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Chairman David L. Arms"tg 
Kentucky P u b l i c  Se rv ice  Commission 
211 Sower Blvd. 
Frankfort, KY 4BtiBl  

Matter of: 
C5-CJ 2- 5- y ?? bJ,, k L7 

Applicat ion o f  Jackson Energy 
Case No. 2k)13-0@@4 

Dear Chairman Armstrong: 

Yesterday we submitted a l e t te r  t h a t  inc luded  a couple of e r r o r s  t h a t  we would 
now l i k e  t o  correct. 

On first santence of t h e  l a s t  paragraph of  page one, should be cor rec ted  as 
follows : 

"There a r e  now w e l l  over  W $30 .99  ne t  metered d i s t r i b u t e d  energy systems i n  
the U.S.,  ... >) 

"The last th ing anyone wants to see is customer members bypassing the overs ight  
and system review t h a t  t h e  ne t  metering appl ica t ion  process  provides  and 
instaLLing these systems w;.i4t7 without notiqying 3ackson Energy RECC." 

The corrected l e t t e r  i n  i t s  e n t i r e t y  follows on t h e  next  page. 

Thank you, 
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Chairman David L. Arms-trong 
Kentucky Publ ic  Service Commission 
2111 Sower Blvd. 
Frankqort, KV 40681 

M a t t e r  0.f: Applicatian of  Sackson EnBrgy 
Case No. 2813-0884 

Dear chairman Armstrong: 

Appalachia-Science i n  the  Publ ic  Xnterest MP. Vernon o f f i c e  is  t h e  l oca t ion  of 
t h e  oldest: net  metered system i n  KY. It was commissioned i n  t h e  sp r ing  o f  28B2 
under t h e  P i l o t  Net Metering tari.F.F approved f o r  KU (Case No. 2001-00384). 

T h i s  n e t  metered solar electric system, now i n  opera t ion  f o r  over eleven (11) 
years, has  been t r o u b l e  free w i t h  no equipment or personal i n j u r i e s  experienced 
ne i the r  a t  our own facility nor a t  our neighbor’s f a c i l i t i e s .  
any proof o f  l i a b i l i t y  coverage 0.f any k l n d  when the system was i n s t a l l e d .  
understand t h a t  KU and L.G&E now have combined over 158 net metered customer 
generators w i t h  no set amount 0.f l i ab iXf ty  insurance required .For 
interconnection. 

KU d id  not  ask f o r  
We 

We have a board member an staf‘f who we bBXieve i s  the Sir5t net metered customer 
generator w i t h  Jackson Energy having a solar  system fnstaLLed a t  her residence 
back i n  2087. 
insurance +or $306,000 coverage. Since their  homeowner’s insurance  already had 
this  l e v e l  o f  coverage it was not an issue. 

3ackson Energy a-t: t h a t  time did request proof of l i a b i l f e y  

Clayton Oswald’s response (1, if)  to t he  Commission S ta f f ’ s  Second Request f o r  
Information states t h a t :  

“The primary and overwhelming motivation for r equ i r ing  t h e  l e v e l s  o f  insurance  
suggested Jackson Energy i n  its t a r i f +  f ‘ i l ing i s  f o r  t h e  p ro t ec t ion  of i t s  
members iC an i n s t a l l a t i o n  were t o  f a i l .  
neighbor’s appliances,  home, or even.persona1 injur ies .  
liability insurance is t o  pro tec t  t hose  neighbors who may have suffered l o s s e s  
due t o  a f a i l u r e ,  and t o  p r o t e c t  t he  member who owns t h e  i n s t a l l a t i o n  f rom 
persona l  liability f o r  those 1osscs.” 

Such a f a i l u r e  could cause damage t o  a 
The requirement o f  

There  a r e  now well over 200,000 net metered distributed emrgy systems in the 
U.$*., we do not: know of; a s i n g l e  inc iden t  whereby neighboring property was 
damaged or  personal i n j u r y  occurred due t o  a net metered system. 
Energy Commission does have record of two +ires from rod top  mounted s o l a r  
e l e c t r i c  systems t h a t  occurred, both t h o u g h t  to be caused by undetected ground 

The Ca l i fo rn ia  
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f a u l t s .  
housing t h e  so l a r  e l e c t r i c  PV systems. 

However, i n  those two cases the damage was i so la ted  t o  t h e  buildings 

Consfdering 'the complexity of generation and lackson Energys s own d i s t r ibu t ion  
network, compared t o  small ( l e s s  t h a n  30 kw) net metered generation sources, 
logic would conclude t h a t  iS; Jackson Energy i s  t r u l y  concerned f o r  their members 
protection, they would require all of their customer members t o  carry $2,08@,@00 
liability coverage, regardless o f  whether they are  a net metered customer 
generator o r  not. 

We recognize Jackson Energy consideration .For t h e  safety o f  i t s  members and i t s  
member's property, However, we are concerned t h a t  Jackson Energy's l imited 
experience with n e t  metered customer generators may have led them t o  a perceived 
r i s k  t h a t  is unfounded. 

Please do n o t  allow Jackson Energy t o  set insurance l f a b i i i t y  coverage limits f o r  
i t s  members, If Jackson Energy I s  permittsd t o  require $500,000 and $1,888,8043 
coverage f o r  net metered customer generators, t h e  result w i l l  be limited 
part ic ipat ion,  especial ly  +or lower income households. 

Incidentally,  adding unnecessary costs, l i k e  , t h i s ,  t o  n e t  metered appl icants  may 
actual ly  go against Jackson Energy's own f n t e n t i o n s  +or the safe ty  o f  kt5 
members. The last thing anyone wants to see 5s: customer members bypassing the  
oversight and system review t h a t  the net metering application process provides 
and installing these systems without notiqying 3ackson Energy RECC. 

sincerely, 

J 


