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ORDER

BY THE COMMISSION:



On November 29, 2001, PECO Energy Company (“PECO”) filed Supplement No. 34 to Tariff Electric - PA P.U.C. No. 3 for the purpose of creating a Wind Energy Service Rider which provides eligible customers the opportunity to purchase wind energy from Pennsylvania resources.  PECO requests that Supplement No. 34 become effective on January 27, 2002.




On January 14, 2002, Green Mountain Energy Company, The New Power Company, Inc., SmartEnergy, Inc. and AES NewEnergy, Inc. filed a formal complaint pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. §701 and 52 Pa. Code §5.21 in opposition to PECO’s proposed Tariff Supplement.  The Complainants assert that the proposed Tariff Supplement will have a negative impact on the development of the competitive market and that it is misleading and will likely cause confusion and misunderstanding among customers. 



PECO states that this rider allows the company to fulfill its obligation to offer wind blocks to its customers as provided for in the Joint Petition for Settlement at Docket No. A-110550F0147 in Paragraph 38b.  




PECO states that customers who elect to be served under the proposed rider will have several options available for selecting the desired amount of wind energy per month they wish to purchase.  The customer will then be subject to a Monthly Wind Energy Service Charge based on the amount of wind energy purchased.





PECO asserts that the wind premium charge is designed to fully recover all incremental costs associated with providing the service.  PECO states that it has reviewed wind tariffs from around the country and found wind premiums ranging between 1 and 5 cents/kWh with an average of 2.7 cents/kWh.  Thus, PECO asserts that the proposed premium of 2.5 cents/kWh is about average for this type of offering.   


Upon our review of the proposed tariff filing, it does not appear to be unlawful, unjust, unreasonable, or contrary to the public interest.  Therefore, we shall permit the proposed filing to become effective on the date requested.  However, approval of this filing does not constitute a determination that this filing is lawful, just, or reasonable, but only that further investigation or suspension does not appear to be warranted at this time; THEREFORE,



IT IS ORDERED:



1.   That Supplement No. 34 to Tariff Electric - PA P.U.C. No. 3 is hereby allowed to become effective on January 27, 2002.



2.   That this Order is without prejudice to any formal complaints timely filed against the proposed Tariff.  


 BY THE COMMISSION,

James J. McNulty


Secretary

(SEAL)

ORDER ADOPTED:
January 24, 2002

ORDER ENTERED:

January 24, 2002
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