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PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17105-3265 

PECO ENERGY COMPANY - SUPPLIER PUBLIC MEETING -
TARIFF COMPLIANCE FILING AND SEPTEMBER 3,1998 
SUPPLEMENT NO. 16 TO TARIFF SEP-98-FUS-1096*(REV.) 
ELECTRIC-PA PUC NO. 2 DOCKET NOS. R-00984298, 

R-00973953, P-00971265 

CONCURRING STATEMENT OF COMMISSIONER DAVID W. ROLKA 

Although I do not object to the recommendation that the compliance filings 
become effective after incorporating the clarifications and directives of the Order, I have 
two concerns regarding the outcome and therefore concur in the result. 

First, the discussion and resolution of "load data charges" mixes several 
issues together. Our prior reference to 'one-time-without-charge', was intended to 
address historical load data requests. It was not directed at on-going billing demand 
information. Billing demand data for customers with that type of equipment and whose 
demand is recorded and read is part of the periodic reading and billing function. This 
infonnation must be exchanged consistent with the meter reading and billing arrangements 
and is not subject to a recurring charge intended to address the provision of a historical 
twelve months of data. 

Second, serious and numerous questions have been raised about PECO 
Energy's Interim Code of Conduct. A fully competitive electric market that could 
discipline persons engaged in anticompetitive behavior remains under development in 
Pennsylvania, and therefore an accounting system and process is required to identify and 
verify predatory behavior. 

I want to make h abundantly clear that Code of Conduct compliance is a 
serious matter. The Uniform System of Accounts alone does not provide the information 
necessary to detect inappropriate conduct or cross subsidization. PECO's action in this 
regard should be closely monitored and I invite all interested parties to continue to provide 
comments that will provide guidance regarding the requisite equitable modifications and 
additions to the Code of Conduct and Competitive Safeguards Rulemaking to enhance 
enforcement by this Commission so that we can replace the interim code as soon as 
possible. 
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Additionally, I am very concerned that the language regarding the 
Capabilities of the Commission's Bureau of Audits does not expressly direct that the 
current management audit include an examination of the implementation plan and controls. 
The discussion language is only of capabilities and intentions and does not go further 
despite the opportunity to do so. 

DATED 
i?_|2Ql. 

DAVID W. ROLKA, COMMISSIONER 
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PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UnLITY COMMISSION 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17105-3265 

PECO Energy Company; Supplier Tariff PUBLIC MEETING 
Compliance Filing; Interim Code of Conduct September 3,1998 
Compliance Filing and Supplement No. 16 to AUG-98-FUS-1096* 
Tariff Electric-Pa. P.U.C. No. 2 Docket Nos. R-00973953, 

P-00971265 ( R-00984298 

STATEMENT OF COMMISSIONER NORA MEAD BROWNELL 

Included in the staff proposed action at this docket is acceptance of PECO 

Energy Company's Implementation Plan for the Code of Conduct contained in the 

Settlement of PECO's electric restructuring proceeding approved at Docket Nos. 

R-00973953 and P-00971265 (Order entered May 14, 1998). If I were to be the 

entity operating under any proposed implementation plan, I would want specific 

standards and clarity so as to avoid confusion and the attendant additional costs 

down the road. The most successful businesses operate with a clear set of 

objectives and measurements, well understood by all stakeholders - customers, 

shareholders, employees and Wall Street. Although iftTmy earnest hope that the 

Plan proposed here provides such clarity to PECO and the other parties, I do not 

see well defined measurements for accountability. 

We are moving into new areas with only our pilot program experiences 

behind us. The newness and uncertainty of a developing market makes it even 

more important for all concerned that the standards for corporate behavior in that 

new arena be as clear and as specific as possible. I do not believe that it is in 

anyone's interest to agree to a plan which merely sets the stage for continued 

debate over what that plan actually means. 
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Clarity of standards and expectations is not just a question of fairness, 

although that is a crucial element. I am also concerned that a lack of clearly 

understood standards at the beginning may set the stage for debate and costly 

litigation in the future. Should questions arise, the debate may be diverted from 

consideration of what actions should be taken to preserve a level competitive 

playing field, to petty disputes about what the Plan actually means with regard to a 

specific issue. Such disputes would be a terrible waste of time, energy and 

resources for all the participants in this tremendous endeavor. 

Although I support moving the Supplier Tariff and other matters forward at 

this time, I would have preferred working with the parties to develop a more 

detailed implementation plan for the Code of Conduct. However, I anLSupportive 

of moving these matters forward to ensure that timely implementation occurs. I do 

want to caution all parties that the controlling matter here is the Code of Conduct 

established in the Settlement and, eventually, the general Code to be adopted by 

this Commission. Regardless of the Commission's acceptance of an 

implementation plan, it is just that: a plan. If experience indicates that this Plan is 

unsuccessful in achieving full compliance with the Code of Conduct, then changes 

will have to be made. 

DATE NORA MEAD BROWNELL 
COMMISSIONER 
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PECO ENERGY COMPANY DOCKFTFn 
2301 MARKET STREET C U 
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PHILADELPHIA PA 19101-8699 ' 4 

A p p l i c a t i o n o f PECO Energy Company f o r approval o f 
Restr u c t u r i n g Plan under Section 2806 o f the Public U t i l i t y Code. 

To Whom I t May Concern: 

This i s t o advise you t h a t an Opinion and Order has been 
adopted by the Commission i n Public Meeting on September 3, 1998, i n 
the above e n t i t l e d proceeding. 

An Opinion and Order has been enclosed f o r your records. 

Very t r u l y yours, 

James J. McNulty, 
Secretary 

JOCUMENT 
FOLDER 

smk 
E n d s . 
C e r t . M a i l 
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PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 

Harrisburg, PA. 17105-3265 

Public Meeting held September 3,1998 
Commissioners Present: 

John M. Quain, Chairman 
Robert K. Bloom, Vice Chairman 
David W. Rolka/ Concurring - Statement attached 
Nora Mead Brownell / Statement attached 
Aaron Wilson, Jr. 

Application of PECO Energy Company 
for Approval of Restructuring Plan 
Under Section 2806 of the Public Utility 
Code 

R-00973953 
P-00971265 
R-00984298 

OPINION AND ORDER 

I. INTRODUCTION 

A. History of the Proceedings 

DOCKETED 
SEP 14 1998 

JOCUMENT 
FOLDER 

At Docket Nos. R-00973953 and P-00971265, pursuant to the 

Electricity Generation Customer Choice and Competition Act, 66 Pa.C.S. §2801 et 

seq. (Customer Choice Act), the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 

(Commission) approved a Restructuring Plan for PECO Energy Company 

(respondent or PECO) by Opinion and Order entered on December 23, 1997. In 

that Order, the Commission, inter alia, directed PECO to file within 20 days of the 

entry of the Order a compliance filing which contained "a new supplier tariff for 

competitive generation supply consistent with this Opinion and Order." 



On February 5, 1998, the Commission entered an Order (First 

Compliance Order) addressing the compliance filing made by PECO on January 

20, 1998, and comments on that filing made by various parties to the restructuring 

proceeding. This Order found that PECO had failed to comply with the 

Commission's prior Order by filing a document entitled "EGS Rights and 

Obligations" rather than a specific supplier tariff. The Commission directed PECO 

to submit a revised compliance filing which contained, inter alia, a supplier tariff. 

A revised compliance filing was made by PECO on February 19, 

1998, with comments again being filed by various parties. By Opinion and Order 

adopted and entered on February 26, 1998 (Order on Revised Compliance Filing), 

the Commission rejected PECO's proposed supplier tariff for several reasons, 

determined that it would not be "productive" to order PECO to file a third 

compliance filing and instead directed that a new docket be opened to address 

issues relating to an.appropriate Supplier Services tariff. 

Further, in that February 26, 1998 Order, the Commission directed 

that, as the issues relating to an appropriate supplier tariff had been addressed in 

the restructuring proceeding to some extent, this new proceeding should not be 

conducted as a "full trial type hearing" but rather as "technical conferences 

designed to encourage consensus on all relevant issues . . ." in which the parties 

should be "prepared to support practical resolution of all required matters in good 

faith and in consideration of the legitimate requirements of the other parties." 

Order at 18. With respect to the outcome of this proceeding, the Commission at 

p. 18 directed that: 

The Administrative Law Judge recommendation shall 
indicate matters of agreement between the parties and 
precise language, to the extent appropriate, as well as a 



summary of issues considered but not resolved. Lastly, 
the Administrative Law Judge shall provide a 
recommendation for adoption, rejection or 
modification of the various agreements as well as a 
recommendation concerning unresolved issues. 

Accordingly, a new proceeding was docketed at R-00984298 and 

assigned to Administrative Law Judge Marlane R. Chestnut. 

A prehearing conference was held on March 9, 1998. Present were 

PECO, the Commission's Office of Trial Staff (OTS), Office of Consumer 

Advocate (OCA), Enron Energy Services Power, Inc. (Enron), Mid-Atlantic Power 

Supply Association (MAPSA), Conectiv Energy (Conectiv), Philadelphia Area 

Industrial Energy Users Group (PAIEUG), PP&L, Inc. (PP&L), Metropolitan 

Edison Company and Pennsylvania Electric Company d/b/a GPU Energy (GPU), 

NorAm Energy Management, Inc. (NorAm), Electric Clearinghouse, Inc. (ECI) 

and Duke Energy Trading & Marketing, L.L.C. (DETM). 

Pursuant to the schedule contained in the Administrative Law 

Judge's March 9, 1998 Prehearing Order No. 1 (subsequently modified by an 

Order adopted and entered on March 26, 1998 in which the Commission rejected a 

Petition filed by PECO requesting initiation of either a generic proceeding or 

conversion of the instant proceeding into a "full trial type proceeding"), settlement 

roundtable meetings were held from March 17, 1998 through March 20, 1998. 

Legal and technical representatives of all active parties except PAIEUG and 

DETM participated. 

On May 21, 1998, we adopted an Order at Docket No. R-00984298 

which was subsequently entered on May 28, 1998. That Order directed the 

company to make a Supplier Tariff compliance filing. 



On April 29, 1998, PECO Energy Company ("PECO" or the 

"Company"); Senator Vincent J. Fumo; the Office of Consumer Advocate 

("OCA"); the Office of Small Business Advocate ("OSBA"); the Office of Trial 

Staff ("OTS"); the Philadelphia Area Industrial Energy Users Group ("PAIEUG"); 

Lance S. Haver; the Consumers Education and Protective Association, et al. 

("CEPA") (which includes the Consumers Education and Protective Association^, 

the Tenant Action Group, ACORN and John W. Long, Jr.); Community Legal 

Services; the Environmentalists; the Delaware Valley Energy Consortium; 

Pennsylvania Retailers' Association; U. S. Department of the Navy; Action 

Alliance of Senior Citizens of Greater Philadelphia; Pennsylvania Department of 

Aging; Enron Power Marketing, Inc. ("Enron"); NEV East LLC ("NEV"); 

Conectiv Energy; Mid-Atlantic Power Supply Assoc. ("MAPSA"); Skipping 

Stone; Pennsylvania Petroleum Association and Pennsylvania Association of 

Plumbing, Heating, Cooling Contractors, Inc.; Allegheny Power System, Inc. 

("APS"); GPU Energy Inc. ("GPU"); PP&L, Inc. ("PP&L"); Pennsylvania Rural 

Electric Assoc. ("PREA") (all such parties collectively referred to as the "Joint 

Petitioners") submitted a Joint Petition for Full Settlement of PECO Energy 

Company's Proposed Restructuring Plan and Application for a Qualified Rate 

Order and Application for Transfer of Generation Assets ("Joint Petition"). 

The proposed terms and conditions of the Joint Petition represented a 

comprehensive settlement which resolved all issues on appeal before 

Commonwealth Court and all issues before the U. S. District Court arising from 

challenges by the Joint Petitioners to the Commission's final order, reconsideration 

order and compliance orders regarding PECO's Application for Approval of its 

Restructuring Plan Under Section 2806 of the Public Utility Code. 



In response to a Settlement Petition filed on April 29, 1998, on 

May 14, 1998, we issued a Final Order with respect to PECO's restructuring. On 

June 29, 1998, the Company made an Interim Code of Conduct compliance filing. 

On July 22, 1998, MAPSA filed Comments on PECO's Interim Code of Conduct 

compliance filing. On August 7, 1998, PECO filed Reply Comments. 

Among the provisions we approved in our May 14, 1998 Order was 

a competitive billing/advanced metering option, in which competitive electric 

generation suppliers would be authorized on and after January 1, 1999, subject to 

guidelines to be issued by the Commission, to perform consolidated billing and to 

provide, install, maintain and read advanced technology electric meters capable of 

being remotely read. An industry stakeholders working group met in May 1998 

and submitted a set of consensus "Competitive Metering and Competitive Billing 

Specifications" to the Commission on June 1, 1998, and a consensus "Advanced 

Meter Services Provider Qualifications" document on June 9, 1998. The 

recommendations contained a number of technical and policy proposals which the 

parties urged the Commission to adopt in accordance with the terms of the PECO 

settlement which we approved on May 14, 1998. Some of the issues raised in the 

working group were not resolved and were therefore the subject of individual 

comments filed shortly after the consensus draft. 

By Order entered July 1, 1998, we issued our findings concerning 

the competitive metering and billing issues and directed PECO to file tariffs or 

tariff supplements implementing the proposed Competitive Metering and Billing 

Service Specifications. We also adopted the proposed Advanced Meter Services 

Qualification procedures for the PECO Service area. 



On July 9, 1998, the Company made its Supplier Tariff compliance 

filing. On July 13, 1998, PECO circulated corrected pages. This filing was also 

necessary to implement the Commission's July 1, 1998 Order Implementing 

Competitive Metering and Billing Arrangements at Docket Nos. R-00973953 and 

P-00971265. On July 9, 1998, the Company also filed Supplement No. 16 to Tariff 

Electric-Pa. P.U.C. No. 2. On July 17, 1998, ACORN/CEPA filed Comments. On 

July 20, 1998, Conectiv filed Comments. On July 22, 1998, SEL, Enron and 

MAPSA filed comments. On July 28, 1998, PECO voluntarily extended the 

effective date of the Supplier Tariff and Supplement No. 16 from August 1, 1998 

to August 14, 1998. On July 29, 1998 the OCA filed Reply Comments. On July 31, 

1998, PECO filed Reply Comments. On August 5, 1998, MAPSA filed 

Supplemental Comments. On August 5, 1998, Conectiv filed a Sur Reply. On 

August 7, 1998, Enron filed a Sur Reply. 

On August 5, 1998, Conectiv filed Comments on Supplement 

No. 17. On August 10, 1998, PECO filed Reply Comments. 

On August 13, 1998, PECO voluntarily extended the effective date 

of the Supplier Tariff and Supplement No. 16 from August 14, 1998, to August 28, 

1998. 

Discussion 

We will now address the written comments, of whatever 

characterization, that have been provided for our consideration by the various 

parties with respect to PECO's Tariff Compliance Filings of July 9, 1998 and 

PECO's Interim Code of Conduct Compliance Filing of June 29, 1998. 



I L SUPPLIER T A R I F F ISSUES 

A. Scheduling Error Charge 

MAPSA, SEL, and Conectiv all object to the imposition of a 

Scheduling Error Charge. Conectiv argues that the Commission decided that the 

charge is inappropriate and cannot be included in the tariff. Conectiv also argues 

that i f PECO does seek Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) approval 

for the imposition of this charge, the Joint Settlement Petition requires a reduction 

in distribution charges. Lastly, Conectiv states that there is no reason at this time to 

include a provision in the Supplier tariff for "informational purposes". 

PECO responds that the Scheduling Error Charge is FERC 

jurisdictional, and the Commission does not have the power to either approve or 

disapprove it. The Company states that i f FERC does not approve the Scheduling 

Error Charge, then PECO will amend its Supplier tariff accordingly. 

PECO also states that the rate cap agreed to in the Joint Settlement 

Petition does not require any reduction to distribution rates'if FERC approves the 

Scheduling Error Charge. The charge is to be paid by EGSs, and is, therefore, not a 

charge that the Company's T&D customers will pay. 

PECO points out that it originally proposed that no FERC 

jurisdictional provisions be included in its Supplier Tariff and that this proposal 

was opposed by Conectiv, among others. 



Resolution 

In view of the fact that the proposed Scheduling Error Charge has yet 

to be filed and approved by the FERC, it is inappropriate to include it in the tariff 

at this point in time. Because this charge is not in effect, its inclusion in this tariff 

may lead to confusion. 

Despite the inferences which could be drawn from PECO's 

responses to various parties' objections to this charge, this Commission is not 

attempting to usurp the authority of the FERC. The FERC will , i f PECO makes the 

appropriate filings, certainly rule on the appropriateness of this type of charge. 

Furthermore, the relationship of this charge to the requirements of the Joint 

Petition for Full Settlement of PECO Energy's restructuring proceedings also 

remains to be resolved by this Commission. 

B. Load Data Charges 

SEL offers that the statements made within this section are vague 

and require clarity. Conectiv claims that the Load Data Supply Charge should be 

revised to preclude PECO from charging for the provision of load data that is 

electronically available even i f a customer has requested and received for free, 

such information in the calendar year. Conectiv also claims that the EDEWG plan 

requires that the Commission remove the requirement that any request for load 

data be made in writing. MAPSA expresses concerns that are similar to those of 

Conectiv. 

PECO responds that Rule 24.1 of the Company's EDC Tariff states: 

"PECO Energy will provide to a customer or the customer's designated EGS or 



authorized consultant, all available data from the meter once each calendar year for 

no fee." The Company further contends that any change should clarify that PECO 

can impose such charges. PECO also submitted a proposed revised rule (Exhibit 

A) in which it proposes to provide electronically available data, which it had 

already provided for no charge, for a charge of $46 per hour at fifteen minute 

intervals. 

PECO also addresses claims that the EDEWG plan requires that the 

Commission remove the requirement that any request for load data be in writing. 

The Company states that the EDEWG plan concerns only the details of how and in 

what format load data is to be transmitted when it is transmitted electronically. The 

Company argues that the plan contains no rules regarding whether and under what 

circumstances authorization for release of such data must be in writing. 

PECO noted that no party had raised the matter of the requirement 

for written authorization of the customer's consent for the release of load data. 

PECO states that had the issue been raised, the company may have agreed that an 

EGS could use a method other than writing, but only i f (1) the EGS would in fact 

have an obligation to obtain authorization in some manner, (2) the EGS would 

have to keep a record of such authorization, and (3) the EGS would have to be able 

to produce that record in the event of a dispute. 

Resolution 

In our prior decisions, we stated that the customers should be 

provided load data once a year for no charge. We have also required the provision 

of load data to EGSs during the enrollment process. We believe that it would not 

be appropriate to approve PECO's proposed "Exhibit A" which would allow an 



EGS to obtain electronically available data, which had already been provided at no 

charge, for an hourly charge of $46 determined at fifteen minute intervals. 

MAPSA and Conectiv correctly noted that in our May 28, 1998 Order we 

cited four concepts applicable to the provision of load data: 

• 12 month historic load data is required to be provided without charge on the 
request of the customer. 

• Additional or more detailed historic load data is to be provided on request 
of the customer. 

I f the additional data is available electronically, it is available without 
charge. 

I f the additional data is not readily available, a $92 charge may be imposed. 

An additional charge for providing electronically available load data 

is not reasonable. PECO is directed to amend the tariff language accordingly. 

Despite the fact that the proposal to require written authorization 

from the customer to obtain this data may not have been specifically questioned 

during the prior proceedings on these matters, it would be inconsistent with our 

attempts to facilitate retail access to restrict the availability of this information to 

the provision of only written authorization. As MAPSA and Conectiv noted in 

their comments, the requirements for " written authorization " from a customer has 

caused problems, delays, and confusion. MAPSA and Conectiv correctly noted 

that electronic authorization has been approved by the Commission through the 

Commission's orders concerning the Electronic Data Exchange Working Group 

(EDEWG ) process. While PECO presented a set of alternative requirements 

10 



which the Company may have found acceptable, we believe that these conditions 

should be included in the tariff as an additional means to obtain the load data. 

We direct PECO to amend these proposed tariff requirements to 

allow for the additional charge and to allow for additional electronic and/or 

telephonic means of authorization for release of the load data. 

C. Line Losses 

MAPSA and Conectiv point out that the Company included no 

proposed rule in its Supplier Tariff Compliance Filing. 

PECO agrees with the commenters and states that it will provide to 

the Commission an amended tariff page containing this rule in its next Compliance 

Filing. 

Resolution 

We accept the agreed upon proposal to have PECO include a Line 

Loss rule in its next Supplier Tariff Compliance filing. 

D. Locational Marginal Pricing 

MAPSA and Connective state that PECO has failed to include in the 

Supplier Tariff a provision explaining how and in what fashion the Company 

would provide electrical location information for purpose of Locational Marginal 

Pricing. 

n 



PECO states that, indeed, it committed to include such a FERC-

jurisdictional provision in the Supplier tariff for informational purposes. The 

Company proposes to add to Rule 8.2 of its Supplier Tariff certain new language 

which it has provided . The new provision states that the company will provide to 

PJM, information on the specific bus locations for the Company's approximately 

650 largest customers (peak demand equal to or greater than 1 MW to specific 

LMP buses), the only customers that could obtain transmission service directly 

from PJM under the PJM tariff. For all other customers, PECO will inform PJM 

that they should be treated as i f they are being served at the weighted average of all 

PECO buses in the PECO zone. PECO intends to post this information on its 

SUCCESS web site by the end of August. 

Resolution 

We note that PECO's proposal is an interim but not final resolution. It 

remains for the FERC and the PJM Office of Interconnection ( OI ) to resolve 

many of the specifics involved. The Company is hereby directed to include its 

proposed language to Rule 8.2 in its next Supplier Tariff Compliance Filing. 

E . Sections. Commencement of EDC/EGS Coordination. 

1. Rule 3.5. Grounds for Rejecting Registration. 

SEL argues that in view of the fact that all licensed EGSs have met 

the Commission's financial fitness criteria, PECO should be required to petition 

the Commission for authorization to reject the registration of an EGS for 

coordination services. 

12 



In its response comments, PECO noted that SEL did not participate 

in the Company's restructuring proceedings or in the Supplier Tariff proceedings. 

PECO notes that this matter was considered by the parties and therefore, the 

Commission should not consider SEL's comments. 

Resolution 

PECO proposed that it may reject any registration for Coordination 

Services i f a) the EGS has an undisputed debt from previous receipt of 

Coordination Services, b) the EGS failed to comply with the credit requirements of 

Rule 12, and c) the EGS failed to submit a completed registration within thirty (30) 

days. PECO also proposes that it may petition the Commission to reject 

registration of an EGS with " Bad C r e d i t A s PECO notes, this matter was 

considered by the parties in the proceedings at Docket No. R-00984298. The 

parties appeared to have accepted PECO's proposal and did not submit this matter 

to the Administrative Law Judge and the Commission for resolution. We will not 

adopt SEL's recommendation at this point. An EGS may ultimately file a formal 

complaint with the Commission i f PECO rejects their registration. While this may 

delay some EGS from commencing its services to customers, it may avoid 

problems for the customers and the PLR. 

We believe that these rules and the rules contained in Section 12 of 

the proposed tariff are premised on a reasonable basis. However, we are 

concerned that the EDC may abuse its enforcement of these rules and those in 

Section 12 of this tariff. While we appreciate the rational for these tariff rules, we 

will not tolerate an EDC's abusive application of these rules. We would view such 

13 



action as a prohibited application of market power through unreasonable 

restrictions of the activities of licensed EGSs. 

F. Section 5. Direct Access Procedures. 

1. Rule 5.1. Customer Enrollment. 

SEL requests that the tariff language be revised to cite the specific 

enrollment details and be available for reference within the Coordination Tariff 

and also be available for use as the year 2000 retail access initiative is undertaken. 

In its response, PECO argues that its proposed Rule 5.1 sufficiently 

incorporates reference to any further Commission Orders concerning the 

enrollment procedures (Docket No. M-00960890 F.0014). 

Resolution 

We will not adopt SEL's recommendation to require this tariff to cite 

specific enrollment details. We believe that it is incumbent on all market 

participants to remain informed on the specifics of the enrollment procedures. 

Furthermore, as these procedures may become subject to modification as 

circumstances may warrant, it may become difficult to maintain accurate 

information in the filed tariff language. 

14 
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2. Rule 5.1.3(b). Data Exchange 

SEL requests that the EDC be required to provide all EGSs the 

customer's billing address in addition to the account number, rate class, customer 

name and service location address. SEL argues that in the absence of the 

customer's telephone number, the billing address is essential to promote customer 

contact. 

PECO responded that the data exchange rules were subject to 

exhaustive discussion and litigation and that the Commission made a decision 

which attempted to balance the interests of the parties. 

Resolution 

We will not adopt SEL's recommendation. In our May 28, 1998 

Order at Docket No. R-00984298, we directed PECO to amend its tariff to include 

the customer's name and service address in addition to the account number and the 

rate class. We have attempted to offer consumers the choice to disclose their 

telephone number while making them aware of the possible difficulties of 

obtaining exposure to the greatest number of EGSs. 

3. Rule 5.2.1(b). Initial EGS Selection for 1998. 

SEL recommends that the words " i f required" be deleted from this 

rule. SEL did not provide any further explanation for this recommendation. 

15 



PECO responded that this matter was subject to the parties' review 

during the proceedings at Docket No. R-00984298 and that SEL's late request 

should be ignored. 

Resolution 

Rule 5.2.1 pertains to the initial EGS selections for 1998. Under this 

rule, i f a customer contacts the EDC by telephone in order to select an EGS, the 

EDC will direct the customer to contact the EGS. The EDC will provide the 

telephone number of the EGS to the customer, i f required. At this point, we will 

not adopt SEL's recommendation. 

4. Rule 5.2.1(c). Initial EGS Section for 1998. 

Rule 5.3.2(a). Switching Among EGSs and Initial Selection of an EGS 
Beginning in January 1999. 

MAPSA notes that these rules require an EGS to obtain written 

authorization from customers in order to facilitate initial supplier selection and 

switching. MAPSA argues that the Commission's Order of May 21, 1998, 

Establishing Standards for Changing a Customer's Electric Generation Supplier, 

Docket No. L-00970121 indicates that for the purposes of switching, no written 

authorization is required. MAPSA requests that the Commission clarify whether 

written authorization is required in order to choose an EGS under any 

circumstances. MAPSA also requests the Commission to make clear that the 

streamlined procedure detailed in the EDEWG order is an appropriate selection 

process applicable to either selection or switching and that there is no basis to 

distinguish between the two processes. 
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In its supplemental reply comments, PECO agreed to amend the 

tariff to provide that" direct oral confirmation or written evidence of consent" is 

necessary to establish a customer switch. 

Resolution 

In the Order entered July 7, 1998, at Docket No. L-00970121, 

Rulemaking Order Establishing Standards for Changing a Customer's Electric 

Supplier, we stated that Section 2807(d)(1) of the Act does not mandate the 

existence of a signed authorization to change a supplier and that a printed 

electronic transfer order can satisfy the "written evidence" requirement of the Act. 

We also stated that it was never our intention to propose regulations which 

precluded the use of electronic data transfer as a means of communications 

between the EDC and the EGSs to process the customer request. We further 

concluded that there was no requirement that the EDC must maintain a paper 

record because the electronic transfer order can remain with the EGS. In Annex A 

to the July 7, 1998 Order, under §57.173 Customer Contact with Electric 

Generation Suppliers, we proposed that this contact may be either "direct oral 

confirmation or written authorization. 

In view of the foregoing, we will adopt MAPSA's request for 

clarification. PECO is directed to amend Rule 5.2.1(c) and Rule 5.3.2(a) to 

conform with the Commission's Order of July 7, 1998, at Docket No. L-00970121. 

PECO may not restrict the EGSs to the provision of "written authorization" from 

the customers for neither the initial supplier selection nor switching. 
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Furthermore, PECO is directed to amend all similar tariff language 

which is limited to the provision of" written authorization " and to comply with 

the Commission's orders at L-0097121. 

Electronic transmittal should be allowed. In order that an EDC be 

protected from the unauthorized release of data the EGS must maintain appropriate 

records accordingly. The EDC must comply with the Commission's orders in the 

EDEWG process at M-00960890,F.OO15. 

5. Rule 5.2.1(e). 

MAPSA objects to the tariff language which indicates that PECO 

will send a confirmation letter to customers who have made an initial EGS 

selection "after the initial EGS selection period concludes." MAPSA believes that 

it is unreasonable to delay sending a customer a confirmation letter until 

November 1, 1998. MAPSA argues that the Commission's proposed regulations in 

the revised Final Rulemaking Order establishing Standards for Changing a 

Customer's Electric Generation Supplier in §57.173, requires that an EDC will 

send a confirmation letter "by the end of the next business day following receipt of 

the notification of the customer's selection of an EGS." MAPSA contends that 

there should be no difference in the timing requirements for sending the 

confirmation letter between the initial EGS selection and subsequent selections of 

different EGSs. MAPSA recommends that PECO be directed to revise this tariff 

provision to be consistent with the proposed Rulemaking. 

In its supplemental reply comments, PECO agreed to amend the 

tariff language to provide that beginning with switch requests received in January, 



1999, PECO Energy must send the 10-day letter before the end of the next 

business day after PECO Energy's receipt of valid notification of a customer 

switch. 

In its response, PECO disagreed with MAPSA's recommendation. 

PECO claims that MAPSA cited the incorrect Commission Order on this issue. 

PECO argues that the Commission's Enrollment Order clearly provides that, 

following the conclusion of the enrollment period, the EDCs shall have ten 

business days following receipt of selection notices from EGSs to mail 

confirmation letters to selecting customers. 

Resolution 

While we will not adopt MAPSA's recommendation, MAPSA has 

pointed out that the tariff language is open to an interpretation which does not 

reflect our May 21, 1998 Order at Docket No. M-00960890 F.0014 entitled 

Enrollment Procedures Applicable to Electric Distribution Companies and Electric 

Generation Suppliers During the Phase-In Implementation of Direct Access. In 

this Order, we directed EGSs that beginning September 1, 1998, the EGSs shall 

notify the EDCs of a customer's supplier selection. We directed the EDCs to mail 

confirmation letters to customers within ten business days following the receipt of 

notices from the EGSs. 

Although we subsequently extended the date to October 1, 1998, for 

the transmittal to EDCs of a customer's selection, the ten-day period for mailing a 

confirmation letter is in effect from October 1, 1998, through November 1, 1998. 
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Furthermore, in our Order of June 19, 1998, at Docket No. 

M-00960890 F.OOl 5, Standards for Electronic Data Transfer and Exchange 

Between Electric Distribution Companies and Electric Generation Suppliers, we 

stated: 

With respect to the issuance of confirmation letters to 
customers, we note that our Enrollment Procedures Order directs that 
these letters be sent by EDCs within ten business days of receiving 
the selection. While we will not modify that obligation for the two-
month supplier selection period beginning on September 1, 1998, we 
encourage EDCs to progressively improve the processing time for 
this function, so as to meet the one-day standards which will be 
effective on November 1, 1998. (p. 14) 

We direct PECO to revise these tariff provisions to accurately reflect 

the requirements of our May 21, 1998 Order at Docket No. M-00960890 F.0014 

and our June 19, 1998 Order at Docket No. M-00960890 F.OOl5. 

6. Rule 5.3.1. Switching Among EGSs and Initial Selection of an EGS 
Beginning in January 1999. 

SEL contends that this "switching" protocol attempts to control 

information release to the EGS beyond those requirements already set forth by the 

Commission. SEL contends that it is unnecessary for an EGS to inform a . 

customer who is switching EGSs of certain information release requirements. 

PECO responded that these switching rules were subject to 

exhaustive discussion and litigation. PECO argues that the customer may not be 

aware that this information will be released to the new EGS. 
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Resolution 

We will adopt SEL's recommendations concerning customers who 

are switching EGSs. We believe that the customer is already aware that this 

information was made available to an EGS. PECO is directed to amend the 

proposed tariff accordingly. 

Furthermore, we direct PECO to amend Rule 5.2.1(a) to also reflect 

this finding. 

G. Section 6. Load Forecasting. 

1. Rule 6.2.5.2. Partial Load Service for 1999 PECO Energy Billing 
Months Only. 

Both Conectiv and MAPSA note that this provision requires that 

every customer in the specified rate classifications "must" purchase a portion of its 

energy and capacity from PECO, even i f there is no necessity to allocate or pro­

rate energy needs. Conectiv and MAPSA recommend that the word "must" 

contained in this tariff provision should be changed to "may." 

In its response to these parties' recommendations, PECO states that it 

is possible that partial load service may not be necessary. The Company argues 

that the rule, as proposed, would require these customers to buy some service from 

PECO, i f the amount of load enrolled does not require partial load service. The 

Company states that it has no objection to the inclusion of the appropriate 

clarifying language. PECO suggests instead of replacing the word "must" with 

"may," that proposed tariff include the phrase " i f application of Rule 22.6.4 of the 

EDC tariff requires Partial Load Service." PECO objects to the use of the word 
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"may" because it might be thought to imply that a customer could obtain all of its 

service from two EGSs rather than from one EGS and from PECO. 

Resolution 

We will adopt the clarifying language proposed by PECO. However, 

we do not fully agree with PECO's argument. Specifically, it may be possible for a 

partial load customer to obtain service from more than one EGS, at the same time, 

for the competitive Partial Load. PECO would be responsible for the balance of 

the service. We do not agree with PECO's inference that the adoption of its 

proposed clarification limits a partial load customer to obtaining service from "one 

EGS" and from PECO. 

2. Rule 6.3.2. Process Description for Forecasting. 

SEL objects to PECO's proposed method of providing day ahead 

forecasts on behalf of SEL. SEL proposes that the Commission allow EGSs to 

provide their own forecasts for monthly metered customers' load and reserves. 

SEL requests that PECO not be granted the unilateral prerogative to "reject an 

EGS's load forecast." SEL recommends that PECO be required to contact the EGS 

to resolve its forecast concerns and that i f no agreement is reached, then the EGS's 

forecast should prevail. SEL argues that this is reasonable in view of PECO's 

proposed "scheduling error" charge. 

PECO responded to SEL's recommendations that SEL's challenges 

were all questioned by other EGSs during the negotiations and the on-the-record 

proceedings. PECO argues that these provisions are FERC jurisdictional matters. 
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Resolution 

We will not, at this point, adopt SEL's proposals. We note that the 

EGSs may propose their own forecast, may seek Alternative Dispute Resolution 

and may file a complaint with the Commission and/or the FERC. However, SEL 

has pointed out a potentially serious problem which may seriously restrict the 

development of a fully competitive market. PECO may expose itself to serious 

charges of abusive market power i f its forecasts result in financial harm or 

increased uncertainty of success for EGSs. 

3. Rule 6.5. Adequacy of Forecasts. 

SEL contends that the two options presented in the tariff to address 

the adequacy of forecasts are unnecessarily complex and impose unnecessary 

financial burdens on the EGS. SEL argues that a fiilly vested PJM member should 

be permitted to calculate and submit its schedules directly to the PJM and settle its 

financial accounts accordingly. SEL also requests that language be added to 

permit an EGS to unilaterally change their hourly PJM e-Schedule, consistent with 

PJM operational protocols, based on changing load or energy price conditions. 

PECO argues that these tariff provisions were all questioned by other 

EGSs during the negotiations and the on-the-record proceedings. PECO also noted 

that these provisions are FERC jurisdictional. 
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Resolution 

As with the preceding issue, we will not, at this point, adopt SEL's 

proposals. We would anticipate that an EGS would not be financially harmed at 

the time of reconciliation in the event that PECO had imposed its load forecast 

over the objections of an EGS. 

H. Section 7. Load Scheduling. 

I . Rule 7.3.2. Load Schedule Changes. 

SEL believes that PECO should not have a right to unilaterally reject 

an EGS's schedule change submitted to the PJM e-Schedules system. SEL notes, 

again, that because of PECO's proposal to impose financial penalties on EGSs for 

"scheduling errors," that PECO should not possess the unilateral authority to reject 

an EGS's schedule change. 

PECO again notes that these were matters considered by the other 

EGSs during the negotiations and the on-the-record proceedings. PECO reiterates 

that these are FERC jurisdictional matters. 

Resolution 

We will not, at this point, adopt the recommendation of SEL. 

However, as with the preceding issues, we agree that there may be serious negative 

impacts on the development of a competitive marketplace. 
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1. Section 9. Utilization of Scheduling Coordinators. 

SEL contends that this section is vague regarding settlement of 

accounts between PECO and an EGS acting as a Scheduling Coordinator for 

another EGS. SEL recommends language be added to clarify the ambiguities. 

PECO responded that these provisions were questioned by other 

EGSs during the negotiations and the on-the-record proceedings. 

Resolution 

Our review of the PECO Supplier Tariff failed to identify the 

ambiguities alleged by SEL. The tariff appears to be adequate. SEL failed to 

provide specific examples of clarifying language. Therefore, we will adopt 

PECO's proposed tariff language. 

J. Section 14. EGS's Discontinuance of Service Rule 14.2 Notice to 
Customers. 

Enron argues that because the Commission eliminated the underlying 

regulation at Docket L-00970126 in its Final Rulemaking Order entered May 1, 

1998, Rule 14.2 should be eliminated from the PECO Supplier Tariff. In the 

alternative, Enron proposes that the rule should be revised so that it indicates 

solely that the cancellation or discontinuance will be in accordance with the 

contract entered into between the customer and the EGS. 

The OCA argues that PECO's Rule 14.2, requiring 30 days advance 

notice to a customer prior to cancellation of service is appropriate and reasonable. 
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The OCA notes that an EGS's cancellation of service has an effect on PECO and 

its customers. The OCA states that while the impact may not be as great as where 

an EGS completely ceases operations, PECO and its customers will still be 

affected by the actions of the EGS. The OCA believes that without notification of 

cancellation from the EGS, the customers may believe that PECO "slammed" them 

and changed their service without authorization. The OCA also states that 

customers must be given the opportunity to select a new supplier prior to reverting 

to PECO default service. 

PECO responded that it supported the OCA's comments. 

Enron filed responses to the OCA's reply comments. Enron, in its 

reply comments, notes that the Commission eliminated any required minimum 

period of notice of cancellation from the underlying rulemaking. Enron argues 

that the Commission cannot impose through this supplier tariff process a 

mandatory provision that had been rejected by the Independent Regulatory Review 

Commission (IRRC). Furthermore, Enron argues that neither it nor the IRRC 

rejected the notion that suppliers should provide some notice to customers before 

the contract was canceled. Enron states that it is the mandatory 30-day time period 

which it opposes. Enron posits that the notice and the extent of the notice should 

be a matter to be determined between the customer and the supplier and should not 

be a "one-size fits all" requirement mandated by the Commission. 

Enron believes that requiring suppliers to wait 30 days before they 

can stop providing service to a customer would mean that suppliers would be 

forced to bear huge levels of uncollectible revenues. Enron notes that because the 
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EGSs have no ability to terminate service, there is no need to require a particular 

and lengthy time period for cancellation. 

Resolution 

While we appreciate the EGS's concerns about the potential for 

increased uncollectibles and the customers' ability to select among various contract 

terms offered by competing EGSs, we will not adopt Enron's proposal. The PLR 

will be affected when an EGS cancels its service to a consumer. We noted in 

numerous licensing application orders that the customers should have an 

opportunity to repair their relationship with an EGS. 

Furthermore, we share the OCA's concern that customers may 

believe that they have been improperly switched from their EGS's service by the 

EDC. The potential for additional customer confusion and the resulting informal 

and formal complaints concerning the EDCs may be diminished by the adoption of 

the proposed tariff rule. 

In our Order entered August 13, 1998, at Docket No. M-00960890 

F.OOl3, we required a thirty-day notice be given when customers are transferred to 

another supplier. There are certain similarities between a transfer and a 

cancellation from a customer's perspective. 

In view of the foregoing, we direct PECO to amend its proposed 

tariff to reflect that the thirty-day advance notice is required for residential and 

small business customers. PECO is also directed to incorporate the Commission's 

definition of a "small business customer" in the tariff. 
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In Docket No. L-00970126, we addressed the disclosure of 

information to residential and small business customers. In our May 1, 1998, 

Order at this docket, we defined a small business customer in the following way: 

This term refers to a person, sole proprietorship, partnership, 
corporation, association or other business entity that receives electric 
service under a small commercial, small industrial or small business 
rate classification, and whose maximum registered peak load was 
less than 25 kW within the last 12 months. 

K. Frequently Asked Questions. 

Both MAPSA and Conective observed that PECO failed to 

incorporate the Commission's directive in its May 28, 1998 Order that PECO must 

"post on its website Frequently Asked Questions pages and that these pages be 

updated regularly." 

In its response to the parties' comments, PECO agreed that such 

language is required. PECO proposed specific language be added to the Technical 

Support and Assistance Charge. 

Resolution 

We agree with the parties' observation and will allow PECO to 

include the language it had proposed in Exhibit "C" to its comments to be included 

in the Supplier Tariff. 
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L . Electronic Data Exchange. 

MAPSA recommends that PECO be required to revise its Supplier 

Tariff to limit the use of its SUCCESS website to make available load profiles, 

eligible customer lists, meter reading schedules, daily operation schedules, EDC 

rates, stratacodes, and the capacity obligations for PJM members. MAPSA states 

that it supports the EDEWG July 24, 1998 recommendations to the Commission. 

PECO responded that in the EDEWG's July 24, 1998 "Revisions, 

Clarification, and Additions," the EDEWG has substantially expanded the scope of 

EDI transactional requirements which value-added networks (VAN) are typically 

designed to secure. PECO argues that MAPSA's suggestions should not be 

adopted because the SUCCESS website works and most EGSs have learned how 

to use it during the pilot program. PECO argues that to expand the use of another 

mechanism at this time could present unseen problems and stall the transition from 

the pilot to the phase-in. PECO also claims that the use of EDI transactions over a 

VAN will be costly for both the EGS and PECO. 

PECO notes that, at a minimum, the Commission should not decide 

prematurely what the Commission will have to finally decide in the context of the 

generically applicable EDEWG. 

Resolution 

As noted by PECO, we have continued to make these types of 

determinations in the context of our directives at Docket No. M-00960890 F.OOl 5, 

Standards for Electronic Data Transfer and Exchange Between Electric 
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Distribution Companies and Electric Generation Suppliers. PECO's tariff 

provisions relating to the electronic exchange of data must reflect the conclusions 

in our Orders on EDEWG matters. 

III. CUSTOMER TARIFF 

A. Transmission Rates. 

MAPSA and Conectiv note that PECO failed to include the 

transmission charges applicable to rate LILR and recommend that the Commission 

direct PECO to provide the appropriate rate. 

PECO did not provide a response to these comments. 

Resolution 

We note that by letter dated July 24, 1998, PECO submitted a 

voluntary postponement of these tariffs and included tariff replacement pages to 

correct this oversight. 

IV. COMPETITIVE METERING AND BILLING 

A. Chapter 56 Budget Billing Requirements. 

ACORN/CEPA argue that the issue whether EGSs performing a 

billing function were required to provide budget billing options was unresolved in 

the negotiations concerning PECO's competitive metering and billing 
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specifications. ACORN/CEPA contend that PECO's proposed budget billing 

process require revision and further clarification i f the budget billing customer 

protections of Chapter 56 are to be fully preserved. ACORN/CEPA note that the 

Commission has repeatedly held that under the Act, the residential customer's right 

to choose a budget billing plan from any billing entity shall not be diminished 

absent a Commission waiver. ACORN/CEPA also note that the Act requires the 

EDCs maintain the same level of customer service quality under retail competition 

and that the EDCs are therefore required to continue to provide residential 

customers all the protections set forth in Chapter 56. 

ACORN/CEPA recommend that PECO be directed to replace the 

phrase "waives any applicable requirement" in the proposed Supplier Tariff with 

the phrase "waives the requirements of 52 Pa. Code §56.12(7)." 

In its response, PECO states that the Commission should not adopt 

any changes proposed by ACORN/CEPA. PECO argues that the processes 

proposed in the tariff do not assume that all EGSs have waivers to Chapter 56. 

Resolution 

While we agree with ACORN/CEPA's position that Chapter 56 

applies to both EGSs and EDCs when they offer billing services, we do not believe 

it is necessary to adopt the proposed specific revisions to the tariff language. 
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B. Consolidated E D C Billing. 

ACORN/CEPA contend that when PECO is the billing entity, it must 

provide budget billing regardless of whether the customer's EGS provides a budget 

billing option. ACORN/CEPA note that the proposed tariff offers two sets of 

processes, one where the EGS "offers" budget billing, and another where the EGS 

"does not offer a budget." ACORN/CEPA argue that the distinction based upon 

the policy of the EGS is irrelevant for an EDC offering consolidated billing, 

because, as the billing entity, the EDC is required under Chapter 56 to honor the 

customer's option for a budget bill. According to ACORN/CEPA, the budget bill 

would include EGS generation and EDC transmission, distribution and CTC 

components. ACORN/CEPA state that PECO assumes that i f an EGS obtains a 

waiver of budget billing requirements for its actions when the EGS is providing a 

consolidated EGS bill, then the EGS charges for other customers will not be 

subject to budget billing when an EDC is performing the consolidated billing. 

According to ACORN/CEPA, i f an EGS obtains a waiver of budget billing, such 

EGS would transmit its current charges to the EDC performing consolidated 

billing, the EDC would place those current charges on the bill, and the customer 

would be obligated to pay the EGS's current charges as well as the EDC's budget 

charges. ACORN/CEPA argue that this scenario is contrary to the whole nature 

and purpose of budget billing. Therefore, ACORN/CEPA request that the 

Commission require that under consolidated EDC billing, a customer's request for 

budget billing should result in making all charges on the bill subject to the budget 

billing requirement. 

In response, PECO opposes any changes proposed by 

ACORN/CEPA. PECO argue that the processes proposed in its tariff do not 
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assume all EGSs have waivers to the Chapter 56 budget billing requirements, as 

the ACORN/CEPA comments content. 

Resolution 

We agree with the ACORN/CEPA position that consumers must 

continue to be offered a budget billing option. In our June 18, 1998 Order at 

Docket No. M-00960890 F0011, we addressed whether the billing entity is 

obligated to remit the service provider's actual charges or only the portion of the 

budget bill payment that is applicable to generation services. We stated that the 

simplest and fairest approach for applying budget bill payments to the various 

charges is on a pro rata basis. We stated that i f an EDC is providing billing 

services on behalf of an EGS, the statute specifically states that "it shall not be 

required to forward payment" to the EGS before it "has received payment for these 

services from customers." 66 Pa. CS Section 2807 (c) (3). We concluded that an 

EDC which is billing for an EGS is not required to remit the full charges to the 

EGS when it receives a budget bill payment from the customer. 

EDCs who issue consolidated billings must offer a budget billing 

option. PECO is directed to revise its proposed tariff language accordingly. 

C. General Rules for Budget Billing. 

ACORN/CEPA contend that the proposed language is contrary to 

law, erroneous and confusing. ACORN/CEPA object to the first general rule 

because the process for budget billing by an EDC performing consolidated billing 

is not dependent upon what an EGS may request. ACORN/CEPA also contend 

that the second, the fourth and the sixth general rules are confusing because these 

rules refer to a "customer switch" without specifying the exact nature of the 
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switch. Finally, ACORN/CEPA object to the second general rule because it seems 

to create the erroneous impression that the Chapter 56 obligation to review and 

adjust a customer's account at least three times during a twelve-month period is no 

longer applicable. 

PECO failed to provide a specific response to these comments. 

Resolution 

We will not adopt the suggestions of ACORN/CEPA. The first 

general rule offers the EGS, i f the EGS requests, the option of the calculation of 

the budget bill using PECO's budgeting protocol. The second general rule does 

not refer to a "customer switch" as ACORN/CEPA contends. In addition, while 

the second general rule does not specifically refer to the requirements of Chapter 

56 that the utility review the account at least three times during the optional 

billing period, the rule does not circumvent the requirements of the Commission's 

Chapter 56 regulations, either. While the fourth and the sixth general rules do 

refer to a "customer switch," we do not believe the specific enumeration of all the 

possible actions which could result from a customer's request to change suppliers 

or billing options is necessary. It would appear that ACORN/CEPA has 

misinterpreted these general rules or has postulated the most objectionable 

meanings of these proposed rules. 

D. Consolidated EGS Billing. 

ACORN/CEPA contend that the process described for consolidated 

EGS budget billing is not consistent with the general rules for budget billing set 
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forth in the next paragraph of the proposed tariff. ACORN/CEPA notes that the 

proposed tariff would require the EGS providing consolidated billing to pay PECO 

a sum equal to the "current" (as opposed to "budget") charges. ACORN/CEPA 

believes that this tariff provision is in direct conflict with a portion of the first 

general rule for budget billing which requires that the EGS "must display PECO 

actual charges and the EGS must pay PECO for its budget charges." 

ACORN/CEPA contend that certain terms contained in the "Month 12" 

reconciliation process should be defined and designated by one term. 

Finally, ACORN/CEPA recommend that option (b) contained in the 

first general rule for budget billing should be deleted because it refers to the 

inclusion of an "actual" PECO amount on the bill of a budget bill scenario. 

PECO did not provide a specific response to this comment. 

Resolution 

In PECO's proposed "General Rules for Budget Billing" it appears 

that it would be incorrect to state that "the EGS must pay PECO for its budget 

charges". In viewing the tariff provisions immediately proceeding the "General 

Rules", and to be consistent with the proposed tariff provisions contained in the 

Consolidated EDC Billing section of the tariff, the correct language should be 

"current charges". PECO is directed to correct this tariff provision accordingly. 

We believe that it is not necessary to require the other 

ACORN/CEPA recommended changes to these tariff provisions. 
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E . Availability of Competitive Billing Services. 

SEL objects to the proposed requirement that an EGS which is 

qualified and plans to offer consolidated billing must inform PECO on or before 

August 1, 1998. SEL notes that the qualification standards are not yet defined and 

therefore it is inappropriate to maintain the August 1, 1998 deadline. 

PECO did not respond to this comment. 

Resolution 

We will adopt SEL's recommendation. In view of the facts, the 

August 1, 1998 deadline was unreasonable because it made it impossible for EGSs 

to comply with the proposed tariff. 

PECO is directed to revise its tariff proposal in order to allow EGSs 

to offer competitive billing by January 1, 1999. 

F. Reversion to Split Billing. 

MAPSA and Conectiv contend that the proposed language in 

paragraph 11 of the competitive billing specification section of the tariff is 

inadequate. MAPSA and Conectiv recommend that the-request to revert to split 

billing should be in writing and the request must be made at least sixteen days in 

advance of the next billing cycle. 
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MAPSA and Conectiv also recommend that the term "split billing" 

be changed to "Separate EDC/EGS Billing" for clarity. MAPSA and Conectiv 

propose that the following paragraph b used to replace paragraph 11 in the 

proposed tariff: 

Undisputed accounts that are 90 days or three billing cycles overdue, 
whichever is shorter, will be considered seriously delinquent and, at 
the written request of either the EDC or EGS, will convert to 
separate EDC/EGS Billing for the next billing cycle commencing 
sixteen (16) days after receipt of the written request. 

PECO responded that it agreed with the suggested changes to this 

tariff provision. However, PECO recommended that written notice be clarified to 

state that electronic notice may be used. 

Resolution 

We will adopt the recommendation of MAPSA and Conectiv as 

modified by PECO to reflect the use of electronic notice. PECO is directed to 

make the appropriate revisions to the tariff. 

G. Third Party Metering and Billing. 

MAPSA and Conectiv note that the Commission's July 1, 1998 

Order at Docket Nos. R-00973953 and P-00971265 concerning competitive 

metering and billing requires that a third party which was not providing generation 

supply may offer these services. Conectiv states that PECO may not ignore the 

July 1, 1998 Order on the grounds that it has sought reconsideration. 
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PECO responded that it has sought reconsideration of this provision 

of the July 1, 1998 Order. PECO states that i f the Commission does not grant its 

petition for reconsideration, it will provide the appropriate tariff language. 

Resolution 

While the petition for reconsideration is before the Commission, 

PECO is nonetheless required to file the appropriate compliance tariff language. 

We direct PECO to file the language as required by our earlier Order of July 1, 

1998. 

H. Presumption of Fitness. 

MAPSA and Conectiv recommend that the language in this section 

of the tariff be revised to delete the term "technically." MAPSA and Conectiv note 

that the Commission's July 1, 1998 Order referred to a "presumption of fitness" 

and not to technical fitness. 

PECO did not provide a response to these comments. 

Resolution 

We will adopt the recommendation of MAPSA and Conectiv and 

therefore direct PECO to delete the term "technically" from this tariff provision. 
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I. Customer Characteristic Information. 

MAPSA and Conectiv noted that while the Commission's July 1, 

1998 Order required PECO to supply the customer characteristic and access 

requirements information, PECO had failed to include this in the proposed tariff. 

MAPSA and Conectiv suggest the following should be included in the tariff: 

When an EGS desires to provide metering to one of its customers, on 
request from the EGS, PECO will provide to the EGS, without 
charge, customer characteristics and access requirements for the 
EGS' customer. 

PECO did not respond to this comment. 

Resolution 

We will adopt the proposal of MAPSA and Conectiv. PECO is 

directed to include the proposed language in the tariff 

V. CODE OF CONDUCT 

Section III . N. Code of Conduct, of the Settlement Agreement, states 

as follows: 

PECO further agrees that it will be subject to and governed by the Code of 
Conduct set forth in Appendix H to this Joint Petition. The Code of 
Conduct set forth in Appendix H shall remain applicable to PECO until the 
later of January 1, 2001, or the date when the statewide generic code of 
conduct established by the Commission in its rulemaking becomes 
effective. 
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Item No. 10 of the Interim Code of Conduct requires that PECO: 

...shall filea compliance filing within 60 days of execution of any 
settlement which sets forth a detailed plan for compliance with this Code of 
Conduct as well as the PUC separation and cost allocation requirements 
already ordered. 

On July 22, 1998, MAPSA filed comments to PECO's June 29, 1998 

compliance filing regarding its Interim Code of Conduct. On August 7, 1998, 

PECO filed reply comments to the issues raised by MAPSA. 

MAPSA states that PECO's compliance filing is not in accord with 

the directives of the Settlement Agreement or the Commission's Final Order and 

does not include sufficient detail to allow for meaningful review. MAPSA has 

identified several alleged deficiencies with PECO's compliance filing: 

Separation of PECO E D C and PECO Supplier Employees (Code of Conduct 
Standard No. 5) 

MAPSA states that the following serious questions remain 

unanswered concerning the separation of PECO EDC/PECO Supplier employees: 

Are there shared PECO EDC/PECO Supplier employees? I f there 
are, the individuals should be identified and their job descriptions 
listed. Without this information, the Commission will not be able 
to determine whether there is sufficient separation to comply with 
the Code of Conduct. 

What is the minimum allowable period for an employee transfer? 
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What conditions, i f any, are imposed upon newly transferred 
employees in order to prevent the circumvention of the requirements 
of Standard 5? 

Are all Exelon employees located in the Wayne, Pennsylvania 
office? I f not, where are they located? 

Is the National Energy Team sharing a floor with any PECO EDC 
operational employees? 

What functions are performed by the PECO EDC groups currently 
located on the same floor as the National Energy Team? 

How will PECO ensure that the National Energy Team will not be 
privy to the informal transfer of PECO EDC information? 

PECO states that both existing PECO Suppliers have their own 
direct line management. PECO should be required to provide 
an organizational chart so the Commission can ensure that PECO 
is in compliance. 

Sales of Non-Power Goods or Services (Code of Conduct Standard No. 3) 

MAPSA states that Code of Conduct Standard No. 3 requires that 

PECO not engage in transactions with a PECO Supplier that are detrimental to 

either the PECO EDC and its customers or to the competitive market. MAPSA 

claims that without an adequate description of PECO's internal accounting 

controls currently in place, it is not possible to ensure compliance with the Interim 

Code of Conduct. MAPSA believes that PECO should be required to provide 

additional information such as the following: 

How does PECO determine the market value of goods and 
services? 
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Are the support functions listed above the only services that 
will be shared? 

What "information systems" does PECO EDC contemplate 
transferring to PECO Supplier? 

What accounting principles will PECO EDC employ with respect 
to any sale of non-power goods or services from PECO Supplier 
to PECO EDC? 

How will PECO ensure that no transaction between PECO EDC and 
a PECO Supplier will involve cross-subsidization? 

Are all of PECO's cost allocation and asset transfer valuation rules 
contained in Section IV of its compliance filing? Are some of the 
rules located elsewhere? I f so, where? 

MAPSA also claims that PECO's statement that all transfers of value 

between PECO EDC and PECO's affiliated supplier will be billed at a cost not less 

than PECO's fully allocated cost does not comply with Standard No. 3. MAPSA 

states that Standard No. 3 requires the PECO EDC to not sell non-power goods or 

services to PECO Supplier at a price below the cost or market, whichever is 

higher. MAPSA expresses the same concern with regard to PECO's proposal that 

the PECO EDC will bill its affiliated supplier on a fully-allocated costs basis with 

respect to shared employees, office space, parking and storage spaces, facilities, 

and equipment. 

Simultaneous Disclosure of Market Information (Code of Conduct Standard 
No. 4) 

In regard to PECO's proposed compliance with this standard, 

MAPSA claims that: 
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PECO has failed to enumerate the particular classes of employees 
which it believes have access to confidential customer information. 

PECO should not be permitted to transfer expertise gained in its 
capacity as a regulated entity to its competitive side without 
sharing benefit of that expertise with all Suppliers, affiliated or 
not. 

PECO's proposed implementation plan does not evidence an 
intention that its SUCCESS website be a PECO Supplier's 
exclusive method of obtaining customer information from PECO 
EDC and, further, PECO's filing appears to state that the PECO 
Supplier and PECO EDC share a common intranet. 

MAPSA also avers that PECO's compliance filing fails to provide 

for an adequate oversight mechanism, or for appropriate correction of infractions. 

MAPSA states that PECO's employees are given opportunities to report 

infractions, but are not required to do so. MAPSA claims that PECO employees 

should be guaranteed that a report of an infraction to an outside regulatory agency, 

such as the Commission, is subject to full "whistleblower" protection and that 

PECO's general counsel should constantly monitor PECO's compliance, and 

should punish all violations, not just those that are intentional. 

MAPSA concludes that the Commission should require that PECO 

file a new implementation plan which addresses its concerns and that PECO 

should also be required to file an implementation plan for the Competitive 

Safeguards provisions included in its compliance filing. 

In its reply comments, PECO generally states that MAPSA's 

requested additions to PECO's Code of Conduct and compliance filing should all 

be rejected as they are: "(1) already addressed in the Public Utility Code or other 

sources of law; (2) beyond the scope of the Final Settlement in PECO Energy's 
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Restructuring proceeding; (3) an attempt to relitigate issues the MAPSA members 

lost in settlement negotiations; or (4) an unreasonable interpretation of an 

applicable provision." PECO also notes that Standards No. 8 and No. 9 of the 

Interim Code of Conduct anticipate the possibility that real disputes may develop 

concerning compliance and provide an expeditious procedure for resolving any 

such disputes. PECO further states that i f a Supplier believes PECO has 

committed a Code violation it may file a Complaint with the Commission. 

PECO also provided specific responses to MAPSA's comments. 

With regard'to the separation of PECO EDC and PECO Supplier employees 

(Standard No. 5), PECO responded as follows: 

the Interim Code requires no "minimum allowable period for an 
employee transfer" between PECO EDC and PECO Supplier. 
Upon such transfers, however, representatives from PECO Energy's 
Legal Division who are charged with training all affected PECO 
EDC and PECO Supplier employees will contact newly transferred 
employees to reemphasize the Interim Code requirements on which 
they have already received training. 

the Interim Code does not require separate buildings or elevator 
banks for the EDC's affiliated or divisional EGS. To protect 
against informal transfers [of competitive information], PECO 
Energy's EGS/EDC employee training will stress the EDC's 
obligation to maintain the confidentiality of competitively 
sensitive information generated by the EDC in connection with 
its monopoly "wires business" functions, and to not discuss such 
matters in the building's common areas. 

There are no employees who work for both PECO EDC and any 
PECO Supplier. 

Most of Exelon Energy's employees are located in the Wayne, 
Pennsylvania office with some employees in Pittsburgh and in 
Valley Forge. 
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The NET [National Energy Team] does not share a floor with 
any PECO EDC employees; rather, the NET shares its floor with 
marketing and communication employees of PECO Energy's 
unregulated, competitive Exelon group. 

Concerning MAPSA's comments addressing PECO's compliance 

with sales of non-power goods and services (Standard No. 3), PECO stated that: 

"Internal account controls" means that PECO EDC and PECO 
Supplier each have a designated code in the Company's accounting 
system. Transactions between PECO EDC and PECO Suppliers 
are identified per those designated codes and reviewed monthly 
to insure correct coding. 

A similar set of accounting controls will be established for the 
NET, reflecting their divisional rather than affiliated status. 

PECO Energy, however, shares the general belief advocated 
vigorously by the EGSs during litigation of PECO Energy's 
restructuring plan that competition generally yields lower prices. 
Implicit in PECO Energy's statement that any PECO EDC 
transfers of non-power goods and services will be billed at not 
less than PECO EDC's fiilly allocated .costs, is the assumption 
that market costs will almost always be lower than its fully 
allocated costs. 

In regard to the simultaneous disclosure of market information 

(Standard No. 4), PECO responds in its reply comments that: 

As indicated in the Compliance Plan PECO Energy filed, all 
"wires" employees with access to confidential customer 
information will receive targeted training with special emphasis 
on the need to restrict access to customer information. The 
partial listing of examples of such employee categories PECO 
Energy previously provided included customer service, linemen, 
and trouble crews. In addition, energy technicians, account 
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representatives, contract and builder services personnel, and 
customer consultants are also categories of employees whose 
targeted training will emphasize the need to restrict access to 
customer information. 

MAPSA's contention that PECO EDC should be restricted from 
transferring any "expertise" to a PECO Supplier without sharing 
such expertise with all Suppliers reflect another attempt to impose 
additional rules not contained in the Code with the purpose not of 
protecting competition, but of handicapping PECO Energy. ...AU 
EGSs will bring varying strengths, capabilities and corporate 
affiliations to the retail market for electricity in Pennsylvania. No 
competitive market requires a subset of competitors, or one 
competitor, to share their strengths with other competitors. 

As for MAPSA's concern regarding PECO EDC's and PECO 
Supplier's use of the Company Intranet, PECO Energy notes 
that its Intranet contains no customer or market information. 
PECO Energy will not use its Intranet to circumvent any of the 
Code of Conduct rules. 

In regard to MAPSA's comments concerning oversight and 

enforcement, PECO states that its Corporate Code of Conduct requires all 

employees to report violations of any applicable rules, regulations and laws. 

Concerning MAPSA's demand that PECO punish even unintentional Code 

violations, the Company states that given the complexity and novelty of many 

Code of Conduct issues, even employees who have received training may 

unintentionally violate the Code. PECO states that in such cases, its is only fair to 

inform the employees of the nature of his/her violation, with punishment assessed 

for any subsequent violations of that type. 

PECO responds to MAPSA's request for "whistle-blower 

protection" for those who report infractions by noting that its Corporate Code of 

Conduct protects employees who make good faith disclosures concerning Code 
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violations of law. PECO also states, that similarly, Section 3316 of the Public 

Utility Code provides comprehensive whistle-blower protection for any good faith 

report of wrongdoing. 

Resolution 

We will approve PECO's implementation plan for its Interim Code 

of Conduct for purposes of this compliance filing. While we generally agree with 

MAPSA that PECO's plan could contain more detail, the Interim Code of Conduct 

is consistent with the standards included in the settlement approved by the 

Commission. Standard No. 9 of the Interim Code of Conduct provides for a 

dispute resolution process of the Code provisions. EGSs or other parties may also 

file complaints directly with the Commission. 

For example, on June 26, 1998, MAPSA filed a Petition for 

Emergency Order and a related Complaint alleging that PECO was improperly 

maintaining a link on its website to Exelon Energy, a PECO EGS. After reviewing 

supporting documentation, Chairman Quain issued an Emergency Order on June 

26, 1998, directing PECO to immediately cease and desist from creating and 

maintaining links, including the Exelon link, to any PECO supplier on its corporate 

website. The Commission entered an Order on July 9, 1998, ratifying the 

Emergency Order. The remaining allegations and request for relief were treated as 

a complaint and will be addressed through our complaint procedure. 

The Commission is committed to requiring PECO and all EDCs to 

adhere to the principles set forth in the Interim Code of Conduct and the 

Competitive Safeguards Rulemaking at Docket No. L-00980132. EDCs must 
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interact with their customers in a completely neutral manner because they operate 

as a gateway to competitive generation services. Failure to properly regulate and 

enforce these principles may also result in cross-subsidization of an EGS affiliate's 

or division's sales and marketing functions with dollars derived from regulated 

services. 

The Commission's Bureau of Audits is currently engaged in a 

management audit of PECO Energy. It will be possible to expand the areas the 

Audit's staff will examine to include the Code of Conduct implementation plan 

and controls. It is our intention to have our Bureau of Audits conduct spot or 

comprehensive compliance audits, as needed, to assure that PECO and all EDCs 

comply with these principles. 

CONCLUSION 

On July 9, 1998, PECO Energy Company filed: 

• Supplement No. 16 to Tariff Electric Pa. P.U.C. No. 2 proposing the Net 

Securitization Adjustment in compliance with the Commission Order of 

May 14, 1998, at Docket No. R-00973953 and P-00971265. 

o Tariff Electric Pa. P.U.C. No. 3 proposing unbundled tariff rates 

including an interim code of conduct and a listing, for informational 

purposes, of the Transmission Charges in compliance of the 

Commission Order of May 14,1998, at Docket No. R-00973953 and 

P-00971265. 
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• Tariff Electric Pa. P.U.C. No. IS proposing electric generation supplier 

coordination rules and charges including competitive metering and 

competitive billing specifications. 

PECO has proposed amendments to various tariff provisions in 

response to the parties' comments, " if the Commission agrees ". To the extent 

that these proposed amendments are not otherwise addressed in this Opinion and 

Order, we will " agree " to adopt the proposed amendments. With the 

modifications and changes to these tariffs and tariff supplements, directed through 

this Opinion and Order, PECO Energy Company will be in a position to offer 

consumers retail access beginning on January 1, 1999; THEREFORE, 

IT IS ORDERED: 

1. That Supplement No. 16 to Tariff Electric Pa. P.U.C. No. 2 may 

become effective, as filed. 

2. That PECO Energy is directed to amend Tariff Electric Pa. P.U.C. 

No. 3 and Tariff Electric Pa. P.U.C. No. IS as required by this Opinion and Order. 

3. That upon the filing of the required tariffs or tariff supplements 

consistent with this Opinion and Order, the records Docket Nos. R-00984298, 

R-00973953 and P-00971265 be marked closed. 
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4. That a copy of-this Opinion and Order shall be served upon all 

parties to the proceedings at Docket Nos. R-00984298, R-00973953 and 

P-00971265. 

BY THE COMMISSION, 

James J. McNulty 

Secretary 

(SEAL) 

ORDER ADOPTED: September 3,1998 

ORDER ENTERED: §£P - 8 1998 
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PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17105-3265 

PECO ENERGY COMPANY - SUPPLIER PUBLIC MEETING -
TARIFF COMPLIANCE FILING AND SEPTEMBER 3, 1998 
SUPPLEMENT NO. 16 TO TARIFF SEP-98-FUS-1096*(REV.) 
ELECTRIC-PA PUC NO. 2 DOCKET NOS. R-00984298, 

R-00973953 P-00971265 

CONCURRING STATEMENT OF COMMISSIONER DAVID W. ROLKA 

Although I do not object to the recommendation that the compliance filings 
become effective after incorporating the clarifications and directives of the Order, I have 
two concerns regarding the outcome and therefore concur in the result. 

First, the discussion and resolution of "load data charges" mixes several 
issues together. Our prior reference to 'one-time-without-charge\ was intended to 
address historical load data requests. It was not directed at on-going billing demand 
information. Billing demand data for customers with that type of equipment and whose 
demand is recorded and read is part of the periodic reading and billing function. This 
information must be exchanged consistent with the meter reading and billing arrangements 
and is not subject to a recurring charge intended to address the provision of a historical 
twelve months of data. 

Second, serious and numerous questions have been raised about PECO 
Energy's Interim Code of Conduct. A fully competitive electric market that could 
discipline persons engaged in anticompetitive behavior remains under development in 
Pennsylvania, and therefore an accounting system and process is required to identify and 
verify predatory behavior. 

I want to make it abundantly clear that Code of Conduct compliance is a 
serious matter. The Uniform System of Accounts alone does not provide the information 
necessary to detect inappropriate conduct or cross subsidization. PECO's action in this 
regard should be closely monitored and I invite all interested parties to continue to provide 
comments that will provide guidance regarding the requisite equitable modifications and 
additions to the Code of Conduct and Competitive Safeguards Rulemaking to enhance 
enforcement by this Commission so that we can replace the interim code as soon as 
possible. 



Additionally, I am very concerned that the language regarding the 
Capabilities of the Commission's Bureau of Audits does not expressly direct that the 
current management audit include an examination of the implementation plan and controls. 
The discussion language is only of capabilities and intentions and does not go further 
despite the opportunity to do so. 

DATED DAVID W. ROLKA, COMMISSIONER 



PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17105-3265 

PECO Energy Company; Supplier Tariff PUBLIC MEETING 
Compliance Filing; Interim Code of Conduct September 3,1998 
Compliance Filing and Supplement No. 16 to AUG-98-FUS-1096* 
Tariff Electric-Pa. P.U.C. No. 2 Docket Nos. R-00973953, 

P-00971265, R-00984298 

STATEMENT OF COMMISSIONER NORA MEAD BROWNELL 

Included in the staff proposed action at this docket is acceptance of PECO 

Energy Company's Implementation Plan for the Code of Conduct contained in the 

Settlement of PECO's electric restructuring proceeding approved at Docket Nos. 

R-00973953 and P-00971265 (Order entered May 14, 1998). If I were to be the 

entity operating under any proposed implementation plan, I would want specific 

standards and clarity so as to avoid confusion and the attendant additional costs 

down the road. The most successful businesses operate with a clear set of 

objectives and measurements, well understood by all stakeholders - customers, 

shareholders, employees and Wall Street. Although it is my earnest hope that the 

Plan proposed here provides such clarity to PECO and the other parties, I do not 

see well defined measurements for accountability. 

We are moving into new areas with only our pilot program' experiences 

behind us. The newness and uncertainty of a developing market makes it even 

more important for all concerned that the standards for corporate behavior in that 

new arena be as clear and as specific as possible. I do not believe that it is in 

anyone's interest to agree to a plan which merely sets the stage for continued 

debate over what that plan actually means. 
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Clarity of standards and expectations is not just a question of fairness, 

although that is a crucial element. I am also concerned that a lack of clearly 

understood standards at the beginning may set the stage for debate and costly 

litigation in the future. Should questions arise, the debate may be diverted from 

consideration of what actions should be taken to preserve a level competitive 

playing field, to petty disputes about what the Plan actually means with regard to a 

specific issue. Such disputes would be a terrible waste of time, energy and 

resources for all the participants in this tremendous endeavor. 

Although I support moving the Supplier Tariff and other matters forward at 

this time, I would have preferred working with the parties to develop a more 

detailed implementation plan for the Code of Conduct. However, I am supportive 

of moving these matters forward to ensure that timely implementation occurs. I do 

want to caution all parties that the controlling matter here is the Code of Conduct 

established in the Settlement and, eventually, the general Code to be adopted by 

this Commission. Regardless of the Commission's acceptance of an 

implementation plan, it is just that: a plan. I f experience indicates that this Plan is 

unsuccessful in achieving full compliance with the Code of Conduct, then changes 

will have to be made. 

? faff If i ( m , M m L . 6 u H j A j / / 
DATE NORA MEAD BROWNELL 

COMMISSIONER 



ROBIN L KRONGOLD PARALEGAL 
PAUL BONNEY WARD SMITH 
MARY MCFALL HOPPER 
NOEL H TRASK ESQUIRES 
PECO ENERGY COMPANY 
2301 MARKET STREET 
PHILADELPHIA PA 19101-8699 

TANYA J MCCLOSKEY 
STEVEN K STEINMETZ 
OFFICE OF CONSUMER ADVOCATE 
555 WALNUT STREET 
FORUM PLACE 5TH FLOOR 
HARRISBURG PA 17121-1921 
MESSENGER 

ISTOPHER B CRAI<? ESQ 
SENATE DEMOCRATIC 
APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE 
ROOM 545 MAIN CAPITOL BLDG 
HARRISBURG PA 17120 

MESSENGER 

WALTER W COHEN ESQUIRE 
ANDREW J GIORGIONE ESQUIRE 
OBERMAYER REBMANN MAXWELL 
& HIPPEL 
204 STATE STREET 
HARRISBURG PA 17102 

i i t t tETH L MICKENS ESQUIRE 
CHARLES DANIEL SHIELDS ESQ' 
OFFICE OF TRIAL STAFF 
P O BOX 3265 

HARRISBURG PA 17105-3265 

MESSENGER 

ALAN J BARAK ESQUIRE 
KATHLEEN O'REILLY ESQUIRE 
ROGER CLARK ESQUIRE 
ENVIRONMENTALISTS 
1417 BLUE MOUNTAIN PARKWAY 
HARRISBURG PA 17112 

CRAIG A DOLL ESQUIRE 
214 STATE STREET 
HARRISBURG PA 17101 

RANDALL V GRIFFIN ESQUIRE 
DELMARVA POWER & LIGHT CO 
800 KING STREET 
WILMINGTON DE 19899 

DANIEL CLEARFIELD ESQUIRE 
ALAN KOHLER ESQUIRE 
ROBERT LONGWELL ESQUIRE 
212 LOCUST STREET 
SUITE 300 
HARRISBURG PA 17101 

ROGER E CLARK ESQUIRE 
THE ENVIRONMENTALISTS 
905 DENSTON DRIVE 
AMBLER PA 19002-3901 

DERRICK WILLIAMSON ESQUIRE 
DAVID KLEPPINGER ESQUIRE 
MCNEES WALLACE & NURICK 
100 PINE STREET 
POBOX 1166 
HARRISBURG PA 17108-1166 

BERNARD A RYAN JR ESQUIRE 
OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS ADV 
300 N SECOND STREET 
SUITE 1102 
HARRISBURG PA 17101 
MESSENGER 

SAM DEFRAWI DIR T̂AVY RATE 
INTERVENTION 
DEPARTMENT OF NAVY 
WASHINGTON NAVY YARD 
BLDG 212 CODE 00R1 
901 M STREET NE 
WASHINGTON DC 20374-5018 

WILLIAM T HAWKE ESQUIRE 
JANET L MILLER ESQUIRE 
TODD S STEWART ESQUIRE 
MALATESTA HAWKE & MCKEON 
POBOX 1778 
HARRISBURG PA 17105-1778 

LANCE HAVER 
6803 LAWNTON AVENUE 
PHILADELPHIA PA 19126 

THE MCFARREN GROUP 
200 N THIRD STREET 
SUITE 1100 
HARRISBURG PA 17101 

DAVID M BOONIN ESQUIRE 
NEW ENERGY VENTURES INC 
1845 WALNUT STREET 
SUITE 2525 
PHILADELPHIA PA 19103 

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

BRUCE A CONNELL ESQUIRE 
DUPONT POWER MARKETING INC 600 N 
DAIRY ASHFORD ML.1034 
HOUSTON TX 77079 

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

DEBORAH SWANSTROM ESQUIRE 
JOEL D NEWTON ESQUIRE 
PAUL E NORDSTROM ESQUIRE 
VERNER LIIPFERT BERNHARD 
MCPHERSON HAND 
901 I5TH STREET NW 
WASHINGTON DC 20005-2301 

TERRANCE FITZPATRICK ESQ 
DAVID DESALLE ESQUIRE 
RYAN RUSSELL OGDEN & SELTZER 
800 N THIRD STREET STE 101 
HARRISBURG PA 17102 

PAUL RUSSELL ESQUIRE 
PP&L 
TWO NORTH NINTH STREET 
ALLENTOWN PA 18101 

H ALLAN KNOPP DIRECTOR 
REGULATORY AFFAIRS 
DUPONT POWER MARKETING 
POBOX 2197 CH-1038 
HOUSTON TX 77252 



BILLIE RAMSEY EXEC DIR 
ARIPPA 
1300 MARKET STREET 
LEMOYNE PA 17043 

. L ZEIGLER ESQUIRE . 
ZEIGLER & ZIMMERMAN 
355 N 21 ST STREET STE 304 
POBOX 1080 
CAMP HILL PA 17011 -3707 

L A C SMITH ESQUIRE 
FREDERICK D OCHSENSHIRT 
DILWORTH PAXSON KALISH & 
KAUFFMAN LLP 
305 N FRONT STREET STE 403 
HARRISBURG PA 17101-1236 

MICHAEL L KESSLER 
AMERICAN ENERGY SOLIUTIONS INC 
111 SOUTH ALFRED STREET 
ALEXANDRIA VA 22314 

GARY A JEFFRIES ESQ 
CNG ENERGY SERVICES 
ONE PARK RIDGE CENTER 
POBOX 15746 
PITTSBURGH PA 15244-0746 

RUFUS L MILEY 
22 LEOPARD RUN 
GLEN MILLS PA 19342 

JOHN P LAVELLE JR 
JOSEPH A DWORETZKY 
HANGLEY ARONCHICK SEGAL & PUDIN 
ONE LOGAN SQUARE 12TH FLOOR 
PHILADLEPHIA PA 19103 

USHER FOGEL ESQUIRE 
ROLAND FOGEL KOBLENZ & CARR 
LLP 
I COLUMBIA PLACE 
ALBANY NY 12207 

JOHN P ZINKAND EXEC V P 
PA PETROLEUM ASSN 
SUITE 121 BLDG 2 
2001 N FRONT STREET 
HARRISBURG PA 17102 

ETHAN GIDDINGS 
217 RODMAN AVENUE 
JENKINTOWN PA 19046 

SUSAN SHANAMAN 
212 N THIRD STREET 

surre203 
HARRISBURG PA 17101 

JAMES H NORRIS ESQUIRE 
ECKERT SEAMANS CHERIN & 
MELLOTT 
600 GRANT STREET 42ND FL 
PITTSBURGH PA 15219 

JOELLE OGG & GORDON J SMITH ESQS 
JOHN & HENGERER 
1200 17TH STREET NW SUITE 600 
WASHINGTON DC 20036 

GERALD GORNISH ESQUIRE 
12TH FLOOR PACKARD BLDG 
111 S 15THSTREET 
PHILADELPHIA PA 19102-2678 

KENNETH HURWITZ 
MAUREEN HURLEY 
VENABLE BAETJER HOWARD & 
CIVILETTI LLP 
1201 NEW YORK AVE NW SUITE 1000 
WASHINGTON DC 20005-3917 

JOHN R ORR ESQUIRE 
ONE WESTCHASE CENTER 
10777 WESTHEIMER 
SUITE 650 
HOUSTON TX 77042 

ROBERT A MILLS COUNSEL 
ROBERT WEISHOAR JR ESQ 
PA RETAILERS ASSN 
100 PINE STREET BOX 1166 
HARRISBURG PA 1710&-1166 

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

KEITH SAPPENFIELD II 
DIRECTOR OF MARKETING SUPPORT 
P O BOX 2628 
HOUSTON TX 77252-2628 

NORMA ROSNER ESQUIRE 
VASTAR POWER MARKETING INC 
200 WESTLAKE PARK BLVD 
HOUSTON TX 77079 

DAVID CRUTHIRDS 
ELECTRIC CLEARINGHOUSE INC 
1000 LOUISIANA 
SUITE 5800 
HOUSTON TX 77002-5050 

CRAIG G GOODMAN ESQUIRE 
3333 K STREET NW 
SUITE 425 
WASHINGTON DC 20007 

JOHN HAUCKE EXEC VP 
PA ASSN PLUMB HEAT COOL 
CONTRACTORS 
4015 JONESTOWN ROAD 
HARRISBURG PA 17109-9109 

ALBERT M BENINCASA DER 
REGULATORY AFFAIRS 

SKIPPING STONE 
46 9TH AVENUE 
SEA CLIFF NY 11579 



VICKIREN S AESCHLEMAN DIRECTOR 
QST ENERGY INC 
300 HAMILTON BLVD STE 330 
PEORIA IL 61601 

tLA S HOLLIS ESQ 
Y ANN RALLS ESQS '&. 

STEPHANIE A SUGRUE ESQ 
1667 K STREET N W SUITE 700 
WASHINGTON PA 20006-1608 

RA^RABI RABLE STEWART J 
AF 

SENATE BOX 203012 
HARRISBURG PA 17120-3012 

MESSENGER 

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

EDWARD B CANNON PRESIDENT 
BLIX} OWNERS & MANAGERS ASSN 
SUITE 1560 CENTER CITY TOWER 
650 SMITHFIELD STREET 
PITTSBURGH PA 15222 

HONORABLE CONNIE WILLIAMS 
110 SOUTH OFFICE 
HOUSE BOX 202020 
HARRISBURG PA 17120-2020 

MESSENGER 

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

surrE3io 
PHILADELPHIA PA 19102 

SCOTT J RUBIN 
PUBLIC UTIUTY COUNSULTING 
3 LOST CREEK DRIVE 
SELINSGROVE PA 17870 

PATRICIA ARMSTRONG ESQUIRE 
REGINA L MATZ ESQUIRE 
JOHN A ALZAMAORA ESQUIRE 
212 LOCUST ST P O BOX 9500 
HARRISBURG PA 17108-9500 

ANDREW TUBBS ESQUIRE 
PA RURAL ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION 
212 LOCUST STREET 
POBOX 1266 
HARRISBURG PA 17108-1266 

AUDREY VAN DYKE ASSOC COUNSEL 
DEPT OF NAVY 
WASHINGTON NAVY YARD BLDG 218 
ROOM 200 
901 M STREET SE 
WASHINGTON DC 20374-5018 

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

DEPT OF NAVY 
NAVAL FACILmES ENGINEER 
COMMAND NAVY RATE INTERVENTION 
901 M STREET SE BLDG 212 
WASHINGTON DC 20374-5018 

ANGELO P TERANA 
STATE ANALYSIS CORP 
1911 NORTH FRONT MEYER DRV 
SUITE 702 
ARLINGTON VA 22209 

JOHN KLAUBERG ESQUIRE 
BRUCE MILLER ESQUIRE 
LEBOEUF LAMB GREEN & MCRAE 
125 W 55TH STREET 
NEW YORK NY 10019-5389 

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

VERONICA A SMITH DEPUTY 
PA PUC EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
POBOX 3265 

HARRISBURG PA 17105-3265 

MESSENGER 

JOHN GALLAGHER ESQUIRE 
MICHAEL KLEIN ESQUIRE 
LEBOEUF LAMB GREENE & MCRAE 
200 N THIRD STREET STE 300 
POBOX 12105 
HARRISBURG PA 17108-2105 

G ROGER BOWERS ESQUIRE 
VINCENT WALSH JR ESQUIRE 
SEPTA 
1234 MARKET STREET 
5TH FLOOR 
PHILADELPHIA PA 19107-3780 

JAMES CUNNINGHAM 
DAVID EPPLE 
PA ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION 
301 APCBLDG 
SOON 3RD STREET 
HARRISBURG PA 17102 

FRANK NADOLNY • 
DUQUESNE LIGHT COMPANY 
POBOX 1930 
PITTSBURGH PA 15230-1930 

LAWRENCE GODLASKY 
GPU ENERGY 
J 00 APC BUILDING 
800 N 3RD STREET 
HARRISBURG PA 17102 

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

DONALD A KAPLAN 
LISA M HELPERT EQS 
PRESTON GATES ELLIS & ROUVELAS 
MEEDS LLP 
STE 500 1735 NEW YORK AVE NW 
WASHINGTON DC 20006 



STEPHEN L FELD ESQUIRE 
. PA POWER COMPANY 
1 EAST WASHINGTON STREET 
POBOX 89) 
NEW CASTLE PA 16103-0891 

^ ^ E D MILLER 
JAN FREEMAN DIR OF PUBLIC POLICY 
PECO ENERGY COMPANY 
2301 MARKET STREET S21-1 
PHILADELPHIA PA 19101 

S - ^ H N P HERSHEY ESQUIRE 
CO0NNOLLY EPSTEIN CHICCO 
FOXMAN 
1515 MARKET STREET 9TH FLOOR 
PHILADELPHIA PA 19102-1909 

R-00973953 O 

JOHN LITZ 
UGIUnUTIES 
400 STEWART ROAD 
P O BOX 3200 
WILKES-BARRE PA 18773-3200 

EASTERN ENERGY MARKETING INC 
REGULATORY AFFAIRS MANAGER 
2800 EISENHOWER AVENUE 
ALEXANDRIA VA 22314 

HON SAMUEL MCCULLOUGH SEC 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY & 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
433 FORUM BUILDING 
HARRISBURG PA 17120 

MESSENGER 

STANLEY LASKOWSKJ 
ACT REGIONAL ADMINISTRATION 
EPA 
841 CHESTNUT BUILDING 
PHILADELPHIA PA 19107 

JAMIE WINEBRAKE 
US DOE 
1880 JFK BOULEVARD 
SUITE 501 
PHILADELPHIA PA 19103 

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

JUDITH L MONDRE 
CITY OF PHILADELPHIA 
MUNICIPAL ENERGY OFFICE 
1401 JFK BOULEVARD 
PHILADELPHIA PA 19102-1665 

WICK HAVENS 
DIV OF AIR RESOURCE MGMT 
400 MARKET STREET 12TH F L 
P O BOX 8468 
HARRISBURG PA 17105-8468 

MIKE WELSH SECRETARY/TREASURER 
UTILITY WORKERS/PENNSYLVANIA 
UTILITY CAUCUS 

408-412 BROAD STREET 
JOHNSTOWN PA 15906 

MESSENGER 

EUGENE MTRISKO 
ATTORNEY FOR UMWA 
POBOX 596 
BERKELEY SPRINGS WV 25411 

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

RICHARD HCOUNIHAN VP 
GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS 
EDISON SOURCE 
13191 CROSSROADS PARKWAY NORTH 
CITY OF INDUSTRY CA 91746 

BILL SHANE ESQUIRE 
440 SCHOOL STREET 
INDIANA PA 15701 

MR GEORGE ELLIS 
PENNSYLVANIA COAL ASSOCIATION 
212 N 3RD ST SUITE 102 
HARRISBURG PA 17101 

MR GEORGE EMMONS 
17 N LANCASTER LANE 
NEWTOWN PA 18940 

MR PHIL PATTTSAS 
AIR PRODUCTS & CHEMICALS 
WINDSOR2 
7201 HAMILTON BLVD 
ALLENTOWN PA 18195-1501 

JAMES STEFFES DIR GOVT AFFAIRS 
ENRON CAPITAL & TRADE RESOURCES 
1400 SMITH STREET 
ED #2408 
HOUSTON TX 77002 

CHARLES ESTES" 
APPALACHIAN PACIFIC 
1600 WILSON BOULEVARD 
ARLINGTON VA 22209 

THOMAS BROGAN ESQUIRE 
KLETT LIEBER ROONEY & SCHORLING 
240 NORTH THIRD STREET 
SUITE 600 
HARRISBURG PA 17101-1503 

JAMES BRODT 
SMITH BARNEY INC 
390 GREENWICH STREET 
5TH FLOOR 
NEW YORK NY 10013 

MARY RUGH SR ELECTRIC ENGINEER 
UNIVERSITY OF PnTSBURGH 
3400 FORBES AVENUE 
PITTSBURGH PA 15260 



JAMES ROYAL 
PRESIDENT & COO 
NOBLE GROUP CORPORATION 
3121 NORRIS STREET 
PHILADELPHIA PA 19121 

( J b T H Y MCNULTY 
DEPT OF ECONOMIC AND 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
471 FORUM BUILDING 
HARRISBURG PA 17120 

R t M ^ Y R AKERS ASST CITY SOL 
DEFTOF LAW 
313 CITY COUNTY BLDG 
414 GRANT STREET 
PnTSBURGH PA 15219 

MESSENGER 

ELLIOT M LOYLESS PE 
ENERGY COST MANAGEMENT 
1901 CAMP FLORDA ROAD 
BRANDONFL 33510 

CARL ROBERT ARON EXEC V P 
ITRON INC 
2218 N SULLIVAN ROAD 
SPOKANE WA 99216 

BILL MCCUE 
MERCK & CO INC 
SUMNEYTOWN PIKE 
POBOX4 WP2-1 
WEST POINT PA 19486-0004 

MICHAEL WALKER 
BRADFORD STERN 
BUCHANAN INGERSOLL-COLLEGE CENTRE 
500 COLLEGE ROAD EAST 
PRINCETON NJ 08540 

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

BYRON WILLIAMSON 
ENGELHARD POWER MARKETING INC 
101 WOOD AVENUE 
ISELIN NJ 08830-0770 

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

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

GLENN WINTER PE 
1847 RADNOR ROAD 
YORK PA 17402 

ANTHONY LISANTI • 
CONSOLIDATED EDISON COMPANY 
511 THEODORE FREMD AVENUE 
ROOM 112 
RYE NY 10580 

JOHN MOLINDA 
STRATEGIC ENERGY LTD 
2 GATEWAY CENTER 
PITTSBURGH PA 15222 

DAN DELANEY 
KIRKPATRICK & LOCKHART 
240 N THIRD STREET 
HARRISBURG PA 17101 

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

DEBORAH SCHACHTER 
163 SILK FARM ROAD 
CONCORD NH 03301 

ERIK HANSEN 
DELMARVA POWER 
800 KING STREET 
WILIMINGTON DE 19899 

TRAVIS PEYTON PE 
BALLINGER 
2005 MARKET ST STE 1500 
PHILADELPHIA PA 19103-7088 

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

FRANK K GATES 
GREENLEE ASSOCIATES 
POBOX 291 
HARRISBURG PA 17108 

JOHN VKULIK VP 
GOVERNMENT RELATIONS 
PA FOOD MERCHANTS ASSN 
1029 MUMMA ROAD 
POBOX 870 
CAMP HILL PA 17011 

RALPH L LENTZ REGISTRAR 
CHM POLITICAL EDUCATION COMM 
IBEW LOCAL UNION 777 
740 ANNA MAY STREET 
YORK PA 17404-1366 



RICHARD W BAIN 
CENTERIOR ENERGY 
5761 WEST AVENUE 
EDINBORO PA 16412-1342 

£ t s E GEORGE VP 
STAND ENERGY CORPORATION 
1077 CELESTIAL STREET 
ROOKWOOD BLDG SUITE 110 
CINCINNATI OH 45202 

S T ^ p t CORWELL 
QSTOJERGYINC 
300 HAMILTON BLVD 
SUITE 330 
PEORIA IL 61602 

RICH HEIDORN JR 
THE PHILADELPHIA INQUIRER 
POBOX 8263 
PHILADELPHIA PA 19101 

GINNY KREITLER 
KREITLER CONSULTING 
1004 HAMPSTEAD ROAD 
WYNNEWOOD PA 19096 

NEAL K CODY 
MAPSA 
ENERGY INVESTMENT ADVISORS 
6 EAST MAIN STREET SUITE 6E 
RAMSEY NJ 07446 

TROND GRENAGER PRES/CEO 
LEBANON METHANE RECOVERY INC 
920 ROSSTOWN ROAD 
LEWISBERRY PA 17339 

FRANK E SPARROW 
EQUITABLE GAS 
423 WALNUT STREET 
SUITE 220 
HARRISBURG PA 17101 

CHRISTOPHER ZETTLEMOYER 
REED SMITH SHAW & MCCLAY 
213 MARKET STREET 
POBOX 11844 
HARRISBURG PA 17108 

DONNA GEHLHAART 
REGIONAL PUBLIC AFFAIRS MANAGER 
INTERNATIONAL PAPER 
CAD EXPEDX 
221 B SOUTH 10TH STREET 
LEMOYNE PA 17043 

KENNETH ZIELONIS ESQUIRE 
STEVENS & LEE 
208 NORTH THIRD STREET 
POBOX 12090 SUITE 310 
HARRISBURG PA 17108 

JOHN EARWOOD 
PA DEPARTMENT OF AGING 
400 MARKET STREET 
HARRISBURG PA 17101 

MESSENGER 

SCOTT HELM 
EXPENSE AUDIT & CONSULTING 
516 KENHORST BLVD 
READING PA 19610 

LOUIS CARTER ESQUIRE 
7300 CITY LINE AVENUE 
PHILADELPHIA PA 19151 

GARY STOCKBRIDGE VP 
STEPHEN HUNTOON ESQUIRE 
HORIZON ENERGY COMPANY 
2301 MARKET STREET S20-1 
PHILADELPHIA PA 19103 

TAMASIN STERNER 
PURE ENERGY 
10 NBAUSMAN DRIVE 
LANCASTER PA 17603-6202 

DANIEL DESMOND 
SUSTAINABLE SYSTEMS RESEARCH 
1303 WHEATLAND AVENUE 
LANCASTER PA 17603 

DIANE S MEYER 
VP - RATES & REGULATORY AFFAIRS 
PEOPLES GAS 
625 LIBERTY AVENUE 
PITTSBURGH PA 15222-3197 

JOEL BLAU REG CNS 
WHEELED ELECTRIC POWER 
32 WINDSOR COURT 
DELMARNY 12054 

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

JOSEPH GOLDBERG 
CHIEF DEPUTY ATTORNEY GEN 
DIR BUR OF CONSUMER 
PROTECTION 
14TH F L . STRAWBERRY SQUARE 
HARRISBURG PA 17120 
MESSENGER 

DAVE) HUGHES 
4037 LUDWICK STREET 
PITTSBURGH PA 15217 

SUSAN WEINSTOCK 
AARP 
601 E STREET NW 
WASHINGTON DC 20049 

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



NORMAN H STARK 
MACDONALD ILLIG JONES & BRTTTON 
SUITE 700 
100 STATE STREET 
ERIE PA 16507 

^^^15 KALBARCZYK 
UTILITY RATES' RESOURCES 
910 PIKETOWN ROAD 
HARRISBURG PA 17112 

J O ^ f t WYDRA 
SHU&CER WILLIAMS GOVERNANCE 
RESOURCE GROUP 
POBOX 88 
HARRISBURG PA 17108 

JAY LAYMAN 
CAPITAL ASSOCIATES INC 
200 NORTH 3RD STREET SUITE 1402 
POBOX 1085 
HARRISBURG PA 17108-1085 

ROCCO PUGLIESE 
PUGLIESE ASSOCIATES 
208 N 3RD STREET 
SUITE 410 
HARRISBURG PA 17101 

JACK JOHNSON 
GEOPHONICS 
332 SPRINGFIELD AVENUE 
SUMMIT NJ 07901 

JOE DUDICK 
PA RURAL DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL 
506 FINANCE BUILDING 
HARRISBURG PA 17120 

MESSENGER 

ELISA J GRAMMER 
MONIQUE PENN-JENKINS 
GRAMMER KISSEL ROBINS 

SKANCKE & EDWARDS 
1225 EYE STNW STE 1225 
WASHINGTON DC 20005 

WILLIAM KAHOC 
NORSTAR ENERGY 
26 TOLCHESTER LANE 
BEL AIREMD 21014 

DAN KENNEDY 
GOVERNOR'S ACTION TEAM 
439 FORUM BUILDING 
HARRISBURG PA 17120 

MESSENGER 

ROGER ODISIO 
170 DRAKE ROAD 
BETHEL PARK PA 15102 

STEVEN B LOUX RESEARCH ASSOCIATE 
THE COMMONWEALTH FOUNDATION 
3544 NORTH PROGRESS AVENUE 
SUITE 101 
HARRISBURG PA 17110 

MARY LAYSHOCK 
DOWNES ASSOCIATES INC 
2129 NORTHWOOD DRIVE 
SALISBURY MD 21801 

JAMES H CAWLEY 
RHOADS & SINON LLP 
ONE SOUTH MARKET SQUARE 
POBOX 1146 
HARRJSBURG PA 17108-1146 

GLENN BERGER 
1440 NEW YORK AVENUE NW 
SIXTH FLOOR 
WASHINGTON DC 20005 

ANDREW ALTMAN 
CLEAN AIR COUNCIL 
135 S 19TH STREET 
SUITE 300 
PHILADELPHIA PA 19103 

ELIZABETH R BENSON PRESIDENT 
ENERGY ASSOCIATES 
7303 TIMBER LANE 
FALLS CHURCH VA 22046-2735 

TOM SCOTT 
KILLIAN & GEPHART 
218 PINE STREET 
POBOX 886 
HARRISBURG PA 17108 

PAUL BARBER 
CITIZENS LEHMAN POWER LLC 
530 ATLANTIC AVENUE 
BOSTON MA 02210 

ROBERT E STEWART 
PA GOVT NEWS & ADVISORY SERVICE 
100 SOUTH 21 ST STREET 
HARRISBURG PA 17104 

TERRY HOLT 
HILLS DEPARTMENT STORES 
3010 GREENGARDEN ROAD 
ALIQUIPPAPA 15001 

MARGRET MURDOCH MAYOR 
MUNICIPAL BLDG 
100 GARRETT ROAD 
UPPER DARBY PA 19082-3135 

RALPH I WEED CPA 
311 EDINBURGH ROAD 
CHADDS FORD PA 19317 

DENNIS BLOOM 
IBEW LOCAL 272 
1099 MARSHALL ROAD 
MONACA PA 15061 



EDWARp WYLAND 
UWUA LOCAL 102 
338 WEST MAIDEN STREET 
WASHINGTON PA 15301 

AES 
E L E C E 

KIRKPATRICK PROGRAM MGR 
•CTRICUNTT ' 

PENNDOT 
DISTRICT 6-0 
ST DAVIDS PA 19003 

OYCHDC 
SI 
9901 CALODEN LANE 
OAKLAND CA 94605 

RICH LUCZKO 
LEGISLATIVE COORDINATOR 
IBEW 
5144 CASTE DRIVE 
PnTSBURGH PA 15236 

JANE DRENAN 
1216-16TH STREET NW 
WASHINGTON DC 20036 

TODD GLASS 
HELLER EHRMAN WHITE & 
MCAULIFFE 
200 SOUTHWEST MARKET ST STE 1750 
PORTLAND OR 97201 

USA YOHO 
COLUMBIA GAS TRANSMISSION CORP 
1700 MACCORKLE AVENUE SE 
POBOX 1273 
CHARLESTON WV 25325-1273 

TIM MCCORRY PRESIDENT 
MACK SERVICES GROUP 
45 BRANCH AVENUE 
BERWYN PA 19312 

RICHARD HARING 
ENERGIS RESOURCES INC 
499 THORNALL STREET 5TH FLOOR 
EDISON NJ 08837 

R-00973953 T/0 

EDWARD GALLAGHER 
DAIRYLEA COOPERATIVE INC 
5001 BRITTONFIELD PARKWAY 
PO BOX 4844 
SYRACUSE NY 13221-4844 

BARRY GOODSTADT PHD 
VICE PRESIDENT 
ITRON INC 
POBOX 1160 
COLUMBIA MD 21044 

STEVE HASTIE 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT INC 
111 PRESIDENTIAL BLVD ' 
SUITE 127 
BALA CYNWYD PA 19004 

TIMMORAN 
SYSTEM COUNCIL U10IBEW 
986 GREENTREE ROAD 
PITTSBURGH PA 15220 

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

ED PANAVICH 
WESTINGHOUSE ELECTRIC CORP 
11 STANWIX STREET 
PITTSBURGH PA 15222-1384 

JAMES P MCCORMICK 
UTIUTY OPERATIONS CONSULTANT 
1940 ROBERT ROAD 
MEADOWBROOK PA 19046 

BERNIE MCNAMEE GEN MAN 
COMPASS MANAGEMENT & LEASING 
MELLON INDEPENDENCE CENTER 
701 MARKET STREET SUITE 2384 
PHILADELPHIA PA 19106 

SIEGFRIED DOERRER 
XENERGY INC 
3 BURLINGTON WOODS 
BURLINGTON MA 01803 

GLENN D CLOWNEY 
DELMARVA POWER 
CHRISTIANA BUILDING 
252 CHAPMAN ROAD 
POBOX 6066 
NEWARK DE 19714-6066 

ARLEN K BOLSTAD 
ROBERT AOMBERG 
DIV OF LEGISLATIVE SERVICES 
GENERAL ASSEMBLY BLDG- 2ND FL 
910 CAPITOL STREET 
RICHMOND VA 23219 

WALTER HANS 
TRD 
POBOX 2820 
CHERRY HEX NJ 08034-0246 

ROBERT N GRANT 
PRINCIPAL FOR MGMT CONSULTING 
DELTA DEVELOPMENT GROUP INC 
207 HOUSE AVENUE SUITE 103 
CAMP HILL PA 17011 

J JOHN FLUHARTY 
CHESAPEAKE ENTERPRISES 
1800 K STREET NW 
SUITE 629 
WASHINGTON DC 20006 

DANIEL MONCINO 
SCHLUMBERGER INDUSTRIES 
45 WINTHROP STREET 
CONCORD MA 01742 

./0 



BARRY L'LACKWELL 
CINERGY CORP 
1 OOOE MAIN STREET 
PLAINFIELD IN 46168 

ERT O'DONNELL ESQUIRE 
1515 MARKET STREET 
SUITE 500 
PHILADELPHIA PA 19102 

Jl^pSHER ASSOC EDITOR 
NATURAL GAS INTELLIGENCE 
211 REGENCY SQUARE BLVD 
SUITE 221 
HOUSTON TX 77036 

RUSSELL HENN 
LG & E POWER MARKETING 
12500 FAIR LAKES CIRCLE 
SUITE 350 
FAIRFAX VA 22033-3804 

WILLIAM EDWARDS JR 
PACIFICORP 
1500 MARKET ST CENTER SQ 
EAST TOWER -12TH FLOOR 
PHILADELPHIA PA 19102 

VALERIE SMITH 
RURAL UTILmES 
1400 INDEPENDENCE AVE SW 
MAIL STOP 1516 
RM4027 SOUTH BLDG 
WASHINGTON DC 20250 

JOHN HORTON ANALYST 
MC 2 

701 EAST 22ND STREET 
LOMBARD IL 60148-5072 

PETE LANGBEIN 
GPU - ADVANCED RESOURCES 
2675 MORGANTOWN ROAD 
SUITE GH2-3300 
READING PA 19607 

ROBERT SPAULDING 
SPAULDING GROUP 
5127 WALNUT RIDGE DRIVE 
ERIE PA 16506 

JAMES KIMBALL 
ONLOCATION INC 
8100 OAK STREET 
SUITE 300 
DUNN LORING VA 22027 

ALBERT THOMAS 
TECHNEGLAS 
60 OLD BOSTON ROAD 
PITTSTON PA 18640 

PAUL EDMUNDSON 
PRICING AND PLANNING ANALYST 
PLUM STREET ENERGY MARKETING 
POBOX 5001 
507 PLUM STREET 
SYRACUSE NY 13204 

JOHN HAPP 
NORAM ENERGY 
1600 SMITH STREET 
SUITE 1161 
HOUSTONTX 77002-7345 

JAN JARRETT 
1740 MAIN STREET LISBURN 
MECHANICSBURG PA 17055 

FRANK FELDER SR CONSULTANT 
THE ECONOMICS RESOURCE GROUP 
1 MIFFLIN PLACE 
CAMBRIDGE MA 02138 

WILLIAM CAMPBELL 
SEASONED ENERGY DEVELOPMENT LTD 
POBOX 7955 
PHILADELPHIA PA 19101-7955 

ROBERT YOUNG 
MCQUAID BLASKO 
811 UNIVERSITY DRIVE 
STATE COLLEGE PA 16801 

JUNE PERRY 
ROOM 19 CAPITOL ANNEX 
HARRISBURG PA 17120 

MESSENGER 

ALEXANDRA MATTHEWS-RITTER 
SENATOR BELL'S OFFICE 
20 EAST WING CAPITOL 
HARRISBURG PA 17120 

MESSENGER 

SENATOR ROY C AFFLERBACH 
184 MAIN CAPITOL 
HARRISBURG PA 17120 

MESSENGER 

REP FRANK TULLI JR 
155A EAST WING CAPITOL 
HARRISBURG PA 17120 

MESSENGER 

REP WILLIAM LLOYD JR 
CHAIRMAN 
HOUSE CONS AFFAIRS COMM 
128 SOUTH OFFICE BUILDING 
HARRISBURG PA 17120 

MESSENGER 

KIM SHAWKEY 
SEN BRIGHTBILL'S OFFICE 
337 MAIN CAPITOL 
HARRISBURG PA 17120 

MESSENGER 

SENATOR JOSEPH M ULIANA 
459 MAIN CAPITOL 
HARRISBURG PA 17120 

MESSENGER 



NAN MCLAUGHLIN 
GOVERNOR'S OFFICE 
238 MAIN CAPITOL 
HARRISBURG PA 17120 

4k* THOMAS . 
GOVERNOR'S OFFICE 
506 FINANCE BUILDING 
HARRISBURG PA 17120 

C Y ^ ^ A DATIG 
DOmR ENERGY FUND 
PO BOX 42329 
PnTSBURGH PA 15203 

MESSENGER MESSENGER 

BROOKS MOUNTCASTLE 
CLEAN AIR COUNCIL 
3700 VARTAN WAY 
HARRISBURG PA 17110 

LE ROBINSON EXEC DIR 
ENERGY COORDINATING AGENCY 
OF PHILADELPHIA 
1924 ARCH STREET 
PHILADELPHIA PA 19103 

VINCENT ROSSI 
SENATOR FUMO'S OFFICE 
545 MAIN CAPITOL 
HARRISBURG PA 17120 

MESSENGER 

REP KEITH MCCALL 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
313 SOUTH OFFICE BUILDING 
HARRISBURG PA 17120 

MESSENGER 

REP CHRIS WOGAN 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
5 EAST WING 
HARRISBURG PA 17120 

MESSENGER 

SENATOR CLARENCE D BELL 
ROOM 20 EAST WING 
HARRISBURG PA 17120 

MESSENGER 

LAWRENCE G SPIELVOGEL PE 
LAWRENCE G SPIELVOGEL INC 
203 HUGHES ROAD 
KING OF PRUSSSIA PA 19405-3785 

R-00973953 

MICHAEL KARP 
31 APPALOOSA ROAD 
BELLINGHAM WA 98226 

R-00973953 

EDWARD ESSL 
AARP 
COOR CAPITAL CITY TASK FORCE 
225 MARKET STREET STE 502 
HARRISBURG PA 17101 

R-00973953 

JOHN M ALVAREZ 
175 BEULAH ROAD 
DOYLESTOWN PA 18901-2614 

R-00973953 

RETIRED MAJOR ALBERT PAISTE 
39 VALLEY VIEW DRIVE 
BOX 300 

FOUNTAINVILLE PA 18923 

R-00973953 

JOHN W STORB PE 
SOTRB INCOPORATED 
410 NORTH EASTON ROAD 
WILLOW GROVE PA 19090-2511 
R-00973953 

CHRIS S KING 
CELLNET 
125 SHOREWAY ROAD 
SAN CARLOS CA 94060 

R-00973953 

KAREN K O'NEILL VP 
REG DEVP GREEN MTN ENERGY RES 
PO BOX 2206 
55 GREEN MOUNTAIN DRIVE 
BURLINGTON VT 05407-2206 

R-00973953 

MARYLOU BARTON AST CNSL 
400 MARKET ST 9TH FLOOR 
RCSOB 
PO BOX 8464 

HARRISBURG PA 17105-8464 

MESSENGER 



NAN MCLAUGHLIN 
GOVERNOR'S OFFICE 
238 MAIN CAPITOL 
HARRISBURG PA 17120 

THOMAS . 
GOVERNOR'S OFFICE 
506 FINANCE BUILDING 
HARRISBURG PA 17120 

CYlB[A DATIG 
DOLLAR ENERGY FUND 
POBOX 42329 
PITTSBURGH PA 15203 

MESSENGER MESSENGER 

BROOKS MOUNTCASTLE 
CLEAN AIR COUNCIL 
3700 VARTAN WAY 
HARRISBURG PA 17110 

LIZ ROBINSON EXEC DIR 
ENERGY COORDINATING AGENCY 
OF PHILADELPHIA 
1924 ARCH STREET 
PHILADELPHIA PA 19103 

VINCENT ROSSI 
SENATOR FUMO'S OFFICE 
545 MAIN CAPITOL 
HARRISBURG PA 17120 

MESSENGER 

REP KEITH MCCALL 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
313 SOUTH OFFICE BUILDING 
HARRISBURG PA 17120 

MESSENGER 

REP CHRIS WOGAN 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
5 EAST WING 
HARRISBURG PA 17120 

MESSENGER 

SENATOR CLARENCE D BELL 
ROOM 20 EAST WING 
HARRISBURG PA 17120 

MESSENGER 

LAWRENCE G SPIELVOGEL PE 
LAWRENCE G SPIELVOGEL INC 
203 HUGHES ROAD 
KING OF PRUSSSIA PA 19405-3785 

R-00973953 

MICHAEL KARP 
31 APPALOOSA ROAD 
BELLINGHAM WA 98226 

R-00973953 

EDWARD ESSL 
AARP 
COOR CAPITAL CITY TASK FORCE 
225 MARKET STREET STE 502 
HARRISBURG PA 17101 

R-00973953 

JOHN M ALVAREZ 
175 BEULAH ROAD 
DOYLESTOWN PA 18901-2614 

•R-00973953 

RETIRED MAJOR ALBERT PAISTE 
39 VALLEY VIEW DRIVE 
BOX 300 

FOUNTAINVILLE PA 18923 

R-00973953 

JOHN W STORB PE 
SOTRB INCOPORATED 
410 NORTH EASTON ROAD 
WILLOW GROVE PA 19090-2511 
R-00973953 

CHRIS S KING 
CELLNET 
125 SHOREWAY ROAD 
SAN CARLOS CA 94060 

R-00973953 

KAREN K O'NEILL VP 
REG DEVP GREEN MTN ENERGY RES 
PO BOX 2206 
55 GREEN MOUNTAIN DRIVE 
BURLINGTON VT 05407-2206 

R-00973953 

MARYLOU BARTON AST CNSL 
400 MARKET ST 9TH FLOOR 
RCSOB 
PO BOX 8464 

HARRISBURG PA 17105-8464 

MESSENGER 



ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT & ACCEPTANCE OF SERVICE 

AND NOW, to wit, thi s day of , 19 , 

the undersigned, as evidenced by execution hereof, acknowledges 
receipt, and accepts service of OPINION AND ORDER an o f f i c i a l 
Commission document entered, issued, or otherwise promulgated 
under date of SEPTEMBER 3, 1998 at Docket No. R-00973953,ETC 
on behalf of: 

JOSEPH GOLDBERG 
CHIEF DEPUTY ATTORNEY GEN 
DIR BUR OF CONSUMER 
PROTECTION 
I4TH FL- STRAWBERRY SQUARE 
HARRISBURG PA 17120 
MESSENGER 

Signature 

Kindly sign and date t h i s acceptance of service and 
acknowledgement of receipt, and, return the same for f i l i n g to: 

SECRETARY'S BUREAU RECORD RETENTION 
PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
B-20, North Office Building 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265 

' ' . KJR 



ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT & ACCEPTANCE OF SERVICE 

AND NOW, to wit, this day of S€f7^^&i , 19$?, 

the undersigned, as evidenced by execution hereof, acknowledges 
r e c e i p t , and accepts service o f OPINION AND ORDER an o f f i c i a l 
Commission document entered, issued, or otherwise promulgated 
under date o f SEPTEMBER 3, 1998 a t Docket No. R-00973953,ETC 
on beh a l f o f : 

™ ™ n

L MICKENS E S Q U I R E 

O p ^ ^ L FIELDS ESQ 
OFFICE OF TRIAL STAFF 
POBOX 3265 
HARRISBURG PA 17105-3265 

fl Signature 

K i n d l y fsign <xand date t h i s acceptance of service and 
acknowledgement' o f r e c e i p t , and, r e t u r n the same f o r f i l i n g t o : 

o 

CO 
CO 

ro 
CO 

cc::— 

o 
CO 

SECRETARY'S BUREAU RECORD RETENTION 
PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
B-20, North O f f i c e B u i l d i n g 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265 

CO 
oo 
CVJ 

CO 

o 

SRB 
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ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT & ACCEPTANCE OF SERVICE 

AND NOW, to wit, t h i s j Q day of ̂ ^e^p^^2>A , 19 

the undersigned, as evidenced by execution hereof, acknowledges 
receipt, and accepts service of OPINION AND ORDER an o f f i c i a l 
Commission document entered, issued, or otherwise promulgated 
under date of 
on behalf of: 

SEPTEMBER 3, 1998 at Docket No. R-00973953,ETC 

K I M SHAWKEY 

SEN BRIGHTBILL'S OFFICE 
337 MAIN CAPITOL 
HARRISBURG PA 17120 

MESSENGER 

Kindly sign and date t h i s acceptance 
acknowledgement of receipt, and, return the same for f i l i n g r t o : 

PO 
SECRETARY'S BUREAU RECORD RETENTION 
PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
B-20, North Office Building 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265 

r-'i 
o 

rn 

CD 

p 
m 
' i — 

cp 

co 

SRB 



ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT & ACCEPTANCE OF SERVICE 

AND NOW, to wit, this ( day of ̂ ^ ^ f , 19 

the undersigned, as evidenced by execution hereof, acknowledges 
receipt, and accepts service of OPINION AND ORDER an o f f i c i a l 
Commi ssion document entered, i ssued, or otherwi se promulgated 
under date of SEPTEMBER 3, 1998 at Docket No. R-00973953,ETC 
on behalf of: 

REP KEITH MCCALL 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
313 SOUTH OFFICE BUILDING 
HARRISBURG PA 17120 

MESSENGER 

^jhature S i 

K i n d l y s i g n and date t h i s acceptance of s e r v i c e and 
acknowledgement of r e c e i p t , and, r e t u r n the same f o r f i l i n g to: 

SECRETARY'S BUREAU RECORD RETENTION 
PA PUBLIC U T I L I T Y COMMISSION 
B-20 , North O f f i c e B u i l d i n g 
H a r r i s b u r g , PA 17105-3265 

c : 
3a. 

CD: 
c : — 
rn •• : .-



ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT & ACCEPTANCE OF SERVICE 

AND NOW, to wit, thi s day of , 19 , 

the undersigned, as evidenced by execution hereof, acknowledges 
receipt, and accepts service of OPINION AND ORDER an o f f i c i a l 
Commission document entered, issued, or otherwise promulgated 
under date of SEPTEMBER 3, 1998 at Docket No. R-00973953,ETC 
on behalf of: 

BERNARD A RYAN JR ESQUIRE 
OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS ADV 
300 N SECOND STREET 
SUITE 1102 
HARRISBURG PA 17101 
MESSENGER 

Signature 

Kindly sign and date t h i s acceptance of service and 
acknowledgement of receipt, and, return the same for f i l i n g to: 

SECRETARY'S BUREAU RECORD RETENTION 
PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
B-20, North Office Building 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265 

O CO 

rn rn 

ro 
m 
> 
c: 

•—f rn 
co 



ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT & ACCEPTANCE OF SERVICE 

AND NOW, to w i t , t h i s day o f , 19 , 

the unders igned , as ev idenced by e x e c u t i o n h e r e o f , acknowledges 
r e c e i p t , and a c c e p t s s e r v i c e of OPINION AND ORDER an o f f i c i a l 
Commission document e n t e r e d , i s s u e d , or o therwise promulgated 
under date o f SEPTEMBER 3 , 1998 a t Docket No. R-00973953,ETC 
on b e h a l f o f : 

TANYA J MCCLOSKEY 
STEVEN K STEINMETZ 
OFFICE OF CONSUMER ADVOCATE 
555 WALNUT STREET 
FORUM PLACE 5TH FLOOR 
HARRISBURG PA 17121-1921 
MESSENGER 

S i g n a t u r e 

K i n d l y s i g n and date t h i s acceptance of s e r v i c e and 
acknowledgement of r e c e i p t , and, r e t u r n the same f o r f i l i n g to: 

SECRETARY'S BUREAU RECORD RETENTION 
PA PUBLIC U T I L I T Y COMMISSION 
B-20 , North O f f i c e B u i l d i n g 
H a r r i s b u r g , PA 17105-3265 

. rn • to * -

'-Sep 3 
T-I? CO I - ' 

cn r-v c: co 



i 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT & ACCEPTANCE OF SERVICE 

AND NOW, to w i t , t h i s KL day of §<Lf)-k>rt,bp.fc^ , ^ S ^ ' 

acknowledges 
.an, o f f i c i a l 

t h e u n d e r s i g n e d , as e v i d e n c e d by e x e c u t i o n h e r e o f , 
r e c e i p t , and accep t s s e r v i ce o f OPINION AND ORDER 
Commission document e n t e r e d , i s s u e d , o r o t h e r w i s e - p r o m u l g a t e d 
under d a t e o f September 6 , 1998 a t Docke t Nos. R-009.7.3953, 
P-00971265 & R-00984298 on b e h a l f o f : CO' cn 

JOHN EARWOOD 
PA DEPARTMENT OF AGING 
400 MARKET STREET 
HARRISBURG PA 17101 

MESSENGER 

K i n d l y sign and date t h i s acceptance o f service and 
acknowledgement of r e c e i p t , and, r e t u r n the same f o r f i l i n g t o : 

SECRETARY'S BUREAU FILE ROOM 
PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
B-20, North O f f i c e B u i l d i n g 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265 

EEF 



r 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT & ACCEPTANCE OF SERVICE 

AND NOW, to w i t , t h i s . day o f , 19 

the undersigned, as evidenced by execution hereof, acknowledges 
r e c e i p t / and accepts service of OPINION AND ORDER an o f f i c i a l 
Commission document entered. issued, or otherwise promulgated 
under date of September 8. 1998 a t Docket Nos. R-00973953, 
P-00971265 & R-00984298 on behalf o f : 

MARYLOU BARTON AST CNSL 
400 MARKET ST 9TH FLOOR 
RCSOB 
PO BOX 8464 
HARRISBURG PA 17105-8464 

MESSENGER 

Signature 

Kin d l y sign and date t h i s acceptance of service and 
acknowledgement of r e c e i p t , and, r e t u r n the same f o r f i l i n g t o : 

SECRETARY'S BUREAU FILE ROOM 
PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
B-20, North O f f i c e B u i l d i n g 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265 

£0:£ KM i 1 d3S% 18 3600 
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ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT & ACCEPTANCE OF SERVICE 

AND NOW, to w i t , t h i s day oz(PaV'2&Z- , 19_^T 

the undersigned, as evidenced by execution hereof, acknowledges 
r e c e i p t , and accepts service of OPINION AND ORDER an o f f i c i a l 
Commission document entered, issued, or otherwise promulgated 
under date of September 6, 1998 a t Docket Nos. R-00973953, 
P-00971265 & R-00984298 on behalf o f : 

JOE DUDICK 
PA RURAL DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL 
506 FINANCE BUILDING 
HARRISBURG PA I7I20 

MESSENGER 

100CUHEM' 
\ FOLDER to* 

K i n d l y sign and date t h i s acceptance o f service and 
acknowledgement o f r e c e i p t , and, r e t u r n the same f o r f i l i n g t o : 

a3Ai303y 

SECRETARY'S BUREAU FILE ROOM 
PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
B-20, North O f f i c e B u i l d i n g 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265 

Hd 91 130 86 OCO/JO 



ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT & ACCEPTANCE OF SERVICE 

AND NOW, to w i t , t h i s day of 19 

the undersigned, as evidenced by execution hereof, acknowledges 
r e c e i p t , and accepts service of OPINION AND ORDER an o f f i c i a l 
Commission document entered, issued, or otherwise promulgated 
under date of September 8, 1998 at Docket Nos. R-0Q973953, 
P-00971265 & R-00984298 on behalf o f : CD 

R-00973953 O cn 

HON SAMUEL MCCULLOUGH SEC 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMU^TY^ 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
433 FORUM BUILDING 
HARRISBURG PA 17120 

CO 

m 
m 
m 

-<rn 

CD 

— I 
I 

K i n d l y sign and date t h i s acceptance of service and 
acknowledgement o f r e c e i p t , and, r e t u r n the same f o r f i l i n g t o : 

SECRETARY'S BUREAU FILE ROOM 
PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
B-20, North O f f i c e " B u i l d i n g 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265 



ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT & ACCEPTANCE OF SERVICE 

AND NOW, to wit, thi s / ( f t day o tS^jrt faj t fhpf , 19_gP", 

the undersigned, as evidenced by execution hereof, acknowledges 
receipt, and accepts service of OPINION AND ORDER an o f f i c i a l 
Commission document entered, issued, or otherwise promulgated 
under date of 
on behalf of: 

SEPTEMBER 3, 1998 at Docket No. R-00973953,ETC 

SENATOR JOSEPH M ULIANA 
459 MAIN CAPITOL 
HARRISBURG PA 17120 

MESSENGER 

Signattire 

Ki ndly s i gn and date t h i s acceptance of s e r v i ce and 
acknowledgement of receipt, and, return the same for f i l i n g to: 

SECRETARY'S BUREAU RECORD RETENTION 
PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
B-20, North Office Building 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265 

EEF 

CO 

m *-o OS 
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ro m , 
> 
c: 

•v 



ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT & ACCEPTANCE OF SERVICE 

AND NOW, to wit, this / 6 ^ day of J&fd&rtAes^ , 19^^, 

the undersigned, as evidenced by execution hereof, acknowledges 
r e c e i p t , and accepts service of OPINION AND ORDER an o f f i c i a l 
Commission document entered, issued, or otherwise promulgated 
under date of September 8. 1998 a t Docket Nos. R-00973953, 
P-00971265 & R-00984298 on behalf of: 

SENATOR JOSEPH M ULIANA 
459 MAIN CAPITOL 
HARRISBURG PA 17120 

MESSENGER 

co­

re 
m 

at 
o 

•A. 
u r e 

j 

K i n d l y s i g n and d a t e t h i s accep tance o f s e r v i c e and 
acknowledgement o f r e c e i p t , and, r e t u r n t h e same f o r f i l i n g t o : 

• SECRETARY'S BUREAU FILE ROOM 
PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
B - 2 0 , N o r t h O f f i c e B u i l d i n g 
H a r r i s b u r g , PA 17105-3265 

EEF 
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ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT & ACCEPTANCE OF SERVICE 

AND NOW, to wit, this . 10"^" day of ̂ J p f ^ M ^ A ^ / ^ ^ P , 

the undersigned, as evidenced by execution hereof, acknowledges 
r e c e i p t , and accepts s e r v i ce of OPINION AND ORDER an o f f i c i a l 
Commission document entered. issued, or otherwise promulgated 
under date of September 8, 1998 a t Docket Nos. R-Q0973953, 
P-00971265 & R-00984298 on behalf of: 

cc: 

.1 
NAN MCLAUCHUN^ co 
GOVERNOR'S OFFICE. 
238 MAIN C & m t i h?. 
HARRISBURGPA 17120 

L-J LJ 

MRSSENGEI^ 9^ 

CO 

CD 
CD 

Signature 

Kin d l y sign and date t h i s acceptance of service and 
acknowledgement of r e c e i p t , and, r e t u r n the same f o r f i l i n g t o : 

SECRETARY'S BUREAU FILE ROOM 
PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
B-20, North O f f i c e B u i l d i n g 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265 

EEF 



ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT & ACCEPTANCE OF SERVICE 

AND NOW, to w i t , t h i s day of 19 

the undersigned, as evidenced by execution hereof, acknowledges 
r e c e i p t , and accepts service of OPINION AND ORDER an o f f i c i a l 
Commission' document entered. issued, or otherwise promulgated 
under date of September 8. 1998 a t Docket Nos. R-00973953, 
P-00971265 & R-00984298 on behalf o f : 

REP CHRIS WOGAN 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
5 EAST WING 
HARRISBURG PA 17120 

MESSENGER 

Signature 

Ki n d l y sign and date t h i s acceptance of service and 
acknowledgement o f r e c e i p t , and, r e t u r n the same f o r f i l i n g t o : 

^ =8 HwBE&SSS 

SECRETARY'S BUREAU FILE ROOM 
PA PUBLIC UTILITY:COMMISSION 
B-20, North O f f i c e B u i l d i n g 
Harrisburg, PA "17105-3265 

W6Q0. 
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ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT & ACCEPTANCE OF SERVICE 

AND NOW, to w i t , t h i s / Q day o f c ^ ^ D ^ t y ^ h ^ , 1 9 ^ g ^ 

the undersigned, as evidenced by execution hereof, acknowledges 
r e c e i p t , and accepts service of OPINION AND ORDER an o f f i c i a l 
Commission document entered. issued, or otherwise promulgated 
under date of September 8. 1998 a t Docket Nos. R-00973953, 
P-00971265 & R-00984298 on behalf of: 

KIM SHAWKEY 
SEN BRIGHTBILL'S OFFICE 
337 MAIN CAPITOL 
HARRISBURGPA 17120 

MESSENGER 

CD 
CD 
\JD 
CO 

Signature-:/ 
! CO 

K i n d l y sign and date t h i s acceptance of service and 
acknowledgement o f r e c e i p t . and, r e t u r n the same f o r f i l i n g t o : 

. . SECRETARY'S BUREAU FILE ROOM 
PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
B-20, North O f f i c e B u i l d i n g 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265 

t-.'.iiî .-̂ - ., • | t , 

SRB 



ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT & ACCEPTANCE OF SERVICE 

AND NOW, t o w i t , t h i s day o f _ 

t h e u n d e r s i g n e d , as e v i d e n c e d by e x e c u t i o n h e r e o f , acknowledges 
r e c e i p t , and accep t s s e r v i c e o f OPINION AND ORDER an o f f i c i a l 
Commission document e n t e r e d . i s s u e d , o r o t h e r w i s e p r o m u l g a t e d 
under d a t e o f September 8, 1998 a t Docke t Nos, R-00973953, 
P-00971265 & R-00984298 on b e h a l f o f : 

VERONICA A SMITH DEPUTY 
PA PUC EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
POBOX 3265 

HARRISBURG PA 17105̂ 3265 

MESSENGER 

O 
CD 

rv» 
UD 
CD 

Signature ^ 

ro 

service K i n d l y sign and date t h i s acceptance of 
acknowledgement o f r e c e i p t , and, r e t u r n the same f o r f i l i n g t o : 

SECRETARY'S BUREAU FILE ROOM 
PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION • 
B-20, North O f f i c e B u i l d i n g 
Harrisburg, PA"17105-3265 

and 

SRB 



ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT & ACCEPTANCE OF SERVICE 

AND NOW, t o w i t , t h i d a y o f 

t h e u n d e r s i g n e d , as e v i d e n c e d b y e x e c u t i o n h e r e o f , a c k n o w l e d g e s 
r e c e i p t , a n d a c c e p t s s e r v i c e o f OPINION AND ORDER a n o f f i c i a l 
Commi s s i o n documen t e n t e r e d . i s s u e d , o r o t h e r w i s e p r o m u l g a t e d 
u n d e r d a t e o f S e p t e m b e r 8, 1998 a t D o c k e t N o s . R - 0 0 9 7 3 9 5 3 , 
P - 0 0 9 7 1 2 6 5 & R - 0 0 9 8 4 2 9 8 on b e h a l f o f : 

BERNARD A RYAN JR ESQUIRE 
OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS ADV 
300 N SECOND STREET 
SUITE 1102 
HARRISBURG PA 17101 
MESSENGER 

GO 

o 
ro CC' 
rn CO 
—i • n-, 

~D •• 
— . "i 

-<rc- cr> -i;,' 
• i 

C D - 0 

c : 
ro —— -"; 
rn 
i> 
cr 

Signature 

K i n d l y sign and date t h i s acceptance of service and 
acknowledgement o f r e c e i p t , and, r e t u r n the same f o r f i l i n g t o : 

SECRETARY'S BUREAU FILE ROOM 
PA PUBLIC UTILITY.COMMISSION 
B-20, North O f f i c e B u i l d i n g 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265 



ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT & ACCEPTANCE OF SERVICE 

AND NOW, to w i t , t h i s day of 19 

the undersigned, as evidenced by execution hereof, acknowledges 
r e c e i p t , and accepts service of OPINION AND ORDER an o f f i c i a l 
Commission document entered, issued, or otherwise promulgated 
under date of September 6, 1998 a t Docket Nos. R-00973953, 
P-00971265 & R-00984298 on behalf o f : 

co 
m CO 

REP KEITH MCCAU, 

o 
ro 
m 

CO rn 
-o 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES — 
313 SOUTH OFFICE BUILDING 
HARRISBURGPA 17120 S i 

o 
CD-
d 

MESSENGER 
o 

CD-
d 

o 
ro 
m ro 
> 
cr 

K i n d l y sign and date t h i s acceptance of service and 
acknowledgement o f r e c e i p t , and, r e t u r n the same f o r f i l i n g t o : 

SECRETARY'S BUREAU FILE ROOM 
PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
B-20, North O f f i c e B u i l d i n g 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265 



ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT & ACCEPTANCE OF SERVICE 

AND NOW, to w i t , t h i s day of 

the undersigned, as evidenced by execution hereof, acknowledges 
r e c e i p t , and accepts service of OPINION AND ORDER an o f f i c i a l 
Commission document entered. issued, or otherwise promulgated 
under date of September 8, 1998 a t Docket Nos. R-00973953, 
P-00971265 & R-00984298 on behalf of: 

TANYA J MCCLOSKEY 
STEVEN K STEINMETZ _ 
OFFICE OF CONSUMER ADVOCATE 
555 WALNUT STREET 
FORUM PLACE 5TH FLOOR 
HARRISBURGPA 17121-1921 
MESSENGER 

cn 
m 
o 
ro 
rn 
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C3 

ro 
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uo 
CO 
oo 
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ro 

Signaxyre 

Kin d l y sign and date t h i s acceptance of service and 
acknowledgement of r e c e i p t , and, r e t u r n the same f o r f i l i n g t o : 

SECRETARY'S BUREAU FILE ROOM 
PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
B-20, North O f f i c e B u i l d i n g 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265 



ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT & ACCEPTANCE OF SERVICE 

AND NOW, t o w i t , t h i s day o f 19 

t h e u n d e r s i g n e d , as e v i d e n c e d by e x e c u t i o n h e r e o f , acknowledges 
r e c e i p t , and accep t s s e r v i c e o f OPINION AND ORDER an o f f i c i a l 
Commission document e n t e r e d , i s s u e d , o r o t h e r w i s e p r o m u l g a t e d 
under d a t e o f September 6. 1998 a t Docke t Nos. R-00973953, 
P-00971265 & R-00984298 on b e h a l f o f : 

CHIEF DEPUTY ATTORNEY GEN 
DIR BUR OF CONSUMER 
PROTECTION 
14TH FL- STRAWBERRY SQUARE 
HARRISBURGPA 17120 
MESSENGER 

O 

U3 
• v -

CO 
no 

mm* 
K i n d l y sign and date t h i s acceptance o f service and 
acknowledgement o f r e c e i p t , and, r e t u r n the same f o r f i l i n g t o : 

• SECRETARY'S BUREAU FILE ROOM 
PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
B-20, North Office' B u i l d i n g 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265 



Received • 
SEP 1 0 1998 

. .ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT £ ACCEPTANCE OF SERVICE 

Harrisburg 

AND NOW, t o w i t , t h i s ( ( j d a y o f_ 19 

the undersigned, as evidenced by execution hereof, acknowledges 
r e c e i p t , and accepts service o f OPINION AND ORDER an o f f i c i a l 
Commission document entered. issued, or otherwise promulgated 
under date of September 6, 1998 a t Docket Nos. R-00973953, 
P-00971265 & R-00984298 on behalf o f : 

HONORABLE STEWART J 
GREENLEAF 

SENATE BOX 203012 
HARRISBURG PA 17120-3012 

MESSENGER 
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S i g n a t u r e 

K i n d l y s i g n a n d d a t e 
a c k n o w l e d g e m e n t o f r e c e i p t 

t h i s a c c e p t a n c e o f s e r v i c e a n d 
a n d , r e t u r n t h e same f o r f i l i n g t o : 

SECRETARY'S BUREAU F I L E ROOM 
PA PUBLIC U T I L I T Y COMMISSION 
B - 2 0 , N o r t h O f f i c e B u i l d i n g 
H a r r i s b u r g , PA 1 7 1 0 5 - 3 2 6 5 


