BEFORE THE


PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION








Office of Consumer Advocate			:


				:			Docket Number


		v.					:


							:			R-00016854C0001


Duquesne Light Company				:








ERRATA ORDER








Please be advised that the Recommended Decision dated July 15, 2002, issued July 16, 2002, at the above-captioned docket number is incorrect.  Specifically, on page 24, a quotation from the Commission Order is incorrect.  Please find attached a corrected page 24.





Please correct your records accordingly.














Date: July 24, 2002											


							Wayne L. Weismandel


							Administrative Law Judge


�
In the Commission Order the Commission held:





[W]e are satisfied that the proposed rates, as modified herein, accurately reflect known and measurable changes in Duquesne’s state tax liability and, thus, are just and reasonable within the meaning of Section 2804(16)(ii).


Commission Order, p. 4.





Having completed the single issue rate proceeding designed to permit OCA to litigate the two issues identified in the Commission’s Material Question Order adopted and entered May 9, 2002, there is no basis for altering that holding.  Indeed, the scope of this proceeding has been more far reaching than necessary, an earnings examination having been found to be irrelevant and the tax offset occurring as a natural consequence of the use of the STAS mechanism.  





In Emporium Water Company Filed Supplement No. 7 to Tariff Water - Pa. P.U.C. No. 5, Which Includes the Computation of a Proposed State Tax Adjustment, Docket Number R-00005945, Opinion and Order adopted January 24, 2002, entered February 21, 2002, the Commission said:


Given that we have previously ruled that recovery through 


STAS is appropriate, and given the Company’s verification on the record that the November 1999 PURTA tax bill is as represented, approval of the recovery of $43,903 through STAS is appropriate and the proposed rates are just and reasonable.


Slip opinion at 10.





I understand the Commission’s holding in the Commission Order in this case to be in accord with this statement from Emporium Water.  Respondent here has complied with the requirements of the Commission’s Regulations.  As the Commission also said in Emporium Water:


. . .STAS by its very nature isolates a particular class of expense 


(taxes) and permits recovery via a Section 1307(a) sliding scale
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