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ORDER

BY THE COMMISSION:

PPL Electric Utilities Corp. (PPL) incurs transmission service charge (TSC) costs associated with the delivery of default service to its customers.  It is authorized to recover those costs through a Section 1307 automatic adjustment clause, reconciled annually, with any over or undercollections charged or credited to customers during the next TSC application period.  66 Pa. C. S. § 1307.  Several issues relating to the accurate computation, recovery, and refund of those TSC costs have coalesced in the above-captioned proceedings.  We therefore address these matters in a consolidated fashion as discussed below.
On December 10, 2010, PPL submitted its 2010 transmission service charge for demand (TSCd) reconciliation report for the period December 1, 2009, to November 30, 2010.  The TSCd rate was effective from January 1, 2011, through May 31, 2011.  Errors in PPL’s initial December 2010 filing due to use of 2008 historical allocators triggered a revision of PPL’s 2010 reconciliation calculation.  PPL filed the revision in March 2011 and indicated that use of the 2008 historical allocators had resulted in an overcollection from certain large C&I default service customers based on the rates in effect from January 1, 2011, through May 31, 2011.  
By order entered May 19, 2011, at Docket No.  M-2010-2213754 the Commission deferred action on the ALJ decision regarding PPL’s reconciliation statement and solicited data from PPL and public comments in order to investigate the implications of using historical demand allocators as compared to using current demand for reconciliation purposes.  Further action relative to the use of historical allocators was deferred pending audit of the 2010 TSC reconciliation at D-2011-2238984 and an investigation into the use of historical allocators in reconciling TSCd at M-2010-2213754.  
On May 2, 2011, PPL filed proposed TSC rates to become effective on June 1, 2011.  Review of this filing indicated that PPL’s rates for customers in the large C&I customer groups caused a potentially sizeable overcollection that would result in a significant reduction in their TSC rates beginning June 1, 2011.  Due to the migration of customers who would otherwise have been entitled to the refunds, and the potential to disrupt the retail market, by order entered May 25, 2011 at Docket No. M-2011-2239805, the Commission directed PPL to suspend the large C&I reconciliation amounts and to file a plan detailing how to refund any overcollections to the large C&I customer group within 30 days of the issuance of a final order in the investigation of PPL’s TSC computations initiated at Docket No. M-2010-2213754.  
While the investigation of PPL’s TSC computation was still in progress, PPL filed, on June 7, 2013 at Docket No. M-2011-2239805, a proposed plan to refund certain historical overcollection of TSC charges to certain large C&I customers.  PPLICA responded to the petition; it supported refund of the overcollection to those large C&I customers that paid the overcollected amounts but raised issues, inter alia, as to whether the amounts to be refunded were accurate. 

I.
Background

A.
Restructuring of the Electric Industry
Pursuant to the Pennsylvania Electricity Generation Customer Choice and Competition Act (Act), electric generation supply and transmission service became competitive services in Pennsylvania in the late-1990s.  See 66 Pa. C.S. §§ 2801 – 2812.  Shopping for generation services directly from energy generation suppliers (EGSs) was encouraged, but customers could choose to have their electric distribution company (EDC) such as PPL obtain generation supply and associated transmission service on their behalf.  If the EDC obtained generation supply service and associated transmission service for a customer, that customer was included in the EDC’s default service pool (DSP.)  
Generation supply costs, its associated TSC, and certain administrative costs related thereto are fully recoverable by the EDC from its DSP customers.  An EDC, however, can neither profit nor suffer a loss on the generation supply and transmission service it obtains for its DSP customers.  EDCs periodically file for Commission approval of GSC and TSC rates, and the rates are subject to reconciliation.

B.  
Transmission Service 

Transmission is the process of moving power from generation sources through high voltage transmission lines to the local electric distribution system.  PJM, the regional transmission organization (RTO), coordinates and bills EDCs (and EGSs) for transmission service on a wholesale basis in Pennsylvania, twelve other states, and the District of Columbia.  Transmission service costs are recoverable costs subject to Section 1307(e) reconciliation.  66 Pa. C.S. § 1307(e).
While related to volumetric usage, transmission demand is not strictly volumetric.  Rather, transmission load may vary depending on a customer class’ propensity to shed or shift load during times of increased transmission service costs due to grid congestion.  A class that sheds or shifts load during times of high transmission rates will experience a lower TSC compared to a class with fixed demand.  
PPL arranges transmission service for its DSP customers under contract with PJM.  PPL’s tariffed TSC rates for its large C&I DSP class include both demand (TSCd) cost priced as $/kW and energy (TSCe) cost prices as ¢/kWh components of transmission service that PPL secures on behalf of DSP customers.  This proceeding only examines the way PPL has reconciled the TSCd component of its TSC, i.e., the manner in which PPL reconciles its TSCd revenues and TSCd costs.  This proceeding does not inquire into the way PPL sets or applies its generation supply rates or transmission service rates or the way PPL reconciles generation supply costs and revenues.  While the rates that PPL charges for TSCd are not at issue, it is necessary to review how those rates are set and what provisions were made for reconciliation.  

C. 
Commonwealth Court:  Class-Specific TSC rates
The Act requires electric utilities to unbundle TSC rates from other charges, i.e., generation and distribution.  66 Pa. C.S. § 2804(3).  In its 2004 base rate proceeding, the Commission approved the PPL proposal to increase its TSC by a flat $0.0564 per kWh for all customer classes in an attempt to apply gradualism to manage the PPL transition from integrated to unbundled electric rates.  In that case, the Commission adopted rates based on the principles of gradualism and avoidance of rate shock.  OSBA appealed to Commonwealth Court, arguing, in essence, that pursuant to the Electric Choice Act and appropriate cost-of-service ratemaking principles, PPL must allocate its TSC on an unbundled, class specific (proportional) basis and not as a flat charge.  

Commonwealth Court held that the challenged rates had been distributed across the residential, small C&I, and large C&I rate classes without an acceptable “explanation how the existing discrimination in distribution and transmission rate structures are eventually going to be gradually alleviated. . . .”  Lloyd, et al. v. Pa. P.U.C., 904 A.2d 1010, 1018-1020.  (Pa. Cmwlth. 2006) (Lloyd).  Determination of precisely how to set the reasonable and non-discriminatory class-specific rates was remanded to the Commission.  
D.
Commission Approves Settlement re Setting TSC Rates
Upon remand to the Commission, the remaining active parties to the remand proceeding reached a settlement (Settlement) relative to, inter alia, transmission rates.  The ALJ recommended approval of the Settlement in her Recommended Decision issued June 29, 2007.  The Commission approved the Settlement by order entered July 25, 2007.  Pa. P.U.C. v. PPL, R-00049255 (July 25, 2007); 2007 WL 2198189 (July 25, 2007 Order).
The terms of the Settlement, signed by the parties, recommended by the ALJ, and approved by the Commission, provided as follows relative to transmission costs:

A.  TRANSMISSION CHARGES
¶22.  All transmission rates and riders set forth herein shall become effective for service rendered on and after the first of the month following Commission approval of this settlement.

¶23.  PPL Electric's proposal for establishing new prospective transmission rates under the TSC on a prospective basis will be adopted, subject to the following further modifications:

a.  PPL Electric will establish four separate transmission service customer classes: Residential, Small C&I, Large Commercial and Industrial - Primary (‘Large C&I - Primary‘) and Large Commercial and Industrial - Transmission (‘Large C&I - Transmission‘).  The Residential and Small C&I customer classes will consist of the rate schedules as proposed by the Company.FN6  See PPL Stmt. Remand-2, p. 3. The Large C&I - Primary customer class will include Rate Schedules LP-4 and IS-P. The Large C&I - Transmission customer class will include Rate Schedules LP-5, LP-6, LPEP, IST, ISA and L5S.

b.  For all four transmission service customer classes, the demand-related portion of allocated transmission costs [TSCd] will be calculated based upon each customer class's contribution to the 5 coincident peaks (‘5CP‘) used to establish such demand-related charges.  The Company shall establish a billing demand-based (kW) charge for the Large C&I-Primary customer class for recovery of such demand-related costs. The Company shall establish a 5CP demand-based (kW) charge for the Large C&I-Transmission class for recovery of such demand-related costs.

c.  The energy-related portion of transmission costs allocated to the four customer classes shall be based upon kWh usage, including distribution system losses.  The Company shall recover such energy-related costs on the basis of billed kWh sales.

d.  Reconciliation for the four customer classes will be calculated separately for each customer class, and any over/under collection of costs shall be recovered or recouped on a kWh basis.

e.  Attached as Appendix A (to the Joint Petition for Settlement, attached to this Recommended Decision) is a calculation of the prospective TSC costs and rates, by customer class, assuming new rates become effective August 1, 2007.  As set forth in PPL Electric's direct testimony on remand, the actual costs and revenues by customer class will be reconciled, and amounts will be refunded or recouped, with interest, on a kWh basis through the TSC E-factor.FN7  See PPL Stmt. Remand-1, p. 5.

¶24.  PPL Electric's proposal for refunding and recouping transmission service charges is adopted, subject to the following modifications:

a.  The calculation of the refunds/recoupments will reflect the four separate transmission service customer classes described in paragraph 23(a) above.  The rider will be calculated separately for each customer class as a kWh charge, and the charges will be recomputed January 1, 2008 and January 1, 2009 to reflect any under- or over-recoveries of charges and refunds and any revised projected sales.
b.  The energy-based portion of TSC expenses per customer class shall be allocated based upon applicable kWh usage, including distribution system losses.
c.  The refunds and recoupments shall be calculated to the date prospective transmission service rates become effective, and shall be reflected in a separate reconcilable rate rider (Remand Rider-1)FN8 that will be applied to all customers, both shopping and non-shopping, on the basis of billed kWh sales from the effective date through December 31, 2009, and will not be reflected in the ‘price to compare.’  Any over or under recovery, by customer class, remaining after this period shall be included in the respective classes’ E-factors in the TSC charge.

d.  Attached as Appendix B is a calculation of refunds/recoupments, plus interest, by customer class, assuming revised transmission rates become effective on August 1, 2007.

¶25.  The Parties agree that, if the PJM methodology for allocation of transmission costs to PPL Electric is changed in the future, any party may propose a prospective change to the allocation and recovery of those transmission costs to reflect the changed methodology.

___________________________ 
FN6  Residential rate schedules include:  RS, RTS, and RTD.  Small C&I group consists of Rate Schedules GS-1, GS-3, BL, IS-2, SA, SM, SHS, SE, TS and SI-1.
FN7  ‘E‘ factor is shorthand for the reconciliation provided by . . . 66 Pa. C.S. § 1307(e).

2007 WL 2198189 (Pa. P.U.C.) at 4-5 (emphasis added).

The ALJ’s Recommended Decision was adopted by the Commission.  It described the TSC reconciliation as follows:  
As set forth in PPL Electric’s direct testimony on remand, the actual costs and revenues by customer class will be reconciled, and amounts will be refunded or recouped, with interest, on a kWh basis through the TSC E-factor. . . .  The difference between the TSC rates originally proposed and charged since January 1, 2005 and the implementation of the new rates pursuant to this Settlement will be refunded or recouped according to PPL's Remand Rider-1 (Appendix H), on a per-kWh basis, reflecting the method used to collect the charge under the Commission's December 22, 2004 Order.  Jt. Petition, ¶ 24, PPL Statement in Support, p. 7.  The Remand Rider-1 will effect a refund/recoupment period which will end December 31, 2007, coinciding with the date that the generation rate caps expire.  The refund/recoupment period is similar to the length of time that the Company collected the rates originally (31 months collection vs. 29 months refund/recoupment), and will end when the generation costs are likely to increase, thus providing maximum mitigation for the ratepayers who will bear increased costs.  The Company emphasizes that this will also mitigate the overall increase in bills anticipated by the current rate case at Docket No. R-00072155.  Jt. Petition, ¶ 42; PPL Statement in Support, p. 8.  
2007 WL 2198189 (Pa. P.U.C.) at 11-12 (emphasis added).
Thus, PPL would set its class-specific TSCd rates based on the demand patterns established by the DSP customer classes in the prior year, but reconciliation was to be based on actual costs and actual revenues on a class basis.  PPL would estimate TSCd for each DSP customer class for the current year based on that class’s TSCd usage for the prior year and establish a per-kWh rate for TSCd for each DSP customer class for the next period.  PPL would use demand allocators based on PJM reports of the five peak days in the prior year to set the next year’s TSCd per kWh class specific rates (i.e., historical allocators).  
E.
TSC Rates Are Tariffed:  PPL’s Bridge Plan and Tariff:  P‑00062227
Thereafter, PPL incorporated the rate-setting formula into its bridge plan and tariff.  PPL’s Competition Bridge Plan, P‑00062227 (BP8 120926); and PPL’s Electric Tariff Pa. No. 201.  The Settlement and tariff go into great detail about how PPL’s TSCd rates are set on a class-specific basis and applied within each class on a per-kWh basis.  The tariff specifies that TSCd should be reconciled but does not specify a particular reconciliation methodology, process, or formula.  The reconciliations for 2008 and 2009 were not large, and the process raised no questions for the 2008 and 2009 transmission reconciliations.
F.
PPL’s DSP Customer Classes

Prior to 2007, PPL had three basic DSP customer classes:  residential, small C&I, and large C&I.  In 2007, the large C&I class was divided into large C&I-Primary (C&I‑P) and large C&I-Transmission (large C&I-T).  For discussion purposes herein, “large C&I” refers to a combined large C&I-P and large C&I-T group.  These two large C&I customer classes had a combined total of approximately 1100 customers during 2009, but the combined classes shrank to approximately 100 customers in the first quarter of 2010, with a concomitant reduction in TSCd usage.

The revised rate design for TSC for the two large C&I classes established demand (i.e., TSCd) and energy (i.e., TSCe) rates reflecting the widely varying load factors of these customers.  The result was a rate design intended to more accurately reflect cost of service in compliance with Lloyd.  The revision was revenue neutral to PPL but changed the transmission rates for each customer group.  

G.
2008 FERC Transmission Rates


On November 1, 2008, PPL implemented a cost-of-service formula transmission rate subject to FERC investigation and refund.  PPL’s 2009 TSC charge to its DSP customers included, inter alia, the effect of this rate change.  During 2009, the FERC proceeding was settled for less than PPL’s original request which resulted in a substantial TSC overcollection (FERC rate overcollection) requiring refunds through PPL’s TSC reconciliation mechanism.  PPL June 7, 2013 Petition in M-2011-2239805 at ¶ 6.  See also PPL USR Rider Reconciliation Stmt. for Year Ended 12/30/09, M-2009-2145838 RD at 3, citing PPL Exh, No. JMK-1, schedule 3 reflecting the change in the FERC formula rate in June 2009 and a one-time refund in September 2009 as a result of a litigation settlement.
H.
Expiration of Generation Rate Caps
PPL’s generation rate cap expired December 31, 2009, and PPL’s DSP transmission service and generation supply rates increased as of January 1, 2010.  Shopping and migration out of the DSP customer classes increased, albeit at different rates for each customer class.
While its total TSCd costs decreased due to shopping, the decrease was not uniform among DSP customer classes.  PPL experienced significantly more shopping migration from its large C&I DSP customer classes than from its residential or small C&I DSP customer classes, and TSCd costs incurred from PJM decreased more sharply for the large C&I DSP customer class than for the other two DSP customer classes as a result.  Thus, the class-specific TSCd usage patterns in 2010, based on contribution to peak demand, were significantly different from the class-specific TSCd usage patterns in 2009 and radically different from the 2008 patterns.  Each default service customer, however, was billed for transmission at the tariff rate for that customer’s class.  Nevertheless, these TSCd revenues are reconcilable pursuant to Section 1307(e) of the Public Utility Code.
I.
PPL’s Default Service Program, Docket No. P‑2012-2302074
On January 24, 2013, at Docket No. P-2-12-2302074, we directed that customer class allocation factors for demand-related transmission costs be adjusted monthly.  The percentage of demand-related costs assigned to each customer class are to be adjusted monthly to account for increases and decreases in the customer classes’ assigned peak load responsibility, based on a customer class’s share of default service load in a given month.  Monthly adjustment of customer class allocation factors are to be reflected in annual reconciliation of TSC demand-related costs.  
II.
History of Reconciliation of PPL’s 2010 TSCd Costs and Revenues
A. PPL’s Initial Reconciliation for 2010 Goes into Effect

In the same 2004 rate proceeding that ultimately resulted in the unbundling of TSC rates, the Commission determined that the reconciliation of TSCd revenues and costs was appropriate.  2004 Pa. PUC LEXIS 40 (Pa. PUC 2004).  In 2008 and 2009, PPL completed reconciliations of TSCd costs without significant issues.

On December 14, 2010, PPL submitted its Final 2010 TSC Reconciliation Report to close its TSC reconciliation effort for that year.
  In calculating this reconciliation, PPL adjusted the actual 2010 customer class usage revenues to its prior year estimates (i.e., the allocators)
 of class usage and calculated adjustments as class-specific ¢/kWh rates.  PPL asserted TSC under-collections of approximately $7.5 million from its large C&I DSP customer classes and approximately $7.2 million from its small C&I DSP customer class.  PPL asserted an overcollection of approximately $15 million from its residential DSP customer class.  PPL proposed class-specific e-factor rider adjustments.  PPL was permitted to implement a reconciliation rider to collect and refund, respectively, these amounts, pursuant to a December 16, 2010 Secretarial letter at M‑2010‑2207826.  

PPL then applied these adjustment riders to all DSP bills rendered during the rider period.  During the period of the rider, the DSP customers received or paid the rider adjustment consistent with whether that DSP class received credit for an overcollection, or paid for an under-collection.  The rider was in effect from January 1, 2011, to May 31, 2011.  The respective collections and refunds were applied to all customers in a given DSP customer class regardless of whether the customers had received DSP service from PPL in 2010.  The January 1, 2011 TSC reconciliation rider refunded approximately $15 million to the residential DSP customer class and collected approximately $7.5 million from the DSP large C&I customer classes and approximately $7.2 million from the small C&I customer DSP class.
The rider adjustment was collected on all kWh and, therefore, did not precisely total the net reconciliation total required to make PPL whole with respect to TSC for 2010.  The difference was rolled into the TSCe reconciliation for the following period. 
B. ALJ Hearing and February 2011 Recommended Decision 
On February 8, 2011, a hearing was held at this docket on PPL’s TSC reconciliation.  PPL and the Commission’s Office of Trial Staff (OTS)
 appeared.  The Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) recommended in her decision, signed on February 8, 2011, and issued on February 8, 2011, (1) that PPL’s 2010 TSC reconciliation be accepted “insofar as it [was] unopposed” and (2) that the reconciliation should be “expressly subject to such further review and revision as may be found necessary as a result of subsequent Commission audit, or of some other proceeding.”  The ALJ further specified that “acceptance of the undisputed [PPL TSC] Reconciliation shall not constitute approval of either the accuracy of the reported figures or the reasonableness of the underlying transactions.”  

C.
PPL Self-reported Errors Regarding its TSC Filing  
In March 2011, PPL discovered and self-reported an error in the TSC reconciliation calculations filed in December 2010, effective January 1, 2011, at M-2011-2213754.  Rather than using estimates of 2010 usage based on 2009 actual usage, PPL had reconciled 2010 TSCd revenues and costs using estimates of 2009 usage based on 2008 historical usage (i.e., the 2008 allocators).  As a result of PPL’s use of the wrong demand allocators, the e‑factor rider then in effect was over-refunding significant TSCd revenue to the residential DSP class and over-collecting significant TSCd revenue from its large C&I DSP classes.  The error had minimal impact on the small C&I DSP class.
PPL proposed to roll these corrections into TSCe rates previously scheduled to become effective June 1, 2011.  PPL further proposed to apply these corrections on a class-specific basis.  It calculated the adjustments based on ¢/kWh and applied it to any DSP bill rendered during the rider period.  During that period, the DSP customer would receive or pay the rider adjustment consistent with whether that DSP class was credited for an overcollection or billed for an under-collection due to the error created by use of the 2008 allocators.  The rider adjustment would be collected on all kWh and, therefore, would not precisely total the net reconciliation total required to make PPL whole with respect to TSC for 2010.  
D.
Commission’ May 19, 2011 Order at M-2010-2213754 
On May 19, 2011, we entered an order at Docket No. M-2011-2213754 concerning PPL’s reconciliation for the period ended November 30, 2010.  Due to the error and its implications, we deferred our consideration of the ALJ’s February 2011 Recommended Decision at this docket and directed the Bureau of Audits (Audits) to move up its schedule for audits of PPL’s 2010 TSC
 and GSC
 reconciliations.  Audits was directed to prepare Auditor’s Reports for Public Meeting to give us verified numbers to analyze in reviewing the policy implications of the error and PPL’s TSC reconciliation process in general.  We also solicited comments on the PPL TSCd reconciliation.
  
PPL filed comments at this docket on June 3, 2011, in support of its reconciliation procedure to reconcile to estimates of class usage.  In its comments, PPL acknowledged that neither its TSC tariff nor the 2007 Settlement relative to PPL’s TSC rates provided for, or contemplated, the impact of significant levels of shopping on the allocation of TSCd costs.  On June 20, 2011, OCA and OSBA filed comments in support of PPL’s procedure, in essence supporting PPL’s existing approach.  PPLICA filed comments on June 20, 2011, challenging PPL’s procedure.  OTS and PJM did not file comments.  Final action at Docket No. M-2010-2213754 was held in abeyance pending completion of the TSC audit report and our further review.

E.
Commission’s May 25, 2011 Order at M-2011-2239805
On April 29, 2011, PPL filed its annual TSC reconciliation in accordance with its TSC Tariff Rider.  On May 2, 2011, PPL filed proposed TSC rates to become effective on June 1, 2011.  Both of these filings were updated on May 13, 2011 to reflect actual reconciliation result through April 30, 2011.  Based upon review of these filings, the Commission, by order entered May 25, 2011, determined that the substantial refunds of past period overcollections contained within the proposed TSC rates should be deferred pending further review.  In particular, we reasoned as follows:  

[A]nalysis of PPL’s filings reveals that PPL’s rates for customers in the LC&I customer groups caused a potentially sizeable overcollection that would result in a significant reduction in their TSC rates beginning June 1, 2011.  The Commission is concerned that this reduction in the LC&I TSC rates will likely cause LC&I customers that are purchasing their electricity requirements from alternative suppliers to return to the default service offered by PPL.  This occurrence would have the unintended consequence of refunding the entire overcollection balance in a short period of time, thereby causing an ensuing undercollection for this customer group.  This potential undercollection would be borne by non-shopping customers once the currently shopping customers left default service again.  Not only would the LC&I customers who contributed to the overcollection not receive the full refund to which they are entitled; non-shopping customers in this customer group would be forced to pay for a potentially massive undercollection going forward.  Moreover, the Commission is concerned this distortion in prices would be disruptive to retail markets.

Therefore, in order to mitigate this situation, the Commission finds it is necessary to order PPL to refile its proposed TSC rates for the LC&I customer groups that will become effective on June 1, 2011.  The refiled rates shall be determined by resetting the entire LC&I E-factor balance set forth therein to zero for the period June 1, 2011 through May 31, 2012.  Further, PPL is directed to defer all LC&I TSC reconciliation amounts and file a plan detailing how best to refund any overcollection to the LC&I customers who contributed to this overcollection during the period of January 1, 2010 through May 31, 2011.  PPL is directed to make this filing within thirty days of the issuance of a final Order in Docket No. M-2010-2213754 regarding the use of historical demand allocators and should base its calculations of any overcollections on the methodology for allocating demand identified in that docket.  
In compliance with this order, PPL re-filed its 2011/2012 TSC rates on May 26, 2011 to reflect deferral of the refunds by resetting the entire large C&I E-factor balance set forth to zero for the period June 1, 2011 through May 31, 2012.  This had the effect of deferring refunds of $966,427 associated with the large C&I-Primary customer group and $4,471,391 associated with the large C&I-Transmission group for the 2011/2012 TSC computation period.

F.
Auditor’s Report:  2010 TSC Reconciliation, D-2011-2238984
The Auditor’s Report of PPL’s Section 1307(e) statements for TSC costs and TSC revenues for the five months ended April 30, 2011, and the 12 months ended November 30, 2010, at Docket No. D-2011-2238984, reflects, inter alia, that PPL had used outdated data for each DSP customer class to calculate the TSC allocation factors for the reconciliation periods of 2009, 2010, and the partial year of 2011.  The report noted that PPL has implemented safeguards to reduce the risk of such errors in the future and recommended that PPL make adjustments to a future TSC rate filing to correct the errors.  The 2010 TSC Audit Report will be released to the public concurrent with the entry of this order.

While acknowledging the errors, Audits did confirm that PPL conducted its reconciliation for 2010 in the same manner that PPL had used in previous years.  Audits confirmed that PPL has been reconciling its actual TSCd revenues to what it had estimated the TSCd usage would be for each DSP customer class.  Audits did not address how to refund the suspended funds.
G.
PPL’s Plan for Refunds & PPLICA Response, M-2011‑2239805

On June 7, 2013, at Docket No. M-2011-2239805, PPL filed a petition for approval of a proposed plan to refund certain historical overcollections of TSC charges to certain large C&I customers.  According to the petition, as of March 31, 2013, the TSC overcollection balance for large C&I customer was $6,007,000, comprised of $5,374,000 for large C&I-Transmission and $633,000 for large C&I-Primary customers.
  PPL proposes to implement a refund plan, updated to reflect actual overcollections at the time the Commission approves the petition, to those large C&I customers who contributed to the 2009 TSC overcollection and who currently receive distribution service from PPL.  PPL also avers that the refunds stems from a settlement of a FERC rate case on August 21, 2009; PPL states that “the rate increase agreed to in the settlement was less than the as filed rate increase and resulted in a substantial overcollection of transmission service rates during 2009.”  PPL Petition at 7.
On June 27, 2013, PPLICA filed a response stating that PPL’s proposed TSC refund plan “outlines a generally reasonable structure for refund the large C&I overcollections, but requires further review and potential modification prior to implementation.”  PPLICA Petition at 3-4.  In particular, PPLICA raises concerns regarding the application of interest to the overcollections, the treatment of overcollections paid by former customers, and the accuracy of the overcollection balances stated by PPL in its petition.
IV.
Discussion
A. PPL’s TSCd Rate Setting and Billing Process 

There is no dispute or challenge at this docket as to how PPL sets it TSCd rates.  PPL’s tariff provides that the transmission demand patterns from the prior year, identified by PJM data as the “five coincident peaks,” be used to estimate what the TSCd patterns will be for the next year.  Transmission demand costs for DSP residential and small C&I customers are not billed as separate bill items.

Based on its analysis of prior year transmission demand usage and its projections or estimates of next year transmission demand, PPL establishes a $/kW rate TSCd for the large C&I DSP customer classes for that next year and presents those rates for hearing and Commission approval.  
Thereafter, during that next year, PPL applies the TSCd tariff rates, as approved by the Commission, to the large C&I customer bills based on each customer’s monthly billing demand,  PPL uses the TSCd revenues thus collected to pay PJM for the cost of DSP transmission service for the large C&I class.  At the end of the period, PPL is to reconcile each customer class’ transmission costs separately.  It is the reconciliation process of the TSCd that is under consideration in this order.
B. PPL’s TSC Reconciliation Process 
1. Description 

Simply put, PPL reconciles its TSC actual revenue to PPL’s estimates of what percentage of TSC costs each customer class would cause.  The estimates are calculated in large measure based on the prior year’s usage.  Thus, for 2010, in the March 2011 calculations, PPL reconciled its 2010 TSC revenue to its estimates, based on 2009 TSC usage (i.e., using the 2009 historical allocators), of that projected TSC usage.  (Due to the error, PPL had initially reconciled 2010 usage to the 2008 estimates of 2009 TSC usage, but that error was corrected with the March 2011 calculations and the rider effective June 1, 2011.)
When PPL sets class-specific TSC rates for a given period, PPL estimates that each class causes a given percentage of PPL’s total TSC cost for that period.  At the end of the period, PPL “reconciles” the TSC revenues to ensure that each customer class paid its estimated percentage of the total TSC cost for that period. 
In particular, for 2010, PPL estimated
 that:
· Residential DSP customer class would create 56.4% of total TSC costs,

· Small C&I DSP customer class would create 27.2% of total TSC costs, and

· Large C&I DSP customer class would create 16.4% of total TSC cost. 
· Large DSP C&I-P, 9.4%; 

· Large DSP C&I-T, 7.0%.
In fact, during 2010, the percentages
 of TSC costs created by each DSP customer class were closer to the following due to significant migration from the Large C&I DSP customer class:  
· Residential DSP customer class created 72.9% of total TSC costs,

· Small C&I DSP customer class created 24.9% of total TSC costs, and

· Large C&I DSP customer class created 2.5% of total TSC cost. 
· Large DSP C&I-P, 1.4%; 

· Large DSP C&I-T, 1.1%.
PPL’s reconciliation for 2010, however, allocated 56.4% the total TSC load to the residential DSP customer class and refunded everything in excess of that to the residential DSP customers.  Further, PPL’s reconciliation allocated 16.4% of its total 2010 TSC load to the large C&I DSP customer classes and billed that class for an underage.  
When the magnitude and implications of the reconciliation based on historical allocators came to light, PPL asserted that the Lloyd case, the Remand Settlement, its Bridge Plan, its tariff, and PJM require this reconciliation method.  At that point, we solicited formal comments from PPL and gave interested parties the opportunity to comment.
  All of the commenters except PPLICA supported PPL’s contentions that it was appropriate to reconcile to the estimated percentages of the 2010 TSCd load.  

2. Comments:  
PPL:  To set its TSC rates, PPL projects class demand for the new period (i.e., next year) as a percentage of total demand based on the customer class demand patterns of the prior period (i.e., prior or historical year).  As a precursor to setting TSCd rates, PPL determines the percentage contribution that each DSP customer class contributes to each of five (5) peak load days in the prior year and averages them.  The average percent class contributions are then multiplied by the prior year’s peak to determine the typical class for a peak load day.  PPL then adjusts for its estimates based on its forecasts.  PPL then determines the annual percentage of demand-related components of the PJM transmission-related charges that will be assigned to each customer class for the full year.  PPL had no provision permitting a monthly adjustment.  PPL Comments in M‑2010‑2213754 at 3.

PPL asserts that it is bound, under the terms of the Lloyd Case and the Remand Settlement, to also use the historical demand allocation factors to reconcile the actual demand.  PPL asserts that the method of reconciling to the estimate was “agreed to by the representatives of the affected customer classes as part of the negotiations that resulted” in the Remand Settlement.  Further, PPL acknowledges that neither its tariff nor the Remand Settlement provided for or contemplated the impact of significant levels of shopping on the allocation of PJM TSC demand costs.  PPL Comments in M 2010 2213754 at 2 and 3.  
OCA:  OCA asserts that the use of the historical allocators for PPL’s 2010 reconciliation is “appropriate” because it is consistent with PPL’s current TSC rate setting methodology and the Remand Settlement.  OCA Comments at 2 and 3.  OCA asserts that a change now would be an unreasonable retroactive modification of established procedures approved by the Commission and retroactively change the rules.  OCA Comments at 2 and 3.  
OSBA:  OSBA asserts that reconciliation of TSC charges should be based on the same demand data for each of the EDC’s customer classes that were used by PJM to bill the EDC for Network Integration Transmission Service (NITS).  OSBA Comments at 3.  

PPLICA:  PPLICA contends that using fixed historical percentages to re-assign the actual transmission costs to each rate class in the reconciliation of prior period costs is inappropriate, given the increased customer shopping levels that occurred after January 1, 2010.  PPLICA argues that PPL’s method is inconsistent with PPL’s tariff and Paragraph 23(d) of the Remand Settlement and appears to result in interclass cost shifting.  PPLICA alleges that PPL’s method to establish and reconcile the retail TSC is illogical and only appeared to work adequately in prior years because few customers shopped; the low levels of shopping either masked how the methodology could result in interclass cost shifting or muted the effect.  PPLICA claims that historical period revenues and costs must be reconciled based on actual revenues received from each class during each month of the historical period and the actual costs incurred to provide transmission service to the customers from each class that purchased default service during each month of the historical period.  PPLICA Comments in M-2010-2213754 at 4 and 5.  
3.
Auditor’s Report
Having deferred review of the ALJ’s Recommended Decision and suspending the large C&I DSP customer class reconciliation submitted by PPL in March 2011, we called for an expedited audit of PPL’s reconciliation.  That 2010 TSC Audit Report will be made public concurrent with the entry of this order.  While acknowledging minor errors in PPL’s calculations, the report indicates that PPL intended to and did reconcile its 2010 TSCd using the same procedures that PPL had used in prior years.  Further, PPL intended to and did reconcile TSCd revenues to the estimate percentages of TSCd usage.  
4.
Analysis

From the inception of our consideration of PPL’s 2010 TSC reconciliation in December 2010, PPL and the other parties and the DSP customers have been on notice that this matter, as with all reconciliations, was subject to our review as to accuracy, correctness, justness, and reasonableness.  These considerations were reiterated in dealing with the revised reconciliation in March 2011, in the ALJ’s Recommended Decision, and in our order calling for comments and an expedited audit.  
In reviewing the comments of PPL, OCA, and OSBA, we find a recurring theme asserted by PPL and others, except PPLICA, that PPL has consistently in the past and is, therefore, currently required to reconcile its actual TSCd revenues to its projected estimates of what usage might be based on historical usage.  
To be clear, however, PJM does not require or specify the manner in which an EDC reconciles its transmission costs and revenues (nor can it).  PJM merely looks to the EDCs for payment for the transmission services rendered.  PJM does not bill TSC based on estimates of class-specific usage.  PPL calculates its peak load contribution (PLC) factor based on information that PPL receives from PJM in October of each year.  The PLC information reflects an EDC’s demand on the five peak coincidental demand days for a 12-month period December 1 through November 30 and is available in October of that year, based the assumption that November will not contain any peak demand days.  
PPL, OCA, and OSBA also assert that there was an agreement that PPL would reconcile its TSCd revenues to its projections of what usage might be based on historical usage.  We find that while this may have been these parties’ understanding of how the reconciliation was to be computed, PPLICA disputes this understanding., Further, there is no document that expressly sets forth this claimed understanding or agreement as to the appropriate reconciliation methodology.  On the other hand, there appears to be language to the contrary in the Remand Settlement, as explained by the ALJ and approved by the Commission:  “As set forth in PPL Electric’s direct testimony on remand, the actual costs and revenues by customer class will be reconciled, and amounts will be refunded or recouped, with interest, on a kWh basis through the TSC E-factor.”  July 25, 2007 Order, *4, citing PPL Stmt. Remand-1, p.5.
What we do find, consistent with the 2010 TSC Audit Report being released concurrent with this order, is that PPL has reconciled actual TSCd usage to its historical estimates of TSCd usage and implemented reconciliation riders to conform the billing to the estimates of usage, as opposed to actual usage.  Further, PPL used this method for 2008 and 2009 transmission costs.  We also note that there were no challenges to the prior reconciliations, but there was little difference between estimated TSCd usage and actual TSCd usage for those periods.
PPL, OCA, and OSBA assert that it is unreasonable to change reconciliation methods after the period being reconciled.  PPLICA conversely asserts that it is unreasonable to use PPL’s prior reconciliation method for 2010 TSCd because it is now apparent that the method does not match actual costs to actual revenues.  PPL has been reconciling to the estimates for the two years since the Remand Settlement was approved by the Commission.  In our opinion, PPL could have changed its method of reconciliation, but it chose not to.  
Finally, and most critically, PPL, OCA, and OSBA assert that changing a reconciliation process after the close of the period being reconciled is impermissible retroactive ratemaking.  In contrast, PPLICA argues that changing the reconciliation method is not retroactive ratemaking but rather would eliminate the cross-class subsidies that resulted from a flawed reconciliation process.  
Changing the reconciliation process, however, would not be impermissible retroactive ratemaking because it would not result in any change to the base rates charged under PPL’s tariff based upon updated or revised costs.  A Section 1307(e) reconciliation process does not substitute updated or revised costs for the purpose of setting new base rates; rather, the reconciliation process ensures that actual costs are matched to actual revenues pursuant to the automatic adjustment clause.  Neither PPL nor any other Party has asserted that PPL either experienced a shortfall or collected a windfall from customers compared to what it paid PJM for TSCd for 2010.  Its tariff rates produced sufficient revenue to pay for 2010 TSCd.  However, using the process that PPL used in 2008 and 2009, while arguably flawed, for 2010 results in consistency over the years that PPL has used this reconciliation process.  
It is our statutory mandate to examine reconciliations of revenues generated by jurisdictional rates to ensure they are just and reasonable.  Part of our just and reasonable analysis is the consideration of whether a reconciliation method provides appropriate price signals in terms of prospective and reconciliation rates.  To the extent that a reconciliation process protects the utility from under-collections stemming from mistakes it makes in its estimates that underlay the rates it charges for pass-through costs, so must the reconciliation process also protect the customers from the utility’s overcollection mistakes or inter-class cross subsidies.  
Through the reconciliation process, the Commission seeks to ensure that a utility is made whole while protecting the ratepayer from overcharges resulting from the inaccuracy of the utility's estimates made in setting the rates.  See, for example, Dominion Retail, Inc. v. Pa. PUC, 831 A.2d 810 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2003).  In this regard, the reconciliation performed by PPL does keep PPL whole with respect to 2010 TSC costs and revenues.  The issue is whether it also protects PPL customers from unreasonable inter-class subsidies and ensures that PPL customers are billed at tariff rates.
IV.
Resolutions 


There are three open matters.  The first, PPL’s use of 2009 historical allocators for its reconciliation of 2010 TSCd revenue, will be resolved herein.  The second is the disbursal of the refunds to large C&I customers previously suspended by the Commission’s May 25, 2011 order at Docket No. M-2011-2239805, and the third is disbursal of the FERC settlement refunds referenced in PPL’s June 7, 2013 petition, also at Docket No. M-2011-2239805.  The latter two will be partially resolved, but also referred to OALJ for preparation of a recommended decision relative to the particulars of the refunds such as:  correct amounts to be refunded, interest calculations, timing of refunds, customers receiving the refunds, and customers that cannot be located.
A.
Resolution of the 2010 TSCd Reconciliation

We note that, on a going forward basis, we are addressing various methods of reconciling TSC charges in a generic proceeding at Docket No. M-2011-2239714.  Parties in that forward-looking proceeding have generally advocated against the use of historical allocators in reconciliations and, instead, support the computation of TSCd costs based on actual monthly TSC demand.  However, there are a number of other complex factors that must be considered to determine, in this proceeding, whether there should be a retroactive change to the TSC demand allocation method used the PPL.    
In particular, we note the following factors: the ending of rate caps for PPL and its effects on customer class size and demand responsibility, a prior FERC rate decrease, a subsequent PPL rate increase, an administrative error selecting an appropriate demand allocation database, significantly disproportionate customer migration, the expectation that market predictions would be as accurate as they had been in the past, and the lack of specificity in the PPL tariff.  All of these factors have combined to mask, while nonetheless exacerbating, the implications of using historical allocators for reconciliation.  
This has been a protracted proceeding, with elements of the inquiry beginning in 2004.  While the parties to the 2007 settlement did contemplate and document a requirement to match actual costs with actual revenues, the lack of significant disproportionate shopping in 2008 and 2009 masked the way the reconciliation formulas were actually working.  Further, without the error of using the 2008 allocators for 2010 TSCd, the practice and the implications of using of historical allocators rather than actual costs and revenues in reconciliations might never have come to light.  
Based upon our consideration of these circumstances and, in particular, PPL’s prior use of its reconciliation method in 2008 and 2009 without objection and the ambiguity of the precise reconciliation method to be used, we agree with OCA that the 2010 reconciliation method used by PPL should remain in place.  Moreover, in that absence of clear Commission direction heretofore, it would not be reasonable to change the reconciliation method used by PPL on a retroactive basis.  Accordingly, we shall permit PPL to leave in place the 2010 reconciliation based on historical estimates of transmission usage, and we shall approve, therefore, PPL’s use of the 2009 historical allocators in the March 2011 recalculation of its 2010 TSC costs and revenues, consistent with the audit at D-2011-2238984 being released in conjunction with this order.  

To the extent that the February 2011 Recommended Decision is consistent with this analysis, it is adopted.
B.
Resolution of Suspended Funds 
These are the second and third issues being addressed in this order:  disbursal of the refunds to large C&I customers that were previously suspended by the Commission’s May 25, 2011 order at Docket No. M-2011-2239805, and disbursal of the FERC settlement refunds referenced in PPL’s June 7, 2013 petition, also at Docket No. M-2011-2239805. 

There are three methods that we have considered in the past to handle large refunds:

· Refund in one period using a class rider.

· Amortize over time and refund using rider.  

· Refund to specific customers.

Based on our consideration of each of these options, discussed below, we believe that refunding the suspended funds to the specific customers that paid the funds is the most reasonable approach.  Further, it is consistent with the approach advocated by both PPL and PPLICA.
Refund in one period using a class rider:  PPL’s Competition Bridge Plan provides that over- and under-collections will be refunded to or recouped from the remaining DSP customers in a given customer class.    This would be consistent with a refund in one period using a class rider that affects anyone moving into the class.  PPL, however, did not address how to handle a refund or recoupment of a flawed reconciliation in its Bridge Plan.
It is clear from the statements of PPL, and from the Auditor’s Report, that these suspended amounts are not an ordinary over/under reconciliation.  Rather, it is, at least in part, a correction of an error entirely attributable to PPL; PPL reconciled to the wrong year regardless of the issue of current or estimated usage.  Indeed, it is more in the nature of a billing error correction than reconciliation.  Further, the dollar value of the errors is likely to be large on per-kWh and per-customer bases.  It would not likely be a minor portion of a customer bill but rather enough to affect shopping decisions if it were spread among all current customers in the large C&I DSP customer classes.  Relative to the change in FERC rates, a refund that would be likely to distort shopping decisions is not conducive to shopping.  Accordingly, we find that applying the terms of PPL’s Bridge Plan inappropriate because the suspended amount should not serve as a market-distorting price signal in and of itself.  
Amortize over time and refund using rider:  This is essentially the approach we used in Pa. PUC v. PPL, 55 P.U.R.4th 185 (1983).  That case involved a two percent (2%) overcollection by PPL of deferred income taxes due to a reduction of the corporate income tax rate from 48% to 46%.  The issues were whether the 2% should be returned to ratepayers, and if so, over what period.  We determined that “Commission policy in past rate cases had been to amortize the 2% overcollection back to ratepayers over five years” and that a five-year amortization period was appropriate.  We reasoned that a five-year period was not unreasonably burdensome to the utility and provided at least a limited degree of assurance that customers originally assessed at the 48% per cent rate would still be customers when the refund is ultimately made.

However, in the wake of competitive supply that now exists in the market place, we have less assurance now that DSP customers who were over-billed will still be DSP customers throughout a five-year refund period.  Further, the amount of the suspended funds and the current small size of the Large C&I DSP customer class have the potential to result in a refund rider sizable enough, even if amortized over five years, to produce the same type of market-distorting price signal we sought to avoid in suspending the funds initially and as discussed above relative to a one-period class refund rider.  Accordingly, we find that this type of refund rider is similarly inappropriate.  
Refund to specific customers:  As was discussed above, because part of the refund stems from an error that resembles a billing error (i.e., use of the 2008 historical allocators), and part of the refund results in a change in FERC rates that were implemented specifically subject to investigation and refund, we prefer this option.  
This refund will be subject to legal interest consistent with interest on billing error refunds.  66 Pa. C.S. § 1312.  PPL is not permitted to recover any costs, either principal, interest, or administrative, associated with this refund process as it is correcting its billing error and refunding revenues already collected.  PPL has already recovered the principal that forms the suspended funds based on the reconciliation rider effective January 1, 2011, through May 31, 2011, and based on the FERC rates that were implemented pursuant to the investigation and refund.  
We recognize that this resolution may present difficulties given the possibility of further calculation error and potential confusion over the identity and location of affected customers, but any error that affects an entire class presents similar issues upon correction.  It is unclear from the pleadings and supporting data on file whether the amounts suspended by the May 25, 2011 order are separate from or part of the FERC settlement refunds referenced in PPL’s June 7, 2013 petition and, further, how much is due to each Large C&I DSP customer class and to each specific customer.  We refer these factual issues to OALJ for hearing and decision.
Accordingly, within thirty (30) days of entry of this order, PPL shall file the necessary schedules and plan to refund the overcollection, consistent with this Order and 66 Pa. C.S. § 1312.  Said filing will include supporting spreadsheets, schedules, and documentation, in sufficient detail to verify the calculations and permit documentation and delineation of the repayment of the funds currently suspended pursuant to the Commission’s May 25, 2011 order and the funds associated with the FERC rate reduction owed to PPL’s Large C&I-Primary and Large C&I-Transmission customer classes.  That filing will be referred to the Office of the Administrative Law Judge to adjudicate any disagreement among the parties relative to matters such as: the amount of funds in question, interest on the overcollections, timing of refunds, identity and location of the customers involved, and customers that cannot be found.  
To the extent that this Order does not specifically resolve an issue raised by PPLICA, or the statutory advocates relative to the calculation of refunds and identification of the parties due the refunds ordered herein, those issues may be raised before the ALJ.  
VI. 
Conclusion

Based upon our consideration of the issues and parties’ positions, we shall permit PPL to leave in place the 2010 reconciliation based on 2009 historical estimates of TSCd usage.  Issues of that 2010 reconciliation reflect the end of rate caps for PPL, a rate increase, an error selecting databases, disproportionate customer migration, the expectation that market predictions would be as accurate as they had been in the past, and the lack of specificity in PPL’s tariff.  All these combined to exacerbate the shortcomings of using historical allocators for reconciliation.  The Investigation re Transmission Service Charge (TSC) Reconciliation Methods, at Docket No. M‑2011‑2239714 will address TSC reconciliations generically on a going-forward basis.
PPL shall file a refund plan and supporting documentation, schedules, and spreadsheet, consistent with this order, for refund of the funds currently suspended pursuant to the Commission’s May 25, 2011 order and the funds associated with the FERC rate reduction owed to PPL’s Large C&I-Primary and Large C&I- Transmission customer classes.  These refund calculations and the process will be clearly delineated by PPL and evaluated by the OALJ who will resolve any disputes as to the amounts and sources, interest calculations, identities of recipients, and timing for the refunds, consistent with this order and, in particular, whether the amounts suspended by the May 25, 2011 order are separate from or part of the FERC settlement refunds referenced in PPL’s June 7, 2013 petition.  
We shall accept in part, reject in part, and modify in part the February 2011 Recommended Decision, consistent with this order; THEREFORE, 

IT IS ORDERED: 

1.
That PPL Electric Utilities Corp.’s use of 2009 historical allocators to calculate its 2010 revised Transmission Service Charge reconciliation is accepted, consistent with this Order and the Auditor’s Report of PPL’s Section 1307(e) statements for TSC costs and TSC revenues for the five months ended April 30, 2011, and the 12 months ended November 30, 2010, at Docket No. D‑2011‑2238984.

2.  
That the Auditor’s Report of PPL’s Section 1307(e) statements for TSC costs and TSC revenues for the five months ended April 30, 2011, and the 12 months ended November 30, 2010, at Docket No. D-2011-2238984, is accepted and made public.
3.
That the Recommended Decision of Administrative Law Judge Susan D. Colwell, issued February 2011, is modified consistent with this order.
4.
That PPL Electric Utilities Corp. shall file, within thirty (30) days of entry of this Order, a refund plan, with supporting spreadsheets, schedules, and documentation, to repay the currently suspended funds owed to the large commercial and industrial-primary and large commercial and industrial-transportation default service pool customer classes, consistent with this Order.  Said filing shall be served on the parties to this proceeding and referred to the Office of Administrative Law Judge for hearing and decision.  
5.
That PPL Electric Utilities Corp. provide its refund plan and supporting spreadsheets, schedules, and documentation electronically in Word®-compatible format to Louise Fink Smith, finksmith@pa.gov, and Shaun Sparks, shsparks@pa.gov, in the Commission’s Law Bureau, Anthony Rametta, arametta@pa.gov, in the Commission’s Bureau of Technical Services, and Lori Burger, lburger@pa.gov, in the Commission’s Bureau of Audits.
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BY THE COMMISSION







Rosemary Chiavetta,







Secretary

(SEAL)

ORDER ADOPTED:  August 15, 2013
ORDER ENTERED: August 15, 2013
�  Large C&I-P customers use Rate Schedule (RS) LP-4 for large general service supplied from available lines of three phase 12,470 volts or single phase 7,200 volts when the customer furnishes and maintains all equipment necessary to transform energy from line voltage.  (After 2005, PPL no longer accepted applications for 7,200 volt service in this RS.)  





   Large C&I-T customers use RSs L5S, LP-4, or LPEP.  RS LP-5 covers large general service supplied from available lines of three phase, 60 Hertz service, 69,000 volts or higher, with the customer furnishing and maintaining all equipment necessary to transform energy from line voltage.  RS LPEP, closed to new applications as of 2000, covers electric propulsion service from high voltage lines of 69,000 volts or higher, when the customer furnishes and maintains all equipment necessary to transform energy from line voltage.  


�  PPL also submitted its Final GSC reconciliation report for the same period.  PPL’s GSC reconciliation process, not at issue herein, is addressed in Lloyd v. PPL, C�2011�2245906, and PPL Proposed GSC-1 for 6/1/ 2011 through 8/31/2011, M�2011�2243137 (March 2, 2011), and Auditor’s Report on PPL’s GSC for Five Months Ended 5/312011, and 12 Months ended 12/31/2010, D-2011-2238985 (to be released in conjunction with the 2010 TSC Audit Report at D-2238984).  PPL’s December 14, 2010 filings revised the December 10, 2010 TSC and GSC reconciliations.


�  In March 2011, PPL discovered that it had used 2008 historical allocators in error for the December 2010 filings.  PPL had intended to use 2009 historical allocators for the December 2010 filings. 


�  BI&E now handles investigatory and prosecutory functions in rate cases.


�  See 2010 TSC Reconciliation at D-2011-2238984. 


�  See 2010 GSC Reconciliation at D-2011-2238985.


�  Further, at Investigation re TSC Reconciliation Methods, M-2011-2239714, we instituted a generic TSCd reconciliation inquiry.  We also anticipate instituting Default Service Reconciliation Interim Guidelines, M-2012-2314313.


�  PPL Electric Utilities Corporation Final Calculation of 2011/2012 Transmission Service Charge: Docket No. M-2011-2239805 at Schedule A, line 5, filed May 13, 2011; PPL Electric Utilities Corporation Revised Final Calculation of 2011/2012 Transmission Service Charge: Docket No. M-2011-2239805 at Schedule A, line 5, filed May 26, 2011.


�  The 2010 GSC Auditor Report, at D-2011-2238985, is being separately considered in conjunction with our consideration of this order and the 2010 TSC Audit Report at D-2011-2238984.


� Petition of PPL Electric Utilities Corporation For Approval To Refund Certain Transmission Service Charges, Docket No. M-2011-2239805, filed June 7, 2013 at 4.


�  These percentages were provided by PPL in its revised reconciliation report filed in March 2011.


�  Staff calculated these percentages based on information that PPL submitted.  


�  As noted above, we also suspended the error-correcting refund to the large C&I DSP customer classes.  Those suspended funds are the subject of the second question in this matter.  Even though the large C&I DSP customer classes are owed a refund due to the errors in the December 2010 filing, they have still been charged by PPL for the cost of 16.4% of the total 2010 TSCd when they only used 2.5% of the total TSCd load for 2010.
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