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L. INTRQDUCTION AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Pursuant ﬁ) Act 129 of 2008, the seven largest Electric Distribution Companies
(EDCs) in the Commonwealth were required to file Energy Efficiency and Conservation (EE&C)
plans with the Public Ut.i.lity Commission (Commission). Act 129 set out a series of mandates
| required for each Plan and charged the Commission with the implementation and review of each
EDC’s Plan. 66 Pa.C.S. § 2806.1. On Janvary 15, 2009, the Commission adopted an
Implementation Order at Docket No. M-2008-2069887 establishing the standards each plan must
meet and providing guidance on the procedures to be followed for submittal, review and
approval of all aspects of EDC EE&C plans. The Commission was also charged with the
responsibility to evaluate the costs and benefits of the EE&C Program by November 30, 2013,
and every five years thereafter. 66 Pa.C.S. § 2806.1(c)(3). The Commission must adopt
additional incremental reductions in consumption if the benefits of the EE&C Program exceed its
costs. Id.

The passage of Act 129 presented Pénnsyivania with the opportunity to further
expand the Commonwealth’s work on energy efficiency and demand response for the beneﬁt of
all customers. The Office of Consumer Advocate (OCA) participated actively in the
development of the Phase I Energy Efficiency and Conservation (EE&C) Plans under Act 129
and has participated actively in the on-going Electric Disﬂibution Company (EDC) stakeholder
groups that have continued to work on the implementation of these programs. The OCA has
supported the development of energy efficiency and demand response programs by Pennsylvania
utilities for more than two decades. The OCA’s work in these areas has reaffirmed its support

for these programs and the OCA looks forward to continuing to work on the Phase II Plans.



In a March 1, 2012 Secretarial Letter, the. Commission requested comments on a
number of topics to aid in designing and implementing Phase II of the Act 129 EE&C programs
applicable to the Commonwealth’s seven largest EDCs. The OCA and other Stakeholders

provided Comiments on April 17, 2012, and on May 11, 2012, the Commission entered its

Tentative Implementation Order fegarding Phase 1I of the EE&C Plans. Energy Efficiency and

Conservation Program, Docket Nos. M-2012-2289411 and M-2008-2069887 (Tentative Order

entered May 11, 2012) (Tentative Order). The Commission also released a Baseline Energy

Efficiency Study and a Mérket Potential Study conducted by the Statewide Evaluator (SWE) to
assess the further potential for energy efficiency in the service territories of Pennsylvania’s major
EDCs. In accordance with the Tentative Order, the OCA and other‘ stakeholders submitted
Comments on June 25, 2012 and Reply Comments on July 9, 2012.

On August 3, 2012, the Commission adopted its Final Implementation Order

regarding Phase II EE&C plans. Energy Efficiency and Conservation Program, Docket Nos. M-

2012-2289411 and M-2008-2069887 (Order entered August 3, 2012) (Final Order). The Final
Order established the requirements for Phase II of the Act 129 Energy Efficiency plans,
inclu&ing the establishment of new consumption reduction targets for the period of June 1, 2013
through May 31, 2016. PECO’S cohsumption reduction target was set at 2.9% to be achieved
using a three-year total budget of $256,185,476. The Order stated that an EDC could submit a
Petition for Evidentiary Hearing no later than August 20, 2012 for the limited purpose of
challenging the consumption reduction requirements. If no Petition was filed, the consumption

reduction requirements would be deemed accepted. Final Order at 31.



On August 20, 2012, PECO filed a Petition for an Evidentiary Hearing and filed
the Direct Testimony and Exhibits of its witness Frank J. Jiruska on September 5, 2012." The
matter was assigned to the Office of Adrﬁinistmtive Law Judge and was further assigned to ALJ
Elizabeth H. Barnes. A prehearing conference was held on September 10, 2012 at which time a
procedural schedule was adopted. On September 20, 2012, Citizens for Pennsylvania’s Future -
(PennFuture) and Duquesne Light Company (Duquesne) filed Direct Testimony. 'On September
28, 2012, PECO filed its Rebuttal Testimony. Evidéntiary hearings were held on October 3,
2012 for the pufpose of admitting the pre-filed testimony of the non-Company parties and cross-
examining the Company’s witness. In éccordance with the ALY’s Scheduling Order, the OCA

hereby submits its Main Brief in this matter.

! The OCA would also note that on September 4, 2012, PECO filed a Motion for Leave to File a
Petition for Reconsideration of the Commission’s Final Order. The Motion was granted and the
Commission issued a Reconsideration Order on September 27, 2012. Energy Efficiency and
Conservation Program, Docket Nos. M-2012-2289411 and M-2008-2069887 (Order entered August 27,
2012) (Reconsideration Order). As will be discussed in Section 11, below, the QCA submits that one of
the Company’s three claims as part of this proceeding was addressed and rejected in the Reconsideration
. Order. ‘ '




I1. ARGUMENT

In its Petition for Evidentiary Hearing, the Compapy puts forth three arguments
(two of which are interrelated) regarding the consumption reduction targets that the Commission
set for PECO. Petition at 4-10. The first two interrelated matters dqal with Demand Response
(DR) issues. First, while PECO supports the Commission’s determination that its Direct Load
Control (DLC) Program may continue, it takes issue with the Commission’s failure to allocate
any portion of the Phase I budget to this cost-effective DR program. Petition at 5-6. Second,
PECO asserts that funding for future DR programs must be included as part of Phase II budgets
if the Company is to meet the statutorily-set peak demand reduction target by May 31, 2017.
* Petition at 7-8. Third, the Company states that its total Phase II budget is tod high because the
Commission erroneously includes generation costs in the budget calculation and fails to consider
the 2008 economic downturn in the calculation of PECO’s 2006 “total annual revenue.” Petition
at 9-10.

The OCA supports PECO’s proposal to continue the COmpaﬁy’s residential DLC
program. The OCA subﬁzits, however, that this does not warrant the requested modification to
the Phase II consumption reduction targets. Similarly, the OCA disagrees that the Commission
erred in failing to set aside money for Phase III DLC programs in the Phase II budget. Finally,
the OCA submits that the Commission did not err in determining PECO’s Phase II budget. The
OCA will address each of these issues in detail below.

A, Direct Load Control Programs

The Company has requested that the Commission set aside $12 million per year
($36 million total) of its Phase II budget in order to continue its DLC program. PECO St. 1 at

14. As was discussed above, the Commission’s Final Order, does not mandate the continuation



of D;:mand Response programs unde; Act 129, but states that EDCs may continue cost-effective
residential demand response curtailment measures, such as Direct Load Contro} programs. Final
Order at 42-43.

Preliminarily, the OCA would note. that it has consistently supported the
continuation of the Company’s cost—effective residential Direct Load Control (DLC) program.
The reason for this is that once the EDC installs the DLC switch on the customer’s premises and
a communication syétem to control that switch, those infrastructure costs are sunk whether the
switch 1s used or not. The demand savings, on the other hand, can be achieved only when the
switch is acti{fated as part of a program. To put it another way, demand response programs, once
implemerited, should be sustained so that the continuing savings made possible by the initial
mvestment in the programs can be realized.

The OCA agrees with PECO that its DLC program demonstrates significant
benefits to its customers. Indeed, PECO’s DLC program has a Total Resource Cost (TRC) score
of 2.38. PECO St. 1 at 10. The OCA supports the Company’s continuing the DLC program
during Phase II. The OCA does not, however, agree that the Company needs to reduce its Phase
II budget by $36 million, thereby lowering its energy efficiency consumption reduction goals, in
order to continue the program. Instead, the OCA submits that PECO should be able to continue
its DLC program while still meeting its 2.9% consumption reduction target within the established
budget of $256,185,476. The reason for this is two-fold. First, as the OCA discussed in its
Comments, the SWE study appears to be conservatively high in its calculation of acquisition
costs. Therefore, the Company should readily be able to achieve its reduction goals within the

budget established. Second, the Commission has allowed those EDCs that have achieved their



Phase I target before the end of Phase I, like PECO will, to continue their programs and credit
excess savings towards their Phase Il consumption reduction requirements.
With respect to the establishment of consumption reduction goals, a number of

Commenters to the Commission’s Tentative Order called into question the need for the 25%

adder to the actual cost data from Phase I programs that was included in the Market Potential
Study.” The Commenters pointed to acquisition costs in other states with similar levels of
market maturity, which are significantly lower than those used to set the savings targets in
Pennsylvania. Final Order at 14-32. In this proceeding, PennFuture witness Glenn Reed also
testified that PECO’S. consumption reduction targets are underestimated due to the SWE’s
conservative estimate of acquisition costs. PennFuture St. 1 at 7-12. He stated:

My review reveals several issues with the Market Potential Study including the
unsupported 25% mark-up of programs costs in Phase II; program design
assumptions related fo measure penetration rates; overstatement of the impacts
from the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (EISA) lighting
standards; and an underestimated savings in the non-residential sectors.

For the first point, the SWE does not provide any data to back up the 25% mark-
up of program costs for Phase II. The acquisition cost of Phase II energy savings -
is one of the critical factors in determining the Phase II consumption reduction
targets and therefore should not be determined arbitrarily. While the argument is
made that subsequent savings will be more expensive (higher cost per kWh) no

~ evidence to support this contention is made. Further, as noted in this testimony,
PECO’s Phase I acquisition costs are much lower than used to develop their Phase
IT targets as are those from other efficiency programs in a similar state of portfolio
evolution. The addition of a 25% Phase II mark-up of program costs is
unwarranted and will result in Jower Phase II efficiency targets.

As to program design and measure penetration estimates, the Market Potential
Study makes simplifying assumptions that do not reflect good program design.
The Market Potential Study assumes that when multiple measures “compete” for
the same baseline technology that equal numbers of those measures are installed.
This is a simplified and in many cases an incorrect assumption. It does not
address that through good program design an EDC will want to maximize

2 See Final Order at 14-21, referencing Comments of the following Stakeholders filed on June 25,

2012. ACEEE at 3-6, KEEA at 1-4, NEEP at 2-4, OPower at 12-13, PennFuture at 2-7, Reinvestment
Fund at 1-7, Sierra Club at 4-6, and Sustainable Energy Fund at 3-7.



program savings by more aggressively promoting more efficient technologies and
work to do so in a way that minimizes the cost of those savings. Cost-efficiencies
can be obtained through adjusting incentive levels, moving financial incentives
upstream to reduce wholesale as opposed to retail pricing, etc.

Id. at 7-8. He went on to discuss two other reasons that the SWE’s acquisition cost analysis is
conservative. He explained:

In addition, I do not believe the SWE captures the remaining cost-effective energy
lighting savings that will continue to be attainable over the next 8 to 9 years even
with the new minimum federal lighting efficiency standards in place. For
example, the detailed measure characterizations in the Market Potential Study do
not appear to reflect an accurate interpretation of the EISA standards.
Specifically, only three residential CFL measures are characterized: 100 watt, 75
watt and 40 watt CFL replacements. The 2012-2014 provisions of EISA only
apply to general service lamps. There are over 20 lamp categories excluded from
EISA coverage including reflector lamps, globe and candelabra lamps, three-way
lamps, and more. Program administrators throughout much of the country have
been increasingly focusing their CFL program efforts on these and other
“specialty” CFL lamp categories since savings from these lamps will be higher as
their baselines will not need to be adjusted upwards for EISA related efficiency
improvements. The Potential Report does not appear to explicitly address these
classes of lamps that are exempt from EISA coverage. This assumption arbitrarily
lowers the potential savings from lighting in Phase II of Act 129.

Lastly, the Potential Report appears to underestimate savings in the non-
residential sectors. Of primary concern is the dramatically lower potential noted
for non-residential as compared to the residential sector. This may be a result of
the study’s focus on “replace on burmout” opportunities, which leaves substantial
amounts of cost-effective early-retirement potential unaddressed. I also note that
the study omits savings from a potentially large fraction of all exterior lighting
opportunities because it omitted the lighting-specific rate classes under which
many of these fixtures operate.

1d. at 9-10.

The SWE assumes an acquisition cost of $277.55/MWh savihgs for Phase 1I for
PECO, which is a 61% increase over PECO’s Phase I acquisition costs. This acquisition cost is
substantially higher than that seen in other programs of similar maturity. Id. at 10. As Mr. Reed
pointed out, in 2009 and 2010, utilities in the Southwest achieved program savings at an average

cost of $160 - $190 per first year MWh savings. PennFuture St. 1 at 10. Mr. Reed testified:



Specifically, Xcel in Colorado had an average cost of $180/MWh; Rocky
Mountain Power in Utah had a cost of $190/MWh; and Arizona Public Service
had a cost of $160/MWh. Similarly, costs for newly developed energy efficiency
programs in several Midwestern states including Ohio, Michigan, Ilinois, lowa
and Arkansas have been approximately $120 per first-year MWh.
Ll. at 11. The SWE’s conservatively high estimate of the acquisition costs provides adequate
room in PECO’s budget to readily achieve the savings goals. Therefore, the Company should be
able to meet its Phase II reduction goals while also continuing its DLC program.’

The Company’s request for a reduction in its energy efﬁciéncy target is also
unnecessary given PECO’s ability to bank the consumption reduction it achieves in excess of its
Phase I goals for use during Phase II. Final Order at 58-60, 107. According to PECO’s Program
Year 3, Quarter 4 Report to the Commission, PECO has already achieved (and verified) 91% of
its May 31, 2013 energy compliance target. PennFuture St. 1 at 12. PennFuture witness Reed
explained:

Based on the fact that PECO is already at 91% of its May 31, 2013 energy savings
compliance target as of May 31, 2012 ~ a year in advance, and still has funding
available, it is safe to assume PECO will achieve savings in excess of its Phase I
goal. '
Id. at 13.
Accordingly, while the OCA supports the Company’s inclusion of its DLC

program in its Phase II Plan, the OCA submits that the Company does not need to reduce its

energy efficiency targets to successfully run and fund the program.

3 The OCA would also note that PECO can bid into the PIM markets in order to help offset the cost
of the DLC program. Specifically, PECO can bid the capacity provided by the DLC program into the
PIM reliability Pricing Model (RPM) interim auctions. If the Phase II programs are approved by
February 2013, the Company can also bid the capacity into the RPM base residual auction in May 2013
for the June of 2016 delivery year.



B. Reserving Funds in the Phase 1I Budget for Future Demand Response Programs

In its Final Order, tﬁe Commission declined to set any peak demand reduction
targets for the proposed Phase II EE&C Plan period. Final Order at 32-45. Instead, the
Commission decided to evaluate the cost-effectiveness of demand response programs and
conduct a demand response market potential study (to be completed in the first quarter of 2013}
so that cost-effective demand response targets and programs can be included in any Phase III
Plans. Final Order at 33. In its Petition, the Company requested that the Commission set aside
funds from PECO’s Phase II budget in anticipation of any additional peak demand reductions
that would need to be achieved during the summer of 2016 in order to meet the May 31, 2017
statutory deadline.” PECO St. 1 at 14. The Company states that it requires approximately $30
million (exclusive of the funding for its DLC program discussed in Section ILA. above) to
provide it “with the opportunity to achieve peak DR requirements by the statutory deadline.” Id.
at 15. | |

As a preliminary matter, the OCA would note that it has consistently supported
the inclusion of demand response programs and new demand response targets in the EDC’s
Phase II Plaﬁs. Demand response programs can be beneficial to customers in many ways,
especially by reducing the amount of peak load that must be served (thus avoiding costly
increments of capacity resources), impacting hi gh peak hour prices, and reducing customer bills.
Specifically, the OCA supported the continuation of the DR programs to ensure that the value of
the applications and devices installed to meet the demand reduction and savings goals of Phase |
were not lost.

That being said, the OCA does not agfee that the set aside requested by the

Company 1s necessary or appropriate. First, the OCA would note that the Commission



specifically considered, and rejected, this issue as part of PECO’s Petition for Reconsideration.

Reconsideration Order at 27-29. In its Petition for Reconsideration, PECO asserted that the
Commission failed to recognize that an appropriate level of Phase II funding must be expended
to continue existing, cost-effective direct load control (DLC) programs and to achieve
subsequent mandated incremental peak demand reduction targets. Id. at 27. PECO further
asserted that, in order fo achieve the future peak demand reduction goals, it cannot dedicate its
entire funding amount to energy consumption reduction programs. Id. In rejecting these
arguments, the Commission stated:

The Commission, however, would like to address PECO’s claim that its programs

must be in place well before the summer of 2016 in order to achieve any potential

required peak demand reductions by May 31, 2017, and PECO’s assertion that it

must spend Phase [I funds to meet such an obligation. The Commission

recognizes these concerns, but declines to adopt PECO’s proposed resolution for

the reasons expressed in this Order and based on the facts and arguments

presented in its Petition.

Reconsideration Order at 29 (citation omitted). Accordingly, it appears that the issue of a

specific demand response budget set aside was already rejected by the Comumission in the
context of PECO’s Petition for Reconsideration.

Second, to the extent that the Commission determines that it will accept additional
argument and evidence with respect to this issue, the OCA maintains that the set aside requested
by the Company is unnecessary. With respect to the establishment of peak demand goals beyond
Phase I plan, Act 129 states:

If the commission determines that the benefits of the plans exceed the costs, the
commission shall set additional incremental requirements for reduction in peak
demand for the 100 hours of greatest demand or an altemative reduction approved
by the commission.

66 Pa.C.S. § 2806.1(d)(2). At this time there is no way to determine either the scope or design

of the DR programs that the Commission may order for Phase II1. Additionally, as witness Reed

10



explained, the Commission’s discretion in setting any future goals makes PECO’s calculation of
future costs incredibly speculative. He stated:

Since the PUC hasn’t ruled on the peak demand savings goals for Phase III or
whether those goals will be based on the 100 hours of greatest demand or an
alternative reduction, it is unclear how PECO can determine their required DR
budget. It would seem that PECO’s DR budget as testified to by Mr. Jiruska is
purely speculative.

PennFuture St. 1 at 13-14. Indeed, m its Reconsideration Order, the Commission itself

recognized the speculative nature of including such a set aside when it stated:

First, the Commission has begun the process fo evaluate the cost-effectiveness
and design of the current peak demand reduction program and anficipates
completing that process in 2013. The design of a future cost-effective peak
demand reduction program is unknown at this point and may be drastically
different from the current program.

Second, as it is unknown whether the peak demand program is cost-effective or
what a cost-effective peak demand program design will entail, any peak demand
or DLC program PECO proposes for Phase II may not provide PECO with
reductions that it can use toward a future requirement. If no cost-effective peak
demand programs are available, there will be no peak demand reduction
requirement to meet by May 31, 2017. In addition, if there is a cost-effective
demand reduction program, PECO’s proposed programs may not be compatible,
thus providing none of the benefits PECO seeks by implementing such programs.
Lastly, if the Commission institutes a Phase IIl EE&C Program that includes peak
demand reductions, we will provide guidance on when plans will need to be filed
and implemented and address the funding of such a program.

Reconsideration Order at 29 (citations omitted).

Third, there is no indication that PECQ will have to wait until Phase 1Tl begins in
order to plan for and enter into contracts to obtain peak demand savings in the summer of 2016.
In its Final Order, the Commission states that it will allow EDCs fo start incurring Phase II costs
duﬁng Phase 1 for administrative duties, including but not limited to: contracting with contract
service providers, trade allies and vendors; preparing marketing materials associated with Phase

II measures; and contracting with an independent evaluator. Final Order at 114. The

11



Commission went on to direct that the recovery of Phase II costs which are incurred during
Phase I be deferred until Phase II cost recovery rates become effective. Id. Therefore, PECO
may be able to begin spending Phase I1I funds during Phase II if similar treatment is afforded.
As witness Reed explained:
Assuming the Commission continues to follow the directive set forth in its
Implementation Order, PECO will be able to start spending Phase III DR funds in
Phase II to begin contracting with contract service providers, frade allies and
vendors; preparing marketing materials associated with Phase III measures;

contracting with an independent evaluator; etc. for DR programs that would begin
in the Summer of 2016.

Based on the Implementation Order it would seem that PECO will be able to use
Phase IH funds in Phase II to begin laying the foundation for Phase III DR
programs. Therefore there is no need to sef aside Phase II funds for this purpose.

PennFuture St. 1 at 14-15.
For the foregoing reasons, the OCA submits that PECO’s request for funding set
asides to achieve speculative Phase 11T demand response targets must be denied.

C. Total Budget Calculation

PECO’s ﬁna} argument in its Petition for Evidentiary Hearing is that the
Commission erroneously includes generation costs and fail§ to consider the 2008 economic
downturn in the calculation of PECO’s 2006 “total annual revenue” pursuant to Section
2806:1(g). PECO states that the Commission will not have properly exercised its administrative
discretion unless it sets the spending cap on the basis of total annual revenues that reflect current
and reasonably projected market conditions rather than its actual 2006 total revenues. Petition at
9. Specifically, PECO takes issue with the Commission’s 1) inclusion of amounts collected by
EDCs as billing agents for EGSs in the calculation of total revenues and 2) failure to consider

that energy prices are much lower than in 2008 when Act 129 was enacted. Id. The Company

12



proposes that the Commission change the annual spending limit to 2% of PECO’s actual revenue
in 2011, exclusive of amounts collected from électric generation suppliers. PECO St. 1 at 17-18.
If this change were accepted, PECO’s Phase 11 ailowable spending would be $165,590,000,
reducing annual speﬁding from_$85‘.4 million to $55.2 million per year or by 35%. PECO St. 1
at 17-18. |

Preliminarily, the OCA would note that a calculation of the 2006 tO‘;al EDC
revenues pursuant to Section 2806.1(g) was performed prior to the implementation of all Qf the
EDC’s Phase 1 Plans in 2009. It is illogical to suggest that the calculation of what constitutes
2006 total EDC revenues would somehow be different for Phase II than it was for Phase L
Further, the OCA submits that the Company’s claims respect to the calculation of “total
revenues” for the Phase II budget are conirary to the plain language of Act 129 and must be
rejected. Act 129 states:

The total cost of any plan required under this section shall not exceed 2% of the
electric distribution company's total annual revenue as of December 31, 2006.

66 Pa.C.S. § 2806.1(g). The Act goes on to define “Electric distribution company total annual
revenue” as:

amounts paid to the electric distribution company for generation, transmission,
distribution and surcharges by retail customers.

66 Pa.C.S. § 2806.1(m) (emphasis added).
In Pennsylvania, it is well-settled that the “objective of all interpretation and

construction of statutes is to ascertain and effectuate the intention of the legislature.” 1 Pa.C.S. §

1921(a); Bayada Nurses, Inc. v. Cominw., Dept. of Labor and Industry, 8 A.3d 866, 880 (Pa.
2010). The best indication of legislative intent is the plain language contained in the statute

itself. Bavada Nurses, 8 A.3d at 880; see also Narberth Borough v. Lower Menion Twp., 915

13



A.2d 626 (Sup. 2007) (stating that the primarf and favored indicator of the legislature’s intention
is the plain language of the statﬁte under scrutiny). Here, the plain language of the statute
mandates that the Commission include generation revenue in its calculation of total revenues for
the purposes of this provision. Therefore, the OCA submits that PECO’s attempt fo exclude

generation costs from the calculation of total revenues must be rejected.

14



III. CONCLUSION

The OCA maintains its support for the continuation of the Company’s residential
DLC program, but submits that PECO’s requested modifications .to the Phase II budget and
consumption reduction targets, which PECO asserts are needed to continue this i)rogram, are not
necessary. Similarly, the OCA submits that the Commission correctly decided not to set aside
money for Phase III DLC programs in the Phase II budget and corr:sctly included 2006
generatién revenues in the calculation of the EDC’s total annual revenues upon which the Phase
1T budget was set. For the foregoing reasons, the OCA resf)ectfully requests that PECO’s

proposals be denied.

Respectfully Submitted,
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Assistant Co r Advocate

PA Attorney 1.D. # 203098
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the Office of Consumer Advocate’s Main Brief, upon parties of record in this proceeding in

accordance with the requirements of 52 Pa. Code § 1.54 (relating to service by a participant), in

the manner and upon the persons listed below:

Dated this 19th day of October 2012.

SERVICE BY E-MAIL & INTER-OFFICE MAIL

Johnnie Simms, Esq.

Bureau of Investigation & Enforcement
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
Commonwealth Keystone Bldg.

P.O. Box 3265

Harrisburg, PA 17120

Shaun A. Sparks, Esq.

Krystle J. Sacavage, Esq.

Law Bureau

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission

© Commonwealth Keystone Bldg.

P.O. Box 3265
Harrisburg, PA 17120

SERVICE BY E-MAIL & FIRST CLASS MAIL, POSTAGE PREPAID

Anthony C. DeCusatis, Esq.
Brooke E. Leach, Esq.

Morgan, Lewis & Bockius LLP
1701 Market Street
Philadelphia, PA 19103-1921
Counsel for: PECO

Anthony E. Gay, Esq.

Jack R. Garfinkle, Esq.
PECO Energy Co.

2301 Market Street

P.O. Box 8699

Philadelphia, PA 19101-8699
Counsel for: PECO

Steven Gray, Esq.

Office of Small Business Advocate
Suite 1102, Commerce Bldg.

300 North Second Street
Harrisburg, PA 17101

Counsel for: OSBA

Harry S. Geller, Esq.

Patrick M. Cicero, Esq.
Pennsylvania Utility Law Project
118 Locust Street

Harrisburg, PA 17101

Counsel for: CAUSE-PA

Jeffrey J. Norton, Esq.

Carl R. Shultz, Esq.

Eckert Seamans Cherin & Mellott, LL.C
213 Market St., 8" Floor

P.O. Box 1248

Harrisburg, PA 17101

Counsel for: Comverge Inc.



Teresa K. Schmittberger, Esq.
Charis Mincavage, Esq.

Adeolu A. Bakare, Esq.
McNees Wallace & Nurick LLC
100 Pine Street

P.O.Box 1166

Harrisburg, PA 17108-1166
Counsel for: PAIEUG

Zachary Max Fabish, Esq.
Sierra Club

50 F Street, 8™ FL.
Washington, DC 20001
Counsel for: Sierra Club

Joseph Otis Minott, Esq.

Clean Air Council |

135 S. 19" Street

Suite 300

Philadelphia, PA 19103
Counsel for: Clean Air Council

- Heather M. Langeland, Esq.
425 Sixth Avenue, Suite 2770
Pittsburgh, PA 15219
Counsel for: PennFuture

Tishekia Williams, Esq.
Duquesne Light Compang/

411 Seventh Avenue, 16" Fl.
Pittsburgh, PA 15219

Counsel for: Duquesne Light Co.

Alan Michael Seltzer, Esq.
Buchanan Ingersoll & Rooney, PC
409 North Second Street, Suite 500
Harrisburg, PA 17101-1357
Counsel for: Duquesne Light Co.

]

Lol N4

ennedy S. Jobfisph .7
PA Attorne¢A.LY. # 203098
Email: JJohnson 0Ca.0r

Aron J. Beatty

PA Attorney 1.D. # 86625
Email: ABeattv{@paoca.org
Assistant Consumer Advocates

Counsel for:

Office of Consumer Advocate

555 Walnut Street 5th Floor, Forum Place
Harrisburg, PA 17101-1923

Phone: (717) 783-5048

Fax: (717) 783-7152

*160201



