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Peer Review of ICF Consulting’s Draft Report to the City of Gainesville
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SECTION 1 - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

GDS has concluded its high level peer review of the draft ICF Study provided to the City
of Gainesville dated February 14, 2006, and this report summarizes our findings.

Key conclusions of this report include:

e The ICF draft study is what it is. That is, the study analyzes four specific,
prescribed options for meeting the City of Gainesville’s long term electrical
needs. It only evaluates a narrow list of options, and does not pretend to be a
fully developed power supply study reflecting a comprehensive review of all
possible options to meet the City’s needs.

e There are numerous feasible energy efficiency, load management, and demand
response measures that ICF did not examine._Additional demand side measures
could produce greater savings and could along with the addifion of a small

generator delay the need. for additional supply side resources until 2020 (66

attachment 6 this executive summary).

e ICF’s: esﬂma‘ﬁ‘ of potentlal demand smie kWh savings (as a percent of annual
GRU kWh sales) is very [ow oompared to other studies.

e The ICF DSM analysis methodology “cripples” the potential energy and peak
savings impacts of cost effective energy efficiency measures because of ICF’s
use of extremely low “applicability factors”.—

e The ICF study does not give<weight to reduced risk>from cost effective
investments in DSM equipment and "blilding materials. Investments in such
efficiency measures will be dispersed throughout the homes and businesses in
the City. Once these energy efficiency measures are installed, they operate
quietly and economically with no fuel costs year after year after year, and with no
emissions. Because hundreds of pieces of enq"‘rgy efficient equipment are
installed in numerous residential and commercial businesses, the risk of failure is
mlnuscule while the rlsk of fallure for a Iarge central station _power plant is

e |CF did not evaluate a scenario whereg:s’_i;f)_;i_lynsjdﬁ ugp_t_'iq_nﬁs__wer_e__dg_!:c_l_y_ed ‘until
such time as the resources were fully needed.

o It is unclear from ICF’s results which is the best course of action of the four
options evaluated. The ICF report in fact does not make any recommendations
about which alternative the City should select.
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« None of the supply side options evaluated by ICF are conventional technologies,~
meaning there isTot a history of widespread use-and as a result they each carry
technological risk to varying degrees.

e |ICF's supply side modeling assumptions appear to generally be in the range of
reasonableness, though we do note somef_ekée;:ti@,%, including in particular the
¢ financing costs associated with larger, less converifional technologies.
 The ICF draft study does not evaluateft,r;nsmiggion solutions’ It models GRU as
an island from a capacity planning perspective (not day-to-day energy) and limits
new supply side resources to only local options.

» The study does not give any weight to the'frgzii};;piiit_y-?@’--associated with large
units supplying a major portion of the system’s needs.
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