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ORDER

BY THE COMMISSION:

On January 31, 2012, PECO Energy Company (“PECO” or “the Company”) filed Supplement No. 34 to Tariff Electric – Pa. P.U.C No. 4, proposing a number of revisions and updates to various sections of the tariff.  Supplement No. 34 was originally filed to become effective on March 31, 2012.  However, PECO filed subsequent tariff supplements to voluntarily postpone the effective date of Supplement No. 34 to April 30, 2012 (Supplement No. 38), May 30, 2012 (Supplement No. 42), June 30, 2012 (Supplement No. 44), July 31, 2012 (Supplement No. 46), and August 31, 2012 (Supplement No. 48).


Supplement No. 34 proposes to update and/or clarify the following tariff provisions:

· Definition of terms
· Demand determination on timing
· Application of partial payments
· Payment arrangement of finance changes
· Energy efficiently charge reconciliation filing
· Provisions related to net metering
· Determination of demand
· Multi-point delivery
· Street lighting and underground supply
· Interruptible rider
· Miscellaneous changes

PECO served its Supplement No. 34 on the Bureau of Technical Utility Services, the Office of Special Assistants, the Bureau of Audits, the Bureau of Investigation and Enforcement, the Office of Consumer Advocate, the Office of Small Business Advocate, and the law firm of McNees, Wallace, & Nurick.  No complaints have been filed, and no hearings held.

Definition of terms

Discussion

PECO is proposing to remove the provision in the tariff regarding when demand exceeds the service capacity and allows for an additional secondary service at the same voltage level to be provided.  A data request was sent requesting PECO to provide supporting documentation from their 2010 distribution rate case that authorizes this change.

	Disposition

		In PECO’s response to the data request they stated that the change is not associated with their Distribution Rate case but rather it is to align the Tariff with current business practices.  Secondary services are not always physically available to a customer’s premise nor are they always the best option for PECO or the property owner (i.e. high cost to install and maintain).  PECO will work with these individual circumstances in the safest and most cost effective manner for all parties.  Because PECO removed authorization from the rate case and for the above reason, we will approve PECO’s tariff revision. 

Demand determination on timing

Discussion

PECO is proposing the change that when a customer wishes to conduct a test of equipment or process that are not part of the customer’s normal operations that the customer’s request is received in writing “at least 15” business days before the date of the test instead of “within 15” business days of the date of the commencement of the test.

	Disposition

PECO’s proposed changes appear to add clarity, be an improvement over its current wording, and are compliant with Commission regulations.  Therefore, we approve this change.



Application of partial payments

Discussion

PECO is proposing to simplify the language in its tariff Section 17.4 regarding the application of a partial payment from a customer.  The new tariff language revises the order of priority of how partial payments are applied.  Partial payments will now be applied first to all past due balances then to all current charges, and lastly to non-basic services charges.  The charges (whether past due or current) would include PECO basic service charges, EGS purchase of receivables, installment amounts on payment arrangements, and reconnection charges.  A data request was sent requesting PECO to provide supporting documentation that authorizes this change.

	Disposition:

PECO’s proposed changes appear to add clarity, be an improvement over its current wording, and are compliant with Commission regulations regarding partial payments.  In addition, the changes were reviewed and agreed by the Commission’s Bureau of Consumer Services.  Therefore, we approve this change.

Payment arrangement of finance changes

Discussion

PECO is proposing to add the following language to section 18.2:
Monthly interest of 1.25% may be assessed to customers for allowing them to pay charges in accordance with payment arrangements.

	Disposition

PECO’s proposed change was reviewed by BCS and is compliant with Commission regulations.  Therefore, we approve this change.

Energy Efficiency Charge Reconciliation filing

Discussion

PECO is proposing to change the date of its Energy Efficiency Charge reconciliation filing from May 30th to June 30th.

	Disposition

PECO’s proposed change would simplify its filing requirement by eliminating the need for the Company to send in a report with an estimated May billing and then resubmit the report with the actual May billing.  In addition, changing the filing date would bring PECO’s filing date into alignment with other companies such as PPL Electric Utilities Corporation and West Penn Power Company (West Penn) so that most companies would be sending the reports in at the same time to the Commission’s Bureau of Audits.  Therefore, we approve this change.

Provisions related to net metering

Discussion

PECO is proposing to update wording to the Rate RS-2 Net Metering provisions of its Tariff so that it more clearly aligns with the net metering provision contain in 52 Pa. Code Chapter 75 and to provide clarity on how net metering will be applied to customer-generators receiving service under the procurement class 4 hourly rate or through an electric generation supplier.  Specifically, PECO added language applicable to customer-generators receiving service under Rates R, RH, CAP, GS, HT, PD, and EP.  The added language addresses how the Company will bill customer-generators that supply more electricity to the Company than the Company supplies to the Customer-generator during a billing period.  In addition, the Company added language on how it will handle net metering billing for customer-generators who receive service under the Procurement Class 4 rate.  Finally, the Company added language on how it will handle net metering billing for customers who receive service from an electric generation supplier.

Specifically, PECO is proposing that Procurement Class 4 customers who supply more electricity than they use, will not be carried over to the next billing period, but will be credited toward the current month’s bill.  For shopping customers, PECO is specifying that any excess electricity produced by the customer generator will be carried over to the next billing period, but only the distribution portion on those kilowatt hours will be credited by PECO to the next bill.  The supply portion will be credited according to the terms of the customer’s agreement with its EGS.

	Disposition

		We find that the proposed new tariff language for Rate RS-2 Net metering is consistent with the Commission’s net metering provisions at 52 Pa. Code Chapter 75.  Therefore, we will approve the proposed changes to the Rate RS-2 Net Metering provision of PECO’s Tariff.

Determination of demand – tariff page 47

Discussion

PECO is proposing to change the provision that billing demand “will” be measured where consumption exceeds 1,100 kilowatt-hours per month to “may” be measured.  A data request was sent requesting PECO to provide supporting documentation that authorizes this change.  PECO avered that the existing language is too restrictive to accommodate the variance in customer usage profiles that exist in today’s marketplace.  This language was added to allow more flexibility in requiring demand measurement for very small usage General Service customers who have 3-4 month usage “spikes” in excess of 1,100 kWh that are often not representative of their long term usage profile.  Under the old practice, once the customer’s consumption exceeded 1,100 kWh for 3 consecutive months, the customer would be placed on demand measurement metering and have to pay demand charges, even if it was a “one-time” occurrence.  

	Disposition

We agree with PECO on this approach.  It will allow them to work with these customers on a case by case basis to determine if demand metering should be installed or if it makes sense to defer installation based on an assessment of future usage patterns and thus not increase the cost to the customer through demand measurement.  Therefore, we approve this change.

Determination of demand – Tariff page 48

Discussion

PECO is proposing to revise the language in the minimum charge section on Page 48 to be consistent with the current language on Page 47, as well as, current billing practice.  Currently, the minimum monthly charge for all customers (whether they are customers with billing demand or without) includes the Fixed Distribution Service Charge and the Variable Distribution Service Charge.  However, the language in the Minimum Charge section of Page 48 did not reflect this.

  A data request was sent requesting PECO to provide supporting documentation that authorizes this change.

	Disposition

PECO stated the change was made to align the wording in the MINIMUM CHARGE section (page 48) with the existing wording in the DETERMINATION OF DEMAND section (page 47).  This charge clarifies that the minimum charge is calculated for all General Service customers, both demand and non-demand measured, and ensures that the wording aligns with current billing practices and does not contradict itself.  Therefore, we approve this change.

Multi-point delivery

Discussion

PECO is proposing to change the sentence from:
DELIVERY POINTS.
Where the load of a customer located on single or contiguous premises becomes greater than the capacity of the standard circuit or circuits established by the Company to supply the customer, an additional separate delivery point may be established for such premises upon the written request of the customer with billing continued as if the service were being delivered and metered at a single point, provided such multi-point delivery is not advantageous to the Company

			to:

DELIVERY POINTS.
Where the load of a customer located on single or contiguous premises becomes greater than the capacity of the standard circuit or circuits established by the Company to supply the customer, an additional separate delivery point may be established for such premises upon the written request of the customer with billing continued as if the service were being delivered and metered at a single point, provided such multi-point delivery is not disadvantageous to the Company

	Disposition

PECO’s proposed change was reviewed and it appears this language is more favorable to the customer.  Previously the customer had to show that the multipoint delivery had a positive impact on the PECO system.  The revised language allows the multipoint delivery as long as there is not a negative impact on the system.  Therefore, we approve this change.

Street lighting and underground supply

Discussion

PECO added language under Section c. Service to Group of Streetlights for aerial and underground supply.  A data request was sent requesting PECO to provide supporting documentation that authorizes this change.  PECO avered the added language defines responsibility for ownership of facilities when multiple street lights are served at one delivery point.  The additional language is similar to language in Section 6.1 of the tariff which deals with Private Property Construction, Company Service Lines, Underground and Aerial.

	Disposition

The changes were reviewed and found to be consistent with the currently approved Section 6.1.  Therefore, we approve this change.

Interruptible rider

Discussion

PECO is proposing to add an expiration date.  A data request was sent requesting PECO to provide supporting documentation that authorizes this change.

	Disposition

	PECO avers the Interruptible Load for Reliability (ILR) is being replaced by the PJM Interconnection, LLC (PJM) starting on June 1, 2013 (PJM delivery year 2012/2013).  PECO has added an expiration date to this Rider to accommodate that PJM change.  According to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC):

The Commission will accept, subject to condition, PJM’s proposal to (a) eliminate the ILR provision beginning in the 2012-13 Delivery Year and (b) provide for the participation of demand response resources in the incremental auctions, in addition to the Base Residual Auction, by setting a short-term resource procurement target of 2.5 percent to be procured in the three incremental auctions.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  See FERC’s Order Accepting Tariff Provisions In Part, Rejecting Tariff Provisions In Part, Accepting Report, And Requiring Compliance Filings, PJM Interconnection, LLC, Docket No. ER05-1410, at 33, issued on March 26, 2009.] 


Therefore, we approve this change because it complies with PJM’s elimination of the ILR.

Miscellaneous Changes

		In addition to the more substantive revisions discussed above, Supplement No. 34 also makes minor changes to various tariff sections to clarify language, correct misspellings, re-number or re-position some existing material to add consistency in the tariff, and to add ordered provisions that have already been approved. 

Conclusion

Upon our review of PECO’s Supplement No. 34, we find that the proposed updates and revisions contained therein do not appear to be unlawful, unjust, unreasonable, or contrary to the public interest.  As discussed above, the proposed tariff provisions appear to better reflect current business practices and current Commission regulations.  As noted, no objections have been received, and no complaints have been filed against this tariff supplement.

Accordingly, we will permit Supplement No. 48 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 PECO Energy Company Supplement No. 48 to Tariff Electric – Pa. P.U.C No. 4 is hereby permitted to become effective on August 30, 2012.

2.	That this Order is without prejudice to any issues that may be raised by any party with respect to the tariff changes implemented by Supplement No. 48 to Tariff Electric – Pa. P.U.C No. 4 in future proceedings.







			3.	That the proceeding at Docket No. R-2012-2286475 be marked closed.
[image: ]
	BY THE COMMISSION,



	Rosemary Chiavetta
	Secretary

(SEAL)

ORDER ADOPTED:  August 30, 2012
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