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STATEMENT OF VICE CHAIRMAN TYRONE J. CHRISTY
I support the approval of the Clarified Joint Petition for Settlement (Settlement) filed by the parties to this proceeding with some reservations.  The Settlement describes the changes to PECO Energy Company’s (PECO) CAP program, the cost recovery mechanism, long-term program design issues from the perspective of affordability targets for low-income customers, and certain public interest considerations.  The Settlement, however, does not address the costs that must be paid by PECO’s residential customers who do not benefit from these programs.
  
The changes to PECO’s CAP program that we are approving today are significant, and it stands to reason that the costs of these program changes will be significant as well. For example, the monthly CAP usage that will be discounted by 50% is being increased from 500 to 650 kwh, an increase of 30 %.  It seems reasonable to conclude that the cost of providing this discount to low income customers may increase by a similar percentage. 
In my view, the benefits provided by universal service programs for low-income customers should be balanced against the costs that the remaining residential customers are required to pay.  Many of these customers are themselves struggling to make ends meet and their interests should be considered.  Although our current regulations do not require a balancing of the costs of universal programs with their benefits,
 I would request that, going forward, utilities provide more detailed cost information in conjunction with the filing of their universal service plans.  With this cost information, the Commission would be able to reach more informed decisions and strike a proper balance between the costs and benefits of these programs.
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  TYRONE J. CHRISTY, VICE CHAIRMAN
� PECO proposed plan that was filed in 2006 included projected universal service program budgets for 2007 – 2009.  Section VI, Budget, at 36.  However, there is no comparison of the program budget to the costs incurred in prior years, a quantification of the cost of the proposed program changes, or the cost impact on a typical non-participating residential customer.


� Our current regulations at 52 Pa. Code §§ 54.71 et seq. merely require the inclusion of a program budget in a proposed universal service plan.  Hopefully, when the Commission finalizes its proposed CAP policy statement at Docket No. M-00072036, and its proposed regulations relating to universal service programs and CAPs at Docket No. L-00070186, we will strike the proper balance between the interests of CAP customers and those residential customers who ultimately pay the costs of these programs.





