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v.

PPL Electric Utilities Corporation,
Pennsylvania Electric Company,

and Valley Rural Electric Cooperative, Inc.
OPINION AND ORDER

BY THE COMMISSION:
Before the Commission for consideration and disposition are the Exceptions of PPL Electric Utilities Corporation (PPL) filed on August 30, 2005, to the August 10, 2005 Initial Decision of Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Angela T. Jones.  Dan Wert (Complainant) filed Reply Exceptions on September 8, 2005.   Pennsylvania Electric Company (Penelec) and Valley Rural Electric Cooperative, Inc. (Valley) each filed Reply Exceptions on September 9, 2005.    
History of Proceeding

On February 14, 2005, the Complainant filed a Formal Complaint alleging that PPL refused to provide electric service to his home in Spruce Hill Township, Juniata County, Pennsylvania.
  On March 24, 2005, PPL filed an Answer denying the allegation.  PPL’s Answer stated that the Complainant’s residence was not within its service territory, but that both Penelec and Valley provided service in Spruce Hill Township.  By Order issued April 15, 2005, ALJ Jones joined Penelec and Valley into the proceeding.  On May 2, 2005, Valley filed its Answer and New Matter alleging that it is PPL’s obligation to serve the Complainant.  On May 4, 2005, Penelec filed an Answer stating that the Complainant’s property is not in its service territory.  

On June 7, 2005, Penelec filed an Amended Answer to the Complaint admitting that it provides service to customers in portions of Spruce Hill Township.  The Parties filed a Stipulation of Facts (SOF) on June 14, 2005.  The Complainant filed his brief on June 23, 2005.  Penelec, PPL, and Valley filed briefs on June 24, 2005.  No reply briefs were filed.  By Initial Decision issued August 10, 2005, ALJ Jones sustained the Complaint and ordered PPL to provide retail electric service to the Complainant.  Exceptions and Reply Exceptions were filed as noted above.  
Discussion

We note that any issue or Exception, which we do not specifically address herein, has been duly considered and will be denied without further discussion.  It is well settled that we are not required to consider expressly or at length each contention or argument raised by the parties.  Wheeling & Lake Erie Railway Co. v. Pa. PUC, 778 A.2d 785, 794 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2001), also see, generally, University of Pennsylvania v. Pa. PUC, 485 A.2d 1217 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1984).  
Section 332(a) of the Public Utility Code (Code), 66 Pa. C.S. § 332(a), provides that the party seeking a rule or order from the Commission has the burden of proof in that proceeding.  It is axiomatic that “[a] litigant’s burden of proof before administrative tribunals as well as before most civil proceedings is satisfied by establishing a preponderance of evidence which is substantial and legally credible.” Samuel J. Lansberry, Inc. v. Pa. PUC, 578 A.2d 600, 602 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1990). 

The Parties stipulated to fifty-one facts, obviating the need for a hearing.  The following facts are pertinent:

5.
The Complainant’s residence is located in Spruce Hill Township, Juniata County, Pennsylvania at RR#1, Box 260, Port Royal, PA  17082 (“Residence”).

6.
The Residence was constructed in 2001, but does not currently receive electric service from any retail electric service provider.

7.
The area surrounding the Residence is rural and composed of hills, trees and fields with a right of way that was cleared across the Wert property and his father’s adjoining property to PPL pole 08692S42852 as shown on Wert Exhibit 1. Mr. Wert’s father owns an adjacent tract of land. Mr. Wert’s property is not located within the corporate limits of a city or borough.  

8.
PPL does not currently serve and has never to its knowledge served any customers in Spruce Hill Township, Pennsylvania and Spruce Hill Township does not appear in PPL’s service territory as set forth in PPL’s Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission-approved (“PUC”) Tariff.  
9.
Both Penelec and Valley provide retail electric service to customers in portions of Spruce Hill Township, Juniata County, Pennsylvania.  Penelec’s tariff lists Spruce Hill Township as within its service territory in Juniata County, Pennsylvania.  Valley’s service territory page on its website lists Spruce Hill Township as within its service territory for Juniata County, Pennsylvania.  Penelec does not provide retail electric service to customers in Milford Township, Juniata County, Pennsylvania, and Penelec’s tariff does not list Milford Township as within its service territory in Juniata County, Pennsylvania.

10.
Valley, Penelec and PPL all undertook mapping efforts of their respective electric distribution facilities pursuant to the Retail Electric Supplier Unincorporated Area Certified Territory Act of July 30, 1975, 15 Pa. C.S. §§ 7351 et seq. (“Territory Law”).  In those areas where Valley and Penelec previously served customers in proximity to each other, a joint mapping effort was undertaken.  Valley Exhibit 1 is a copy of Valley’s certified Territory Act map in this area.   



*
*
*
13.
On or about February 14, 2005 Mr. Wert filed a complaint with the PUC against PPL seeking retail electric service to the Residence. The complaint was against PPL because it has the closest pole and electrical lines to the Residence.  The complaint should have been against all three electrical companies, PPL, Penelec, and Valley as his complaint is that he does not have service and each company says the other company should provide electrical service to his home.  He just wants service from a company at a reasonable expense.  At this time Mr. Wert still has no electric service to the Residence.  



*
*
*
18.
Valley owns and operates a certain electric distribution line of 7.2 kV as shown in yellow on Valley Exhibit 2.  This line was in existence as of July 30, 1975 and is Valley’s nearest electric distribution facility to the Residence as of July 30, 1975.  All Valley distribution facilities relevant to this matter and shown on Valley Exhibit 2 were in existence as of July 30, 1975 and are existing distribution lines as defined in the Territory Law.

19.
PPL owns and operates a certain electric distribution line of 7.2 kV as shown in pink on Valley Exhibit 2.  This line was in existence as of July 30, 1975 and is PPL’s nearest electric distribution facility to the Residence as of July 30, 1975 and is an existing distribution line as defined in the Territory Law.  
20.
Penelec owns and operates a 7.2 kV electric distribution line, known as the 000135 circuit, as shown in blue on Valley Exhibit 2.  This line was in existence as of July 30, 1975 and is Penelec’s nearest electric distribution line to the Residence as of July 30, 1975 and is an existing distribution line as defined in the Territory Law.



*
*
*

22.
Valley’s nearest electric distribution line referenced in 1[8] above is approximately 4300 feet from the Residence.  

23.
PPL’s nearest distribution line referenced in 1[9] above is approximately 2400 feet from the Residence.

24.
Penelec’s nearest electric distribution line referenced in [20] above is approximately 7000 feet from the Residence.

25.
The PUC has not certified maps of certified territory in Spruce Hill Township or any place else in Pennsylvania pursuant to the provisions of the Territory Law.

26.
Valley, Penelec and PPL each provide “central station” electric service to their respective customers in Juniata County. 

27.
PPL and Penelec each have borderline service provisions in their respective retail tariffs on file with the PUC.  Pursuant to those tariff provisions, PPL submits that it currently has at least 25 borderline agreements with Penelec providing for one of the entities with closer facilities to provide power for resale by the “certificated” provider in an adjacent service territory.  Penelec has been unable to confirm the exact number but agrees that there are numerous borderline agreements between Penelec and PPL.  These agreements are typically entered into voluntarily and with the parties’ mutual consent based upon the unique facts and circumstances prevailing in each such case.

28.
Metropolitan Edison Company (“Met-Ed”) is a public utility corporation organized and existing under the laws of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.  Like Penelec, Met-Ed is an operating company and subsidiary of FirstEnergy Corporation.  Met-Ed provides electric transmission, distribution and default generation service in portions of Pennsylvania.  Met-Ed has in the past agreed to release customers located in its own service territory to PPL in order to permit PPL to provide retail electric service to those customers.  One such agreement occurred with respect to the Brookshire Subdivision in Upper Milford Township (Lehigh County) and Hereford Township (Berks County), Pennsylvania.  Another agreement occurred with respect to the Creitz Subdivision in Lynn and Heidelberg Townships in Lehigh County, Pennsylvania.  See Penelec Exhibits 1 and 2.  

29.
Wert Exhibits 1 and 2 are maps prepared by Mr. Wert showing the approximate location of the Residence in relation to the creek (which is also the Township boundary) and to the adjacent facilities of certain providers.  The map also indicates approximate distances from certain electric facilities to the Residence.  It should be noted that the referenced 2000´ is Mr. Wert’s measurement from one of PPL’s poles to the Residence.  Similarly, the 1600´-1700´ reference is Mr. Wert’s measurement from a different PPL pole to the Spruce Hill Township Line and 2000´-2100´ is Mr. Wert’s measurement to the Residence.  As shown in Wert Exhibits #1 & #2, PPL has the closest utility lines and poles to the Residence.  Based on Mr. Wert’s measurements both exhibits show that PPL is approximately 2000 feet from the Residence.  Mr. Wert’s understanding is that Valley has the next closest pole and utility line approximately 4300 feet away, and Penelec is located about 7,000 feet away.

30.
According to Mr. Wert, the proposal shown on Wert Exhibit #1 would require the acquisition of approximately a 50-foot right–of-way across the property of Mr. and Mrs. Parker and would cross a steep creek bank.  After crossing the Parker property, the electrical line would cross the tract of property which Mr. Wert’s father owns and then run across the Wert property to the Wert Residence.

31.
A cleared right of way is shown on Wert Exhibit 1.  The right of way has been cleared by Mr. Wert for approximately 2000 feet from the Parker property to the Residence.

32.
Both Valley and Penelec have stated to Mr. Wert that they would waive the right to serve electric to the Residence so PPL could provide the service since it has the closest utility pole and utility line, approximately 2000´ from his Residence.

33.
Mr. Wert was provided approximate cost estimates to extend electric service to the Residence from each company.  

a.
PPL:
$5.75 a foot overhead 

$2.35 a foot underground 

PPL supplies first 500´ free of charge.

b.
Valley (member charges):
$1.00 a foot for line 

$1.25 a foot for right of way clearing

$4.50 a foot underground

Valley’s cost for overhead line is $5.87 per foot, not 



including any right-of-way costs, etc.

c.
Penelec: 
Option 1:  7,000 foot straight line overhead extension from Penelec's closest facility to the Residence.  Pursuant to Rule 7 of Penelec’s tariff, the estimated customer cost is about $80,000.00 and includes all materials (poles, insulators, wire and other associated hardware) and labor.  This estimated cost does not include charges associated with right-of-way, tree trimming, permitting, rock hole drilling, dozier work, land restoration and special equipment needs.

Option 2:  2,300 foot overhead line extension on Wert property from PPL pole 08692S42852 to the Residence.  Pursuant to Rule 7 of Penelec’s tariff, the estimated customer cost is about $31,000.00 and includes all materials (poles, insulators, wire and other associated hardware) and labor.  This estimated cost does not include right of way easements, tree trimming, permitting, rock hole drilling, dozier work, special equipment needs, land restoration and PPL borderline agreement fees.

Option 3:  2,100 foot underground/overhead line extension on Third Party property from PPL pole 08726S42840 to the Residence.  Pursuant to Rule 7 of Penelec’s tariff, the estimated customer cost is about $23,000.00 and includes all materials (poles, insulators, overhead and underground wire and other associated hardware) and labor.  This estimated cost does not include right of way easements, tree trimming, permitting, rock hole drilling, dozier work, special equipment needs, excavation, conduit, land restoration and PPL borderline agreement fees.

Mr. Wert does not think the three Penelec price proposals are economical, feasible or viable as to the cost.

34.
In 1992, Valley received a call from Mr. Wert and went to the proposed site of the Residence and advised that it was not in Valley’s certified territory.  In 2001, Valley again visited the property.



*
*
*
38.
PPL representatives, Ed Kushma (“Kushma”) and Walter Przyuski, Jr. (“Przyuski”), met with Mr. Wert on April 12, 2005 at the Residence and walked his property and various possible routes for providing electricity to his residence. 

39.
Kushma and Przyuski, at that meeting and subsequently, informed Wert that in PPL‘s view it could not provide service to Mr. Wert in Spruce Hill Township because that township was not in PPL’s franchise service territory.  PPL has informed him that it would, however, agree to provide power to the boundary line of what it believes is its PUC-certificated territory, the municipal boundary at the Tuscarora Creek or the boundary of Turbett and Spruce Hill Townships, and then either allow Mr. Wert to take power on a primary line from that point or enter into a Borderline Agreement with Penelec or Valley so that one of them could provide service from the boundary line to the Residence.  PPL proposed to Mr. Wert three possibilities for providing service to the edge of what it believes is its PUC-certificated territory.  (Two of the proposals are shown on PPL Exhibits 8 and 9).  Mr. Wert does not believe that the third proposal is viable and PPL agrees it would not be economically feasible.



*
*
*

42.
On March 9, 2005, John Wingert and Joe Weishaupt, another Penelec employee, met with Mr. Wert to discuss whether Penelec could provide electric service to the Residence.

43.
Subsequent to the meeting, Mr. Wingert informed Mr. Wert that, in Penelec’s view, it was not Penelec’s obligation under the Territory Law to provide retail electric service to the Residence.

44.
Mr. Wert’s father would testify that he will be requesting electric service to his property which also is in Spruce Hill Township and which is adjacent to the Residence.  Wert Exhibit No. 1 shows that service could be provided from pole 08692S42852 that would require crossing the Parker property for 40-50´ of creek bank before being on Mr. Wert’s father’s property.  The parties stipulate that Mr. Wert’s father would so testify.

(I.D. at 4-11).  
In the Initial Decision, ALJ Jones concluded that the application of the Territory Law
 establishes a boundary of certified territory between PPL and Valley to include the residence as part of PPL’s certified territory.
  (I.D. at 16).  The ALJ held that in order to fulfill the intent of both, the Territory Law and the Code, the Commission is required to exercise its authority to expand PPL’s certificated service territory.  (I.D. at 15).  “For PPL to furnish retail electric service to the Residence necessarily results in obligating PPL to serve outside of its certificated service territory.” (Id.).    
The Territory Law provides the manner for determining the boundaries of the certified territory of each retail electric supplier in any unincorporated area.    The Territory Law’s mission statement is the following:

It is hereby declared to be in the public interest that, to encourage the orderly development of retail electric service in unincorporated areas, to avoid wasteful duplication of distribution facilities, to avoid unnecessary encumbering of the landscape of the Commonwealth, to prevent the waste of materials and natural resources, to minimize inconvenience, diminished efficiency and higher costs in serving the consumer and otherwise for the public convenience and necessity, the Commonwealth is divided into geographical areas, establishing the unincorporated areas within which each retail electric supplier is to provide retail electric service on an exclusive basis.  
15 Pa. C.S. § 7353.  The Commission is charged with enforcing compliance with this law.  15 Pa. C.S. § 7358.
PPL, in its first Exception, argues that the ALJ erred in determining that the Territory Law should be applied to expand PPL’s certificated territory.  PPL asserts that the Territory Law applies only to the establishment of boundaries of certified territory between retail electric suppliers where one supplier is an electric cooperative corporation and the other supplier is subject to the jurisdiction of the Commission.  (Exc. at 4).  PPL states that the Territory Law does not control this dispute because there is no need to establish any boundary, and any dispute regarding service territories is between PPL and Penelec, both of which are subject to the Commission’s jurisdiction.  (Id.).  

The Complainant, in his Reply Exceptions, posits that Valley is involved in the case and, therefore, the Territory Law should be applied.  The Complainant argues that if the matter were to be resolved by way of a borderline agreement between PPL and Penelec, the issues of efficiency and cost should be taken into consideration.  (Complainant R. Exc.).      

Penelec rejects PPL’s framing of the case as a dispute between two investor-owned utilities.  (Penelec R. Exc. at 6).  Penelec states that the case is clearly a dispute between an investor-owned utility (PPL) and a rural cooperative (Valley), with another investor-owned utility (Penelec) located the farthest from the residence.  (Id.).  Penelec asserts that the Territory Law would, therefore, apply.  Penelec further asserts that the ALJ correctly concluded under the Territory Law that the electric retail supplier with the nearest existing distribution line, in this case PPL, is obligated to serve the residence.  (Penelec R. Exc. at 8).          
Although Valley did not file detailed Reply Exceptions, it urged the Commission to rule expeditiously so that the Complainant could receive service prior to winter.  (Valley R. Exc.).  
The Territory Law provides, in pertinent part:

This subchapter shall apply only to the establishment of boundaries of certified territory between retail electric suppliers where one supplier is an electric cooperative corporation and the other supplier is subject to the jurisdiction of the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission for rates, terms and conditions for electric service.  

15 Pa. C.S. § 7351(a).  

Section 7352  provides the following definitions: 

Certified Territory - An unincorporated area as certified pursuant to section 7354 (relating to boundaries of certified territories; hearings).
Retail Electric Supplier - Any person, exclusive of a municipal corporation, engaged in the furnishing of retail electric service. The term shall apply only to a retail electric supplier which is an electric cooperative corporation and to a retail electric supplier which is subject to the jurisdiction of the commission for rates, terms and conditions for electric service and has a mutual boundary in an unincorporated area with an electric cooperative corporation.

Unincorporated area - A geographical area outside the corporate limits of cities and boroughs.

15 Pa. C.S. § 7352.  



Concerning the provision of retail electric service by one retail electric supplier in the certified territory of another retail electric supplier, Section 7355 of the Territory Law states in pertinent part:
(a) Service within certified territory. -- Except as otherwise provided in this section, each retail electric supplier shall be obligated (upon receipt of an application in accordance with its tariffs, rules, regulations or bylaws) and shall have the exclusive right to furnish retail electric service to all electric-consuming facilities located within its certified territory and shall not furnish, make available, render or extend its retail electric service to a consumer for use in electric-consuming facilities located within the certified territory of another retail electric supplier . . . .

(b) Service to new electric-consuming facilities. -- Except as provided in subsections (c) and (e), any new electric-consuming facility located in an unincorporated area which has not as yet been included in a map issued by the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission pursuant to section 7354 (c) (relating to commission certification of service territories) shall be furnished retail electric service by the retail electric supplier which has an existing distribution line in closer proximity to the electric-consuming facility than is the nearest existing distribution line of any other retail electric supplier. Any disputes under this subsection shall be resolved by the commission.
15 Pa. C.S. § 7355(a-b).  


The first issue which must be resolved prior to applying the Territory Law to this dispute, is whether the matter involves establishing the boundaries between an electric cooperative and a Commission-regulated electric supplier.  15 Pa. C.S. § 7351.  As mentioned above, PPL argues that because the instant matter involves two regulated utilities, itself and Penelec, the Territory Law is not invoked.  Furthermore, Valley argues that the Complainant’s residence is not in Valley’s service territory.  (Valley R. Exc.      at ¶ 3).  Valley argues that pursuant to 15 Pa. C.S. § 7355 (a) of the Territory Law, it has the exclusive right and obligation to provide retail electric service only within its certified territory and that the Complainant’s residence is not within Valley’s certified territory.
  (Valley M.B. at 5) (Emphasis added).  

Despite all arguments to the contrary, it is clear that if this Commission is to determine which electric supplier should serve the Complainant, we must necessarily 
establish where the boundary between an electric cooperative (Valley) and a Commission-regulated electric supplier (PPL or Penelec) lies.  Valley is an integral part of this action by virtue of the existence of its distribution line, located 4300 feet from the Complainant’s residence.  (SOF 22).  Moreover, both Valley and Penelec provide retail electric service to customers in Spruce Hill Township, Juniata County, where the Complainant’s residence is located.  (SOF 9).  The Commission’s maps and Penelec’s tariff reflect that both Valley and Penelec are authorized to serve Spruce Hill Township.  The ALJ did not err by concluding that the Territory Law applies to this matter.  

Having decided that this dispute should be resolved by applying the Territory Law, we now turn to the ALJ’s determination that PPL is obliged to provide retail electric service to the Complainant’s residence.  The exclusive right of a retail electric supplier to provide service based upon the closer proximity of its existing distribution lines to an electric-consuming facility in an unincorporated area is well-settled law.  Thomas C. States v. Pennsylvania Electric Co. and United Electric Cooperative, Inc., C-00945488, 1995 Pa. PUC LEXIS 179, *21 (November 29, 1995).
  “[A]ny new electric-consuming facility located in an unincorporated area which has not as yet been included in a map issued by the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission pursuant to section 7354 (c) (relating to commission certification of service territories) shall be furnished retail electric service by the retail electric supplier which has an existing distribution line in closer proximity to the electric-consuming facility than is the nearest existing distribution line of any other retail electric supplier.”  15 Pa. C.S. § 7355(b).  

PPL’s nearest electric distribution line is approximately 2400 feet from the Complainant’s residence, Valley’s is approximately 4300 feet away from the residence, and Penelec’s is approximately 7000 feet from the residence.  (SOF 22-24).  Pursuant to Section 7355(b), PPL, as the closest in proximity to the residence shall furnish electric service to the Complainant.  We will, therefore, affirm the ALJ’s recommendation and deny PPL’s Exception on this issue.  

PPL further argues that Section 1102 of the Code, 52 Pa. Code § 1102, bars a utility from rendering service outside of the territory approved in its certificate of public convenience.  The Legislature adopted the Territory Law subsequent to enacting the provisions of the Public Utility Code in an attempt to supplement and define the electric service suppliers’ service areas.  See, 15 Pa. C.S. § 7353.  As noted by the ALJ, the language contained in the Territory Law makes no reference to limit its application to the provisions of the Code.  (I.D. at 14).  Statutes should be construed to avoid conflict, and the presumption is against a construction resulting in conflict.  Dept. of Highways v. Pa. PUC, 182 A.2d 267, 198 (Pa. Super. 1962).  PPL’s Exception on this issue is, therefore, denied.            

PPL, in its next Exception, argues that the ALJ erred in ordering that PPL’s Commission certificated service territory should be expanded into Spruce Hill Township, when such expansion was not necessary for the Complainant to receive electric service to his residence in the most efficient manner.  PPL states that ALJ Jones failed to consider the borderline service provisions that appear in both PPL and Penelec’s retail tariffs.  Section 7356 of the Territory Law provides that a retail electric supplier may enter into a contract for borderline service with another supplier to render service to a customer where, in the judgment of the requesting supplier, it would be more economical or otherwise in the public interest for the other supplier to do so.  15 Pa. C.S. § 7356.   As stated in the Stipulation of Facts contained in the Initial Decision, “[t]hese agreements are entered into voluntarily and are based upon the unique facts and circumstances prevailing in each case.”  (I.D. at 7, SOF 27).  The Territory Law does not mandate suppliers to enter into such agreements.  As such, we do not find that the ALJ erred by not further discussing borderline service provisions.  PPL’s Exception is denied; THEREFORE,  
IT IS ORDERED: 

1.
That the Exceptions of PPL Electric Utilities Corporation to the Initial Decision of Administrative Law Judge Angela T. Jones issued August 10, 2005, are denied.  

2.
That the August 10, 2005 Initial Decision of Administrative Law Judge Angela T. Jones is adopted consistent with this Opinion and Order.    
3.
That the Complaint of Dan Wert against PPL Electric Utilities Corporation is granted.  


4.
That the Complaint of Dan Wert against Valley Rural Electric Cooperative, Inc. is denied.  

5.
That the Complaint of Dan Wert against the Pennsylvania Electric Company is denied.  

6.
That within fifteen (15) days of entry of this Opinion and Order, PPL Electric Utilities Corporation shall provide written communication to Dan Wert, the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission’s Bureau of Fixed Utility Services, and the Commission’s Bureau of Consumer Services of a detailed plan of when retail electric service to Mr. Dan Wert’s residence can begin.  

7.
That upon receipt of the report requested in Ordering Paragraph No. 6, the Secretary shall mark this Docket as closed.    








BY THE COMMISSION,








James J. McNulty








Secretary

(SEAL)

ORDER ADOPTED:  December 15, 2005
ORDER ENTERED:  December 19, 2005
	� 	On June 29, 1992, the Complainant filed an informal complaint with the Commission’s Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS) against PPL regarding electrical service to his residence.  BCS determined that it was not PPL’s responsibility to serve the Complainant and directed him to contact Valley or Penelec regarding service.  The Complainant contacted both and was told it was not their responsibility to serve the residence.  (I.D. at 5, Stipulation of Fact 12).    


	� 	15 Pa. C.S. §§ 7351-7359.  


	� 	Retail Electric Supplier Unincorporated Area Certified Territory Act, 15 Pa. C.S. § 7351 et seq.  


	� 	Although general maps were filed with the Commission as provided under 15 Pa. C.S. § 7354(c), the Commission has not yet certified any of those maps.  (SOF 25).  


	� 	See also, Valley Rural Electric Cooperative, Inc. v. Pa. PUC, 598 A.2d 627 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1991); United Electric Cooperative, Inc. v. Pa. PUC, 568 A.2d 306 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1990); Central Electric Cooperative, Inc. v. Pa. PUC, 533 A.2d 1084 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1987); Somerset Rural Electric Cooperative, Inc., et al., v. Pennsylvania Electric Co., C-00945626, 1996 Pa. PUC LEXIS 66 (June 10, 1996).   
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