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PETITIONS FOR RECONSIDERATION PUBLIC MEETING

OR CLARIFICATION OF ORDER

JANUARY 15, 1998

APPROVING MODIFIED RESTRUCTURING JAN-98-C-1

PLAN FOR PECO ENERGY COMPANY

DOCKET NO. .R=00973953
P-00971265

MOTION BY: Commissioner Hanger Commissioner Chm. Quain -

SECONDED:

Concurring & Dissenting
Commissioner Rolka Commissioner Bloom -
Concurring & Dissenting
Commissioner Brownell - Yes

CONTENT OF MOTION:

1.

4.

The Petition for Reconsideration of PECO Energy Company
is granted in part and denied in part, consistent with
this Motion:

The Petitions for Reconsideration of OCA, CEP&, and
PAIEUG are granted sclely to the extent consistent with
this Motion, and otherwise denied;

The Petitions for Reconsideration of Enron and NEV
are denied; and

0OSA shall prepare an appropriate Order consistent with
this Motion.
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Concurring and Dissenting Joint Statement of Chairman John M. Quain:
and Vice Chairman Robert K. Bloom attached. '
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PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265

PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY PUBLIC MEETING-
COMMISSION JANUARY 15, 18898
V. : JAN-98-C-1
R-00973953

PECO ENERGY COMPANY

PECO Application for Approval of
Its Restructuring Plan and Joint
Petition for Partial Settlement

and

Petition of Enron Energy Services P-00981265
Power, Inc., for Approval of an

Electric Competition Choice Plan

and for Authority Pursuant to

Section 2B07(e) {(c) of the Public

Utility Code to Serve as the

Provider of Last Resort in the

Service Territory of PECO Energy

Company

Petitions for Reconsideration or
Clarification of Order Approving
Modified Restructuring Plan

for PECO Energy Company

CONCURRING AND DISSENTING JOINT STATEMENT OF
CHAIRMAN JOHN M, QUAIN AND VICE CHATIRMAN ROBERT K. BLOOM

This matter comes before us on several Petitions for
Reconsideration of the Commission’s Order entered December 23,
1997. Today, the Commission has ruled on those Petitions,
correcting, clarifying, and modifying its order in some respects.
Our dissent from the December 23, 1987, Order is a matter of
record. We find that we must respectfully concur and dissent
with respect to the resolution of the Petitions for
Reconsideration as embodied in the Motion of Commissioner Hanger
offered today.




We concur with those parts of the Motion that correct
certain findings contained in the December 23, 1997, Order. We
believe, however, that the Motion is deficient in a number of
respects, and therefore we must alsc dissent.

First, in the proposed treatment of SFAS 106 expenses, the
denial of the claimed portion of $67 million of early retirement
expenses is inconsistent with the recognition of the action as a
mitigation effort. That denial is also inconsistent with the
reduced ongoing allowance for the expense as part of the market
valuation for generation property.

Further, the use of. earnings on the SFAS 106 trust as an
offset for non-SFAS 106 related expenses appears improper from
both an accounting and a policy standpoint. Finally, the
treatment of SFAS 106 expenses represents a mismatch of present
value calculations rather than a matter of overfunding.

We must also disagree with the majority regarding the timing
of open enrollment for PECO customers. While the motion grants a
delay until April 27, 1998, for enrollment toc begin, we believe
that this early enrollment period will not afford customers the
benefits of Commission-led education programs. We note, however,
that these same customers will be funding those programs through
their CTC charges. Our preferred position would be toc have the
initial enrcllment period coincide with the expected enrollment
periods for the other electric distribution companies in the
region. Hence, we prefer a July 1, 1998, open enrollment date.

Finally, the majority does not provide PECO with an adequate
time frame for compliance, nor the parties with an adequate
period for response to the compliance filing. We would allow a
ten day time period from the entry date of the final order on
reconsideration for PECO to make its compliance filing.
Moreover, we would provide the parties with two weeks thereafter
to review the submission and to file comments. The early
enrollment date supported by the majority is evidently driving
the entire time frame for review, yet this is a review which must
be made very carefully. The rates and charges which need to be
considered will be 1in effect for a number of vyears, and
continuing revision of the numbers which may result from
unnecessary haste at this point could hinder the ability of other
market participants to develop their services and products.
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For the foregoing reasons, we concur and dissent on this
Motion. ; ;

DATE JOHN M. QUAIN

CHATRMAN
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA

PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

P.0O. BOX 3265, HARRISBURG, PA 17105-3265
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IN REFL’Y PLEASE
REFER TO CUR FILE

R-00973953
P-00971265

MARY MCFALL HOPPER ESQUIRE
NOEL H TRASK ESQUIRE

PECO ENERGY COMPANY

2301 MARKET STREET

P O BOX 8699

PHILADELPHIA PA 19101-862%

RApplication of PECO Energy Company for Approval of its
Restructuring Plan Under Section 2806 of the Public Utility
Code and Joint Petition for Partial Settlement

Petition of Enron Energyv Services Power, Inc., for Approval
of an Electric Competiticon and Choice Plan for Authority
Pursvant to Section 2807 (e} lc) of the Public Utility Code to
Serve as the Provider of Last Resort in the Service Territory
of PECO Energy Company

To Whom It May Concern:

This is to advise you that an Opinion and Order has been adepted

by the Commissicn in Public Meeting cn January 15, 1998 in the above

entitled proceeding.

An QOpinion and Order has been enclesed for your records.

..@E&'&[’Z‘TE

Very truly yours,

JAN 27 1998
James J. McNulty,
Secretary
encls oA
cert. mail ‘§<§=15115;m
Taw - VUCUMENT
. SO e
See attached list i UL-!JL‘:R

for additional
parties of record.



PENNSYLVANIA
PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265

Public Meeting held January 15, 1998
Commussioners Present:

John M. Quain, Chairman , Joint Concurring & Dissenting Statement attached
Robert K. Bloom, Vice Chau'man, Joint Concurring & Dissenting Statement

John Hanger attached
David W. Rolka
Nora Mead Brownell

Application of PECO Energy Company for Approval of its R-00973953
Restructuring Plan Under Section 2806 of the Public Utility
Code and Joint Petition for Partial Settlement

Petition of Enron Energy Services Power, Inc., for Approval P-00971265
of an Electric Competition and Choice Plan and for Authority
Pursuant to Section 2807(e)(c) of the Public Utility Code to
Serve as the Provider of Last Resort in the Service Territory
%8
W s

of PECO Energy Company f?ﬁ

AN 27 7998

OPINION AND ORDER

(Restructuring Reconsideration Order)
BY THE COMMISSION:

By Motion adopted on December 11, 1997, and by Opinion and Order
entered on December 23, 1997, this Commission approved a Restructuring Plan for
PECO Energy Company (PECO) based upon modifications to PECO S ongmal
Application in this proceeding. Presenlly before this Comnnssmn for review are six (6)
Petitions for Reconsideration, Clarification, and/or Amendment of the December 23,
1997 Order individually filed on January 7, 1998, by: (1) PECO, (2) Enron Energy
Services Power, Inc., and Enron Power Marketing, Inc., (individually: EESPI and EPMI,
or collectively: Enron) (Enron Petition), (3) the Office of Consumer Advocate (OCA),
(4) the Consumer Education and Protective Association (CEPA), the Tenant Action
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Group (TAG), the Association of Community Organizations for Reform Now (ACORN),
and John W. Long, (collectively: CEPA) (CEPA Petition), (5) the Philadelphia Area
. Industrial Energy Users Group (PAIEUG), and (6) New Energy Ventures (N EV).

Brief History of the Proceedingsl

_ Effective January 1, 1997, the Electricity Generation Customer Choice and
Competition Act (Act), 66 Pa. C.S. §§2801, et seq., amended the Public Utility Code
(Code), 66 Pa. C.S. §§101, et seq., by adding Chapter 28. Chapter 28 restructured the
provision of retail electric service within the Commonwealth. Section 2806 of the Act
requires all jurisdictional electric utilities (EDCs) to file restructuring plans for review
and approval by the Commission. The Act established a nine-month review process for
an EDC’s restructuring plan. On January 24, 1997, at Docket No. M-0096089d, FOOOS,
this Commission established a schedule for filing restructuring plans. On February 13, .
1997, the Commission directed that all restructuring plan filings be accompanied by
specific data. (Retail Access Pilot Program - Guidelines, Docket No. M-00960890,
F0003).

On April 1, 1997, PECO filed the subject Application for Approval of its”
Restructuring Plan. PECO’s Restructuring Plan requested that this Commission approve
its proposed unbundling of rates, competitive transition charges (CTCs), and specific
tariff provisions to ensure customers have direct access to all licensed electric generation
suppliers. Further, PECO requested recovery of $6.8 billion of transition and stranded
costs. Finally,. PECO asked for approval of a plan to meet its universal service
obligatiohs, ofa mechaﬁsm to recover the costs of its universal service obligations, and

of a proposed consumer education program.

! This section is adapted in large measure from this Commission’s
December 23, 1997 Order in these proceedings. For a detailed history of the

proceedings, see that Order.
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The proceeding was assigned to Administrative Law Judges (ALJs) Marlane
"Chestnut and Charles Rainey. Rate protests were filed by vanous parties. The OCA, the
Office of Small Business Advocate (OSBA), and this Commission’s Office of Trial Staff
(OTS) entered appearances. Formal. Complaints were filed by CEPA, TAG, the Action
Alliance of Senior Citizens (AASC), Mr. ILong, PAIEUG, and ACORN. The AASC'

subsequently withdrew its Complaint.

Intervenors included the Hon. Vincent J. Fumo, Jr., Senator, 1st State

Senatorial District (Sen. Fumo), Indianapolis Power and Light Co. (IPL), the
Environmentalists,” Delmarva Power and Light Co., t/d/b/a Conectiv Energy (Conectiv),
Enron Corp. (an affiliate of EESPI and EPMI), DuPont Power Marketing (DuPont), the
Mid-Atlﬁntic Power Supply Association (MAPSA), the Delaware Valley Schools
Energy/Utility Consortium (DVSEUC), Allegheny Power Company (APC), American
Energy Solutions (AES), the Department of the Navy (Navy), the American Association
of Retired Persons (AARP), Lance Haver, CNG Energy Services (CNG), the Municipal
Intervenors Group (MIG), NEV, the Pennsylvania Petroleun Association (PPA), Ethan
Giddings, the Center for Energy and Economic Development (CEED), Duke Energy
Trading Market, LLC, (Duke), the Pennsylvania Retailers’ Association (PRA), NorAm
Energy Management, Inc. CNorAm), Vastar Power Marketing, Inc. (Véstar), Electric
Clearinghouse, Inc. (ECI), ERI Services, Inc. (ERI), the Pennsylvania Association of
Plumbing, Heating and Cooling Contractors (PAPHCC), Albert M. Benincasa,
QST Energy, Inc. (QST), and Southeastem Pennsylvania Transportation Authority
‘ (SEPTA). CNG ultimately withdrew as an individual participant but continued to

participate through MAPSA. Comments were field by the Hon. Stewart Greenleaf,
Senator, 12th District, Rufus L. Miley, and Nicholas J. DiMarino.

2 The Environmentalists consist of the Delaware Valley Citizens’ Clean Air

Council (Clear Air Council), the Sierra Club, Citizens Action, Pennsylvania Public
Interest Research Group (PennPIRG), Grass Roots Alliance for a Solar Pennsylvania
(GRASP), Nonprofit Energy Savings Investment Program (NESIP), and the Philadelphia
Solar Energy Association (PSEA). :



PECO and Sen. Fumo, CEPA (on behalf of itself, TAG, ACORN, and
Mr. Long), Mr. Haver, the OTS, the OCA, the OSBA, PAIEUG, AARP, and the Navy
(Joint Signatories) signed a Partial Settlement. On August 27, 1997, the Joint Signatories
filed a Joint Petition for Partial Settlement of PECO’s Proposed Restructuring Plan and
Application for a Qualified Rate Order (Settlement Petition) in support of the Partial

Settlement.

On October 7, 1997, EESPP filed its Petition for Approval of an Electric
Competition and Customer Choice Plan and for Autho_rity Pursuant to Section 2807(e)(3)
of the Public Utility Code to Serve as the Provider of Last Resort (PLR) in PECO’s :
Service Territory at Docket No. P-00971265. By Order entered on October 9, 1997,
EESPI’s PLR Petition was consolidated with PECO’s restructuring proceeding as

captioned above.

On October 14, 1997, the Presiding Officers covered extensively this
Commission’s instructions relative to the establishment of a complete record, noting in
particular that there would be one decision addressing the proposed Partial Settlement,
the EESPI PLR Petition, and all unresolved issues.

On October 21, 1997, PECO, PAIEUG, Sen. Fumo, Mr. Haver, AARP,
CEPA, TAG, ACORN, Mr. Long, the OCA, the OSBA, and the OTS filed Petitions for
Reconsideration of the October 9 Order. On November 6, 1997, this Commission entered
an Opinion and Order denying the relief requested in the October 21 Petitions for
Recorisidération and offering, instead, an option to extend the date for C_om_mission action
until January 30, 1998. The November 6 Opinion and Order reiterated and cla‘riﬁed that
the scope of the issues to be addressed included the Restructuring Plan, the proposed
Partial Settlement, the EESPI PLR Petition, and all unresolved issues. The schedule was

. 3 On October 7, 1997, EESPI filed an application at Docket No. A-110059
for authority to provide service as a licensed electric supplier.
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not extended, however, due to the filing of timely objections by Conectiv, NEV, and
MAPSA.

The record in this proceeding contains a transcript of 2280 pages, as well as
the statements and exhibits admitted into the record and the briefs of the parties. By
brder entered on December 23, 1997, this Commission denied both the Partial Settlement
- and the EESPI PLR Petition. In so doing, the Commission rejected EESPI’s contingency
plan as well as the Partial Settlement. PECO was directed to make a compliance filing _
within twenty (20) days of the date of entry of the December 23, 1997 Order.

The instant six Petitions for Reconsideration were filed on January 7, 1998.
PECO raises concerns regarding the stranded cost calculation, consumer education, and
customer choice enrollment. The OCA raises concerns on the issues of stranded costs,
customer rates, universal service, customer education, and consumer protections.
PAIEUG asserts that the December 23, 1997 Order creates great uncertainty with respect
to PECQ’s restructuring and requests reconsideration of the Order in view of the
customer benefits that were contained in the Partial Settlement. EESPI addresses cost
and stranded cost allocations, PECQO’s mitigation efforts, and unbundling. CEPA, et al.,
seek reconsideration or clarification regarding the generation rate for residential
customers who do not chose an alternative generation supplier, consumer protection, and
funding for universal service and customer education. NEV expresses concern on the

issue of the appropnate discount rate.

. Answers to the Petitions were individually filed by PECO, EESPI and
EPM]I, the OCA, MAPSA, PAIEUG, NEV, Conectiv, DVSEUC, and SEPTA.

Discussion

At this stage in the proceeding, the six January 1998 Petitions for
Reconsideration are seeking relief following our December 23, 1997 Order. The Code
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establishes a party’s right to seek relief follov-v'mg the entry of final decisions pursuant to
Section 703 of the Code, 66 Pa. C.S. §703, relating to rehearings and rescission and
amendment of orders. Subsection 703(g) provides that:

(g) Rescission and amendment of orders.--The
commission may, at any time, after notice and after
opportunity to be heard as provided in this chapter, rescind or
amend any order made by it. Any order rescinding or
amending a prior order shall, when served upon the person,
corporation, or municipal corporation affected, and after
notice thereof is given to the other parties to the proceedings,
have the same effect as is herein provided for original orders.

Further, such requests for relief must be consistent with Sections 5.572 of our

Regulations, 52 Pa. Code §5.572, relating to petitions for relief following a finat decision.

Additionally, consistent with Subsection 703(g) of the Code, supra,
Section 5.572 of our Regulations, supra, and judicial and administrative precedent, the
standards for a petition for relief following a final decision were set forth in Duick v.
PG&W, 56 Pa. P.U.C. 553 (December 17, 1982) (Duick). Duick held that a petition for
reconsideration under Subsection 703(g) may properly raise any matter designed to
convince us that we should exercise our discretion to amend or rescind a prior Order, in
whole or in part, Furthermore, such petitions are likely to succeed only when they raise
“new and novel arguments” not previously heard or considerations which appear to have
been overlooked or not addressed by us. (Duick, p. 559.) The Commonwealth Court
c_ase,A]_’ &Tv. Pa PUC, 568 A.2d 1362 (Pa. Cmwith. Ct. 1990), further elucidated the

standards for rehearing, reconsideration, revision, or rescission.

In our opinion, the six Petitions for Reconsideration raise generally narrow
issues that do not challenge the balance or direction of our December 23, 1997 Order.
We believe that they properly raise matters designed to convince us that we should

exercise our discretion to consider clarification or amendment, in part, of our



December 23, 1997 Order. Accordingly, we shall consider the instant Petitions on their

METItS.
A. Issues Related To Stranded Costs
1. Net Plant.

a. Reallocation of $98.9 million from transmission and distribution to

generation. At page 80 of the December 23, 1997 Order, we generally adopted PECO’s
quantification of net genefating plant in service. PECO is correct that the December 23, -
1997 Order mistakenly neglected to include PECO’s realiocation of $98.9 million of
common and general plant from the transmission and distribution functions to the
generation function during the rebuttal round of the proceeding. PECO made this
correction to Exhibit ABC-1, Revised, in response to the recommendations of several other
parties. We agree with PECO and the other parties that the subject $98.9 million is
generation-related plant and should not be recoverable through transmission and

distribution rates. This correction increases PECO’s stranded costs by $98.9 million.

b. Plant No Longer Used and Useful. At page 81 of the December 23, .

1997 Order, we adopted the recommendation of OCA witness La Capra to reduce net plant
by $35.4 million to reflect plant no longer used and useful that should be retired and not
carried on the company’s books. The conclusion that plant no longer used and useful
cannot be considered for recovery as a stranded cost is correct. PECO, however, properly
points out Fhat the adjustment to reduce net plant by $35.4 million requires an offsetting
adjustmeﬁf to reduce an equivalent value of accrued d@pi'éciaﬁon. These two adjﬁstm'ents‘ '
balance each other out, so no adjustment to net plant is necessary. This correction
increases PECO’s stranded costs by $35.4 million. |



These two net plant adjustmehts result in a total increase of $134.3 million in
the book value of PECO’s stranded assets and an equal increase in PECO’s recoverable

_ stranded costs.

2. Deferred Fuel Expense.

a. Fuel Expense Through Energy Cost Adjustment (ECA) Roll-In on

December 31, 1996. At page 71 of the December 23, 1997 Order, we granted recovery of

a regulatory asset for deferred fuel expenses and nuclear performance incentives actually
recognized on PECO’s books as of December 31, 1996, the date at which the ECA was
rolled into base rates. The May 22, 1997 Qualified Rate Order (QRO) granted recovery of
this expense. Since the QRO is irrevocable, the same recovery was authorized in the
December 23, 1997 Order. The December 23, 1997 Order characterized this item as
recovery of $96.162 million for the underlying expense and interest to the net present value

date of December 31, 1998.

PECO properly points out that the QRO, in fact, categorized the total
recoverable amount as $96.162 based on a quantification of interest only through June 30,
1997, not the relevant net present value date in this proceeding of December 31, 1998. .-
PECO is correct that the recoverable amount would be $109.33 million if interest were
calculated to the net present value date of December 31, 1998, and thaﬁ OCA witness La
Capra accepted this quantification. We shall accept this correction which increases
PECO’s stranded costs by $13.2 nullion.

b. Fuel Expensé Post December 31, 1996. In the December 23, 1997

Order, we denied PECO’s rcéovery of unrecovered fuel expense beyohd December 31,
1996, based on the recommendations of OCA witness La Capra and PAIEUG witness
Kollen. Those witnesses argued, and we agreed, that the reconciliaﬁon provisions of an
ECA permit recovery only based on actial expenience and documentation of the costs.

Future energy costs are inherently not “known and measurable” at this point in time, could

8



not now be granted pursuant to an ECA, and, therefore, cannot qualify as recoverable
-stranded costs under the Act. The December 23, 1997 Order denied PECO’s request-for
stranded cost recovery of $22 million for each of 1997 and 1998 and for $22.7 millibn for
each year through the conclusion of the proposed transition period, December 31, 2005.

In its Petition for Reconsideration, PECO revises its prior claim instead to

- request recovery of $29.4 million for unrecovered fuel expense through November 30,
1997, ;zmd to allow récovery_for additional fuel expense through December 31, 1998, as
part of the CTC reconciliation proceedings, PECO has not asked for reconsideration of the
denial of recovery for fuel costs beyond December 31, 1998.

At the outset, as several parties pointed out in their Answers to PECO’s
Petition, a petition for reconsideration of a final order is not an appropriate vehicle for
presenting a new proposal or new evidence not in the record of the proceeding, * The
decision in this case, whether within the December 23, 1997 Order or upon this
reconsideration, can be based solely on the proposals and the record of this proceeding,
For this reason, PECO’s request for $29.4 million for unrecovered fuel expense through
November 30, 1997, and its proposal to include additional fuel expense through
December .30, 1998, in the CTC reconciliation must be denied. In addition, PECO’s
presentation of additional “evidence” concerning partial-year 1997 fuel costs through the
Affidavit of Alan Cohn is a post-record submittal and cannot be considered in this .

proceeding.

By way of further clarification, we also will address the underlying issue.
PECO r'équested, and we approved, the elimination of PECO’s ECA pursuant to an Order
adopted on May 22, 1997 at Docket Nos. P-00961126 and R-00963838 (the Roll-in
Order). In the Roll-in Order, we explicitly defined calendar year 1996 fuel costs not fully

* We note that PECO’s proposal is not new and novel under the Duick

standard, supra, in that PECO could have made this proposal on the record in this
proceeding.
9



recovered due to the elimination of the ECA as a regulatory asset typically recoverable
under current regulatory practice and, therefore, recoverable as stranded costs in this
proceeding. In this proceeding, we have determined the recoverable amount to be
$109.33 million, as discussed in this Opinion and Order, supra.

In contrast, we explicitly declined to identify post-1996 fuel expenses as
recoverable stranded regulatory assets. Instead, we granted PECO the right “to defer and
to seek to recover” such costs in this proceeding. In the Roll-in Order, we granted
PAIEUG’s request for an amendment of this Commission’s Tentative Order, issued on
December 19, 1996, to clarify that “the actual figure (for recovery of post-1996 fuel -
expenses), if it is to be allowed at all, will be set in PECO’s restructuring proceeding.”
The Roll-in Order specified that, consistent with our long-standing practice, granting
PECO the right to defer the expense for accounting purposes has no direct ratemaking
implication. PECQO’s characterization in its Petition that the Roll-in Order “confirmed” the
recoverability of 1997 and 1998 fuel costs is insupportable. Upon approval of the
elimination of the ECA and the roll-in of variable energy costs into base rates as of
December 30, 1996, PECO relinquished the right to have its fuel costs reconciled

automatically because the annual fuel cost expense was subsumed into rates.

The Roll-in Order explicitly found that the rolled-in rates wbuld be
considered the rates subject to the rate cap that went into effect on January 1, 1997.
PECO’s rates were capped at January 1, 1997 levels for 54 months from January 1, 1997,
but for exception(s) to the rate cap under the Act. Section 2804(4)(III)(D) of the Act
provides that a significant increase in unit fuel cost such that the utility would not be able

to earn a fair rate of return could be an exception to the rate cap.

PECO does not assert that its fuel expenses constitute a valid exception to
the rate cap, however. In its Answer to PECO’s Petition, the OCA recalled OCA witness

Catlin’s testimony that recovery of 1997 and 1998 fuel costs would be inappropriate while
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PECO remained under traditional regulation without a demonstration that its existing rates
are inadequate. (OCA Stmt. No. 3 at 17.) PECO merely asserts that it is entitled to
recover an alleged underrecovery of its fuel costs despite the fact that PECO eliminated its
fuel cost adjustment clause in 1996. PECO cannot, by defim'tibn, both subsume its fuel
gxpense into base rates and request an annual reconciliation of fuel costs. Granting
stranded cost recovery for fuel costs after the December 30, 1996 effective date of the roll-
" in and the rate cap would circumvent the rate cap and render the end of the reconciliation
provisions meaningless. For these reasons, the relief sought through PECO’s request for

reconsideration of this issue is denied.

3. Deferred Limerick Common Plant.

On page 76 of the December 23, 1997 Order, we authorized recévery of the
same $175.8 million for deferred Limerick Common Plant expense as was authorized
pursuant to the May 22, 1997 QRO. PECO correctly identifies a Commission error in
identifying this amount as $158.3 million in the stranded cost recovery tabulation total on

page 101 of the Order. Correction of this error increases stranded costs by $17.5 million.

4. SFAS 106 Deferred Costs.

PECO claimed recovery of $32.615 million for the unamortized balance of
1993 and 1994 deferrals that had previously been included in rates pursuant to a 1954
settlement agreement. We granted full recovery of this amount on a net present value basis

of $20.394.million as of December 31, 1998. No party seeks reconsideration of this iss_ue'.. .

We _c‘em'ed PECO’s additional claim for $67.965 million for stranded costs
related to its 1994 early retirement programs (VSIP/VRIP expenses). PAIEUG witness
Kollen testified these expenses would not have been recoverable under traditional

ratemaking. We adopted generally the analysis of witness Kollen that stranded cost
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recovery, at this time, of the one-time, non-recurring 1994 expenses would constitute

inappropriate, single-item, retroactive ratemaking.

In its Petition, PECO asks us to reconsider our conclusion that the
.VSIP/VRIP expenses were never previously included in rates. PECO asserts that the
i/'SIP/VRIP expenses were, in fact, included in rates pursuant to a 1994 settlement at
- Docket No. R-00922479. In direct testimony, PECO stated that “the [1994] settlement
provided that PECO would be permitted to increase its electric base rates by $25 million to
fully fund its SFAS 106 obligation.” (PECO Stmt. No. 3 at 32-34.) Additionally, PECO
' indicated that the settlement provided that the SFAS 106 costs deferred by PECO for the
years 1993 and 1994 pursuant to the Commission Order approving the 1994 settlement
would be amortized over an 18-year transition period and that such amortization “will be
subsumed in the rates prescribed” by the settlement. PECO explicitly indicated that “a
revenue stream fo fund [the transition] expense has been provided as paﬁ of the
$25 million base rate increase implemented pursuant to the settlement. . . .” (PECO Stmt.
No. 3, p 33.)

We again have reviewed the record in this proceeding, the 1994 settlement,
and related Commission Orders, and we conclude that the December 23, 1997 Order
permits PECO full recovery of all appropriate SFAS 106 costs. PECO has provided no
support in the record of this proceeding that the VSIP/VRIP expenses require any
additional recovery. We reaffirm our conclusion that the VSIP/VRIP expenses reflect one-
time transition costs during 1994 for which present recovery would constitute
inaf)proi)ﬁate single-issue and retroactive ratemaking. In any event, the_set;lemént fully

incorporated all 1993 and 1994 transition costs, and no additional recovery is appropriate.

For the foregoing reasons, PECO’s request for relief on this issue is denied.
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5. SFAS 106 Trust Fund Earnings.

In its Petition for Reconsi‘deraﬁon, PECO claims that it is entitled to retain all
trust fund earnings as part of the basic actuarial funding stream for the trust fund expenses.

In the December 23, 1997 Order, we adopted PAIEUG witness Kollen’s
recommendation to recognize a regulatory liability of $151 million for SFAS-106 trust
fund earnings. We reaffirm our conclusion that PAIEUG witness Kollen’s testimony fully
supports this adjustment. (PAIEUG Stmts. Nos. 3, p. 33, and 35, p. 18.)

The December 23, 1997 Order should, however, be clarified on this issue,
The December 23, 1997 Order does not eliminate trust fund earnings in support of the
underlying expense, as PECO asserts. Rather, the December 23, 1997 Order establishing a
regulatory liability for trust fund earmnings recognizes the importance of those earnings.
PECQ’s argument does not appear to accept two basic requirements for a determination of
recoverable net stranded costs in this proceeding, however. First, this proceeding
establishes a demarcation date of December 31, 1998, after which only PECO will be
responsible for generation-related expenses. Second, the determination of recoverable
stranded costs must reflect the net present value of those costs as of December 31, 1998:
Our finding that PECO has a regulatory liability related to trust fund earnings properly
incorporates these requirements of the Act. Consumers should receive credit for the
present value of that portion of trust fund earnings associated with consumer funding
responsibility through December 31, 1998. PECO’s argument that it should be permitted
to retain trust fund earnings in order to account for future inflation and cost escalatlon 1$
inconsistent W1'rh a determination of the net present value of its stranded costs and the fact
that it is responsible for the share of funding after January 1, 1999. The only evidence of
record relative to the amount of this adjustment is PAIEUQ’S figure of $151 million.
PECO argued against any adjustment and suggested no altermnative calculation for the
adjustment.
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Thus, the regulatory liability of $151 million is affirmed and should be

considered as an offset to recoverable regulatory assets.

6. Pension Fund Overcollection..

The December 23, 1997 Order adopted the recommendations of PAIEUG
witness Kollen and Navy witness Smith to establish a regulatory liability to reflect
$217.347 million of overfunded pension plans. PECO does not dispute that the
overfunding exists but argues that the overfunding can quickly dissipate based on reduced
performance of the stock market. Additionally, PECO argues that it has no ability to
withdraw the overfunded sums to compensate for the regulatory liability adopted by us.

In its Petition, PECO indicates that it has included only $200,000 of annual
pension expense as an operating expense in its market valuation instead of $13.4 million
that would be required as annual pension contributions in the absence of the current |
overfunding. PECO argues that this reduced future expense is “credited” to consumers as
decreased future operating expenses, increasing the value of its generation assets and

limiting the amount of stranded costs.

While we continue to agree that overfunding of pension expense can be
credited to consumers as a regulatory liability, we are persuaded to reconsider our
decision. PECO’s approach is reasonable under the circumstances because PECO has
provided an alternative methodology to credit consumers with the economic benefit of the
overfunding through the increased valuation of its stranded assets. We decline to retain the
regulatory liability and adopt a new adjusﬁnent to increase the pen.sio'n fundmg expense tol '
$13.4 million, thereby requiring a recalculation of the market value of PECO’s generating
assets at this stage of the proceedings. |

Thus, we shall grant PECO’s request for relief on this issue, resulting in an

increase in stranded costs of $217.347 million.
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7. SFAS 109 Deferred Taxes.

In the December 23, 1997 Order, we; granted PECO’s claim for
$1.687 billion as a recoverable regulatory asset for deferred taxes. PECO calculated the
amount as a nominal value but did not request any return on the recoverable amount.’
PECO did not present all of its stranded cost claims on a net present value basis in its
" Restructuring Plan bpt argues in ifs Petition that it reached a comparable result by not

requesting a return on certain claims.

In their Petitions, PECO, the OCA, and PAIEUG point out that we concluded
that the Act requires all stranded cost claims to be stated on a net present value basis and
adopted an approach that grants the same return for all recoverable stranded assets. PECO,
the OCA, and PAIEUG properly conclude that the December 23, 1997 Order, therefore,
overstates PECO’s stranded cost by awarding the nominal value of the claim as well as a
return on it. We note that the specific analytic framework suggested by the OCA for
properly quantifying the SFAS 109 claim comports with PECO’s presentation of the issue.
In its Answer to the Petitions, PAIF;UG indicates its support of PECO’s and the OCA’s
request an{i agrees with PECO that the adjustment should be $471 million.

We shall grant relief on this issue and adopt this adjustment.

8. Reallocation of Administrative and General Costs to Generation.

The OCA, Enron, and NEV request reconsideration of the December 23,
1997 Order concerning the impact oﬁ stranded costs of feallocaﬁons- from the transmission
and distribution function to thé generation function. On page 62 of the December 23, 1997
Order, we concluded, subject to the accepted cbmpliance filing, that the reallocation would
result in an increase in PECO’s stranded costs of approximately $460,691,000, although

the precise number would be established upon acceptahce of PECO’s compliance filing.
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If administration and general (A&QG) expenses are reallocated to generation,
they must be considered in the same way that any operating expenses are considered to
assess the market value of the generating asset. Increased operating expenses reduce
market value and, therefore, increase stranded costs. The requested modification on this

issue 1s, therefore, denied.
" B. Issues Other Than Stranded Costs.

1. Universal Service Cost Recovery.

The OCA and CEPA seek reconsideration of the decision retaining
universal service cost responsibility as it is in existing rates. We agree with PAIEUG in
its Answer that the Petitions raise no new arguments not already fully raised and duly

considered on this issue and that relief requested is, therefore, inappropriate.

2. Market Power Investigation.

CEPA argues that we have not conducted a market power analysis pursuant
to Section 2811(a) and (b) of the Act to consider whether the market will, in fact, be
competitive. This request misunderstands Section 2811 and is, therefore, denied.

Section 2811 establishes no preconditions to approval of a restructuring plan. Any party or
the Commission may initiate a market power investigation pursuant to Section 2811 if
there is good cause to believe that a market power problem exists. Moreover, we agree
with PECO’s Answer that CEPA should have presented evidence on this issue during the
proceeding if CEPA was concerned about PECO;S market power inhibitiﬂg‘the_: -
development of a competitive market. We reaffirm our conclusion that the Restructuring

Plan adopted by the Commission will create a vibrant, competitive market.

16



3. Termination Upgn Nonpayment of Supplier Bill,

The OCA and CEPA request clarification that PECO may not disconnect a
customer from the grid for failure to pay a supplier bill. We do not believe that any
clarification is necessary on this issue because PECO has acknowledged in its Answer
that the Commission has clearly adopted the rule in other proceedings that a customer can
- only be disconnected from the grid for nonpayment of an EDC charge or provider of last

resort charge for generation services.

4. Switching Fees.

The OCA is correct that the December 23, 1997 Order mistakenly omitted
specific discussion of switching fees. Reconsideration is granted of this omitted issue.
We shall adopt the recommendation of OCA witness Alexander that a switching fee is
inappropriate during the early stages of customer choice and direct PECO fo consider the
guidelines proposed in OCA Statement. No. 58 at 10~11 in proposing any switching fee
in the future.

5. Consumer Education.

PECO seeks reconsideration and clarification regarding its consumer
education proposal. Speciﬁcally, PECO urges reconsideration of the December 23, 1997
Order to the extent that we discussed 'its budget as a three (3) year budget of $24 million.
PECO also urges reconsideration or clarification relating to our discussion and direction

that 65% of its proposed budgef be allocated to a statewide consumer eduéaﬁoﬁ program.

In its Petition, PECO argues that its proposal contained a four (4) year
budget which provided for $24 million. That proposal included $5.6 million allocated for
consumer education activities for 1997. According to PECO’s Petition, PECO has
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devoted approximately $1 million of its 1997 budget to statewide programs.‘
Accordingly, $18.6 million of its proposed budget remains for the years 1998-2000.

Based on the foregoing, PECO seeks approval of its proposed consumer
-education program on the basis of a four-year, $24 million dollar budget or, in the
-alltemative, a budget of $18.6 for the period of 1998-2000. PECO also seeks clarification
that the precise allocation of its budget to the statewide program be reserved to a separate

proceeding establishing a statewide consumer education program. °

The OCA seeks reconsideration of our discussion of PECO’s consumer
education proposal to the extent that the OCA requests the inclusion of consumer
representatives from regions in addition fo PECO’s service territory. CEPA seeks
reconsjderation of our discussion of PECO’s consumer education proposal and states a
concern that PECO’s ratepayers may be called upon to fund consumer education costs for
customers outside of PECO’s service territory. CEPA agrees that PECO customers may
be required to pay their proportional share for a statewide program but that a
determination of the scope of the statewide program is outside of the scope of this

proceeding.

We will grant, subject to review of PECO’s compliance filing, PECO’s
request for relief relating to the budget for its consumer education program. As PECO
has stated, its proposed budget of $24 million was stated on a four-year basis. We note,
however, that PECO’s Petition for Reconsideration states that $5.6 million had been
allocated for consumer education in 1997 without indicating the . amount. actually spent
It, therefore, 1s ‘not clear whether its remaining budget is actually $18.6 Imlllon for the
period 1998-2000, or some greater figure. In addition, the amount spent must have been

expended on consumer education as contrasted with marketing or public relations

’ Creation and Implementation of a Statewide Consumer Education Program

for Electric Restructuring in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, Docket
No. M-00981036, adopted on January 15, 1998 (Consumer Education).
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activities related to this proceeding. Accordingly, PECO must provide an accounting of

its 1997 consumer education expense in the compliance filing sufficient to enable us to

determine its consumer education funding for the period 1998-2000.

In addition to recognizing our misstatement of the budget time frame, we
fecognize that both PECO and CEPA have raised a legitimate question relating to setting
- the allocation between the statewide effort and local efforts in this proceeding. Although
we believe that a 65%-35% allocation of funds to statewide effort and local effort,
respectively, is an appropriate and justified ratio, we agree that the precise allocation can

and will be addressed in our statewide proceeding.

Finally, we note that in our discussion of the committee to oversee the
content of the statewide consumer education program, we provided for representation on
that committee for the Executive Director of the Energy Coordinating Agency of
Philadelphia. The OCA has suggested that there should be direct representation of
consumers from areas in addition to Philadelphia. As discussed in Consumer Education,
supra, the list of representatives for the committee was not intended to be exclusive. We
will entertain comments in that proceeding addressing appropriate members to serve on
the committee. We will also retain authority to expand committee membership as

circumstances warrant.

6. March 1, 1998 Open Enrollment Date.

On page 47 of the December 23, 1997 Order, we directed PECO to initiate
an open eﬂiollm’éﬁt period beginning March 1, 1998 for the 66% of PECO cons;urﬁer load - -
eligible to shop on January 2, 1999. In its Petition, PECO requests that the March 1, 1998 '
start date be reconsidered and extended for several months. PECO asserts that beginning
enrollment on March 1, 1998, would deny PECO customers the benefit of an orderly and
coordinated education outreach program and precede final resolution of generic issues and

rulemaking proceedings affecting the procedures and regulations that will be in effect.
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We shall reconsider the March 1, 1998 enrollment commencement date and
direct that PECO commence enrollment on April 27, 1998. All parties should note the
. “enrollment” is only the act of volunteering by informing PECO, directly or through a
supplier, that the coﬁsmner wishes to participate in the phase-in. Customers need not

select a supplier in order to obtain a slot in the program.

We shall grant this extension at PECO’s request in order to give PECO mdre
time to prepare for enrollment although we do not agree that an extension is necessary for
effective consumer education or to permit all generic proceedings to be completed. The
April 27 commencement date will provide sufficient advance opportunity for effective
preparation and consumer education as well as sufficient time for consumers to shop for a

supplier.

As discussed above, relative to Consumer Education, supra, a quality
consumer education program will be conducted in PECO’s service territory. Quality
consumer education must occur over an extended, not limited, period of time and will be

more effective if conducted while consumers may act on what they have learned.

The conclusion of all generic proceedings is not a pre-condition to the
commencement of enrollment. The generic proceedings will not all be concluded by
July 1, 1998, in any event. Specific protocols and regulations will continue to be adopted
from.time to time.

7. Generation Charges for Customers Not Shopping.

The December 23, 1997 Order, at pages 132-134, fully details the terms of

service for customers who do not have a competitive supplier.

The OCA and CEPA raise questions in their petitions concerning the rates

that PECO may charge for generation services to customers who do not shop. Neither
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party has raised new arguments not already considered by us, and reconsideration,
therefore, is denied. Some comments are appropriate, however, in order to correct some

mischaracterizations and misunderstandings.

PECO, as an EDC, remains a regulated utility and may only offer
éonnnission-approved, tariffed rates. In this proceeding, no party provided evidence that
* PECO’s regulated rates should be reduced under traditional ratemaking. Protected by the
statutory rate caps, cﬁstomer,s who do not shop remain regulated rate custorilers of PECO
on the same terms and conditions of services unless changed by Commission Order. As
summarized on page 46 of the December 23, 1997 Order, the “shopping credit” is not
relevant to a customer who does not shop. Customers who do not shop pay the approved

. tariffed rate divided into unbundied generation, transmission, and distribution charges.
8. Phase-In and Enrollment Issues.

In order to ensure that no further delays are necessary, and in response to
the issues raised in the Petitions indicating concern that the enrollment process requires
clarification, we will take this opportunity to emphasize and detail the enrollment process

that we envision. The compliance filing should reflect these directions:

PECO shall distribute a notification letter and explanatory information to
all customers over a period of not more than one week ending on April 13, 1998. Tile |
materials shall specify that enroliment in the phase-in is separate from supplier selection.

. Enrollment forms may be distributed both by PECO and suppliers but may not include a
supplier selection. A customer may enroll in the pha'se-in'd‘irectly through PECO or

through a supplier, but the customer may not select a supplier at the same time.

Customers participating in the pilot program and others representing the
first 33% of non-coincidental peak load to volunteer to enroll after the April 27

commencement date may receive competitive supply in the January 1, 1999 phase-in
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group. When the 33% threshold is reached for any tariff class, PECO shall send a
notification letter to all such customers that they will be in the first phase-in group.

If fewer than 66% of customers in any tariff class are enrolled as of July 1,
}998, PECO shall send a notification letter to all volunteers as of that date who are not in
the January 1, 1999 phase-in group that they will be in the January 2, 1999 phase-in
group. Enroliment will continue until completed, with additional notification letters sent
not less frequently than every two weeks. In such situations, the enrollment will be

completely “first-come, first-served,” and no lottery will be necessary.

If more than 66% of customers in any tariff class have volunteered as of
July 1, 1998, PECO shall have an independent party conduct a lottery to determine which
of the customers representing the additional load beyond the January 1, 1999 'pﬁéée-m
group will be included in the January 2, 1999 phase-in group. PECO shall send a letter
notifying participants of selection through the lottery not later than July 15, 1998,

In its Petition, PAIEUG requests that we reconsider our participant
selection procedure to ensure that all volunteer industrial customers may participate in the
first two phase-in groups. Instead of conducting a lottery in the event of overenrollment,
PAIEUG recommended that all volunteering customers in each tariff class may
participate with a pro rata partial load in order to avoid any competitive disadvantages.
(PAIEUG Stmt No. 1, pp. 57-58.) We shall modify the December 23, 1997 Order to
reflect PAIEUG’s cornicern as applied to the industrial tariffs in order to avoid any

competitive disadvantage.

Participants may notify PECO of a selected supplier any time after receipt
of the letter from PECO informing them that they have been included in the phase-in
group. The selection shall be made by written notice submitted djreétly to PECO or
through a suppliér. All customers shall receive a letter from both PECO and the supplier

confirming the selection within 15 days of notice of the customer’s choice. The
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confirmation letter shall indicate the date that the new supplier service will become
effective and when they will receive their first bill. Power will be provided by PECO
until a customer selection is implemented. Any participant selecting a supplier by

" November 1, 1998, will receive energy through their chosen supplier in the first billing
cycle following their phase-in date. Failure to choose a supplier by November 1, 1998,

does not terminate participation in that phase-in group.

The compliance filing shall include proposed letters inviting enroliment ahd
notification of acceptance in each phase-in group as well as other consumer education
materials to be included in the initial mailing notifying customers of the enrollment
period and procedures. The letters for residential and small commercial customers shall
reflect the considerations in the December 23, 1997 Order, this Opinion and Order, and
the other dockets addressihg this issue. In particular, the notices shall: (1) Identify and
explain the unbundled bill components, including the amount and significance of that
customer’s shopping credit; (2) List the name, address, phone number and e-mail address
of each licensed supplier in fact serving the class of customers; (3) Provide PECO and
PUC customer information telephone numbers; (4) Explain the advantage of selecting a
supplier by November 1, 1998, as described above; and (5) Explain that failure to choose
by November 1; 1998, does not terminate the customer’s right to participate in that phase-

in group, as described above.

We shall provide comments on the draft letters to PECO as soon as possible
after the review of the comments from other parties which are due on or before
Janualy' 27, 1998. In order to avoid delays, Commission.approval will be'g;anted

informally, prior to acceptance of the compliance filing itself.

9. Compliance Filing Issues.

PECO did not submit a compliance filing as required by the December 23,

1997 Order and did not submit a request for an extension of the due date until Friday,
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January 9, 1998. By Secretarial Letter dated January 13, 1998, we informed PECO and the
other parties that the overdue compliance filing was then due on January 20, 1998. While
we recognize that some revisions to the compliance filing are now required because of the
clarifications, corrections, and relief granted in this Opinion and Order, the relatively

- modest revisions to the compliance filing can and must be completed by the extended
deadline of January 20, 1998.

Other parties will have until January 27, 1998 to submit comments on the
compliance filing. We expect to issue a compliance filing Order at Public Meeting of
February 5, 1998. We remain committed to expeditious and effective implementation of
the approved restructuring plan, and we expect the fullest cooperation from all parties.
The compliance filing accepted by this Commission will precisely reflect the int_ent. of the
December 23, 1997 Order. Successful implementation of the approved restruéturing plan

requires well written tariffs and company rules and procedures.

The Petitions and Answers indicate concems about the proper calculation of
the stranded cost that result upon the reallocation of A&G expenses from transmission and
distribution functions to the generation function. In the December 23, 1997 Order, we
estimated the impact as $460,691,000, subject to the compliance filing. PECO should
calculate the increased stranded investment produced by the allocation of A&G expense to
generation assuming that the annual $38,701,357 A&G expense escalates at the annual
gross domestic product (GDP) deflator found in PECO’s Statement No. 1. (PECO Exh.

+ TPH-5, p. 6.) PECO should use the discount rate of 7.6% adopted by us at page 89 of the
December 23, 1997 Order.. Lastly, PECO should exclude the tax gross up. _bylm-ulti.p]ying
the resulting present value by .587 to reflect PECO’s tax rate of 41.3%. In a&dition, as
noted in the December 23, 1997 Order, PECO is to remove all revenue requirements gross-

ups from the A&G reallocation in its compliance filing,
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The compliance filing shall caiculate the CTC in the manner described in the
Order and restated for clarification as follows: (1) The CTC is to be calculated recognizing
the monthly réceipt of revenue by PECO; (2) The CTC is to be calculated using a
7.47 percent rate of return, inclusive of all revenue requirements; (3) The CTC is to be
allocated to each customer class in a manner that does not shift inter-class and intra-class
costs and maintains consistency with utility production plant accepted by us in PECO’s
most recent base rate proceeding. In order to avoid confusion, we note that PECO has
provided data suggesting that the Rate R CTC will be no more than 12.57% above the
system-wide CTC for each and every year of the transition period; (4) The CTC is to be’
calculated using a system-wide consumption of 33,569,358 MWh for 1999; and (5) The
CTC is to trued-up annually consistent with Section 2808 (f) of the Act.

Conclusion

For the reasons discussed herein, the Petitions for Reconsideration are
granted, and the relief requested 1s granted, in part, and denied, in part, consistent with
this Opinion and Order. Any issue raised in a Petition but which is not expressly
addressed or modified pursuant to this Opinion and Order has been duly considered and
is hereby explicitly denied. The December 23, 1997 Order shall be modified, clarified, -
and corrected in accordance with this Opinioﬁ and Order. In all other respects, the
December 23, 1997 Order shall be affirmed. In summary, the Table at page 101 of the
December 23, 1997 Order is revised and restated in the Appendix of this Opinion and
Order to reflect the adjustments made pursuant to this Opinion and Order that affect -
PECO’§ fotal recoverable stranded costs. To fhe extent that numBers-have been rounded . .
for the ease of discussion herein and in the Appendix, the compliance filing shall reflect

the exact and precise calculations.

Further, PECO shall no longer be required to submit a compliance filing
based solely on the December 23, 1997 Order but instead shall submit a compliance filing
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based on the December 23, 1997 Order as modified by this Opinion and Order. The
compliance filing shall be due on or before January 20, 1998, and shall precisely reflect
~ the balanced considerations reflected in the December 23, 1997 Order as reconsidered,
clarified, amended, and corrected by this Opinion and Order. Interested parties may file

comments to the compliance filing on or before January 27, 1998.

With the corrections, clarifications, and modifications granted herein, this-
Commission, PECO, and the other parties to this proceeding, as well as the electric
consumers in this Commonwealth, will be well-positioned to begin and implement
successfully the difficult task of moving expeditiously and effectively to a full
competitive electric generation market; THEREFORE,

IT IS ORDERED:

1. That the Petitions for Reconsideration, filed in this proceeding by
PECO Energy Company; Enron Energy Services Power, Inc., and Enron Power
Marketing, Inc.; the Office of Consumer Advocate; the Consumer Education and
Protective Association, the Tenant Action Group, the Association of Community
Organizations for Reform Now, and John W. Long; the Philadelphia Area Industrial
Energy Users Group; and New Energy Ventures, relative to this Commission’s
December 23, 1997 Opinion and Order addressing PECO’s proposed Restructuring Plan,
are granted and the relief requested is granted, in part, and denied, in part, consistent with
this Opinion and Order.

2.”  That this Commission’s December 23, 1997 Opinion and Order -

addressing PECO Energy Company’s proposed Restructuring Plan is modified, in paﬁ,

consistent with this Opinion and Order, and affirmed in all other respects.

3. That PECO Energy Company’s compliance filing, together with all

necessary data and analyses, is due on or before January 20, 1998, and must actually be
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received at the Commission’s Office of the Secretary by the close of business on that

" date.

4. That commenis relative to PECO Energy Company’s compliance
filing are due on or before January 27, 1998, and must actually be received at the

Commission’s Office of the Secretary by the close of business on that date.

5. That the comphance filing and comments thereto are to be filed wzth
the Commission’s Office of the Secretary, with copies to each Commissioner’s Office
and to the Commission’s Bureau of Fixed Utility Services and the Office of Special
Assistants. Such filings are to be by hard copy with electronic versions attached

consistent with prior directives relative to electronic versions.

6. That PECO Energy Company’s compliance filing, together with all

necessary data and analyses, shall be served on all active parties of record to this

proceeding.
BY THE COMMISSION,
g MYl
ames J VcNulty
Secretary -
(SEAL)

. ORDER ADOPTED: January 15, 1998

ORDER ENTERED: January 16, 1998
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Replacing page 101 of the Restructuring Order:

Recoverable Regulatory Assets

SFAS 106

Deferred Fuel Expense

SFAS-109 Deferred Taxes

Compensated Absences

Miscellaneous Nuclear expenses

Limerick Early Window

Deferred Limerick Common Plant

Deferred Common Plant for Peach
Bottom, Eddystone, & Salem

Unamortized Loss Reacquired Debt

SUBTOTAL

Offsetting Regulatory Liabilities

Pension Fund Overcollection
SFAS 106 Trust Earnings
SUBTOTAL

Non-utility Generating Contracts
Nuclear Decommissioning Expense

TOTAL SECTION 2808(c)(1) and (2)
STRANDED COSTS

Utility Generation

Book Value
less market value
Total Stranded Generation Cost
Fossil Decommissioning Expense
Other Transition Costs
Reallocation of A&G Expense to
Generation

TOTAL RECOVERABLE
STRANDED ASSETS .

Appendix

$ millions

Restructuring

Order
12/23/97

20.394
. 96.162
1,687.1
16.587
0
65.446
158.3
17.4

158.311
$2.2197
billion

(217.347)

(150.861)
($368.208
million)

0
0

$1.8515
billion

$hillions

6.639
3.96
2.679
0
.033
461

$5.624
billion

$ millions

Restructuring
Reconsideration

Order

20.394
109.3
1,216.3
16.587
0
65.446
175.8
17.4

158.311
$1.7796
billion

0
(150.861)
{$150.861
million)

0
0

$1.6267
billion

$billions

6.773 -

3.96

2.813

0
033
461

$4.935
billion

$ millions
Net Change

0
13.168
(470.8)

-9
($440.132
million)

217.347

0
($217.347
million)

0
0

($222.785
million)

Sbillions

1343 -
0
1343

0
0
0

($88.5
million)



REVISED

PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265

"PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY PUBLIC MEETING-
COMMISSION ' _ JANUARY 15, 1998
v. : o JAN-98-C-1
' R-00973953

PECO ENERGY COMPANY

PECO Application for Approval of
Its Restructuring Plan and Joint
Petition for Partial Settlement

and

Petition of Enron Energy Services P-00981265
Power, Inc., for Approval of an

Electric Competition Choice Plan

and for Authority Pursuant to

Section 2807 (e) (c) of the Public

Utility Code to Serve as the

Provider of Last Rescort in the

Service Territory of PECO Energy

‘Company

Petitions for Reconsideration or
Clarification of Order Approving
Modified Restructuring Plan

for PECO Energy Company

CONCURRING AND DISSENTING JOINT STATEMENT OF
CHAIRMAN JOHN M. QUAIN AND VICE CHAIRMAN ROBERT K. BLOOM

This matter - comes . before us on ' several Petitions for:
Reconsideration of the Commission’s Order entered December 23,
1997. Today, the Commission has ruled on those Petitions,
correcting, clarifying, and modifying its order in some respects.
Our dissent from the December 23, 1997, Order is a matter of
record. We find that we must respectfully concur and dissent
with respect to the resclution of the Petitions for
Reconsideration 'as embodied in the Motion of Commissioner Hanger

offered today.



We concur with those parts of the Motion that correct
certain findings contained in the December 23, 1997, Order. We
believe, however, that the Motion is deficient in a number of
respects, and therefore we must also dissent.

First, in the proposed treatment of SFAS 106 expenses, the
denial of the claimed portion of $67 million of early retirement
‘.expenses 1s inconsistent with the recognition of the action as a
mitigation effort. . That denial is also inconsistent with the
reduced ongoing allowance for the expense as part of the market
valuation for generation property. .

Further, the use of earnings on the SFAS 106 trust as an
offset for non-SFAS 106 related expenses appears improper from
both an accounting and a policy standpoint. Finally, the
treatment of SFAS 106 expenses represents a mismatch of present
value calculations rather than a matter of overfunding.

We must also disagree with the majority regarding the timing
of open enrcllment for PECO customers. While the motion grants a
delay until April 27, 1998, for enrollment to begin, we believe
that this early enrollment period will not afford customers the
benefits of Commission-led education programs. We note, however,
that these same customers will be funding those programs through
their CTC charges. Our preferred position would be to have the
initial enrollment period coincide with the expected enrollment
periods for the other electric distribution companies in the
region. Hence, we prefer a July 1, 1998, open enrocllment date.

Finally, the majority does not provide PECO with an adequate .
time frame' for compliance, nor the parties with an adequate
period for response to the compliance filing. We would allow a
ten day time period from the entry date o0f the final order on
reconsideration for PECO to make its compliance filing.
Moreover, we would provide the parties with two weeks thereafter
to review the submission and to file comments. The early
enrollment date supported by the majority is evidently driving
the entire time frame for review, yet this is a review which must
be made very carefully. The rates and charges which need to be

considered will be in effect for a number of vyears, and

continuing revision. of'.thé - numbers ~which may- result . from’
unnecessary haste at this point could hinder the ability of other
market participants to develop their services and products.



> ", ."-

For the foregoing reasons,
Motion.

4595
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we concur and dissent o©on this

AT

JOHN M. QUAIN
CHATRMAN

OBERT K. BLOOM
VICE CHATIRMAN
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THE MCFARREN GROUP

200 N THIRD STREET
SUITE 1100

HARRISBURG PA 17101 a

BRUCE A CONNELL ESQUIRE
DUPONE POWER MARKETING INC
600 N DAIRY ASHFORD ML-1034
HOUSTON TX 717079

TERRANCE FITZPATRICK E5Q
DAVID DESALLE ESQUIRE

RYAN RUSSELL OGDEN &
SELTZER

800 N THIRD STREET STE 101
HARRISBURG PA 17102

RRISTOPHER B CRAIG ESQ -
ATE DEMOCRATIC
APPROPRTATIONS COMMITTEE
ROOM 545 MAIN CAPITOL
BLDG
HARRISBURG PA 17120
MESSENGER

WALTER W COHEN ESQUIRE
ANDREW J GIORGIONE
ESQUIRE

CBERMAYER REBMANN MAXWELL
& HIPPEL

204 STATE STREET
HARRISBURG PA 17102

RANDALL V GRIFFIN ESQUIRE
DELMARVA POWER & LIGHT CO
800 KING STREET
WILMINGTON DE 18899

DERRICK WILLIAMSON
ESQUIRE

DAVID KLEPPINGER ESQUIRE
MCNEES WALLACE & NURICK
100 PINE STREET :
P O BOX 11660

HARRISBURG PA 17108-1166

WILLIAM T HAWKE ESQUIRE
JANET L MILLER ESQUIRE
TODD S STEWART ESQUIRE
MALATESTA HAWKE & MCKEON
P O BOX 1778

‘HARRISBURG FA 17105-1778

DAVID M BOONIN ESQUIRE
NEW ENERGY VENTURES INC
200 S BROAD STREET
SUITE 800

PHILADELPHIA PA 18102

JOHN 'L=MUNSCH ESQUIRE
WPP COMPANY ALLEGHENY POW
B00 CABIN HILL DRIVE
GREENSBURG PA 15601-1689

PAUL RUSSELL

PP&L

TWO NORTH NINTH STREET
ALLENTOWN, PA 18101

/(—01!7’/Ly/h)_a

ETH L MICKENS ESQUIRE
CHARLES DANIEL SHIELDS
ESD
OFFICE OF TRIAL STAFF
P O BOX 3265
HARRISBURG PA 17105-3265

ALAN J BARAK ESQUIRE
KATHLEEN OfREILLY ESQUIRE
ROGER CLARK ESQUIRE
ENVIRONMENTALISTS

1417 BLUE MOUNTAIN
PARKWAY

HARRISBURG PA 17112

DANIEL CLEARFIELD ESQUIRE
ALAN KOHLER ESQUIRE
ROBERT LONGWELL ESQUIRE
303 NORTH FRONT STREET
SUITE 401

HARRISBURG PA 17101

KAREN OILL MOURY ESQUIRE
OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS
ADVOCATE

300 N SECOND STREET
SUITE 1lo02

HARRISBURG PA 17101

LANCE HAVER
6803 LAWNTON AVENUE
PHILADELPHIA PA 19126

DONALD A KAPLAN ESQUIRE
PRESTON GATES & ELLIS
1735 NEW YORK AVENUE
WASHINGTON DC 20006

DEBORAH SWANSTROM ESQUIRE
JOEL D NEWTON ESQUIRE
PAUL E NORDSTROM ESQUIRE
VERNER LIIPFERT BERNHARD
MCPHERSON HAND

901 15TH STREET N W
WASHINGTON DC 20005-2301

H ALLAN KNCPP DIRECTOR
REGULATORY AFFAIRS
DUPCNT POWER MARKETING
P O BOX 2197 CH-1038
HOUSTON TX 77252



BILLIE RAMSEY EXEC DIR
ARIPPA'

1300 MARKET STREET
LEMOYNE PA 17043

MICHAEL L KESSLER
AMERICAN ENERGY SOLIUTIONS
INC

111 SOUTE ALFRED STREET
ALEXANDRIA VA 22314

-

JOHN P LAVELLE JR
JOSEPH A DWORETZKY

HANGLEY ARONCHICK SEGAL &
PUDIN

ONE LOGAN SQUARE 12TH FLOOR
PHILADLEPHIA PA 1893103

ETHAN GIDDINGS
217 RODMAN AVENUE
JENKINTOWN PA 19046

JOELLE OGG

GORDON J SMITH ESQUIRE
JCOHN & HENGERER

1200 17TH STREET NW SUITE
600

WASHINGTON DC 20036

JOHN R QRR ESQUIRE
ONE WESTCHASE CENTER
10777 WESTHEIMER
SUITE 650

HOUSTON TX 77042

KEITH SAPPENFIELD II-
DIRECTOR OF MARKETING SUPPORT
P O BOX 2628

HOUSTON TX 77252-2628

CRAIG G GOODMAN ESQUIRE
3333 K STREET NW

SUITE 425

WASHINGTON DC 20007

U1 L ZEIGLER ESQUIRE
’LER & ZIMMERMAN
332 N 21ST STREET STE 304

P O BOX 1080
CAMP HILL PA 17011-3707

GARY A JEFFRIES ESQ

CNG ENERGY SERVICES

ONE PARK RIDGE CENTER

PO BOX 15746 ’
PITTSBURGH PA 15244-0746

USHER FOGEL ESQUIRE
ROLAND FOGEL KOBLENZ &
CARR LLP

1 COLUMBIA PLACE
ALBANY NY 12207

SUSAN SHANAMAN

212 N. THIRD STREET
SUITE 203

HARRISBURG, PA 17101

GERALD GORNISH ESQUIRE
12TH FLOOR PACKARD BLDG
111 5 15TH STREET
PHILADELPHIA PA 19102-2678

ROBERT A MILLS COUNSEL
ROBERT WEISHOAR JR ESQ
PA RETAILERS ASSN

100 PINE STREET BOX 1166
HARRISBURG PA 17108-1166

NORMA ROSNER ESQUIRE
VASTAR POWER MARKETING INC
200 WESTLAKF PARK BLVD
HOUSTON TX /7079

JOHN HAUCKE EXEC V P

PA ASSN PLUMB HEAT COOL
CONTRACTORS

4015 JONESTOWN ROAD
HARRISBURG PA 17109-3109

I.A C SMITH ESQUIRE

FREDERICK D OCHSENSHIRT
DILWORTH PAZSON KALISH &
KAUFFMAN LLP

305 N FRONT STREET STE
403

HARRISBURG PA 17101-1236

RUFUS L MILEY
22 LEOPARD RUN
GLEN MILLS PA 19342

JOHN P ZINKAND EXEC V P
PA PETROLEUM ASSN

SUITE 121 BLDG 2

2001 N FRONT STREET
HARRISBURG PA 17102

JAMES H NORRIS ESQUIRE
ECKERT SEAMANS CHERIN &
MELLOTT

600 GRANT STREET 42ND FL
PITTSBURGH PA 15219

KENNETH HURWITZ

MAUREEN HURLEY

VENABLE BAETJER HOWARD &
CIVILETTI LLP

1201 NEW YORK AVE NW SUITE
1000

WASHINGTON DC 20005-3917

BRIAN A RIDER PRES
PA RETAILERS ASSN
224 PINE STREET )
HARRISBURG PA 17101-1325

'DAVID CRUTHIRDS °
ELECTRIC CLEARINGHQUSE
INC

1000 LOUISIANA

SUITE 5800 .
HOUSTON TX 77002-5050

ALBERT M BENINCASA DIR
REGULATCRY AFFAIRS
SLIPPING STONE

46 9TH AVENUE

SEA CLIFF NY 11579



VICKIREN S AESCHLEMAN
DIRECTOR

ST ENERGY INC
300 HAMILTON BLVD STE 330
PEORIA IL 61601

MICHAEL BANTA ESQUIRE
DANIEL W MCGILL ESQUIRE
INDIANAPOLIS POWER & LIGHT
ONE MINNIT CIRCLE
INDIANAPOLIS IN 46051

ROBERT I FREEMAN RPA PRES
BLDG OWNERS & MANAGERS ASSN
TWO PENN CENTER PLAZA

SUITE 310

PHILADELPHIA PA 19102

PA, RURAL ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION
212 LOCUST STREET

P.C. BOX 1266

HARRISBURG, PA 17108-1266

DEPT OF NAVY

NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEER
COMMAND NAVY RATE INTERVENTION
501 M STREET SE BLDG 212
WASHINGTON DC 20374-5018

EDWARD G RENDELL MAYOR
CITY OF PHILADELFHIA
ROOM 215 CITY HALL
PHILADELPHIA PA 19107-3295

G ROGER BOWERS ESQUIRE

VINCENT WALSH JR ESQUIRE
SEPTA

1234 MARKET STREET

STH FLOOR

PHILADELPHIA PA 19107-3780

LAWRENCE GODLASKY
GPU ENERGY

100 APC BUILDING

800 N 3RD STREET
HARRISBURG PA 17102

'IL}\ S HOLLIS ESQ .
MARY ANN RALLS ESQS &
STEPHANIE A SUGRUE ESQ
1667 K STREET N W SUITE
700
WASHINGTON PA 20006-1608

EDWARD B CANNON PRESIDENT
BLDG OWNERS & MANAGERS
A3SN

SUITE- 1560 CENTER CITY
TOWER

650 SMITHFIELD STREET
PITTSBURGH PA 15222

SCOTT J. RUBIN

PUBLIC UTILITY
COUNSULTING

3 LOST CREEK DRIVE
SELINSGROVE, FA 17870

AUDREY VAN DYKE ASSOC
COUNSEL

DEPT OF NAVY

WASHINGTON NAVY YARD BLDG
218

ROCM 200

901 M STREET SE .
WASHINGTON DC 20374-5018

ANGELOC P TERRANA

STATE ANALYSIS CORPORATICN
7700 LEESBURG PIKE STE 425
FALLS CHURCH VA 22043

VERCNICA A SMITH DEPUTY
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

PA PUC

P O BOX 3265
HARRISBURG PA 17105-
3265

JAMES CUNNINGHAM

DAVID EPPLE

PA ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION |
301 APC BLDG

800 N 3RD STREET
HARRISBURG PA 17102

DAVID LANGER
BEVERAGE & DIAMOND
477 MADISON AVENUE
NEW YORK NY 10002

LE STEWART J
GREENLEAF
SENATE BOX 203012
HARRISBURG PA 17120-3012

HONCRABLE CONNIE WILLIAMS
110 S0UTH OFFICE
HOUSE BOX 202020
HARRISBURG PA 17120-2020

PATRICIA ARMSTRONG ESQUIRE
REGINA L MATZ ESQUIRE

JOHN A ALZAMACRA ESQUIRE
ROBERT F YOUNG ESQUIRE

212 LOCUST ST P. O BOX 93500
HARRISBURG PA 17108-9500

STEVEN P HERSEEY ESQUIRE
PHILIP A BERTOCCI ESQUIRE
COMMUNITY LEGAL SERVICES
1424 CHESTNUT STREET
PHILADELPHIA PA 19102

JOHN KLAUBERG ESQUIRE
BRUCE MILLER ESQUIRE
LEBOEUF LAMB GREEN & MCRAE
125 W 55TH STREET

NEW YORK NY 10018-5389

JOHN GALLAGHER ESQUIRE
MICHAEL KLEIN ESQUIRE
LEBOEUF LAMB GREENE &
MCRAE

200 N THIRD STREET STE 300
P O BOX 12105

HARRISBURG PA 17108-2105

" FRANK NADOLNY

DUQUESNE LIGHT COMPANY
P © BOX 1930
PITTSBURGH PA 15230-1930

DONALD A KAPLAN |

LISA M HELPERT EQS
PRESTON GATES ELLIS &
ROUVELAS MEEDS LLP
SUITE 500 1735 NEW YORK
AVENUE NW

WASHINGTON DC 20006



STEPHEN 'L FELD ESQUIRE

PA POWER ' COMPANY

1 EAST WASHINGTON STREET
PO BQX 891

NEW CASTLE PA 16103-0891

JOHN LITZ

UGI UTILITIES

400 STEWART ROAD

P O BOX 3200

WILKES-BARRE PA 18773-3200

STANLEY LASKCOWSKI ACT REGICNAL
ADMINISTRATION

EPA

841 CHESTNUT BUILDING
PHITADELPHIA PA 19107

JUDPITH L. MONDRE

CITY OF PHILADELPHIA
MUNICIPAL ENERGY OFFICE

1401 JFK BOULEVARD
PHILADELPHIA, PA 19102-1665

EUGENE M. TRISKO

ATTORNEY FOR UMWA

P. O. BOX 596

BERKELEY SPRINGS, WV 25411

BILL SHANE, ESQUIRE
440 SCHOOL STREET
INDIANA, PA 15701

MR. PHIL PATITSAS

AIR PRODUCTS & CHEMICALS
WINDSOR 2

7201 HAMILTON BLVD,
ALLENTOWN, PA 18195-1501

THOMAS BROGAN ESQUIRE

KLETT LIEBER RCONEY & SCHORLING
240 NORTH THIRD STREET

SUITE 600

HARRISBURG PA 17101-1503

*ﬂb MILLER
FREEMAN DIR OF PUBLIC

POLICY

PECO ENERGY COMPANY

2301 MARKET STREET S21-1
PHILADELPHIA PA 19101

EASTERN MARKETING INC
REGULATORY AFFAIRS MANAGER
2900 EISENHOWER AVENUE
SUITE 300 °

ALEXANDRIA VA 22314

JAMIE WINEBRAKE

Us DOE

1880 JFK BOULEVARD
SUITE 501
PHILADELPHIA PA 19103

WICK HAVENS

DIV OF AIR RESOURCE MGMT
400 MARKET STREET 12TH FL
P O BOX 8468

HARRISBURG PA 17105-8468

DAN ROSENBLUM

MID-ATLANTIC ENERGY PROJECT
203 W. 22ND ST., APT. 3
NEW YORK, NY 10011-2748

MR. GECRGE ELLIS

PENNSYLVANIA COAL ASSOCIATION
212 N. 3RD ST., SUITE 102
HARRISBURG, PA 17101

JAMES STEFFES DIR GOV'T AFFAIRS
ENRON CAPITAL & TRADE RESOURCES
1400 SMITH STREET

ED #2408

HOUSTON TX 77002

JAMES BRODT

SMITH BARNEY INC

390 GREENWICH STREET
5TH FLOOR

NEW YORK NY 10013

HONORABLE SAMUEL MCCULLOUGH
SECRETARY

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY &
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

433 FORUM BUILDING
HARRISBURG PA 17120

DANIEL TUNNELL, PRESIDENT
PENNSYLVANIA GAS ASSOCIATION
800 N. 3RD STREET, 2ND FLOOCR
HARRISBURG, PA 17102

MIKE WELSH, SECRETARY/TREASURER

UTILITY WORKERS/PENNSYLVANIA
UTILITY CAUCUS

408-412 BROAD STREET

JOHNSTOWN, PA 15906

RICHARD H.COUNIHAN, VP
GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS

EDISON SOURCE

13191 CROSSROADS PARKWAY NORTH
CITY OF INDUSTRY, CA 91746

MR. GEORGE EMMONS
17 N. LANCASTER LANE
NEWTQWN, PA 18840

- CHARLES ESTES

APPALACHIAN PACIFIC

1331 PENNSYLVANIA AVE., NW
SUITE 730

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20004

EDWARD PERMAR
UNIVERSITY OF PITTSBURGH
3400 FORBES AVENUE
PITTSBURGH PA 15260



JAMES ROYAL

PRESIDENT & C.0.0
NOBLE GROUP CORPORATION
3121 NORRIS STREET
PHILADELPHIA, FA 19121

ELLIOT M. LOYLESS, P.E.
ENERGY COST MANAGEMENT
1901 CAMP FLORDA ROAD
BRANDON, FL . 33510

MICHAEL WALKER
BRADFORD STERN

BUCHANAN INGERSOLL-COLLEGE CENTRE

500 COLLEGE ROAD EAST
PRINCETON, NJ 08540

BRIAN HICKEY
MED AMERICAN NATURAL RESOURCES
2005 WEST 8TH STREET SUITE 201
ERIE PA 16505

ANTHONY LISANTI
CONSOLIDATED EDISON COMPANY
511 THEODORE FREMD AVENUE
ROOM 112

RYE NY 10580

DAN DELANEY )
KIRKPATRICK & LOCKHART
240 N. THIRD STREET

HARRISBURG, FA 17101

ERIK HANSEN -

DELMARVA POWER

800 KING STREET
WILIMINGTON, DE 19899

FRANK K. GATES
GREENLEE ASSOCIATES
p.0. BOX 291
HARRISBURG, PA 17108

!I!!wﬁy MCNULTY
. OF ECONOMIC AND
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

471 FORUM BUILDING
HARRISBURG, PA 17120

DAVID MAGNUS BOONIN PRES
NEW ENERGY VENTURES

200 s BROAD STREET

SUTE 800 ’
PHILADELPHIA PA 19102

PETER THOMPSON
ANDREWS & KURTH LLP
1701 PA AVENUE NW
WASHINGTON DC 20006

HARRY GELLER ESQUIRE
PA UTILITY LAW PROJECT
118 LOCUST STREET
BARRISBURG PA 17101-1414

JOHN MOLINDA
STRATEGIC ENERGY LTD
2 GATEWAY CENTER
PITTSBURGH PA 15222

AMY LEADER
LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR
DECHERT PRICE & RHOADS
30 N. 3RD STREET
HARRISBURG, PA 17101

TRAVIS PEYTON, PE

BALLINGER

2005 MARKET ST., STE. 1500
PHIIADELPHIA, PA 19103-7088

JOHN V.KULIK, VP
GOVERNMENT RELATIONS

PA. FOOD MERCHANTS ASSN.
1029 MUMMA ROAD

P.0.BOX 870

CAMP HILL, PA 17011

NEY R AKERS ASST CITY SOL
DEPT OF LAW
313 CITY COUNTY BLDG
414 GRANT STREET
PITTSBURGH PA 15219

BILL MCCUE
MERCK & CO., INC.
SUMNEYTOWN PIKE

P.O. BOX 4, WP2-1

WEST POINT, PA 19486-0004

BYRON WILLIAMSON E
ENGELHARD POWER MARKETING INC
101 WOOD AVENUE

ISELIN NJ 08830-0770

GLENN WINDER PE
1847 RADNOR ROAD
YORK PA 17402

MICHAEL KARP
31 APPALOOSA ROAD
BELLINGHAM WA 98226

DEBORAH SCHACHTER
163 SILK FARM ROAD
CONCORD, NH 03301

TIMOTHY W. MERRILL, JR.
ENSERCH ENERGY SERVICES, INC.
PENN CENTER WEST, BLDG. 4,
SUITE 200 ‘
PITTSBURGH,  PA 15276

RALPH L. LENTZ, REGISTRAR
CHM., POLITICAL EDUCATICN
coMM. ‘
I.B.E.W. LOCAL UNION 777

740 BANNA MAY STREET

YORK, PA 17404-1366



RICHARD W. BAIN '
CENTERIOR -ENERGY

5761 WEST AVENUE

EDINBORO, PA 16412-1342

RICH HEIDORN, JR.

THE PHILADELPHIA INQUIRER
P.O. BOX 8263
PHILADELPHIA, PA 19101

TROND GRENAGER, PRES./CEO
LEBANCN METHANE RECOVERY, INC.
920 ROSSTOWN ROAD

LEWISBERRY, PA 173389

DONNA GEHLHAART
REGULATORY PUB. AFFRS. MGR.
INTERNATIONAL BAPER

320 W. MARKET ST., SUITE 600
HARRISBURG, PA 17101 :

SCOTT HELM

EXPENSE AUDIT & CONSULTING
516 KENHORST ELVD.
READING, PA 19610

TAMASIN STERNER

PURE ENERGY

531 W. FREDERICK STREET
LANCASTER, PA 17603

JOEL BLAU REG CNS
WHEELED ELECTRIC POWER
32 WINDSOR COURT
DELMAR NY 12054

DAVID HUGHES
4037 LUDWICK STREET
PITTSBURGH, PA 15217

Qﬁs}' E. GEORGE, VP
ENERGY CORPORATION
1077 CELESTIAL STREET

ROOKWOOD BLDG., SUITE 110
CINCINNATI, OH 45202

GINNY KREITLER

KREITLER CONSULTING
1004 HAMPSTEAD ROAD
WYNNEWOCD, PA 15096

FRANK E. SPARRCW
EQUITABLE GAS

423 WALNUT STREET
SUITE 220

HARRISBURG, PA 17101

LOUIS CARTER ESQUIRE
7300 CITY LINE AVENUE
PHILADELPHIA PA 19151

DANIEL DESMOND

SUSTAINABLE SYSTEMS RESEARCH
1303 WHEATLAND AVENUE
LANCASTER, PA 17603

- DR JOHN O'BRIEN PRES
WHEELED ELECTRIC POWER
50 LINDBERGH BLVD
SUTE 400
UNIONDALE NY 11553

SUSAN WEINSTOCK
AARP

601 E STREET, NW
WASHINGTON, DC 20049

EVE R. CORWELL
QST ENERGY, INC.
300 HAMILTON BLVD.
SUITE 330
PEORIA, IL 61602

NEAL K. CODY
MAPSA

ENERGY INVESTMENT ADVISORS
7004 CLIFTON FOREST DRIVE
CLIFTON, VA 20124

CHRISTOPHER ZETTLEMOYER °
REED SMITH SHAW & MCCLAY
213 MARKET STREET

P.O. BOX 11844
HARRISBURG, PA 17108

JOHN EARWOOD
PA. DEPARTMENT OF AGING
400 MARKET STREET
HARRISEURG, PA 17101

GARY STOCKBRIDGE VP
STEPHEN HUNTOON ESQUIRE
HORIZON ENERGY COMPANY
2301 MARKET STREET S520-1
PHILADELPHIA PA 19103

DIANE S. MEYER

VP - RATES & REGULATCRY
AFFAIRS

PEOPLES GAS

625 LIBERTY AVENUE
PITTSBURGH, PA 15222-3197

JOSEPH' GOLDBERG

CHIEF DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL
DIR., BUR. OF CONSUMER
PROTECTION

14TH FLOOR- STRAWBERRY SQUARE
HARRISBURG, PA 17120

ANTHONY MIRABILE
UNITED REGIONAL ENERGY
3200 MELLON BANK CENTER
1735 MARKET STREET
PHILADELPHIA, PA 19103



NORMAN H.'STARK '
MACDONALD,. ILLIG, JONES & BRITTON
SUITE 700

100 STATE STREET

ERIE, PA 16507

JAY LAYMAN

CAPITAL ASSOCIATES, INC.

- 200 NORTH 3RD STREET, SUITE 1402
P.O. BOX 1085

HARRISBURG, PA 17108-1085

JOE DUDICK

PA RURAL DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL
506 FINANCE BUILDING
HARRISBURG, PA 17120

DAN KENNEDY

GOVERNOR'S ACTION TEAM
439 FORUM BUILDING
HARRISBURG, PA 17120

MARY LAYSHOCK

DOWNES ASSOCIATES, INC.
2129 NORTHWOOD DRIVE
SALISBURY, MD 21801

ANDREW ALTMAN

CLEAN AIR COUNCIL

135 5. 19TH STREET
SUITE 300

PHILADELPHIA, PA 19103

PAUL BARBER -

CITIZENS LEHMAN POWER, LLC
530 ATLANTIC AVENUE
BOSTON, MA 02210

!l'!ms KALRARCZYK
SPLITY RATES RESOURCES

910 PIKETOWN ROAD
HARRISBURG, PA 17112

ROCCO PUGLIESE
PUGLIESE ASSOCIATES
208 N. 3RD STREET
SUITE 410

HARRISBURG, PA 17101

ELISA J. GRAMMER

MONIQUE PENN-JENKINS

GRAMMER KISSEL ROBINS
SKANCKE & EDWARDS

1225 EYE ST., NW, STE. 1225

WASHINGTON, Pb.C. 20005

ROGER ODISIO
170 DRAKE ROAD
BETHEL PARK, PA 15102

JAMES H. CAWLEY

RHOADS & SINON, LLP

ONE SOUTH MARKET SQUARE
P.0O. BOX 1146

HARRISBURG, PA 17108-1146

ELIZARETH R. BENSON, PRESIDENT

ENERGY ASSOCIATES
7303 TIMBER LANE
FALLS CHURCH, VA 22046-2735

ROBERT E. STEWART

PA GOVT. NEWS & ADVISORY SERVICE

100 SOUTH 21ST STREET
HARRISBURG, PA 17104

RALPH J. WEED, CPA
311 EDINBURGH ROAD
CHADDS FORD, PA 19317

EPH WYDRA
R WILLIAMS GOVERNANCE
RESOURCE GROUP
P.0. BOX 88
HARRISBURG, PA 17108

" JACK JOHNSON

GEQPHONICS
332 SPRINGFIELD AVENUE
SUMMIT, NJ 07801

WILLIAM KAHOC
NORSTAR ENERGY

26 TOLCHESTER LANE
BEL AIRE,MD 21014

STEVEN B. LOUX, RESEARCH
ASSOCIATE

THE COMMONWEALTH FOUNDATIO
3544 NORTH PROGRESS AVENUE
SUITE 101

HARRISBURG, PA 17110

GLENN BERGER

1440 NEW YORK AVENUE, NW
SIXTH FLOOR

WASHINGTCN, D.C. 20005

TOM SCOTT

KILLIAN & GEPHART
218 PINE STREET

P.O. BOX 886
HARRISBURG, PA 17108

TERRY HOLT

HILLS DEPARTMENT STORES
3010 GREENGARDEN ROAD
ALIQUIPPA, PA 15001

DENNIS BLOOM

IBEW LOCAL 272
1099 MARSHALL RQAD
MONACA, PA 15061



EDWARD WYLAND

UWUA LOCAL 102

338 WEST MAIDEN STREET
WASHINGTON, PA 15301

RICH LUCZKO

LEGISLATIVE COORDINATCR
IBEW

5144 CASTE DRIVE
PITTSBURGH, PA 15236

LISA YOHO ’

COLUMBIA GAS TRANSMISSICON CORP.

1700 MACCCRKLE AVENUE, 5.E.
P.O. BOX 1273
CHARLESTON, Wv 25325-1273

EDWARD GALLAGHER

DAIRYLEA COOPERATIVE, INC.
5001 BRITTONFIELD PARKWAY
P.O. BOX 4844

SYRACUSE, NY 13221-4844

TIM MORAN

SYSTEM COUNCIL Ul0, IBEW
986 GREENTREE ROAD
PITTSBURGH, PA 15220

JRMES P. MCCORMICK

UTILITY OPERATIONS CONSULTANT
1940 ROBERT ROAD

MEADGWBROOK, PA 19046

GLENN D. CLCWNEY
DEIMARVA POWER
CHRISTIANA BUILDING
252 CHAPMAN ROAD

P.CG. BOX 6066

NEWARK, DE 19714-6066

ROBERT N. GRANT

PRINCIPAL FOR MGMT. CONSULTING
DELTA DEVELOPMENT GROUP, INC.
207 HOUSE AVENUE, SUITE 103
CAMP HILL, PA 17011

KIRKPATRICK, PROGRAM MGR.
WETRIC UNIT
PENNDOT
DISTRICT 6-0
ST. DAVIDS, PA 19003

JANE DRENAN
1216 - 16TH STREET, NW
WASHINGTON, DC 20036

TIM MCCORRY, PRESIDENT
MACK SERVICES GROUP

45 BRANCH AVENUE
BERWYN, PA 19312

BARRY GOODSTADT, PH.D.
VICE PRESIDENT

ITRON, INC.

P.O. BOX 1160
COLUMBIA, MD 21044

JEFF SIMPSON
SHIPLEY OIL COMPANY
550 E. KING STREET
YORK, PA 17403

BERNIE MCNAMEE, GENERAL MANAGER
COMPASS MANAGEMENT AND LEASING
MELLON INDEPENDENCE CENTER

701 MARKET STREET, SUITE 2384
PHILADELPHIA, PA 19106

ARLEN K. BOLSTAD
ROBERT A.OMBERG
DiV. OF LEGISLATIVE SERVICES

GENERAL ASSEMBLY BLDG.- 2ND FLOOR

910 CAPITOL STREET
RICHMOND, VA 23219

J. JOHN FLUHARTY
CHESAPEAKE ENTERPRISES
1800 K STREET, NW

SUITE €29

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20006

’C WOYCHIK

990} CALODEN LANE
ORKLAND, CA 94605

TODD GLASS

HELLER, EHRMAN, WHITE &
MCAULIFFE

200 SOUTHWEST MARKET STREET
SUITE 1750

PORTLAND, OR 97201

MARYLOU BARTON, ASSISTANT
COUNSEL

BUREAU OF REGULATORY COUNSEL
RCSOB .
400 MARKET STREET, STH FLOOR
P.0. BOX 8464

HARRISBURG, PA 17105-8464

STEVE HASTIE

RESQURCE MANAGEMENT, INC.
111 PRESIDENTIAL BLVD.
SUITE 127

BALA CYNWYD, PA 19004

ED PANAVICH

WESTINGHOUSE ELECTRIC CORP.
11 STANWIX STREET
PITTSBURGH, PA 15222-1384

SIEGFRIED DOERRER
XENERGY, INC..

3 BURLINGTON WOODS
BURLINGTON, MA 01803

WALTER HANS

TRD .

PC BOX 2820

CHERRY HILL, NJ 08034-0246

DANIEL MONCINO
SCHLUMBERGER INDUSTRIES
3155-B NORTHWOODS PARKWAY
NCRCROSS, GA 30071



BARRY BLACKWELL
CINERGY *CQRP.

1000 E. MAIN STREET
PLAINFIELD, IN 46168

RUSSELL HENN

LG & E POWER MARKETING

12500 FAIR LAKES CIRCLE
SUITE 350

FATRFAX VA 22033-3804

JOHN HORTON ANALYST
Mc?

701 EAST 22ND STREET
LOMBARD IL 60148-5072

JAMES KIMBALL
ONLOCATION, INC.

8100 OAK STREET

SUITE 300

DUNN LORING, VA 22027

JOHN HAPP

NORAM ENERGY

1600 SMITH STREET
SUITE 116l

HOUSTON, TX 77002-7345

WILLIAM CAMPBELL

SEASONED ENERGY DEVELOPMENT LTD

P O BOX 7955
PHILADELPHIA PA 19101-7955

ALEXANDRA MATTHEWS-RITTER
SENATOR BELL'S OFFICE

20 EAST WING CAPITOL
HARRISBURG, PA 17120

REP. WILLIAM LLOYD, JR.
CHAIRMAN

HOUSE CONS. AFFAIRS COMM.
128 SOUTH OFFICE BUILDING
HARRISBURG, PA 17120

‘!PERT O’ DONNELL ESQUIRE
1515 MARKET STREET

SUITE 500

PHILADELPHIA PA 19102

WILLIAM EDWARDS JR
PACIFICORP

1500 MARKET ST CENTER SQ
EAST TOWER -12TH FLOOR
PHILADELPHIA PA - 19102

PETE LANGBEIN

GPU - ADVANCED RESOURCES
2675 MORGANTOWN ROAD
SUITE GH2-3300

READING, PA 19607

ALBERT THOMAS
TECHNEGLAS

60 OLD BOSTON ROAD
PITTSTON, PA 18640

JAN JARRETT
1740 MAIN STREET LISBURN
MECHANICSBURG PA 17055

SENATOR ROY C. AFFLERBACH
184 MAIN CAPITOL
HARRISBURG, PA 17120

KIM SHRWKEY

SEN. BRIGHTBILL'S OFFICE
337 MAIN CAPITOL
HARRISBURG, PA 17120

.JE FISHER ASSOC EDITOR

NATURAL GAS INTELLIGENCE
211 REGENCY SQUARE BLVD
SUITE 221

HOUSTON TX 77036

VALERIE SMITH

RURAL -UTILITIES

1400 INDEPENDENCE AVE SW
MAIL STOP 15316

RM 4027 SOUTH BLDG
WASHINGTON DC 20250

ROBERT SPAULDING
SPAULDING GROUP

5127 WALNUT RIDGE DRIVE
ERIE, PA 16306

PAUL EDMUNDSON

PRICING AND PLANNING ANALYST
PLUM STREET ENERGY MARKETING
P.0. BOX 5001

507 PLUM STREET

SYRACUSE, NY 13204.

FRANK FELDER SR CONSULTANT
THE ECONOMICS RESOURCE GROUP
1 MIFFLIN PLACE

CAMBRIDGE MA 02138

JUNE PERRY
ROCM 19 CAPITOL ANNEX
HARRISBURG, PA 17120

REP. FRANK TULLI, JR.
155 EAST WING CAPITOL
HARRISBURG, PA 17120

SENATOR JOSEPH M. ULIANA
459 MAIN CAPITOL
HARRISBURG, PA 17120



NAN MCLAUGHLIN
GOVERNOR'§ OFFICE

238 MAIN CAPITOL
HARRISBURG, PA 17120

BROOKS MOUNTCASTLE
CLEAN AIR COUNCIL
3700 VARTAN WAY
HARRISBURG, PA 17110

REP. KEITH MCCALL

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
313 SOUTH OFFICE BUILDING
HARRISBURG, PA 17120

CARL, ROBERT ARON EXEC
PRESIDENT

ITRON INC

2218 N SULLIVAN ROAD
SPOKANE WA 99216

ROBERT YOUNG

MCQUAIDE BLASKO

81l UNIVERSITY DRIVE
STATE COLLEGE PA 16801

VICE

!!!! THOMAS

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE
506 FINANCE BUILDING
HARRISBURG, PA 17120

LIZ ROBINSON EXECUTIVE DIRECTCR
ENERGY COORDINATING AGENCY OF

PHILADELPHIA
1924 ARCH 'STREET
PHILADELPHIA PA 19103

REP. CHRIS WOGAN

HOQUSE QF REPRESENTATIVES
5 EAST WING

HARRISBURG, PA 17120

MARGRET MURDCCH MAYOR
MUNICIPAL BLDG

100 GARRETT ROAD

UPPER DARBY PA 19082-3135

.NTHIA DATIG

- DOLLAR ENERGY FUND

P.0. BOX 42329
PITTSBURGH, PA 15203

VINCENT ROSSI

SENATOR FUMO'S OFFICE
545 MAIN CAPITOL
HARRISBURG, PA 17120

SENATOR CLARENCE D. BELL
ROOM 20 EAST WING
HARRISBURG, PA 17120



ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT & ACCEPTANCE OF SERVICE

AND NOW, to wit, this 9% day o , 199§,

the undersigned, as evidenced by exdcution hereof, acknowledges

receipt, and accepts service of ONE OPINION & ORDER an
official Commission document entered, issued, or otherwise
promulgated under date of JANUARY 15, 1998 at

Docket No. R-009739853 & P-00871265 on behalf of:

HONORAEBLE JOSEPH M ULIANA

PENNSYLVANTIA SENATE

KJR

) ana

DOCUMENT Sifnatlre
KindE(OL'iguE gnd date this acceptande of sem;ice and

acknowledgement of receipt, and, return the same for filing to:

SECRETARY BUREAU FILE ROOM
PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
B-20, North Office Building

ﬁ@@"sr% Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265




ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT & ACCEFTANCE OF SERVICE

KJk

AND NdW, to wit, this Cg [ day of élﬂﬁtidﬂ&dr , 19jﬂ?,
{/ v

the undersigned, as evidenced by execution hereof, acknowledges
receipt, and accepts service of OPINION AND ORDER an official
Commission document entered, issued, or otherwise promulgated
under date of JANUARY 15, 1998 at Docket No. R-00973953,P-
971265 on behalf of:

HONORABLE SAMUEL MCCULLOUGH SECRETARY

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

DOCUMENT C
FOLDER /4%u&z5%4@45g;

Signature

Kindly sign and date this acceptance of service and
acknowledgement of receipt, and, return the same for filing to:

OFFICE OF PROTHCNOQTARY FILE ROOM
PA PUBLIC UTILITY COCMMISSION
B-20, North Office Building
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265

321440 8.4 EYIOHOMI BN
QA3 o
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ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT & ACCEPTANCE OF SERVICE

JOCUMENT

AT r
:OQDQ
AND NOW, to wit, this AOHA day of , 1998,

the undersigned, as evidenced by execution herecof, acknowledges
receipt, and accepts service of OQPINION AND ORDER an official
Commission document entered, issued, or otherwise promulgated
under date of JANUARY 15, 1998 at Docket No. R-00973953,P-
971265 on behalf of:

KENNETH L MICKENS ESQUIRE

KR
CHARLES DANIEL SHIELDS , OFFICE OF TRIAL STAFF

@@KE‘E’E@

JAN 22 1998 Signature ' “

Kindly sign and date this acceptance of service and
acknowledgement of receipt, and, return the same for filing to:

OFFICE OF PROTHONOTARY FILE ROOM
PA PUBLIC UTILITY CCMMISSION
B-20, North Office Building
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265

221440 5. 4yt
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ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT & ACCEPTANCE OF SERVICE KJp

DOCUMENT
FOLDER
S 19 77,

AND NOW, to wit, this Zi& Lo day of
acknowledges

the undersigned, as evidenced by execution hereof,
and accepts service of OPINION AND ORDER an official
or otherwise promulgated

recelipt, :
Commission document entered, issued,
1998 at Docket No. R-00973953,P-

under date of JANUARY 15,

871265 on behalf of:
VERONICA A SMITH DEPUTY EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

/e

Signature

Kindly sign and date this acceptance of service and
return the same for filing to:

acknowledgement of receipt, and,

OFFICE OF PROTHONOTARY FILE ROOM
PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
B-20, North Office Bwilding
Harrisburg, PA 17105323265

(L88
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JAN 22 1998
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ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT & ACCEPTANCE OF SERVICE

AND NOW, to wit, this ZQ¢3 day of flznuémq

the undersigned,
receipt,

£
, 19957, ?

as evidenced by execution hereof

, acknowledges
and accepts service of OPINION AND ORDER
Commission document entered

an official
issued, or otherwise promulgated
under date of JANUARY 15, 1998 at Docket No. R-00973953,P-
871265 on behalf of:
TANYA J MCCLOSKEY ASST CONSUMER ADVOCATE
STEVEN K STEINMETZ ASST CONSUMER ADVOCATE
-
.FTTZ4M44_CL 7%’é&%ﬂaéLq
Signaturé/ C:Tﬁ
Kindly sign and date this acceptance of service and
acknowledgement of receipt, and,

return the same for filing to

OFFICE OF PROTHONOTARY FILE ROCM

PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
g}g¥ éﬂ @if B-20, North Office Building
X NT|

Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265
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ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT & ACCEPTANCE OF SERVICE

AND NOW, to wit, this 9*{ day of(/) dn ' 19_(/7{
/

the undersigned, as evidenced by execution hereof, acknowledges
receipt, and accepts service of QPINION AND QRDER an official
Commission document entered, issued, or otherwise promulgated
under date of JANUARY 15, 1998 at Docket No, R-00973953,P-
971265 on behalf of:

REP KEITH MCCALL

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

DOCUMENT

FOLDER el

Kindly' sign and date this acceptance  of service and
acknowledgement of receipt, and, return the same for filing to:

OFFICE OF PROTHONQOTARY FILE ROOM
PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
B-20, North Office Building
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265
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receipt,

871265

® o

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT & ACCEPTANCE OF SERVICE

AND NOW, to wit, this day of 19,
the undersigned, as evidenced by execution hereof, acknowledges
and accepts service of OPINION AND ORDER an official

or otherwise promulgated

issued,
R-00973953, P-

Commission document entered,
under date of JANUARY 15, 1998
on behalf of:

at Docket No.

REP CHRIS WOGAN

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

KJR

Si ture

of service and

Kindly sign and date this acceptance
acknowledgement of receipt, and, return the same for filing to:
COFFICE OF PROTHONOTARY FILE ROOM

PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

B-20, North Office Building

00CUMENT _
Ffi}t?[)fsle Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265
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ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT & ACCEPTANCE OF SERVICE

]

AND NOW, to wit, this ?40

the undersigned,

day of Irﬁl)b‘-ﬂfz—y , 19_L£7,

as evidenced by execution hereof

, acknowledges
receipt, and accepts service of COPINION AND ORDER an official
Commission document entered, issued, or otherwise promulgated
under date of JANUARY 15, 1998 at Docket No. R-00973953,P-
971265 on behalf of:

JOHN EARWOOD AATIRAFTRIT
DLt d

PA DEPARTMENT OF AGING oo 8 N
UL H;‘Z,E“'SJ/?

Yyl

1 nature

Kindly sign and date this

acceptance of service  and
acknowledgement of receipt, and

return the same for filingjto:

. .
OFFICE OF PROTHONOTARY FIEE ROOM
PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISS
B-20, North Office Building
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265
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ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT & ACCEPTANCE OF SERVICE

AND NOW, to wit, this 2)04b' day of Jﬂ/}q},{ﬁw , 19_25,

the undersigned,

as evidenced by execution hereof,
receipt, and accepts service of OPINICON AND ORDER an official
Commission document entered, issued, or otherwise promulgated
under date of JANUARY 15, 1998 at Docket No. R-00973953,P-
971265 on behalf of:

acknowledges

NAN MCLAUGHLIN

GOVERNOR’ S OFFICE

SOCUMENT 2oncrbughl
FOLDER

Kindly sign and date this
acknowledgement of receipt, and,

~No

(&)
acceptance of servigqe and

return the same for filinmgto:

OFFICE OF PROTHONOTARY FILE ROOM
@@KETE PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

H B-20, North Office Building

. Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265

FE3 05 1998

]
-
o

301440 S.AYYLOHOHIGY

O3AIF03Y
L1l Wd V2 NET 06




