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Dunedin Beach Campground is a Recreat1onal Veh1clo (RV) park 
in Dunedin , flon.da, served by florida Power Corporation (FPC). 
Thirty-eight of the sites are individually metered, and the 
rcmain1ng 195 sites are master motored. By petition dated March 4, 
1997, residents at the 38 individually ~etered site~ {petllloners) 
rcq\leStcd a waiver oC Rule 25-6.049(5), Fl orida Administrative 
Code. The rule waiver petition was addressed to the Oftice of 
Publ1c Counsel (OPC) instead o! the Commission . In the lntcrcnt of 
providing information, Commission ata!t responded LO tho p~titlon 
by lntLer. Mr. Earle C. Bartell. one o! t.he pel.tioner,, then 
wroco the 01.vision of Appeals requesting that the C01.rnission either 
amend Rule 25-6.049{5) or waive it. Mr. Bartell ' s roquost was 
received by the Divi~ion of Appeals on May 27 , 1997. 

Pursuant t.o Section 120.542 (6), florida Statut~s. nouce of 
t.h~ rule waiver petition was submitted to the Secretary o! State on 
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June 10, 1997 , for publication in the flonda Administratlve 
Weekly. By Order No. PSC-97-0763-FOf-EU, issued June 2~ . 1997 , the 
Commission denied t he petitioners' request t o initLata rulemaking 
to amend Rule 25-6 . 049(5). The Commission declined, howeve r, to 
rule upon the rule waiver petition unttl the comment period 
required by Sect ion 120 . 542(6) , Florida Stat utes , had e xpired . No 
comments were submitted during tho comment period wh ich ended July 
7, 1997. In accordance with Section 120 . 542(7) , florld.l StatuLes , 
tho Commission wa s required to rule on the wa iver pctitton by 
AJgust 75, 1997 . 

At the August 5, 1997, Agenda Con ference , Staff rccummended 
that the Commission deny the petitioners' request Cor waiver o! 
Rule 25-6.049(5). Based on representations made by Mr. Bartell at 
the Agenda Con ference , the Commission 1nstructed Sta! t to gather 
additional information and brin9 the item to a subsequent agenda 
con ference for f u rther review. To allo• time for Staff ' s 
investigation, Mr. Bartell agreed to waive the statutory t1me lim1t 
imposed on he Co~m~ission by Section 120.542(7), f.S. Mr. Bartell 
dtrect ed Staff to contact the Campground owner, Mr. Richard Whalen, 
for the additional information . Staff sent da ta requests to Mr. 
Whalen and FPC in order to clari fy and verify statements made by 
Mr . Bartell at the Agenda Con!oronce . This recorrmendauon l.s based 
on the orig inal petition and tho 1n!ormation glltherad ! rom Mr. 
Whalen and FPC. 
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PI SCQSSIOti OF ISSQIS 

ISSUE 1: Should the Commission waive application of the 
requirements of Rule 25-6.049(5), Florida Administrative Code , as 
to t he residents at the 38 individually-metered sites at Dunedin 
Beach Campground, a l lowing those sites to he converted to receivo 
service through a mbster meter and individual submeters? 

PRDM&RX BEOOMHZNDAtiQU: )es. The Commission should g rant a waiver 
of Rule 25-6.049(5), Florida Administrative Code , as applied to the 
petitioners . Application of the Rule creates a subst~ntial 
hardship for the petitioners, and the purpose of the underlying 
statute may be achieved by using individual submeters at. the 
petitioners' RV sites . (Elias, Jenkins) 

ALIEBHATIVJ BICONHINDATIQN: No. The Commission should not waive 
application of Rule 25-6.049(5) (a) , Florida Administrative Code, as 
to ~he residents at the 38 individually metered sites at Dunedin 
Beach Campground . The petition does not satisfy the statutory 
criteria for a rule waiver set forth in Ch1.pter 120 , Florida 
Stal:utes . (K !ating, Kummer) 
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PRDQRY STAFF AHAI,XSIS : Rule 25-6 .049 (5) (a) , rlonda 
Administrative Code, requires indiv1dual electric mc~ering by the 
utility "for each sepa r ate occupancy unit of new commer cial 
establishments, residential buildings, condomlnium9, cooperatives , 
marinas , and t railer, mobile home, and recr eational vehicle parks 
!or which construction is commenced after Jam.ary 1, 1981." The 
petitioners seek waiver of this rule as it applies to them . 

The rule waiver petit ion states that Dunedin Beach Campg r ound 
opened in 1973 with 195 RV sites constructed . The pelltion s tates 
thaL the orig1nal plans for the RV park called for the construction 
of 38 additional sites, but that matters beyond the developer' s 
control postponed construction of those sites until 198?. Pursuant 
to Rule 25-6 . 049(5)(a) , f'.A.C., the 3& new sit~s requtred 
inu1v1dual metering and were not permitted to receive servtce 
through the RV park' s mast er meter. The petit ioners complain that 
the lac k of uni f orm electric metrring throughout the RV park 
dtscriminates against them because they must pay hlghcr per kWh 
rates , surcharges, and minimum monthly power charges that the 195 
mascer metered s tes are not required to pay. In addition , the 
petitioners com,)lain that they, unl1ke the master-mecered 
residents , are required to pay a reconnect fee when service is 
disconnected for a short period of time . 

Section 120 . 542 (2), f' . S ., states: 

Variances and waivers shall be granted when tht> 
person subject to the rule demonstrate~ that the 
purpose of the underlying statutes w1ll be or has 
been achieved by other means by the person and when 
application of a rule would create a substantial 
hardship or would violate principles of fdlrn••9s. 
f'or purposes of this section, "sub:ot.tnlldl 
hardship• means a demonstrated economic, 
technological , legal or other type o! hardship to 
the person requesting the variance or waiver. f o r 
purposes of this section , "principles o! !attncss" 
are violated when the literal app l ication o! a tule 
aCfects a particular person 1n a manner 
significantly different from the way it a!fec ts 
other similarly situated persons who arc subject to 
the rule. 

Primary Staff believes that the purpose o! tho underlying 
s tatute may be achieved by using individual submeters at the 
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petitioners ' RV sites and that appl1cat1on 
substantial hardsh i p to the petitioners . 
Staff believes that the rule waiver petition 
forth in Section 120 . 542 , Florlda Statute~, 

• 
oc the Rule creates a 
Accordingly, Pr1mary 

meets the critcr1~ set 
and ~ay be granted. 

Purpose of the Underl y ioa St atyte 

The language of Rule 25-6 . 049(51 , Florida Adminlstrativo Code, 
wa3 adopted in 1981 in response to the federal Public Utilities 
Regulatory Polici es Act (PUR PAl . Sect ions 115 (d 1, (f), and I q) of 
PURPA requi red state regulutory commissions to consider 
1mplementation of certain standards of regulation prior to 1981. 
The Commiss1on opened dockets to investigate the merits of var1ous 
topics such as cost of serv1ce, time-of-use rates, and llfeline 
rates. Docket No . 780886-RUL£ was opened to address the issue of 
mas t er meter ing. Staf f held an informal workshop and a staff
administered hear ing in Docket No. 780886-RUL£ ard determined that 
individual metering would 114lkC customers a ware of the! r usage 11nd 
encourage const>rva t ion. Order No. 9633 , issued Novc:nbcr ..lO, 1980 , 
stated, "The c. mission agrees further with the premise set out in 
t he PURPA section 115(b) (1), which refers to section IIS(d) , that 
master motoring is not conducive to energy conservation.• (Order 
9633 , p . 2). The only witness in the hearing summed up the 
rationale for using individual meters : 

Customers who pay for electric power on the basis o! the 
amount consumed have a clearer idea of the cost. These 
users are More likely to take this cost into account in 
deciding how much they will consume. As with many other 
economic trade-offs customers mal<e, they must decide 
whether to spend more !or electric1ty and thus have less 
money available for other goods or v1ce ver:Ja. (R.F:. 
Lloyd, fPL) 

The primary emphasis was on personal knowledge and 
rc:Jponsibility which could only be provided by individual 
metering. The record in Docket No . 780886-RUL£ appedrs Lo 
indicate that the availability of conservation progrdm~ was a 
fortuitous side-effect of individual metering, not a specific 
reason for requiring individual metering . 

Mr. Whalen has stated that, i! the Commission g· 1nt:1 the 
petitioners' waiver request, ho will install !njivldual 
submeters on the 38 sites currently served through FPC's 
lmlivldu,ll muters. The petitioners and Mr . Wh&len maintain 
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that tho i nstalla tion o f individual submete<s will serve the 
purpose of the Rule by providing sufficient tnformation to make 
tenants aware o f a nd responsible for t heir individual usage. 
Staff agrees that the installation of individu~l submetcrs will 
provide sufficient usage information to the tenants dl the \8 
sites at issue . 

Staff r ecognizes that master metering will still allow a 
customer to s ignificant l y i nc rease his/her total bill and only 
pay a pro ra t a s ha re of that increase . However , both the 
petitioners and Mr. Wha l en stated that most of the residents o! 
thls Park a re a lready closely monitoring electri c usage as a 
matter of f i nancial necessity. Mr. Whalen indicates that all 
other sites at the Park a re already individually submetered. 
Information provided by FPC fo r individually-metered tenllnts 
1ndicatcs the average monthly kWh usage du r 1ng winter months 
r anges from 16? kWI- to 515 kWh. Less than hal! o f these 
residents show an average usage ' ver 300 k~h per month . 
Assuming full oc• ·Jpancy o f the 195 master ed-metered sites, the 
average kWh usa~e for the same t ime period for mastcr -mctereo 
customer• ranged f rom 155 Kwh to 412 Kwh. This similarity in 
usage chara cteristics, coupled with the statutory limitation on 
the :nze of the vehicles allowed in the Park, indicates that 
the addition of individual submetors is not likely to result 1n 
signi fican t cross subsidies f rom the add ition o f the JB sltes 
at issue . 

In summary, Staff believes that the purpose o f the 
underl yLng rule may be achieved through the Instal lati on o l 
lndividual 'ubmoter~ at the 38 s1tes cu rrently served through 
FPC's individual meters . 

Substantial Hardship 

TcnQnts at the 38 indi vidually-metered sites incur 
reconnect c ha rges of $15 .00 eac h time they return t o the Park 
and request service . Tenants at sites receiv ing service 
through the Par k' s master meter do nol incur t hese charges , 
because service is not terminated and does not hilvt• to be 
reconnected each time a single tenant leaves and returns to tho 
Ptlrk . When reconnect costs are factored into the monthly 
cha rges, the 38 individually-metered tenants e xperier ce h1ghor 
overall a verage costs o( electricity than tenants • th~ :95 
PklSt.er-rretered sites, regardless of individudl usage . t unher . 
the lndlvidudlly-metered tenants pay an $8.85 customer charge 
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each month in addition to the kWh usage charges. This customer 
charge constit utes a significant portion of low usage bilis. 
Master-metered customers pay only a pro rata share o! a single 
customer charge on the master meter account. 

Staff believes that , all a policy statement, t.ho Rule's 
individual metering requirement is appropriate . However, Staf! 
belie'les that application of the Rule as to the pctltloners 
results in substantial hardship for the petitioners. In 
addition to paying higher oveull electricity costs thou thcl:r 
neighbors, the petitioners may be more restricted 1 rom 
traveling as f requently as they wish due to the costs o! 
reconnection after any trip. rurther, the petitioners' sites 
were not part of a 3taged development that contemplated 
different construction d&t es &t t~e outset and were not added 
to the Park in 1982 as an a!:terthought; these sites were 
intended to br const ructed at the same time as thP other 195 
sitos accordinJ to the Park's otiginal 1972 plans. In light o1 
the additional costs imposed on the petitioners ant.l the 
inclusion of their sites in the original Park plans. 
application o! the Rule to them seems inappropriate and results 
in a substantial economic hardship as contemplated by Sectlnn 
120.5~2(2) , rlorida Statutes. 

Staf! maintains, howe· .. er, that the di!!erence !" cost:s 
mentioned above should not lead Lo the conclusion that the Rule 
crc<ltes a diacrimlnatory rate structure. Whl'n th••r•· !'I ,, 
"lqnlfl c<1nt regulatory policy ch<>n<Jt' , :~uch "" th•• ..,,,.. n.,<Jc 
through the adoption of this Rule, it lS common to grandCather 
existing customers in order to avoid rate shock or unnecessary 
cost to either the utllity or the customer . Such trcatm«>nt has 
ne..-cr been considered discriminatory. 

ln conclusion, Staff recommends that the Comm1ss1on grDnl 
the petition for waiver. Staff also recommends that the waiver 
be granted subject to following conditions, as explalnPd bPlow: 

+ The size o! tho unltu subject to master moteriny 
must be no larger than 400 square !ect m~asurod on 
the outside of tho unit and otherwise comply with 
the definitions and provisions of Sec· 1 on 320. 0 I, 
rlorida Statutes. 

+ The Par~·, owner/mana9er, shall be responsible !or 
the total cost o! removing and repldclnq, o r 
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purchasing, exi~ting 
installing individual 
unit within 30 days 
utility-owned meters. 

• 
util1ty fac111t1e:s ~nd 

submcter:s for each aUected 
(allowing the removal of 

+ All units in the ~atk shall be lndiv.~u~lly 

submotered . 

+ The cents per KWh paid by each tenant for the! r 
submetered usage shall be equal to the total park 
bill for the master meter serving those tenants 
divided by the total KWh measured for that mtnn. 
during the billing peood. This may vary f rem m ,nth 
to month depending on residency and u:sage. 

+ The Pa r k's owner/manager, shall be required to 
contact the Park's :serving util~ty no lc:s!l than 
eve r y t wo years to determine what, if any, 
conservatlon programs arc available for the master
metered load and to implement all such programs 
wl 1ch are determined to be cost effective tor the 
tenants . 

Size Limitations . The petitloner:s and Mr. Whalen SL'ted 
that the petitioners did not qualify for existing utility
sponsored conservation programs because the petitioncr:s' u:~aqe 

was so low. Thus, they argued that waiver of the Rule as to 
them would not undermine tl.e conse~vation purposes of the Rule. 
They claimed that this low usage was a result of the 
statutorily mandated si~e limits on their vehicles. 

In response to Staff's data request, the pclrl' owner 
1nd1cated that all vehicles residing ln the Park must comply 
wllh the limitations contained in the fl o rida Statutes an~ AtiSl 
Standard A-119.5. Section 320.0l(l)(b)7 ., florida Statutt•s , 
dotines a park trailer as : 

a transportable unit which hos a body width not cxccedlntJ 
14 feet and which is built on a single chass i s clnd Is 
designed to provide seasonal or temporary living quarters 
whe11 connected to utilities necessary for op~ration o! 
installed fixtures and appliances. The total ~era o l the 
unit in a setup modo, when measured t::om tht! exteri o r 
surface o( the exterior stud walls at the level of maximum 
dimens~ons, not including any bay w1ndow, does not exce 6 d5 
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400 square feet when constructed to ANSI A-!19.5 stand~rds 
and 500 square feet when constructed to united St<~te:~ 

Department of Housing and Urban Development Stdndards. 
The length of a park trailer means the distance from the 
exterior of the front of the body ineare~t to th~ drawbar 
and coupling mechanism) to the exterior of the rear o! the 
body (at ':he opposite end of the body) , including .. wy 
protrusions . 

Staff is reluctant to recommend tying the wa!v{'r of t1 rule 
designed to promote conservation to standards which were ll~ely 
set on a totally unrelated basts. However, absent any evtd~n~ 
that the ANSI standard referenced in thts statute 1s 
unreasonable, Staff recommends granting the wa1ver wtth th«> 
restriction that vehicles receiving scrv~ce through the Park's 
mas te r meter must adhere the l~mitat1ons imposed on them by 
Sect.1on 320.01 (1) (b)7 .• Florida Statutes (1995). 

Submeteriog for All Park Sites and Co3ts of Conversion. 
Mr. Whalen has stated that he is willing to assume all costs 
incurred by f'PC Cor conversion of the Park' s individually
metered sit.!S t o master metering. The utility has indicated 
th<lt the 38 sites will be connected to the existing mel: ter 
meter and that the rewiring costs are minimal. Other than tho 
meters which would be removed in the transition, no o~hor 

ut.ilLty facilities will be affected. In addition, Mr. Whalen 
has agreed to assume all costs o! prov1ding indlvidu~l 

submeters for the 38 lots. fPC 1ndicated that it is their 
uncerstandtng that the Park intends to install submeters as the 
utility pulls its existing meters. Therefore StaCC' s 
recommended t1me frame for installing submeters should not 
cause a hardship . Tho cost quoted by fPC t.o convert the 
ex1sting utility facilities is S363. Th1s lS primarily the 
cost ot setting the master meter and removing some wlring. Tho 
cost of ins talling individual submetors quoted by Mr. Whalen is 
Sl , 140. Mr. Whalen will then assume all responsiui llty for 
compliance wHh any state or local codes and the malnli'Mnco of 
all facilities behind tho master me~ec. 

Bill calculation. The most common complain: St •tt 
recc1vcs from master-metered installations is the apport1onn>1•nt 
of t.he total master-metered bill to th~ indiv1dual urits/lols. 
Staff dgrees that the method currently used 1n th•l park is 
appropriate . Although tho current management apparently has a 
qood rol~tionship with the tenants , Staff believes this 
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language should be incorporated in the requirements for 
granting the waiver in case management changes. 

The method used to determine the cents per KWh applied to 
the individually submetered us~ge should~~ as follows. 

The total cost of electriclty billed by the 
utility to l~le custo:mcr of record for each 
master meter shall be divided by the sum of the 
kWh usage o f all tho submeters beh1nd that 
master-meter. This calculated cents per kWh is 
then multiplied by the submetered kWh at each 
lot/unit to determine each tenant ' s por tion o~ 
the total electric bill. 

The master meter customer-of-record 1s prohibiterl by Comm1ss1on 
Rule from collecting more in total from submetered tenants than 
the cost for electricity billed by the utility. "Costs" a re 
defined in Rule 25-6.049(5) (b) (6), florida Administrative Code, 
and are limit• j to the costs f~r customer, energy , demand, ~nd 

c~st recovery clauses . Any cost s associated Wl th late payment 
charges or r eturned c hocks may aot be included i n the cost o( 
electricity b1lled to tenants . In addition, no cost associated 
with the installation or maintenance of the distribution syslem 
beh1nd the master meter or wi th any billing o r meter reading 
activtties may be included in the cost per kWh calculation . 

Conservation mea,ures. finally , Staff remains ~oncerned 
about eliminating the option of Individual custome r 
participation in conservation programs. Even though tenant~ 

arc not currently elig1ble for cert ain programs, new 
conservation programs and tcchnJ.ques may evolve with 
technology . Individual ly-metered customers may take .ldv.lnt.:~qc 

of new programs at their own discretion. Maste r-motoLed 
cu~ tomers do not exercise control over what , i f an'{. 
conservat ion programs or measures arc implemented. 

Mr. Whalen indicated that he was not awar~ ol ony 
r.on~c rvation programs for which the master-metered portion ot 
the P.:~rk would qualify. However, fPC listed three conservation 
programs appl1cable to the master-metered account. fPC also 
1nd1cated that , apart from a Business En~rgy Check oC the Park 
off1cc , the Park had not partic1pated in an~ avaJ.1ab1c 
conservat ion programs on behal f of the master-metered tenants. 
Almost half of the 38 individually-metered custome~s . howcv1 r . 
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ht~d participated in some Corm of residential conservauon 
program. 

Therefore, Staff recommends that , as a condit1on for 
granting the waiver, Mr. Whalen or his successor must contac t 
FPC a minimum of once evert two years to review oll 
conservation programs for which the master metered account(s) 
are eligible . Mr. Whalun or his successor should be required 
to implement all programs which are cost effective for the 
tenants . If any tenant believes the Park has fa1l ed to adhere 
tCI this directive, that tenant may bring a complaint before 
this Commission for review. 

ALT&BKATrYI STAlJ AK&LXIIS; As a preliminary matter . 
Alternative Staff notes that this statute is intended '"to ~dopL 

a pr ocedure for agencies to prov1de relief to oersons subJPCL 
to regylation.H 5120. 542 01 , flo•ida Statutes (19961 (emphasis 
added) . The petitioners are arguably not persons subJect to 
regulation by the Commission. The Commission could dism1ss the 
petition on t tat basis. St1>ff recommends, howeve r, that the 
Commission consider the merits of the petition. In t.his case , 
FPC is c learly a person subject to r e gulat ion that could 
request waiver of Rule 25-6.049 . FPC advised the petitioners 
to seeK a rule waiver to address their concerns and indicated 
to the petitioners that FPC will rrake the necessary met.•r 
changes if a rule waiver is granted. In addition , because the 
Rule governs service, it affects both the regulated ulll1ty <1nd 
the pet1t1oners/customers. 

On the merits, Alternative Staff recommends th<ll the 
Commtsston deny the rule waiver petition. Although AltetD<IllVC 
Sta(f agrees that the purpose of the underlying statute may be 
achieved it the waiver is granted, we malntain th<>t the 
petltioners have failed to demonstrate that applicati o n 01 the 
Rule would crea:e a substantial hardship or v1olatc princ tplc9 
of !a1rness. 

Sybstantial Hardship 

The petitioners estimate that they pay approxtm<Jtt•ly 
Sl6. 00 per month more than those residents rcceivlr.g 9!'rVl C" 
thro ugh master metering. Tho pctit1oners at•ributc this 
difference to the fact that they receive service ~~~ part o f 
FPC's residential class, while all other restd!'nt s " ' lltr• ltV 
park reCf•lv'l service through tho mli•Jtor meter undr•r .:omrnerc l.tl 
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cla.ss rates a nd term:!. As residential class customers , the 
petitioners are required to pay a monthly serv ice charge , 
slightly higher KWH charges , and, in certain circumstdnces , a 
minimum monthly billing charge. The petitioners .no also 
subject to reconnect charges after temporary disconnections , 
while all other residents a r e not subject to such charges. 

Staff notes, however , that the tariffed residenttal rate 
charged to individual!y-metered customers may be higher lU 
lower than a maste r-metered tenant's recurring monthly kWh 
charge, computed from a master met.er bill. for cxumplc , the 
residential rates paid by individually-metered customers 
include a single per kWh charge that covers both domdnd dnd 
energy costs. A master-metered Cacllity typically receives 
service at a co!Miercial demand rate that includes sepa rate 
cha rges for demand and energy; the cost per kWh on a commerctal 
demand rate is sensitive not only to t otal kWh usage but also 
to load factor . Resioential cus•omers typically have high peak 
demands for short periods, or low load (actors. Spreading high 
monthly maximum demand charges over a relat ively small number 
of kWh can r·sult in t he cost per kWh on a commercial demand 
Eatc being h .gher than the cost for the same kWh uoage under a 
resldential tariff . 

!n addition, customers receiving service through a ma~:er 
meter typically pay for more than th~ir !ndtv!dual untt usaae. 
Costs for common area electric usage such as street ltqht3 or 
pool/clubhouse facilities may be included 1n the master meter 
btll. It so, those costs will be factored into the cost pet 
kWh applied to individually submetered customers . 
Individually-metered customers are not charged any costs tor 

co!M1on facilities on their electric bills. F'urthot, •-osts tor 
common facilities may remain virtually tixcd, dospttc the 
n~r of tenants in residence. Spreadi ng this flx~d co~t over 
smaller measured usage when tenancy is I ow due to seasona 1 
variations can result in rates higher than thd currPnt tariffed 
residential rate on a cents per kWh basis. 

In summary, Staf! recogni :zes that the pol.1t1oners, a:s 
tndivl.dually-metered customers, are subject to some addlttona I 
cho~rges . In some instances, however, they may also recl)lvc tho 
benefit or lower rates than their m<~ster-motorod neighbors . 
While the additional charges cit.ed by the pet!tie>not5 may now 
seem burdensome to the petitioners, they do not rise to the 
level of creating a substantial hardship. Thf'•n .:ates are 
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appl1cablc to every FPC customer rcce1ving restdenttal scrv1ce 
and have been approved by the Commission as fair and 
reasonable. 

Principles of Fairneaa 

The petitioners ' argue that the appl ication of Rule 25-
6.049 creates non-uniform electric metering and discri~1natory 
billing within the RV park. Staff believes that this docs not 
amount to a violation of principles of fairness that would 
JUStlfy waiver of the Rule as applied to the petitioners. 

As previously stated, Secuon •20. 542 (2), flo~tda 

Statutes, provides that ~•principles of fairness' a re violated 
when the literal application of a rule affects a particular 
person in a manner significantly diCferent from the way it 
affects other ~ilarly si tuated persons who arc subject lo the 
rule." Staff does not believe that the petitivners and the 
grandfathered residents are "similarly s1tuatcd persons" for 
purpose:! of determininq whe ther principles o! !auness are 
violated by the Rule's application . 

Rule 25-6 . 049(5), florida Administrative Code, contains~ 
grandfather clause which , liko any other grandfather clau"'e, 
draws a line between two groups and provides !or dlftennt 
treatment of those groups. The t wo groups are not s1mllacly 
situated under the Rule, and tho treatment of one cannot b~ 
compared to the treatment o f tho other to determine what 1s 
fait. Treatment of the group to which the petitioners belong 
must be compa red to the treatment of similarly situated pnrsons 
who are subject to the Rule , i.e. , other persons who ~ere not 
grandfathered by the Rule. 

The petitioners have not shown that the Rule aC!ccts them 
in a manner ~ignificantly di!!erent from the wdy lt aCCcct3 
othe r persons not grand!athered by the Rule . The petitioner~ 
simply state the obvious cf!ects of the grandfather c lause: 
their group is treated dit:ferently ! rom the grand!athored 
group . Therefore , di!!erent treatment of the two customer 
groups does not violate principles of !a1rness . 

Cooclysioo 

In conc:•Jsion, Alternatlvt.> Staff rcco.wn<>nrl:1 t h·•• 1 h•• 
Commission deny the rule waiver petitio" bocau11e lttt• r••tltl o11 
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• 
f;11ls to demonstrate that applicauon of the Rul<l to the 
pctittoner:~ would create a :~ub:stantlal hard5htp or vtolate 
principles o f fairne:~s. Ther e is virtually nothing t o 
distinguish Oun&din Beach C~mpground from the thousands o f RV 
parks located across florida. All arc subject to the same 
statutory size restr ictions wh ich, in tutn, limit usage. fPC 
lists over 142, 000 acti vo indiv idua l accounts wltltln mobile 
home parks across its service ter r itory alone . Granting the 
instant petition coul d result in a flood o! these customers 
seeking a waiver of the individual metering requirements o f 
Rule 25-6.049 (5) . 

ISSUE 2 ; Sl ~uld this docket be closed? 

BECQICP!DATIOH ; Yes. If no person whose substantial interests 
are affected by the Commissiun's proposed agency action otder 
files a protest within 21 days of the issuance of th~ ord<r, 
this docket should be closed . 

STAFf AHALXSIS ; If no pe rson whote substantial interests are 
affected by the Commission's proposed agency action ord~r !lies 
a protest within 21 days of the issuance o! the order, thls 
docket should be closed. The utility, the petittoners , and the 
Park owner appear to be in agreement with the steps to be taken 
to convert the 38 lots <H issue to the master meter. Upon 
Comrntsslon approval of the convers1on, no further action is 
necessary. 
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