 080412-EG, In 
re:  Commission Review of numeric conservation goals (Orlando Utilities Commission); Docket No. 080413-EG, In 
re:  Commission Review of numeric conservation goals (JEA). 
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COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL 

The FEECA Utilities all propose goals based upon a combination of those measures 
which pass both the RIM test and the Participants test.  The FEECA Utilities acknowledge that 
the proposed goals are lower than those established in the 2009 Goals Proceeding, but that this is 
expected due to lower costs and changes in codes and standards.  The FEECA Utilities further 
suggest that goals based upon the RIM and Participants test address concerns regarding cross-
subsidization between participants and non-participants, and limits rates to all customers.  The 
FEECA Utilities contend that the goals proposed by Sierra Club and SACE are arbitrary, as they 
are based upon other state’s achievements and not upon a cost-effectiveness analysis.  FPL 
asserts that its proposed goals should be limited based upon its forecast resource need, and that 
the full achievable potential does not comply with FPL’s proposed planning process.  

NAACP does not propose goals, but recommends that goals should ensure low rates and 
not allow cross-subsidization.  NAACP states that we should utilize the RIM test, as it results in 
lower rates for low-income customers.  

FIPUG recommends that goals based upon the RIM test should be adopted, as they result 
in low rates.  

PCS Phosphate, addressing DEF specifically, recommends we should approve the 
Utility’s proposed goals, utilizing the RIM test and Participants test.  

OPC takes no position as to the goals, but recommends that for commercial/industrial 
goals, we should approve goals that benefit both participants and non-participants. OPC states 
that if we approve goals based upon the RIM test, then the FEECA Utilities should not be 
eligible for a reward for exceeding them.  

FDACS takes no position as to the goals, but recommends that we should balance 
concerns regarding rates with the goals to be established.  

Walmart and EDF took no position regarding the goals to be established. 

Sierra Club proposes that the goals should be set to ramp up energy savings to at least 1 
percent of retail energy sales by 2019, or earlier as proposed by SACE. Sierra Club states that 
these goals would result in lower total costs and average bills.  SACE further encourages us to 
reopen the goals docket in 2015 to establish goals based upon compliance obligations with the 
proposed federal greenhouse gas regulations.  Sierra Club recommends that we should reject the 
FEECA Utilities’ proposals as too low compared to the accomplishments of other states.  

SACE proposes that a 1 percent of annual energy savings goal be established for the 
investor-owned utilities. SACE asserts that the investor-owned utilities have a disincentive to 
establish meaning goals due to a loss in return on power plants that would be deferred or 
eliminated. SACE states that it did not base its proposed goals on the FEECA Utilities’ economic 
studies due to multiple fundamental flaws that limited the studies’ value in establishing goals. 
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SACE asserts that the FEECA Utilities are capable of meeting a 1 percent annual sales goal 
because other states have achieved similar results.  

 
Analysis 
 

The same factors for residential goals influence the FEECA Utility’s 
commercial/industrial customers and potential conservation goals.  We find that the 
commercial/industrial conservation goals should be based on an unconstrained RIM Test with a 
two-year payback free-ridership screen and no CO2 costs included. 

 
Table 5-1, summarizes the Utility’s proposed goals, the Achievable Potential for the RIM 

and TRC Tests, the proposed goals from Sierra Club and SACE, and our approved goals.  Tables 
outlining the potential commercial/industrial annual goals are shown in Attachment C for each 
utility.  As previously discussed, Sierra Club’s proposed goals are incomplete, including only 
values for 2015 through 2019, failing to include separate goals for residential and 
commercial/industrial customers, and including only summer peak demand goals for three of the 
utilities and winter peak demand goals for one utility.  
 
 
 
 
  

20190018-DEF-0040861





ORDER NO. PSC-14-0696-FOF-EU 
DOCKET NOS. 130199-EI, 130200-EI, 130201-EI, 130202-EI, 130203-EM, 130204-EM, 
130205-EI 
PAGE 44 
 
places upward pressure on rates. Intervenors NAACP and FDACS concur that rates should be 
kept as low as possible and cross-subsidization should be avoided. TECO, Gulf, and NAACP 
contend that it is appropriate for us to set a goal of zero when there are no cost-effective options.  

 DEF contends in its brief that a goal does not have to be numeric.  If we establish a goal, 
DEF suggests that we approve a utility-owned conceptual community solar pilot program that 
would resolve issues of cross-subsidization and benefit all customers.  

 In its brief, FPL explains a solar Research & Demonstration project would involve 
collecting data from existing solar PV installations and installing solar PV panels that would be 
metered and instrumented at various locations and on various circuits across the FPL territory.  
These panels would provide valuable data on customers’ electric consumption and energy output 
of panels based on size, location and configuration. FPL, TECO, and Gulf assert that the Value 
of Solar (VOS) methodology is not a true cost-effectiveness test, because it only focuses on the 
benefits of solar.  

 Walmart and SACE assert that a goal of zero will not encourage the development of 
demand-side renewable energy systems. EDF, Sierra Club, and Walmart agree that a study is 
needed, but contend that the topic of the study should be determining the true costs and benefits 
of solar to Florida utilities.  These intervenors also believe that the VOS methodology must be 
fully evaluated to determine the cost-effectiveness of solar energy. Walmart contends solar 
energy has values that are not reflected in the standard cost-effectiveness tests, such as reduced 
exposure to fuel price volatility, reduced transmission and distribution costs, and reduced 
construction cost risk due to declining cost of installed PV.  

  FIPUG and Walmart believe we should establish appropriate goals for the development 
of demand-side renewable energy systems as required by FEECA.   

While OPC did not take a position on what goals should be established for the 
development of demand-side renewable energy systems, it asserted that any goals established by 
us should comply with the intent of FEECA and safeguard against undue rate impacts.  

 In its brief, FDACS contends any goals established by us should be for cost-effective 
demand-side renewable systems.  In addition, we should determine how to comply with FEECA 
directives without placing an undue financial burden on non-participating customers. PCS 
Phosphate states in its brief that goals proposed by DEF represent a reasonable balance of 
FEECA’s requirements and the cost and rate impacts to Florida consumers.  

Analysis 
 

Section 366.81, F.S., states, “. . . the Legislature finds and declares that it is critical to 
utilize the most efficient and cost-effective demand-side renewable energy systems and 
conservation systems in order to protect the health, prosperity, and general welfare of the state 
and its citizens.”  Later in this same Section it states, “Since solutions to our energy problems are 

20190018-DEF-0040863





ORDER NO. PSC-14-0696-FOF-EU 
DOCKET NOS. 130199-EI, 130200-EI, 130201-EI, 130202-EI, 130203-EM, 130204-EM, 
130205-EI 
PAGE 46 
 
maximum credit for the personal or corporate tax credit.  Recipients of the personal tax credit 
may carry forward the tax credit to the next year if they do not have a tax liability.  

Decreasing Cost of Installed Solar Photovoltaic Systems 

DEF witness Duff testified that the cost of installed solar PV dropped for residential 
installations from $5.01/wattdc in 2011 to $4.13/wattdc in 2013.  The cost of commercial 
installations dropped even more, from $5.33/wattdc in 2011 to $3.89 in 2013. FPL and TECO 
report similar decreases in the cost of installed solar PV.  Gulf reports the installed cost of PV 
systems (residential and commercial) has dropped from an average of $5.54/wattdc in 2011 to 
$3.42 per watt for systems being installed in 2014.  Gulf witness Floyd contends this price drop 
reflects a national trend of declining solar PV prices.  

 According to DEF witness Duff, “Over the course of the five years since that 
Commission order, the costs of solar technology has decreased and the subscription rates for 
solar devices have increased, mainly because solar technology has advanced since that time.”  

Rule 25-6.065, F.A.C., Interconnection and Net Metering of Customer-Owned Renewable 
Generation 

 
The Florida Legislature has established policies to require utilities to facilitate customer-

owned renewable energy resources.  Sections 366.91(5) and (6), F.S., require electric utilities to 
develop a standardized interconnection agreement and net metering program for customer-owned 
renewable generation.  The purpose of Rule 25-6.065, F.A.C., is to promote the development of 
small customer-owned renewable generation, particularly solar and wind energy systems. 
 

A customer primarily benefits from a renewable energy system by using the energy for 
his own purposes and thus reducing electricity purchases from the utility.  Our rule requires each 
IOU to file for approval a Standard Interconnection Agreement for expedited interconnection of 
customer-owned renewable generation for systems up to 2 MW.  The agreements specify 
nationally recognized standards for interconnection and safety for renewable systems to be 
interconnected with the utility.  
 

In addition, the rule provides direction for the application and interconnection process, 
detailing specific due dates for action by the utility and the customer.  The rule also requires the 
IOUs to submit for Commission approval all fees and charges related to the interconnection of 
customer-owned renewable generation.  The rule acts to minimize costs associated with fees and 
liability insurance that customers might otherwise experience when attempting to interconnect 
renewable systems to their utility. 
 

The rule recognizes the seasonal nature of some renewable energy resources and allows 
for a billing adjustment through net metering.  During times when the customer’s system 
produces more energy than is consumed on-site, the excess energy is delivered to the utility’s 
grid and the excess energy is credited to the next month’s utility bill.  At the end of the calendar 
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year, any excess energy is credited on the bill at the utility’s cost of producing energy (fuel).  
DEF witness Duff testified that the rule will continue to be available to customers.   
 
Community Solar 
 
 FPL witness Koch recommended a community solar program that is voluntary and 
community-based.  Witness Koch testified that the program would be an efficient way to 
promote solar to customers who cannot afford to install panels on their own property and would 
not rely upon subsidies from non-participants.  The system would be grid-tied on utility owned 
property and not be a demand-side renewable.  
 

DEF witness Duff testified that DEF would recommend a community solar program that:  
 . . . would involve DEF using the existing solar set aside dollars to build utility-
owned solar generation to initially serve all customers that could eventually be 
used as a community solar offering allowing individual customers to meet their 
renewable energy goals.  
 
EDF witness Fine testified that utilities should establish a utility-owned commercial PV 

program to allow utilities to make more investments in PV. SACE witness Rabago testified that 
community solar programs provide an opportunity to allow more customers to participate in the 
benefits that distributed solar provides.  

However, in its brief, SACE contends: 

A utility owned solar system is a supply-side renewable.  Nothing about the 
proposed solar conceptual programs proposed by FPL and DEF are demand-side 
in nature.  A supply-side resource is not typically placed on the premise of a 
customer, and it certainly cannot assist that customer in offsetting the customer’s 
electricity requirements.  As such, the conceptual programs, such as these, are not 
consistent with the FEECA statute.  

We find that community solar does not promote the development of demand-side 
renewables.  While the development of utility scale solar may have many benefits, it does not 
comply with Section 366.82, F.S., because it is a supply-side source, not demand-side. 

 

Research and Development 

 FPL witness Koch recommends a solar research and development project.  Witness Koch 
testified that FPL could benefit from additional research with a variety of PV installations 
located through their service territory. Each of these installations would be metered and 
instrumented to gather more information. In addition, FPL would rely upon data gathered at the 
Desoto and Space Coast installations.  
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 Witness Koch testified that the use of a utility research and development project would be 
more useful due to the utility’s ability to obtain more information. He opined that FPL has 
learned little from the current pilots other than that, “. . . people will rush to get in line for 
giveaways.”  
 
 EDF, Sierra Club, and Walmart also suggest that a Research & Development (R&D) 
program be conducted; however, they think the study should focus on the true costs and benefits 
of solar to the Florida utilities. SACE witness Rabago recommends a workshop with our staff, 
utilities, and stakeholders to create a VOS methodology similar to that now in place in 
Minnesota.  
 

There is not sufficient value for ratepayers to warrant establishing new research and 
development PV programs at this time.  Both FPL and DEF currently have solar R&D programs.  
FPL also has accumulated data from the 110 MWs of installed solar that were installed due to 
2008 Legislation, and has conducted research similar to their proposed R&D program at these 
sites. Accordingly, we find that no additional solar R&D be approved at this time. 

 
Decision 
 

Each of the IOUs should continue to implement the provisions of Rule 25-6.065, F.A.C., 
Interconnection and Net Metering of Customer-Owned Renewable Generation.  The rule is an 
appropriate means to encourage the development of demand-side renewable energy, as it 
expedites the interconnection of customer-owned renewable energy systems and benefits 
participating customers through net metering. 

 
EXISTING SOLAR PILOT PROGRAMS 

 The IOUs and the NAACP believe that the existing solar pilot programs should be 
allowed to expire. The solar pilot programs were not cost-effective when established in 2009, 
and continue not to be cost-effective. The solar pilot programs failed the RIM and TRC cost-
effectiveness tests and created a cross-subsidy from non-participants to participants that caused 
upward pressure on rates.  The NAACP contends that “cross subsidization can result in rates that 
are higher than otherwise fair and equitable.” Gulf asserted that these programs reflect the worse 
type of cross-subsidization -- from low-income customers to high-income customers.  

 Conversely, EDF, SACE and Walmart contend the solar pilot programs should be 
extended. EDF recommends an independently supervised study of the costs and benefits of 
distributed solar and a redesign of the incentives to enhance cost-effectiveness. The Sierra Club 
believes a study should be conducted to investigate the effectiveness of the rebate programs and 
the role of utility-owned solar PV.  Sierra Club also advocated an update of the marketing and 
incentive approaches for PV programs, to minimize the amount of incentives paid while 
installing as much PV as possible.  
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 SACE asserts we would benefit from a Value of Solar analysis to determine the 
appropriate costs and benefits of distributed solar on a utility’s system.  Extending the current 
solar programs would provide an opportunity for a thorough examination of the costs and 
benefits of solar energy, and to develop a Value of Solar methodology.  

 FIPUG believes the solar pilot programs should not be extended in their present forms 
without a thorough review and appropriate modifications.  

 OPC does not take a position on extending the solar pilot programs.  However, if 
extended, the programs should comply with provisions of FEECA and protect the general body 
of ratepayers from undue impact on rates.  

 FDACS believes any goals set by us to meet FEECA directives should be cost-effective 
and avoid subsidization by the general body of ratepayers.  Placing an undue financial burden on 
non-participants should be avoided.  PCS Phosphate did not offer argument. 

Analysis  

In 2008, the Legislature amended Section 366.82, F.S., such that when DSM goals are 
established, we are required to establish appropriate goals to encourage the development of 
demand-side renewable energy systems.  “Demand-side renewable energy” is defined as a 
system located on a customer’s premises using Florida renewable energy resources with a 
capacity that does not exceed 2 MWs.24  The system must be designed to offset part or all of a 
customer’s energy needs. 

Because of the revisions to the statute, we requested that the utilities address demand-side 
renewables in the 2009 goals proceeding.25  Demand-side renewables were not found to be cost-
effective in the analyses conducted by the utilities.  However, based on evidence presented 
during the proceeding, we ordered that the IOUs develop and offer pilot programs in order to 
encourage such resources.  In order to minimize the rate impacts to all customers,  we ordered 
the cost for these programs be limited to 10 percent of each utility’s five-year average for costs 
recovered through the ECCR Clause.26  

We directed the IOUs to file pilot programs focusing on encouraging solar water heating 
and solar PV technologies in the DSM program approval process.27  Each of the IOUs filed for 
approval of their Solar Rebate programs.28  Each utility provided rebates for residential and 

                                                 
24 See Section 366.82(1)(b), F.S. 
25 See Order No. PSC-09-0855-FOF-EG, issued December 30, 2009, in Docket Nos. 080408-EG, 080409-EG, 
080410-EG, 080412-EG, 080413-EG, In re:  Commission Review of numeric Conservation Goals. 
26 Ibid. 
27 Ibid. 
28 FPL - See Order No. PSC-11-0079-PAA-EG, issued January 31, 2011 in Docket No. 100155-EG, In re:  Petition 
for approval of demand-side management plan of Florida Power & Light Company. 
DEF - See Order No. PSC-10-0605-PAA-EG, issued October 4, 2012 in Docket No. 100160-EG, In re:  Petition for 
approval of demand-side management plan of Progress Energy Florida, Inc. 
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FPL witness Koch testified that the Residential Solar Hot Water Program actually 
experienced an increase in its installed cost.  He asserted that the average installed cost increased 
from $5,700 per installation in 2011 to $7,200 in 2013.  

TECO witness Bryant testified that the average cost for a solar hot water heating systems 
had seen a modest increase in price.  Witness Bryant testified that this was due to inflationary 
impacts and changes to the system size being installed.  

Gulf witness Floyd testified that the installed cost for solar water heating increased 
between 2011 and 2013. Witness Floyd opined that customers are unwilling to make such a 
significant investment when alternatives, such as a heat pump water heater, are more cost-
effective.  

In contrast to the PV pilot programs, participation in the solar water heating programs for 
the IOUs was less than expected.  TECO witness Bryant testified that its solar water heater pilot 
had moderate success, with 49 participants in the pilot.  Unused funds were transferred to the 
more popular solar PV pilot program.  Similarly, DEF witness Duff asserted that customers did 
not respond as well as expected to the solar water heater program.  From 2011-2013, DEF 
reallocated $1,959,940 from the solar water heater programs to the solar PV programs to meet 
the soaring demands for PV.  None of the intervenor or utility witnesses has recommended the 
continuation of the solar thermal programs.  

Summary of Solar PV Customers and Incentives  

The IOUs all agree that the solar pilot programs were not cost-effective and the general 
body of ratepayers - in particular, non-participants - have been subsidizing the incentives 
provided to participants installing solar PV.  According to FPL witness Koch, the FPL average 
incentive from 2011-2013 for installing solar PV was about $16,500, while the average incentive 
from DEF for installing residential PV was $15,962 and TECO was $14,028.  The average Gulf 
incentive for residential and business solar PV was $9,765. As testified by TECO witness 
Bryant, “. . . cross-subsidies are flowing from non-participants to the participants without 
sufficient, cost-effective benefits being received by the non-participants.”  

DEF witness Duff testified that the average household income for solar PV customers in 
its service territory was $100,926, and the average size home on which solar PV was installed 
was 3,133 sq. feet, with an estimated value of $350,903.  Gulf witness Floyd also stated that its 
solar PV customers were more affluent, with 76 percent of solar pilot participants having an 
annual income greater than the northwest Florida median income of $47,800.  Gulf witness 
Floyd further provided that housing values for 63 percent of solar PV participants exceeded the 
northwest Florida median value of $170,000.  

During the hearing, alternatives were discussed relating to the continuation of the solar 
pilot programs.  EDF witness Fine recommended that we “ratchet down” the amount of the 
utility rebates. Witness Fine proposed that the total dollars allocated to the rebate programs 
remain unchanged and the individual rebates be reduced as the cost of installed systems falls. 
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Witness Fine made no specific recommendations on rebate levels.  In discussing cost trends of 
solar, witness Fine testified, “It is no wonder the Utilities have experienced very strong customer 
interest in the incentive program.  It is also obvious that the amount of incentive for average or 
above-average electricity consuming homes can be ratcheted downward over time.” Lowering 
the rebate level would generally improve the RIM cost-effectiveness results, but would lower the 
Participants test results. 

Value of Solar 

A VOS analysis identifies and characterizes the attributes of solar generation by 
characterizing and quantifying the costs avoided by solar generation.  SACE witness Rabago 
testified that a VOS analysis is an expansion on a full avoided cost approach that adds a long 
term value perspective that includes societal costs and benefits. 

SACE witness Rabago and EDF witness Fine recommended that we adopt a VOS 
methodology, specifically the Minnesota Model. EDF witness Fine testifies that under a VOS 
methodology we could identify all the costs and benefits associated with a PV installation.  

Witness Rabago asserted that renewable generation is undervalued by the utilities.  He 
testified that the cost-effectiveness tests employed by the IOUs do not account for the full value 
of solar. Witness Rabago testified that:  

VOS analysis is an expansion on a full avoided cost approach that adds a long 
term valuation perspective, including, as appropriate and quantifiable, social costs 
and benefits.  There are two basic steps: first, benefits and costs are identified and 
grouped, then, second, the benefits are quantified. These steps are essentially the 
same as traditional ratemaking functions inherent in cost of service analysis. The 
focus is on the net value that distributed resources bring to utility and grid 
finances and operations.  

 FPL witness Sim countered that the VOS methodology is not a cost-effectiveness test, 
ignores well-known system cost impacts, and thus overstates DSM PV benefits, and takes a one-
sided view of DSM PV. He testified that the proposed VOS methodology only examines the 
benefits of solar. For example, the FPL witness testified that the VOS methodology does not 
appear to account for administrative costs or examine whether a proposed solar program would 
have any impact on future rates. Witness Sim concluded that the VOS methodology only 
examines system benefits and ignores system costs.  

 Witness Sim recommended that we continue using the RIM test and disregard the VOS 
methodology.  Witness Sim testified that the VOS methodology is an incomplete and one-sided 
compilation of benefits. Florida’s approach of looking at actual costs is more appropriate than 
using the projections in the VOS methodology. FPL witness Deason testified that, “The 
Commission has had a long history of implementing FEECA in a manner that works to minimize 
rate impacts on all customers and prevent cross-subsidizations among customers.” FPL witness 
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Sim testified that “Using the VOS approach may be fine for someone who wished to promote 
any type of PV use regardless of whether it is cost-effective for a utility’s customers.”  

We do not find it appropriate to adopt a VOS methodology as it is not a cost-
effectiveness test and there is not sufficient evidence in the record to support further efforts to 
explore this option.  Since the VOS methodology is not a true cost-effectiveness test, it therefore 
shall not be relied upon to evaluate programs in a DSM portfolio.  Moreover, the VOS 
methodology does not provide any information about the potential effect of solar on rates.   

Record evidence indicates that reducing the rebate levels will not make the Solar PV 
programs cost-effective.  Even if we eliminated all rebates, the programs would continue to fail 
the RIM and TRC tests.  

TECO witness Bryant summed up why these solar pilots should be terminated: 

These subsidizing payments made through the collection of pilot program costs in 
the ECCR Clause are being levied against the non-participating general body of 
ratepayers who are not receiving their commensurate level of benefits.  It is 
simply not a responsible use of ratepayer dollars to promote these programs under 
any cost-effectiveness test.  

Moreover, lessons learned from the pilots cast doubt on the extent to which primary driver 
contributed to the development of solar demand-side renewable energy systems.  Instead, 
continuing to promote the provisions of Rule 25-6.065, F.A.C., is an appropriate way to 
encourage the development of demand-side renewables.  Accordingly, we find it appropriate that 
the solar pilots shall be allowed to expire December 31, 2015. 

Decision 
 

The existing solar pilot programs shall continue through December 31, 2015.  The 
programs are not cost-effective and experience gained since the last goals proceeding indicates 
that consumers have continued to install systems without any rebates.  The current solar rebates 
represent a large subsidy from the general body of ratepayers to a very small segment of each 
utility’s customers. However, we direct our staff to move forward with a workshop to thoroughly 
address the solar issues discussed during the November 25, 2014, Commission Agenda 
Conference. 

 

 Based on the foregoing, it is 
 
 ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that Florida Power & Light 
Company’s residential winter demand, summer demand, and annual energy conservation goals 
for the period 2015-2024 are hereby approved as set forth herein.  It is further 
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 ORDERED that Florida Power & Light Company's commercial/industrial winter 
demand, summer demand, and annual energy conservation goals for the period 2015-2024 are 
hereby approved as set forth herein.  It is further 
 
  ORDERED that Duke Energy Florida, Inc.’s residential winter demand, summer demand, 
and annual energy conservation goals for the period 2015-2024 are hereby approved as set forth 
herein.  It is further 
 
 ORDERED that Duke Energy Florida, Inc.’s commercial/industrial winter demand, 
summer demand, and annual energy conservation goals for the period 2015-2024 are hereby 
approved as set forth herein.  It is further 
 
 ORDERED that Gulf Power Company's residential winter demand, summer demand, and 
annual energy conservation goals for the period 2015-2024 are hereby approved as set forth 
herein.  It is further 
 

ORDERED that Gulf Power Company's commercial/industrial winter demand, summer 
demand, and annual energy conservation goals for the period 2015-2024 are hereby approved as 
set forth herein.  It is further 
 
 ORDERED that Tampa Electric Company's residential winter demand, summer demand, 
and annual energy conservation goals for the period 2015-2024 are hereby approved as set forth 
herein.  It is further 
 
 ORDERED that Tampa Electric Company's commercial/industrial winter demand, 
summer demand, and annual energy conservation goals for the period 2015-2024 are hereby 
approved as set forth herein.  It is further 
 
 ORDERED that JEA’s Settlement Agreement is attached as Attachment A and is by 
reference incorporated into this Order.  It is further 
 
 ORDERED that Orlando Utilities Commission and Florida Public Utilities Company 
shall file numeric conservation goals based upon the proxy utilities, TECO and Gulf, 
respectively, within ten days of this Order. It is further 
 
 ORDERED that within 90 days of the issuance of this Order, each utility shall file a 
demand-side management plan designed to meet the utility’s approved goals.  It is further 
 
 ORDERED that the existing solar pilot programs shall continue through December 31, 
2015 as set forth herein. It is further 
 
 ORDERED that our staff is directed to move forward with a workshop to thoroughly 
address the solar issues discussed at the November 25, 2014, Commission Agenda Conference.  
It is further 
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 ORDERED that these dockets shall be closed if no appeal is filed within the time period 
permitted for filing an appeal of this Order. 
 
 By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission this 16th day of December, 2014. 
 
 

 /s/ Carlotta S. Stauffer 
 CARLOTTA S. STAUFFER 

Commission Clerk 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, Florida  32399 
(850) 413-6770 
www.floridapsc.com 
 
Copies furnished:  A copy of this document is 
provided to the parties of record at the time of 
issuance and, if applicable, interested persons. 

 
 
TLT 
 
 
COMMISSIONERS LISA POLAK EDGAR AND JULIE I. BROWN, DISSENT ON ISSUES 
1-9 , AS IDENTIFIED IN ORDER NO. PSC-14-0356-PHO-EU, WITHOUT OPINION. 
 
 

NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW 
 

 
 The Florida Public Service Commission is required by Section 120.569(1), Florida 
Statutes, to notify parties of any administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders 
that is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, as well as the procedures and 
time limits that apply.  This notice should not be construed to mean all requests for an 
administrative hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief sought. 
 
 Any party adversely affected by the Commission's final action in this matter may request: 
1) reconsideration of the decision by filing a motion for reconsideration with the Office of 
Commission Clerk, 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850, within 
fifteen (15) days of the issuance of this order in the form prescribed by Rule 25-22.060, Florida 
Administrative Code; or 2) judicial review by the Florida Supreme Court in the case of an 
electric, gas or telephone utility or the First District Court of Appeal in the case of a water and/or 
wastewater utility by filing a notice of appeal with the Office of Commission Clerk, and filing a 
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copy of the notice of appeal and the filing fee with the appropriate court.  This filing must be 
completed within thirty (30) days after the issuance of this order, pursuant to Rule 9.110, Florida 
Rules of Appellate Procedure.  The notice of appeal must be in the form specified in Rule 
9.900(a), Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. 
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