
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission v. PP&L Industrial 
Customer Alliance 

R-00973954 

NOTICE OF PETITION by PP&L Industrial Customer 
Alliance, at No. 2032 CD. 1998, Commonwealth Court of 
Pennsylvania, from the order of the Commission dated 
June 15, 1998 in the above-captioned proceeding. 

B-00983721 Filed: July 27, 1998 

25 1998 

0 oe 



Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission v. Enron Power 
Marketing 

R-00973954-

NOTICE OF PETITION by Enron Power Marketing, at 
No. 2030 CD. 1998, Commonwealth Court of 
Pennsylvania, from the order of the Commission dated 
July 9, 1998 in the above-captioned proceeding. 

B-00983723 Filed: July 27, 1998 

25 1998 

DOCUMENT 
- i • ~ . " * * f*-. 



Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission v, Mid-Atlantic 
Power Supply Association 

R-00973954 

NOTICE OF PETITION by Mid-Atlantic Power Supply 
Association, at No. 2041 CD. 1998, Commonwealth Court 
of Pennsylvania, from the order of the Commission dated 
June 15, 1998 in the above-captioned proceeding. 

B-00983722 Filed: July 28, 1998 

f - . 



^ nr-\n ffcippMr MMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLV A ^ 

IRWIN A. POPOWSKY 
Consumer Advocate 

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

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

July 28, 1998 
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Re: Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 
v. 

Pennsylvania Power & Light Company 
Docket No. R-00973954 

Dear Secretary McNulty: 

Please change your records in the above captioned proceeding to reflect the revised 
address for the Office Consumer Advocate, effective immediately: 

OFFICE OF CONSUMER ADVOCATE 
555 WALNUT STREET 5TH FL FORUM PLACE 

HARRJSBURG PA 17101-1923 

The street address line and zip code have changed. A copy of this letter has been 
served upon all parties of record. 

Sincerely, 

(J James A. Mullins 
Assistant Consumer Advocate 

Enclosures 
cc: All parties of record 

Honorable George M. Ka^liU; 

JUL 2 9 1998 MI r {ji 
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1556 MCDANIEL DRIVE 
WESTTOWN BUSINESS CENTER 
WESTCHESTER, PA 19380 
(610)431-4400 
(610) 431 -1023 (FAX) 
(800)296-CUC1 
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Chairman Jolm Quain 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 
Room B-20, North Office Building 
Harrisburg, PA 17120 

Dear Chairman Quain: 
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Commercial Utility Consultants (CUC) is a utility consulting firm that represents 
several hundred PP&L commercial and industrial customers. I am writing to you because 
I have some serious concerns regarding Pennsylvania Power and Light (PP&L) 
Company's recent compliance filing. PP&L has chosen to blatantly disregard the PUC's 
order regarding many of the issues involving commercial and industrial rates and riders. 
The following is a list of issues which 1 find to be most troubling: 

• The PUC's recent order clearly stated that the Competitive Transition Charge (CTC) 
should be lower for interruptible customers (rates IS-P, IS-T and PR-2) than for firm 
rate customers (pages 92-94 of the PUC order). I assume the reasoning behind the 
Commission's order was that PP&L did not have, to build generating plants to 
accommodate interruptible load. In any event, there is no appreciable difference in 
PP&L's compliance filing between the CTC for an interruptible customer and that of 
a firm customer of the same rate class. In fact, in some cases, the CTC for 
interruptible customers is higher. 

• The distribution charge in PP&L's compliance filing for a rate LP-5 customer is 
$0,289 per KW of billing demand. The distribution charge for an interruptible rate 
IS-T customer receiving voltage at the same level as that of rate LP-5 is $5.87 per 
KW of billing demand. The billing demand under rate IS-T is calculated differently 
than the billing demand is calculated under rate LP-5. On average, the billing 
demand for a rate IS-T customer is about one-third of what it would be if that same 
customer were receiving service under rate LP-5. However, the charge per KW is 
approximately 20 times higher for rate IS-T as it is for rate LP-5. Accounting for the 
difference in the way the billing demand is calculated means that the distribution 
charge is approximately six to seven times higher for a rate IS-T customer than it is 
for a similar customer on rate LP-5. There is absolutely no justification for having a 
higher distribution charge for rate IS-T than rate LP-5 since both customers receive 
service at the exact same voltage. In fact, i f anything, the distribution charge should 
be less under rate IS-T since interruptible customers do not receive service during the 
times when PP&L's distribution lines are most stressed. 

AUG 05 1998 1 
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The transmission charge under rate IS-T is higher than it is under rate LP-5. I realize 
that the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission does not have jurisdiction over 
transmission charges, but this is just one more inconsistency in PP&L's proposed 
rates. 

The PUC order clearly stated that interruptible customers should have the opportunity 
to shop for generation. However, the generation credit for interruptible customers is 
so low, that it precludes this entire rate class from shopping. In general, the shopping 
credit for an interruptible customer is approximately 2.4# per KWH less than it is for 
a similar firm rate customer. The average generation credit for a rate IS-T customer 
is less than 20 per KWH, making it uncompetitive with market prices for generation. 

PP&L is attempting to modify the definition of how the 500 MW cap of interruptible 
load is calculated. The present tariff clearly defines how this limit is to be calculated. 
However, the proposed compliance filing eliminates this definition. I do not believe 
that this issue was ever addressed in the restructuring proceedings nor do I think that 
a restructuring filing is the proper forum to make this change. 

The PUC order mandated that PP&L keep all competitive tariffs available to new 
customers until all customers had the opportunity to shop. As you know, this will not 
occur until January 1, 2000. PP&L's compliance filing, however, limits the Industrial 
Development Initiatives Rider to customers presently served under it. This is a clear 
violation of the PUC order. In addition, PP&L is claiming that the Economic 
Development Initiatives Rider and the Industrial Development Initiatives Rider are 
99% generation based for rate'LP-5 customers. The PUC order allowed PP&L to 
reduce the amount of these discounts if they could show that they were generation 
based discounts. By PP&L claiming that these discounts are 99% generation based, 
they are now proposing that under rate LP-5, a customer who used to receive a $2.00 
per KW credit would receive 2fi per KW credit and a customer receiving a 1^ per 
KWH credit would receive .010 per KWH credit. In the PECO restructuring case, 
PECO was given a similar order regarding their Employment and Economic 
Recovery Rider (E2R2). PECO allocated the discount by taking the generation 
portion of their rate and dividing by the overall cost to arrive at approximately 50%. 
PECO's compliance filing contains E2R2 credits at approximately 50% of what the 
present value is. On the other hand, PP&L is claiming that only 1% of their economic 
development discounts are allocated to non-generation. 
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One of the industrial customers which CUC represents is a large food processor in 
the Harrisburg area who is currently billed under rate IS-T. This customer was formerly 
billed under rate LP-5 but chose to switch to the interruptible rate IS-T in order to save 
approximately $400,000.00 per year on their electric bills. This customer would actually 
pay approximately $60,000.00 a year more under the non-generation portion of the 
proposed IS-T rate than they would under the non-generation portion of their former rate 
LP-5. Their shopping credit under rate IS-T would be only 1.90 per KWH. This is far 
below market value and precludes them from shopping for generation. Similarly, a 
cement manufacturer in the Allentown area would pay approximately $320,000.00 per 
year more for the non-generation portion of their bill under proposed rate IS-T than they 
would under their former rate LP-5. 

As you are probably aware, PP&L has been attempting to eliminate interruptible 
service in their area for several years. In the rate filing prior to the restmcturing case, 
PP&L attempted to increase interruptible service rates by almost 30%. They have also 
consistently departed from their previously stated 500 MW cap definition in order to 
prevent new customers who are interested in interruptible service from obtaining it. 
PP&L now seems to be using the restructuring filing as their latest method to rid 
themselves of all interruptible rates and in the process, produce a de-facto rate increase 
for this group. The PUC, on the other hand, has consistently held that interruptible rates 
were necessary for numerous reasons including economic development and system 
integrity. 

I am aware that you are heading a group trying to arrive at a settlement with 
PP&L on the various issues in their restructuring filing. While we are all hopeful that a 
settlement is imminent so as not to delay the implementation of customer choice, it is 
important that PP&L files a compliance filing consistent with the recent PUC order. The 
compliance filing that was issued on July 17, 1998, in my opinion, clearly departs from a 
number of important mandates listed in the PUC order. 

Thank you for your interest in this matter and also for taking the time to consider 
the above issues. 

Joseph P. McGillian 
Presi 

JPM:lcm 

cc: Commissioner Bloom 
Commissioner Brownell 
Commissioner Rolka 
Commissioner Wilson 
James J. McNulty, Secretary 
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" IN REPLY PLEASE 
REFER TO OUR FILE 

The Honorable Jerry L. Nailor 
House of Representatives 
House Post Office - Main Capitol 
Harrisburg, PA 

Dear Representative Nailor: 
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Thank you for forwarding to us a copy of the letter you received from 
Mr. Ralph E. Peters, Chairman and Chief Executive Officer gen ate c 
Associates, who is disturbed by the recent decision of the PuQic Utitity 
Commission to allow Pennsylvania Power and Light (PP&L) to r e a v e r § i ly 
$2.86 billion of its stranded costs as Pennsylvania implements electric 
competition. 

Please inform Mr. Peters that 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. 

Please inform Mr. Peters that we appreciate having the benefit of his 
views on this matter and that I have taken the liberty of forwarding his 
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. 

cc : Secretary James McNulty 
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July 23, 1998 

Representative Jerry Nailor 
2929 Gettysburg Road, Suite 6 
Camp Hill, PA 17011 

Dear Representative Nailor: 

O 
AUG 05 1998 

As a citizen of this great Commonwealth, I am disturbed by the recent decision of the Pennsylvania Public 
Utility Commission to allow Pennsylvania Power and Light Company to recover only $2.86 billion of its 
stranded costs as Pennsylvania becomes a customer choice state. I have always been a satisfied PP & L 
customer over the past 35 plus years as they have always been price competitive. In fact their residential 
prices have been below the national average and the second lowest in the Commonwealth. I understand 
PP & L customers today pay essentially the same price for electricity as they did in 1986. When inflation 
is factored in this amount to about a 40% decrease in prices. 

As a past President of The United Way Capital Region, the Capital Region Chamber of Commerce, Holy 
Spirit Hospital, etc., 1 have over the years worked with many employees of PP & L who have a long 
history of volunteering in the communities where they work and live. About 20% of their work force is 
constantly engaged in community organizations. PP & L also gave many thousands of dollars a year to 
worthy charities in the area they serve. 

The communities in the PP & L service area will be negatively affected if PP & L doesn't recover at least 
$4 billion as we move into a competitive marketplace. 

In my opinion as the PP & L Company moves into this competitive marketplace, which 1 think is beneficial 
for our citizens, they need to be in a strong financial position to do so. 

Sincerely, 

SO: l 

REP/sih 

B E 

BENATEC ASSOCIATES 

Ralph E. liters 

Chairman and Chief Executive Officer 
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E S M A T E C A S S O C I A T 

ARCHITECTS / ENGINEERS 
200 Airport Road, Capital Citv Airport, New Cumberland, PA 17070 

Tel: 717-901-7055 Fax: 717-901-7059 
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8 T R A T E G E N E R G Y L T D . 

2 GATEWAY CENTER, PITTSBUBGH, PENNSYIWNIA 15222-1458 

412-394-5600 FAX 412-394-6576 jmolinda@sel.com wwuu.sel.com 

VIA AIRBORNE EXPRESS 

July 29, 1998 

RECEIVED 
JUL 2 9 1998 

JOHN E. MQLINDA 

DlRECTDR-ElECTMCITY MARKET 
AND STRATEGY DEUELOPMEM 

412-394-6956 

PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
SECRETARY'S BUREAU 

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

Re: Comments of Strategic Energy Ltd. ("SEL") on the 
PP&L, Inc. Tariff Compliance Filing - Docket No. R-00973954 

Dear Secretary McNulty: 

Attached are Strategic Energy Ltd.'s ("SEL's") comments on the referenced Supplier Tariff, 
submitted to the Commission by PP&L on July 1, 1998. Along with the original, eight copies and a copy on 
diskette are included. SEL is a licensed Electric Generation Supplier in Pennsylvania and an active 
generation service provider for the Commission's electric restructuring initiative. While we are not a direct 
intervenor in the PP&L restructuring proceedings, we have provided input to MAPSA in support of their 
intervention efforts in the restructuring proceedings of Electric Distribution Companies throughout the state. 

We have limited our comments to the portion of PP&L's compliance filing that is embodied in their 
Supplier Tariff since this is the portion of their restructuring plan that most impacts our ability to provide 
competitive electricity to end-users. Our experience in the retail pilot program along with our continuous 
efforts to prepare for aggregating end-users and supplying their electric generation requirements under full 
retail competition allows us to provide essential and meaningful input to the Supplier Tariff. 

For these reasons, along with additional reasons detailed in our comments, we respectfully request 
that the Commission consider our comments in rendering their decision regarding the Supplier Tariff portion 
of this compliance filing. 

Sincerely, 

John E. Molinda, P.E. 
JPM/nji 
Enclosures 
f;Woiisu!l\jati\corresp\p3 puc\mcnulty 07299B.doc 
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BEFORE THE 
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 

PP&L, Inc. 
Supplier Tariff 
Compliance Filing Docket No. R-00973954 

STRATEGIC ENERGY LTD. 

COMMENTS 

John E. Molinda, P.E. 
James P. McCormick 
Strategic Energy Ltd. 
Two Gateway Center 
Pittsburgh, PA 15222 
(412) 394-5600 

Dated: July 29, 1998 
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1 I. RATIONALE FOR STRATEGIC ENERGY LTD. ("SEL") COMMENTS 

2 SEL is providing comments to the PP&L, Inc. ("PP&L") Electric Generation Supplier 

3 Coordination Tariff on the grounds that SEL is participating in the restructured markets in 

4 Pennsylvania as a licensed EGS and thus has a vital interest. As a licensed EGS, serving 

5 PP&L distribution system customers, SEL will be subject to PP&L's Tariff. SEL's 

6 concerns about PP&L's Tariff could not have been foreseen at the beginning of the 

7 restructuring proceedings when it would have been necessary for SEL to act to become an 

8 intervenor. Therefore, it is unreasonable to require that SEL be an intervenor in the entire 

9 PP&L restructuring process in order to "qualify" SEL to provide comments at this time. 

10 SEL pleads with the Commission not to dismiss SEL's comments on the grounds that other 

11 EGSs are represented in the restructuring case. SEL interests in regards to PP&L's Tariff 

12 are not necessarily represented by any other interveners in PP&L's restructuring case. SEL 

13 is concerned that PP&L's Tariff is designed to serve the requirements of EGSs that have 

14 chosen to rely on PP&L to provide a level of technical service that SEL does not require or 

15 desire. Other EGSs may prefer a high level of EDC support and not object. This is not 

16 SEL's position. SEL much prefers to engage the skills and competencies of its own staff 

17 of power supply coordination professionals. 

18 This is SEL's first opportunity to review PP&L's proposed Coordination Tariff. SEL 

19 believes it would be unfair, at best, and anti-competitive, at worst, to deny SEL the 

20 opportunity to comment on whether PP&L's proposed Tariff is fair and supports the needs 

21 associated with developing a robust competitive market for Pennsylvania. 



1 IL SEL COMMENTS 

2 4. Coordination Obligations 

3 Rule 4.11 Communication Requirements 

4 The rule requiring that an EGS must be equipped for internet EDI peer-to-peer 

5 communication with push and pull capability does not seem reasonable for start-up January 

6 1, 1999. 

7 Rule 4.14(a) Data Exchange 

8 This rule itemizes the information that PP&L will make available to an EGS, on a daily 

9 basis, regarding the EGS's customers. Absent from this list are historic customer usage 

10 and demand records for each account. In case where Riders exist, PP&L should also 

11 provide this readily available information. 

12 SEL requests that the Commission require PP&L to add historic customer usage, demand 

13 records and Riders to the list included under this rule. 

14 Rule 4.14(b) Data Exchange 

15 Within this protocol section of the proposed Coordination Tariff PP&L attempts to control 

16 customer information release to the EGS beyond those requirements already articulated by 

17 the Commission. This appears to be an attempt by PP&L to discourage switching, confuse 

18 customers, and establish regulations beyond their authority. I f a Pennsylvania electric 

19 energy consumer has made a choice to switch its service provider that customer is aware 



1 that the PP&L account number, meter reading data, rate class and usage, customer's 

2 service location, billing address and telephone number are already known, or will become 

3 known, to the EGS. Therefore, PP&L's proposal that the EGS must, at minimum, inform 

4 the customer of these information release requirements is unnecessary. I f a customer 

5 desires budget billing from the EGS, the customer may initiate such a request. Further, 

6 SEL's service agreements for customers of all classes identify the payment terms available. 

7 SEL will not need to know the customer's current payment arrangements. Therefore, SEL 

8 requests the Commission order PP&L to remove this paragraph from the Coordination 

9 Tariff. 

10 5. Direct Access Procedures 

11 5.1 Customer Enrollment 

12 Rules 5.1.1 Mail Method and 5.1.2 EGS Method 

13 These sections describe processes that are solely matters of bilateral conduct between 

14 PP&L and customers or the EGS and customers. By inclusion in the Coordination tariff, 

15 PP&L contractually burdens the EGS with PP&L oversight for matters that are exclusively 

16 the enforcement responsibility of the Commission. 

17 SEL requests the Commission require PP&L to limit description of enrollment procedures 

18 to matters that involve only PP&L and EGS interactions. SEL does not believe that 

19 anyone's interests are served by PP&L describing their perception of the enrollment 

20 process and advancing that perception to the level of contractually binding. 



1 In regard to the enrollment procedures, described in Commission Docket No. 

2 M-00960890F.0014, SEL has submitted its enrollment cards, procedure, and customer 

3 transmittal letter to the Commission's Office of Communications. Consistent with the 

4 Final Order SEL required customers only "provide their name, address, and account 

5 number" plus, as the Office of Communications independently requested, the name of the 

6 EDC and customer's signature. On June 5, 1998, Grace Cunningham, of the 

7 Commission's Office of Communications, approved all of SEL's enrollment materials. 

8 SEL implemented our procedures and the Commission's enrollment order with scrupulous 

9 attention to detail. At this late date in the enrollment process, SEL does not believe it is in 

10 anyone's interest for PP&L to alter the customer enrollment process defined by the 

11 Commission. 

12 Rule 5.1.4(b) Data Exchange 

13 SEL requests that the EDC be required to provide all EGSs the customer's billing address 

14 in addition to the (i) account number, (ii) rate class, (iii) customer name, and (iv) service 

15 location address. In the absence of telephone number, the billing address is essential to 

16 promoting customer contact. 

17 5.2 Initial EGS Selection for 1998 

18 Rule 5.2.1(a) 

19 This paragraph is a duplication of paragraph 4.14(b). Consistent with our previously stated 

20 reasons, this paragraph should be deleted. 



1 Rule 5.2.1(b) 

2 Delete term at end of paragraph, " i f required." 

3 Rule 5.2.1(c) 

4 Amend this paragraph to delete any reference to current paragraph 5.2.1(a) which SEL 

5 requested be deleted. 

6 Rule 5.2.1(e) 

7 PP&L indicates that they "will send a confirmation letter to all customers who have made 

8 an initial EGS selection, after the initial EGS selection period concludes. [Emphasis 

9 added]" Per the Commission's enrollment order of May 21, 1998, the initial selection 

10 period concludes November 1, 1998. SEL thinks that it is unreasonable to require pending 

11 competitive supply customers to wait an unnecessarily long period of time to receive 

12 selection confirmation. Further, use of the term "after the initial selection period 

13 concludes" leaves the notification time open ended. 

14 SEL requests that customers who elect to take competitive supply within the initial 

15 selection period receive confirmation of their EGS selection within 15 business days of 

16 PP&L being notified. 

17 Rule 5.2.1(f) 

18 PP&L indicates that "after conclusion of the initial EGS selection period [Emphasis 

19 added]" they will make information available to the selected EGS in accordance with Rule 



1 4.14(a) via electronic data transfer. As in the previous Rule [5.2.1(e)], SEL believes such 

2 delays are unwarranted and counter to the development of a smoothly functioning 

3 competitive market. SEL requests that PP&L be required to transfer to the selected EGS, 

4 via electronic data transfer, all the information listed in Rule 4.14(a). This should include 

5 the customers' historic usage and demand records previously cited in our comments for 

6 Rule 4.14(a). This transfer should occur concurrent with PP&L's customer notification 

7 under Rule 5.2.1(e). 

8 5.3 Switching Among EGSs...Beginning January 1999 

9 Rule 5.3.1 

10 This paragraph is a duplication of Rules 4.14(b) and 5.2.1(a). Consistent with the reasons 

11 stated under our discussion of Rule 4.14(b), SEL requests the Commission to order PP&L 

12 to remove this paragraph from the Coordination Tariff. 

13 Rule 5.3.2 

14 Amend this paragraph to delete any reference to current Rule 5.3.1, which SEL requested 

15 be deleted. 

16 Rule 5.3.7 

17 If PP&L elects to change the account number of a customer receiving generation service 

18 from an EGS, PP&L should notify the EGS of the change at least 5 business days in 

19 advance of the pending change. 



1 6. Load Forecasting 

2 Rule 6.1 Customer Load Forecasting and Rule 6.2.1 Monthly Metered Customer 

3 Forecasting 

4 SEL objects to PP&L's proposed conjunctive method of performing a customer load 

5 forecasting process for each EGS's hourly load requirement. SEL proposes that the 

6 Commission allow, as an alternative, EGSs to provide their own forecasts and submit those 

7 forecasts to PJM. Also, see comments related to Rule 6.3.2, Process Description for 

8 Forecasting. 

9 Rule 6.2.5 Partial Purchase During Phase-In 

10 In order to provide indisputable clarity a closing paragraph, dealing with less than fully 

11 subscribed rate classes, needs to be added to this rule. Suggested language follows: 

12 "In the event a rate class is subscribed at or below 66% of the non-coincident peak of the 

13 rate class, all competitive supply customers of that class shall have all of their load 

14 requirements served through their EGS(s). " 

15 6.3 Daily Forecasting Process 

16 Rule 6.3.2 Process Description for Forecasting 

17 SEL objects to PP&L's proposed method of providing day ahead forecasts on behalf of 

18 EGS. SEL proposes, as an alternative, that the Commission allow EGSs to provide their 

19 own forecasts. 



1 Step 2a states that "by 10:00 a.m. Eastern Prevailing Time" the EGS should enter the load 

2 forecast for the next day. Step 3 states "the Company will accept or reject an EGS forecast 

3 by 11:00 a.m. Eastern Prevailing Time." 

4 It is SEL's experience that power procurement efforts for the next day undertaken at, or 

5 after 11:00 a.m. are untimely and often result in only unreasonable high energy price 

6 offers. In order to procure power at reasonable prices, purchases arrangements must be 

7 made by 8:00 a.m. of the prior business day, or two (2) days ahead by close of normal 

8 business hours. 

9 SEL requests the Commission require PP&L to change their process description for 

10 forecasting time requirements to reflect realistic pricing dynamics. We have a strong 

11 preference for the two (2) day ahead method. 

12 For Steps 2 and 3, SEL requests that PP&L not be granted the unilateral prerogative to 

13 "reject an EGS's load forecast." In the alternative, PP&L should be required to contact the 

14 EGS to resolve forecast concerns. Thus, SEL recommends that the term in Step 3 "will 

15 attempt to contact the EGS" should be changed to "shall contact the EGS." Further, in the 

16 absence of agreements, the EGS forecast should prevail. 

17 During the pilots, SEL has experienced over delivery situations of more than 4% due to use 

18 of EDC forecasts. Such situations are often reconciled at below market energy payments 

19 to SEL and result in unnecessarily high costs of energy to SEL. This practice is anti-

20 competitive, a barrier to entry, and result in the imposition of an unnecessary cost burden 

21 on customers. 



1 Rule 6.5 Adequacy of Forecast 

2 PP&L's Tariff demands that the EGS and the Company (PP&L) "shall" concur on an 

3 EGS's own aggregated forecast for monthly metered customers by selecting one of two 

4 very expensive options. 

5 Option 1 entails installation of hourly or sub-hourly metering equipment "at Customer's 

6 premises in order to permit the customer to be forecasted,..." Option 2 requires the EGS 

7 "entering, at its own expense, into a joint load study" with the EDC to develop new load 

8 curves. 

9 SEL thinks that these options are unnecessarily complex, and impose unnecessary financial 

10 burdens on the EGS. Under PJM operations, hourly imbalances are addressed through 

11 regulation, load following, and spot market purchases. SEL as a fully vested PJM member 

12 should be permitted to calculate and submit its schedules directly to PJM and settle 

13 financial accounts accordingly. Also, SEL requests language be added to permit EGSs to 

14 unilaterally change their hourly PJM Schedules, consistent with PJM operational protocols, 

15 based on changing load or energy price conditions. 

16 Further, mediation through the Commission or dispute resolution process (Section 18) 

17 should be cited as additional options (3 and 4) for resolving controversy regarding monthly 

18 metered customer forecasts. 

19 7. Load Scheduling 

20 7.2 Rounding to Whole Megawatts 



1 The proposed PP&L requirement of rounding upward to the nearest whole megawatt has 

2 the potential of imposing on the EGS, and its competitive service customers, an 

3 unnecessary cost burden of between $130,000 and $260,000 per annum in the PP&L 

4 service area. If "rounding-up" is pervasive throughout all Pennsylvania service areas this 

5 cost could reach $2 million per annum for each competitive supplier. 

6 Based on this unnecessary cost burden, SEL requests the Commission direct PP&L to 

7 round to whole megawatts as follows: 

8 • I f the aggregate forecast value for an hour is less than 1.0 MW, values of 1 MW and 0 

9 MW may be used such that the daily cumulative total of megawatt hours shall equal or 

10 exceed the daily total forecasts. 

11 • I f the aggregate forecast value for an hour is greater than 1.0 MW, the value will be 

12 rounded downward to the nearest whole MW if the decimal portion is less than 0.5. 

13 • I f the aggregate forecast value for an hour is greater than 1.0 MW, the value will be 

14 rounded upward to the nearest whole MW if the decimal portion is greater than or 

15 equal to 0.5. 

16 7.3 Daily Load Scheduling Process 

17 Rule 7.3.1. Uploading Schedules 

18 There are no operationally valid reasons for PP&L to assume responsibility to upload the 

19 load schedule to PJM. The EGS is capable of doing this and PJM procedures permit this. 



1 SEL requests the Commission to direct PP&L to add language to this Rule that provides 

2 the EGS the discretion to upload the load schedule to PJM. SEL recommends the 

3 following language change to Rule 7.3.1. 

4 "Rule 7.3.1, Uploading Schedules. The EGS has the discretion to assume 

5 responsibility to upload the had schedule for the scheduling window to 

6 PJM by 12:00 noon Eastern Prevailing Time on each business day using 

1 the PJM eScheduler System according to PJM requirements on a 

8 unilateral confirmation basis. In the absence of the EGS exercising this 

9 discretion, PP&L will be responsible to upload the load schedule using 

10 the same time constraints. The schedule uploaded by the EGS or the 

11 company shall be binding on the other party". 

12 New Rule 7.3.2 Load Schedule Changes 

13 As in the PECO EGS Coordination Tariff, the EGS should be permitted to initiate changes 

14 through the PJM eScheduler System. Subsequently, PP&L would be notified that changes 

15 have been made and given a general description of the operational reasons for the changes. 

16 I f PP&L determines the reasons to be operationally valid, they will confirm the load 

17 schedule changes via the eScheduler. In the absence of PP&L's confirmation, the prior 

18 load schedule will remain in effect. 

19 To initiate this recommendation, SEL recommends the following language within the 

20 PP&L Supplier Coordination Tariff: 



1 "73.2 Load Schedule Changes. An EGS may initiate changes to the load 

2 schedule using the PJM eScheduler System. It is the responsibility of an 

3 EGS to make any necessary changes and notify the Company via 

4 telephone that changes have been made and a general description of the 

5 operational reasons for the changes. The Company will make reasonable 

6 efforts to review and, if the reason for the changes are determined by the 

7 Company to be operationally valid, confirm the load schedule changes 

8 using the PJM eScheduler System within one hour of the time that an EGS 

9 notifies the Company of the change. In the absence of confirmation by the 

10 Company, the prior load schedule value will remain in effect. In light of 

11 deadlines imposed by the PJM OI for the submission of load schedule 

12 changes, and EGS should initiate any necessary changes and notify the 

13 Company well before the cut-off time to increase the likelihood that the 

14 changes will be accepted. " 

15 9. Utilization of Scheduling Coordinators 

16 Rule 9.1 Participation through a Scheduling Coordinator 

17 The language of the first sentence of this Rule is unnecessarily narrow in its attempt to 

18 define the intent and purpose of an EGS who seeks to have another EGS be the Scheduling 

19 Coordinator. SEL proposes a change in language as follows: 

20 "If an EGS chooses not to directly interact with PJM for (i) energy, 

21 capacity, or transmission scheduling, (ii) obtaining ancillary services, (iii) 

22 addressing reconciliation rights and responsibilities, or (iv) any variety of 

23 other services, an EGS may become a Coordinated Supplier by entering 



1 into a business arrangement with another EGS that will act as a 

2 Scheduling Coordinator." 

3 12. Payment and Billing 

4 Rule 12.2.4 EGS Default 

5 This rule addresses the situation of an EGS in default, due to EGS failure to make payment 

6 to PP&L. The PP&L Coordination Tariff fails to anticipate PP&L's default through failure 

7 to make appropriate payments to the EGS. 

8 SEL requests the Commission require PP&L to address the situation of PP&L default to 

9 provide balanced treatment of both parties within this agreement. 

10 Rule 12.2.6 Collection Costs 

11 Again, this rule addresses the situation of an EGS in default as defined in Rule 12.2.4. The 

12 rule proposes that the EGS will pay PP&L's out-of-pocket court costs. 

13 SEL requests the Commission require PP&L to address the situation of PP&L default to 

14 provide balanced treatment of both parties within this agreement. 

15 Rule 12.6 Return of Deposits 

16 PP&L commits to return an EGS's deposit "upon payment of all service charges and..." 

17 No time period is specified. 



1 SEL requests the Commission direct PP&L to add language to require return of deposits 

2 within 5 business days of satisfaction of all outstanding accounts. 

3 Rule 12.7 Interest on Deposits 

4 PP&L indicates that "[DJeposits shall cease to bear interest upon discontinuance of service 

5 (or, i f earlier, when the Company closes the account)." 

6 SEL requests the Commission to direct PP&L to change the language of this rule to require 

7 PP&L return the deposit, and all interest earned, as calculated up to the first business day 

8 prior to remittance to the EGS. 

9 Rule 12.8 Credit Information 

10 Under this rule the EGS must provide PP&L "such information as the Company requires." 

11 SEL requests the Commission direct PP&L to change the language to read "such 

12 reasonable information as the Company requires." 

13 Riders 

14 Individual Coordination Agreement Rider 

15 Section 2.0 

16 To reflect SEL's proposal to have complete and independent responsibility for all monthly 

17 metered and hourly metered customers forecasts and scheduling, SEL requests the 



1 Commission direct PP&L to limit their "Coordination Services" as specified in the Electric 

2 Generation Coordination Tariff to reconciliation services. 

3 PP&L should only be offering load forecasting and load scheduling as an alternative 

4 service to those EGSs desiring such service. 

5 Section 4.0 

6 In order to reflect the responsibility of each party to this agreement to notify the other party 

7 in the event of violations of any of the representations, warranties, or covenants of Section 

8 3.0, wording should be changed. 

9 SEL requests the Commission require PP&L to change the language as follows: 

10 4.1 The EGS or the Company shall provide notice to the other 

11 party to this agreement via facsimile, with a copy delivered 

12 pursuant to overnight mail, at such time that the EGS or 

13 Company learns that... " 

14 Matters Not Addressed Within Coordination Tariff 

15 PP&L has failed to address within this Tariff (i) transmission and distribution ("T&D") 

16 real power loss factors, (ii) commitments to identify customers' load busses to the EGSs, 

17 and (iii) customer billing. These matters should be addressed and examined within this 

18 Tariff filing. Timely notice of this information is essential to promote development of a 

19 robust competitive market. 



1 (i) T&D Power Loss Factors 

2 Realistic real power loss factors for both transmission and distribution are of vital 

3 importance and will be a determining factor when the competitive supplier calculates the 

4 generation price to be offered to potential customers. With already razor thin margins, 

5 T&D loss factors, and their pricing implications could be the decisive consideration to 

6 serve or not serve in an EDC's service area. Conversely, it is in the EDC's best interest to 

7 take these factors to the highest value possible by using every argument imaginable for 

8 doing so. Obviously, the higher the loss factor, the closer the competitive supplier's price 

9 point is to the customer's shopping credit. 

10 Given this market barrier construct opportunity, it is absolutely necessary for the 

11 Commission to require PP&L to establish credible loss factors within the Coordination 

12 Tariff and to do so now. Of equal importance, the Commission must scrutinize the 

13 proposed factors by subjecting them to rigorous analysis for justification. Additionally, 

14 loss factor values should be benchmarked against premier utility performers. Financial 

15 recovery of T&D losses are a disincentive for EDC's to maintain and improve the 

16 performance quality of their networks. Overstated loss factors must not result in 

17 unnecessary customer cost burdens or increased profits for the EDC. 

18 As SEL stated in its December 15, 1997 comments to the Commission regarding "Retail 

19 Access Pilots, Operational Problems and Material Issues"1: 

1 PAPUC Dockets P-00971168, 69, 70. 71, 72, 73, 75, and 83. 



1 "The broad range of transmission loss factors professed by the EDCs within each customer 

2 class and between EDCs begs challenge of loss accounting credibility and intent. For each 

3 +3% deviation from reality, the customer or competitive generation supplier is required to 

4 make a 0.1^ per kWh (.03 x 3.0^/kWh) premium payment. Though 0.1^ per kWh may 

5 seem trivial, it translates to a significant amount to negatively impact customers' or 

6 unnecessarily inflate EDC's bottom lines. We estimate that overstatement of these losses 

7 may result in excess of $100 million annually of unnecessary charges to the customers of 

8 Pennsylvania's EDCs. Also, any overstated transmission losses provide the EDC with a 

9 like amount of "free" energy. 

10 

11 Transmission loss assignment should be based on credible studies with 

12 evidence made available for examination by the Commission and those 

13 who are required to provide for losses. We recommend that the 

14 Commission distinguish between losses, and associated costs, assigned to 

15 the transmission system and the distribution system. [Emphasis added.]" 

16 (ii) Locational Marginal Price Bus Location(s) 

17 Within PJM, it is essential that competitive suppliers, as well as PP&L, know the bus 

18 designations(s) for each customer in order to assess locational marginal price risk 

19 exposure. It is only with this information that the competitive supplier can assign delivery 

20 point, intelligently request Fixed Transmission Rights, properly assess financial risk, offer 

21 appropriate products and "build" the cost for delivered generation service. This 

22 information should be made fully available by September 1, 1998. 



1 (iii) Customer Billing 

2 PP&L has failed to indicate any retail customer billing specifications. Process 

3 responsibilities, data exchange, and financial transfer mechanisms need to be described for 

4 consolidated billing, the two bill method, and conjunctive billing. 

5 SEL requests the Commission direct PP&L to address these matters within their tariff. 
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AUG 05 1998 

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

Members of the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission: 

On July 17, 1998, Pennsylvania Power & Light Company ('W&L") submitted its compliance 
filing in accordance with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission's Order entered on June 15, 
1998, in its restructuring proceeding at the above-referenced docket (hereinafter C<PP&L 
Restructuring Order"). Although the Order permits parties to the proceeding to submit Comments 
on the various aspects of the compliance filing, Benton Foundry, Inc. ('Benton") requests leave to 
submit this letter addressing PP&L's treatment of the Price Response Service ("PRS") rate schedules 
in lieu of comments. 

Benton currently is a PRS customer on PP&L's rate schedule PR-1. Benton saved over 
$500,000 in production costs last year because ofits use of the PR-1 rate rather than PP&L's LP-5 
rate that would be otherwise applicable. Clearly, the Commission's ultimate disposition on the PRS 
issues raised in the compliance filing will have a substantial impact on Benton's ability to minimize 
production costs and to effectively compete in state, national and international markets. Because of 
this substantial interest, Benton respectfully requests that the Commission consider the following 
comments in reaching a decision on PP&L's compliance filing. 

Although Benton was not a party in the restructuring proceedings before the PUC, Benton's 
general interests were represented by the PP&L Industrial Customer Alliance (ecPPLICA"), some of 
whose members receive supply from PP&L under PRS arrangements. It is Benton's understanding 
that PPLICA will also comment extensively on PP&L's inappropriate treatment of PRS customers 
in the compliance filing. To the extent possible, Benton does not seek to burden the Commission by 
replicating PPLICA arguments; rather, this letter provides the Commission with a concrete illustration 
of how PP&L is handling current PRS customers in actual transactions and how the utility's actions 

A 
S) 
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will impact Benton as a PRS customer. Benton firmly believes that these comments will be helpful 
to the Commission in assessing the wrongful nature of the PP&L's actions. 

Benton submits that PP&L's compliance filing treats the PRS rate schedules (PR-1 and PR-2) 
in a manner that violates both the provisions of the Electricity Generation Customer Choice and 
Competition Act, 66 Pa. C.S. § 2801, et seq. (the "Competition Act"), and the Commission's 
Restructuring Order. Specifically, the compliance filing terminates billing under the currently 
available PRS rate schedules on January 1, 1999, and eliminates the rate schedules from the tariff that 
will govern direct access. See Compliance Filing, Proposed Supplement No. 75 to Electric - Pa. 
P.U.C. No. 200, pp. 31 & 32 (terminating billing on January 1, 1999) and Proposed Supplement No. 
1 to Electric - Pa. P.U.C. No. 201, pp. 31-31B & 32-32B (eliminating PR-1 and PR-2 rate 
schedules). PP&L has also indicated to Benton that it will no longer offer to PRS customers a rate 
commensurate with the PRS rates in effect on January 1, 1997. 

PP&L's actions are violative of the Competition Act's rate caps by imposing rates that are 
higher during direct access than the rates that Benton would pay in comparable conditions under the 
tariff terms in effect on January 1, 1997. In addition, PP&L's actions violate the Restructuring Order 
by eliminating a rate schedule without ensuring that a mechanism is in place to provide PRS 
customers with charges for service in compliance with the rate cap during the stranded cost recovery 
period. For these reasons, Benton believes the PP&L compliance filing must be rejected, or 
alternatively, substantially modified. 

As Benton perceives the Competition Act, one of the central consumer protections embodied 
in the Act is the ability of all customers to take service from PP&L subject to certain rate caps during 
the stranded cost recovery period. See 66 Pa. C.S. § 2804. The rate caps in Section 2804(4) provide 
all current customers with the opportunity to remain with the utility for generation service and to pay 
charges capped as follows: 

(i) For a period of 54 months from the effective date of this chapter or until 
an electric distribution utility is not longer recovering its transition or stranded costs 
through a competitive transition charge or intangible transition charge and all 
customers of an electric distribution utility can chose an alternative provider of 
electric generation, whichever is shorter: 

(A) the total charges of an electric distribution utility for 
service to any customer who purchases generation from that utility 
shall not exceed the total charges that have been approved by the 
commission for such service as of the effective date of the chapter; 

* * * 

(ii) In addition to the rate cap set forth in subparagraph (i), for a period of 
nine years from the effective date of this chapter or until an electric distribution utility 
is no longer recovering its transition or stranded costs through a competitive 
transition charge or intangible transition charge and all customers of an electric 
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distribution utility can choose an alternative provider of electric generation, whichever 
is shorter, the generation component of a utility's charges to customers who purchase 
generation from the utility, including the competitive transition charge and intangible 
transition charge, shall not exceed the generation component charged to the customer 
that has been approved by the commission for such service as of the effective date of 
this chapter. 

66 Pa. C.S. §2804(4). 

It is clear from these provisions of the Competition Act that the key date for determining the 
existence and level of the rate caps is the effective date of the chapter, or January 1, 1997. The Act 
clearly provides all customers rate cap protections that prevent PP&L from charging customers rates 
in excess of levels in effect on January 1, 1997. 

Benton respectfully submits that this rate cap applicable to PRS customers should be based 
on the rate formula specified in the PR-1 and PR-2 rate schedules on January 1, 1997. See PP&L 
Tariff Electric Pa. P.U.C. No. 200, pp. 3 l(fifteenth revised) - 31A(tenth revised) & 32(sixth revised) 
- 32A(fifth revised). Benton also submits that, in accordance with the Commission's Restructuring 
Order, this formula should be unbundled, to the fullest extent possible, to allow PRS customers to 
access competitive supply, while retaining non-generation related portions of the discount reflected 
in PRS rates. This recommended unbundling is consistent with Benton's understanding of the 
Commission's general treatment of rate design and tariff issues in the Restructuring Order. See 
PP&L Restructuring Order, pp. 82-83. 

PP&L's compliance filing and its recent statements and actions regarding the ability of Benton 
to remain a PRS customer do not comport with the dictates of the Competition Act and the 
Restructuring Order. Proposed Supplement No. 75 to Electric Pa. P.U.C. 200 in the compliance 
filing states that billing under both PR-1 and PR-2 will terminate on January 1, 1999. See 
Supplement No. 75 to Tariff Electric Pa. P.U.C. No. 200, pp. 31 & 32. Apparently, after January 1, 
1999, the PRS rates will no longer be available to any customers and current PRS customers will be 
forced to revert to the otherwise applicable firm or interruptible rate schedule for service. As 
aforementioned, based on the savings that it experienced last year, Benton estimates that its rates will 
increase by approximately $500,000 in the first year of direct access, if it is forced to revert to a firm 
rate schedule. This obviously represents an increase over the charges in existence as of the effective 
date of the Competition Act (January 1, 1997) and, thus, violates the Act's rate caps. 

Recent dialogue between Benton and representatives of PP&L confirms PP&L's intention to 
seemingly disregard its provider of last resort and rate cap obligations regarding PRS customers. 
Benton met with a representative of PP&L Access to discuss Benton's rate options in the restructured 
environment. Benton was informed that PP&L would no longer offer PRS options and that PP&L 
does not anticipate providing Benton with any rate discount commensurate with Benton's rates in 
effect on January 1, 1997. This unlawful and unreasonable behavior by PP&L will raise Benton's 
energy charges by approximately $500,000 in the first year of direct access if the PRS option is no 
longer available and Benton is forced to return to service under rate schedule LP-5. This increase 
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in charges is a clear and purposeful violation of Benton's right to take service from PP&L under the 
rate cap. 

The only area in the Commission's Restructuring Order dealing specifically with the PRS rate 
schedules is the section regarding the availability of tariff rates. See PP&L Restructuring Order, p. 
92. According to the Restructuring Order, PPLICA objected to the PP&L's proposal 'to make.its 
interruptible and price response rate schedules, as well as Rate Schedules RTD and RTS, available 
only to those customers who currently take service under these rate schedules and elect to remain 
bundled sales customers of PP&L." PP&L Restructuring Order, p. 92. In response to this argument 
by PPLICA, the Cominission rejected the PP&L proposal: 

Based on the foregoing, we agree with PPLICA that PP&L's proposal is anti­
competitive, impermissibly shifts costs, violates the rate cap provisions, discriminates 
against customers who shop, and is contrary to reliability considerations by 
undermining the availability of interruptible service. As a result, we reject PP&L's 
changes to its other interruptible rate schedules as unsupported by substantial 
evidence. 

PP&L Restructuring Order, p. 94. 

Previous to this conclusory statement, the Commission expressly acknowledged that 
customers on all tariffs are entitled to shop for competitive supply and be protected by the applicable 
rate cap. See PP&L Restructuring Order, p. 93. 

In addition to the above-referenced specific directive, the Restructuring Order also contains 
general guidance regarding all tariff issues that must be followed by PP&L unless specifically 
indicated to the contrary in the Order. The Restructuring Order contains the following general 
guidance on rate design and tariff issues: 

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 case 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. Upon [sic] We note that some contracts may have to be 
renewed. However, any rate caps remain applicable as provided in Section 2804(4). 

Finally, no contract may permit bypass of the CTC. Any existing contract that 
purports to do so must assign customer payments to full recovery of the allocated 
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CTC and provide the associated discount as a credit to the customer against other 
portions of the bill. As rates are unbundled, customers with existing discounts must 
receive a discount allocated to the distribution and transmission portion of the bill 
unless the nature of the discount is exclusively on the generation component. 

PP&L Restructuring Order, pp. 82-83. 

No statement exists in the Order that PRS customers can be treated in a manner inconsistent 
with these general guidelines. From these general directives, coupled with the PUC's specific 
directive regarding Price Response Service schedules, Benton draws the following conclusions 
regarding the proper treatment of PRS rates: 

1. PP&L must unbundle the PRS rate schedule; 

2. In unbundling PRS rates, PP&L must allocate any discounts to transmission and 
distribution unless the discount is exclusively on generation; 

3. PRS customers must be permitted to shop if they desire; 

4. The rate caps remain applicable as provided in Section 2804(4). 

Obviously, PP&L's proposed treatment of the PRS rates does not comply with the 
Restructuring Order's mandate that all rates be unbundled. Nor does PP&L's proposed treatment 
ensure that the rate caps applicable to PRS customers pursuant to Section 2804(4) will be maintained. 
Even if the Commission were to intend PRS to be considered as an "economic incentive rate" in that 
portion of the Restructuring Order (see PP&L Restructuring Order, pp. 94-98), PRS customers 
nevertheless are entitled to rate cap protection. Benton respectfully submits that the Commission 
should direct PP&L to submit a revised compliance filing that ensures that the requirements of the 
Restructuring Order are fulfilled and PRS customers retain appropriate and applicable rate cap 
protections. 

Benton has been fortunate to receive service from PP&L pursuant to the PRS rate. Because 
of the considerable advantage of PRS, Benton has tailored production to the times of day when prices 
are lower, enabling Benton to increase profits and expand operations in Pennsylvania. Benton 
applauds the passage of the Competition Act and the Commission's actions in implementing the Act. 
Although Benton intends to explore the possibility for further benefit in the competitive market, 

Benton respectfully submits that the Competition Act did not intend to render any customer 
economically worse off during the stranded cost recovery period. The rate caps in the Competition 
Act are designed to ensure that this does not occur. I f the Price Response Service rate schedules are 
eliminated without implementation of any tariff language or mechanism to unbundle the rates of 
current PRS customers and to ensure that the rate cap is maintained, then Benton and other PRS 
customers will be significantly and detrimentally impacted during the transition period. PP&L's 
attempt to discontinue the price response service rates without instituting such mechanisms is 
contrary to the central consumer protections in the Competition Act and must be rejected. 
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Benton appreciates this opportunity to voice its comments and concern to the Commission. 

Very truly yours, 

BENTON FOUNDRY, INC. 

Thomas G. Brown 
Vice President 

c: Parties of Record in Docket No: R-00973954 
Secretary James J. McNulty 
PUC Office of Special Assistants 
PUC Bureau of Fixed Utility Services 

A024474 
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July 30, 1998 

IN REPLY PLEASE 
REFER TO OUR FILE 

Mr. Brad Gordon 
55 Farrow Lane 
Reinholds, PA 17569 

Dear Mr. Gordon: 

ĵ OO AUG 05 1998 

Thank you for your recent communication to the members of the 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission concerning your distress over recent PUC 
decisions in the restructuring cases of PP&L, Met-Ed and the Pennsylvania 
Electric Company. 

Those decisions are now final, and while PP&L is currently engaged in 
settlement negotiations with the Commission and other parties in an attempt to 
resolve its appeals to the PUC's restructuring plan, the combined companies of 
Met-Ed and Pennsylvania Electric, known as GPU, have only recently filed its 
appeals to the Commission's Orders. 

Thank you for your comments and concerns about the stability of electric 
distribution companies in Pennsylvania, and please know that I have taken the 
liberty of forwarding your communication to the Secretary of the Commission for 
inclusion into the official file of the proceedings. 

isemary Cniavetta, Esq. 
Director of liegislative Affairs 

KCIR 

cc: Chairman Quain 
Vice Chairman Bloom 
Commissioner Rolka 
Commissioner Brownell 
Commissioner Wilson 
Secretary McNul ty / ^ B ^ H Q c ,... 
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CHAIRMAN 

From: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Date: 

bgordon 
chairman; rolka; brownell; bloom; wilson 
governor; Lieutenant-governor 
Electric Restructuring 
Monday, July 27, 1998 3:02PM 

I support the concept of electric competition. I am, however, very 
distressed at recent PUC decisions in the restructuring cases of PP&L, 
Met-Ed, and Pennsylvania Electric. These companies have historically keep 
their electric rates low while providing high levels of customer service 
and community support.' it now appears that the PUC has subsidized the 
electric suppliers at the expense of these distribution companies. This can 
only result in reduced reliability, customer service, and community 
support. In addition, it will certainly have an adverse affect on the 
employees and stockholders of these companies. While electric suppliers 
will enter and exit our market, the distribution companies are the backbone 
of electric service stability iri Pennsylvania. I strongly encourage you to 
reconsider your decisions on these restructuring cases to allow a fair and 
equitable recovery of their stranded costs. This, I believe, is in the 
long-term best interest of all Pennsylvanians. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Brad Gordon 
(717)335-3469 
55 Farrow Lane 
Reinholds, PA 17569 
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