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HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDINGS


On August 30, 2010, PECO Energy Company (PECO or the Company) filed its preliminary Section 1307(e) Universal Service Fund Charge (USFC) Reconciliation Filing for the twelve months ending December 31, 2010.  The Reconciliation Filing also included a supplemental USFC calculation in accordance with the Commission’s Order at Docket No. M‑00061945.  


On September 30, 2010, a Hearing Notice was issued, which indicated that a public hearing on PECO’s 2010 USFC Reconciliation Filing would be held on Thursday, November 4, 2010, at 10:00 a.m., in Hearing Room #2, Commonwealth Keystone Building, 400 North Street, Harrisburg, PA.  I was assigned to preside over the hearing and issue a Recommended Decision.



On October 14, 2010, PECO made its final 2010 USFC Reconciliation Filing, with actual data through September 30, 2010, and estimated data (to be trued-up next year) for the remaining three months in the calendar year.  PECO noted that the Reconciliation Filing supported a total USFC rate of $0.18/kWh that would be added to the Variable Distribution Charges contained in Rates R, RT and RH.  For the residential customer using 500 kWh per month, the new USFC rate would result in a $0.20 decrease to the monthly bill.


On November 4, 2010, the scheduled public hearing was held, as required under 66 Pa. C.S. §1307(e), to review PECO’s 2010 USFC Reconciliation Filing.  PECO was represented by Michael S. Swerling, Esquire.  OTS also appeared and was represented by Adeolu Bakare, Esquire.



PECO presented PECO Exhibit (Ex.) No. 1, which consisted of its final Annual USFC Recovery Reconciliation, dated October 14, 2010.  PECO Ex. No. 1 was admitted into the record without objection, and subject to the usual conditions (i.e. that the figures contained therein are subject to audit and that acceptance of the exhibit does not constitute final approval of the accuracy of the figures or the reasonableness of the underlying transactions).  



PECO also provided an explanation as to why there was a supplemental filing in this matter.  As explained by PECO, the supplemental recovery calculation relates to a settlement that occurred in PECO’s last Universal Service three-year plan proceeding.  The settlement required PECO to increase its CAP rate discounts starting in 2009, but also allowed the Company to recoup its additional costs associated with the increase through the supplemental USFC calculation.  The supplemental recovery mechanism allows for the recovery of costs associated with increased CAP rate discounts and the increased number of customers eligible for CAP.


Adeolu Bakare, Esquire, submitted OTS Ex. Nos. 1 and 2, which are the OTS summaries of PECO’s USFC Section 1307(e) Reconciliation for the year ending December 31, 2010.  OTS Ex. Nos. 1 and 2, which are attached to this Recommended Decision, were admitted into the record without objection and subject to the usual above-stated conditions.  



The record was closed for decision writing after the hearing on November 4, 2010.

FINDINGS OF FACT



1.
A Public Hearing was held on November 4, 2010, to review the Universal Service Charge Fund (USFC) Reconciliation Filing of PECO Energy Company (PECO), for the year ending December 31, 2010. 



2.
PECO’s 2010 USFC Reconciliation Filing showed that the total net amount to be refunded to ratepayers, after reflection of the supplemental filing, was $3,433,465 (exclusive of interest) plus $304,391 (exclusive of interest), for a total of $3,737,856 (exclusive of interest).  See, PECO Ex. No. 1, tabs 1 and 2.  However, these figures remain subject to audit.  



3.
The Office of Trial Staff (OTS) submitted summaries of PECO’s 2010 USFC Reconciliation Filing, which are attached to this Recommended Decision, and its calculation of PECO’s cost recovery and amount to be refunded (exclusive of interest) is in agreement with PECO’s calculation.  OTS Ex. Nos. 1 and 2; PECO Ex. No. 1.

DISCUSSION



 Pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S.§1307(e), public utilities using an automatic adjustment clause are to file with the Commission, within thirty (30) days of the end of such 12-month period as the Commission shall designate, a statement specifying for such period:  (1) the total revenues received pursuant to the automatic adjustment; (2) the total amount of that expense or class of expenses incurred which is the basis of the automatic adjustment clause; and (3) the difference between the two amounts.  



In accordance with 66 Pa. C.S. §1307(e), PECO filed its final USFC Reconciliation Filing, for the twelve-month period ending December 31, 2010.  A Commission hearing was required to be held on the substance of the filing and any matters pertaining to the use of the automatic adjustment clause by the utility.



Accordingly, a public hearing concerning PECO’s final 2010 USFC Reconciliation Filing was held in the Commonwealth Keystone Building in Harrisburg, PA on November 4, 2010.  At that time, the filing was identified for the record as PECO Ex. No. 1.  PECO’s 2010 USFC Reconciliation Filing was moved into evidence without objection, subject to the usual conditions.  These usual conditions are that the numbers contained in the exhibits remain subject to audit, and that approval of the reconciliation statement does not constitute approval of either the accuracy of the reported figures or the reasonableness of the underlying transactions.  



OTS submitted two exhibits (OTS Ex. Nos. 1 and 2), which are attached to this Recommended Decision and provide a summary of PECO’s 2010 USFC reconciliation for the year ending December 31, 2010.  The OTS exhibit shows that the total net amount to be refunded, subject to audit, is $3,737,856 (exclusive of interest).  Thus, the PECO and OTS numbers are in agreement.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW


1.
The Universal Service Fund Charge Reconciliation Filing submitted by PECO Energy Company, for the year ending December 31, 2010, at Docket No. M‑2010‑2196682 and summarized in the OTS exhibits attached hereto, shall be deemed to be an adequate filing within the meaning of Section 1307(e) of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa. C.S. §1307(e), subject to such further review or revision as may be found necessary by the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission as a result of an audit under Section 1307(d) of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa. C.S. §1307(d), or of some other proceeding.  



2.
Acceptance of the Universal Service Fund Charge Reconciliation Filing deemed adequate is based on the unaudited data reported by the utility and does not constitute final approval of either the accuracy of those figures or the reasonableness of the underlying transactions. 



3.
The recovery of undercollections or the refund of overcollections for the utility whose filing is deemed adequate should be implemented based upon the operation of the automatic adjustment clause as set forth in the tariff.

ORDER


THEREFORE,



IT IS RECOMMENDED:



1.
That the Statement of PECO Energy Company’s Universal Service Fund Charge Reconciliation for the year ending December 31, 2010, as set forth in PECO Energy Company Exhibit No. 1 at Docket No. M-2010-2196682, and as summarized in the OTS exhibits attached to the Recommended Decision, be and hereby is accepted, insofar as it is undisputed.



2.
That acceptance of the undisputed PECO Energy Company Universal Service Charge Reconciliation for the year ending December 31, 2010, is expressly subject to further review and revision as may be found necessary as a result of a subsequent Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission audit, pursuant to Section 1307(d) of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa. C.S. §1307(d), or of some other proceeding.



3.
That acceptance of the undisputed PECO Energy Company Universal Service Fund Charge Reconciliation for the year ending December 31, 2010, shall not constitute approval of either the accuracy of the reported figures or the reasonableness of the underlying transactions. 

Date:
November 9, 2010



__________________________________







Kandace F. Melillo








Administrative Law Judge
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