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_____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF SETTLEMENT OF THE COALITION FOR 

AFFORDABLE UTILITY SERVICES AND ENERGY EFFICIENCY IN PENNSYVANIA 

(CAUSE-PA) 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

The Coalition for Affordable Utility Services and Energy Efficiency in Pennsylvania 

(“CAUSE-PA”), by its counsel at the Pennsylvania Utility Law Project, submits this Statement in 

Support of the Joint Petition for Settlement of all issues in the captioned proceeding.  CAUSE-PA 

joins the other parties and requests that the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) 

approve the Settlement without modification.  

I. INTRODUCTION  

CAUSE-PA intervened in this proceeding because it remains concerned about the effects that 

the retail market enhancement programs implemented in previous default service proceedings have 

on the long-term affordability of service for economically vulnerable households in each of the 

four First Energy Companies1 (“Companies”).  CAUSE-PA was also concerned certain proposals 

made by the Companies in their petition.  Specifically, CAUSE-PA was concerned about the 

Companies’ proposal to continue offering the Customer Referral Program; the impact that the 

                                                 
1 Metropolitan Edison Company, Pennsylvania Electric Company, Pennsylvania Power Company and West Penn 

Power Company. 
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Companies’ proposed changes to their Purchase of Receivables program and EGS related write-

offs will have on low-income customers; and, the Companies’ proposed changes to how electric 

generation supplier (EGS) refunds are processed.  In addition to these issues, CAUSE-PA believes 

that the Companies must develop more stringent and significant cost-protection safeguards for 

their low-income customers enrolled in the Customer Assistance Programs (“CAP”) who are 

receiving generation supply from EGSs.   

CAUSE-PA submitted direct, rebuttal, and surrebuttal testimony addressing these issues in 

detail along with several exhibits, all of this evidence was entered into the record of this 

proceeding at the hearing on February 25, 2016.2  CAUSE-PA has actively participated in good 

faith discussions with the other parties in this proceeding to achieve the negotiated settlement of 

the contested issues presented in the Joint Petition for Settlement.  In CAUSE-PA’s view, the 

Settlement is in the public interest in that it addresses issues of concern affecting the Companies’ 

low-income customers, balances the various interests of the parties, and resolves the contested 

issues fairly. If approved, the Settlement will eliminate the possibility of further litigation and 

appeals along with their attendant costs. 

II. BACKGROUND 

CAUSE-PA adopts the background set forth in Paragraphs 1-12 of the Joint Petition for 

Settlement as if fully stated herein. 

 

                                                 
2 Specifically, CAUSE-PA submitted the following pieces of testimony:  CAUSE-PA Statement No. 1, the Direct 

Testimony of Harry Geller with attachments; CAUSE-PA Statement No. 1R, the Rebuttal Testimony of Harry Geller; 

and, CAUSE-PA Statement No. 1SR, the Surrebuttal Testimony of Harry Geller.  All of this testimony was admitted 

into evidence at the hearing held on February 25, 2016 and was electronically filed with the Secretary’s Bureau on 

February 29, 2016. 
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III. REASONS FOR SUPPORT OF THE SETTLEMENT 

The following terms of the Settlement address issues of concern to CAUSE-PA and reflect a 

carefully balanced compromise of the interests of all the parties in this proceeding: 

In Paragraph 13.A.1.a., the Joint Petitioners have agreed that the Companies’ plan will be for 

a term of four years rather than the two proposed by the Companies.  This extension of the plan 

and the relatively uncontested procurement strategy has the potential to result in significant cost 

and time savings for the Companies and interested stakeholders.  Just as importantly, however, the 

paragraph contains a few significant safeguards in the event that changes are necessary.  

Specifically, the Companies will hold a stakeholder collaborative in October 2017 that will 

address: 

 The wholesale market conditions to determine whether a full petition for default service 

needs to be filed before the end of the four year term; 

 The results of various other stakeholder collaboratives, including the significant CAP 

stakeholder collaborative agreed to by the Companies and which was essential for CAUSE-

PA’s support of any settlement; and, 

 Any changes to the POR clawback charges contemplated by the settlement. 

As a result of this collaborative, the Companies indicated that they will file proposals with the 

Commission by January 31, 2018 to address the aforementioned issues, as well as any unresolved 

objections that would lead to the filing of a full default service proceeding.  

The combination of the four-year term, along with this stakeholder process, will allow for 

continued conversation in the event that there is a need to change course at the conclusion of two 

years.  The combination of these was an essential term that brought together various parties to the 

settlement.  CAUSE-PA supports this approach and believes that it is in the public interest because 
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it provides certainty for a significant period of time, while allowing the parties to address non-

procurement issues before the end of the four-year period. 

Paragraph 13.F.8.a provides that the Companies’ supplier tariffs will be updated to include 

provisions related to refunds and credits provided to customers associated with EGS charges which 

fall under the POR.  A refund will only be credited through the Companies’ billing system after 

an EGS obtains the consent of a residential customer: (a) who is billed as part of the Companies’ 

POR; and (b) to whom the EGS is willing to issue a refund to resolve a Pa PUC formal or informal 

individual customer complaint; and (c) where the customer has an outstanding arrearage, owed to 

one of the Companies, that is associated with the dispute that is the subject of the informal or 

formal Pa PUC complaint.  The EGS will use good faith efforts to remit the refund directly to the 

EDC to offset any arrearages on the customer’s account associated with the disputed amount.  If 

the customer does not agree to have the refund remitted directly to the EDC, the EGS will remit 

payment to the customer and encourage the customer to address the outstanding arrearage directly 

with the EDC. 

The material terms of this provision were addressed in the testimony of CAUSE-PA witness 

Harry Geller.    Mr. Geller specifically testified, in response to the Companies’ initial proposal, 

that the choice about whether EGS refunds should flow back through the Companies’ billing 

system should always remain with the customer as it was the customer’s refund, not the 

Companies’ refund, and that this choice should be made only after receiving the informed consent 

of the customer.3  Furthermore, Mr. Geller voiced concern about the companies’ proposal, and 

suggested it should be limited to only those instances where the refund was a result of a PUC 

                                                 
3 See CAUSE-PA Statement No. 1 at 23:8-24:11.  
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formal or informal complaint as opposed to other damages or refunds sought by the customer, and 

only if the customer owed a delinquent balance.4  

The consensus reached by the Joint Settlement preserves many of the protections sought by 

CAUSE-PA and provide safeguards to protect the choice of the customer.  Under the terms of this 

provision, EGSs would have to obtain the consent of the customer before any refund could flow 

through the Companies’ billing system and it would only occur if the refund was the result of a 

PUC complaint and the customer had an arrearage.  These protections are in the public interest 

because they adequately protect the autonomy of the customer while at the same time reasonably 

ensuring that the Companies’ are made whole for outstanding bills that were floated through the 

POR program but have been unpaid. 

Paragraph 13.I.1.b., modifies various aspects to the Customer Referral Program scripts to 

clarify that the Customer Referral Program provides a discount that is potentially time-limited and 

dependent on increases or decreases to the Companies’ respective prices to compare.  These 

changes seek to ensure that the public is appropriately informed about the benefits and risks 

associated with the customer referral program, including the very real possibility that shortly after 

a customer signs up for the program their rates could be significantly higher than the Companies’ 

default service price.  These were significant issues raised by OCA witness Barbara Alexander.5  

The compromise language agreed to in the Settlement is in the public interest as it constitutes a 

significant improvement over the current scripts used by the Companies.  The language seeks to 

ensure that customers are informed prior to agreeing to take EGS service pursuant to the Customer 

Referral Program.  

                                                 
4 Id. 
5 OCA Statement No. Statement No. 2 at 14-18. 
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Paragraphs 13.J.1.b – J.3 commit the Companies to (1) convene a CAP customer shopping 

stakeholder collaborative, (2) provide various data points/information to the parties, and (3) filed 

a petition for an on-the record filing in the event that no consensus can be reached about the scope 

of protections to be placed on CAP customer’s engagement with the retail electric market.  These 

provisions were essential to CAUSE-PA’s agreement to settle.  In his direct testimony, Mr. Geller 

discussed the economic harm to the Companies’ CAP customers as a result of their current ability 

to select EGS-provided service without any price protections.  Mr. Geller stated:  

In response to a discovery request, the [C]ompanies provided various pieces of 

information which lead me to conclude that the significant majority of the 

Companies’ CAP customers who are shopping are paying more than the default 

service price.  Preliminarily, the reported data appears to show that as of 

November 2015, more than 77% of Met-Ed’s CAP customers, more than 50% of 

Penelec’s CAP customers, and more than 65% of West Penn’s CAP customers 

who are shopping are paying a price higher than the price to compare.  This is 

unacceptable. 

 

In my judgment, there is no reason why a CAP customer should ever pay more 

than the default service price regardless of whether they are on default service or 

being served by an EGS.   

 

It is simply not reasonable to approve discounts and reduced rates for low income 

customer classes, which are paid collectively by other residential customers, but 

at the same time approve a DSP plan which allows CAP customers to be charged 

higher rates that result in unaffordable or higher bills, thus contributing to the 

higher collection costs to all customers and adverse impacts on the low income 

households. 

 

Thus, a primary concern in this proceeding should be the implementation of a 

DSP that does not compromise affordability for its CAP customers who shop, but 

rather will complement and be consistent with the requirements of the Choice Act 

and the Commission Policy Statement.6 

 

 Through the settlement, the Companies and other parties’ committed to addressing these 

issues in a collaborative, the end of which will result in an on the record proceeding if no 

consensus can be reached.  This is plainly in the public interest.  Ample evidence was presented 

                                                 
6 CAUSE-PA Statement No. 1 at 14:16-15:11 (footnote omitted). 
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demonstrating the harm associated with CAP customers paying more than the price to compare.  

This harm befalls not only CAP customers themselves, but also all of the residential ratepayers 

who pay for CAP and whose CAP rider has been increased because of higher costs paid in the 

competitive market.7  By allocating time to discuss these issues in a collaborative, the parties can 

appropriately vet the various options available to ensure that CAP customers who wish to access 

the competitive market can do so while being adequately protected from paying more for service 

than they need pay.  At the same time, given the diversity of views on this subject, it was 

essential to CAUSE-PA that if consensus was not able to be reached that the Companies had a 

firm deadline by which they had to file an on-the-record petition to obtain a Commission 

decision about these issues.  The Settlement provisions ensure that these issues will be both 

timely and adequately addressed, and should be approved without modification as being in the 

public interest. 

 

IV. CONCLUSION 

The Joint Petitioners arrived at the Settlement terms after conducting extensive discovery 

and engaging in discussions over several weeks.  The terms and conditions outlined here, and those 

contained in the Joint Petition itself, constitute a carefully crafted package representing reasonably 

negotiated compromises on the issues of concern to each party in this proceeding.  Thus, the 

Settlement is consistent with the Commission’s rules and practices encouraging negotiated 

settlements (see 52 Pa. Code §§ 5.231, 69.391 and 69.401), and is supported by a substantial 

record.  Furthermore, acceptance of the Settlement avoids the necessity of further administrative 

and possibly appellate proceedings regarding the settled issues at what would have been a 

                                                 
7 CAUSE-PA Statement No. 1 at 13-14. 
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substantial cost to the Joint Petitioners and the Companies’ customers. 

Accordingly, CAUSE-PA respectfully requests that the ALJ and the Commission approve 

the Joint Petition for Settlement without modification. 

 

. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

PENNSYLVANIA UTILITY LAW PROJECT 

Counsel for CAUSE-PA 
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Joline Price, Esq., PA ID: 315405 

Elizabeth R. Marx, Esq., PA ID: 309014 
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Harrisburg, PA 17101 
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STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF JOINT PETITION FOR SETTLEMENT  
ON BEHALF OF RETAIL ENERGY SUPPLY ASSOCIATION 

The Retail Energy Supply Association (“RESA”),1 offers this Statement In Support of the 

Joint Petition for Settlement (“Settlement”) submitted by Metropolitan Edison Company (“Met-

Ed”), Pennsylvania Electric Company (“Penelec”), Pennsylvania Power Company (“Penn 

Power”) and West Penn Power Company (“West Penn”) (collectively, the “ Companies” or 

“FirstEnergy”).  The Settlement addresses all issues in the above-captioned proceeding.  While 

the Settlement does not resolve all the issues raised by RESA in the manner preferred by RESA, 

the Settlement does reasonably address many of the issues and – on balance – is a reasonable 

resolution of this proceeding.  Thus, RESA supports approval of the Settlement without 

modification.    

RESA is a nonprofit organization and trade association that represents the interests of a 

broad and diverse group of energy suppliers who share the common vision that competitive retail 

and wholesale energy markets deliver a more efficient, customer-oriented outcome than the 

regulated utility structure.  RESA is devoted to working with all stakeholders to promote vibrant 

                                                 
1  The comments expressed in this filing represent the position of the Retail Energy Supply Association 

(RESA) as an organization but may not represent the views of any particular member of the Association.  
Founded in 1990, RESA is a broad and diverse group of more than twenty retail energy suppliers dedicated 
to promoting efficient, sustainable and customer-oriented competitive retail energy markets.  RESA 
members operate throughout the United States delivering value-added electricity and natural gas service at 
retail to residential, commercial and industrial energy customers.  More information on RESA can be found 
at www.resausa.org.  
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and sustainable competitive retail energy markets for all consumers.  RESA members currently 

serve residential, commercial and industrial and institutional customers in Pennsylvania and 

other jurisdictions in North America that have enacted retail choice. 

In this proceeding, RESA raised the following issues and concerns about the Companies’ 

proposed default service plan: (1) the changes proposed by the Companies’ regarding the 

residential and commercial classes procurement mix; (2) the threshold for the Companies’ 

industrial procurement group as it impacts hourly priced default service; (3) the proposal to 

implement a Purchase of Receivables (“POR”) Clawback penalty mechanism; (4) the proposal to 

require electric generation suppliers (“EGSs”) to remit customer refunds directly to the electric 

distribution company (“EDC”); and, (5) the Companies’ request to begin collecting an hourly fee 

from EGSs participating in the Customer Referral Program (“CRP”) to cover FirstEnergy’s 

expenses for researching customer complaints related to the CRP Supplier’s activity.2   

In addition, RESA offered the following proposals:  (1) that the Companies be required to 

unbundle default service costs that it currently recovers through distribution rates and require 

that those costs are recovered through the price- to-compare (“PTC”);3 (2) that FirstEnergy be 

required to expeditiously develop the supplier consolidated billing option for EGSs; (3) that a 

working group be established to determine the rules and procedures required to allow EGSs to 

bill for non-commodity charges on the EDC bill; and, (4) FirstEnergy be directed to give EGSs 

the most up-to-date mailing information for customers that participate in CRP to assist EGSs 

with regulatory compliance.4 

                                                 
2  RESA St. No. 1 at 2-3; RESA St. No. 2 at 3. 

3  52 Pa. Code § 54.187(e). 

4  RESA St. No. 2. 
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Even though all of RESA’s concerns and issues are not fully addressed in the manner 

preferred by RESA, the Settlement does represent a reasonable compromise which balances all 

of the issues and should be approved.   

First, regarding the procurement plan, the Settlement implements revised contract 

lengths, product percentages and procurement lead times similar to the Companies’ current 

procurements5 which is consistent with RESA’s recommendation.  While RESA did not support 

the recommendation of the Office of Consumer Advocate (“OCA”) to extend the default service 

plan term from FirstEnergy’s proposed two years to four years,6 the Settlement establishes a 

stakeholder collaborative process in October 2017 to enable parties to assess the procurement 

plan and present information for the consideration of the stakeholders to support consideration of 

an alternate procurement plan.7  On balance, the Settlement’s proposed resolution of the 

procurement issues is reasonable. 

Second, regarding RESA’s concerns about the hourly priced customer threshold, 

FirstEnergy represents that it will have systems in place to lower the hourly pricing threshold to 

100 kW effective June 1, 2021 and agrees to lower it to 100 kW effective June 1, 2019 where 

smart meters will be used for hourly pricing billing purposes by that date.  The Companies agree 

to provide updates on their ability to bill hourly priced service at six-month intervals until June 1, 

2019.8  Taking into consideration FirstEnergy’s Smart Meter Deployment Plan, this is a 

reasonable resolution of this issue. 

                                                 
5  Settlement at Exhibit A. 

6  RESA St. No. 1-R at 2-3. 

7  Settlement at 5, Section A(1)(1)(a). 

8  Settlement at 7, Section A(2)(d). 
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Third, the Settlement offers reasonable modifications to the Companies’ proposal 

regarding refunds and courtesy credits made by EGSs to POR customers when addressing 

customer complaints.  Specifically, the Settlement requires customer consent to credit the 

payment through the Companies’ billing system and requires use of the process only for 

customers who have an outstanding arrearage owed to one of the Companies.9  While RESA had 

concerns with this proposal, the stakeholder discussions that occurred as a result of the 

settlement process lead to the approach set forth in the Settlement which is a reasonably way to 

balance the competing concerns raised by the Companies and other stakeholders. 

Fourth, while RESA did not propose any changes regarding the treatment of Network 

Integration Transmission Services (“NITS”) in this proceeding, RESA has long advocated for 

recovering NITS charges and similar non-market based charges on behalf of all load through a 

non-bypassable charge and supported the recommendation of Exelon Generation Company, LLC 

(“ExGen”) that certain transmission related non-market based charges should be included with 

the Companies’ Default Services Support Rider (“DSSR”).10  As part of the Settlement, the 

Companies agree to implement various processes and procedures to provide more transparency 

to all market participants regarding NITS rates and charges.11  In consideration of the 

Commission’s prior determinations on this issue as well as updated discussions with impacted 

parties and the Companies’ willingness to implement the new transparency provisions set forth 

in the Settlement regarding these charges, the Settlement offers a reasonable approach at this 

time for this issue. 

                                                 
9  Settlement at 14, Section F(8). 

10  RESA St. No. 1-R at  

11  Settlement at 15, Section G(2). 
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Fifth, the Settlement reasonably addresses issues regarding the CRP and appropriately 

balances the sometimes competing concerns raised by RESA, OCA and FirstEnergy.  More 

specifically, pursuant to the Settlement: (1) the current CRP Supplier fee remains unchanged; (2) 

additional due process procedures are established regarding FirstEnergy’s proposal to charge 

CRP Suppliers hourly fees to investigate customer disputes; (3) reasonable script changes to 

address the concerns of OCA without potentially degrading the effectiveness of the CRP are 

proposed; and, (4) FirstEnergy agrees to reconvene its supplier workshops to discuss operational 

issues including, but not limited to, RESA’s concern regarding the sharing of customer account 

information.12  On balance, the modifications to the Companies’ CRP and initial proposals 

regarding the CRP set forth in the Settlement represent a fair resolution of the CRP issues. 

Sixth, while the Settlement does propose to implement FirstEnergy’s POR Clawback 

Charge which will enable it to assess targeted EGSs additional charges related to uncollectibles, 

modifications to the initially proposed mechanism are included in the Settlement.  These include: 

(1) the mechanism will be implemented as a two-year pilot; (2) the Companies will provide a 

report, with detailed information and analysis, regarding the operation of the mechanism during 

the October 2017 collaborative; (3) the initial mechanism is redesigned with two separate prongs 

that an EGS needs to meet before assessment of the charge; (4) even if the Companies propose to 

continue the mechanism beyond the two-year pilot, they agree not to propose decreasing the 

threshold of the first program to below 150% prior to 2021; (5) even though parties could not 

agree to remove the current POR credit and deposit restrictions due to implementation of the 

POR Clawback charge, the parties do agree to use good faith efforts to resolve this issue if the 

                                                 
12  Settlement at 16-17, Section H 
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Companies elect to propose to continue the POR Clawback after the two-year pilot 

implementation.13   

While RESA remains concerned that implementation of this mechanism may lead to 

unintended consequences, such as being unreasonably assessed on suppliers who may meet the 

prongs but may have valid and justifiable reasons for doing so, the modifications to the original 

proposal set forth in the Settlement (in combination with the fact that FirstEnergy’s POR 

program has a zero discount) represent likely improvements from the initial proposal.  In 

addition, and specifically regarding the POR Clawback Charge, the Settlement reserves the rights 

of all parties to propose modifications to or termination of the POR Clawback Charge.14  More 

generally, the parties of the Settlement specifically acknowledge that the Settlement is based on 

the facts and record in this proceeding and the agreements are not intended to apply to other 

proceedings nor to waive any parties’ rights regarding those issues in future proceedings.15  

Thus, for all these reasons in combination with the resolution of other issues in this proceeding, 

the Settlement is an adequate resolution of the POR Clawback Charge.  

Finally, regarding RESA’s unbundling proposal, the Settlement requires a stakeholder 

collaborative to explore the establishment of a bypassable retail market enhancement rate 

mechanism with the Companies and stakeholders agreeing to discuss the collaboratives during 

the October 2017 discussion and the Companies committing to file its proposals regarding the 

issues no later than January 31, 2018.16  Establishing a forum to collaboratively address these 

issues is a reasonable step forward. 

                                                 
13  Settlement at 18-20, Section I. 

14  Settlement at 20, Section I(3). 

15  Settlement at 23, Section M. 

16  Settlement at 5 and 20, Sections A(2) and  J(1)(a), (3).  
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On balance, the Settlement represents a fair balancing and compromise of the issues 

raised in this proceeding.  While the Settlement does not resolve all of the issues and concerns 

raised by RESA, it does represent improvements on many issues proposed by the Companies (as 

well as the other parties) and was developed as the result of the parties working cooperatively to 

reach a reasonable and comprehensive compromise of all the issues.  In addition, the Settlement 

reduces the administrative burden and costs to resolve the numerous issues.  For all these 

reasons, the Settlement is in the public interest and should be adopted.  Thus, RESA respectfully 

requests that the Settlement be approved without modification. 

Respectfully submitted,

Daniel Clearfield, Esquire 
Attorney I.D. 26183 
Deanne M. O’Dell, Esquire 
Attorney I.D. 81064 
Eckert Seamans Cherin & Mellott, LLC 
213 Market St., 8th Floor 
P.O. Box 1248 
Harrisburg, PA 17101 
717.237.6000 
Fax 717.237.6019 
dclearfield@eckertseamans.com 
dodell@eckertseamans.com 

Date:  April 1, 2016 Attorneys for Retail Energy Supply Association 
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_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF SETTLEMENT 
OF TRANSCANADA POWER MARKETING LTD. 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
I. INTRODUCTION 

1. TransCanada Power Marketing Ltd. (“TransCanada”), respectfully submits, through its 

counsel, that the Joint Petition for Settlement (“Joint Petition”) filed in the above-captioned 

proceeding by Metropolitan Edison Company, Pennsylvania Electric Company, Pennsylvania 

Power Company, and West Penn Power Company; the Bureau of Investigation and Enforcement, 

the Office of Consumer Advocate, the Office of Small Business Advocate, the Met-Ed Industrial 

Users Group, the Penelec Industrial Customer Alliance, the Penn Power Users Group, West Penn 

Power Industrial Intervenors, the Retail Energy Supply Association, Direct Energy Services, 

LLC, Exelon Generation Company, LLC, the Coalition for Affordable Utility Services and 

Energy Efficiency in Pennsylvania, and TransCanada (collectively, the “Joint Petitioners”) 

promotes the public interest and should be approved by the Pennsylvania Public Service 

Commission (“Commission”) without modification.   

II. BACKGROUND 

2. The background set forth in Paragraphs 1 through 12 of the Joint Petition is incorporated 

herein by reference as if set forth in its entirety. 

1 
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III. STATEMENT IN SUPPORT 

3. It is the policy of the Commission to encourage settlements.  52 Pa. Code § 5.231.  The 

Commission’s regulations state, “The Commission encourages parties to seek negotiated 

settlements of contested proceedings in lieu of incurring the time, expense and uncertainty of 

litigation.”  As such, the Joint Petitioners negotiated in good faith to resolve all issues that were 

raised by the parties in this proceeding.  The Joint Petition is in the public interest and is 

consistent with the Commission’s policy promoting settlement. 

4. The Joint Petition was reached after extensive discovery, presentation of written 

testimony, and numerous settlement discussions and is a reasonable and appropriate compromise 

of the Joint Petitioners’ diverse interests and positions.   

5. The Joint Petition adequately addresses the primary concern raised by TransCanada 

through the course of this proceeding, namely approval of an alternate guaranty that will allow 

the guaranty to be issued by two guarantors, jointly and severally. 

6. It is TransCanada’s position that allowing this alternate guaranty is in the public interest 

because the alternate guaranty will allow potential suppliers, such as TransCanada, to be more 

price competitive, thus increasing competition and potentially lowering prices for default service 

customers.  

IV. CONCLUSION 

7. TransCanada respectfully requests that the Commission approve the Joint Petition as 

submitted, without modification. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

Dated: April 1, 2016     Bruce V. Miller (PA Attorney ID No. 201922) 
       Attorney for TransCanada Power Marketing Ltd. 
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