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HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDING



The purpose of this Recommended Decision is to recommend approval of the Joint Petition for Settlement filed by all parties to settle all issues in this case.


On March 14, 2008, PECO Energy Company (PECO) filed a Petition for Approval of Phase I of its Residential Real Time Pricing Program (RRTP), which asks the Commission to approve Phase I and permit PECO to enroll up to 2,000 residential customers who elect to participate in the Program, permit PECO to charge those customers based upon the actual hourly real-time locational marginal price (LMP) established by PJM Interconnection, LLC (PJM), approve the necessary tariff changes to allow it and permit cost recovery through an annual Section 1307 cost reconciliation.  PECO seeks expedited treatment of this matter.  Notice was published in the Pennsylvania Bulletin on April 5, 2008, 38 Pa. B. 1659, and the deadline for filing formal protests, petitions to intervene and answers was set for April 21, 2008.  In addition, the notice announced that the Initial Prehearing Conference was scheduled for April 21, 2008 at 10:00 a.m. and that the matter was assigned to me.



On April 3, 2008, the Office of Consumer Advocate (OCA) filed its Answer opposing the Petition, the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) filed a Petition to Intervene and Answer opposing the petition, and the Commission’s Office of Trial Staff (OTS) filed a Notice of Appearance.



Prehearing memoranda were filed by PECO, OCA and DEP.



On April 21, 2008, the prehearing conference was held as scheduled, and the following attended:  Tanya McCloskey, Esq., and Christy Appleby, Esq., on behalf of OCA; Johnnie E. Simms, Esq., on behalf of OTS; Richard P. Mather, Sr., Esq., on behalf of DEP, and Anthony E. Gay, Esq., on behalf of PECO.



Although the option of participating from the Philadelphia office by telephone was offered, all parties were present in the Harrisburg hearing room for the prehearing conference.  After some discussion, the parties agreed upon a schedule and a shortened response time for discovery.  The schedule will be adopted with the understanding that the target date for issuance of the recommended decision is approximately four weeks after the due date for the reply briefs.



The DEP Petition to Intervene was granted as unopposed.



No party expressed a desire for a public input hearing.  Since the program would, if implemented as proposed, be limited to 2,000 voluntary participants, there was no need.



On April 23, 2008, a Scheduling Order was issued in this matter which provided that the Direct Testimony of the parties other than PECO Energy Company (PECO) was due on or before June 2, 2008.  This Order was amended by Order issued May 30, 2008, following a telephone conference call where the parties indicated that they would benefit from an additional week to explore settlement negotiations prior to submitting direct testimony.  Under the Amended Schedule, the direct testimony of parties other than PECO was due on or before 
June 10, 2008.  



Prior to the evidentiary hearings, the parties informed the presiding officer that they had reached an amicable settlement of the issues and would submit a settlement instead of participating in the hearings.  On August 29, 2008, the parties submitted a Joint Petition for Settlement and supporting statements.  In addition, a separate motion to admit prepared testimony was submitted.  The matter is now ready for decision.
TERMS OF THE SETTLEMENT



The following sections are taken directly from the Petition for Settlement, and the numbering matches the Petition for ease of reference:

I. Terms Of Settlement

A. Phase I RRTP Program Customer Solicitation and Screening Measures

7.
PECO will solicit participants for its voluntary Phase I RRTP Program through a targeted marketing process that will be directed to the following customer segments:

a. PECO Wind Customers;

b. PECO e-Bill Customers; and

c. PECO customers whose usage characteristics correspond to those of customers that participate in the RRTP program of PECO’s affiliate, Commonwealth Edison, and who have a monthly electric usage of 900 kWh or higher.  These customers may also be part of one of the segments noted above.

8.
PECO will solicit Phase I RRTP Program customers through direct mailings, e-mails and other direct communication vehicles to the customer segments referenced above.

9.
PECO will not knowingly target customers with severe medical conditions or customers that are payment troubled (as this term is defined in 52 Pa. Code § 54.72).

10.
PECO will not solicit Phase I RRTP Program customers through general bill inserts.

11.
PECO will employ the following screening measures in the event that non-targeted customers inquire about the program:

a. Inform customers whose electric usage is lower than 900 kWh per month that RRTP is not likely to provide them with savings.
b. Inform customers whose lifestyles or work schedules (as determined through the pre-screening interview or pre-screening website processing) indicate that they normally will be home during peak hours and unable to modify their usage that RRTP is not likely to provide them with savings.
c. Inform customers with severe medical conditions or who are payment troubled (as this term is defined in 52 Pa. Code § 54.72) that they should not enroll in the Phase I RRTP Program.  In addition, PECO will electronically flag in its computer systems the accounts of customers with medical certifications obtained consistent with 52 Pa. Code §§ 56.111 and 56.113 to indicate that PECO representatives should advise these customers that they should not enroll in the program.
12.
While PECO will warn the types of customers listed in Paragraph 11 that the Phase I RRTP Program is not likely to provide them with savings, PECO will not prevent any customer who insists on enrolling in RRTP from participating in the program.  The preceding provision does not apply to Customer Assistance Plan (“CAP”) customers or customers who are not receiving service under PECO’s Rate R, who are ineligible for the Phase I RRTP Program pursuant to PECO’s proposed tariff terms.

B. Phase I RRTP Program Billing

13.
PECO will bill Phase I RRTP Program customers based upon PJM hourly Day-Ahead prices for the PECO service territory instead of PJM hourly real-time prices.

14.
Solely as part of the Phase I RRTP Program, PECO will include a Phase I RRTP Upper Price Limit on the energy supply charges and the ancillary/capacity supply charges for the PECO service territory that Phase I RRTP participants will pay.  The Phase I RRTP Upper Price limit will be equal to the comparable PECO Rate RT summer on-peak kWh charge.  PECO will evaluate the impact of the Phase I RRTP Upper Price limit by including in its own quantitative analysis of the Phase I RRTP Program the impact of the price limit on customers’ willingness to modify their electric usage patterns.  This analysis will include, but not be limited to, an assessment of the price that Phase I RRTP Program participants would have paid and the impact to their bills absent the Phase I RRTP Upper Price Limit.  In addition, PECO will have its third-party monitor survey Phase I RRTP Program participants on their consideration of the Phase I RRTP Upper Price Limit and how it influenced their shifting of usage.

C. Phase I RRTP Program Customer E-mails

15.
If requested by a Phase I RRTP Program participating customer, and if the customer provides PECO with a functional e-mail address, PECO will provide PJM hourly Day-Ahead prices for the PECO service territory to the customer via e-mail on a daily basis.

D. Phase I RRTP Program Customer Education Materials

16.
PECO is still developing its Phase I RRTP Program customer education materials.  PECO will confer with DEP, OTS, and OCA in the development of the customer education materials that will be provided to customers or that will be accessible on-line as part of the Phase I RRTP Program.

E. Promotion of PECO’s Rate RT/Collection of Data Related to Other Types of Time-of-Use Programs 

17.
PECO agrees to promote its existing Rate RT Time-of-Use rate to a control group of customers separate from those to which it is marketing the Phase I RRTP Program.  The separate Rate RT control group will be drawn from the same customer types as set forth in Section II A, Paragraph 7 of this Joint Petition and will have the same solicitation and screening protections as the Phase I RRTP Program as set forth in Section II A, Paragraphs 8-12 of this Settlement.

18.
PECO agrees to conduct a residential appliance saturation study for the post-2010 time frame that could allow for a wider menu of time-of-use programs.  PECO also agrees to conduct a study of direct load control programs to determine residential customer preferences as to the mode, delivery and control of customers’ major household electric appliances.

19.
Following completion of the above-referenced studies, PECO agrees to meet with OCA, OTS and DEP to review and consider their input for a wider menu of time-of-use programs for the post-2010 period.

F. Cost Recovery

Operations and Maintenance (“O&M”) Costs

20.
PECO will be allowed to recover annually on a full and current basis through a Section 1307 cost reconciliation mechanism:  (1) all of its Phase I RRTP Program and Rate RT Program O&M costs; and (2) all of its costs for the data collection and studies PECO has agreed to undertake as part of this Settlement (as referenced in paragraph 18 herein).

21.
The Section 1307 reconciliation mechanism will be applicable to all of PECO’s Rate R residential customers.  The Section 1307 reconciliation mechanism will be added to PECO’s variable distribution charges in the same manner as PECO incorporates its universal service fund charge in its distribution rates, with recovery to commence at the time the Phase I RRTP Program service becomes available for use by participating customers.  The charge shall not appear as a separate line item on customers’ bills.  See Appendix “F” to this Joint Petition for an estimate of the O&M costs to be recovered pursuant to this Subsection E.

Information Technology (“IT”) Development Costs

22.
PECO will be allowed to recover its Phase I RRTP Program IT Development costs through a Section 1307 cost reconciliation mechanism over a five (5) year amortization period.
  The Section 1307 reconciliation mechanism will be applicable to all of PECO’s Rate R residential customers.  The Section 1307 reconciliation mechanism will be added to PECO’s variable distribution charges in the same manner as PECO incorporates its universal service fund charge in its distribution rates, with recovery to commence at the time the Phase I RRTP Program service becomes available for use by participating customers.  The charge shall not appear as a separate line item on customers’ bills.  See Appendix “F” to this Joint Petition for an estimate of the IT Development costs to be recovered pursuant to this Subsection E.

23.
PECO agrees that if it files an electric base rate case before the end of five years, the remaining unrecovered balance of the Phase I RRTP Program IT Development costs will be included in the base rate case and recovered over the remaining balance of the five-year recovery period.
II. Public Interest

24.
The Joint Petitioners submit that approval of the Settlement is in the public interest for the following reasons:  

a. Implementation of the Phase I RRTP Program in accordance with PECO’s

schedule will help PECO better identify, evaluate, and assess the costs and benefits of a real-time pricing program in PECO’s service territory;

b. Implementation of the Phase I RRTP Program as modified by this Joint Petition will enhance PECO’s knowledge of additional time-sensitive services and assist in managing total system costs in the event that other time-sensitive services are offered by PECO in the future; 

c. Promotion of PECO’s Rate RT and implementation of the studies PECO will conduct pursuant to this Joint Petition will enable PECO to collect additional data on customer acceptance of time-sensitive pricing products;

d.    This Settlement reduces the administrative burdens on the Commission and   the litigation expenditures of all parties by resolving all issues in this proceeding without administrative hearings.

III. Conditions Of Settlement

25.
The Joint Petitioners support PECO’s Petition for Approval of Phase I of its Residential Real-Time Pricing Program and tariff filing, as modified herein and consistent with the terms of this Joint Petition.  

26.
This Settlement is conditioned upon the Commission’s approval of the terms and conditions contained herein without modification.  If the Commission modifies this Settlement, any Joint Petitioner may elect to withdraw from the Settlement and may proceed with litigation and, in such event, this Settlement shall be void and of no effect.  Such election to withdraw must be made in writing, filed with the Secretary of the Commission and served upon all Joint Petitioners within five (5) business days after the entry of an Order modifying the Settlement. 

27.
This Settlement is proposed by the Joint Petitioners to settle all issues in the instant proceeding.  If the Commission does not approve the Settlement and evidentiary hearings are rescheduled in this matter, the Joint Petitioners reserve their respective rights to present testimony and to conduct full cross-examination, briefing and argument.

28.
The Joint Petitioners acknowledge that this Settlement reflects a compromise of competing positions and does not necessarily reflect any party’s position with respect to any issues raised in this proceeding if it were to be litigated, or in any future proceeding. 

29.
The Joint Petitioners waive their rights to file exceptions in this proceeding if the ALJ adopts this Settlement without modification.

DISCUSSION


PECO filed its Petition for Approval in this matter “to initiate a phased introduction of residential real-time pricing of electric generation in order to identify, evaluate, and assess what may be required for a full implementation of real-time pricing throughout PECO’s service territory.”  PECO Petition, pp. 1-2.  The Petition proposed to enroll up to 2,000 residential customers to whom information regarding real-time hourly energy prices from PJM via a website maintained by a PECO vendor would be available. The enrolled customers would have information necessary to consider electric prices, to make decisions regarding the amount of energy they would consume depending on the price at the time, and to review their detailed hourly electric usage.  The goal is to give the enrolled customers an opportunity to save money on electric usage.  PECO Petition, p. 3.  



In addition, the program would enable PECO to gather information regarding customer behavior and preferences to aid in the development of a more permanent real-time pricing program.  PECO Petition, p. 4.    


The other parties did not object to the idea of real-time pricing; they objected to the specific details proposed by PECO.  After negotiations, all three parties are satisfied that the program now will present a fair opportunity for customers to reduce their electric bills and a suitable pilot program for PECO’s service territory.  
The Parties’ Positions



PECO, a Pennsylvania corporation, is a jurisdictional electric distribution company which provides electric delivery service to approximately 1.6 million customers and natural gas service to approximately 475,000 customers in southeastern Pennsylvania.  



PECO agrees to the program as it is amended in the Joint Petition for Settlement because:


1.
it permits PECO to implement Phase I of the program, which will help it to identify, evaluate, and assess the costs and benefits of a real-time pricing program in PECO territory, it will enhance PECO’s knowledge of time sensitive services, thus preparing PECO for managing future offerings; PECO Stmt. In Support, ¶1.


2.
it provides for PECO’s promotion of PECO’s Rate RT Time-of-Use rate and the implementation of studies to collect data on customer acceptance of time-sensitive pricing products.  PECO Stmt. In Support, ¶2.


3.
it provides for significant customer education as part of the Phase I RRTP Program, as well as solicitation, screening, and price protections to provide customers volunteering to participate in the program with the best opportunity to achieve savings on their energy bills.  PECO Stmt. In Support, ¶3.

4.
it allows PECO to recover its costs through a Section 1307 cost recovery mechanism, which will encourage the implementation of a broader menu of demand-side management and energy efficiency programs; PECO Stmt. In Support, ¶4.


5.
it reduces the administrative burden on the Commission and enables the parties to resolve all issues without incurring the expense of hearings, briefings, and potential appeals.  PECO Stmt. In Support, ¶4.


In addition, PECO explains that the Settlement provides for the collection of data which will be useful in the development of future programs.  Included is an appliance saturation study, which examines the types of major household appliances customers have (inclusive of age, optional energy savings features, fuel type, etc.) and key customer preferences around how the appliances are selected and utilized.  The data that PECO intends to collect includes, but is not limited to:  the type and age of appliances owned (which relate to, among other things, appliance efficiency); customer preferences and motivations with regard to appliance use; the customer’s residence type (e.g., single family home, condominium, or apartment); and whether the customer owns or rents the dwelling.



PECO states that this information will be used to better understand customer electric usage and identify opportunities to assist customers with new rate designs and energy management programs, including customer (or utility) control of household appliances in response to market pricing signals.   PECO Supplemental Stmt. In Support, § I.


Another study proposed in the Settlement is the Direct Load Control Study Concerning Customer Preferences, which will examine the preferences of customers regarding a utility’s ability to communicate with appropriately configured home appliances and send signals that can turn appliances on or off in response to a price signal for energy or other related event.  



Potential programs may offer customers the ability to enable their appliances to be automatically controlled to conserve energy or shift energy usage to lower priced times of the day.  PECO Suppl. Stmt. In Support, § II.


Paragraph 17 of the Settlement provides for PECO to promote its existing Rate RT Time-of-Use (TOU) Rate to a control group of customers separate from those to which it is marketing the Phase I RRTP Program.  One of the key objectives of the Phase I RRTP program is to evaluate changes in customer energy consumption in response to market pricing signals.  PECO agreed to use its existing Rate RT, under which customers pay a different fixed rate at different times of the day when market prices for energy are typically higher or lower as a tool to measure customer interest in TOU programs, as expanded marketing efforts under the Settlement.  



Data from expanded marketing and Rate RT use will help PECO compare and contrast customer preferences toward RRTP, Rate RT, and other potential rate offerings.  In order to ensure that the same customers are not approached for both programs, and to obtain data specific to each program, PECO will endeavor to separate marketing of the different programs within the customer groups identified for marketing in the Settlement.  PECO Suppl. Stmt. In Support, § III.


DEP is the Commonwealth agency charged with performing the functions of the Pennsylvania Energy Office, 71 P.S. § 1340.504(d), duties under the Building Energy Conservation Act, 35 P.S. §§ 7201.101 et seq., the Pennsylvania Energy Development Authority, and certain duties under the Alternative Energy Portfolio Standards Act.  Act 213 of 2004, 73 P.S. §§ 1648.1-1648.8.   


DEP believes that programs such as this one can be beneficial by reducing customers’ electric bills, reducing grid congestion, improving reliability, reducing fossil fuel consumption, improving air quality and reducing greenhouse gas emissions.  Key components to an effective pilot program are:  using appropriate screening mechanisms to select customers who are best able to make use of the information and dissuading those who would not benefit, adequate educational materials, and metering technology which supports bidirectional communication between the consumer and the utility.  DEP Stmt. In Support, p. 2.  

The Department believes that the Joint Petition for Settlement (“Joint Petition”) is in the public interest because it addresses these necessary components of an effective real time pricing program.  Indeed, the Joint Petition goes further by providing for a targeted marketing campaign for PECO’s existing Time-of-Use rate program – thereby increasing the possibility of greater public benefits.

DEP Stmt. In Support, p. 3.



DEP opines that the Joint Petition is in the public interest because it offers screened and educated customers the opportunity to save money on electric bills by reacting to price signals in a timely fashion.  While it does not provide for the kind of “smart metering” technology that DEP wants to see employed eventually, it is an acceptable first step.


The program in its present proposed form will bill customers at the PJM hourly Day-Ahead price for the PECO service territory, which gives customers a real opportunity to plan electric usage for the next day.  This is an improvement over real-time pricing, which did not provide the information sufficiently in advance of the opportunity to implement changes in plans.  As DEP states, “this is an appropriate compromise because it gives consumers the appropriate ability to respond to price signals while the potential for more advance metering and direct load control is explored for the next phase of the program.”  DEP Stmt. In Support, p. 5.


The Joint Petition for Settlement also provides for PECO to cap the energy supply charges and the ancillary/capacity supply charges that participants will pay, thus limiting the exposure that the customers will have to paying higher prices than they would as ordinary residential ratepayers.  



OCA represents the interest of consumers before the Commission, 71 P.S. 
§ 309-2.   OCA supports the Joint Petition for Settlement because all of the concerns it raised have been addressed.


OCA’s concern that customers would not have the tools to respond to real time pricing were addressed by the Joint Petition’s adoption of Day-Ahead pricing instead.  PJM hourly Day-Ahead prices will be e-mailed to customers upon request each day, which is preferable for two reasons:  it allows customers to plan electricity usage in advance, and customers will not be exposed to rare but often extreme spikes in hourly prices that can occur in the Real Time price market.  OCA Stmt. In Support, p. 4.


The price protection plan sets an upper limit for prices to be charged to the customer to avoid extreme price disruptions, meaning that the Rate RT customers will not see an hourly price higher than the tariffed service.  OCA Stmt. In Support, p. 5.



OCA emphasizes that the careful screening of participants in the program is a key element to its agreement.  


In order to ensure that the program only includes participants who have a higher likelihood of succeeding in the PECO RRTP program, PECO will directly target participants for the voluntary RRTP program from the following customer segments:  (a) PECO wind customers; (b) PECO e-Bill customers and (c) customers whose usage characteristics correspond to those that participate in the RRTP program of PECO’s affiliate, Commonwealth Edison and have a usage level of higher than 900 kWh per month.  Settlement at ¶ 7.  PECO will not solicit customers through general bill inserts and will not knowingly solicit customers with severe medical conditions or who are payment-troubled.  Id at ¶9-10.  The Company will also actively screen non-targeted customers who inquire about the program.  PECO will inform these non-targeted customers that savings through the RRTP program are not likely if the customers’ electric usage is lower than 900 kWh per month and their lifestyles or work schedules indicate that they will likely be home during peak hours and unable to modify their usage.  Id. ¶11.  The OCA submits that these criteria in the screening process will ensure that RRTP is only targeted to those customers whose usage levels, lifestyles and circumstances are conducive to achieving savings in the RRTP program.  
OCA Stmt. In Support, p. 5.



OCA states that the Joint Settlement provides for PECO to perform the studies which will form the basis for the development of alternative residential demand side response programs such as Time-of-Use, Critical Peak Period Pricing, and Direct Load Control programs.  The results of the studies will be reviewed by the parties to aid in deciding which programs will be feasible in PECO’s service territory after the generation rate caps are removed.  OCA Stmt. In Support, p. 6.


OCA supports the cost recovery provisions, stating that the Settlement mitigates the potential cost impact of the RRTP program to all residential consumers by extending recovery of certain costs.  OCA Stmt. In Support, p. 7.


OTS is charged by statute to represent the public interest.  66 Pa. C.S. 
§ 306(b).   OTS believes the program to be a step in the right direction, which allows participants to take advantage of shifting their electric costs to non-peak time and save on their electric bills.  In addition, the five-year amortization period for recovery of costs rather than the original three will benefit ratepayers who will pay for the program.  



As is the case with every settlement reached prior to full litigation, resolution of the matter avoids the time, effort and resources necessary to litigation.  For this and the other stated reasons, OTS believes that the Joint Petition for Settlement is in the public interest.  OTS Stmt. In Support, p. 3.  


The Joint Petition for Settlement and the Statements in Support present a persuasive picture.  The parties have worked together to create a pilot program for savvy residential customers which, when implemented, will provide an opportunity for electrical use management.  The Joint Petition for Settlement is consistent with the purpose of the PECO proposal, which is to create a pilot program to explore the effectiveness of giving consumers an opportunity to manage their electricity usage according to actual price.  It is in the public interest to improve the Company’s and the other parties’ understanding of the effectiveness of this program by allowing it to be implemented with the appropriate controls regarding eligible customers.     


Since the settlement was negotiated prior to the evidentiary hearings, there is no evidence of record to support the settlement.  Therefore, the parties have submitted a Motion for Admission of Testimony and Exhibits.  This Motion is granted, and the written testimony and accompanying exhibits shall be included in the yellow folder in the Secretary’s official file.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW



1.
The Commission has jurisdiction over the parties and the subject matter in this case.  


2.
DEP is the Commonwealth agency charged with performing the functions of the Pennsylvania Energy Office, 71 P.S. § 1340.504(d), duties under the Building Energy Conservation Act, 35 P.S. §§ 7201.101 et seq., the Pennsylvania Energy Development Authority, and certain duties under the Alternative Energy Portfolio Standards Act.  Act 213 of 2004, 73 P.S. §§ 1648.1-1648.8.   



3.
OCA represents the interest of consumers before the Commission, 71 P.S. § 309-2.   



4.
OTS is charged by statute to represent the public interest.  66 Pa. C.S. 

§ 306(b). 



5.
It is in the public interest to improve the Company’s and the other parties’ understanding of the effectiveness of this program by allowing it to be implemented with the appropriate controls regarding eligible customers.     

RECOMMENDED ORDER



THEREFORE,



IT IS RECOMMENDED:



1.
That the Motion for Admission of Testimony and Exhibits is granted.



2.
That the following are admitted to the record.

PECO ENERGY COMPANY (“PECO”)

DIRECT TESTIMONY

Statement Number


Witness

PECO Statement No. 1

Brian D. Crowe

PECO Statement No. 2

Frank J. Jiruska

PECO Statement No. 3

Richard A. Schlesinger

EXHIBITS ACCOMPANYING PECO DIRECT TESTIMONY

PECO Exhibit FJJ-1
PECO Exhibit FJJ-2

PECO Exhibit FJJ-3

PECO Exhibit FJJ-4

PECO Exhibit FJJ-5

PECO Exhibit FJJ-6

PECO REBUTTAL TESTIMONY

PECO Statement No. 2.1

Frank J. Jiruska

EXHIBITS ACCOMPANYING PECO REBUTTAL TESTIMONY

PECO Exhibit FJJ-7

PECO Exhibit FJJ-8

PECO Exhibit FJJ-9

PECO Exhibit FJJ-10

PECO Exhibit FJJ-11
OFFICE OF CONSUMER ADVOCATE (“OCA”)
DIRECT TESTIMONY

Statement Number

Witness

OCA Statement No. 1

J. Richard Hornby

EXHIBITS TO ACCOMPANY OCA DIRECT TESTIMONY

JRH-1
JRH-2

JRH-3

OCA SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY

Statement Number

Witness

OCA Statement No. 1-S
J. Richard Hornby
NON-PROPRIETARY EXHIBITS TO ACCOMPANY OCA SURREBUTAL TESTIMONY

JRH-4
CONFIDENTIAL EXHIBIT REMOVED FOR NON-PROPRIETARY VERSION
JRH-5 
JRH-6

JRH-7

JRH-8

Confidential Exhibit removed for Non-Proprietary Version 

PROPRIETARY EXHIBITS TO ACCOMPANY OCA SURREBUTAL TESTIMONY

JRH-4
JRH-5

JRH-6

JRH-7

JRH-8

OFFICE OF TRIAL STAFF (“OTS”)
DIRECT TESTIMONY

Statement Number

Witness

OTS Statement No. 1

Joseph Kubas

EXHIBITS TO ACCOMPANY OTS DIRECT TESTIMONY

OTS Exhibit No. 1 (Schedule 1)
OTS Exhibit No. 1 (Schedule 2)

Stipulated, agreed and moved this 28th day of August, 2008.

3.
That the Joint Petition for Settlement filed in the case captioned Petition of PECO Energy Company for Approval of Phase 1 of its Residential Real-Time Pricing Program filed at PUC Docket No. P-2008-2032333, is approved without modification.


4.
That following the entry of the Commission Order approving the Settlement, PECO is authorized to file the tariff supplement attached hereto as Appendix A to the Joint Petition for Settlement on one day’s notice; 



5.
That this proceeding be marked closed.

Dated:  September 23, 2008


___________________________________







Susan D. Colwell







Administrative Law Judge
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� PECO’s IT Development Costs are the costs associated with the design, coding, testing and installation of program changes and communication interfaces necessary to support the Phase I RRTP Program.
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