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- orida Pow11 & light Company. 11 HOU S. H1ghwa,.onh Pal ... Beach. n 33408 3003 
law Department 

February 28, 1996 

Ms Blanco S. Bay6, Director 
D1v1sion of Records and Reportina 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2S40 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0SSO 

RE: DOCKET NOS.\111911 ill aad 960020-EU 

Dear Ms Bayo: 

( 407) 625-7241 

Please find enclosed Florida Power & Light Company's comments regarding the above dockets 

If you have any questions regarding this filing, please call me '/ (407) 62S-7241. 

Sincerely, \ 

Edward F Tancer 
Attorney 
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COMMENTS OF FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT 
DOCKET NOS. 911411·EU AND 980020-EU 

PETITIONS TO INITIATE RULEMAKING TO AMEND RULE 21-6.049 F.A.C. 

GENERAL COMMENTS 
Two substantially different .,.tltlon1 for rulemaklng have been preMnted to the CommJ11lon and 
are the source of the quntiont to which FPL It responding. The petition submitted by Vi1tana 
(Doc:Ket No. Ge0020-EU) ii Y9fY 1lnllghtfotward 8nd, on a prospedive balll. It viewed favonibly 
by FPL. The changes proposed by Mk:roMETER (Docket No. 951485-EU) present e veritable 
minefield, w)d would create many significant pn>blems. There.,. no,.., benefits to be realized 
through MictoMETER'a ~. but there .,. very rul costs In customer MtVice, customer 
protection, Md conHNdon which would be bome by FPL 8nd Its customers. The benefit 
preMnted by MlcroMETER, reduced rates through 1 change from 1 resldentlll to a commercial 
tarriff, is actually nothing more than unjustified cost avo:d1nce, resulting In cost being shifted to 
FPL's other customers. MicroMETER'I propoul ii a solution In March of I problem • • a 
"solution" whic:h woukt c:auM many problems • • and should be rejected. 

Q1 . Purauanl to Rule 25-1.041 (5) (1), Chi unls kl time shlrtl for which constNcUon 
commenced after JanU1ry 1, 1911 must be lndlvldUllly metered. Vlltana lffka to 1mend 
Chi NII ao thlt ame shirt bullcllngs m1y be ma ... r metlNd. 11I1pproprtlt1 to alow 
time shlN• to be m11t1r metl,..d? tram. shire• MN m1 ... r metlNd, what would be 
thl Impact on the Idly, r any? 

Becaun tlme shares tend to function more slmilarty to hotels than to permanent 
residences, it would be appropriate to allow master metering of these units. FPL believes 
that the timeshare •residents• are not held responsible. In most cases, for their electricity 
consumption while staying 1t the tlmelhlre; thus there Is no conservation benefit lost If 
these units are not individually metered. 

If master metering is 11lowed for timeshare units on 1 pC'01PICtjyt basis (I.e. for which 
construction is commenced 1fter the effective date of the rule change), there wlU be 1 
reduction In potential revenues due to a change from a relidential ,.te lo a lower gener81 
service demand rate. If txlstioa timeshares ire allowed to convert from lndlvldu11 to 
master metering, there would be two lmp1cis on the utility. There wouid be revenue loss 
from the conversion of multiple residential accounts to general nrvlee demand nrvlce. 
The other Impact would be the cost to the utility resulting from the conversion itHlf. This 
would Include the removal of Individual meters, the Instillation of master meters and any 
associated service changes. The cos1 of this waft( would be expected to far outweigh any 
savings whic:h might resutt from a reduction In rHldentlal meters. 

A potential Impact of the master metering of tlme share buildings could be ... n In the 
DSM 1rea. V\lhile lndividu1lly metered time share units are considered by FPL to be 
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reaidenUal and eUglble for residential conMrvatlon programs, master metered time share 
buildings would not be eUglble for those programs. 

One additional impact of allowing the master metering of time share building• would be 
seen during the construction proce11. Utllitiet have different rules and regulatlona 
governing the provllion of terVk:e to relkSential (lndMdualty meter9d) time share units 
than would 9PPIY to c:ommerdal (master metered) buildjng1. 

Q2. Pursmnt to Rule 2M.CMl(5) (a), al marine .- muet be lndMdully mettl9d. 11 I 
appropltlta to alow ovemlght occup1ncy marlnlt to be ma•r mett,.cn· d martna1 .. ,. 
ma•r metaf9d, whit would be the lmp9ct on the umty, r any? 

A. Pursuant to Rule 25-8.<MG (5) (1) '4., individual metering 11 not requlred for marinas where 
living •board 11 prohibited by ordinance, deed re1tr1ctlon, or other permanent means. This 
assures that m11rina llott which are used u residences are treated conliatently with other 
residence• from a metering and biling standpoint. The current language pnwides a dear 
delineation of individual metering requirements. Changing the language, while still 
requiring some indMdual metering, would either place en inappropriate policing burden 
on the utility or resuff In some marina slips which are used u residences escaping 
individual metering. 

If master metering Is allowed for marinas on a l)COJplCtjyt balit (I.e. for which 
contttuction Is commenced after the effective date of the rule change), there will be a 
reduction in potential revenues due to a change from a retidentlal rate to a lower general 
service demand rate. If existing marinas are allowed to convert from Individual to master 
metering, there would be two Impacts on the utility. There would be revem.'!I loss from 
the conversion of multiple accountt to master metered general HtVic:e demand service. 
The other impact would be the colt to the utility resulting from the conversion itself. Thia 
would indude the removal of individual meters, the Installation of master meters and any 
associated service changes. The cost of this wont would ue expected to far outweigh any 
savings which might result from a reduction in Individual meters. 

Q3. MieroMETER ... kt to amend Rule 25.e.041 ao that the lndtvldual metartng 1'9quhment 
may be accomplished by a non-utllly entJty. The umty would lnstal a ma•r metar and 
bm the buldlng owner or manager, who would be 19aponll»le for IUbmetlrtng and bmng 
the lndlvldull uni occupants. 11 I appropflate to alow a non-utlly to be ,.,ponslble for 
the '1ndlvldull metartng" 1'9qulrement? 

A No, it is not appropnate to allow a non-utility to be responsible for the Individual metering 
requirement. MICtOMETER's proposal would create many problems, most of whk:h would 
result from the removal of many protections which currently exist for customers. The 
proposal, if adopted, would also result In • reduction in revenue to utJIWes without any 
corresponding reduction In cost. In addition, such a change would remove the affected 
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Individual residence occupants from ellglbWty for utility DSM programs tergeted to 
residential customers. 

The sUnple fact is thlll the Commission don not 19gUlat. building owners and ~· 
The rule which MicroMETER wishes to modify ii a Nie which governs e&edric MfVice by 
utilities, not by building owners and managers. The proposal would result In a Nie which 
dictates actions by the utility, but would not impoM art'f obligation on the building owner 
or manager. There .,. MYerlll problem area which result from this, many ol which deal 
with the rules that govern MfVic:e by utWtin to I*' customers. R., IUCh a thoM 
whlch govern deposits and interest thereofi. ~ Information, and disconnection of 
service would not appfy to the aubmetered raidenll who would no longer be customers 
of the utility. Among FPL'• spedfie concem1: 

1) Many customer MNkle c:oncems, for both the submetered relidefQ and the 
utilities would mutt from the proposal. VVho wouJd theM IUbmetered residents 
call with high bill complaints, outage r'9pOl'tl, general Mf'Vk:e q:..:31tion1 and the 
like since they would no longer be customers of the utility? 

2) How would the ·cus~ of the building OWtW or manager verify the accuracy 
of the bill? PmentJy the customer hn the eillty to read the utility meter and 
compare thlll reading to the bil. 

3) There Is no guanintM the submetering equipment would always be in place or 
utilized by the building owner or manager a originally Intended. Once MtVice Is 
supplied by the utility, the only recourse If the owner/manager did not supply or 
maintain the equipment would be to dlsconnect MtVlce, which would punish the 
Individual residents: 

'4) The rule change proposed would not require the same standards of acc:urKy and 
testing of the submeters u is requited of FPL meters, dlll\•ling into question any 
blU atlocation done using the submetera. This would also inevitably ,.suit in 
disputes resulting from discrepancies between the FPL master meter and the 
submeters. 

In addition to these concerns, FPL feels the Commission should consider the potential 
loss of otherwise available conservation opportunities. Since Individual unit resldenls 
would not be utility customers, they could not take advantage of utility DSM programs 
targeted to residential customers. VVhlle programs could be modified to allow for such 
partlcipation, would It then be up to the building owner or manager, who would not benefit 
from a lower electric bill, to request p~rticipation? 

Adoption of the proposed rule would also have a detremental effect on the utilites' other 
customers. Convettlng Individual metan into one master meter would result in a loss of 
revenue to the utility with no correspondlng reduction in cost This loss would be borne 
by other customers of the utility. While FPL's rates do not presentJy provide for thll, a 
new rate could be developed for application to muter meter9d resident~! buildings which 
would result in these customers still paying the same amount as the other residential 
customers, after adjustlng for any metering or other customer cost reductions. 



' 

Mlc:toMETER'a proposal la also aUent on the coat of converting •xlttlng Individual metertng 
application• to master metering. There la the potential for llgnlficant costs to the utility 
to l'9fTIOYe lndMdual rMters 8nd to rwwtre to provide for 8nd ln1tall a master meter. 

A major .,... of c:oncem not addrnled by Mic:n:>METER is the coat of the submetering 
equipment 8nd itl ongoing operation 8nd m8'ntenanc::e costa. It 11 exnmety likely that 
the building owner or rn.nager would aomehow recoup these coats from the Individual 
•customers•. If this W9f'8 done through r.nta or regular maintenance charges the true cost 
of this may not be apparent. 

For 811 of the problems It would raiM, Mk:RIMETER'a ptOpolal would reauH In no real 
~to 8nyOM other tNn the vendor of the aubmetering equipment and truly Is a 
aolutlon In aean:h of a problem. 

Q4. Do you fM9Mndy bll any matter mell,.d CUllomel'I at a ,.lldenllll r1•? If so, II one 
RS CU9tlomer charge aue1Md for al CUltomel'I, or doe• each CUltOmer pay the RS 
cuttorMr charge? 

A. No, FPL does not bill any master metered customers at a relldentlal rate. Pc~ FPL'• 
Electric Tariff (Sheet No. 4.010), Residential service is only for lncfividually metered 
dweUlng units, duplexH and triplexes. Master metered apartment buildings are 
specifically lnciuded under Commercial Service. Bec:auM FPL ha very few master 
metered residential buildings, thel9 has been no need to handle them differentJy. 
However, the ruidentlal rat.e 11 beMd on the load ~stlcl of the residential 
customers the utilities serve. Grouping relident!at customers together under a single 
meter would not change the usage characteristlcl of each individual residence. It Is not 
appropriate for individual customers to gain 1 lower biU simply by combining their services. 
escaping cost responslbllity Without f*Sucing the cost to serve them. If master metered 
residential buildings were to become more prevalent, It would be appropriate to consider 
a vari1tion of the current residential rate to cover these customers. 

Q5. Pursuant to Rull 25-t.0'9 (5) (1), the types of buldlngl lllted In th9 paragniph for which 
constructton commenced pttor to Jlnuary 1, 1111 mey be me"8r mewNd. Whit 
problems, I 1ny, hive been encounteNd with thlM buldlnga that we,. grandfathlNd In 
under this paragraph? 

The only real problems FPL has encounter9d with thl grandfathered buildings concemed 
master meter9d mobile home and RV parka. Thet9 have been several occHlon1 on 
which residents of thoM par1ts complalned to FPL that the per1t owner or manager w11 

charging resident• electric bill• which tocated an amount greeter than their electric blll. 
FPL 11 not aware whether any of these alleg1tion1 were shown to be true. 












