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July 31, 1998 

VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS 
Pro tho notary 
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
Post Office Box 3265 
North Office Building 
Corner of North Street & Commonwealth Avenue 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265 

RECEIVED 
JUL 3 1 1998 

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSÎ  
SECRETARY'S BUREAU 

Re: Application of Pennsylvania Power & Light Company for 
Approval of Restructuring Plan Under Section 3806 of the 
Public Utility Code 
Docket No.: R-00973954 

Dear Sir or Madam: K3R 

Enclosed please find the original and four copies of Intervenor Titanium Hearth 
Technologies, Inc/s Objections and Comments to PP&L Inc's Restructuring Plan Compliance 
Filing. Kindly time stamp one copy and return it in the stamped, self-addressed envelope provided 
for this purpose. 

Thank you for your courtesies. 

SMK:pd 
Enclosures 

Susan M. 

cc: Philip J. Mause, Esquire 
Gregg R. Mellinson, Esquire 
w/ enclosure to both parties DOCUMENT 
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Application of Pennsylvania 
Power & Light Company 
For Approval of Restructuring 
Plan under Section 2806 of the 
Public Utility Code 

Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania before 
The Pennsylvania 
Public Utility Commission 
Docket No.: R-00973954 

Intervenor Titanium Hearth Technologies Inc's 
Objections and Comments to PP&L Inc's 

Restructuring Plan Compliance Filing 

RECEIVED 
JUL 31 1998 

W)6 0 4 W B 

DOCUMENT 
FOLDER 

"M PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSI 
On July 21, 1998, Titanium Hearth Technologies Inc. ("THTSjtGREfrARY'S BUREAU 

Petition to Intervene in the instant proceeding. This petition is presently pending before 
the Public Utility Commission ("PUC"). Based on the belief that its petition will be 
granted, THT hereby respectfully submits its objections and comments to Pennsylvania 
Power & Light Company's ("PP&L") recent compliance filing as follows: 

1. On July 17, 1998 PP&L filed with the PUC a compliance filing 
pursuant to its request for Approval of the Restructuring Plan 
under Section 2806 of the Public Utility Code. 

2. In Supplement No. 75 to Tariff Electric Pa. P.U.C. No. 200, 
Sixteenth revised page no. 31 of this July 17, 1998 Compliance 
filing, PP&L states that rate schedule PR-1 will end on January 1, 
1999. 

3. In Supplement No. 1 to Tariff Electric Pa. P.U.C. No. 201 original 
page no. 2G of the July 17, 1998 Compliance filing, PP&L states 
that rate schedule PR-1 and PR-2 are eliminated. 

4. These provisions effectively discontinue the PR-1 rate under which 
THT takes service. 

5. The PR-1 Rate Structure is a program offered by PP&L to certain 
industrial customers. Customers under the PR-1 rate structure pay 
rates for electric usage which vary on an hourly basis. These rates 
are a function of the marginal generating costs on the PJM pool. 

6. Under the PR-1 Rate Structure, a customer can control and 
minimize its electricity costs by scheduling usage at time periods 
during which PP&L's anticipated costs will be lower. During 
periods of very intense electricity demand (such as those 
experienced by many electric utilities this summer), PR-1 
customers face a very strong incentive to reduce their electricity 
consumption. This, in turn, reduces the danger of system failures, 
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outages, or brownouts. There are, thus, strong public policy 
benefits associated with the continuation of the PR-1 rate. 

7. The PR-1 rate does not expose PP&L to losses because, by the 
very way in which the rate operates, PP&L always recovers its 
costs plus a mark-up. 

8. The elimination of the PR-1 rate will potentially cause serious 
economic damage to THT. THT, therefore, opposes PP&L's 
compliance filing to the extent it will eliminate the PR-1 rate. 

9. THT is a large industrial customer of PP&L. It has over 300 
employees in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and contributes 
significantly to economic development in Berks County, 
Pennsylvania. 

10. In 1998, THT will incur electricity expenses of nearly $2 million 
under the current PR-1 Rate Structure. 

11. THT recently chose to significantly expand its operations in the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 

12. One of the critical considerations behind THT's decision to expand 
in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, rather than elsewhere, was 
anticipated electricity costs. 

13. Because of the aggressive domestic and international competition 
that THT faces, electricity costs are a critical element in 
determining the competitive viability of production at a given site. 
This factor was especially important to the recent expansion 
decision since the proposed expansion would increase THT's 
electricity demand by roughly 60 percent over the next three year 
period. 

14. Prior to making its decision to expand, THT carefully reviewed 
comparative electricity costs in Pennsylvania and a number of 
other jurisdictions. During this review PP&L provided THT with 
assurances that it planned to continue the PR-1 Rate Structure and 
encouraged THT to expand its operations in Pennsylvania. 

15. Based on, and in reliance upon, these assurances about the PR-] 
Rate Structure, THT decided to expand its operations in the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and committed to invest $36 
million. THT's expansion will result in a significant number of 
new jobs in Pennsylvania. 
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16. In violation of the prior representations upon which THT relied, 
PP&L is now trying to eliminate the PR-1 Rate structure. 

17. THT submits that the elimination of this rate is contrary to sound 
economic policy and, further, is not consistent with either the 
Electric Generation Consumer Choice and Competition Act, 66 Pa. 
C.S. §§2801 et. sea. ("The Competition Act"), or the P.U.C.'s 
Restructuring Order. 

18. Under the Competition Act, PP&L is not permitted to discontinue 
the PR-1 Rate Structure because to do so would violate the legally 
mandated price cap. 

19. Section 2804(4)(i)(A) of the Act requires that the charges PP&L 
imposes upon customers, such as THT, may not exceed the charges 
"approved by the Commission for such service as of the effective 
date of this chapter." The PR-1 rate was in effect and was utilized 
by THT as of the effective date of the Competition Act. 

20. Thus, PP&L must continue to make the PR-1 Rate Structure 
available or must take other measures that assure that THT not be 
required to pay higher charges than those in effect as of the 
effective date of the Competition Act. The PR-1 rate structure 
should be continued until the end of the transition period 
(September 30, 2005). 

21. PUC is violating this mandate by attempting to eliminate the PR-1 
Rate and raise the charges imposed upon THT. 

22. PP&L's planned discontinuance of the PR-1 Rate Structure is also 
blatantly inconsistent with the PUC's Restructuring Order which 
required that Rates such as PR-1 continue to be made available as 
long as PP&L is collecting transition costs (until September 30, 
2005). 

23. Section VII. E. of the Restructuring Order recognizes that many of 
PP&L's incentive rates "are scheduled to terminate in the relatively 
near future." The Restructuring Order, therefore, mandates that all 
such rates be offered during the phase-in of competition. 

24. In addition, after the phase-in is completed, the Restructuring 
Order does not permit PP&L to terminate such rates for existing 
customers such as THT. Instead, the Restructuring Order states 
only that the "incentive rate shall be closed to new customers." 
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25. PP&L's action in terminating the PR-1 Rate is, thus, a clear 
violation of the Restmcturing Order. 

26. The rate schedules submitted by PP&L must be revised in other 
respects to reflect the continuation of the PR-1 Rate. For example, 
PP&L has deleted references to Rate Schedule PR-1 in the 
"Application Provisions" sections of the Economic Development 
Initiatives Rider and of the Industrial Development Initiatives 
Rider. (See PP&L General Tariff, issued July 17, 1998, List of 
Changes Made bv This Supplement, Original Pages 2A and 2B; 
and First Revised Page No. 19 and First Revised Page No. 19D). 
These deletions must be cancelled so that it is clear that customers 
utilizing the PR-1 Rate will still be eligible for the Economic 
Development Initiatives Rider and the Industrial Development 
Initiatives Rider. 

Therefore, for the above stated reasons, THT respectfully requests that the 
PUC disapprove PP&L's July 17, 1998 Compliance Filing insofar as it provides for the 
elimination of the PRS Rate program and the PR-1 Rate. 

Respectfully submitted, 

DRINKER BIDDLE & REATH LLP 
1345 Chestnut Street 
Philadelphia,^ 19: 
(215) 988-2; 

Hip J. Mause 
Attorney Id. No. DC 170043 
Gregg R. Melinson 
Attorney Id. No. 56083 
Susan M. Kennedy 
Attorney Id. No. 59137 

Attorneys for Intervenor 
Titanium Hearth Technologies Inc. 
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VERIFICATION 

I , Susan M. Kennedy, attorney for Titanium Health Technologies, Inc., 
hereby state that the facts set forth in the foregoing document are true and correct to the 
best of my knowledge, information and belief and that I expect to be able to prove the 
same at a hearing held in this matter. I understand that the statements herein are made 
subject to the penalties of 18 Pa. C.S. §4904 relating to the unsworn falsification to 
authorities. 

Date: July 31, 1998 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I have this day served a true copy of the foregoing 
document upon the participants, listed on the attached list, in accordance with the 
requirements of § 1.54 

Dated this 31 s t day of July, 1998 

n̂Jsan M. Kennedy 
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) c k e t Number: R-00973954 
0001 
PAUL E. RUSSELL' 
ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL 
TWO -NORTH NINTH STREET 
ALLENTOWN PA 18101-1179 
PENNSYLVANIA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

0002 
JOHNNIE E. SIMMS 
SCOTT H. DEBROFF; CAROL F. PENNINGTON 
P.O. BOX 3265 
HARRISBURG PA 17105-32 65 
PUC-OTS PROSECUTORS 

0003 
CRAIG R. BURGRAFF, BARRETT C SHERIDAN, 
JAMES MULLINS,TANYA MCCLOSKEY,I POPOWSKY 
555 WALNUT STREET FORUM PLACE 5TH FLOOR 
HARRISBURG PA 17101-1921 
OCA (C0001) 

0004 
JOAN O BRANDEIS, ESQ. 
SCHNADER, HARRISON, SEGAL & LEWIS 
1600 MARKET ST., SUITE 3600 
PHILADELPHIA PA 19103-4252 
BETHLEHEM STEEL CO, POR 

0005 
MICHAEL FIORENTINO 
CLEAN AIR COUNCIL - HARRISBURG 
3 700 VARTAN WAY SUITE 2 00 
HARRISBURG PA 17110 
ENVIRONMENTALISTS (POR) 

0006 
CRAIG A. DOLL, ESQ. 
214 STATE STREET 
HARRISBURG PA 17101 
DELMARVA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY, POR 

0007 
RANDALL V. GRIFFIN, ESQ. 
800 KING STREET 
PO BOX 231 
WILMINGTON DE 19899 
DELMARVA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY, POR 

0008 
GENE STILP, COORDINATOR 
1550 FCVR 
HARRISBURG PA 17112-9240 
G STILP & PP&L RATEPAYERS' ASSN, POR 
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0009 
KAREN OILL MOURY, BERNARD A. RYAN, ESQRS 
SUITE 1102, COMMERCE BUILDING 
3 00 NORTH SECOND STREET 
HARRISBURG PA 17101 
OSBA (POR) 

0010 
LISA HELPERT/DONALD KAPLAN 
PRESTON GATES E L L I S & ROUVELAS MEEDS LLP 
SUITE 500, 1735 NEW YORK AVENUE N.W. 
WASHINGTON DC 20006 
PP&L 

0011 
JOEL D. NEWTON, ATTORNEY 
PAUL E. NORDSTROM DEBORAH A SWANSTROM 
901 15TH STREET, NW 
WASHINGTON DC 20005-2301 
ALLEGHENY POWER (POR) 

0012 
MICHAEL T. VOUGH, JEFF TOKACH 
GREATER PITTSTON PROFESSIONAL CENTER 
126 SOUTH MAIN STREET 
PITTSTON PA 18640-1793 
COMM ON ECON OPPORTUNITY OF LUZERNE-POR 

0013 
D. KLEPPINGER, P. POLACEK, R. MILLS 
MCNEES, WALLACE & NURICK 
100 PINE STREET, P.O. BOX 1166 
HARRISBURG PA 17108-1166 
PP&L INDUST CUSTOMER ALLIANCE (PPLICA) 

0014 
D.CLEARFIELD, A.KOHLER, R.LONGWELL., ESQ 
WOLF, BLOCK, SCHORR & SOLIS-COHEN 
LOCUST CRT BLDG,SUITE 3 00, 212 LOCUST ST 
HARRISBURG PA 17101 
ENRON CORP., POR 

0015 
DAVID A MCCORMICK, REGULATORY LAW OFFICE 
901 N. STUART STREET, ROOM 713 
DAJA-RL 3 94 9 
ARLINGTON 'VA 22203-1837 
US DEPT OF DEFENSE ET AL - POR 

0016 
BRUCE A. CONNELL, ESQ. 
LEGAL DEPARTMENT 
600 N. DAIRY ASHFORD, ML-1034 
HOUSTON TX 77079 
DUPONT POWER MARKETING, INC. (DPMI) POR 
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0017 
SCOTT J. RUBIN, ESQ. 
3 LOST CREEK DR. 
SELINSGROVE PA 17870-9357 
INTL BROTH ELECTL WRKRS LOCAL 1600-POR 

0018 
HARRY S. GELLER 
118 LOCUST STREET 
HARRISBURG PA 17101 
PA UTILITY LAW PROJECT 

0019 
BILLIE RAMSEY, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
1300 MARKET STREET 
SUITE 7 
LEMOYNE PA 17043 
ANTHRACITE REGION INDEP PWR (ARIPPA),POR 

0020 
WILLIAM T. HAWKE, JANET L. MILLER, ESQS. 
TOOD S. STEWART, ESQ. 
PO BOX 1778; HARRISBURG ENERGY CENTER 
HARRISBURG PA 17105-1778 
MID-ATLANTIC PWR SUPPLY ASSN (MAPSA),POR 

0021 
STEPHEN L. HUNTOON 
MARY MCFALL HOPPER 
2301 MARKET STREET, S23-1 
PHILADELPHIA PA 19103 
PECO ENERGY CO., POR 

0022 
TERRANCE J. FITZPATRICK,DAVID M. DESALLE 
RYAN, RUSSELL, OGDEN, SELTZER, LLP 
800 N. THIRD ST., SUITE 101 
HARRISBURG PA 17102 
GPU ENERGY (POR) 

0023 
ROBERT P. HAYNES I I I 
PO BOX 700 
CAMP HILL PA 17001-0700 
PENNSYLVANIA ELECTRIC COSUMERS COUNSEL 

0024 
H. ALLAN KNOPP, 
DIRECTOR, REGULATORY AFFAIRS 
P.O. BOX 2197, CH-1038 
HOUSTON TX 772 52 
DUPONT POWER MARKETING INC. (POR) 

0025 
ERIC JOSEPH EPSTEIN 
2308 BRANDYWINE DRIVE 
HARRISBURG PA 17110 
SELF (POR) 
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0026 
JOHN L. MUNSCH, ATTORNEY 
800 CABIN HILL DRIVE 
GREENSBURG PA 15601 
ALLEGHENY POWER (POR) 

0027 
MICHAEL STOSSER, ADELIA BORRASCA, ESQS. 
HELLER EHRMAN WHITE & MCAULIFFE 
815 CONNECTICUT AVENUE, N.W., SUITE 200 
WASHINGTON DC 20006-4004 
KRAFT FOODS, INC. (POR) 

0028 
RICHARD L. CAPLAN, ESQUIRE 
STEPHEN M. HLADIK 
4 0 DARBY ROAD 
PAOLI PA 19301-1461 
SCHUYLKILL ENERGY RESOURCES, INC. (POR) 

0029 
RICHARD L. CAPLAN, ESQUIRE 
CAPLAN & LUBER, LLP 
4 0 DARBY ROAD 
PAOLI PA 193 01-1461 
GILBERTON POWER COMPANY (POR) 

0030 
ROBERT F. YOUNG, ANDREW S. TUBBS, ESQS. 
212 LOCUST STREET 
P.O. BOX 1266 
HARRISBURG PA 17108-1266 
ALLEGHENY ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE INC (POR) 

0031 
JOHN H. KOCH 
42 8 ROBIN ROAD 
ALLENTOWN PA 18104-6724 
SELF (INTERESTED PARTY) 

0032 
P ARMSTRONG, R MATZ, MSRS. ADONZIO/YOUNG 
THOMAS, THOMAS, ARMSTRONG & NIESEN 
212 LOCUST ST, SUITE 500, PO BOX 9500 
HARRISBURG PA 17108-9500 
ALLEGHENY ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC. 

0033 
STEPHEN J. BARON 
J.KENNEDY & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
35 GLENLAKE PARKWAY, SUITE 475 
ATLANTA GA 3 0328 
PP&L INDUSTRIAL CUSTOMER ALLIANCE 
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0034 
DAVID W. FRANCIS 
114 N. SECOND STREET 
HARRISBURG PA 17101 
CARADON MIDEAST ALUM/METAL INDUST-POR 

0035 
MICHAEL L. KESSLER, VP & GENERAL COUNSEL 
111 S. ALFRED STREET 
ALEXANDRIA VA 223 04 
AMERICAN ENERGY SOLUTIONS, INC. (POR) 

0036 
GARY A. JEFFRIES, SENIOR ATTORNEY 
ONE PARK RIDGE CENTER 
P.O. BOX 15646 
PITTSBURGH PA 15244-0746 
CNG ENERGY SERVICES CORP. (CNG) (POR) 

0037 
JOHN GALLAGHER 
200 N. 3RD STREET, SUITE 3 00 
PO BOX 12105 
HARRISBURG PA 17108-2105 
DUQUESNE LIGHT CO 

0038 
USHER FOGEL, ATTORNEY 
ROLAND, FOGEL, KOBLENZ & CARR , LLP 
1 COLUMBIA PLACE 
ALBANY NY 12207 
PENNSYLVANIA PETROLEUM ASSOCIATION - PPA 

0039 
JOHN P.ZINKAND EXEUTIVE VP 
PENNA PETROLUEM ASSOCIATION 
SUITE 121, BLGD 2, 2001 NORTH FRONT ST 
HARRISBURG PA 17102 
PENNSYLVANIA PETROLEUM ASSOCIATION - PPA 

0040 
GEORGE F. DENARDO 
555 UNION BLVD. 
ALLENTOWN PA 18103 
LUCENT TECHNOLOGIES 

0041 
SUSAN M. SHANAMAN, ATTORNEY 
212 N. THIRD STREET 
SUITE 203 
HARRISBURG PA 17101-1505 
CENTER FOR ENERGY & ECON DEV (CEED)(POR) 

0042 
BRIAN A.RIDER , PRESIDENT 
PENNSYLVANIA RETAILERS' ASSOCIATION 
224 PINE STREET 
HARRISBURG PA 17101-1325 
PENNSYLVANIA RETAILERS' ASSOCIATION, POR 
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0043 
LINDA C. SMITH, FREDERICK OCHSENHIRT 
DILWORTH, PAXSON, KALISH & KAUFFMAN 
3 05 NORTH FRONT STREET, SUITE 403 
HARRISBURG PA 17101 
AMERICAN ASSN OF RET PERSONS (AARP), POR 

0044 
DAVID M. BOONIN 
1845 WALNUT STREET 
SUITE 2525 
PHILADELPHIA PA 19103 
NEW ENERGY VENTURES, INC. (POR) 

0045 
JOSEPH DWORETZKY JOHN LAVELLE JR 
LUKE DEMBOSKY 
ONE LOGAN SQUARE 12TH FLOOR 
PHILADELPHIA PA 19103 
NEW ENERGY VENTURES INC. (POR) 

0046 
JOELLE OGG 
JOHN & HENGERER 
1200 17TH ST, NW, SUITE 600 
WASHINGTON DC 2 0 036 
SELF 

0047 
GORDON J. SMITH, ESQUIRE 
JOHN & HENGERER 
1200 17TH. STREET, N.W., SUITE 600 
WASHINGTON DC 20036-3006 
DUKE ENERGY TRADING & MARKETING LLC(POR) 

0048 
JOHN R, ORR, ESQUIRE 
ONE WESTCHASE CENTER, 10777 WESTHEIMER 
SUITE 650 
HOUSTON TX 77042 
DUKE ENERGY TRADING & MARKETING LLC(POR) 

0049 
ROBERT A. MILLS, COUNSEL 
MCNEES, WALLACE & NURICK 
100 PINE STREET, P.O. BOX 1166 
HARRISBURG PA 17108-1166 
PA RETAILERS' ASSOCIATION (PRA) (POR) 

0050 
GORDON SMITH, ESQUIRE 
JOHN & HENGERER 
1200 17TH. STREET, N.W., SUITE 600 
WASHINGTON DC 20036-3006 
NORAM ENERGY MANAGEMENT, INC. (POR) 
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0051 
KEITH SAPPENFIELD, I I 
DIRECTOR OF MARKETING SUPPORT 
P.O.•BOX 2628 
HOUSTON TX 77252-2628 
NORAM ENERGY MANAGEMENT, INC. (POR) 

0052 
GORDON SMITH, ESQUIRE 
JOHN & HENGERER 
1200 17TH. STREET, N.W., SUITE 600 
WASHINGTON DC 20036-3006 
VASTAR POWER MARKETING, INC. (POR) 

0053 
NORMA ROSNER, ESQUIRE-GENERAL COUNSEL 
2 00 WESTLAKE PARK BOULEVARD 
HOUSTON TX 77079 
VASTAR POWER MARKETING, INC. (POR) 

0054 
GORDON SMITH, ESQUIRE 
JOHN & HENGERER 
1200 17TH. STREET, N.W., SUITE 600 
WASHINGTON DC 20036-3006 
ELECTRIC CLEARINGHOUSE, INC. (POR) 

0055 
DAVID CRUTHIRDS 
1000 LOUISIANA 
SUITE 58 0 0 
HOUSTON TX 77002-5050 
ELECTRIC CLEARINGHOUSE, INC. (POR) 

0056 
GARY SHAMBAUGH, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT 
AUS CONSULTANTS UTILITY SERVICES 
1000 N. FRONT STREET, SUITE 200 
WORMLEYSBURG PA 17043 
UTILITIES, INC. OF PENNSYLVANIA 

0057 
DAVID W. FRANCIS, ATTORNEY 
114 NORTH SECOND STREET 
HARRISBURG PA 17101 
THE QUAKER OATS COMPANY (POR) 

0058 
CRAIG G. GOODMAN, ESQUIRE 
ERI SERVICES, INC. 
3333 K STREET NW, SUITE 425 
WASHINGTON DC 2 0 007 
DIV OF EQUITABLE RESOURCES, INC. 
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0059 
USHER FOGEL, ESQUIRE 
ROLAND, FOGEL, KOBLENZ & CARR, LLP 
1 COLUMBIA PLACE 
ALBANY NY 122 07 
PA ASSN-PLUMB,HEAT,COOL CONTRACTORS, POR 

0060 
JOHN HAUCKE, EXECUTIVE VICE-PRESIDENT 
PA ASSN PLUMB,HEAT,COOL CONTRACTORS 
4015 JONESTOWN ROAD 
HARRISBURG PA 17109-9109 
SELF (POR) 

0061 
DAVID W. FRANCIS 
114 N. SECOND STREET 
HARRISBURG PA 17101 
MOUNT JOY WIRE CORP. (POR) 

0062 
FRED ZALCMAN MID-ATLANTIC ENERGY PROJECT 
PACE UNIVERSITY SCHOOL OF LAW 
78 N BROADWAY 
WHITE PLAINS NY 10603 
ENVIRONMENTALISTS (POR) 

0063 
HONORABLE STEPHEN R. REED, MAYOR 
CITY GOVERNMENT CENTER 
HARRISBURG PA 17101-1678 
CITY OF HARRISBURG 

0064 
ALBERT M BININCASA, DIR REGULATY AFFAIRS 
46 9TH AVENUE 
SEA CLIFF NY 11579 
SKIPPING STONE 

0065 
ALAN KOHLER DANIEL CLEARFIELD 
WOLF, BLOCK, SCHORR & SOLIS-COHEN LLP 
LOCUST COURT BLDG STE 3 00 212 LOCUST ST 
HARRISBURG PA 17101 
COMPETITIVE INTERVENORS GROUP 

0066 
VICKIREN AESCHLEMAN, DIR. REG. POLICY 
300 HAMILTON BLVD. 
SUITE 30 0 
PEORIA I L 61602 
QST ENERGY INC(NPOR PET/INTERVENE DENIED 

0067 
SHEILA HOLLIS, MARY ANN RALLS, 
STEPHANIE SUGRUE 
1667 K STREET, N. W., SUITE 700 
WASHINGTON DC 20006-1608 
QST ENERGY INC(NPOR-PET/INTERVENE DENIED 
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0068 
ALBERT H. WURTH, JR. 
525 SIXTH AVE. 
BETHLEHEM PA 18018 
SELF 

0069 
DONALD H. MUTH 
PO BOX 3265, NORTH OFFICE BLDG. 
HARRISBURG PA 17105-3265 
PUC-BUREAU OF FIXED UTILITY SERVICES 

0070 
2 AHMED KALOKO 
PA PUBLIC UTILIT COMMISSION 
PO BOX 3265 
HARRISBURG PA 17105-3265 
BUREAU OF CEEP 

0071 
GLENN BARTON 
PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
PO BOX 3265 
HARRISBURG PA 17105-3265 
BUREAU OF AUDITS 

0072 
JOHN F. POVILAITIS, ESQUIRE 
PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
PO BOX 3265, NORTH OFFICE BUILDING 
HARRISBURG PA 17105-3265 
PUC LAW BUREAU 

0073 
ELIZABETH R. BENSON 
73 03 TIMBER LANE 
FALLS CHURCH VA 22046-2735 
ENERGY ASSOCIATES 

0074 
LOUIS J. CARTER, ESQUIRE 
7300 CITY LINE AVENUE 

PHILADELPHIA PA 19151-2291 

0075 
GINNY KREITER 
111 PRESIDENTIAL BOULEVARD, SUITE 127 
BALACYNWYD PA 19004 
RMI INC. 
0076 
EDWIN D. HILL, INT'L VICE PRESIDENT 
200 CORPORATE CENTER DRIVE 
SUITE 301 
CORAOPOLIS PA 15108 
IBEW 
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0077 
WILLIAM SCHMITT" 
540 GRANGE ROAD, PO BOX 470 
TREXLERTOWN PA 18087 
LOCAL 1600 IBEW 

0078 
DAVID A. MCCORMICK, ESQUIRE 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
901 NORTH STUART STREET 
ARLINGTON VA 22203-183 7 
OFFICE OF THE JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL 

0079 
JAMES MELIA, ESQUIRE 
KIRKPATRICK AND LOCKHART 
PAYNE SHOEMAKER BLDG, 240 N. THIRD ST 
HARRISBURG PA 17101-1507 

0080 
WAYNE M. THOMAS, ESQUIRE 
1101 MARKET STREET, 24TH FLOOR 
PHILADELPHIA PA 19107 
KOHN NAST AND GRAFF PC 

0081 
CRAIG R. KUENNEN, ENERGY SVC MANAGER 
211 SOUTH MAIN STREET 
WILKES-BARRE PA 18701-1596 
COMMISSION ON ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY 

0082 
STEPHEN J. SELDEN, ESQUIRE 
EIGHTH AND' EATON AVENUES 
BETHLEHEM PA 18016 
BETHLEHEM STEEL CORPORATION 

0083 
NORMAN J. KENNARD, ESQUIRE 
MALATESTA HAWKE & MCKEON 
100 NORTH TENTH STREET 
HARRISBURG PA 17101 

0084 
NOEL H. TRASK, ESQUIRE 
2301 MARKET STREET 
PHILADELPHIA PA 19101-8699 
PECO ENERGY COMPANY 

0085 
KENNETH ZIELONIS, ESQUIRE 
STEVENS AND LEE 
2 08 NORTH THIRD STREET, SUITE 310 
HARRISBURG PA 17101 
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0086 
DIANE DRENNAN, 'ESQUIRE 
DRENNAN AND ASSOCIATES 
1216-16TH STREET NW 
WASHINGTON DC 20036 

00S7 
THE QUAKER OATS COMPANY 
PO BOX 304 0 

S HIREMANSTOWN PA 17011 

0088 
WARREN W. MACK, PRESIDENT 
4350 LAJOLLA VILLAGE DRIVE, SUITE 210 
SAN DIEGO CA 92122 
AHLSTROM DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 
0089 
LISA YOHO, DIRECTOR OF REGULATORY AFFRS 
2900 EISENHOWER AVENUE, SUITE 300 
ALEXANDRIA VA 22314 
THE EASTERN GROUP, INC. 

0090 
ERIC J. EPSTEIN 
2308 BRANDYWINE DRIVE 
HARRISBURG PA 17110 
SELF 

0091 
PAUL NORDSTROM, ESQUIRE 
VERNER LIIPFERT BERNHARD MCPHERSON HAND 
901 15TH STREET NW 

WASHINGTON DC 2 0005 

0092 
ENVIRONMENTAL ENERGY PROJECT 
3 700 VARTAN WAY 

HARRISBURG PA 17110 

0093 
ROGER E. CLARK, ATTORNEY 
905 DENSTON DRIVE 
AMBLER PA 19002-3901 
THE ENVIRONMENTALISTS (POR) 
0094 
LOU SAUERS 
7TH FLOOR BARTO BUILDING 
PO BOX 3265 
HARRISBURG PA 17105-3265 
PUG - BCS 
0095 
RICHARD HARING 
499 THORNALL STREET 5TH FLOOR 
EDISON NJ 08837 
ENERGIS RESOURCES INC 
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0096 
MERRILL L KRAMER ESQUIRE 
AKIN GUMP STRAUSS HAUER & FELD LLP 
1333 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVE NW STE 400 
WASHINGTON DC 2 0036 

0097 
JOSEPH A KNECHT, V-PRES-MELTING OPERATNS 
HEMLOCK ROAD 
MORGANTOWN BUSINESS PARK 
MORGANTOWN PA 19543 
TITANIUM HEARTH TECHNOLOGIES, INC. 

0098 
HONORABLE RAPHAEL MUSTO 
SENATE BOX 203014 
THE STATE CAPITOL 
HARRISBURG PA 17120-3014 
CONSTITUENTS OF 14TH DISTRICT 

0099 
HONORABLE JOSEPH BATTISTO 
MAIN CAPITOL BUILDING 
HOUSE BOX 2 02 02 0 
HARRISBURG PA 17120-202 0 
SELF 

0100 
HONORABLE MICHAEL HANNA 
ROOM 102-B EAST WING 
HOUSE BOX 202020 
HARRISBURG PA 17120-2 020 
SELF 

0101 
PATRICIA ARMSTRONG THOMAS NIESEN 
REGINA MATZ 
212 LOCUST STREET PO BOX 9500 
HARRISBURG PA 17108-9500 
ANTHRACITE REG INDEP PWR PROD ASSN (POR) 

0102 
GIBSON ARMSTRONG SENATOR 
SENATE PO BOX 2 03 013 
HARRISBURG PA 1712 0-3 013 
SELF 

0103 
HONORABLE SAM MCCULLOUGH SECRETARY 
ROOM 433 FORUM BUILDING 
HARRISBURG PA 1712 0 
DEPT OF COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

0104 
DORIS HORNER, ASSIST SECRETARY/TREASURER 
LEHIGH COUNTY 
21 LOCUST STREET 
MACUNGIE PA 18062-1105 
MACUNGIE BOROUGH COUNCIL 
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Bruce A. Connell 
General Counsel 

DuPont Power Marketing Inc. 
600 N. Dairy Ashford, ML1034 
P.O. Box 4783 
Houston, TX 77210 
(281)293-1736 
Fax: (281)293-3826 

RECEIVED 

AUG 0 5 IMS 

* PUBUC UTILITY COMMISSIO" 
SECRETARY'S BUREAU 

Augusts, 1998 

Mr. James J. McNulty, Sec. DOCUMEN 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission r* f \ t r\ r-
Room B20 North Office Bldg. 1 U L U fc. R 
Commonwealth and North Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17120 

Re: Pennsylvania Power & Light Company 
Docket No. R-00973954 

Dear Mr. McNulty: 

Enclosed please fmd one original and fifteen copies of the Motion of DuPont Power 
Marketing Inc. for Withdrawal of Intervention in the above-referenced proceeding. 

Please stamp and return the extra copy of this submission in the enclosed envelope 

Sincerely, 

cks 
Enc. 

cc: Pennsylvania Power & Light Company 
Parties on Official Service List 

E. 1. du Pant de Nemours and Company Primed on Recvcled Paper 

LG-4878 Rev. 2/94 /i 



RECEIVED 
BEFORE THE 

PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTIUTY COMMISSION AUG 0 5 1993 

•tt PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSI' 
SECRETARY'S BUREAU 

Pennsylvania Power & Light Company § 
§ 

Docket No. R-00973954 

MOTION OF DUPONT POWER MARKETING INC. 
FOR WITHDRAWAL OF INTERVENTION 

Pursuant to the rules and procedures of the Pennsylvania Public Utility 

Commission 52 Pa. Code @ 5.71, et seq,, DuPont Power Marketing Inc. ("DPMI") 

hereby moves to withdraw its intervention in the above-captioned proceeding and to be 

removed from the service list. 

Respectfully submitted, 

DOCUMENT 
OLDER 

August 1998 

Bruce A. Connell, Esq. 
Attorney for 
DuPont Power Marketing Inc. 
600 N. Dairy Ashford, ML-1034 
Houston, Texas 77079 
(281)293-1736 

DOCKETED 
AUG 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I have this day served the foregoing document upon 

Pennsylvania Power & Ught Company and all parties listed on the official service list. 

Dated at Houston, Texas this day of August, 1998. 

VIA FIRST CLASS MAIL 

Joan O. Brandeis, Esquire 
Schnader, Harrison, Segal &. Lewis 
Suite 3600 
1600 Marker Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19103-4252 

Roger E. Clark, Esquire 
905 Denston Drive 
Ambler, PA 19002 

Daniel Clearfield, Esquire 
Alan Kohler, Esquire 
Robert Longwell, Esquire 
Wolf, Block, Schorr and Solis-Cohen 
212 Locust Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17101 

Enron Corporation 
Attn: James D. Steffes 
1400 Smith Street 
P.O. Box 4428 
Houston, TX 77002 

Bernard A. Ryan, Jr., Esquire 
Angela Jones, Esquire 
Office of Small Business'Advocate 
PA Public Utility Commission 
Suite 1102, Commerce Building 
300 North Second Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17101 

Stephen L. Huntoon 
Mary McFall Hopper 
PECO Energy Company 
2301 Market Street, 523-1 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 

Paul E. Russell 
Associate General Counsel 
Pennsylvania Power & Light Company 
Two North Ninth Street 
Allentown, PA 18101 

Mr. Roben D. Knecht 
Industrial Economics Incorporated 
2067 Massachusetts Avenue 
Cambridge, MA 02140 

Craig R. Burgraff 
Barrett C. Sheridan 
James A. Mullins 
Assistant Consumer Advocate 
Office of Consumer Advocate 
555 Walnut Street 
Forum Place, 5lh Floor 
Harrisburg, PA 17101-1923 

Richard LaCapra 
Henry Yoshimura 
LaCapra Associates 
The Province Building 
333 Washington Street 
Boston, MA 02108 

Neil Talbot 
81 Grand Street, No. 5 
New York, NY 10013 

Thomas S. Catlin 
Exter Associates, Inc. 
Suite 350 
12510 Prosperity Drive 
Silver Spring, MD 20904 



Certificate of Service 
Page 2 
Docket No. R-00973954 

Scott J. Rubin, Esquire 
3 Lost Creek Drive 
Selinsgrove, PA 17870-9357 

Johnnie E. Simms 
Scott H. DeBroff 
Prosecutors, Office of Trial Staff 
PA Public Utility Commission 
P.O. Box 3265 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265 

Gene Stilp, Coordinator 
1550 FCVR 
Harrisburg, PA 17112-9240 

Donald A. Kaplan, Esquire 
LisaM. Helpert, Esquire 
Preston Gates Ellis & Rouvelas Meeds, LLP 
Suite 500 
1735 New York Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20006 

Terrance J. Fitzpatrick, Esquire 
David M. DeSalle, Esquire 
Ryan, Russell, Ogden & Seltzer, LLP 
800 North Third Street, Suite 101 
Harrisburg, PA 17102-2025 

David A. McCormick, Esquire 
Regulatory Law Office 
U.S. Army Legal Services Agency 
Department of the Army • 
DAJA-RL 3949 
901 North Stuart Street, Room 713 
Arlington, VA 22203-1837 

David W. Francis, Esquire 
Powell, Trachtman, Logan, Carrie, 

Bowman 8c Lombardo, P.C. 
114 Noah Second Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17101 

Richard L. Caplan, Esquire 
Caplan and Luber, LLP 
40 Darby Road 
Paoli, PA 19301 

Craig A. Doll, Esquire 
214 State Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17112 

Randall V. Griffin, Esquire 
800 King Street 
P.O. Box 231 
Wilmington, DE 19899 

Eric Joseph Epstein 
2308 Brandywine Drive 
Harrisburg, PA 17110 

Billie E. Ramsey, Executive Director 
ARJPPA 
1300 Market Street, Suite 7 
Lemoyne, PA 17043 

John L. Munsch, Esquire 
Allegheny Power 
800 Cabin Hill Drive 
Greensburg, PA 15601-1689 

Michael A. Stosser, Esquire 
Kraft Foods, Inc. 
815 Connecticut Avenue NW 
Suite 200 
Washington, DC 20006-4004 

Thomas G. Brown, Esq. 
Benton Foundry, Inc. 
R.R. #2, Box 110 
Benton, PA 17814-9550 
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William T. Hawke, Esquire 
Janet L. Miller, Esquire 
Todd S. Stuart, Esquire 
Malatesta, Hawke & McKeon, LLP 
Harrisburg Energy Center 
P.O. Box 1778 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-1778 

Mary Huwaldt, Esquire 
Caplan & Luber 
40 Darby Road 
Paoli, PA 17301 

Robert F. Young, Esquire 
212 Locust Street 
P.O. Box 1266 
Harrisburg, PA 17108-1266 

Michael T. Vough, Esquire 
Vough & Mecadon 
Greater Pittston Professional Center 
126 South Main Street 
Pittston, PA 18640-1793 

Michael L. Kessler 
Vice President and General Counsel 
American Energy Solutions, Inc. 
I l l South Alfred Street 
Alexandria, VA 22314 

Gary A. Jeffries 
Senior Attorney 
CNG Energy Services Corporation 
One Park Ridge Center 
P.O. Box 15746 
Pittsburgh, PA 15244-0746 

Usher Fogel, Esquire 
Roland, Fogel, Koblenz Sc. Carr, LLP 
1 Columbia Place 
Albany, NY 12207 

John P. Zinkand 
Executive Vice President 
Pennsylvania Petroleum Association 
Suite 121, Building 2 
2001 North Front Street 
Hairisburg, PA 17102 

Linda C. Smith, Esq. 
Dilworth, Paxson, Kalish & Kauffman, L I P 
305 North Front Street, Suite 403 
Hairisburg, PA 17101-1236 

Gordon J. Smith, Esq. 
John & Hengerer 
1200 17th Street, N.W., Suite 600 
Washington, D.C. 20036-3006 

John R. Orr, Esq. 
Duke Energy Trading and Marketing, L.L.C. 
One Westchase Center, 10777 Westheimer 
Suite 650 
Houston, TX 77042 

Stephen J. Baron 
J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc. 
35 Glenlake Parkway, Suite 475 
Atlanta, GA 30328 

Robert P. Haynes, I I I , Esquire 
Zeigler & Zimerman 
355 North 21'1 Street 
Camp Hill, PA 17011 

Clinton A. Vince, Esquire 
Paul E. Nordstrom, Esquire 
Deborah A. Swanstrom, Esquire 
Joel D. Newton, Esquire 
Vemer, Liipfert, Bernhard, McPherson & 
Hand 
901 15th Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20005-2301 
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Barbara R. Alexander 
15 Wedgewood Drive 
Winthrop, ME 04564 

Susan M. Shanaman, Esquire 
212 North Third Street 
Suite 203 
Harrisburg, PA 17101-1505 

Joseph A. Dworetzky, Esq. 
John P. Lavelle, Jr., Esq. 
Hangley, Aronchick, Segal & Pudlin 
One Logan Square, t2th Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 

David Cruthirds 
Electric Clearinghouse, Inc. 
1000 Louisiana, Suite 5800 
Houston, TX 77002-5050 

Norma J. Rosner, Esq. 
General Counsel 
Vastar Power Marketing, Inc. 
200 Westlake Park Boulevard 
Houston, TX 77079 

Patricia Armstrong, Esquire 
Thomas, Thomas, Armstrong & Niesen 
212 Locust Street 
P.O. Box 9500 
Harrisburg, PA 17108-9500 

John Haucke, Executive Vice President 
Pennsylvania Association of Plumbing, 
Heating, Cooling Contractors, Inc. 

4015 Jonestown Road 
Harrisburg, PA 17109-9109 

Vickiren S. Aeschleman 
Director - Regulatory Policy 
QST Energy, Inc. 
300 Hamilton Boulevard, Suite 300 
Peoria, IL 61602 

Harry S. Geller, Esquire 
118 Locust Street 
Harrisburg, PA 37108 

Attorney of Record 
Environmental Energy Project 
3700 Vartan Way 
Harrisburg, PA 17110 

Keith M. Sappenfield, I I 
Director of Marketing Support 
Noram Energy Mangement, Inc. 
P.O. Box 2628 
Houston, TX 77252-2628 

Jerry Mendl 
MSB Energy Associates 
7507 Hubbard Avenue, Suite 200 
Middleton, WI 53562 

Fred Zalcman 
Pace Energy Project 
Pace University School of Law 
78 North Broadway 
White Plains, NY 10603 

James H. Norris, Esquire 
Eckert, Seamans, Cherin & Mellott 
42nd Floor - 600 Grant Street 
Pittsburgh, PA 15219 

Dave Boonin 
New Energy Ventures 
1845 Walnut Street, Suite 2525 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
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Sheila S. Hollis, Esquire 
Mary Ann Ralls, Esquire 
Stephanie A. Sugrue, Esquire 
Duane, Morris & Heckshcer, LLP 
1667 K. Street, N.W., Suite 700 
Washington, DC 20006-1608 

Brian A. Rider 
Pennsylvania Retailers Association 
224 Pine Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17101-1325 

Bruce A. Connell 
600 N. Dairy Ashford, ML-1034 
Houston, Texas 77079 
(281) 293-1736 



COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 

DATE? August 6, 1998 

SUBJECT; R-00973954 

TO: Lav/ Bureau 

FROM: James Cr. McNulty, Secretary 

Application of Pennsylvania Power & Light Company for Approval of 
Restructuring Plan Under Section 2806 of the Public U t i l i t y Code. 

Attached i s copy of a Petition to Intervene of 
Titanium Hearth Technologies Inc. f i l e d in connection 
with the above entitled proceeding. 

This matter i s assigned to your Bureau for 
appropriate action. 

Attachment - copy of petition 

cc: Ots - w/copy of petition 

JEP 

IBS 

m> r\rn 



THE LAW FIRM OF 

JOSEPH J. MALATESTA, JR. 
WILLIAM T. HAWKE 
KEVIN J. McKEON 
LOUISE A. KNIGHT 
THOMAS J. SNISCAK 
NORMAN JAMES KENNARD 
LILLIAN SMITH HARRI&-\ f \ 
SCOTT T. WYLAND 
JANET L- MILLER 
SUSAN J. SMITH 
TODD S. STEWART 
THOMAS S. PEDERSEN 

MALATESTA HAWKE & McKEON LLP 
HARRISBURG ENERGY CENTER 

100 NORTH TENTH STREET 

HARRISBURG, PENNSYLVANIA 17101 

(717) 236-1300 / * \ 

FAX (717) 236-4841 

http: //www.MHM-U\W.com 

August 6,1998 

fa 

James McNulty, Secretary 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 
P.O. Box 3265 
Room B-18, North Office Building 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265 

MAILING ADDRESS: 
P.O. BOX 1778 

HARRISBURG. PA 17105 

1 

r n 
O 

i f ' -

O 

CO' .IT y':J 
RE: Application of PP&L, Inc. for Approval of its Restructuring Plan Under^ectiori-̂  

2806 of the Public Utility Code, et al.; Docket No. R-00973954; COMMENTS 
OF THE MID-ATLANTIC POWER SUPPLY ASSOCIATION TO 
COMPLIANCE FILING 

Dear Secretary McNulty: 

Enclosed, for filing with the Commission, are an original and fifteen (15) copies of the 
Comments of the Mid-Atlantic Power Supply Association to the Compliance Filing in the above-
referenced matter. As reflected on the Certificate of Service, all parties to this proceeding have 
been served with a copy of MAPSA's Comments. 

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please direct them to me. Thank you. 

truly yours. 

Counsel for the Mid-Atlantic 
Power Supply Association 

cc: Chairman John Quain 
Vice Chairman Robert Bloom 
Commissioner David Rolka 
Commissioner Nora Mead Brownell 
Commissioner Aaron Wilson 
Barbara Bruin, Executive Director 
Per Service List 
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BEFORE THE 

PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 

Application of PP&L, Inc. for Approval 
of its Restructuring Plan Under Section 
2806 of the Public Utility Code, et al. 

DOCUMENT 
FOLDER 

COMMENTS OF MAPSA TO 
COMPLIANCE FILING 

Docket No. R-00973954 

m 
o 
TO 

m 

-JO- cr. 

CO 

cr 
TO 

, - 1 

The Mid-Atlantic Power Supply Association ("MAPSA") hereby offers its ̂ mrmSjis to 
cz 

the July 17, 1998, compliance filing of PP&L, Inc. ("PP&L") as ordered by this Commission on 

June 15, 1998 in the above-captioned matter. PP&L's compliance filing consists of several parts, 

MAPSA's comments will be generally confined to the tariff supplements ("Tariff) and to 

PP&L's Electric Generation Supplier Coordination Tariff ("Supplier Tariff) . MAPSA's 

specific comments follow. 

I. EDC TARIFF 

1. PP&L's Tariff, on original pages 19 through 19A, change the provisions of 

PP&L's Economic Development Rider ("EDI"). That Rider contains billing adjustments for 

existing customers as well as separate billing adjustments for those customers who shop for their 

electric generation supply. PP&L's filing contains a significant disparity in the calculation of the 

billing adjustment, to the detriment of customers who choose to receive their electric generation 

supply from alternative suppliers. PP&L has offered no justification for this disparity, and this 

disparity is in contradiction to the Commission's Order which requires that rates be unbundled 

without discrimination to customers who shop, as opposed to those who do not shop. PP&L's 

AUG 0 71998 



treatment of the EDI Rider constitutes a penalty to customers who shop in the form of a reduced 

credit for energy and capacity. PP&L should be required to modify its Tariff, and provide the 

same credit regardless of whether a customer chooses to shop or not. 

2. On page 19D.1, PP&L's Tariff contains an Industrial Deveiopment Initiatives 

Rider ("IDI"), which contains similarly discriminatory billing adjustments which PP&L also 

should be required to modify. Again, PP&L has offered no justification for the discrimination 

against shopping customers and this action is directly in contradiction to the Commission's 

Order, which requires the unbundling of rates in-a non-discriminatory fashion. 

3. PP&L's Competitive Rate Rider is found on page 19E of PP&L's proposed 

Tariff. The Competitive Rate Rider is essentially closed to new customers. However, customers 

who may initiate service with PP&L after July 1, 1999, and who may not be eligible for choice 

until January 2, 2000, may apply for service under the Rider. In such a case, however, a new 

customer would be mandated to a minimum five-year term, which would take that customer well 

beyond the period in which that customer might otherwise obtain choice. PP&L should be 

required to revise its Tariff to eliminate the five-year minimum contract provision for new 

customers under this Tariff. 

4. For PP&L's rate schedules, which employ time-of-day metering, namely GS-1 

(page 24B), Global Settlement-3 (page 25B), Rate Schedule LP-4 (page 27B) and Rate Schedule 

LP-5 (page 28A.1), PP&L employs a different method for calculating the billing KW for 

customers receiving electric generation supply from a competitive supplier than PP&L does for 

customers who continue to take generation service under its Tariff. While a customer taking 

service of electric generation from PP&L has its billing KW calculated as the average number of 



kilowatts supplied during a fifteen minute period of maximum use during on-peak hours, 

customers who shop will have their billing KW applied to the maximum fifteen minute period 

during the current billing period. This is a discriminatory difference in the calculation of billing 

KW and PP&L should be required to eliminate this provision in order to put shopping customers 

on the same footing as non-shopping customers. 

5. Generally, PP&L should be required to unbundle all its industrial tariffs and rate 

riders and should be required to apply all discounts to the delivery service component of those 

rates in order to put a shopping customer on the;.same footing competitively as a non-shopping 

customer. Otherwise, PP&L will continue to offer discounts which are allocated to the 

generation component of a non-shopping customer's bill which put that customer at a 

competitive advantage visa vie a shopping customer. Any and all discounts applied under an 

industrial rate rider or competitive rate rider should be applied to the delivery service so that all 

customers, whether they shop or not, will benefit from the discounts or credits. 

6. Budget billing is currently available only to those customers who are full service 

customers of PP&L. For example, Rate RS (page 20B), RTS (page 21 A), RTD (page 22A), 

GS-1 (page 24E), GS-3 (page 25E), IS-1 (page 30.2), GH-l(R) (page 41B) and GH-2(R) (page 

42A), provide that: 

Budget billing is available at the option of the customer for charges 
under this Rate Schedule i f the customer receives Basic Utility 
Supply Service from the company. 

Basic Utility Supply Service is available only to: (1) those who cannot choose; (2) those who 

continue to choose to take PP&L's bundled retail service; (3) those customers whose EGS fails; 



and, (4) those customers who are PLR customers (page 5). This provision is at odds with the 

Commission's requirement that a customer be given the option of choosing budgeted billing 

from whomever they receive generation service. 

II. E L E C T R I C GENERATION SUPPLIER COORDINATION TARIFF 

Definitions. On page 4 of PP&L's proposed Supplier Tariff, PP&L defines the term 

electric generation supplier ("EGS"). That definition should be required to include the following 

language: "This term shall be applicable in all instances to any division or subsidiary of the 

company engaged in the competitive supply of electricity." Under the current definition, it is not 

clear whether PP&L expects that the definition of EGS applies to itself in either a divisional or 

affiliate role. This suggested clarification is essential to ensure that PP&L abides by the terms of 

the Supplier Coordination Tariff when operating as a divisional or affiliated EGS in its own 

service territory. 

Rule 4.9 Determination Of Load And Location. The following language should be 

added to Rule 4.9: "In the event there shall be a disagreement between an EGS and the company 

as to the proper determination-and location of load,- the PJM OI's determination shall be 

controlling." The above-noted language should be included because, under the present 

provision, there is no method for dealing with a dispute over the appropriate location of load. 

Because the determination of magnitude and location of load is essential to the PJM's pricing 

scheme for transmission, it is necessary to have a neutral arbiter when disputes might arise with 

regard to that location. Including such a provision in PP&L's Supplier Tariff will immediately 

make the PJM Office of Interconnection's determination the controlling determination of the 

location of the load. 



Rule 4.14 Data Exchange. Under Rule 4.14, PP&L specifies the items of information that 

it will make available to an EGS on a daily basis on its website. However, PP&L has not 

included on the list the information of "whether a customer is on a payment plan." This 

information was included in the PECO Supplier Tariff and is necessary for an EGS when 

contacting customers. PP&L should be required to include this information so that an EGS can 

make appropriate billing arrangements for the customer. 

Also, PP&L should be required to include the customer's billing demand for the month, 

and, the customer's capacity obligation. These pieces of information are essential because, under 

the new PJM rules, an EDC will calculate the load requirements for a customer which is 

translated into a capacity obligation that an EGS will be required to maintain on behalf of that 

customer. Having the customer's billing demand for the month and the customer's capacity 

obligation information, will enable the EGS accurately to price service to a particular customer. 

PP&L should be required to modify Rule 4.14 accordingly. 

Rule 5.1.3 Provision of Customer List. PP&L states that it will continue to enroll 

customers after the final date for the enrollment period i f less than 66% of the non-coincident 

peak load for the classes have been enrolled. PP&L states that it will provide this list bi-weekly 

until the loads of the enrolled customers comprise 66%, or the date on which full access begins. 

PP&L should be required to modify this provision to require that it provide the list on a weekly 

basis. This Commission's May 21, 1998, Final Order on Enrollment Procedures Applicable to 

EDCs and EGSs ("Enrollment Order") states that EDCs must update this list on a weekly basis 

and make it available to EGSs. PP&L should be required to modify its Supplier Tariff 

provisions accordingly. 



Rule 5.2.1 Initial EGS Selection For 1998. PP&L's Rule 5.2.1 on original page 19 states 

that "the EGS will obtain appropriate written authorization from a customer or person authorized 

to act on a customer's behalf, indicating the customer's choice of EGS. The written 

authorization shall include the customer's acknowledgment that the customer has received the 

notice required by Rule 5.2.1(a)." PP&L has failed to incorporate the finding of the Commission 

reached as a result of a request by the PEA that "direct oral confirmation from the customer of 

record or written evidence of the customer's consent to change a supplier" is, in fact, the standard 

for customer acknowledgment of choice of EGS. Revised Final Rulemaking Order Establishing 

Standards for Changing a Customer's Electric Generation Supplier. Docket No. L-00970121 

(Order entered July 7, 1998) (Appendix A, p. 2). The Regulations do not differentiate between 

initial supplier selection and switching. Therefore, there is no need to differentiate for purposes 

of customer confirmation in the Supplier Tariff. PP&L's Supplier Tariff should be modified 

accordingly to remove the requirement for written confirmation of initial supplier selection and 

switching. While MAPSA does not object to providing customers with notice that their selection 

of an EGS will result in certain of their customer information being disclosed to an EGS. 

However, the timing of that notice-is an issue.. An EGS should not have to provide any notice 

prior to signing up a customer. It is sufficient that notice is provided after sign-up, but within the 

period that a customer is allowed to rescind. 

In Rule 5.2.1(d) and (e), PP&L's proposed Supplier Tariff requires the company to send 

letters of confirmation at the end of the initial selection period to customer's confirming their 

EGS selection. This provision is not in accord with the Commission's rule in the Enrollment 

Order. That Order requires an EGS to notify an EDC by the end of the next business day after a 

customer exhibits his or her desire to switch, and requires an EDC to confirm receipt of said 



information by the end of the following business day. The EDC is also required to send the 

customer a confirmation letter. PP&L has offered no rationale as to why it should wait until the 

end of the initial selection period to notify customers of their EGS selection. PP&L should be 

required to notify customers prior to the final date, so customers are certain that their information 

has been received and communicated appropriately. Otherwise, it is likely that, at the end of the 

selection period, any discrepancies would have to be dealt with in a matter of days, as opposed to 

a matter of months. 

Rule 5.3.2 Again, PP&L includes the requirement that an EGS obtain written authorization 

from a customer indicating that customer's desire to select an EGS. As stated above, the 

Commission has determined that written authorization is not required and PP&L's Supplier 

Tariff should be modified accordingly. While MAPSA does not object to providing customers 

with notice that their selection of an EGS will result in certain of their customer information 

being disclosed to an EGS, the timing of that notice is an issue. An EGS should not have to 

provide any notice prior to signing up a customer. It is sufficient that notice is provided after 

sign-up, but within the period that a customer is allowed to rescind. 

Also, under Rule 5.3.2(b)", PP&L has required that a new EGS submit the customer's 

information using the company's file format, specifically, including the "price plan" information. 

This Commission found in Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission v. PECO Energy. Docket 

No. R-00984298, Order entered May 28, 1998, that price plan information is not necessarily 

included in the file the customer sends to the company. PP&L has offered no justification for its 

inclusion and this requirement should be stricken from PP&L's Supplier Tariff. 



Rule 5.3.2 Switching Among EGSs. Again, PP&L requires in Rule 5.3.2, on original page 

21, that a customer changing its EGS must obtain written authorization confirming the switch. 

As noted above, this Commission has found that written confirmation is not required and that 

oral confirmation is appropriate. PP&L should be required to modify its Supplier Tariff 

accordingly. 

Rule 5.4.3 Customer Obligations. The following language should be included at the end of 

Rule 5.4.3 to clarify the obligations of a customer: "To the extent the company provides 

service." The additional clause will make it clear that customers are not required to obtain all 

services offered by the EDC under the EDC's tariff. 

Rule 6.2.6 Purchase Of Energy Or Capacity From More Than One EGS. PP&L's 

proposed Rule 6.2.6 on original page 26 should be modified by inserting the following language 

at the end of the first paragraph: 

The partial load from a competitive supplier will be first through 
the meter for any given hour. The split-load ratio for each 
commercial and industrial rate class shall be released by PP&L on 
or before August 28,. 1998. In addition, PP&L will provide, when 
customer lists are released to EGSs, the peak demand for each 
customer potentially affected by the split-load ratio. 

The customer's EGS may then schedule, on a hourly basis, 
no more than the split-load ratio share of that peak demand in any 
hour. Any energy consumption by the customer in excess of the 
EGS's delivery shall be provided by PP&L according to the 
customer's tariff rate. I f the EGS's delivery exceeds the 
customer's consumption in a given hour, the excess will be settled 
according to the reconciliation rules at Rule 8. 



Inclusion of this additional language will clarify that the electric generation provided by an 

alternative supplier is the first through the meter when, indeed, the customer loads are split 

during the limited circumstances of this provision. It also provides that PP&L will provide the 

appropriate information to allow suppliers to supply split-load under these circumstances. 

The second paragraph of PP&L's proposed Rule 6.2.6 which starts "in order for the 

customer to receive electric supply..." should be removed from PP&L's Supplier Tariff. The 

Commission has been quite clear on several occasions that the customer has the right to choose 

the billing options that he or she wants to receive, and not the EDC. PP&L has offered no 

justification for this requirement and, until it can do so, this provision is not appropriately 

included in PP&L's Supplier Tariff. 

Rule 6.2.7 Partial Purchase By The Company Prohibited. This provision should be 

removed. Such a blanket prohibition is not necessary, nor has it been approved by the 

Commission in any other context. Likewise, PP&L has offered no justification for the blanket 

prohibition, and it is not appropriately included in PP&L's Supplier Tariff. 

Rule 6.6 Line Losses. As part of the PECO settlement, the parties stipulated to the 

inclusion of a provision in PECO's Supplier Tariff which would specify the line loss 

requirements for EGSs providing service in PP&L's service territory. PP&L's Supplier Tariff 

fails to include such a provision, and should be required to do so. MAPSA suggests the 

following language, taken directly from the PECO stipulation, as the appropriate language. 

Further, MAPSA has included the appropriate line loss percentages for the various rate classes 

from PP&L's original filing in this matter. MAPSA's suggested language follows: 

For purposes of forecasting, scheduling and reconciliation 
in Sections 6-8 of this Tariff, the following transmission 
and distribution line loss percentages shall be used: for 
rates RS, RTS, GS-1, GS-3, GH, SL and AL, the line loss 
percentage shall be 7.45%; for rates LP-4 and ISP, the line 
loss percentage shall be 5.09%; and, for rates LP-5, LP-6, 
1ST, LPEP, ISA and Stand-by, the line loss percentage shall 
be 2.61%. These percentages shall be reduced to the extent 
that PJM and/or the company separately charge for line 
losses, such as for a portion or all of the transmission line 
losses under a FERC-jurisdictional tariff. 



Failure to include this language would allow PP&L the opportunity to modify the line loss 

percentages, to the detriment of suppliers.1 

Rule 14.2 Notice To Customers. PP&L has proposed to require a 30-day notice period in 

advance of cessation of service to a customer. This provision has been expressly rejected by this 

Commission and should be rejected here. Customer Information Disclosure for Electricity 

Providers. Order entered May 1, 1998, p. 20. The Commission adopted the position of the IRRC 

in its order that notice of discontinuance not be subject to an additional time requirement, PP&L 

should be required to modify its Supplier Tariff accordingly. 

Rule 16.2 Events Of Breach. Rule 16.2 should be modified to include the term "material" 

in front of the word breach in Section (a). This modification was included in the PECO Supplier 

Tariff and should be included in this Tariff, as well. 

III. CONCLUSION 

MAPSA asks this Commission to consider its comments to PP&L's compliance filing 

and to incorporate those changes which MAPSA suggests. MAPSA's members have gained 

valuable experience in participating in the first months of the Retail Access Pilot Programs and 

have attempted to incorporate the lessons learned from that experience in revising PP&L's 

proposed tariff provisions for .the.good of all'consumers in PP&L's service-territory. MAPS A's 

position generally is that supplier tariffs will likely be amorphous documents constantly in need 

of change as the market matures. MAPSA suggests that this Commission plan to institute a 

proceeding sometime after January 1, 1999, where this Commission might review 

1 During the Pilot Programs, PP&L charged suppliers an average line loss percentage of 7.4%, which is 
approximately 1.3% higher than the average of the line loss percentages listed above, and which were taken from 
PP&L's filing in this matter. 
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all Pennsylvania jurisdictional utilities' supplier tariffs to ensure that they do not contain anti­

competitive provisions and to ensure that they all consistently apply all rulemakings and current 

knowledge in order to ensure that customers receive the best possible service. 

Respectfully submitted. 

DATED: August 6, 1998 

JanetL/Miller 
WilliUi T. Hawke 
Todd S. Stewart 
Malatesta Hawke & McKeon LLP 
Harrisburg Energy Center 
P. O. Box 1778 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-1778 
(717) 236-1300 

Counsel for Mid-Atlantic Power 
Supply Association 

11 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I am this day serving a copy of the Comments to Compliance Filing 

on behalf of Mid-Atlantic Power Supply Association upon the persons named and in the manner 

indicated: 

Service by Hand Delivery: 

Deneice Cover Zeve 
Terry Lupia 
Office of Attorney General 

Floor, Strawberry Square 
Harrisburg, PA 17120 

Bodan R. Pankiw 
Law Bureau 
PA Public Utility Commission 
Room 203 North Office Building 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265 

Service by First Class U.S. Mail (postage prepaid) 

Paul E. Russell 
Pennsylvania Power & Light Company 
Two North Ninth Street 
Allentown, PA 18101 

Donald A. Kaplan 
Preston Gates Ellis & Rouvelas Meeds LLP 
1735 New York Avenue, NW 
Suite 500 
Washington, DC 20006-5209 

Johnnie Simms, Esquire 
Office of Trial Staff 
PA Public Utility Commission 
Third Floor, Pitnick Building 
901 North 71" Street-Rear 
P.O. Box 3265 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265 

Honorable Mike Fisher 
Attorney General 
Office of Attorney General 
16th Floor, Strawberry Square 
Harrisburg, PA 17120 

Bernard A. Ryan, Jr., Esquire 
Karen Oill Moury, Esquire 
Office of Small Business Advocate 
Suite 1102, Commerce Building 
300 North Second Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17101 

Craig R. Burgraff, Esquire 
James A. Mullins, Esquire 
Office of Consumer Advocate 
1425 Strawberry Square 
Harrisburg, PA 17120 

David M. Kleppinger, Esquire 
Pamela C. Polacek, Esquire 
McNees, Wallace & Nurick 
100 Pine Street 
PO Box 1166 
Harrisburg, PA 17108 



Harry S. Geller, Esquire 
118 Locust Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17108 

David W. Francis, Esquire 
Powell, Trachtman, Logan, Carrie, 
Bowman & Lombardo, P.C. 

114 North Second Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17101 

Michael T. Vough, Esquire 
Vough & Mecadon 
Greater Pittston Professional Center 
126 South Main Street 
Pittston, PA 18640 

Richard L. Caplan, Esquire 
Caplan & Luber, LLP 
40 Darby Road 
Paoli, PA 19301 

Craig A. Doll, Esquire 
214 State Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17101 

Mary McFall Hopper, Esquire 
Assistant General Counsel 
PECO Energy Company 
2301 Market Street, S23-1 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 

Robert P. Haynes, III , Esquire 
PO Box 700 
Suite 304 
355 North 21st Street 
Camp Hill, PA 17001-0700 

Fred Zalcman, Esquire 
78 N. Broadway 
White Plains, NY 10603 

Roger E. Clark, Esquire 
Attorney For The Environmentalist 
905 Denston Drive 
Ambler, PA 19004 

David A. McCormick, Esquire 
Department of the Army 
Legal Services Agency 
Office of The Judge Advocate General 
901 North Stuart Street 
Arlington, VA 22203-1837 

Billie E. Ramsey, Executive Director 
ARIPPA 
1300 Market Street - Suite 7 
Lemoyne, PA 17043 

Robert F. Young 
Anthony C. Adonizio, Esquire 
Deputy General Counsel 
212 Locust Street 
PO Box 1266 
Harrisburg, PA 17108-1266 

Bruce A. Connell 
General Counsel 
600 N. Dairy Ashford 
ML-1034 
Houston, TX 77079 

Terrence J. Fitzpatrick, Esquire 
David M. DeSalle, Esquire 
Ryan, Russell, Ogden & Seltzer, LLP 
800 North Third Street, Suite 101 
Harrisburg, PA 17102-2025 

Clinton A. Vince, Esquire 
McPherson & Hand 
901 IS"1 Street 
Washington, DC 20005 

Scott J. Rubin, Esquire 
3 Lost Creek Drive 
Selinsgrove, PA 17870-9357 

Eric Epstein 
2308 Brandywine Drive 
Harrisburg, PA 17110 



Michael A. Stosser, Esquire 
Adelia S. Borrasca, Esquire 
Heller Ehrman White & McAuliffe 
815 Connecticut Avenue, NW 
Suite 200 
Washington, DC 20006-4004 

Joan O. Brandeis, Esquire 
Schnader Harrison Segal & Lewis 
1600 Market Street, Suite 3600 
Philadelphia, PA 19103-4252 

Linda C. Smith, Esquire 
Dilworth Paxson Kalish & Kauffinan LLP 
305 North Front Street 
Suite 403 
Harrisburg, PA 17101-1236 

John P, Lavelle, Jr., Esquire 
Joseph A. Dworetzky, Esquire 
Hangley Aronchick Segal & Pudlin 
One Logan Square, 12^ Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19103-6933 

Gary A. Jeffries, Esquire 
CNG Energy Services Corporation 
1 Park Ridge Center 
P.O. Box 15746 
Pittsburgh, PA 15244-0746 

Daniel Clearfield, Esquire 
Alan Kohler, Esquire 
Robert J. Longwell, Esquire 
Wolf, Block, Schorr & Solis-Cohen 
305 North Front Street - Suite 401 
Harrisburg, PA 17101 

Michael L. Kessler, Esquire 
American Energy Solutions, Inc. 
I l l South Alfred Street 
Alexandria, VA 22314 

James H. Norris, Esquire 
Eckert Seamans Cherin & Mellott 
42nd Floor - 600 Grant Street 
Pittsburgh, PA 15219 

Robert P. Haynes, Esquire 
Mette, Evans & Woodside 
3401 North Front Street 
P.O. Box 5950 
Harrisburg, PA 17110-0590 

Susan M. Shanaman, Esquire 
212 North Third Street 
Suite 203 
Harrisburg, PA 17101-1505 

Douglas F. John, Esquire 
Gordon J. Smith, Esquire 
John, Hengerer & Esposito 
1200 17th Street, N.W. 
Suite 600 
Washington, DC 20036-3006 

Patricia Armstrong, Esquire 
John A. Alzamora, Esquire 
Thomas, Thomas, Armstrong & Niesen 
Suite 500-212 Locust Street 
P.O. Box 9500 
Harrisburg, PA 17108-9500 

Usher Fogel, Esquire 
Roland, Fogel, Koblenz & Carr, LLP 
1 Columbia Place 
Albany, NY 12207 

Jerry Mendl 
MSB Energy Associates 
Suite 200 
7507 Hubbard Avenue 
Middleton, WI 53562 



Bruce Biewald 
Synapse Energy Economics, Inc. 
101 Chilton Street 
Cambridge, MA 02138 

John R. Orr, Esquire 
Duke Energy Trading & Marketing 
Suite 650, One Westchase Center 
10777 Westeimer 
Houston, TX 77042 

William Schmitt 
IBEW Local 1600 
540 Grange Road 
P.O. Box 470 
Trexertown, PA 18087 

Robert D. Knecht 
Industrial Economics Inc. 
2067 Massachusetts Avenue 
Cambridge, MA 02140 

David M. Boonin 
New Energy Ventures, Inc. 
Suite 800 
200 South Broad Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19102 

Andrew Altman, Deputy Director 
Clean Air Council 
Suite 300 
135 South 19th Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 

Randall V. Griffin, Esquire 
Delmarva Power & Light Co. 
800 King Street 
P.O. Box 231 
Wilmington, DE 19899 

John L. Munsch, Esquire 
Allegheny Power Company 
800 Cabin Hill Drive 
Greensburg, PA 15601 

Joel D. Newton, Esquire 
Vemer Liipfert Bernhard 
McPherson & Hand 

901-15* Street, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20005-2301 

Counsel for The Mid-Atlantic 
Power Supply Association 

Dated: August 6, 1998 



M ON WEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA, 

IRWIN A. POPOWSKY 
Consumer Advocate 

OFFICE OF CONSUMER ADVO 
555 Walnut Street 5th Floor, Forum Place 

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17101-1923 
(717) 783-5048 

fa 

August 6, 1998 

FAX (717) 783-7152 
E-Mail: paoca@ptd.net 

James J. McNulty, Secretary 
PA Public Utility Commission 
Room B-20, North Office Bldg. 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265 

0 UMENT 
-OER 

Re: Application of Pennsylvania 
Power & Light Company for 
Approval of Restructuring 
Plan under Section 2806 of the 
Public Utility Code 
Docket No. R-00973954 

CP 

o 
TO 

3: 
CO' 

r O 

Dear Secretaî  McNulty: 
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I . INTRODUCTION 

The Office of Consumer Advocate ("OCA") submits the following Comments to the 

Compliance Filing of PP&L, Inc. ("PP&L") in the above-captioned matter. In the short time that 

the OCA has had to review this extensive filing, the OCA has identified a number of concerns that 

are listed below. While the OCA has identified several problems with the Company's compliance 

filing, the OCA has not been able in all cases to present alternative calculations and proposals that 

it believes are consistent with the Commission's Orders in this case. In some other cases, the OCA 

is not sure of the Commission's intent and therefore cannot determine whether or not the Company's 

positions are in compliance with the Commission's Orders. 

As a general matter, the OCA notes that PP&L's Comphance Filing produces overall 

results that differ from the Commission's anticipated results as shown on Attachment A Revised of 

the Commission's July 9, 1998 Opinion and Order on Reconsideration ("July 9, 1998 Order") in this 

matter. This is particularly true of the annual Competitive Transition Charge ("CTC") rate levels 

with Gross Receipts Tax included. The OCA will explain and comment upon these discrepancies. 

Finally, the OCA would note that, at the time of the filing of these Comments, 

settlement negotiations between the parties were continuing. The OCA anticipates that many of the 

issues raised below can be addressed as part of the settlement process. 

The OCA's comments follow. 



I I . SPECIFIC ISSUES 

A. lechnicaLIssiies 

1. SjtadmgJBointlssues 

In its June 26, 1998 Petition for Reconsideration in this case, PP&L alleged that the 

Commission's original Attachment A contained several errors that it asked be corrected. Included 

within these errors were an incorrect current bundled starting rate for rate unbundling puiposes, 

incorrect sales figures, and incon-ect G'ansmission and distribution rates. In its order in Application 

of Pennsylvania Power & Light Company For Approval of Restmcturing Plan Under Section 2806 

of the Public Utility Code. Docket No. R-00973954 (June 15, 1998) ("June 15, 1998 Order"), the 

Commission in Attachment A reflected a current bundled rate of 7.210 per kwh, a transmission and 

distribution rate of 1.70£ per kwh, and an initial 1999 CTC rate with Gross Receipts tax of L78£ per 

kwh. The assumed system average sales figure used in setting the starting point for PP&L's 

recoveiy of stranded costs in 1999 was 33,090,377,000 kilowatt hours. June 19, 1998, Slip op. at 

79. 

PP&L stated in its Petition for Reconsideration that the correct starting point values 

for rate unbundling were the system average bundled rate of 7.420 per kwh, 1999 system average 

sales of 33,108,701,350 kwh, and a 1.740 per kwh transmission and distribution rate. The 

Commission, in its July 9, 1998 Order refused to make the corrections requested by PP&L based 

upon PP&L's failure to evidence the correctness of its calculations in the record of the case. July 

9, 1998 Order, Slip op. at 7-9. Thus, the Commission in its Attachment A Revised to its July 9, 1998 

Order employed the 7.210 per kwh bundled rate, the 1.700 per kwh transmission and distribution 

rate and the 33,090,377,000 kwh 1999 system average sales amount. This resulted in CTC rates 
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beginning at 1.790 per kwh in 1999, declining to 0.790 per kwh hour in 2007. 

In its Compliance Filing, PP&L incorporated its preferred above-referenced starting 

point amounts in its unbundling analysis. PP&L Compliance Filing, Description at 5-6; Volume 2 

at Page IB. The OCA has had further discussions with the parties in the case, and it does not object 

to the use of PP&L 's stating points if the Commission determines that this is appropriate. 

2. Ih&Ay.erageXrCLRate 

As noted earlier, the Commission in Attachment A Revised of its July 9, 1998 Order 

derived an average CTC rate of 1.790 per kwh in 1999, which declines to 0.790 per kwh in 2007. 

In its Compliance Filing, PP&L took the .210 per kwh difference between its average bundled rate 

and the Commission's average bundled rate, netted out the .04 cent per kilowatt hour difference 

between its transmission and distribution rate and the Commission's transmission and distribution 

rate, and reflected the .170 per kwh difference as additional CTC recovery. This treatment, 

according to the OCA's calculations, resulted in increased average CTC rates beginning at 1.960 per 

kwh in 1999 which decline to 1.380per kwh in 2004, or .17 cents higher than the Commission's 

levels in Attachment A Revised. However, PP&L's application results in a 1.06 cent per kilowatt 

hour in 2005, and the CTC recovery period ends on September 30 of that year. Thus, PP&L's 

advanced CTC recoveiy results in a transition period of 6.75 years, which is shorter than the 8.5 

years set out in the Commission's Order. PP&L Compliance Filing, Description at 6. 

The OCA does not object to PP&L's treatment if the Commission determines that 

it is appropriate. 

3. Return Calculation 

The Commission in its June 15, 1998 Order, Slip op. at 166, directed that the CTC 
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be calculated in a manner recognizing monthly receipt of competitive transition charge revenues. 

PP&L in its June 26, 1998 Petition for Reconsideration submitted an Attachment 2, Schedule 3 that 

delineated a monthly calculation method that tracked a mortgage amortization type schedule, i.e with 

declining interest and inclining principal payments. The OCA has been unable to verify i f PP&L 

applied the same type of monthly calculation for purposes of its Compliance Filing. The OCA 

submits that the Commission should insure that its CTC calculation order be followed, and that it 

would be appropriate to calculate the CTC revenue requirement based upon return calculated on the 

basis of a level monthly amortization for CTC principal. This would result in a lower overall CTC 

revenue requirement and a lower average CTC rate. 

B. Tariff Issues 

1. Definitions 

The Company has not provided a definitions section for its Tariff. The OCA submits 

that a definitions section would be useful for this tariff, and would provide necessary continuity for 

the terms used throughout the tariff. The OCA requests that the Company be required to develop 

a definitions section that includes key terms utilized in the Tariff, such as the definitions utilized in 

PECO Energy's Compliance Tariff or West Penn's Compliance Tariff, as modified by the 

Commission. 

2. Rule 1—Electric Service Tariff 

a. BasicJMity-Supply Service 

In Rule 1.6.(1), the Company sets forth its Basic Utility Supply Service. As set forth 

in the Commission's Order, PP&L's proposed Basic Utility Supply Service is intended to satisfy the 

Company's Provider of Last Resort obligations under the Act. June 15, 1998 Order at 88. PP&L's 



utilization of the phrase "Basic Utility Supply Service" rather than Provider of Last Resort or PLR 

service may be somewhat confusing. The Commission has consistently utilized the term "PLR"or 

"provider of last resort service" to describe this basic obligation, as have other utilities. See, e.g., 

PECO Energy Company Electric Service Tariff, Tariff Electric Pa.P.U.C. No. 3, Original Page No. 

6. To avoid confusion for customers, the OCA recommends that PLR Service or Provider of Last 

Resoit Service should be utilized in subpart (1) rather than "Basic Utility Supply Service". This 

term should also be used throughout the remainder of the Company's tariff, including its Supplier 

Tariff. 

Additionally, the Company does not clearly describe the terms of the PLR service in 

its Tariff. The terms of default service should be clearly established in the tariff and the terms 

contained in the tariff should be the only terms that apply to such service. 

3. Rule_2=Requirements_fonSemce 

a. Rule-2.B ẑS_eryice_CQntxac.ts 

Under this Rule, the language provides that all applicants for service shall enter into 

contracts for a period of one year "except as otherwise specifically provided." The OCA is 

concerned that this tariff language might require a residential customer to sign a written contract with 

PP&L for the provision of default PLR service. A residential customer should not be required to 

sign a separate written contract, perhaps including additional terms, for the provision of default 

service from the Company. The OCA recommends that this provision be clarified to exclude 

residential customers, consistent with the Commission's decision in Application of PECO Energy, 

Docket No. R-00973953, slip op. at 28-29 (Order on Compliance Filing, Feb. 5, 1998). 



b. Rule 2.D—Security Deposits 

Throughout this tariff rule, the Company refers to "bills" rather than specific charges 

when determining whether a security deposit will be required from a customer, and in determining 

the amount of the security deposit. The OCA submits that the use of the term "bills" does not 

adequately specify that in deteimining whether a security deposit is due, or in calculating the amount 

of the security deposit, only the regulated charges should be considered. In other words, the 

Company should not be permitted to require a deposit based on unpaid EGS charges. As such, the 

Company's reference to "bills" should be amended to refer only to those charges that remain 

regulated. 

a. Rule 8 .A. (2 ̂ -Location and Method of Measurement 

Rule 8.A.(2) begins with the following sentence: "The Company installs and 

maintains the metering equipment." Although this may be an accurate description of current 

metering practices, this language forecloses any future developments in metering or meter 

deployment. The OCA submits that this language should be modified to allow for possible future 

developments in meter deployment. This could be accomplished by addition of a phrase such as 

"unless otherwise allowed by the Commission". 

b. Rule S.B.-Meter Tnstallarions 

The Company's Rule on Meters and Meter Installations does not comport with the 

Commission's Final Rulemaking Order on Advanced Meter Deployment, Docket No. L-00970128. 

Nowhere in the Company's tariff rules is any provision made for advanced metering upon the 

customer's and EGS's request, as required by the Rulemaking. See, fi-g. Section 57.255. The OCA 



submits that the Company should be required to submit a Meter Rule that comports with the 

Commission's Final Rulemaking Order. The OCA would recommend the following language be 

added to the Company's tariff: 

If a customer wishes to replace their billing metering equipment, to 
the extent technically practical, the Company will offer, provide, and 
support a selection of qualified advanced meters and metering related 
devices compatible with its existing infrastructure and will perform 
installation within a reasonable time and at the expense of the 
customer. The customer or the customer's electric generation 
supplier must pay for any such metering equipment based on the net 
incremental cost of purchasing and installing the new metering 
equipment. A customer may also be assessed a bill surcharge to 
cover the net incremental cost of reading, operating, and maintaining 
a qualified advanced meter or meter related device. 

The OCA submits that this language should allow the Company to comply with the Advanced Meter 

Deployment Rulemaking Order. 

5. Rule 9—Rilling and Payment for Service 

a. General 

Throughout this Rule, the Company does not make a distinction between the 

regulated and competitive portions of customers* bills. PP&L must adequately differentiate between 

EDC charges and EGS charges in its billing and payment rules. As such, PP&L's language in this 

tariff rule should be amended to clarify which charges are being referred to in each section of the 

Rule. 

PP&L's tariff also does not clearly provide for the two bill option. That is, the tariff 

does not reflect the possibility that a customer can receive a separate bill from its EGS. The OCA 

submits that the tariff should be clarified to allow for this option. 



Under Rule 9.D.4, PP&L provides for a late payment charge for those bills unpaid 

as of their due date. However, the Company does not specify whether it will assess a late fee based 

on the entire bill or whether the Company will offer a "supplier-specific" late fee, i.e., applied only 

to generation services. This subpart should be supplemented to clarify whether the Company intends 

to apply late payment charges to the supplier's charges when it is performing billing services for the 

EGS. 

Under Rule 9.D.8, the Company sets forth its procedure for partial payments. The 

Company's tariff rule provides that partial payments are first applied to any balance due for prior 

use, unless disputed. The Company's tariff rule, however, does not fully reflect the Commission's 

Guidelines for Maintaining Customer Servi™, Docket M-00960890F.011 (Order of July 11, 1997 

at 30). 

Rule 9.E provides for Budget Billing. Although not specified in this tariff rule, under 

Rate RS and Rate RTS, the Company specifies that budget billing is only available to customers who 

receive Basic Utility Supply Service, PP&L's name for its default PLR service. As will be discussed 

below, the OCA submits that pursuant to Chapter 56, budget billing must be made available for all 

residential customers, and cannot be limited to only those customers receiving PP&L service. The 

OCA recommends that this tariff rule also be clarified to assure that budget billing is available to all 

residential customers. 

6. Rule 10-Disconnection and Reconnection of Service 

a. Rule 10.A—Contract Cancellation 

Rule 10.A provides for the cancellation of contracts after the expiration of the initial 



term. As set foith above, residential customers should not be required to enter into contracts for the 

receipt of service from PP&L. As such, the OCA submits that this subpart should be amended to 

state that it is not applicable to residential customers since these customers do not take service for 

an "initial term". 

b. Rule 10.R—Termination 

The Company's rules regarding termination allow for termination for "nonpayment 

of an undisputed delinquent account." This language does not clearly recognize that the Company 

cannot terminate a customer for failure to pay EGS charges. The OCA submits that this tariff 

language should clearly specify that termination can only occur for nonpayment of undisputed 

delinquent accounts associated with the Company's regulated charges. This change would bring the 

Company's tariff into compliance with the Commission's Orders on termination. See, e.g., 

GniHelines For Maintaining Customer Service, Docket No. M-00960890F.01 1, slip Op. at 38 (Order 

of July 11,1997). Additionally, the Company specifies that failure to post deposits, establish credit, 

or comply with settlements or amortization agreements are grounds for termination. These 

provisions must also be clarified to refer to only regulated charges. 

c. RLiLeACLCzrReconnection 

Rule 10.C. sets out the Company's policy regarding reconnection of service. 

However, as in other provisions, this rule fails to adequately differentiate between regulated charges 

and EGS charges when deteimining whether the requirements for reconnection have been met. For 

example, Rule 10.C.(4) requires the payment, or arrangement for payment, of "all amounts currently 

due." S.ee.also, Rule 10.C.(3). The OCA submits, however, that this provision must only refer to 

regulated charges. The OCA submits that this Rule must make clear that the Company cannot 
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refuse to reconnect service on the basis of a customer's failure to pay EGS charges. 

7. Provision of Load Data 

PP&L's Tariff does not address the issue of providing load data to all residential and 

small business customers. The OCA submits that either the billing or metering sections of the tariff 

should include a provision which requires the provision of historical billing data to residential and 

small business customers at least once per year at no charge. This requirement is contained within 

the Commission's Customer Information Order. EmalJBiilmLaking_Qrdeji£stab1 ishing Customer 

MQrmatiQiLDisdQsm:eJB£qmimmts, Docket No. L-00970126 (Order entered May 1, 1998). The 

Rule provides: 

Residential and small business customers are entitled to receive at no 
charge and at least once per year, historical billing data from 
whomever reads the meter for billing purposes. 

Id., at Section 54.6(g). Since PP&L's tariff contemplates that PP&L will read the meters for billing 

purposes, the OCA submits that this requirement should be included in the PP&L Tariff. 

C. Interim Code Of Conduct-Original Page 19K-19I, 

At Original Page 19K-19L, the Company provides an Interim Code of Conduct in 

compliance with the Commission's Order. Rule 8 of the Interim Code reads: "The PP&L EDC and 

a PP&L supplier shall not jointly market regulated services with non-regulated electricity supply 

services unless the PP&L EDC offers the same promotional services1 to non-affiliated EGSs." This 

Rule was apparently provided in response to the Commission's Order at page 124. Although this 

language closely approximates the language in the Order, the OCA submits that its meaning may 

be somewhat unclear. In the PECO Settlement, the Commission specifically adopted a Code of 

Conduct that addressed the issue of joint marketing between an EDC and its affiliated supplier. If 

10 
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the Commission intended for PP&L to address the joint marketing situation, the OCA submits that 

the language contained in the PECO Settlement Code of Conduct Rule No. 7 on Original Page 101 

of PECO Tariff Pa. P.U.C. No. 3 should be utilized rather than PP&L's proposed Rule 8. 

D. Bill Formats 

The Company did not provide any bill formats with its compliance filing for review 

by the parties. The OCA submits that the Company should be directed to submit bill formats that 

comply with the Commission's Final Rulemaking Order Establishing Customer Infoimation 

Disclosure Requirements, Docket No. L-00970126. 

E. Rate Schedule RS 

1. Contract Term 

The Company's tariff for Rate RS customers provides for a contract period of one 

year from the date service is first rendered. To the best of OCA's knowledge, the Company has not 

required residential customers to enter into contracts for .service. Such contracts, and any potential 

penalties, would be particularly burdensome for residential customers. The OCA submits that, as 

the Commission found in Application of PECO Energy, Docket No. R-00973953, slip op. at 28-29 

(Order on Compliance Filing, Feb. 5, 1998), a 12 month contract requirement for default PLR 

customers should not be permitted. As such, the contract period language on Original page 20D 

should be removed from the tariff. 

2. Budget Billing 

At Original Page 20B, the Company's tariff indicates that it will only provide budget 

billing for customer charges under this rate schedule if the customer receives Basic Utility Supply 

Service (PLR service) from the Company. The OCA submits that this limitation of budget billing 

11 
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is a clear violation of Chapter 56. The Commission's regulations provide: 

Equal Monthly Billing. An electric utility shall provide its residential 
ratepayers with an optional billing procedure which averages 
estimated utility service costs over a 10-month, 11-month or 12-
month period to eliminate, to the extent possible, seasonal 
fluctuations in utility bills. 

52 Pa. Code §56.12(7). The OCA submits that this provision is clear that the utility must provide 

budget billing services to all residential customers. The Company cannot discriminate against 

customers for a mandatory service simply because the customer selects an alternative generation 

provider. Moreover, the OCA would note that the Company's distribution charges and CTC charges 

for shopping customers represent more than half of the customer's total bill. As such, the OCA 

submits that the language restricting the availability of budget billing service be removed from the 

Company's tariff. 

F. K.ate_S£hedule^ELlS 

1. Shopping Credit 

Although not clearly specified in the tariff, the OCA has determined that the average 

shopping credit for Rate RTS customers is 2.0180/kwh for 1999. The OCA has concerns about the 

shopping credit proposed for Rate RTS. Importantly, it is the OCA's understanding that the 

shopping credit for RTS customers provided in the pilot program was significantly higher. Indeed, 

PP&L's revised compliance filing for its retail access pilot program evidenced a monthly credit of 

3.320 per kwh for RTS customers. Customers who shopped for electricity assuming this higher 

shopping credit may experience a rate increase on January 1, 1999, or force a return of the customer 

to PP&L service. Equally important, the OCA anticipates that there will be little opportunity for 

these customers to shop with a shopping credit of only 2.0180/kwh. Clearly, if the Commission 

12 
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wishes PP&L's RTS customers to participate in the competitive market, this issue must be 

addressed. 

2. AppiicabilityJCo^RetuiTiirig-Customers 

The Company's tariff regarding the applicability of this tariff rate contains the same 

language regarding the closure of the tariff to new customers as originally proposed by the 

Company. During the course of the proceeding, the Company interpreted this language to mean that 

an RTS customer who shopped, and then returned to PP&L would not be allowed to return to this 

rate. The OCA opposed this position, arguing that the rate must be made available to returning 

customers at the existing location, as provided for in the Commission's 1995 PP&L rate case order. 

See, fLg., Pa P U C. v. PP&L; Docket No. R-00943271 slip op. at 215-220 (Order entered 

September 27, 1995). The Commission, in this case, agreed with the position of the OCA, stating: 

"we find ourselves in agreement with the ALJ and the OCA that rate RTS customers are entitled to 

the same opportunity to shop without penalty upon return as any other class of customers." 

Restructuring Order at 91-92. 

The OCA submits that the Company's language regarding the applicability of this 

tariff provision should be modified so that it clearly allows for Rate RTS customers to return to Rate 

RTS once they have shopped if they remain at the existing, grandfathered location. The OCA is 

concerned that without clarifi cation, the tariff language is subject to misinterpretation and the 

possible loss of consumer protections for RTS customers. 
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3. Contract JEeriad 

Same as E.l, above 

4. Hudget_Billing 

Same as E.2, above 

G. RateicheduIeLJRID 

1. SlioppingJCredit 

Although not clearly specified, the OCA has calculated the average shopping credit 

for Rate RTD customers to be 3.1590/kwh for 1999. This is less than the 3.640 per kwh shopping 

credit provided to these customers during the pilot program. As with Rate RTS customers, the OCA 

is concerned that these customers will experience a rate increase on January 1, 1999 given the 

significant difference in shopping credits. Additionally, the OCA is concerned about the ability of 

these customers to participate in the competitive market with an average shopping credit of only 

3.1590/kwh. The OCA submits that if these customers are to have a meaningful opportunity to 

participate in the market, this issue must be addressed. 

2. Contract JEeriod 

Same as E.l, above 

3. B.udget_Billing 

Same as E.2, above 

H. SuppliejJCariff 

1. Rule 1 I - Confidentiality of Information 

The Supplier Tariff submitted by PP&L is based almost entirely on that Tariff created 

14 



in the PECO Energy Company Supplier Tariff proceeding.1 However, PP&L's proposed Supplier 

Tariff has omitted one particular rule included within the PECO Supplier Tariff specifically 

approved by the Commission in the PECO Supplier Tariff Order. 

In a sub-part to the Rule governing "Confidentiality of Information," Rule 11.2 of the 

PECO Supplier Tariff provides that: 

The EGS shall keep all Customer-specific information supplied by 
the Company confidential unless the EGS has the Customer's written 
authorization to do otherwise. 

This Rule was specifically addressed within the PECO Supplier Tariff proceeding, to which PP&L 

was a party, and the OCA argued for the inclusion of this Rule within the Tariff. In that proceeding, 

the OCA recognized that other Commission Rulemakings attempted to address issues similar to that 

described here.2 However, the OCA was concerned that other effective limitations on EGS use and 

transfer of such infoimation, as contained within these proposed Rules, may simply not be in place 

in time for the enrollment period set to begin in July of this year. Moreover, some of these proposed 

Rules are far more general in that they apply to all customer information, not just that supplied by 

the EDC. 

Both the ALJ and the Commission agreed with the position of the OCA and approved 

the inclusion of this Rule in the PECO Supplier Tariff. As noted by the Commission: 

1 Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission v. PECO Energy Company, Docket No. 
R-00984298, Order entered May 28, 1998 (hereinafter referred to as the "PECO Supplier Tariff 
Order"). 

2 See Licensing Requirements for Electric Generation Suppliers^Docket No. L-
00970126, proposed Rule 54.52 and Re: Customer Tnfnrmation Disclnsure for Electricity Providers, 
proposed Rule 54.9. 
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[w]e ai'e concerned that the EGSs must keep customer information 
confidential and believe that although this issue will be addressed in 
other regulations, this matter should be included in the proposed 
supplier's tariff to reinforce the Commission's intention to maintain 
confidentiality of customer information. 

PECO Supplier Tariff Order at 31. 

Accordingly, the OCA submits that PP&L should be required to include the Rule 

described above in its Supplier Tariff so that there is assurance that EDC-supplied customer 

information will be treated confidentially following its transfer to a customer's selected EGS. An 

EGS should not be permitted to sell, assign or transfer this information to any other unrelated entity 

absent separate express consent from the customer. If such a prohibition is not included within the 

PP&L Supplier Tariff, then, at a minimum, customers must be made aware that by providing consent 

to the transfer of their information from PP&L to their EGS, or to all EGSs if provided during 

enrollment, they are also allowing these EGSs to provide this information to whomever they wish. 

Any other result is simply not knowing and informed consent. The better option, however, is to 

provide the same protections to PP&L's customers as those provided to PECO's and require the 

inclusion of the above-referenced rule into PP&L's Supplier Tariff so that EDC-supplier customer 

information is treated confidentially. 

2. RuLeJJi.2j5̂ CQlle_ctiQii_GQSts 

Taken from the PECO Supplier Tariff, this Rule provides PP&L collection costs, 

including filing, witness and attorney fees, if PP&L files suit against an EGS. This provision of the 

PECO Supplier Tariff was rejected in its entirety by the Commission. Pennsylvania Public Utility 

Commission v. PECO Energy Company, Docket No. R-00984298, Order entered May 28, 1998, 

at 31-32. Accordingly, the OCA submits that this Rule should be removed from the PP&L Supplier 
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Tariff. 

3. Section 12.1((0==BAidgeLBilling 

In this section of the tariff, the Company appeal's to indicate that it will not provide 

budget billing for EGS charges. The OCA submits that if PP&L is performing consolidated billing, 

it is required by Chapter 56 to provide budget billing for all residential customers for all charges 

included on its bill. 52 Pa. Code §56.12(7). As such, this provision should be clarified to indicate 

that PP&L will provide budget billing for all charges for residential customers. 

4. SectioiiJLl^S^Late-Ejses 

This Section addresses late fees, but it is unclear whether this provision applies to late 

customer payments or late payments by an EGS to PP&L for services rendered. This section should 

be clarified. 
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III . CONCLUSION 

For the reasons set forth above, the OCA respectfully urges the Commission to order 

modifications to PP&L's Compliance Tariff consistent with the positions set forth in these 

Comments and to make any further modifications deemed necessary upon any further review 

conducted by the Commission. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Craig RJBurgraff ' 
Senior Assistant Consumer Advocate 

James A. Mullins 
Steven K. Steinmetz 
Tanya J. McCloskey 
Assistant Consumer Advocates 

Counsel for: 
Irwin A. Popowsky 
Consumer Advocate 

Office of Consumer Advocate 
555 Walnut Street 5th Floor, Forum Place 
Hairisburg, PA 17101-1923 
(717)783-5048 

Dated: August 6, 1998 
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ft 
James McNulty, Secretary 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 
P.O. Box 3265 
Harrisburg, PA 17120 

r\nn\ M C \ T ^ 
RE: PP&L, Inc. - Compliance Filing' V> L/ U l_ M I 

Docket No. R-00973954 

% ^ 

FOLDER % * 
Dear Secretary McNulty: 

The Anthracite Region Independent Power Producers Association 
("ARIPPA") hereby submits its comments regarding PP&L, Inc.'s 
("PP&L") compliance filing filed on July 17, 1 998. 

6>. 

Tariff Rule 6A, Stand-by Service for Qualifying Facilities, and Rule 
6, Auxiliary Service for Non-Qualifying Facilities, should be clarified 
to ensure that customers with existing on-site generation as of 
1/01/99 will not be required to pay any additional CTC revenue 
beyond that assessed on actual billing determinants. This can be 
accomplished by a simple language change at Rule 6A, subsection 
E(4) on original page 10G as follows: 

(4) If a customer installs on-site generation after January 1. 
1999, and the sum of the customer's annual purchases is 
less than ninety (90) percent of the customer's purchases in 
the Base Calendar Year, the Company will render a separate 
bill annually in the first quarter of each calendar year in the 
Transition Period for the difference between: a) the amount of 
annual CTC revenue that the customer would have been 
billed by the Company based on monthly billing determinants 
for the Base Calendar Year and b) the amount of annual CTC 
revenue actually billed in the just completed calendar year. 
The Base Calendar Year shall be the earlier of: a) the calendar 
year immediately prior to the year of operation of the on-site 
generator or b) the calendar year 1 998. 

wheeiabrator Frackviiie Energy Co. A similar change is needed to Rule 6, section B. In support of this 
FrsckvillB PA 

clarification, ARIPPA notes as follows: 
Affiliate Member; 

Air Products & Chemicals. Inc 
Cambria, PA 

(1) The Electric Generation Customer Choice and Competition 
Act ("Act") provides that stranded costs will be imposed on load 
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lost to on-site generation for new installations only. The Act at §2808(a) states 
that a customer that installs {not a customer with installed) on-site generation that 
significantly reduces the customer's purchases of power will pay a fully allocated 
share of stranded costs. This provision was discussed and clarified during the 
meetings of the Stakeholders Group in 1 996. 

(2) The PUC's order of June 4, 1998 in the instant proceeding makes clear that 
billing for lost load would apply only to new installations: 

PP&L proposed a new Rule 6A, paragraph E(5), that requires a customer 
installing self-generation after January 1. 1999. to pay a CTC for generation 
no longer purchased from PP&L. PP&L's proposal did not consider the 
Section 2808(a) that provides that only self-generation that, "significantly" 
decreases use of the transmission and distribution network must be subject 
to a separate recoupment of otherwise avoided payment of a customer's 
allocated CTC responsibility... Consistent wi th PECO Energy Restructuring, 
We find that only reduced usage exceeding 10% of the pre-1999 use of the 
system requires payment of additional CTC. 

Order at 104-105 (emphasis supplied). 

(3) The rationale behind assessing stranded cost charges on load lost to new 
self-generation facilities is that, at the time the Act was being drafted, the utility 
would have included the load in its demand forecasts and built generation in part to 
serve that existing load. This rationale doesn't apply to self-generation already in 
existence in 1 996. 

For the reasons stated above, ARIPPA respectfully requests the Commission to 
adopt the necessary clarifying language in Rule 6A and Rule 6. Nine copies of 
these comments are enclosed for fil ing. 

Very truly yours. 

CP 

Billie E. Ramsey / \ 

— i . - o 

cc: Bureau of Fixed Utility Service ^ 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

On June 15, 1998, the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission ("PUC" or "Commission") 

issued an Opinion and Order in Application of Pennsylvania Power & Light Company for Approval 

of Restructuring Plan Under Section 2806 of the Public Utility Code, at Docket No. R-00973954 

("Restructuring Order"). The Restructuring Order required PP&L to submit a compliance filing 

consistent with the Commission's findings on July 6, 1998. On June 23, 1998, PP&L submitted to 

the Commission a motion to extend the period of time for submitting the compliance filing. The 

Commission granted that motion by order dated June 26, 1998, and established July 15, 1998, as the 

new deadline for submission of the compliance filing. On July 13, 1998, PP&L submitted a letter 

to the Commission requesting a further extension of the deadline to July 17, 1998, which was 

granted by Secretarial Letter issued on July 14, 1998. 

In accordance with the deadline in the Commission's Restructuring Order, as revised by the 

Secretarial Letters issued on July 20, 27 and 31, 1998, the PP&L Industrial Customer Alliance 

("PPLICA") submits these Comments to the PP&L compliance filing. PPLICA has been an active 

participant in all aspects of this proceeding. As explained in PPLICA's previous pleadings, PPLICA 

is an ad hoc association of many of PP&L's largest industrial and commercial customers taking 

service on PP&L's Large General Service rate schedules (Le,, LP- 4, LP-5, and LP-6), Interruptible 

Service rate schedules (Le,, IS-A, IS-P and IS-T), Price Response Service rate schedules (Le,, PR-1 

and PR-2), the Competitive Rate Rider (CRR), and the Economic Development Initiative and 

Industrial Development Initiative Riders (EDI and IDI). Under these various tariffs and 

arrangements, PPLICA members collectively consume over 2.8 billion kWh of electricity each year. 



PPLICA views the unbundled rates and tariff conditions that will be approved as a result of 

this compliance filing as the final critical step in the Commission's duty to implement the Electricity 

Generation Customer Choice and Competition Act. P.L. 802, No. 138, effective January 1, 1997, 66 

Pa. C.S.§§ 2801-2812 ("Competition Act"). PPLICA believes that the Competition Act will bring 

substantial benefits to the consumers and businesses of this Commonwealth i f it is implemented 

appropriately. PPLICA's Comments focus on the terms and conditions in the above-cited rate 

offerings in an attempt to ensure that large customers will realize the fiill benefits that the 

Competition Act and the Commission's Restructuring Order intend to provide to customers on these 

rates. 

Because the majority of PPLICA's comments deal with tariff issues, it seems appropriate to 

discuss the operative portions of the Competition Act and the Commission's Restructuring Order 

at the outset of these Comments. Three provisions of the Competition Act must guide the 

Commission's determination on these issues. First, the Competition Act establishes the right of 

every customer of electric distribution companies in the Commonwealth to have the opportunity to 

purchase electricity from an alternative supplier. 66 Pa. C.S. § 2806(a). The Commission must 

ensure that all customers have a realistic opportunity to exercise this right by adopting tariff 

provisions that do not discriminate against customers that choose to shop and by ensuring that rates 

are properly unbundled. 

Second, during the period that the utility is collecting stranded costs (or other statutory 

periods), the Competition Act provides that rate caps will apply on the charges that customers must 

pay to the utility. I d § 2804(4). Section 2804(4)(i)(A) provides that any customer purchasing 

generation from the utility shall maintain total charges that are capped as of January 1, 1997, for a 
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period of 54 months. 14 § 2804(4)(i)(A). Likewise, Section 2804(4)(i)(B) provides that for any 

customer purchasing generation from a supplier other than the electric distribution utility, the 

charges for any non-generation services shall not exceed the level of those charges as of 

January 1, 1997. kL § 2804(4)(i)(B). Likewise, the generation component of the utility's charges 

to anv customer purchasing generation from the utility (inclusive of the competitive transition charge 

or intangible transition charge) shall not exceed the generation charge to the customer as of January 

1, 1997, for a period of nine years or until the utility is no longer recovering stranded costs 

(whichever is shorter). I d § 2804(4)(ii). In short, a customer's total charges, including charges for 

generation, are capped for an extended period, to the extent that the customer continues to receive 

generation service from the utility; all other non-generation charges are to be similarly capped, in 

the event that the customer receives generation service from an entity other than the utility. 

Third, the Competition Act also states that restructuring must not unreasonably discriminate 

against one customer class to the benefit of another; Le^ there must be no cost shifting among 

customers or customer classes. I d § 2804(7). Indeed, the Competition Act specifically recognizes 

that in allocating the CTC and unbundling all component charges, the allocation must occur in a 

manner that does not shift inter-class or intra-class costs. I d § 2808(a). 

The Commission's Restructuring Order sets forth general principles to govern individual 

tariffs and rate design issues. Restructuring Order, pp. 82-83. These general principles must be 

incorporated into PP&L's compliance filing for all rate design and tariff issues unless specifically 

indicated to the contrary. Jd at 82. 
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First, PP&L is directed to unbundle all tariff classes based on the allocation 
of costs and the rate design in its last base rate cases as well as this Opinion and 
Order. Such unbundling will permit all customer classes to procure generation 
competitively. Specific tariff rules and regulations shall be those currently approved 
and on file with the Commission or directed to be filed by the Commission except 
as modified in this Opinion and Order. 

Second, all existing special contracts shall remain in effect under their 
specific terms and conditions. A contract that explicitly prohibits shopping in 
contemplation of passage of the Act shall remain unchanged. However, any 
customer with a contract that does not explicitly prohibit shopping must be permitted 
to shop if that customer so desires. . . . We note that some contracts may have to be 
renewed. However, any rate caps remain applicable as provided in Section 2804(4). 

Restructuring Order, p. 82. In discussing specific tariff issues, the Commission also made several 

statements of general applicability to all tariff issues: 

All customers without a competitive supplier shall be served by the EDC 
pursuant to the applicable tariff and are entitle[d] to the full protection of the 
applicable rate cap provisions. (Restructuring Order, p. 88) 

The Act provides no basis for treating [provider of last resort] customers any 
differently than customers who never chose generation service from an EGS. 
Returning customers are still protected by the same rate cap as i f they had not left, 
and returning customers must be served on the same terms and conditions as would 
other similar customers who did not previously receive generation services from an 
EGS, (Restructuring Order, p.91) 

As discussed previously in this Opinion and Order, customers on all tariffs 
are entitled to shop and are protected by the applicable rate cap. CRestructuring 
Order, p. 93) 

We do not otherwise require the extension of any tariff schedule for an 
individual customer, but PP&L must provide a rate to all customers consistent with 
the rate cap. (Restructuring Order, p. 98) 

The compliance filing contains significant errors in the unbundled rates and CTC charges. 

These errors clearly must be corrected to ensure compliance with the Competition Act's rate cap and 

anti-cost shifting provisions. In addition, the Company's treatment of self-generation customers is 
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inconsistent with the requirements of the Act. Further, the compliance filing blatantly violates the 

directives from the Restructuring Order and the mandates of the Competition Act in its treatment of 

the following issues: 

1. The proposed use of the PJM Open Access Transmission Tariff ("OATT") charges 
for transmission without a concurrent recognition that the imposition of those charges 
will not result in a violation of the rate cap. 

2. The failure to include demand and energy blocking for the CTC and distribution 
charges applicable to rate schedules IS-T, IS-P, LP-4, LP-5 and LP-6. 

3. The unreasonable limitation on the ability of IS-A, IS-T, IS-P and Competitive Rate 
Rider customers to return to service from PP&L after accessing competitive supply 
with appropriate rate cap protections. 

4. The failure to "unbundle" the monthly minimum charge applicable to rate schedules 
LP-4, LP-5 and LP-6 to ensure that the charge reflects only the parts of service that 
the customer takes from PP&L (Lê , transmission and distribution). 

5. The elimination of language in rate schedules explaining how the amount of 
interruptible power is calculated. 

6. The elimination of the Price Response Service rate schedules from the tariff without 
providing for a mechanism to ensure that the charges to price response customers 
comply with the rate caps and will be available if the customer accesses competitive 
supply but later returns to service from PP&L. 

All of these errors must be corrected to ensure that the PP&L Direct Access Tariff represents 

an appropriate balancing of the interests of all market participants. 

II. COMMENTS 

A. The Direct Access Tariff Allocation Of Stranded Cost Recovery To 
Customer Classes Is Unjust, Unreasonable, and Shifts Costs Between 
Customer Classes In Violation Of The Competition Act. 

In unbundling rates and assigning customer class responsibility for stranded cost recovery, 

PP&L has impermissibly shifted costs between customer classes in violation of the Competition 
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Act's mandates. Specifically, PP&L has not fully complied with the results of its cost of service 

study in assigning stranded cost revenue responsibility because PP&L did not take into account the 

necessary adjustments made in that study to account for the interruptible nature of certain loads on 

rate schedules IS-P, IS-T, and IS-A. The failure to take into account these adjustments results in 

interclass cost shifting in the recovery of stranded cost, which is specifically prohibited by the Act. 

66 Pa. C.S. § 2808(a). 

In assigning stranded cost responsibility, the Competition Act requires the utility to adhere 

to two requirements. First, the stranded costs must be allocated to customer classes in a manner that 

does not shift interclass or intraclass costs. kL Second, the stranded costs must be allocated in a 

manner that maintains consistency with the allocation methodology for utility production plant 

accepted by the Commission in the utility's most recent base rate proceeding. kL 

The only allocation methodology that will comply with both of the Act's requirements is to 

allocate stranded cost liability based on production capacity revenue requirements. Appendix A to 

these Comments contains a sworn affidavit by Mr. Stephen J. Baron, PPLICA's rate design witness 

during this proceeding, explaining why the production capacity revenue requirement is the only 

appropriate allocation methodology. See Appendix A, Baron Affidavit 6, 7, 15 & 16. As Mr. 

Baron explains, both the production demand allocation factor and the production capacity revenue 

requirement were developed by PP&L from the cost of service study in performing its unbundling 

analysis. Only allocation based on production capacity revenue requirements ensures that no cost 

shifting occurs. 

As shown on Exhibit SJB-5 attached to Mr. Baron's affidavit, for most firm rate schedules, 

the allocation of stranded cost based on the production demand allocation factor (as used by PP&L) 
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or the production capacity revenue requirement (as advocated by PPLICA) are equivalent (see 

e^XP-5 & LP-6). For other rate schedules, such as RS, RTS, RTD, IS-P, IS-T, and IS-M,' the 

allocation is lower under the PPLICA methodology than under the PP&L methodology. 

Regardless of the impact on individual rate schedules, the allocation of CTC responsibility 

in the compliance filing is in clear error and must be corrected to appropriately account for the 

interruptible load on the system. The failure to use the proper allocation methodology, when coupled 

with the errors in the determination of distribution rates that will be discussed in the next section of 

these Comments, results in the extremely low shopping credits for interruptible rate schedules that 

will effectively preclude these customers from accessing competitive supply. Appendix A, Baron 

Affidavit, 9. This result is unjust and unreasonable when an allocation methodology that is proper 

according to the dictates of the Competition Act can be employed that will result in a more equitable 

sharing of stranded cost responsibility. PP&L must be directed to submit a revised compliance filing 

using the production capacity revenue requirements to allocate CTC responsibility to rate classes in 

conformity with Exhibits SJB-5 and SJB-6 attached to Mr. Baron's affidavit. See Appendix A, 

Baron Affidavit, Exhibit Nos. SJB-5 & SJB-6. 

B. PP&L's Distribution Rate Unbundling Impermissibly Shifts Costs 
Between Classes, Violates The Competition Act's Rate Caps, And 
Results In Diminished Opportunities For Some Classes To Economically 
Participate In The Market. 

PP&L's compliance filing also errs in its formulation of unbundled distribution rates. 

Because of the complex and technical nature of this issue, PPLICA attaches to these Comments 

'The IS-M rate referenced in Mr. Baron's affidavit and exhibits is synonymous with rate 
schedule IS-A. PP&L uses IS-A to designate the tariff rate schedule, but uses IS-M to designate the 
rate in the cost of service study. 
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Mr. Baron's affidavit to discuss the proper allocation of distribution rate and the Company's errors 

in this regard. See Appendix A, Baron Affidavit, fl 8-14 & 17-18. PPLICA summarizes here the 

reasons why the distribution rates in the compliance filing impermissibly shift costs, violate the 

Competition Act's rate caps and will render some customer classes unable to economically 

participate in the competitive market. For a more detailed explanation, PPLICA refers the 

Commission to Mr. Baron's affidavit. 

The distribution rate developed by PP&L in the compliance filing for rate IS-T is 0.35 cents 

per kWh. See Appendix A. Baron Affidavit, H 12 & Exhibit No. SJB-1. This charge is unreasonable 

and is clearly not based on a proper functionalization and allocation of distribution costs to the rate 

classes. As explained by Mr. Baron, based on the Company's 1995 unbundling study, the 

approximate costs that the Company incurs to provide distribution facilities for IS-T customers is 

$2 million. Appendix A, Baron Affidavit, ^ 12 & Exhibit No. SJB-2. The Company's compliance 

filing (based on the 0.35 cents per kWh rate) will recover over $8 million in revenues from IS-T 

customers. Id As shown on Exhibit SJB-2 attached to the affidavit, this represents a 292% increase 

in recovery over the costs as shown in the 1995 unbundling study. Appendix A, Baron Affidavit, 

Exhibit No. SJB-2. This excessive mark-up is unexplained and unreasonable. 

The IS-T distribution rate impermissibly shifts costs and may lead to a violation of the 

transmission and distribution rate cap. Given the vast difference between the cost to provide 

distribution service to IS-T customers and the Company's proposed recovery from IS-T customers 

in unbundled rates, PPLICA submits that the IS-T distribution rate is patently unreasonable and must 

be modified. 



As calculated by Mr. Baron, the appropriate distribution rate based on the costs incurred to 

provide distribution service to IS-T customers is 0.089 cents per kWh. Appendix A, Baron 

Affidavit, f 13 & Exhibit No. SJB-4. This calculation takes into account the original PP&L rate IS-T 

"delivery charge" contained in the Company's restructuring filing and the transmission rate charge 

for IS-T contained in the Company's compliance filing. Id, This rate complies with the rate cap and 

anti-cost shifting provisions of the Competition Act. The Commission should specifically adopt Mr. 

Baron's analysis and direct PP&L to submit a revised compliance filing reflecting Mr. Baron's 

proposed rates. 

Mr. Baron provides a summary exhibit showing both the correction to the CTC allocation 

methodology and the correction to the distribution charge allocation. See Appendix A, Baron 

Affidavit, Exhibit No. SJB-6. As depicted on this exhibit, the revised shopping credit for IS-T 

customers is 2.535 cents per kWh. Id. Compared to the 1.74 cents per kWh shopping credit in the 

compliance filing, this is a more reasonable shopping credit and a credit that will permit IS-T 

customers to economically exercise the statutory right to direct access and participate in the 

competitive market. This rate reflects an appropriate balancing of the interests of interruptible 

customers with the interest of other ratepayers and the utility. 

C. The Direct Access Tariff Fails To Ensure That Imposition Of The PJM 
OATT Rates Will Not Result In A Violation Of The Transmission And 
Distribution Rate Cap. 

The Direct Access Tariff submitted with the compliance filing states on numerous rate 

schedules that the transmission charge imposed by the Company will be consistent with the PJM 

OATT. See e.g.. Compliance Filing. Volume 1, Tab C, Supplement No. 1 to Tariff Electric Pa. 

P.U.C. No. 201, effective January 1, 1999, pp. 27A, 28A, 28C, 30B & 30D ("Direct Access Tariff). 
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Although PPLICA agrees that it is appropriate for PP&L to base the transmission charges on the 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission ("FERC") approved rates, the Company fails to 

acknowledge that it must comply with the Competition Act's rate caps in imposing the OATT 

transmission charge. During the first 54 months after enactment of the Competition Act, the 

"charges of the utility for non-generation services that are regulated as of the effective date of this 

chapter .. . shall not exceed the non-generation charges that have been approved by the commission 

for such service as of the effective date of this chapter." 66 Pa. C.S. § 2804(4)(i)(B). 

Although the Commission does not regulate transmission, at the effective date of the chapter, 

the Commission regulated the bundled rate that PP&L was permitted to charge customers for service, 

which included a transmission component. Consequently, the transmission charge that PP&L levies 

on customers for the first 54 months must comply with the non-generation charge rate caps. This 

is applicable whether or not the FERC changes the transmission charge revenue requirements. 

Consequently, if the FERC-approved transmission charge will result in the customer's charges for 

non-generation services exceeding the level in effect on January 1, 1997, the Company must adjust 

other aspects of the non-generation charges to ensure rate cap compliance (i.e., the distribution 

charge). 

Nothing in the Company's filing acknowledges its obligation to comply with the rate cap or 

explains how it intends to adjust other charges to ensure compliance with the rate cap. The Company 

must be directed to resubmit its compliance filing with both an acknowledgment of the rate cap 

obligations and an explanation of how it will comply with those obligations if the FERC approves 

a transmission rate at variance with the rate used to unbundle the tariffs. 
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D. The Direct Access Tariff Inappropriately Fails To Include The Demand 
And Energy Blocking Contained In The Current Tariff For Rate 
Schedules LP-4. LP-5. LP-6. IS-P And IS-T. 

The Company was directed to submit with its compliance filing rate schedules with 

unbundled charges for generation, transmission and distribution service. Restructuring Order. 

Ordering TJ 15(a)(1). The Restructuring Order endorses the unbundling method used by PPLICA to 

separate PP&L's originally proposed "delivery charge" into separate transmission and distribution 

components. Id at 100-101. The rates for tariff schedules LP-4, LP-5, LP-6, IS-T and IS-P do not, 

however, comply with the methodology proposed by PPLICA and endorsed by the Commission. 

PP&L's current LP-4, LP-5, LP-6, IS-P and IS-T rate schedules charge a bundled rate with 

both demand and energy components. See Exhibit OGK 1, pp. 27, 28, 28B, 30A & 30C. The 

proposed unbundling submitted by PP&L does not carry forward the demand and energy components 

into each unbundled component of rates. Specifically, the unbundled CTC charges for these rate 

schedules do not contain a demand component and the transmission and distribution charges for 

these rate schedules do not contain an energy component. See Direct Access Tariff, pp. 27-27A, 28-

28A, 28B-28C, 30A-30B & 30C-30D. The failure to include appropriate demand and energy blocks 

in the CTC impacts the CTC responsibility and shopping credits based on the customer's load factor 

and may render it economically impossible for high load factor customers to access competitive 

supply. 

The PPLICA unbundling analysis separated each of the unbundled components into both 

demand and energy charges. See PPLICA Statement No. 1. Exhibit Nos. SJB-8 - SJB-13. This is 

clearly the proper manner to unbundle rates, with a portion of the fixed demand charge and a portion 

of each block of the variable energy charges being allocated to the unbundled functions. This 
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unbundling methodology is most consistent with cost functionalization and allocation principles and 

should be endorsed. PP&L should be directed to revise its compliance filing to include demand and 

energy blocking for all elements ofits unbundled rates for LP-4, LP-5, LP-6, IS-P and IS-T. 

E. The Direct Access Tariff Inappropriately Limits The Ability Of 
Customers To Return To Provider Of Last Resort Service Under Rates 
That Comply With The Competition Act's Rate Caps. 

The Company's proposed Direct Access Tariff inappropriately limits the ability of customers 

currently taking service on numerous rate schedules to return to service from PP&L at charges in 

conformity with the applicable rate caps. Specifically, the proposed tariff sheets for IS-A, IS-1, IS-P, 

IS-T and the Competitive Rate Rider contain the following limitation on the ability of customers to 

receive service under the specified rates: 

New applications for service under this Rate Schedule will be accepted only 
for customers of the Company who do not yet have the opportunity to purchase 
capacity and energy from their choice of electric generation supplier. 

Direct Access Tariff, pp. 19B, 19E, 30, 30A, & 30C. To the extent that a customer accessing 

competitive supply and then returning to service from PP&L is considered a "new application" under 

these tariff provisions, the customer will be prevented from exercising its statutory right to return 

to service at capped rates. 

The Commission's Restructuring Order clearly requires that customers that shop and return 

should be charged rates in accordance with the rate cap applicable to the customer if it had remained 

PP&L customers and did not access competitive supply. Restructuring Order, p. 91. PP&L must 

submit a revised compliance filing eliminating the quoted language or modifying the tariff sheet to 

explicitly acknowledge the ability of current customers on these rates to return to service at the 

appropriate capped rate levels after accessing competitive supply. 
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F. The Direct Access Tariff Fails To Disaggregate The Types Of Unbundled 
Charges In Determining The Monthly Minimum Charge On Rate 
Schedules LP-4. LP-5 and LP-6. 

PP&L's Direct Access Tariff contains monthly minimum bill provisions that will be 

applicable to all customers on certain rate schedules. The amounts of the monthly minimum bill for 

LP-4, LP-5 and LP-6 customers are identical to the charges in the current tariff. This is an error and 

may result in violation of the Competition Act's rate caps. The monthly minimum charge must be 

disaggregated so that the customer will be billed a monthly minimum based solely on the items of 

unbundled service that the customer takes from PP&L. 

The current LP-4, LP-5 and LP-6 tariffs require large service customers to sign at least a one-

year contract for service with PP&L. See PP&L Exhibit OGK 1. Supplement No. 63 to Tariff 

Electric Pa. P.U.C. No. 200, effective January 1, 1997, pp. 27, 28, & 28B.2 In the event a customer 

breaches this contract and discontinues service during the contract term year, the customer must pay 

to PP&L the monthly minimum charge stated in the tariff. Id.. This minimum charge also applies 

if the customer reduces consumption to a level that yields a bill below the stated minimum. 

The monthly minimum charges in the Direct Access Tariff are identical to the amounts in the 

current tariff. Compare Direct Access Tariff, pp. 27B, 28A. 1 & 28D to Exhibit OGK 1. pp. 27, 28 

& 28B. This is inequitable and may result in violations of the rate cap. The monthly minimum 

charge levels stated in the current tariff were established based on the assumption that customers 

were required to take all aspects of service from PP&L, including generation. Customers are no 

2For convenience, PPLICA cites to the tariff in effect as of April 1, 1997, that was submitted 
with the Company's restructuring filing and direct testimony as Exhibit OGK 1. PPLICA will cite 
to the current Supplement No. 71, which was effective on January 1, 1998, only when the distinction 
is necessary. 
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longer required to receive generation service from PP&L; consequently, the monthly minimum 

charge should be disaggregated to impose on customers a minimum charge based only on the aspects 

of service that the customer is required to take from PP&L (Le,, transmission and distribution).3 

By including the identical minimum charge when the customer receives only transmission 

and distribution from PP&L, the customer is paying a higher rate for transmission and distribution 

than that which was embedded in the LP-4, LP-5, and LP-6 rates as of January 1, 1997. This violates 

the Competition Act's rate cap provisions and must be rejected. PP&L must be directed to file a 

revised compliance filing containing minimum charges for rate schedules LP-4, LP-5, and LP-6 that 

reflect only the components of service that customers are required to receive from the utility. 

G. The Minimum Charge Provisions Of PP&L's Rules 6 And 6A Are 
Inconsistent With The Competition Act. 

PP&L's Direct Access Tariff contains provisions providing for auxiliary service and stand-by 

service to customers that install on-site generation. Direct Access Tariff, pp. 10 & 10G. These 

provisions impose on self-generating customers the amount of annual CTC revenue that the self-

generating customer would have been required to pay to PP&L under the otherwise applicable rate 

schedule. These provision violate the Competition Act and the Restructuring Order by 

inappropriately imposing stranded cost liability on customers that commence self-generation prior 

to January 1, 1999. See 66 Pa. C.S. § 2808^1: Restructuring Order, pp. 104-105. 

Both Rule 6 and Rule 6A contain the following passage related to a customer's CTC 

responsibility if its installs either qualifying or non-qualifying self-generation facilities. 

3It is inequitable to include any CTC or stranded cost component as part of this charge. The 
customers' CTC and stranded cost liability must be based on actual usage, not on a minimum charge. 
Otherwise, the customer could continue paying a CTC to PP&L despite abandoning operations in 
the PP&L service territory. This result is unjust and unreasonable and must be rejected. 
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If a customer installs on-site generation and the sum of the customer's annual 
electricity purchases is less than ninety (90) percent of the customer's annual 
purchases in the Base Calendar Year, the Company will render a separate bill 
annually in the first quarter of each calendar year in the Transition Period for the 
difference between: a) the amount of annual CTC revenue that the customer would 
have been billed by the Company based on monthly billing determinants for the Base 
Calendar Year and b) the amount of annual CTC revenue actually billed in the just 
completed calendar year. The Base Calendar Year shall be the earlier of: a) the 
calendar year immediately prior to the year of operation of the on-site generator or 
b) the calendar year 1998. 

Direct Access Tariff, pp. 10 & 10G. These passages in the tariff apparently were intended to ensure 

that the tariff complies with the Competition Act's provision that a CTC must be assessed on a 

customer that installs new on-site generation operating in parallel with other generation on PP&L's 

system and which significantly reduces the customer's purchases from the utility. .See 66 Pa. C.S. 

§ 2808(a). However, the language inappropriately extends stranded cost responsibility to customers 

that install self-generation prior to January 1, 1999, in violation of the Competition Act and the 

Restructuring Order. 

The Competition Act clearly intends to impose stranded cost liability only on customers that 

install on-site generation after the beginning of phase-in on January 1. 1999, in order to avoid 

stranded cost responsibility. The Competition Act discusses the stranded cost responsibility of a 

customer that "installs" on-site generation on a going forward basis during the recovery period. See 

66 Pa. C.S. § 2808(a). The Competition Act does not authorize the imposition of stranded cost 

responsibility on customers that "installed" on-site generation prior to the beginning of the recovery 

period. In addition, the Commission discussion of self-generation in the Restructuring Order clearly 

indicates that a customer installing self-generation is only responsible for "lost" CTC revenues if the 

generation is installed after January 1, 1999. Restructuring Order, pp. 104-105. 
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The above-quoted tariff language, which determines the charge to the customer according 

to the base calendar year of the earlier of the calendar year immediately prior to the year of operation 

of the on-site generator or the calendar year 1998 would permit imposition of stranded cost liability 

on customers that commenced self-generation prior to January 1, 1999. This clearly is contrary to 

the Competition Act and Restructuring Order. PP&L must submit a revised compliance filing 

correcting this error. 

H. The Company Failed To Provide Sufficient Support For Its Unbundling 
Of The EDI And IDI Riders. 

The Company's compliance filing contains provisions in both the EDI and IDI riders that 

unbundle the credit in the rider. The riders state one credit that will be available if the customer 

purchases supply from the Company and a different credit applicable if the customer purchases 

competitive supply. See Direct Access Tariff, pp. 19A & 19D.1. The Company provides no 

supporting information for how it calculated the credits applicable if the EDI or IDI customer 

accesses competitive supply. Consequently, PPLICA cannot confirm the accuracy of the calculations 

or whether the unbundled credits comply with the Competition Act's rate caps and the Commission's 

Restructuring Order. PP&L must be required to submit a revised compliance filing containing such 

supporting information to enable ah parties to appropriately comment on the Company's treatment 

of these rate schedules. 

I. PP&L's Supplement No. 75 Is Unnecessary, Contains Unreasonable And 
Unsupported Tariff Changes That Eliminate The Explanation Of How 
Interruptible Power Is Calculated. And Must Be Rejected. 

As part of the compliance filing, PP&L submits a proposed tariff supplement to its current 

Tariff Electric Pa. P.U.C. No. 200. See Compliance Filing. Volume 1, Tab B, Proposed Supplement 
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No. 75 to Tariff Electric Pa. P.U.C. No. 200 (hereinafter "Supplement No. 75")- Supplement No. 

75 has an issue date of July 15, 1998, and a proposed effective date of August 15, 1998. PP&L's 

description of the compliance filing states Supplement No. 75 contains "uncontested tariff changes 

that will be implemented before the beginning of competition on January 1, 1998." Compliance 

Filing. Volume 1, Tab A, Description of Compliance Filing at Docket No. R-00973954 (hereinafter 

"PP&L Compliance Filing Description"). PP&L's Supplement No. 75 is unnecessary and must be 

rejected. 

As a preliminary matter, the Supplement does not comply with the Commission's regulations 

regarding the notice period for tariff changes. The Commission's regulations clearly provide for a 

sixty-day notice period. 52 Pa. Code § 53.31. No legitimate reason exists to waive the sixty-day 

notice for PP&L's Supplement. I f the Company believes the tariff changes are appropriate, it can 

resubmit the Supplement with appropriate supporting information according to the normal 

procedures. 

In addition, no necessity or authorization exists for any of the changes included in 

Supplement No. 75 to be effective prior to January 1, 1999. PP&L never requested to separate any 

ofits proposed tariff changes from the logical January 1, 1999, date for effectiveness of the Direct 

Access Tariff. None of the changes in Supplement No. 75 are of a nature to require separate 

treatment. Furthermore, contrary to PP&L's statement in the compliance filing description, the tariff 

changes in Supplement No. 75 are not all "uncontested." PPLICA objects to PP&L's attempted 

"clarif[ication of] how the amount of interruptible power is determined." PP&L Compliance Filing 

Description, p. 3. This tariff change was not one of the uncontested modifications noted in the 

Restructuring Order. See Restructuring Order, pp. 103-104. 
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Moreover, the proposed changes in Supplement No. 75 to rate schedules IS-A, IS-1, IS-P, 

IS-T, PR-2 and the Competitive Rate Rider do not "clarify" how the amount of interruptible power 

is determined. In fact, Supplement No. 75 eliminates the explanation of how the amount of 

interruptible power is determined. PP&L's current tariff contains the following paragraph in each 

of the rate schedules discussing when the Company will enter into new interruptible contracts: 

The Company will not enter into new contracts for interruptible service if the 

amount of interruptible power from all customers served under Rate Schedules IS-1, 

IS-P, IS-T, PR-2, the Competitive Rate Rider, and Interruptible Service by 

Agreement exceeds a total of 500 MW. For purposes of determining this amount 

interruptible power is the twelve month average of each customer's monthly 

Maximum On-peak Demand less the customer's contract Firm Power level-

Exhibit OGK 1. pp. 19B, 19E, 30, 30A, 30C, & 32 (emphasis added). Supplement No. 75 eliminates 

the underlined language explaining how the amount of interruptible power is calculated. Obviously, 

the Company does not "clarify" anything by eliminating the explanation. 

The proposed change detrimentally impacts the terms of these rate schedules by leaving the 

calculation methodology to the Company's discretion. This impact is amplified because the change 

is carried forward into PP&L's Tariff Electric Pa. P.U.C. No. 201, which becomes effective on 

January 1, 1999. See Direct Access Tariff, pp. 19B, 19E, 30, 30A & 30C. 

The elimination of the explanation of how the amount of interruptible service is calculated 

is not an "uncontested" tariff change and is highly objectionable to PPLICA. It imposes an 

unreasonable ambiguity on interruptible customers regarding how the amount of interruptible power 

is calculated that does not exist in the tariff effective on January 1, 1997. As such, PPLICA asserts 

that the change diminishes the value of interruptible service and implicitly violates the rate cap 

principles in the Competition Act. Furthermore, the change is not necessary "to reflect a competitive 

-18-



generation market." See Restructuring Order. Ordering f 15(a)(3). Consequently, the proposed 

change violates the directives in the Commission's Restructuring Order. The "clarification" of the 

method for calculating interruptible service must be rejected and PP&L must be ordered to submit 

a revised compliance filing eliminating at least this portion of Supplement No. 75 (if not eliminating 

the entire supplement). 

J. PP&L's Supplement No. 75 And Direct Access Tariff Must Be Modified 
To Ensure That Price Response Service Customers Will Retain The 
Protections Of The Competition Act's Rate Caps. 

Both Supplement No. 75 and PP&L's proposed Direct Access Tariff institute inappropriate 

changes to its currently effective tariff that impinge upon the rights and protections afforded to Price 

Response Service customers under the Competition Act and the Restructuring Order. These changes 

must be rejected. 

Price Response Service is a real time pricing arrangement offered to customers on both a firm 

power and an interruptible power basis. Rate schedule PR-1 governs the firm power arrangements 

and rate schedule PR-2 governs the interruptible power arrangements. See Exhibit OGK 1. pp. 31-

3 IB & 32-32B. On these rate schedules, instead of paying a specific rate established by the 

Company's tariff the Customer pays a rate determined by the Company based on a formula contained 

in the tariff that considers factors including the Company's estimated marginal operating cost, 

marginal capacity cost, delivery charge, loss adjustment factor and risk adjustment factor. See id. 

at pp. 31A & 32A. In large measure, the real time price is driven by the short-run marginal operating 

cost as estimated by the Company based on the value of its generation, transactions with the PJM 
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Interconnection Association, and any two-party transactions between the Company and other 

companies. See id. Price Response Service customers also pay to the Company a monthly program 

charge. I d 

Each day, price response customers receive a message containing the twenty-four hourly firm 

or interruptible real time prices that PP&L will charge the customer on the following day. The 

customer then decides whether to vary its load and production the following day in response to those 

prices by increasing production and usage during low cost periods and decreasing usage during high 

cost periods. Hourly meter readings are performed remotely by the Company to determine usage and 

to appropriately bill the customer. 

Supplement No. 75 terminates both price response programs on January 1, 1999. 

Supplement No. 75. pp. 31 & 32. PP&L's Direct Access Tariff completely eliminates the PR-1 and 

PR-2 rate schedules. Direct Access Tariff, pp. 31-31B & 32-32B. Both changes violate the 

Competition Act's rate caps and the directives in the Commission's Restructuring Order and must 

be rejected. 

The Restructuring Order addresses the price response services in the section dealing with the 

"Availability of Tariff Rates." See Restructuring Order, pp. 92-94. In that section, the Commission 

deals with the Company's proposal to limit the availability of price response service and other tariff 

offerings to customers that currently take service under the applicable rate schedules and that elect 

to remain bundled sales customers of PP&L. I d at 92. The Commission rejects Company's 

proposed limitation and mandates that "customers on ah tariffs are entitled to shop and are protected 

by the applicable rate cap." Id at 93. In addition, the Commission requires that all of the rate 

schedules be unbundled to permit customers to access competitive supply. I d at 93-94. This is the 
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only section specifically addressing the Price Response Service offerings. Thus, nothing in the 

Restructuring Order requires the Price Response Service rate schedules to be treated in any manner 

at variance with the Commission's general comments on tariff and rate design issues discussed in 

the Introduction to these Comments. 

As explained in that Introduction, the Commission included a detailed explanation of the 

treatment of all tariff and rate design issues in the Restructuring Order. The sum of the 

Commission's remarks on the general treatment of tariff and rate design issues and the specific 

discussion of Price Response Service equate to the following treatment of PR-1 and PR-2: 

• The Company must unbundle the arrangements of customers on the Price Response 
Service rates to enable those customers to obtain competitive supply while 
maintaining the non-generation related benefits of the rates. See Restructuring Order, 
pp. 82, 93 & 97. 

• Although the Company need not extend the availability of the actual price response 
rider to new customers after all customers have direct access, the Company must 
ensure that the rate caps applicable to current price response customers (and any new 
customers enrolled prior to January 2, 2000) are maintained. See Restructuring 
Order, pp. 82, 93 & 98. 

• The Company must guarantee the ability of current price response customers to 
obtain competitive supply and to return to service from PP&L at charges that do not 
violate the applicable rate caps in Section 2804(4). See Restructuring Order, pp. 91-
91 &98. 

The Company's proposals clearly violate these principles. In order to ensure that price response 

customers maintain the protections of the rate cap, the Company should maintain the current price 

response rate schedules in the Direct Access Tariff. In addition, the tariff sheets in Supplement 

No. 75 should be modified to provide for the continued ability of current price response customers 

to maintain the Price Response Service from the Company and to return to Price Response Service 

at the appropriate rate cap levels if they choose to shop. 
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The Price Response Service rate offerings are highly analogous to the Economic 

Development Initiative and Industrial Development Initiative Riders and the Competitive Rate Rider 

discussed in the Restructuring Order. See Restructuring Order, pp. 94-98. In essence, the Price 

Response Service and economic incentive rates provide current customers with a rate lower than the 

current bundled rate on the otherwise applicable rate schedule. Because of the similarity, it is logical 

to afford customers on these offerings equivalent protection by the rate caps in the Competition Act. 

The Commission addressed the proper treatment of economic incentive rates as follows: 

All existing, "competitive" tariffs shall continue to be offered to any eligible 
customer who does not yet have the opportunity to choose a competitive supplier. 
Once the phase-in is completed, and all customers may choose a competitive 
supplier, the incentive rate schedule shall be closed to new customers. Regulated 
"competitive" tariffs will no longer be appropriate, although PP&L may offer 
competitive generation through its unregulated affiliate(s). We do not otherwise 
require the extension of any tariff schedule for an individual customer, but PP&L 
must provide a rate to all customers consistent with the rate cap. 

Restructuring Order, pp. 97-98. PP&L has implemented the Commission's instructions by making 

the EDI and IDI rate schedules available until October 1, 2005, to correspond with the revised end 

of the stranded cost recovery period as calculated by the Company in the compliance filing. See 

Direct Access Tariff, pp. 19A & 19D. 1. The Company must afford equivalent treatment to the Price 

Response Service rate schedules. 

The ability of price response customers to obtain similar real time price arrangements in the 

competitive market is irrelevant to the Company's duty to ensure that the rate cap is not violated. 

Price response customers, like every other type of customer, have the right to remain with PP&L for 

generation service (or to return to PP&L for generation service) during the stranded cost recovery 

period. This service from PP&L must be offered in accordance with the level of charges to the 
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customer in effect as of January 1, 1997. The charges for the transmission and distribution of 

electricity that a price response customer will be forced to pay to PP&L under the otherwise 

applicable rate schedule in the absence of a tariffed price response offering may not be equivalent 

to the charges for transmission and distribution that the price response customer was paying as of 

January 1,1997, for equivalent service. 

Price Response Service customers are entitled to continue to take service from PP&L at rate 

levels that do not violate the cap as evidence by the charges in effect on January 1, 1997. No 

provision exists in the Competition Act or in the Restructuring Order that provides PRS customers 

with a diminished right to remain with PP&L as provider of last resort customers subject to the 

applicable rate cap protections. The Act specifically provides that PP&L "shall continue to have the 

full obligation to serve, including the connection of customers, the delivery of electric energy and 

the production or acquisition of electric energy for customers" throughout the period of stranded cost 

recovery. 66 Pa. C.S. § 2807(e)(1). The Restructuring Order specifically places the duty to provide 

this service on PP&L as the EDC. Restructuring Order, p. 91. 

PP&L should be directed to submit a revised compliance filing specifying that customers 

taking Price Response Service as of January 2, 2000, will be permitted to take service from the 

Company on the PR-1 and PR-2 rates schedules in compliance with the Competition Act's rate caps 

throughout the stranded cost recovery period regardless of whether the customer exercises the right 

to direct access. In addition, PP&L should submit with the revised compliance filing an explanation 

of how it intends to unbundle the price response rate schedules and how it believes that methodology 

complies with the rate caps.4 

'PPLICA reserves the right to comment on the Company's proposal at that time. 
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III. CONCLUSION 

PP&L's compliance filing fails to fully implement the requirements of the Competition Act 

and the Commission's Restructuring Order in this proceeding. The tariff language and unbundled 

rates determined in this proceeding will impact the ability of customers to realize the economic 

benefits of competition during the stranded cost recovery period. For large, energy-intensive 

businesses, this may impact the ability to retain or expand facilities in the PP&L service territory. 

To ensure the large users in PP&L's service territory receive the full benefits of the Competition Act 

and the Restructuring Order, PP&L must correct the following aspects of its compliance filing. 

Stranded costs must be allocated to rate classes based on production capacity revenue 
requirements. 

Distribution rates must be revised to eliminate the mark-up on the IS-T rate. 

PP&L must ensure the integrity of the transmission and distribution rate cap i f its 
transmission rate is revised by the FERC. 

Rate Schedules LP-4, LP-5, LP-6, IS-P and IS-T must include demand and energy 
components for each unbundled element. 

The minimum charge for rate schedules LP-4, LP-5 and LP-6 must be unbundled. 

Rule 6 and 6A must specifically state that a CTC will not be imposed on self-
generating customers that installed the facility prior to January 1, 1999. 

The Company must provide supporting information for its unbundling of the EDI and 
IDI riders. 

The definition of how interruptible power is calculated must be reinserted into rate 
schedules IS-A, IS-I, IS-P, IS-T, PR-2 and the Competitive Rate Rider. 

Price Response Service must be continued and must ensure that the applicable rate 
caps are fully applied. 
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The ability of all customers to access competitive supply and return to service at the 
applicable rate caps must be guaranteed. 

Respectfully submitted, 

McNEES, WALLACE & NURICK 

David M. Kleppinger 
Pamela C. Polacek 
100 Pine Street 
P.O. Box 1166 
Harrisburg, PA 17108-1166 
(717) 237-5214 

Dated: August 6, 1998 

Counsel to the PP&L Industrial Customer Alliance 
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AFFfOAVTT QF STEPHEN J. BARON 

STATE OF GEORGIA 
COUNTY OF FULTON 

Before me, the undersigned Notary Public in and for the County of Fulton, State of 

Georgia, personally came and appeared Stephen J. Baron, who was sworn by me and attested 

to the following facts: 

1. I am the President and a Principal of J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc. ("Kennedy 

and Associates"), a firm of utility rate, planning and economic consultants in Atlanta, Georgia. 

Kennedy and Associates provides consulting services in the electric, telephone and gas utility 

industries. 

2. I have more than twenty-three years of experience in the electric utility industry 

in the areas of generation planning, economic analysis, load and energy forecasting and cost 

analysis. I have a Bachelor of Arts Degree from the University of Florida (1972) and a Master 

of Arts Degree in Economics (1974) also from the University of Florida. My areas of 

specialization were econometrics, statistics, and public utility economics. I have been employed 

by the Florida Public Service Commission, the Utility Rate Consulting Division of Ebasco 

Services, where I was a Vice President; the firm of Coopers & Lybrand, where I was a Manager 

in the Utility Regulatory and Advisory Services Group; and as a Principal and co-founder of the 

firm of J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc. 
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3. During the course of my professional career, I have testified as an expert in more 

than 100 cases before the FERC and twenty-two State Regulatory Commissions, including more 

than 30 appearances before the Pennsylvania PUC. I have presented numerous papers and 

published articles in Electrical World and Public Utilities Fortnightly and have authored a study 

for the Electric Power Research Institute on "Load Data Transfer Techniques." 

4. I have presented expert testimony on the subjects of electric utility restructuring, 

system planning, load forecasting and cost analysis, cost allocation, rate design, and regulatory 

policy issues. I have participated and testified in each of the major electric utility restructuring 

proceedings in Pennsylvania, including PP&L Docket No. R-00973954. 

5. I have reviewed PP&L's compliance filing filed with the Commission on July 

17, 1998. Based on my review, I have identified two significant problems with the Company's 

proposed unbundled rate design, as shown in its proof of revenue analysis and filed tariffs for 

the period 1999 through 2005. 

6. The first of the two problems that I have identified concerns the allocation of the 

competitive transition charge revenue requirement to rate schedules. The Commission's Order 

directed the Company to allocate the CTC revenue requirement each year on the basis of the 

cost of service study filed by PP&L in this proceeding, which is the study from its last base rate 

case. My review of the Company's summary of proofs of revenue indicates that PP&L has not 

properly assigned CTC costs to rate schedules. In PP&L's initial submission in this proceeding, 

the Company used a "CTC residual" methodology that developed the CTC for each rate 

Page 2 



schedule after removing transmission and distribution revenue requirements and estimated 

market revenues from each rate schedule. As a result, there was not a requirement in the PP&L 

analysis to specifically allocate the CTC charge to rate schedules. However, following its 

precedent in previous restructuring proceedings (e.g., PECO Energy), the Commission 

determined that an allocation of the CTC to rate schedules is the appropriate methodology to 

recover CTC costs. 

7. The most appropriate methodology to assign CTC costs to rate schedules is to 

use production capacity revenue requirements for each rate schedule, as produced in the 

Company's unbundled cost of service study. This is the method that the Commission accepted 

in the PECO Energy case and other restructuring proceeding previous to this PP&L case. 

Production capacity revenue requirements recognizes the demand allocation methodology 

utilized by PP&L in its most recent base rate proceeding, per the Act. In addition, production 

capacity revenue requirements reflect the production capacity costs currently embodied in each 

rate schedule and is thus the appropriate allocator to assign CTC revenue requirements, 

consistent with the Commission's order in this case that requires an allocation that "assures there 

is no interclass cost shifting." The production capacity revenue requirement developed by 

PP&L in its unbundling analysis correctly incorporated adjustments to reflect the interruptible 

nature of certain loads on Rate Schedules ISP, 1ST and ISM and thus meets the Commission's 

requirement to assure no interclass cost shifting. The use of an unadjusted production demand 

allocation factor does not meet this test. 
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8. The second significant problem that I have identified with the Company's 

compliance filing concerns the distribution rate proposed for Rate Schedule 1ST. As I will 

demonstrate subsequently, PP&L's proposed 1ST distribution rate is approximately four times 

the unbundled distribution cost associated with serving 1ST customers. 

9. Attached to this affidavit are a series of exhibits that will provide support for the 

necessary corrections to PP&L's compliance filing. Exhibit (SJB-1) is an excerpt of 

information from the Company's compliance filing proof of revenue analysis for the year 1999. 

In this exhibit, I have shown the Company's proposed shopping credit for each rate schedule, 

its distribution revenues and the proposed CTC revenue requirement allocated to each rate 

schedule. 

Included in this exhibit is a calculation showing the energy and capacity 

shopping credit on a per kWh basis for each rate schedule. As can be seen from this column, 

the shopping credit for PP&L retail customers, on average, for 1999 is approximately 3.72 cents 

per kWh. For residential Rate Schedule RS, the effective shopping credit for 1999 is 3.74 cents 

per kWh, while for Rate Schedules LPS and LP6 the proposed shopping credit is equal to about 

3.3 cents per kWh. For Rate Schedule 1ST, however, the shopping credit is only 1.74 cents per 

kWh. As I will subsequently demonstrate, this extremely low shopping credit for Rate Schedule 

1ST, that effectively would preclude retail access, is due to both the incorrect allocation of the 

CTC revenue requirement to customer rate schedules and the erroneous calculation of the 

distribution rate for 1ST customers. 
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10. Also shown on Exhibit (SJB-1) is a calculation of the Company's proposed 

1999 average distribution rates for each customer rate schedule. As can be seen from the 

exhibit, the retail average distribution rate is 1.36 cents per kWh. This includes costs for 

customers served at secondary voltages (such as residential customers), as well as costs 

associated with serving high voltage transmission customers. Again, as I indicated, there is a 

significant problem with the Rate Schedule 1ST distribution rate. Rate Schedule 1ST customers 

take service at transmission voltages and thus have relatively small requirements for distribution 

facilities. In this manner, Rate Schedule 1ST customers are similar to Rate Schedule LPS and 

LP6 customers. However, as can be seen from Exhibit (SJB-1), the distribution revenues 

per kWh for Rate Schedule LPS and LP6 customers are approximately .05 cents per kWh, while 

the corresponding charge for Rate 1ST customers is .35 cents per kWh (about seven times higher 

per kWh). As I will show, this is due to an inappropriate calculation of the Rate Schedule 1ST 

distribution rate. 

11. The final two columns on Exhibit (SJB-1) show the Company's proposed 

allocation of the CTC revenue requirement to each rate schedule and the resulting allocated 

share (in percent terms) associated with that assignment. This allocation does not reflect a 

production capacity revenue requirement assignment of these costs. 

12. Exhibit (SJB-2) shows a comparison between the Company's compliance 

filing rates for distribution charges (for 1999) compared to the cost of service study produced 

by PP&L in this proceeding that unbundles the Company's costs for each rate schedule and 

produces a distribution revenue requirement. 
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Since the 1999 compliance filing revenues reflect higher sales than employed by 

PP&L in its 1995 based unbundled cost of service study, it is appropriate to compare the rates 

per kWh for each of the filings. Everything else being equal, the 1999 compliance filing 

distribution rates per kWh should be approximately equal to the cost of service based unbundled 

distribution rate filed by PP&L in this proceeding. These rates are the basis for the Company's 

unbundled cost analysis and are the cost basis for the Company's actual rates in effect on 

January 1, 1997. 

The last column in Exhibit (SJB-2) compares the 1999 compliance rates per 

kWh for distribution service with the actual cost of service study that was actually used to 

unbundled PP&L's current rates. As can be seen, on average, the 1999 compliance filing has 

distribution rates almost exactly equal to the rates in the unbundled cost of service study for 

distribution. For residential Rate Schedule RS, the difference is approximately 1.3%, while for 

Rate Schedule GS-1 the difference is only 5.5%. Although there are significant differences in 

some other of the rate schedules (particularly lighting classes and the stand-by rate), the most 

substantial difference between the distribution rate in the Company's compliance filing and the 

corresponding unbundled cost for distribution service occurs for Rate Schedule 1ST. PP&L's 

proposed compliance filing sets the Rate Schedule 1ST distribution rate 290% higher than the 

actual distribution cost of service for Rate Schedule 1ST. Effectively, the Company is proposing 

to charge Rate Schedule 1ST customers about four times more per kWh for distribution service 

than the underlying cost associated with providing that service. There is no basis for the 

Company recovering over $8 million from Rate Schedule 1ST customers for distribution service 

when the actual cost to provide distribution facilities for these customers, including a fair rate 
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of return, is approximately $2 million. There is no such differential between proposed rates and 

underlying unbundled costs (for distribution service) for other rate schedules. PP&L's 

unbundling study results cited in Exhibit (SJB-2) are contained in Exhibit (SJB-3), 

pages 1 and 2. This is a reproduction of the Company's unbundled revenue requirement analysis 

contained in Exhibit _(JMK-2) filed in this proceeding. 

13. In order to correct the 1ST distribution rate in the Company's compliance filing, 

it is necessary to utilize the functional revenue requirements embodied in the 1995 unbundled 

cost of service study that forms the basis for the Company's unbundling. Exhibit (SJB-4) 

contains the development of a correct Rate 1ST distribution analysis. The first step of the 

analysis is to adjust the overall transmission and distribution "delivery rate" calculated by PP&L 

in its original filing for Rate Schedule 1ST. This combined T&D delivery rate was shown to be 

$0.00446 per kWh in the Company's original proof of revenue analysis filed in this proceeding 

[Exhibit (OGA-4)]. This $0.00446 per kWh rate included both transmission and 

distribution charges. In order to calculate the distribution component of the rate per kWh, it is 

necessary to remove the transmission rate portion, which is shown in the Company's compliance 

filing to be $0.00357 per kWh. As noted on the exhibit, the Company has utilized (correctly), 

its functional unbundling results from the 1995 cost of service study to arrive at its proposed 

transmission rate. This is the exact transmission rate component contained in the Company's 

originally proposed T&D "delivery charge" of $0.00446 per kW. The resulting distribution rate 

per kWh is $0.00089 for Rate Schedule 1ST. 
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14. Again focusing on Exhibit _(S JB-4), the 1999 distribution revenues for Rate 

Schedule 1ST using the correct distribution rate ($0.00089) is $2,071,658. This is the 

appropriate distribution revenues that PP&L should recover in 1999 from Rate Schedule 1ST 

customers for distribution service. Using the Company's 1999 1ST billing kW of 1,385,444 as 

a billing determinant produces a kW demand rate for distribution service of $1.495 per kW. 

15. Exhibit (̂SJB-5) shows the development of a corrected CTC allocation to 

rate schedules using the production capacity revenue requirement results produced by PP&L 

in its unbundled cost of service study (PP&L Exhibit (JMK-2). The first portion of Exhibit 

(SJB-5) shows the Company's proposed 1999 allocation of CTC revenue requirements to 

rate schedules, the allocated share associated with this allocation and the CTC rate per kWh for 

each rate schedule. The second set of columns under the heading "unbundling study" shows the 

corresponding production capacity revenue requirement developed by PP&L in this unbundled 

cost of service study and the corresponding allocated share (percent) associated with these 

results. It should be noted, that the Company's cost of service "classes" sometimes combine a 

number of rate schedules into a single "cost" class. For example, the Company considers Rate 

Schedules RS and RTD together in its cost of service analysis. In order to calculate production 

capacity revenue requirements for specific rate schedules, I assigned production capacity 

revenue requirements on the basis of kWh sales to each of the rate schedules included in the cost 

of service classification. The costs for the combined "RS + RTD" group were assigned on the 

relative kWh sales of RS and RTD. 
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16. As can be seen from the unbundling cost study results, the allocation of 

production capacity revenue requirements is somewhat different from the allocation of CTC 

costs utilized by PP&L in its compliance filing. The correct and appropriate method to allocate 

CTC revenue requirements is the production capacity revenue requirement allocator. A correct 

allocation of the Company's CTC revenue requirement of $648,496,868 for 1999 is shown in 

the last three columns in Exhibit (SJB-5), using a cost-based production capacity revenue 

requirement allocator. The same allocator should be used for each of the years 1999 through 

2005 in the Company's transition plan. 

17. Exhibit (SJB-6) shows the overall correction of the Company's 1999 

compliance filing, reflecting both the proper allocation of CTC revenue requirements and the 

correction of the Rate Schedule 1ST distribution charge. Also shown in this analysis is the 

shopping credit, on a cents per kWh basis, for each rate schedule. The overall shopping credit 

for PP&L retail customers is 3.74 cents per kWh, compared with the Company's proposed 3.72 

cents per kWh. More importantly, the individual shopping credits for each rate schedule have 

changed to reflect the corrections that I have previously discussed. 

18. The corrections that I have prepared must be adopted by the Commission in order 

to correct the errors identified in the Company's compliance filing. 
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StepMn J. Baron 

Sworn to and subscribed before me on this 
24th day of July 1998. 

' Rotary Puolic 

Notary Public, Cobb County, Georgia. 
My Commission Expires January 26,2001 
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Summary of Proofs of Revenue 
PP&L, Inc. 

12 Month Period Ended December 31,1999 

Energy & Cap Competitive 
Rate Q a l a e f L fWL- l l Revenue Rate/kwh Distribution Rate/kwh Transition Allocated 

Schedule Oaies ( i w v n j (Shopping (cents) Revenues (cents) Charge With Share (%) 
Credit) GRT 

RTS 432,888,674 $8,735,135 2.018 $3,276,433 0.757 $11,028,470 1.70% 
RTD 5,411,268 $170,968 3.159 $123,094 2.275 $116,687 0.02% 
GS-1 1,559,422,912 $81,032,407 5.196 $48,066,049 3.082 $33,399,400 5.15% 
GS-3 7,761,639,458 $347,742,016 4.480 $72,762,492 0.937 $144,911,858 22.35% 
LP4 4,471,321,372 $174,005,572 3.892 $17,569,434 0.393 $76,917,605 11.86% 
ISP 448,755,438 $10,941,701 2.438 $1,794,989 0.400 $7,607,930 1.17% 
LPS 2,651,475,957 $88,774,752 3.348 $1,337,441 0.050 $47,088,082 7.26% 
1ST 2,327,705,181 $40,459,649 1.738 $8,137,966 0.350 $37,649,414 5.81% 
LP6 576,039,511 $19,149,343 3.324 $304,881 0.053 $10,226,200 1.58% 
LPEP 67,986,000 $1,597,629 2.350 $125,713 0.185 $2,748,345 0.42% 
ISM 550,689,000 $3,328,205 0.604 $555,915 0.101 $8,421,059 1.30% 
IS1 4,821,917 $77,506 1.607 $44,813 0.929 $90,048 0.01% 
BL 4,751,439 $144,634 3.044 $171,872 3.617 $101,776 0.02% 
SA 27,512,532 $385,252 1.400 $3,401,723 12.364 $717,155 0.11% 
SHS 62,980,150 $2,573,799 4.087 $12,639,420 20.069 $1,642,358 0.25% 
SE 10,952,444 $0 0.000 $338,849 3.094 $84,476 0.01% 
TS 515,396 $12,390 2.404 $32,087 6.226 $13,442 0.00% 
Sl-1 194,065 $4,438 2.287 $28,943 14.914 $5,061 0.00% 
GH-1 398,577,858 $13,647,329 3.424 $5,890,921 1.478 $11,829,144 1.82% 
GH-2 87,190,577 $2,974,947 3.412 $1,221,219 1.401 $2,587,420 0.40% 

PUC Subtotal 33,089,884,575 

Standby 11,572,304 $875,187 7.563 $30,904 0.267 $172,871 0.03% 
SM 7,244,471 $122,695 1.694 $955,154 13.185 $188,248 0.03% 

PP&L Totals 33,108,701,350 $1,231,453,616 3.719 $448,767,585 1.355 $648,496,868 100.00% 

m x 

CA 
c_ 
UJ 

Averages 



Comparison Between Compliance Filing & Unbundled Cost Study 
Distribution Revenues and Revenue Requirements 

PP&L, Inc. 

1999 Compliance Filing 1995 Unbundling Study 

Rate 

S c h e d u l e 
Sales (KWH) Distribution 

Revenues 
Rate/kwh 
(cents) Sales (KWH) 

Distr ibut ion 

R e v e n u e 

R e q u i r e m e n t s 

R a t e / k w h 

( c e n t s ) 1 

% 
Difference 
In Rates 

RS 11,639,053,426 $269,957,273 2.32 10,894,124,000 $256,420,208 2.35 -1.25% 
RTS 432,888,674 $3,276,433 0.76 385,160,000 $3,082,000 0.80 -5.21% 
RTD 5,411,268 $123,094 2.27 4,877,000 $114,792 2.35 -3.15% 
GS-1 1,559,422,912 $48,066,049 3.08 1,496,385,000 $48,917,939 3.26 -5.52% 
GS-3 7,761,639,458 $73,269,710 0.94 6,709,042,000 $66,524,043 0.99 -4.60% 
LP4 4,471,321,372 $18,515,155 0.41 4,101,059.000 $17,538,000 0.43 -2.97% 
ISP 448,755,438 $1,794,989 0.40 420,000,000 $1,700,000 0.40 -0.97% 
LPS 2,651,475,957 $1,462,806 0.06 2,667,002,625 $1,545,506 0.06 -4.60% 
1ST 2,327,705,181 $8,137,966 0.35 2,400,000,000 $2,144,000 0.09 292.18% 
LP6 576,039,511 $304,881 0.05 520,272.375 $301,494 0.06 -8.47% 
LPEP 67,986,000 $125,713 0.18 148,928,000 $185,000 0.12 49.17% 
ISM 550,689.000 $558,123 0.10 540,441,000 $598,000 0.11 -8.21% 
IS1 4,821,917 $44,813 0.93 3,828,000 $37,957 0.99 -6.08% 
BL 4,751,439 $171,872 3.62 5,508,000 $180,061 3.26 10.88% 
SA 27,512,532 $3,401,723 12.36 29,113,000 $4,465,973 15.31 -19.23% 
SHS 62,980,150 $12,639,420 20.07 58,745,000 $9,011,562 15.31 31.10% 
SE 10,952,444 $338,849 3.09 9,120,000 $1,399,020 15.31 -79.79% 
TS 515,396 $32,087 6.23 517,000 $79,308 15.31 -59.33% 
SI-1 194,065 $28,943 14.91 367,000 $56,298 15.31 -2.57% 
GH-1 398,577,858 $5,890,921 1.48 462,090,000 $6,155,741 1.33 11.18% 
GH-2 87,190,577 $1,221,219 1.40 97,756,000 $1,302,259 1.33 5.36% 

PUC Subtotal 33,089,884,575 

Standby 11,572,304 $30;904 0.27 11,600,000 $15,000 0.13 106.95% 
SM 7,244,471 $955,154 13.18 9,875,000 $1,514,838 15.31 -13.87% 

PP&L Totals 33,108,701,350 $450,348,097 1.36 30,975,810,000 $423,289,000 1.36 -0.25% 

1 Adjusted for roll-in factor of.9979 

m 
3" 

CA 
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Exhibit (SJB-3) 
Page 1 of 2 

PENNSYLVANIA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

Exhibit JMK 2 
Cost Allocation Study 

Test Year Ended September 30, 1995 

Witness: Joseph M. Kleha 



PENNSYLVANIA POHER t LIGHT COMPANY 

FUTURE TEST YEAR REVENUE REQUIREMENTS BY FUNCTION 

U1,000> 

PA 
JURIS RS RTS GS-1 GS-3 ISP LP-5,6 1ST LPEP ISA STANDBY 

ENERGY 595*753 211,687 7*604 29*573 130,603 76,438 7,864 60,721 43,696 2,721 9,836 211 

OTHER PRODUCTION 1,169,321 430,533 10,044 76,136 295,591 152,636 9,819 103,561 45,363 5,268 6,027 841 

TRANSMISSION 121,017 40,527 455 8,695 30,567 15,421 1,484 9,870 8,591 468 2,036 106 

DISTRIBUTION 423,269 256,535 3,082 49,098 66,562 17,538 1,700 1,647 2,144 185 598 15 

TOTAL 2,309,380 939,482 21,185 165,502 523,323 264,235 20,867 175,999 99,794 8,642 20,497 1,173 

COMPLIANCE FILING 2,309,380 939,482 21,185 165,502 523,323 264,235 20,867 175,999 99,794 8,642 20,497 1,173 
IPPUC 9/951 

GH SL/AL 

ENERGY 10,577 2,022 

OTHER PRODUCTION 25,839 3,461 

TRANSMISSION 2,470 327 

DISTRIBUTION 7,458 16,527 

TOTAL 46,344 22,337 

COMPLIANCE FILING 46,344 22,337 
(PPUC 9/951 

"0 m 
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Exhibit (SJB-4) 

DEVELOPMENT OF CORRECTED RATE 1ST 
DISTRIBUTION RATE 

Transmission & Distribution Rate 
(original PP&L Rate 1ST delivery charge) 

Less: 

Transmission rate portion 

Distribution Rate (per kwh) 

Rate 1ST 

($) 

0.00446 

0.00357 

0.00089 

Source 

OGK-4 

Compliance Filing * 

1999 Distribution Revenue Determination; 

Kwh sales - 1999 

Distribution Revenues 
(distribution rate * kwh) 

2,327,705,181 

$2,071,658 

Rate 1ST billing kw 

Distribution rate/kw 

1,385,444 

1.495 

* This charge is contained in the PP&L compliance filing for Rate 1ST. It can 
also be derrived by dividing the 1995 transmission revenue requirement 
from the unbundling study (for 1ST) of $8,591 million by the 1995 test year 
kwh sales of 2,400,000 mWh and adjust for the .9979% roll-In factor. 



Correction of CTC Allocation to Rate Classes 
PP&L, Inc. 

12 Month Period Ended December 31,1999 

Rate 
Schedule 

Compliance Filing 
Competitive 

Transition Charge 
With GRT 

Allocated CTC Rate 
Share (%) Per kwh 

Unbundling Study* 
Production 
Capacity 
Rev Req 

Corrected C T C 

Allocated 
Share (%) 

Competitive 
Transition 

Charge With 
Allocated 
Share (%) 

CTC Rate 
Per kwh 

$250,949,820 ii.iH 430333 36.802% &38,65d,4& &66^ J.6S 
RTS $11,028,470 1.70% 2.55 10044 0.859% $5,570,329 0.859% 1.29 
RTD $116,687 0.02% 2.16 200 0.017% $110,958 0.017% 2.05 
GS-1 $33,399,400 5.15% 2.14 77899 6.662% $43,202,021 6.662% 2.77 
GS-3 $144,911,858 22.35% 1.87 295407 25.263% $163,830,825 25.263% 2.11 
LP4 $76,917,605 11.86% 1.72 152838 13.071% $84,762,836 13.071% 1.90 
ISP $7,607,930 1.17% 1.70 9819 0.840% $5,445,546 0.840% 1.21 
LPS $47,088,082 7.26% 1.78 85078 7.276% $47,183,454 7.276% 1.78 
1ST $37,649,414 5.81% 1.62 45363 3.879% $25,157,988 3.879% 1.08 
LP6 $10,226,200 1.58% 1.78 18483 1.581% $10,250,719 1.581% 1.78 
LPEP $2,748,345 0.42% 4.04 5268 0.451% $2,921,594 0.451% 4.30 
ISM $8,421,059 1.30% 1.53 8027 0.686% $4,451,715 0.686% 0.81 
IS1 $90,048 0.01% 1.87 184 0.016% $101,780 0.016% 2.11 
BL $101,776 0.02% 2.14 237 0.020% $131,633 0.020% 2.77 
SA $717,155 0.11% 2.61 870 0.074% $482,717 0.074% 1.75 
SHS $1,642,358 0.25% 2.61 1992 0.170% $1,105,009 0.170% 1.75 
SE $84,476 0.01% 0.77 346 0.030% $192,165 0.030% 1.75 
TS $13,442 0.00% 2.61 16 0.001% $9,043 0.001% 1.75 
SI-1 $5,061 0.00% 2.61 6 0.001% $3,405 0.001% 1.75 
GH-1 $11,829,144 1.82% 2.97 21201 1.813% $11,758,007 1.813% 2.95 
GH-2 $2,587,420 0.40% 2.97 4638 0.397% $2,572,113 0.397% 2.95 

PUC Subtotal 

Standby $172,871 0.03% 1.49 841 0.072% $466,412 0.072% 4.03 
SM $188,248 0.03% 2.60 229 0.020% $127,107 0.020% 1.75 

PP&L Totals $648,496,868 100.00% 1.96 1169321 100.000% $648,496,868 100.000% 1.96 

m x 

c_ 

* PPL Exhibit JMK-2, Unbundled Cost Allocation Study 



Summary of Corrected Proofs of Revenue 
PP&L, Inc. 

12 Month Period Ended December 31,1999 

Rate 
Schedule Sales (KWH) 

Energy and 
Capacity Revenues 
(Shopping Credit) 

Shopping 
Credit 

(cents/kwh) 

Transmission 
Revenues 

Distribution 
Revenues 

Competitive 
Transition Charge 

With GRT 

Proposed Base 
Rate Revenues 

RS $446,&6,£9̂  &&.&fl,4fl2 m^m RTS 432,888,674 $14,193,276 3.279 $501,096 $3,276,433 $5,570,329 $23,541,135 
RTD 5,411,268 $176,697 3.265 $19,659 $123,094 $110,958 $430,608 
GS-1 1,559,422,912 $71,229,787 4.568 $8,810,740 $48,066,049 $43,202,021 $171,308.597 
GS-3 7,761,639,458 $328,823,052 4.237 $34,927,378 $72,762,492 $163,830,825 $600,343,748 
LP4 4,471,321,372 $166,160,341 3.716 $16,409,750 $17,569,434 $84,762,836 $284,902,361 
ISP 448,755,438 $13,104,086 2.920 $1,579,619 $1,794,989 $5,445,546 $21,924,240 
LPS 2,651,475,957 $88,679,379 3.345 $7,848,369 $1,337,441 $47,183,454 $145,048,643 
1ST 2,327,705,181 $59,017,383 2.535 $8,309,907 $2,071,658 $25,157,988 $94,556,936 
LPS 576,039,511 $19,124,824 3.320 $1,705,077 $304,881 $10,250,719 $31,385,501 
LPEP 67,986,000 $1,424,380 2.095 $212,796 $125,713 $2,921,594 $4,684,483 
ISM 550,689,000 $7,297,550 1.325 $1,214,856 $555,915 $4,451,715 $13,520,036 
IS1 4,821,917 $65,775 1.364 $21,699 $44,813 $101,780 $234,067 
BL 4,751,439 $114,776 2.416 $26,846 $171,872 $131,633 $445,127 
SA 27,512,532 $619,689 2.252 $84,595 $3,401,723 $482,717 $4,588,725 
SHS 62,980,150 $3,111,148 4.940 $193,846 $12,639,420 $1,105,009 $17,049,422 
S E ' 10,952,444 $0 0.000 $33,734 $231,161 $192,165 $457,059 
TS 515,396 $16,789 3.258 $1,588 $32,087 $9,043 $59,508 
SI-1 194,065 $6,094 3.140 $598 $28,943 $3,405 $39,040 
GH-1 398,577,858 • $13,718,466 3.442 $1,797,586 $5,890,921 $11,758,007 $33,164,980 
GH-2 87,190,577 $2,990,254 3.430 $393,230 $1,221,219 $2,572,113 $7,176,816 

PUC Subtotal 33,089,884,575 

Standby 

SM 
11,572.304 

7,244,471 

$581,645 

$183,836 

5.026 

2.538 
$34,298 
$22.301 

$30,904 

$955,154 

PP&L Totals 33,108,701,350 $1,237,627,619 

* Distribution rate adjusted to produce revenue neutral result. 

3.738 $126,865,094 $442,593,588 

$466,412 
$127,107 

$646,496,868 

$1,113,259 

$1,288.398 

$2,455,583,171 

m 
x 

(A 
c_ 
00 
I 
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CERTIFICATE QF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I am this day serving a true copy of the foregoing document upon the 

participants listed below in accordance with the requirements of 52 Pa. Code § 1.54 (relating to 

service by a participant). 

VIA FIRST CLASS MAIL 

Joan 0. Brandeis, Esquire 
Schnader, Harrison, Segal & Lewis 
Suite 3600 
1600 Market Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19103-4252 

Roger E. Clark, Esquire 
905 Denston Drive 
Ambler, PA 19002 

Daniel Clearfield, Esquire 
Alan Kohler, Esquire 
Robert Longwell, Esquire 
Wolf, Block, Schorr and Solis-Cohen 
212 Locust Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17101 

Enron Corporation 
Attn: James D. Steffes 
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August 10, 1998 

IN REPLY PLEASE 
REFER TO OUR FILE 

Ms. Carol Kerr 
1997 Holtwood Road 
Holtwood, PA 17532 

Dear Ms. Kerr: 

OCUMENT 
FOLDER 

Thank you for your July 28, 1998 letter to Sam McCullough, Secretary, 
Department of Community and Economic Development, regarding the recent 
decision of the Public Utility Commission to allow Pennsylvania Power and Light 
(PP&L) to recover only $2.86 billion of its stranded costs as Pennsylvania 
implements electric competition. 

PP&L filed a Petition for Reconsideration on June 26, 1998, before the 
Commission requesting the Commission to increase the amount of stranded costs 
PP&L could recover from $2.86 billion to approximately $4 billion. In its original 
restructuring plan filed in April of 1998, PP&L had requested $4.04 billion in 
stranded cost recovery. At its Public Meeting of July 9, 1998, the Commission 
denied PP&L's reconsideration request. PP&L is now free to pursue its appeals 
which the utility filed before the federal courts and the Commonwealth Court of 
Pennsylvania challenging the Commission's Order. Currently, settlement 
negotiations between the Commission, PP&L and other parties are in progress in 
an attempt to resolve those appeals. 

We appreciate having the benefit of your views on this matter and I have 
taken the liberty of forwarding your correspondence to the Secretary of the 
Commission for inclusion into the official file of this proceeding. If I can be of any 
further assistance to you in this matter, please do not hesitate to call upon me. 

tosemary Chia^feCEsq. 
Director of Legislative Affairs 

cca^Secretary James McNulty 
Secretary Sam McCullough 
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July 28, 1998 

Secretary Sam McCullough 
Secretary-Community & Economic Development 
Forum Building #433 
Harrisburg, Pa. 17120 

Dear Secretary McCullough: 

As a member of the.Holtwood Advisory Committee and resident of Martic Township, 
I am greatly concerned over the recent ruling by the PUC regarding P P & L's ability to 
recover stranded costs. 

As a resident, I am well aware of the many contributions to my township made by P 
P & L. They have long worked with the Township to keep the coal trucks to a minimum, to 
monitor and correct any noise complaints, and see that coal truck drivers obey road 
restrictions. The ( P P & L ) Pequea Campground is a valuable resource in my community. 
This idyllic spot is enjoyed by local residents, as well as campers from northern Pennsylvania 
and New Jersey. The campground is well managed making it an excellent campground for 
families-both in cost, in facilities, and scenery. The day use picnic areas (open to tubers and 
others) are kept neat and clean with plenty of tables available. All of this, and at a very 
reasonable cost, because P P & L keeps it that way. P P & L grounds (in partnership with 
the State Game Commission) are open to hiking, horseback riding, birding, and hunting. Our 
local P P & L. power plant in Holtwood, along with the Safe Harbor Power Plant, recently 
incurred great cost to complete shad fish ladders which facilitate the shad movement up the 
Susquehanna River. The local Holtwood Power plant's Land Management Office sponsors 
hikes, naturalist programs to view wild flowers, birds, or the beauty of Kelly's Run. They 
have provided open areas for recreation to the community, and, at all times, I have found the 
Holtwood management team to be receptive to problem solving with all community 
concerns. 

As a member of the Holtwood Advisory Committee, I have first-hand knowledge of 
the management's willingness to hear and work through community concerns. No problem 
or person is too small. They have shared the plans for the power plant and surrounding area, 
been open with company concerns, and genuinely seek input from those of us that live in 
their area. 



* 

As a homeowner, I appreciate the fact that my electricity costs me less than my 
"neighbor" pays with PECO. I value having P P & L in my community, and it is for all for 
the above reasons that I write this letter. 

As I am sure you are aware, the PUC has greatly reduced the amount of stranded costs 
(from a requested $4.0 billion to $2.86 billion) that P P & L may recoup as they work their 
way from a monopoly into the free market of electricity service. As the saying goes, "It 
doesn't take a brain surgeon" to see the reality such a reduction would have to the viability 
of P P & L as a company. 

As a homeowner, I see the need to repay the debt to P P & L-even if it means having 
to pay the additional portion on my electric bill for some time to come. As a homeowner in 
Martic Township, I want to see P P & L stay strong. I want them to be able to continue all 
the valuable contributions they make to my community. I believe that by not being able to 
collect at least $4.0 billion of their stranded costs, they will have to cut many of the services 
and contributions they make to my community none of which I wish to see happen. 

I ask that you do all you can to see that the PUC reconsiders their judgement. Thank 
you for your time and consideration of my request. 

Sincerely, 

Cafol L. Kerr 
>997 Holtwood Road 
Holtwood, Pa. 17532 


