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STATE OF IOWA 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

UTILITIES BOARD 

 
IN RE: DISTRIBUTED GENERATION DOCKET NO. NOI-2014-0001 
 
 

 
ORDER SOLICITING ADDITIONAL COMMENTS ON 

DISTRIBUTED GENERATION, NET METERING, 
AND INTERCONNECTION AND INCLUDING REPORTS 

 

The Iowa Association of Municipal Utilities (IAMU) appreciates the opportunity to respond to 

the Iowa Utilities Board (IUB) order issued May 12, 2014 soliciting additional comments on 

Distributed Generation in Docket NOI-2014-0001.   IAMU is a non-profit corporation 

representing 543 cities that operate electric, gas, water and broadband utilities, including 136 

municipal electric utilities.  IAMU’s mission is to “support and strengthen” our municipal utility 

members. 

In IAMU’s initial response to this NOI, filed on February 26, 2014, IAMU discussed the size and 

varied power supply arrangements of Iowa’s 136 municipal electric utilities.  Our point was to 

highlight the fact that our power supply arrangements are dependent upon unique factors such 

as size of the utility, access to transmission facilities and ownership of those facilities.  In 

IAMU’s response to our top five significant issues we identified local control as our most 

significant concern.  Throughout this response, the need to retain local control over decision-

making in relation to Distributed Generation (DG) remains our most significant issue. 

Questions for all utility participants: 

1. Various commenters recommended net metering policy changes which are listed below. 
Discuss the advantages, disadvantages, and the regulatory changes necessary to implement 
each suggested change. 

a. Increase the size cap from 500 kW to 2,500 kW or 5,000 kW. 

IAMU opposes mandatory net metering for municipal utilities.  A mandated net metering size 

cannot be applied uniformly to municipal utilities.   The majority of Iowa’s municipal utilities, 

sixty-five percent, had a 2011 annual peak of 5,000 kW or less.   Eighty-one percent of 

municipal electric utilities, had a peak of less than 10,000 kW, and all but three of Iowa’s 136 

loish
Filed - Date and Docket(s)



2 
 

municipal electric utilities had a peak less than 50 MW.  The small size of many municipal 

utilities makes net metering even a 500 kW distributed generator impracticable.  The local 

utility governing body should make the determination whether the utility will offer net 

metering and the maximum size of DG that can be accommodated without disruption to the 

rest of the system. 

 b. Allow "virtual net metering" where a customer who is not personally able to own a DG 
facility could invest in a DG facility and receive a benefit from the energy produced by that 
facility. 

Virtual net metering is a concept already being embraced by at least one municipal utility with 

its local customers.  Traer municipal utility developed a solar garden because it provides an 

opportunity for all local customers to support solar PV, whether they own or rent and whether 

they have south facing roofs with good solar access.  Other municipal utilities have expressed 

interest in similar projects. Depending upon the type of billing system operated by each utility, 

it could be difficult and costly to implement this type of metering arrangement.   Again, IAMU 

emphasizes the need for local decision-making. 

c. Include combined heat and power (CHP) and waste heat and power (WHP) as net metering 
eligible facilities.  

The value of CHP and WHP generation varies greatly, depending on a wide range of factors, 

including but not limited to size, availability, capacity value on peak, storage (e.g., some 

methane digesters can store gas for on-peak generation), and the costs of upgrading a 

distribution circuit to accommodate a particular generator. 

d. Allow an annual cash-out of the net metering balance. 

No rule changes are required to allow municipal utilities to provide customers an annual cash-

out of the net-metering balance.  Many municipal utilities that offer net metering also provide 

an annual cash-out of balance.  The rate at which the cash-out is done and whether it is done is 

and should remain set by each municipal utilities’ governing body. 

e. Include aggregate metering for customers who may have more than one meter on their 
premises. 

Aggregate net metering exacerbates the concerns expressed earlier for a one-size-fits-all 

approach for municipal utilities. 
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2. How does the utility account for energy "purchased" through net metering when reporting 
fuel type information to the Board, the United States Energy Information Administration, the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, and others? 

Municipal utilities may report the annual net amount of energy sold back to the utility on the U.S. 
Energy Information Administration’s Annual Electric Power Industry Report (Form EIA-861).  This would 
be reported on Schedule 7, Part A. 

Questions for the rural electric cooperatives (REC) and municipal utility associations: 

3. Provide a list of the REC and municipal utilities who currently offer net metering. Also 
provide the applicable tariff or policy describing the net metering option. 

Municipal Utilities 
with Net Metering 

Ames 

Atlantic 

Bloomfield 

Cedar Falls 

Dayton 

Estherville 

Guttenberg 

Independence 

Lake Mills 

Maquoketa 

Milford 

Mount Pleasant 

Muscatine 

New London 

Traer 

Waverly 

Winterset 

 

4. For the REC and municipal utilities currently offering net metering, how do customers learn 
about the net metering program? For the REC and municipal utilities that do not offer net 
metering, explain why net metering is not offered. 

Information about net metering and interconnection policies is readily available from the utility 

upon request, and in some cases is on the municipal utility or city website.  Currently 32 of 136 

municipal utilities have distributed generation interconnected.  IAMU has developed model 

interconnection standards and a net metering policy for adoption by municipal utilities, and has 

been working with members on adopting the policy.  The model standards and net metering 

policy has significantly reduced the time and cost for municipal utilities in implementing 
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distributed generation policies and has accelerated the adoption of policies by municipal 

utilities. 

Municipal utilities develop cost based rates that typically contain both a fixed monthly charge 

and an energy charge.  Traditionally, the fixed monthly charge only recovers a portion of a 

utility’s fixed costs.  The remainder of the utility’s fixed costs is recovered through the energy 

charge.  When a utility compensates a customer for generation using net metering, they are 

paying the customer the retail rate, which includes both energy costs and distribution system 

costs.   This results in the utility paying a higher cost for the energy from the distributed 

generation customer.  The customers who don’t own DG subsidize customers who net meter.  

This highlights one of our significant issues from IAMU’s first filing – that of stranded costs and 

rate subsidization by non DG using customers.  In the case of most municipal utilities if a DG is 

allowed net metering it is done to the detriment of all of the other citizen/owners taking 

service from the municipal utility, as they will be required to cover the lost revenue from the 

net metering.  For primarily this reason net metering needs to be a local decision. 

Utilities that have distributed generation interconnected, but don’t have a net metering policy 

typically purchase excess energy from the customer at the utility’s avoided cost.  PURPA 

established the utilities’ avoided cost as the minimum rate that a utility can pay for a qualifying 

facility distributed generator.  The avoided costs are the incremental costs to an electric utility 

of electric energy or capacity or both which, but for the purchase from the qualifying facility or 

qualifying facilities, such utility would generate itself or purchase from another source.  Paying 

avoided costs for excess energy delivered to the utility avoids cross-subsidization of the 

distributed generator, and allows the utility to recover its fixed costs using a traditional rate 

structure. 

Finally, some utilities have adopted a hybrid approach, net metering customers as long as their 

DG provides energy that is less than their total requirements. Energy produced by the customer 

that exceeds their use is paid for at less than net metering rates. 
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Questions for all participants: 

5. Currently Iowa does not offer feed-in tariffs. Explain why you think feed-in tariffs should or 
should not be implemented in Iowa. In your discussion, address the advantages and 
disadvantages of both net metering and feed-in tariffs. 

Municipal utilities support DG incentives if the costs to provide the incentive and the DG are 

apportioned among all customers in an equitable manner and if the value of the resource is 

adequately accounted for.   In the situation of a mandatory feed-in tariff, municipal utilities are 

opposed for the following reasons: incentive to one customer is paid by the other customers; 

and an incentive may encourage more development of DG than the utility’s distribution system 

is presently able to support without requiring costly upgrades.  Municipal utilities fully support 

the optional use of separate tariff rates for DG, but it is imperative that the utility retain local 

control over the design of individual feed-in tariffs. 

6. Comment on whether you believe the Board has jurisdiction to extend the net metering 
requirement to coops and municipal utilities and if so, whether it should exercise such 
jurisdiction. 

No, the Board does not have jurisdiction to extend the net metering requirement to municipal 

utilities.   The Iowa Power & Light v. State Commerce Commission, 410 N.W.2d 236 (1987) 

recognized that the Commission (now the Board) was preempted by PURPA from imposing 

additional state based requirements on non–rate regulated utilities. Amendments to PURPA 

adopted in The Energy Policy Act of 2005 did not change the federal preemption argument.  

Despite the fact that the net metering requirement was derived from state statute (sections 

476.41-476.45), the court held that the requirements could not be applied to non-rate-

regulated utilities, including the net-metering rules derived from the statute. 

7. If you believe that net metering results in cross subsidization of DG customers by non-DG 
customers, how should the net metering rule be revised to reduce or eliminate such cross-
subsidization? 

8. If you believe that net metering does not take into account the benefits that DG provides 
to non-DG customers, how should the net metering rule be revised to account for such value? 

The IUB provided three papers in its May 12 order that include descriptions of the complex 

issues associated with net metering and appropriate rate design to address concerns over 

cross-subsidization. The ultimate issue municipal utilities must address is “fairness”, in order to 
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value and compensate their customer-owners appropriately for customer-owned generation. 

At the same time, the municipal utility must charge fair rates to recover the utility’s costs, 

maintain their system for the long term and support the community that owns the utility. The 

municipal utility must essentially act as consumer advocate for all its citizen-owners. If 

customer-generators are compensated by net metering at retail rates, or paid Feed In Tariff 

incentive rates, the utility does risk cost-shifts to customers who do not own DG. These cost-

shifts could occur in higher fixed charges or higher volumetric charges. The impact of these 

changes is described in detail in the March 2014 report by the Energy Center of Wisconsin 

“Third Party Distributed Generation; Issues and Challenges for Policymakers.” 

The “Value of Solar Tariff (VOST)” approach has promise as a method to evaluate the future 

benefits of new DG in order to determine a fair method of compensation to customers. Using 

the example of solar DG, this approach is based on the idea of “indifference” so that “If the 

VOST is set correctly, it will account for the real value of the PV-generated electricity, and the 

utility and its ratepayers would be indifferent to whether the electricity is supplied from 

customer-owned PV or from conventional utility-scale generators. Thus, a VOS tariff eliminates 

the Net Energy Metering cross-subsidization concerns. Furthermore, a well-constructed VOS 

tariff could provide market signals for the adoption of technologies that significantly enhance 

the value of electricity from PV, such as advanced inverters that can assist the grid with voltage 

regulation.1 The VOST includes, but is not limited to, the avoided costs of fuel, operation and 

maintenance, generation capacity, reserve capacity, transmission capacity, distribution capacity 

and environmental costs. Thus, VOSTs would be expected to vary considerably for individual 

municipal utilities in the context of their individual power supply resource planning, and a VOST 

approach highlights the importance of municipal local control in rate setting. In Iowa, with 

multiple transmission rate zones, RTOs and non-RTO regions, the value of the integrated grid 

will also need careful, local, analysis. 

 

 

                                                           
1 Clean Power Research, Minnesota Value of Solar: Methodology, January 31, 2014, Prepared 
for Minnesota Department of Commerce, Division of Energy Resources 
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With respect to interconnection, the Board has the following questions for all participants: 

1. Do the current interconnection rules ensure that DG installations are safe for customers 
and utility employees? If not, what specific changes are needed to ensure safe installation 
and operation of DG equipment? Include specific examples of safety problems, if any, and 
customer or utility behaviors that may compromise safety.  

It is paramount that municipal utility employees work in a safe and protected environment.  

IAMU supports required training and certification for DG installers and for electrical inspectors 

to enhance protections for utilities and their employees. Similarly fact sheets should be 

developed for customers of any utility indicating the minimum certification requirements for 

DG installers who may be installing equipment at their home or business.  

2. Is there an issue with customer DG installations occurring without the knowledge of the 
utility? If so, what is the magnitude of this problem, and how should it be addressed? 

A few municipal utilities have reported to IAMU that they have had minor occurrences of small 

DG installations without following utility procedures and approval processes.  These 

occurrences have been resolved, and IAMU does not believe that this is a significant issue for 

municipal utilities. 

3. Are rule changes necessary to ensure system reliability is not harmed due to the 
interconnection of DG resources? Provide specific examples of reliability effects from the 
interconnection of DG. 

Municipal utilities’ local control and system planning processes enable them to respond with 

flexibility should significant interconnections of DG require more detailed distribution reliability 

analysis. Reliability effects may include blinks in power on system circuits and connection of DG 

to dead feeders. 

4. Considering the benefits that accrue to the system from DG, what is the correct price to 
charge for interconnection of DG systems? Should this price be technology dependent?  

Any benefit that accrues to the system should be paid separately through the DG rate. The 

costs of interconnection should be treated separately: the correct price is the price that keeps 

the utility and its customer’s whole and does not cause cost shifts. Clearly, small residential DG 

scaled to customer energy requirements has less impact on the utility’s system than large DG 

developed to significantly exceed a customer’s onsite energy needs. In the first case, the 
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interconnection effort is minimal, in the second case, the utility may need to undertake 

significant studies and possibly upgrade infrastructure, including metering. 

5. How should distribution or transmission system upgrade costs associated with DG 
installation be properly allocated? Are there specific benefits that all customers (DG-owning 
and non-DG owning) receive from DG required transmission or distribution upgrades and, if 
so, what are the specific benefits? 

This is a complex question whose answers will depend in part on the business model of the 

utilities and the specific facilities. The costs and benefits will be different for each utility sector 

and the degree to which they own transmission or are transmission-dependent. It is likely that 

increased DG or larger DG projects would require planning studies and distribution system 

enhancements to support such projects. In some circumstances, depending on the size and 

location of project, MISO planning and study requirements could also apply. 

6. Is there adequate protection for distribution assets from improperly installed DG 
equipment? If not, what additional protections are needed? 

Municipal utilities’ local control and system planning processes enable them to respond with 

flexibility should significant interconnections of DG require more detailed distribution reliability 

analysis. 

7. Should the Board revise its interconnection rules in 199 IAC 45 to make them consistent 
with FERC’s updated interconnection rules, which were adopted on November 11, 2013, in 
Docket No. RM13-2-0001 (Order No. 792) and can be found at 145 FERC ¶ 61,159? In what 
specific ways should the Board's rules be revised? 

Municipal utilities are not subject to Board interconnection rules. 

8. Should the Board require any customer installing DG with a view toward selling excess 
generation to the utility to commit to remaining interconnected for a specific period of time, 
to maintain the DG system in good working order for that entire time period, and to either 
obtain a similar commitment from any subsequent purchaser of the property or to remain 
responsible for the commitment for that entire period of time. If so,  why? If not, why not? 

If a municipal utility allows DG intended to produce significant energy/capacity to sell to the 

utility (other than daily or seasonal excess from DG sized to the customers use), then yes, it 

needs to be committed for a time period commensurate with the terms of purchase, because 

utilities have to plan for resources.  The utility would need to be able to collect real-time 

production data.  Municipal utilities should be able to negotiate Purchased Power Agreements 



9 
 

(PPAs) that reflect the value of the resource, and also reflect the utility’s relationship with its 

joint action agency or other power supplier.  If the size and capability of the DG installation 

were such that the Utility were able to secure capacity credit through MISO for the resource, 

then the DG resource would need to meet certain availability and performance obligations 

during all corresponding resource planning windows.  Requirements for this could be included 

in a PPA between the Utility and the DG owner. 

10. Comment on whether you believe the Board has jurisdiction to extend its interconnection 
rules to coops and municipal utilities and if so, whether it should exercise such jurisdiction. 

IAMU believes that the Board does not have jurisdiction to extend interconnection rules to 

municipal utilities.  IAMU is unaware of specific concerns that would warrant extension of such 

jurisdiction at this time.  

Municipal electric utilities are locally controlled entities.  This means they are governed by a 

City Council or Board of Trustees who are charged with making decisions regarding the utility, 

including setting appropriate rates pursuant to Iowa Code chapter 388.   Iowa Code section 

384.84, subsection 1 states that “[t]he governing body of a city utility … may establish, impose, 

adjust and provide for the collection of rate and charges to produce gross revenues at least 

sufficient to pay the expenses of operation and maintenance of the city utility…”. 

The IUB has only that jurisdiction over municipal utilities that is specifically listed in section 

476.1B or otherwise provided by statute.  It is IAMU’s contention that if the Board wanted to 

require municipal utilities to adopt particular interconnections procedures and standards, it 

would have to accomplish this through state legislation. 

With respect to consumer protection and education, the Board has the following questions 
for all participants: 

1. Is there a need to educate customers about DG issues such as economics, tax incentives, 
utility requirements, reputable installers, and similar considerations? If so, whose role is it 
and what type of education should be provided? 

Municipal utilities should be responsible for educating their customers about DG.  Outside of 

the local utility, customer education resources should be independent, unbiased, and easy to 

find.  In Iowa, the Iowa Energy Center has a strong history of energy education that should be 

leveraged to address education needs in this area.  At the Federal level, the Department of 
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Energy’s Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy (EERE) provides independent 

resources.  Improving the availability of reliable information on these topics will assist 

customers in making more informed choices and a means to cross-check information for 

validity.  If the Iowa Energy Center provides information on DG issues, it is important that all 

questions for municipal utilities be referred back to the utility for further discussion. 

2. Should the Board develop a checklist to assist customers in understanding the process and 
responsibilities associated with installing DG or does one already exist? What issues should 
consumers consider when installing DG (both renewable and nonrenewable)? There could be 
benefits for Iowa consumers from checklists focusing on education for consumer protection.  

The development of a checklist could be considered in concert with the prior question 

regarding general education of customers about DG issues.  The Iowa Energy Center could 

develop such a checklist with referral to the local utility.   

3. With respect to public safety, who is primarily responsible for the issue of firefighter safety 
and fire suppression activities, the customer or the local fire officials?  

IUB should engage local fire officials and the State Fire Marshall’s office to discuss these 
questions. 

a. Should customers be required to provide local fire officials information regarding their 
solar installations?  

IUB should engage local fire officials and the State Fire Marshall’s office to discuss these 

questions. 

b. Should fire officials be required or encouraged to maintain detailed logs regarding solar 
installations in their community or fire district? 

IUB should engage local fire officials and the State Fire Marshall’s office to discuss these 

questions. 

4. Do current Iowa consumer protection laws adequately address the responsibilities of the 
DG suppliers/distributors? Who should be responsibility for resolving consumer complaints 
regarding DG suppliers/distributors (Iowa Utilities Board, the Attorney General’s office, or 
some other agency)? 

The Consumer Protection Division of the Attorney General’s Office should address this.  

5. Should DG suppliers/distributors be required to be certified as qualified to supply/install 
the equipment/project in question? Who should perform the certification? Who, if anyone, 
should maintain a listing of certified DG contractors/installers? 
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Yes, IAMU believes it would be better for utility employees and for customers if suppliers and 

distributors had mandatory certification.  IAMU does not have a comment on who should 

perform this certification of who should maintain a list of certified contractors/installers but if it 

is done, it should be by an unbiased third-party. 

 

The Board also has the following general questions related to DG: 

Question for all utility participants.  See Appendix A for further detail.   

1. For calendar year 2013, provide the following detailed information (in an Excel file) related to 
each DG facility connected to your utility system: spreadsheet is in development.  

a. Nameplate capacity; 

b. Date interconnected; 

c. Fuel type; 

d. Include all applicable classifications (i.e., qualified facility (QF), alternate energy production 
(AEP), net metering, and any others that may apply); 

e. For AEP interconnections, indicate whether this facility contributes to compliance with your 
AEP purchase obligation; 

f. Indicate whether this facility is subject to a tariffed or contracted rate; 

g. The applicable retail tariff customer class; and 

h. Indicate whether hourly load data are available for this facility. 

 

2. Should Iowa have a policy goal to increase and diversify alternate energy production? If so, 
should that policy be achieved with utility-owned centralized generation, utility-owned 
distributed generation, customer-owned distributed generation or a mix of these 
alternatives? Discuss the advantages and disadvantages of these approaches. 

Public power utilities operate to strengthen their communities by providing low-cost reliable 

power through strategic long-range planning.  This strategic planning will continue to include 

new tools to analyze the costs and benefits and infrastructure requirements of DG installation.  

However, because some municipal utilities are small and their customer bases vary widely from 

large industrial loads to mainly residential communities, the municipal utilities must retain local 

control to set their own policy goals.  In some cases, those goals will depend on their long-term 

power supply contract requirements. Individual municipal utilities and utilities that are 

members of JAA are already doing resource planning that includes diversification of resources 
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and significant amounts of alternate energy production.  See Appendix B for more information 

on DG resource planning.  

For municipal utilities, the advantages and disadvantages of utility-owned centralized 

generation, utility-owned DG, customer-owned DG or a mix will be dependent upon individual 

factors that are unique to the community and to the utility.  Utility control of DG installations, 

utility community solar gardens for example, will generally have lower project costs through 

greater economies of scale than DG spread out over various customer locations.   Utility DG has 

the possibility of allowing customers who are unable to install DG systems on their own 

premises to participate.  Utilities are in the best position to select projects that align with their 

unique power supply needs.  

3. What are the current incentives, if any, for the utility to promote DG and for the customer 
to own DG? Should alignment of DG production with utility peak demand be the target of an 
incentive? 

Each municipal utility evaluates what incentives it will provide. Incentives from municipal 

utilities to promote DG depend on local conditions, including available local funds to support 

such projects, community interest, and availability of the DG resources (i.e. capacity value or 

ability to match utility peak demand times).   Community solar development would benefit 

from shared solar tax credits being made available to municipal utilities.  

4. Do utilities include distributed generation in their resource planning? If so, how is DG 
accounted for? If not, why and is this likely to change? 

Municipal utilities are evaluating best practices for integrating DG into their resource options. 

Currently the typical resource mix depends on long-term contracts, generation ownership and 

participation in a joint action agency that owns or contracts for resources.  As DG technology 

matures, municipal utilities anticipate greater implementation of DG.   

5. What is the rate of DG adoption currently experienced by each utility and what is the rate 
projected to be in the next five to ten years? Do these adoption rates cause problems with 
transmission and distribution planning? How do utilities cope with this challenge? 

Currently the rate of DG adoption is low among municipal utilities, but the past is not a 

predictor of the future rate of adoption. Municipal utilities are working with IAMU and their 

JAAs to develop the tools municipal utilities will need to optimize DG installation. To this end, 
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IAMU has been working with a consultant to develop a checklist of distribution system impacts 

and mitigation for DG adoption. With respect to transmission planning, the IUB and the OMS 

may wish to initiate discussion with MISO and transmission owners to determine the impact of 

significant DG on the costs and benefits of high voltage transmission investments.  

Summary.  As DG becomes more prevalent, municipal utility leaders will need to develop a new 

business model that recognizes the value of DG while at the same time provides compensation 

to cover the fixed costs of the grid, including distribution, transmission and generation facilities, 

necessary to maintain current levels of reliability.   

 

Respectfully Submitted 

Troy DeJoode 

Executive Director 

Iowa Association of Municipal Utilities 

1735 NE 70th Ave.  

Ankeny, IA 50021 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix A:  List of DG Systems Interconnected with Municipal Utilities 



Appendix A: DG Systems Interconnected with Municipal Utilities

Utility

Nameplate 

Capacity 

(kW)

Year 

Interconnected Fuel Type

Applicable 

Classifications

Is Generator 

Net Metered?

Tariffed or 

Contracted 

Rate

Applicable 

Customer Class

Is hourly 

load data 

available?

Akron 600.0            1999 Wind AEP, QF No Contracted Government (School)

Alton 3.0                2012 Solar AEP, QF No Tariffed Residential No

Alton 3.0                2012 Solar AEP, QF No Tariffed Residential No

Ames 4.0                2010 Solar AEP, QF, Net-Metered Yes Tariffed Commercial No

Ames 1.5                2012 Solar AEP, QF, Net-Metered Yes Tariffed Residential No

Ames 3.7                2012 Solar AEP, QF, Net-Metered Yes Tariffed Residential No

Ames 3.2                2013 Solar AEP, QF, Net-Metered Yes Tariffed Residential No

Ames 5.6                2013 Solar AEP, QF, Net-Metered Yes Tariffed Residential No

Bancroft 65.0              2011 Wind AEP, QF No Tariffed Ag Customer No

Bancroft 65.0              2011 Wind AEP, QF No Tariffed Ag Customer No

Bellevue 3.0                Solar AEP, QF, Net-Metered Yes Tariffed Residential No

Bloomfield 3.3                2013 Solar AEP, QF, Net-Metered Yes Tariffed Commercial No

Cedar Falls 6.0                2007 Solar AEP, QF, Net-Metered Yes Tariffed Residential No

Cedar Falls 4.0                2009 Solar AEP, QF, Net-Metered Yes Tariffed Residential No

Cedar Falls 5.4                2014 Solar AEP, QF, Net-Metered Yes Tariffed Residential No

Cedar Falls 4.8                2012 Solar AEP, QF, Net-Metered Yes Tariffed Residential No

Cedar Falls 3.0                2009 Wind AEP, QF, Net-Metered Yes Tariffed Residential No

Cedar Falls 1.8                2009 Wind AEP, QF, Net-Metered Yes Tariffed Residential No

Cedar Falls 1.8                2008 Wind AEP, QF, Net-Metered Yes Tariffed Residential No

Cedar Falls 9.4                2012 Solar AEP, QF, Net-Metered Yes Tariffed Residential No

Cedar Falls 1.9                2012 Solar AEP, QF, Net-Metered Yes Tariffed Residential No

Denison 11.9              2013 Solar AEP, QF No Tariffed Residential No

Fontanelle 1,650.0         2012 Wind AEP, QF No Contracted Commercial Yes

Forest City 600.0            1999 Wind AEP, QF No Contracted Government (School) No

Greenfield 1,650.0         2012 Wind AEP, QF No Contracted

3phase rural 

commercial

Yes (as a 

total of the 

Greenfield 1,650.0         2012 Wind AEP, QF No Contracted

3phase rural 

commercial

Yes (as a 

total of the 

Guttenberg 7.5                2011 Solar AEP, QF, Net-Metered Yes Tariffed Residential No

Independence 2.2                2011 Solar AEP, QF, Net-Metered Yes Tariffed Commercial Yes

Indianola 2.4                2011 Solar AEP, QF, Net-Metered Yes Tariffed Residential No

Lake Mills 10.0              2012 Wind AEP, QF, Net-Metered Yes Tariffed Residential No

Lake Mills 10.0              2012 Wind AEP, QF, Net-Metered Yes Tariffed Residential No

Lamoni 7.0                2011 Solar AEP, QF No Tariffed Residential No

Lenox 750.0            2004 Wind AEP, QF, Net-Metered Yes Contracted Government (City) No

Maquoketa 4.6                2011 Solar AEP, QF, Net-Metered Yes Tariffed Residential Yes

Maquoketa 5.0                2011 Solar AEP, QF, Net-Metered Yes Tariffed Residential Yes

McGregor 1.0                2011 Solar AEP, QF No Tariffed Residential No

Milford 0.8                2010 Solar AEP, QF, Net-Metered Yes Tariffed Commercial No

Muscatine 1.0                2002 Solar AEP, QF, Net-Metered Yes Tariffed Commercial No

Muscatine 20.9              2001 Solar AEP, QF, Net-Metered Yes Tariffed Industrial No

New London 1,500.0         2011 Wind AEP, QF No Tariffed N/A Yes

Orange City 2.5                2014 Solar AEP, QF, Net-Metered Yes Tariffed Commercial No

Orange City 2.6                2012 Solar AEP, QF, Net-Metered Yes Tariffed Commercial No

Osage <5kW Solar AEP, QF No Tariffed Residential No

Sioux Center 2.5                2012 Solar AEP, QF No Tariffed Residential No

Spencer 2.0                2010 Solar AEP, QF, Net-Metered Yes Tariffed Government (School) No

Story City 900.0            2011 Wind AEP, QF No Contracted N/A Yes

Story City 1,500.0         2011 Wind AEP, QF No Contracted N/A Yes

Stuart 600.0            2004 Wind AEP, QF No Contracted Government (City) Yes



Utility

Nameplate 

Capacity 

(kW)

Year 

Interconnected Fuel Type

Applicable 

Classifications

Is Generator 

Net Metered?

Tariffed or 

Contracted 

Rate

Applicable 

Customer Class

Is hourly 

load data 

available?

Traer 1,500.0         2011 Wind AEP, QF No Contracted N/A Yes

Traer 59.4              2013 Solar AEP, QF No Tariffed

Community Solar-all 

rate classes Yes

Vinton 8.0                2011 Solar AEP, QF No Tariffed Commercial No

Waverly 3.5                2012 Solar AEP, QF, Net-Metered Yes Tariffed Residential No

Waverly 10.0              2010 Solar AEP, QF No Tariffed Commercial No

Winterset 100.0            2014 Wind AEP, QF, Net-Metered Yes Tariffed Commercial No

Non-Municipal Utility

Utility

Nameplate 

Capacity 

(kW)

Year 

Interconnected Fuel Type

Is Generator 

Net Metered?

Does the 

generator 

receive a 

standard 

rate or 

negotiated 

rate?

Applicable 

Customer Class

Is hourly 

load data 

available?

Amana 0.3                1954 Hydro AEP, QF No Negotiated Commercial No

Amana 2.8                2008 Methane AEP, QF No Negotiated Agriculture No



Appendix B: Resource Planning. 

Municipal utilities consider the value of customer DG, especially from renewable resources, in 

the context of long term power supply resource commitments. Joint action agencies that serve 

many IAMU members, as well as individual utilities, have committed to either construct large 

renewable energy projects or enter into long term contracts for renewable power supply. These 

centralized projects offer economies of scale and benefit all customers of the utility. These 

examples highlight the importance of long-term planning by municipal utilities for cost-effective 

development of renewable resources for their communities.  

Missouri River Energy Services (MRES) is a joint action agency with 61 municipal utilities in 

Iowa, Minnesota, North Dakota and South Dakota. MRES and the Western Minnesota Municipal 

Power Agency (WMMPA) is constructing the Red Rock Hydro Power Project (RRHP), a 

hydroelectric generating project located near Pella, Iowa.  RRHP will be located on the existing 

Red Rock Dam and Red Rock Reservoir, which is federally-owned property managed by the U.S. 

Corps of Army Engineers.  RRHP is being developed under a Federal Energy Regulatory 

Commission (FERC) license held by WMMMPA.  RRHP is expected to have a nameplate capacity 

of 36.4 MW and be designed to be capable of producing up to 55 MW of output during peak 

periods of water releases.  Commercial operation is expected early 2018.  

MRES also has a diversified portfolio of wind resources from wind projects in Iowa, Minnesota 

and North Dakota.  Including wind and hydroelectric power from Western Area Power 

Administration, MRES members receive about 41% of its power from renewable resources in 

2013. 

Muscatine Power & Water has rights to the full output of the South Fork Wind project located 

in Jackson County, MN.  The project capacity is approximately 13 MW and is scheduled to go 

online in late 2015. 

For the North Iowa Municipal Electric Cooperative Association approximately 26% of the energy 

resources are supplied by hydroelectric power from the Western Area Power Administration.  An 

additional 6% of its energy is supplied from three different wind farms located in Iowa.  These wind 



projects include the Iowa Distributed Wind Generation Project, a wind farm owned by municipal utilities 

and the Crosswind Energy Project, one of the first locally owned wind projects in Iowa. 

The Resale Power Group of Iowa, (RPGI), works with and encourages its members to meet local 

renewable initiatives.  Within RPGI, various renewable projects have been successfully integrated into 

member communities and continue to make a significant impact on power supply needs.  RPGI’s power 

supply portfolio as a whole includes approximately 4.1% hydroelectric power and 0.4% solar, 1.5% 

methane gas and biofuels, 2.5% wind, and 3.2% wind as renewable energy credits.  RPGI purchases the 

balance of its energy from MISO market sources.  The renewable energy mix of these primarily Iowa and 

Minnesota supplies varies hourly making the specific renewable sources of that energy undeterminable. 

The South Iowa Municipal Electric Cooperative Association has a power supply portfolio in 
which wind and hydroelectric power supply in aggregate approximately 25% of the total power 
supply portfolio. 
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