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THOMAS FEENEY 
Speaker 

THE FLORIDA LEGISLATURE 

JOINT ADMINISTRATIVE 
PROCEDURES COMMITTEE 

Senator Betty S. Holzendorf, Chair 
Representative Donna Clarke, Alternating Chair 
Senator Bill Posey 
Senator Ken Prujtt 
Representative Nancy Argcnziano 
Representative Wilbert "Tee" Holloway 

CARROLL WEBB, EXECUTIVE DTRECTOR 
AND GENERAL COUNSEL 
Room 120, Holland Building 

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1300 
Telephone (850) 488-9110 

Ms. Christiana T. Moore 
Associate General Counsel 
Public Service Commission 

December 18, 2001 
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2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0862 
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c - CJ C:l 
RE: Public Service Commission Rule No 25-6.065 ,- N ll 

~rt' c:::> ~ 

; ··'~ I ..... 
-o ·-

Dear Ms. Abbott: ;;~~ ::1: ..... ~ 
- · < '-:? :.-: _., 
-.,.. 

According to our records, the above-styled rule was noticed in the Florida Adm;inist~ive 
Weekly on October 12, 2001. --

Paragraph 120.54(3)(e), F.S., requires that rules be fi led for adoption not more than 90 days 
from the date of the original notice unless specified circumstances prevail. The 90-day period for 
filing the rules expires on January 10, 2002. 

If you intend to adopt the rules, we remind you that paragraph 120.54(3)(d) F.S., requires that 
if the rules have not been changed since they were filed with the Committee, or if they contain only 
technical changes, you must file a notice to that effect with this Committee at least 7 days prior to 
filing the rules for adoption. If any change has been made in the rules, other than a technical change, 
you must publish a notice, and file a copy with the committee, at least 21 days ptior to filing the rules 
for adoption. 

If the rules are not filed within 90 days, and if an exception is not applicable, you must notice 
withdrawal of the rules. Any futther action to adopt the rules must comply with the rulemaking 
procedures of s. 120.54, F.S. Please advise us of any exceptions which apply to the rules so that we 
may keep our records cmTent. 

#126178 
CW:yw C:\DA T A\ WP61 \25-690DA 

Sincerely, 

f:!..{ljl~u~ 
Can·oll Webb 
Executive Director 
and General Counsel 



LEAF 
Legal Environmental Assistance Foundation 

October 30, 2000 

TO: Chris Moore 
FR: Deb Swim~ 

By facsimile transmission to: 413-6099 ( 5 fP) 

RE: Small PV System Interconnection Rule Draft 

1114 Thomasville: Road, Suite E 
Tallahassee:, Florida 32303-6290 

Tel: (850) 681-2591 
Fax: (850) 224-1275 

www.leaf-envirolaw.org 
Jeaf@leaf-envirolaw.org 

As noted when we spoke, LEAF is concerned the rule proposal would allow a utility to chose to 
install an hourly recording meter rather than the current approach (in 25-17. 082(2)(b ), F AC), 
which allows the small PV system owner to chose a singe "net" meter. 

Net metering provides important, encouragement for small PV systems. With a single ''net" 
meter, electricity from small PV systems is reimbursed at an amount equal to retail rates (when 
meter runs backward), whereas with an hourly recording meter the small PV system receives a 
lesser amount (avoided costs). Net metering is not costly since only a small amount of electricity 
would be exported by small PV systems. There is also a cost justification for alloV~oing such 
small PV systems to .. net meter" -- i.e., likely sales to the utility are less than the cost of 
installing and administering a second billing system. (Let me know if you'd like further 
documentation on this point). Prior PSC rulings have used such cost differentials to justify net 
metering for small PV systems (see attached PSC documents). 

These are reasons the great majority of state's have adopted net metering .. Detailed net metering 
information and hlformation about other states is available a the Department of Energy's 
website: http://www.eren.doe.gov/greenpower/netmeteringl or at the National PV Consumer 
website: http:/ /www.spratley.com/ncp/pvr2/#t3. 

I hope you find this information helpful. As things progress, LEAF will provide more "official" 
detailed comments. In the meantime if you' d like further documentation, or if you have 
questions or comments, please let me know. 
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. ln re: Adoption of Tariffs filad ) DOCKE1 NQ, 810296-~0 
' pursu~nt to Rules 25-17.80 through ) 

' 25-17.89 regarding cogenere~tors . )) ORDER NO. 10943 
and ~m3ll power producers. 
~--:--------------.> ,-.. r~s~~~:;X~· 6-2s-a2 

, Commissioners participated in the disposition . 
.. ... ; ~. : . ··';~,"~~7:~~,:-::~~:~:-:·:r:~·";f~1~·.::i:~:·-...~--;~Js.~~::·:. . :~·.)·:·-,:::-. .... -· .,,., .... , 

·<,: JOSJ::PH P. CRJ::SS£ 1 •• Chaix-111an ,:..; ~ 

!'l\-i-:ii1'«;,;,;·;~ ... c~~.•IssxoN, ;t~ '·. ' :~~l;~~!'~,t~f~:"',.',, : , 
ln Order No., 9970 C Apd 1 22, 1981), the commission adopted . 

rules establishing the obligation of electric utilties to purchase ; 
electd.ei ty · from cogenera tors and sm11ll power producor s ..... · ··· · · .. ..-~ ,·: ;:···: "~1:,·.:-:o;;;!<:.:::, 
(hereinafter cogeneratora and Gmal1 power producers are rererred 
to as QUlllifying Facilities or QFs). Rule~ 25-17.80 through .89, 
r .A.C .• , require the utilities to interconnect with any OF willing 
to pay the cost of interconnection and meet system safety 
tandarde, ·, to buy energy frot:t them, , and sell energy to them. 

·~·:' As ~i.rected by the rules, th~ ~t1li!:ies filed cogeneration 
tariffs. B~eause the first round of tariffs cubmitted by the 
utilities differed from the rules in materilll respects, they were · .· 
rejected by the Commiee1on in order No . 10198 (August 11, 1981). 
Order No. 10198 contained a sample tariff and estimated energy 
purchalile Prices for the immediately succeeding si~ month period, . 
and directed the companies to file tariffs conforming to the ~~~ -~ 
aample tarifr or requeet a hellring on the sample tariff or the :j~.-.. .. 

ed pu~:.~a~~ ·f;~~cers • . :' ·: . %:~;i~~~{~.!;:;~:-t~;',:!~·:<: · · · .. ~-::. , .. .:"'· ':'~:· · ~-'~"'''·" ·~· · .•. 
All o! the utilities requested a hearing and Ploddll Power .··,·., .. ,,,,,·~·· 

Light Company (hereinafter PPL) and Florida Power Corporation 
(hereinafter FPC) submitted tui ffs •. ·':-.- In Order No. 10331 (October 
12 1 1981), we approved FPC's ta r iff, rejected PPL's tariff, denied .~ 
the request of Tllmpa Electric Company (hereinafter TE:CO), Gulf · · ··· ··· ... , 
Power Co~pany (he~ein~fter GPC), Resources Recov4ry-Dade County 
(hereinafter RRD), an intetvenor, and FPC for a hearin9 but made 
them all parties to a hearing granted FPL,··uorder ~o. 10331 al$0 -
~et forth the issues to be considered at the he:~r~ng granted rPL.·· ' 
Those issues, · plus othet issues that surfaced during tho course of ~ 

hearing, will be discussed in subsequent, port ion~~ of .,~hi.~ -~·~;.:.:;.,':·'· 
. heax:ing _wa!l . IJet for . PebruarY ll,:l982. ·:1i.~'::.=t~·:.; ·k;:·;;;~,<.. :·;;.,f~:: .·: 

' - . ~.!' -•• · ;: ·.· . :: .. ~-·· . .. . ... • "!' , . . '. · ... ::: .·.. • 

In the interval bet.,een the issuance of Order No,· 10331 and 
February hearing, TECO . ftled a petition seeking authorization 

recover ' ~nergy p11yments · made to ors through the Fuel and ... ;.;.i<':· 
rchased Power Cost Recovery Clause:~ In Order No. 10451 ~,~ v- ~ 

(December 15, 1981) 1 ·the Commiuion authori2ed TECO and any other -~·-: .. 
utility who made ener9y p&yments to QPs beforo the February · 
hoaring to recover them through th& Fuel &nd Purch~sed Power Cost 
Recovory Clau~e, pending the outcome of the February hearing. 

•" .... 



requires a i aub~tanti<~l investment, in comparison, the cost ot an hourly ·~ 
rding meter is minimal . Becouse the hourly decremental fuel 

coat may be cignificantly di f!eront from the averaqe decrement a l · 
fuel cost and in view or the comparatively small cost of . 
aophisticated .,etering, large OPe must be equipped with hourly • .. 
recording ~et:era. smal l ora havo the option of either a standa rd 
kilowatt; hour 111eter, a dual kilowatt hour .. time of day lllete.r, 

y .. sales meter. .' :.--~. · · • 
'· ~2 ~~-::::· ,., . 

are ttfo .. ajor prob le111s with the ·present rule, Piret, 
e ·companies that •re governed by the rule have interpreted · it in ··~''-·····~ 

two v&ry different woys . ·· .Some of t he utilities have interpreted .. 
Rule 2S-17.82CJ)(a) and (b) , F.A.c., to mean that a OF muse ·~ • · 
demonstt ate that roosonable grounds ex l~ t to anticipate that its ~ 
capacity contribution will allow a uti li ty to avoi d capacity ''·· . :. 
oon~.Jt:ruction, and that JJuch avoidance will havo a not cost .... ·· · .. -. 

ne.fieial effect before the OF i s enti tled to a capacity credit . :t~ .. ::: ,· 
her. util ities have interpreted the rul e to mean tha t it is • · 
aeonable to anticipatP. that a OF with 70\ equivalent 

ability will allow a utility to avoid capacity construction 
that ~ueb avoidance will have a net cost beneficial erteot, oh 

therefore, that ilny (IE' with )0\ equiyalent .. availability is .·<·.: •.: •••• · 
tled a capacity credit • . ·•.;,._-.,. · ···~K>~'i~~::;~._.: .. ,' .' "'' ·~:·· - · .. · · .. 

~ ,··..;·.,·. '.)··~· ·. \ .-... ~·- :~·'- .. : ··:-~-l:"'.=· .•,.--: ·•· ) .. ;~i:~.~:;;;~ .. ;.:;::;~~ .. ~ .... ·. ;,..1c ,; .. ~ · 

/ ' the ru.le .'providea very' l itt·l~ ·''guidanc~ to'.' utUitiea ... 
t ;,level of capacity credits t he Commission considers ·.·, ... ,~:·'··.' 

:.r<~•<~ ti, ontac,~e :.and .Prudent . ~: On the one hand, the Commission ha s ·.·· .. 
"' """'urc<~ea ; t:he u tilitie.s to ·qo out and negotiate capacity credita, ''-·"·'··"''"'·"' .. , .. 

··. other, t he Comnd,~;~aion ba a not provided enough guid<~nce . · ••· 
5. ties to a llow them to . negotiate ~o~i th reasonable ··:: ·.':"·.e:'\:1!1>' 
hat ;' they Will ' be able to recover the capacity payments • 

to epayer~;~ 



.,,_,. . ......... . . . 
: thc ·Publio Utility Regulatory Policies Act (PURPA 

ted aefpbrt ~t < a .group ' of meaauree known ae the Nationol~ 
rgy':Act : ·;'i.' Cer tain ·, provi.s ions .'.'of .' FtJRPA astabli shed a fedora 

icy' encour'aging ' cogeneration ; ana ' ema11 • power p::oduction · 
ired the · Federal £norgy Regulat9ry commission and etate 

ulatory com~issione ' to i~plemont~ that policy throu9h the 
rcisc . of . their regulatory ' authority' ove~ electric utili 
Maroh{'l9eo,·; FERc~:iseued '. i ts ~ regulations •1~'?/rracki ng PUltPA, 

federal . regulations ostablishcd ' an · obligatjon on the part 

electric ' utilitios to buy electricity fro~ . and sell electric 

cogenerators ~nd small power producers who met certain fuel 

efficiency \ standarde, . hcreinaftor ' referrcd to oa Qualifying 
Faci lities (QFs). '',:, Thcae tl;·ansactions ' woro to bo conductod ·a 

tes which were juat, reasone~ble,·,; in · the public intero!)t, and · 

scrilllina,tory to OPs~:~.fERC . concluded that if rates for · th 

rchasc of electricity from , QFs by utilit~es were set at !ull 

vo~aea · oost ;. for • both , one.r:gy."and capacity, the rates would 
criteria ; just ~entioned and ' cogenerntion and small ; 

nr-oauetion would be , cncoucaged to the ' 111aximum axtent possi 
required etate · regulatory com~issiona to implement ita 

egulations within one yoar .... ~Thus;'.- in . llpril · l9Sl, the Flori 

Public Service Commission adopted ~ule ".25-17 .l:IO through Ru 

25- 27.99,·· Florida !ldmin i 's.trative Codal ~ "'.· Theao rules, inter . ..:r•=;'l.': 

alia, required investor-o wned electri c utili ties in Florida 

~gy at a rate which reflected tho lull decrement~! !uel 

avoided by ' th¢ utility by the purchase of energy from OFs . ' A 
capacity credit wa• epparently · r¢quired if a OF's opera tion 

fficiently ' reliable Ato: anticipate · that its ' capacity contri 
ld .result·! in , the · avoida nce of additional capacity construct 

an · eleotri~,; utili ty:'$,The : l~va~;'of. any . capaci ~y paylllent: was 

negotiated ,accord ing -to ·slx cr1teria .~relating to the size~a 

rational;~ch<ttaotarhtica ·~~of : the : Of';'~~·saveral controversi · 
rose .;;in : connection: wi t:h the ·;~itnplomentation ·.ot :· tho·· origin 

ulu}\~ Hearinge were ' hold~ o~ ' eachj.htility•,S .:'tariff and ·a 

protracted dispute between Flori~a :; Power, and ~ Light ' . Compa 

.Resources R~c:overy ; · Dade County J Inc z·;"'waa brought' to l1S 

resolution. •~Jn the courac of reaolvipg those questions, 

Docket . No_s_;;f,~f~~;~-E~:};!~:~·<:;~~t~: wo ·~t~;._;.;:\c:~a~.!: ~ur 
... ~~:.~ .. 





State of Florida e 

DATE: September 25, 2001 

e 
Juhli.c~.er&i.c.e Qlommiimion 

-M-E-M-0-R-A-N-D-U-M-

TO: 
FROM: 
RE: 

Blanca S. Bay6, Director of Commission C£ler and Administrative Services 
Christiana T. Moore, Division of Appeals 
Docket No. 010982-EI - Proposed Rule - .~.A.C., Interconnection of Small 
Photovoltaic Systems 

Attached for filing in the above docket is a two-page attachment to the Statement of 
Estimated Regulatory Cost (SERC) for Rule 25-6.065, F.A.C. The SERC itself was attached to the 
staff recommendation that was filed on September 6, 2001, however, the attachment to the SERC 
was inadvertently omitted from the filing. The staff recommendation is Item 3 on the October 2, 
2001, agenda. 

cc: Chairman Jacobs 
Commissioner Baez 
Commissioner Deason 
Commissioner Jaber 
Commissioner Palecki 
William Talbott 
Dr. Mary Bane 
Harold McLean 
David Smith 
Joe Jenkins 
Lee Colson 
Jim Dean 
Craig Hewitt 
Marlene Stem 



TAMPA ELECTRIC COMP Y 
UN DOCKETED: INTER Cia ~ECTION OF 
SMALL PHOTOVOL T AIC~STEMS 
DATA REQUEST N0.1 
PAGE 3 OF 4 
FILED: MAY 25, 2001 

TABLE 1 Costs for Implementing Proposed Rule 25-6.065 

NON~CURRING COST (OcctX once per custOfner ....tlen they tnstal SPS) 
1 Cost to rece~"<& ana file reQLDred agreements. ceroficaoons.and proots 

A CustOfner ceroficanon of COfnplance Vjlth IEEE 929 
B CustOfner ceroficaoon of cOfnplance wtth IEEE 1262-1995.1EC 61215. or IEC 61646 
C Customer ceroficaoon ol compliance With Lt 1741 

ESTIMATE 
$19 

one orne 
percust 

0 Customer ceroficaoon of compliance wtth lJl. 1703 
E Customer ceroficaoon of cOfnpMance wtth all appicable local codes 
F Proof olmsurance 
G "Hold harmless· agreemem 

:! Cost to track recetpt of above ttems and send wntten nobce to customer that the 
above ceroficabons and proofs have been recetved. or not rece1ved by date certa1n 

$0 

3 Costs to prOVIde appropnate forms to customers seelong to mtercoMect an SPS 

4 Cost to msoect tsolaoon SWitch 

5 Cost for ttme to mstall aual metenng eQutpment 

6 Costs for addloonal record keep.ng (~ng custOITle( ov.ned enerrJ( SOO'ces 
on c1rcut maps) at taggtng and dispatch cemers to alert ~nemen to prescence of 
customer owned enerrJ( SOO'ces on dtS1TIIxltlon c1rcU1ts 

7 Cost of addibonal long term record storage 

RECURRING COSTS (Occur on a yeart{ basts) 
13 Cost to read meter and calculate btU tor dual metered customers 

(mcremental above normal costs) 
Note ~program growth JOSDfies automanon of hand bt•ng 
process. recumng cost Vjl• be grea~ reduced 

9 Capt tal cost of addtbonai9Qllpnnert for dual metenng 

10 Costs for addtDonat orne and effort for taggtng and obtam1ng 
clearances reQUired....tlen wori<Jng on affected dtstnbutlon c~rcu1ts 

11 Cost of penodlcaUy checklng for msurance coverage 

ONE TIME SET .UP COSTS 
12 COst to prepare reQUirement for 1solallon SWitch One cme cost 

$8 
oneome 
percust 

$25 
oneome 
per cust 

$65 
oneome 
percust 

$35 
one orne 
percust 

$2 
oneome 
per cust 

$10 
per yr per cust 

$154 
per yr per cust 

$14 
per yr per cust 

$2 
peryr per cust 

$23 
per yr per cust 

$534 
Cost spread aver 5 yr $107 

13 Cost to prepare forms and "hold harmless· agreemert One orne cost $981 
Cost spread aver 5 yr $196 

14 Cost to set up btling procedures to handle new rate One ome cost $427 
Cost spread over 5 yr. $85 

- 20 -

T echnfcal Aide at d!S1Tict field eogneenng offices 
Keep records and generate v;or1< order to 
sct'tedlie 8/l'f mspecoon or meter placemerll 
1 hot.r per customer @ loaded cost 

Included m #1 above 

Techn1cal Clerk at <ltstnct field engmeenng offices 
Pnnt and matl to custOfner or advise 
cust0fn9r on how to obtam Information on web sne 
0 5 hOO' per custOfner @loaded cost 

Assoc F1etd SeN~ce Tech at d:stnct field engmeenng offices 
1 hour per customer@ loaded cost 

2 Person meter tnstaRanon crew 
(Lineman and Apprenoce) 
1 hour of crew orne @loaded cost 

Oratnng to rev~se cncu1t maps 
1 5 hOO' per custOfner @ loaded cost 

Cost ot putllng tnto lOng term storage 
Mtcroftlm & store 4 documents wtth the work order 
for meter placement 

Extra meter readmg hme 
MIT Serv Rep 2 mtn per customer permo @loaded cost 

Hand calculaoon o1 biD. tracl<lng bll credlts (1t any) 
Spec1a161•ng 30 mn per custOfner permo @loaded cost 

Arnlal Captta~zed cost tor dUal metenng eQU!pment 

Ltneman IS delayed 15 mm per SPS ctrcllt worked 
Assume each SPS c~rcutt needs work 9'<9ry 5 yrs 
Average cost per year over 5 years 
Assume each SPS ts on a separate etrcutt 

Sr Admm Spec for checi<Jng once per year per custOfner 
1 hoUt per customer @loaded cost 

Engmeenng labor and managemen1 rev~ew 

Legal and nsk management rev~ew 

Techmcatlabor and management r9'11ew 
To set up hand bllltng for new rate 
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TABLE 2 Summation of Costs for Implementing Proposed Rule 25-6.065 Over 
the Initial Five Year Period 

YEAR 
NEW CUST. 
CUM. CUST. 

ITEM NO. 
1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

Total 
Non-Recurring 

Per year 

8 

9 

10 

11 

Total Recurring 
Per year 

12 

13 

14 

Total Levelized 
Set-Up Cost 

Per Year 

Total Per Year 
All Costs 

1 2 
2 2 
2 4 

$39 $39 

$0 $0 

$16 $16 

$51 $51 

$129 $129 

$70 $70 

M M 
I 

$308 $308 

$21 $41 

$308 $616 

$29 $57 

$4 $8 

ill m 
$408 $816 

$107 $107 

$196 $196 

~ ~ 

$388 $388 

3 4 5 
2 2 2 
6 8 10 

$39 $39 $39 

$0 $0 $0 

$16 $16 $16 

$51 $51 $51 

$129 $129 $129 

$70 $70 $70 

~ M M 

$308 $308 $308 

$62 $82 $103 

$924 $1 ,233 $1 ,541 

$86 $115 $143 

$12 $16 $20 

~ lla2 illi 

$1,224 $1 ,632 $2,040 

$107 $107 $107 

$196 $196 $196 

~ ~ ~ 

$388 $388 $388 

-21 -
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~LAKELAND 

ELECTRIC 

Mr. Lee Colson 
Florida Public Setvice Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0862 · 

Dear Mr. Colson: 

SAFE1Y & ELECTRIC RELIABILITY 

January 31 , 2001 

Lakeland Electric would like to thank you for the opportunity to offer comments 
regarding the Proposed Rule, 25-6.065, on Interconnection of Small Photovoltaic 
Systems (SPS). As I am sure you are aware, Lak~land Electric is keenly interested in this 
technology and has been very active iti its development and implementation. Lakeland 
Electric has developed workilig relationships with both technology suppliers and the 
Florida Solar Energy Center for the development, testing and implementation of these 
and other solar related technologies. Lakeland Electric has 20 SPS's up and running on 
its system along with 29 Solar Water Heating systems and 20 Solar Powered Street 
Lights. 

Lakeland Electric would like to offer the following comments regarding SPS's for 
consideration as you develop a frnal rule. At the workshop on January 10, there was 
discussion regarding redundant disconnect switches. It is Lakeland Electric's opinion 
that the redundant disconnect switches are a good idea. The location of the switch does 
not necessarily need to be located off site, but should located in close proximity of the 
metering equipment and equally accessible as the metering equipment. The incremental 
cost of an additional disconnect device is well worth the investment when equipment 
damage, injury or even loss of life is considered. 

Another topic of discussion was the need for dual metering because of meter error 
introduced due·to a meter running backwards. Based on our research with our metering 
staff and the manufacturers o( the meters Lakeland Electric uses, this is simply not true. 
Our information indicates that there is no appreciable or measurable error introduced by 
running a meter backwards, i.e.; an SPS putting energy back into the grid. From 
Lakeland Electric's perspective, we would most likely install dual metering on most 
SPS's for the ftrst few years to gain better insight to customer usage and SPS 
performance. 

There was quite a bit of discussion about "risk". Lakeland Electric feels that risk issues 
need to be broken into categories such as worker safety, property damage from physical 
equipment installation and maintenance as well as property damage associated with 

501 E. Lemon St. + Lakeland, Florida 33801 
Phone: 863.834.6300 + Fax: 863.834.6344 



. .. 

, power quality issues and other categories that may arise before any discussions about 
financial limits can· be determined. It is suggested that risk issues would be more 
effectively dealt with through specifically worded contracts between the utility and the 
individual owner of the SPS. The contracts should be composed so as not to be 
intimidating yet very clear as to what responsibilities are for each entity involved. The 
rule itself would merely set global boundaries so that risk issues would not be used to 
frustrate or stymie the installation and operation of SPS's. 

The last issue we would like to address is the discussion that took place regarding pricing 
of the excess energy, whether at full retail or at COG tariffs. We feel that this for the 
most part a moot issue on several grounds. In the first place, if net metering is employed, 
this is a moot issue in that the likelihood of an SPS producing more energy than what the 
customer uses in the monthly billing cycle is so remote that it should render the issue 
closed. Because of the small size ofthe SPS's being discussed, if this happens the utility 
wasn't making any money on the customer in the first place and thls occurrence allows 
that customer to provide benefit to the grid. The second point, regardless of whether 
there is excess energy back to the grid or the energy produced is displacement energy 
against the customers bill, the energy producedi by the SPS can be treated as "Green 
Power'' which will command a higher than full retail rate. The utility should take on the 
role of "Marketer'' for the Gre~n Power Energy produced and thus the energy becomes 
another product of profitability for the utility. 

In closing, one last point, utilities in general will not be comfortable incorporating 
privately owned SPS's as Distributed Generation (DG) facilities until they embrace this 
whole ideology in the first place. Ideological motives cannot be easily legislated, but 
developing business systems, products and services that represent the interests of all 
parties becomes a lot easier. Utilities need to look at DG technologies, such as SPS's, as 
products, services and profit centers that benefit the customer, the utility and society as a 
whole. 

If you have any questions, comments or would like to discuss this with us please feel free 
to contact us. Should you or any of the PSC Staff and Commission fmd yourselves in the 
Lakeland area, please stop by. We will gladly meet with you and can arrange some site 
visits of our solar sites. 

Respectfully, 

[) tJ ~ 
L'::!FJwi~~ 
xc: Jeff Cuny 
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850.444.6111 

February 6, 2001 

Lee R. C9lson 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 
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SAFffi & ElECTRIC RELIABIL/lY 

GULF'\ 
POWER 

A SOUTHERN COMPANY 

RE: Interconnection of Small Photovoltai.c System9, Proposed Rule 25-6.065, F.A.C. 
Gulf Power Company Post-Workshop Comments 

Dear Mr. Colson: 

Gulf Power Company submits these post-workshop comments as a result of the workshop held 
on January 10, 2001. These comments focus on issues arising from the· interconnection of small 
photovoltaic systems (SPS). Other distributed generation sources may have the same and other 
issues not addressed with respect to small photovoltaic systems. Gulf reserves the right to take 
additional and/or different positions with respect to other types of distributed generation sources 
as information on them becomes available. Underlying Gulf's comments is Gulf's support of the 
long-standing Commission policy that the entity causing an expense should bear the cost of that 
expense. The customer requesting interconnection of a SPS should bear the cost of that 
interconnection and any additional cost either to the utility or to the other customers of that 
utility imposed as a result of that interconnection. 

Some of the workshop partkipants favor "net metering" through the use of a single meter 
operating in both the forward and reverse directions. A standard residential meter is not 
sufficient to adequately measure the exchange of power between the SPS and the utility. Meter 
accuracy in reverse is not the same as the level of accuracy achieved when the meter operates in 
its intended forward direction. The rule should allow a utility to require the installation of a 
second meter to accurately measure the exchange of power between the SPS and the utility. The · 
cost of the metering of an SPS should be the responsibility of the customer requesting the 
interconnection of the SPS. 

The proposed rule appears to place an obligation on the utility to inspect and certify the SPS. 
The inspection and certification of an SPS should be carried out by local authorities. A 
certificate of occupancy or other similar document from a local inspection officer should be 
presented to a utility by the customer as a prerequisite for interconnection of the SPS. All 
obligation to meet local codes and certification requirements should be the sole responsibility of 
the customer. 

c,., . 
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The proposed rule addresses the issue of liability by requiring general liability coverage in the 
amount of$100,000. Gulf believes that this amount should be $1,000,000 and that the utility 
should be named as an additional insured on the policy. Regardless of the amount of coverage 
required, a hold harmless or indemnity provision should be added to the rule to properly place 
the risk of interconnecting a SPS on the customer requesting such interconnection. Finally, the 
proposed rule states that a homeowner's policy satisfies the insurance coverage requirement. 
This language should be removed because insurance policies are not uniform. What is covered 
under one policy may not be covered under another policy from a different company. Some 
insurers may require a separate policy or a rider on an existing policy. The rule should provide 
that the customer has the obligation to provide to the utility prior to interconnection adequate 
proof of insurance coverage. Part of that proof requirement should be the ongoing requirement 
to provide proof to the utility of coverage at all times. The insurance policy should require that 
the insurance company provide notice to the utility if the policy terminates or lapses. 

The procedures for interconnection, including applicable codes and time lines for 
interconnection, should be specified in the rule. All certifications regarding the SPS installation, 
safety, and operation should be the responsibility of the customer. Industry standards and 
industry recognized codes should and do appear to guide the proposed rule. The process for 
interconnection of a SPS should account for the fact that the interconnection of SPS is not a 
routine function of utilities at this time. As more experience in this area is gained, the process 
should become more efficient. Requirements for processing timelines should take into account 
that this is a new area for the utilities while balancing the need for the customer to timely 
interconnect their SPS. The proposed rule should use language that requires interconnection in a 
reasonable period of time rather than setting a specific period such as ten days. Once the 
interconnection of SPS becomes a typical utility function, a more specific time period may be 
beneficial. 

Gulf appreciates this opportunity to comment on the proposed rule. Staff's research and 
direction in this rule development has provided a good starting point for discussion on this 
matter. Gulf is available for further discussions on this topic through the undersigned. 

Sincerely, 

Susan D. Ritenour 
Assistant Secretary and Assistant Treasurer 

Jw 

cc: Beggs and Lane 
J. A. Stone, Esquire 
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Mr. Lee Colson 

February 06, 2001 

Division of Safety & Electric Reliability 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

Re: Proposed Rule Development; Rule 25-6.065, 
Interconnection of Small Photovoltaic Systems. 

Dear Mr. Colson: 

JAMES A. McGEE 
ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL 

As reqested by Staff at the conclusion of the Rule Development Workshop, 
held January 10, 2001 in the subject matter, enclosed is Florida Power Corporation' s 
Post-Workshop Comments. 

Please feel free to contact me if you or other Staff members assigned to this 
proposed rule development should have any questions regarding the enclosed 
comments. 

JAM/sec 
Enclosure 

cc: Mr. Jim Dean, Division of Policy 

Very truly yours, 

~~~ 

Analysis & Intergovernmental Liason 

Divison of Records and Reporting 

One Progress Plaza, Suite 1500 • Post Office Box 14042 • St. Petersburg, Florida 33733-4042 
Phone: 727.82<>.5184 • Fax: 727.820.5519 • Email: james.mcgee@pgnmail.com 
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PROPOSED RULE DEVELOPMENT 

RULE 25-6.065, INTERCONNECTION 

OF SMALL PHOTOVOLTAIC SYSTEMS 

FLORIDA POWER CORPORATION'S 
POST-WORKSHOP COMMENTS 

Florida Power listened with interest to the comments of the participants at the 
January 1Oth rule development workshop and continues its consideration of the 
issues raised. At this juncture, however, Florida Power has not formulated any 
definitive proposals or positions concerning the proposed rule development and, 
instead, offers several preliminary observations. 

With respect to the amount of liability insurance to be required of the 
interconnecting customer, the comments of Florida Power & Light appeared well 
founded. In particular, FPL offered a reasonable middle ground with its suggestion 
(as Florida Power understood it) that a reduction in insurance coverage might be 
acceptable if coupled with additional language limiting the utility's liability. 

With respect to the issue of net metering, Florida Power is concerned with 
its potential divisiveness and an impediment to consensus it presents. PV 
advocates seem to view net metering as the ultimate litmus test for progressive 
regulation, and if it truly were a key to encouraging PV use, one could understand 
the adamant resistance of these PV advocates to utilities and cost-of-service purists 
who see net metering as a blatant example of cross-subsidization and a disturbing 
precedent for the broader subject of distributed generation. However, the 
information available to Florida Power suggests the amount of excess energy 
produced by small PV systems is so little that any incentive provided by net 
metering of this energy is inconsequential and not worth the lost opportunity for 
consensus that reasonable alternatives to net metering might provide. 

Florida. Power looks forward to reviewing the post-workshop comments of 
others and to further participation in this proceeding. 

2/6/01 




