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FINAL ORDER
BY THE COMMISSION

On June 19, 2014, the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) entered a Tentative Order, proposing to approve PPL Electric Utilities Corporation (PPL or Company) universal service and energy conservation plan (USECP or Plan) for 2014 through 2016, and requesting comments on the contents of the proposed Plan.  The Office of Consumer Advocate (OCA), the Coalition for Affordable Utility Services and Energy Efficiency in Pennsylvania (CAUSE-PA), the Commission on Economic Opportunity (CEO), and PPL filed comments and reply comments.  We have considered the comments filed by the parties and direct that PPL submit a Revised 2014-2016 Plan, consistent with this Order, for the reasons described herein.

I.  BACKGROUND

	The Electricity Generation Customer Choice and Competition Act (Electric Competition Act), 66 Pa.C.S. §§ 2801-2812, became effective on January 1, 1997.  The primary purpose of this legislation was to introduce competition into the retail electric generation market.  The Act established standards and procedures for the restructuring of the electric utility industry.  While opening up the electric generation market to competition, the Act also include several provisions relating to universal service to ensure that electric service remains available to all customers in the Commonwealth. 

	The universal service provisions of the Competition Act, among other things, tie the affordability of electric service to a customer’s ability to maintain utility service.  The Competition Act defines “universal service and energy conservation” as the policies, practices and services that help low-income customers maintain utility service.  The term includes customer assistance programs, usage reduction programs, service termination protections and consumer education.  66 Pa.C.S. § 2803.  Section 2802(10) of the Act commits the Commission to continuing, at a minimum, the policies, practices and services that were in existence as of the effective date of the law.  66 Pa.C.S. § 2802(10).  Finally, the Act requires the Commission to ensure that universal service and energy conservation services are appropriately funded and available in each electric distribution territory.  66 Pa.C.S. § 2804(9).

	To help meet the requirements imposed by the Competition Act, the Commission established the Universal Service and Energy Conservation Reporting Requirements (USEC Reporting Requirements) at 52 Pa. Code §§ 54.71-54.78.  These reporting requirements require each electric distribution company (EDC) serving more than 60,000 residential accounts to submit an updated universal service and energy conservation plan (USECP) every three years to the Commission for approval. 52 Pa. Code § 54.74.  Further, the Commission adopted its Customer Assistance Program (CAP) Policy Statement at 52 Pa. Code §§ 69.261-69.267.  Although the Competition Act does not define “affordability,” the Commission’s Policy Statement provides guidance on affordable payments.  52 Pa. Code §§ 69.261-69.267.  The Commission balances the interests of customers who benefit from the programs with the interests of the customers who pay for the programs.  See Final Investigatory Order on CAPs: Funding Levels and Cost Recovery Mechanisms, Docket No. M-00051923 (Dec. 18, 2006), (Final CAP Investigatory Order), at 6-7.
	At the end of 2012, PPL reported having approximately 1,215,950 residential electric customers.  2012 Report on Universal Service Programs & Collections Performance at 7.  As of June 30, 2014, PPL reported to the Commission’s Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS) that there were 37,796 residential customers enrolled in its CAP (OnTrack) program.

II. HISTORY

	PPL’s most recent prior plan was its 2011-2013 Plan, filed with the Commission on June 1, 2010, at PPL USECP for 2011-2013, Docket No. M-2010-2179796.  On September 24, 2010, the Commission granted Petitions by the Sustainable Energy Fund (SEF) and Eric Epstein to intervene and transferred the proceeding to OALJ for hearing and issuance of a Recommended Decision.  

	On February 18, 2011, a Joint Petition for Settlement (Settlement) of all issues related to PPL’s 2011-2013 Plan was filed with OALJ.  Petitioners in the Settlement were PPL, OCA, CEO, the Commission’s Office of Trial Staff (now the Commission’s Bureau of Investigation and Enforcement), Ms. Koons, and Mr. Epstein.  In the Settlement, PPL agreed to: 

· Set the annual credit allowance for customers in its CAP, entitled OnTrack, to $2,160 for electric heating customers and $850 for non-heating customers.

· Evaluate CAP customers who reach 80% of their annual CAP credits for weatherization services or energy education under its Low Income Usage Reduction Program (LIURP), entitled the Winter Relief Assistance Program (WRAP).

· Conduct an analysis of the four (4) OnTrack payment options and submit a report to all parties in the Settlement within three (3) months of the Commission’s final approval of PPL’s 2011-2013 Plan.  The analysis was to include the number of customers, average payment amount, and default rate for each OnTrack payment option.

· Work collaboratively with CEO on the in-home energy display pilot.  

· Withdraw its plan to expand the WRAP income guidelines up to 250% of the Federal Poverty Income Guidelines (FPIG).

· Include a description in its 2011-2013 Plan of its efforts to coordinate WRAP with other low-income weatherization programs.

· Meet with Area Agencies on Aging to discuss the Company’s programs and services for its low-income customers.

As an attachment to the Settlement, PPL included a revised 2011-2013 Plan consistent with the settlement provisions.  

	On March 4, 2011, OALJ issued a decision recommending that the Commission approve the Settlement and the proposed amended 2011-2013 Plan.  On May 5, 2011, the Commission entered an Order approving the Settlement and the proposed amended 2011-2013 Plan, and ordered PPL to file and serve copies of the amended Plan.  

	On May 11, 2011, PPL filed its amended 2011-2013 Plan as Appendix A to its tariff No. 201.  See PPL’s. Supplement No. 105 to Tariff No. 201, filed at Docket No. M‑2010-2179796.  

	On November 3, 2011, at Docket No. M-2010-2179796, PPL filed revised pages of its 2011-2013 Plan to include a description of its CAP Plus program, which had previously been approved by the Commission in its order approving a Joint Petition for Partial Settlement that allowed PPL to increase its rates.  See Pa. PUC, et al. v. PPL, Docket No. R-2010-2161694 (December 21, 2010).  These pages had been “inadvertently omitted” from the May 11, 2011 compliance filing.  

	On November 22, 2011, Ms. Koons filed a Petition and Complaint to Stay the Modification of PPL’s 2011-2013 Plan in response to PPL’s November 3, 2011 filing.  Ms. Koons challenged the inclusion of CAP Plus in the 2011-2013 Plan because it was not part of the Settlement provisions approved by the Commission on May 5, 2011.  On December 1, 2011, the Commission entered an Opinion and Order denying Ms. Koons’ Petition to Stay and referred the remaining issues in Ms. Koons’ Complaint to the OALJ for a Recommended Decision.  

	On February 24, 2012, PPL and Ms. Koons submitted a Joint Petition for Settlement of All Issues (Joint Petition) to resolve Ms. Koons’ outstanding Petition.  In the Joint Petition, PPL agreed to implement CAP Plus by calculating the monthly CAP Plus payment amount by dividing the previous year’s total amount of Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) cash grants received by OnTrack participants by the number of active OnTrack participants and dividing that number by 12 months.  PPL also agreed to conduct an analysis of the effect of CAP Plus on energy burden levels for OnTrack customers and exclude the CAP Plus amount when applying a LIHEAP credit balance.[footnoteRef:1]  On March 12, 2012, OALJ issued a decision recommending that the Commission approve the Joint Petition and close Docket No. M-2010-2179796.  The Commission adopted the OALJ decision and marked the docket closed on May 24, 2012.  [1:  On April 10, 2014, the Commonwealth Court ruled that the PUC had the authority to authorize a similar CAP Plus as part of Columbia’s CAP program.  PCOC v. PA PUC, 89 A.3rd 338 (Pa. Cmwlth. Ct., 2014).] 


	In compliance with Commission regulations, PPL submitted its Proposed 2014-2016 Plan on June 3, 2013.  On June 19, 2014, the Commission entered a Tentative Order, tentatively approving PPL’s Proposed Plan for 2014-2016 and requesting comments on the Proposed Plan.  OCA, CAUSE-PA, CEO, and PPL individually filed Comments on July 9, 2014.  CAUSE-PA and PPL individually filed Reply Comments on July 21, 2014.

	On August 6, 2014, PPL filed and served supplemental information to topics addressed in the Tentative Order (PPL Supplemental), including an updated needs assessment for each of its Universal Service programs, revised OnTrack enrollment projections, and estimates related to system changes.  CAUSE-PA filed Comments to PPL’s supplemental information on August 15, 2014.  

III. DISCUSSION

	The General Assembly has acknowledged the importance of helping low income customers maintain utility service, and the Competition Act requires the Commission to continue, at a minimum, the same level and nature of consumer protection policies and services that were in place at the time the Competition Act became effective.  66 Pa. C.S. § 2802(10).  Under the Competition Act, universal service programs are subject to the administrative oversight of the Commission, which must ensure that the utilities run the programs in a cost-effective manner.  66 Pa. C.S. § 2804(9).  The Commission balances the interests of customers who benefit from the universal service programs with the interests of the customers who pay for the programs.[footnoteRef:2]  Although the Competition Act does not define “affordability,” the Commission’s CAP Policy Statement provides guidance on setting affordable payments. [2:   See Final CAP Investigatory Order, at 6-7.] 


	As detailed in the following paragraphs, PPL’s Plan partially complies with applicable provisions of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa. C.S. §§ 101, et seq., Commission regulations and Commission policy statements.  The Proposed 2014-2016 Plan, as supplemented by PPL, contains all of the components included in the definition of universal service at 66 Pa. C.S. §§ 2202 and 2803, which mandate that universal service programs be available in each large EDC service territory and that the programs be appropriately funded.  Further, this Plan meets the submission and content obligations of the USEC Reporting Requirements at 52 Pa. Code § 54.74 the Low Income Usage Reduction Program (LIURP) regulations at 52 Pa. Code §§ 58.1-58.18 and the CAP Policy Statement at 52 Pa. Code §§ 69.261-69.267.  However, as will be discussed below, there are some further revisions required as raised in the Tentative Order or in comments thereto.

IV. CONTENTS OF UNIVERSAL SERVICE PLAN 

A. Requirements

The USEC Reporting Requirements at 52 Pa. Code §§ 54.74(b) require electric utilities to include the following information for each component of their universal service plans:  
· Program description
· Eligibility criteria
· Projected needs assessment
· Projected enrollment levels
· Program budget
· Plans to use community-based organizations
· Organizational structures
· Explanation of differences between the approved Plan and implementation of that Plan

The following sections provide a summary of the information provided by PPL Energy regarding the contents of its Proposed 2014-2016 Plan. 

B. Differences between the Proposed 2014-2016 Plan and the 2011-2013 Plan

With the exception of changes specifically addressed in this order, the Commission approves PPL’s proposed changes to its Universal Service program in its Proposed 2014-2016 Plan.  The changes were:

1. OnTrack

PPL listed several changes for OnTrack in 2014-2016 compared to its last three year Plan:
· Eliminating Annualized Average and Percent of Income as payment plan options for OnTrack customers.  Customers may now be enrolled in one of three payment plans:  Percent of Bill, Minimum Payment, and Agency Selected.
· Electric shopping choices made by OnTrack customers in the Percent of Bill and Minimum Payment plan options will automatically be taken into account by the PPL system in calculating the OnTrack payment amount set at application and recertification.  Customers in the Agency Selected payment plan option will still require manual computations.
· Recertification will now occur every 18 months, instead of the previous 12 month schedule.  
· The time period for arrearage forgiveness will no longer depend on the amount of the OnTrack customer’s arrearages.  Arrearages will be forgiven at the rate of 1/18th per month for each month in which a timely and full payment is made, regardless of pre-program arrearage amounts.  
· Customers no longer need a broken payment agreement to qualify for OnTrack.  Applicants now must have had at least one payment arrangement with the Company over the prior 12 months.
· At OnTrack enrollment, a customer does not have to provide proof of income if he/she previously received LIHEAP funds within the prior LIHEAP year.
· OnTrack customers no longer have to call PPL to inform the Company that a payment was sent in to stop termination or removal from the program.  The PPL system can now automatically credit defaulted OnTrack accounts if the payment is received on time.
· PPL has automated the printing and mailing of application materials to customers after receipt of an OnTrack referral.
· Households that report income that is less than their mortgage or rent and are not in fiscal distress are allowed to participate in OnTrack for a maximum of six months.  PPL refers to this time-limited enrollment period as OnTrack Lifestyle.  Customers in OnTrack Lifestyle are removed from the program if their financial situation has not changed after six months in the program.
· All OnTrack customers incur an additional monthly CAP Plus charge to offset the cost of the program.

2. Winter Relief Assistance Program (WRAP)

	PPL listed several changes for WRAP in 2014-2016 compared to its last three year plan:

· If an apartment building contains at least three (3) units, at least 50% of the tenants must be eligible for all tenants to receive WRAP services.  The previous Plan required 66% of tenants to qualify for WRAP before service could be authorized.

· If a landlord refuses WRAP, PPL will offer limited baseload services, an energy education session, or an energy-saving kit through WRAP or E-Power Wise (Act 129).

· PPL will only offer baseload or low-cost WRAP services for an electrically-heated home over 3,000 square feet that is not likely to be sold to a low-income customer.
 
· Eliminate $200 comfort and safety allowance for baseload WRAP jobs.

· Eliminate solar water heating maintenance as an approved WRAP service.  Contractors must install a heat pump water heater when the site meets the criteria for replacement.

· Contractors can exceed the shell allowance for attic insulation, air sealing, and electric heating equipment repair.

· For full cost WRAP services, the amount contractors can spend on health and safety measures has been increased from $250 to $650.

· Contact information for remedial WRAP education will be included in letters sent to OnTrack customers who have reached 50% and 80% of their maximum CAP credit limit.

· PPL will provide seasonal education reminders to customers that receive WRAP measures.

· PPL has decreased the minimum number of inspections from 60% to 30% for full cost jobs completed.

· PPL will provide WRAP contractor training for conference sponsorships, specialty work, or Company-specific work.

· PPL will conduct bi-annual conference calls with gas utilities to improve coordination of weatherization services.

· PPL is hiring a third-party evaluator to weather-normalize WRAP data.  

· PPL will now use the audit date, rather than the installation date, as the date that segregates the pre and post analysis periods for WRAP.

3. Operation Help

	PPL reports no major changes to its Operation Help program in its Proposed 2014-2016 Plan compared to the approved 2011-2013 Plan.

4. Customer Assistance and Referral Evaluation Services (CARES)

	PPL reports no major changes to its CARES program in its Proposed 2014-2016 Plan compared to its approved 2011-2013 Plan.

C. Program Descriptions

	The PPL Plan contains four major components that help low income customers maintain utility service.  The four major components are as follows: (1) OnTrack, which provides discounted rates for low-income residential customers; (2) WRAP, which provides weatherization and usage reduction services to help low-income customers reduce their utility bills;(3) the Hardship Fund program, entitled Operation Help, which provides financial assistance to customers with hardships, inability to pay the full amount of their energy bills, and annual incomes at or below 200% of the FPIG; and (4) CARES, which provides referral services and account credits for customers experiencing a temporary hardship.  With these four programs in place, PPL’s Proposed 2014-2016 Plan meets the requirements of the Competition Act.

	In addition to our analysis of the Proposed 2014-2016 Plan, BCS also reviewed 434 informal complaints opened between January 2013 and January 2014 regarding PPL’s OnTrack program.  From this review, staff identified additional potential areas of concern and potential deficiencies inherent in PPL’s OnTrack program as detailed below.

1. OnTrack

OnTrack offers discounted electric bills to low-income customers who are not able to pay their electric service bills in full as recommended by the CAP Policy Statement at 52 Pa. Code § 69.264.  PPL funds the OnTrack program through residential base rates and a universal service fund surcharge.  In addition to reduced utility bills, OnTrack customers also receive the opportunity to have their pre-program arrearages completely forgiven within 18 months of entering the program.  Proposed 2014-2016 Plan – OnTrack at 1.

PPL’s OnTrack system calculates a customer’s bill using three separate payment options.  It then recommends the one closest to the customer’s annualized average payment calculation, identifying the payment amount that is closest to the customer’s ability to pay.  The three options are:

Option 1.  Minimum Payment = (Customer’s estimated monthly budget amount) – (maximum monthly CAP credit) + ($5 per month arrearage co-payment) + (CAP Plus).  Note: The maximum monthly CAP credit for PPL is $180/month for electric heat customers and $71/month for non-electric heat customers.

Option 2.  Percent of Bill = (Estimated monthly bill) X (Percent of Bill Amount in Table 1) + ($5 per month arrearage co-payment) + (CAP Plus).

Option 3.  Agency Selected = Same calculation used to determine Percent of Bill payment, but an additional discount is provided based on extenuating circumstances caused by the customer’s household and/or financial situation. 

Table 1
Payment Amounts for Percentage of Bill Payment Option  
	Income

	Percent of Bill Customer Charged

	0-50%	 FPIG
	50%

	51-	100%	 FPIG
	70%

	101-	150%	 FPIG
	80%



	All OnTrack payment plans include a CAP Plus charge.  This additional charge is used to offset program expenses for all residential ratepayers.  The amount of the CAP Plus charge can change annually based on the availability of federal funding for the LIHEAP program.  In 2011-2012, the monthly CAP Plus payment was $8; in 2012-2013, it was reduced to $5.  PPL calculates the monthly amount of the CAP Plus payment by “taking the total amount of LIHEAP funding received by OnTrack participants [in the previous year], dividing that dollar amount by the number of active OnTrack accounts as of September 30, and then dividing that annual amount by 12 months.”  Proposed 2014-2016 Plan – OnTrack at 6.  Since the Department of Welfare (DPW) prohibits the use of LIHEAP funds to offset the cost of utility CAP programs, PPL does not apply a customer’s LIHEAP cash grant toward CAP Plus charges.  Proposed 2014-2016 Plan – OnTrack at 6 & 15.

	To qualify for OnTrack, PPL customers must have household incomes at or below 150 % of the FPIG, be payment troubled (i.e., entered into a Company payment agreement within the last 12 months), have a source of income, and be a permanent resident in PPL’s Pennsylvania service territory.  Customers cannot be enrolled in the OnTrack program if they own multiple properties or own a rental unit in which they do not reside.  Proposed 2014-2016 Plan – OnTrack at 7. 

PPL customers applying for OnTrack, who report having an income less than or equal to their mortgage or rent, can temporarily be accepted into a special OnTrack program called OnTrack Lifestyle.  These customers are not required to provide supporting information to show how they can afford to pay their mortgage or rent and OnTrack bills. To make sure that customers report all household income and to prevent fraud, PPL will place that customer into the OnTrack Lifestyle program for up to six (6) months.  If the customer does not verify new and adequate income information during that time, they can no longer remain in the OnTrack Lifestyle program.  If the customer does provide adequate income information, they will be enrolled in the regular OnTrack program.  Proposed 2014-2016 Plan – OnTrack at 7‑8.  In an email sent to BCS on May 28, 2013, PPL confirmed that customers enrolled in OnTrack Lifestyle receive arrearage forgiveness for each on-time and in-full monthly payment.

	The minimum monthly payment in OnTrack is $30 for heating customers and $12 for non-heating customers.  OnTrack participants are encouraged to maintain or reduce their pre-program energy usage.  The 18-month CAP credit limit is set at $3,240 for electric heat customers and $1,275 for non-electric heat customers.  Proposed 2014-2016 Plan – OnTrack at 10.

	Removal from the OnTrack program may occur for one or more of the following reasons:

· Failure to make two consecutive OnTrack payments.  Customers may be reinstated in the program if they make up all missed payments within six (6) months of dismissal.  Proposed 2014-2016 Plan – OnTrack at 19.

· Exceeding the maximum allowable CAP credits.  Households who exceed their maximum CAP credits are removed from the program and are ineligible to re-apply for OnTrack until 18 months after their original enrollment date.  Proposed 2014-2016 Plan – OnTrack at 17.

· Failure to provide access to the household’s electric meter.  Household will remain ineligible for OnTrack until access to the meter is granted.  Proposed 2014-2016 Plan – OnTrack at 19.

· Failure to comply with WRAP.  Household will remain ineligible until the required WRAP action has been completed.  Proposed 2014-2016 Plan – OnTrack at 20.

· Failure to provide verification of income at recertification.  LIHEAP and SSI recipients are exempted.  Reinstatement in the program occurs when the household provides proof of income.  Proposed 2014-2016 Plan – OnTrack at 19.

· Failure to make payments while on a medical certification, as required by 52 PA Code §56.116.  Customers in these situations may be removed from OnTrack and placed on a regular payment agreement.  Proposed 2014-2016 Plan – OnTrack at 17-18.

· “Graduating” from the OnTrack program.  An OnTrack household graduates from the program when all pre-program arrearages have been forgiven and the Company determines the household is able to maintain a regular payment agreement or budget bill payment.  OnTrack graduates are eligible to reapply one year after their removal date.  Proposed 2014-2016 Plan – OnTrack at 7.

a.  Electric Shopping

	OnTrack customers have the ability to shop for an electric generation supplier (EGS).  Shopping choices resulting in higher or lower energy costs than PPL’s price-to-compare will be reflected in the household’s OnTrack payments at the 18 month recertification period.  Both the Percent of Bill and Minimum payment options will be recalculated to reflect the lower or higher energy costs incurred by the OnTrack customer during the prior 18 months.  Customers who remain in the Agency Selected Plan will have OnTrack payments based on the previous 12 months.  Customers who shop for electricity will obtain reduced or increased OnTrack payments based on whether they paid more or less for energy than the price charged by PPL.  Proposed 2014-2016 Plan – OnTrack at 15-16.

1. Comments: CAUSE-PA requests that the Commission withhold approval on PPL’s CAP shopping plan until the Commonwealth Court has ruled whether the PUC has the authority to place price restrictions on EGSs:

Whether the Commission has the authority to limit the prices charged by EGSs who voluntarily agree to serve CAP customers is the subject of two appeals pending before the Commonwealth Court.  See CAUSE-PA et al. v. Pa. P.U.C., Docket No. 445 C.D. 2014 and McCloskey v. Pa. P.U.C., Docket No. 596 C.D. 2014.  In light of these pending appeals, CAUSE-PA submits that the Commission should hold in abeyance any determination about whether it has the authority to impose price restrictions on EGSs who voluntarily serve PPL’s OnTrack customers.


CAUSE-PA Comments at 16.

	OCA notes that PPL’s previous CAP shopping structure allowed OnTrack participants to see the benefit or harm of electric shopping decisions right away.  Under PPL’s new CAP shopping policy, OnTrack customers will be unable to see the consequences of their shopping decisions until the OnTrack payment is re-calculated at the conclusion of the 18-month recertification period.  OCA Comments at 9-11.  OCA requests that PPL’s CAP shopping be reviewed in an on-the-record proceeding to “determine the level of shopping that CAP customers are engaging in, the impact of such shopping decisions on the CAP customer, and the impact of such shopping on the costs of the CAP credit borne by other customers.”  OCA Comments at 9.

2. Reply Comments: PPL explains that “the primary impact of high supplier prices for OnTrack customers is to increase the ‘burn rate’ of CAP credits.”  PPL Reply Comments at 11.  However, PPL reports that only approximately 2% of OnTrack customers have exceeded their CAP credits limits in the past 4 years.  Under its new CAP shopping procedure, the system will revise the OnTrack payment agreement at recertification based on the choices made by the OnTrack shopper.  To keep customers informed of the impact of their shopping choices, PPL will display the EGS’s price per kWh on OnTrack bills beginning in August 2014.[footnoteRef:3]  PPL Reply Comments at 11-12.  The Company argues that CAP shopping issues are beyond the scope of a utility’s three-year USECP and should not be addressed on a company-by-company basis.  PPL Reply Comments at 11.    [3:  On August 4, 2014, PPL informed BCS via email that the EGS price began appearing on OnTrack customer bills effective July 25, 2014.  PPL advised that:
The price will not appear on the bill under two scenarios: 1) EGSs don’t submit their charges to PPL on time (this happens from time to time); and 2) there are two suppliers who offer step rates (i.e., one price for X amount of kWh and Y price for the remaining kWh).  PPL’s billing system currently cannot handle the bill presentation of these step rates.
In the email, PPL estimated that 50% of OnTrack participants currently shop for electricity. ] 


3. Resolution: Addressing CAP shopping issues is beyond the scope of a utility’s three year USECP.  The Commission is not persuaded to address any changes to electric shopping for OnTrack customers through this Final Order.  PPL should propose any changes to its CAP shopping plan within its Default Service Program and Procurement Plan Petition at Docket No. P-2012-2302074.  Accordingly, approval herein relative to PPL’s USECP is not an approval of matters relating to shopping by PPL’s OnTrack customers.

b.  Payment troubled

	As described above, PPL customers must be payment troubled to qualify for OnTrack.  In its 2011-2013 Plan, PPL had defined payment troubled as “default[ing on] one or more payment agreements in a12-month period.”  PPL 2011-2013 Plan (OnTrack) at 9.  In our review of 434 informal complaints related to OnTrack, we found 16 instances where customers, otherwise eligible for OnTrack, were denied because they did not have a defaulted payment agreement within the past 12 months.  Many of these complaints were resolved after the customer eventually defaulted on a payment plan and became eligible for OnTrack.

	In its Proposed 2014-2016 Plan, PPL has changed its definition of “payment troubled” as “having entered into a payment agreement within the last 12 months.”  Proposed 2014-2016 Plan – OnTrack at 7.  In the Tentative Order, the Commission commended PPL for this change in OnTrack eligibility.  This will allow many PPL customers who struggle to maintain their payment agreements to receive the benefits of OnTrack; especially PPL’s elderly population.  As noted in a 2008 evaluation of PPL’s Universal Service programs by the Applied Public Policy Research Institute for Study and Evaluation (APPRISE), elderly customers were found to be underrepresented in OnTrack.  APPRISE suggests that many of these elderly customers are ineligible for OnTrack because they are more likely to pay their utility bills at the expense of other necessities.  2008 APPRISE Final Evaluation Report at 125.  

There were no objections to this aspect of the proposed USECP.  Accordingly, we approve this change to PPL’s OnTrack eligibility requirements, consistent with our prior discussion in the Tentative Order.

c.  Removing customers from OnTrack for exceeding CAP credit limits

	As noted above, OnTrack customers are removed from the program if they exceed their maximum allowable CAP credits.  Once removed from the program, these customers must wait until 18 months after their original enrollment date to re-apply for OnTrack.  In the interim, these customers become responsible for paying the full balance of their arrears in addition to their monthly electric bill.  

	In our review of 434 informal complaints regarding OnTrack, we found 104 instances where customers reported being removed from OnTrack after exceeding their maximum CAP credits.  Many of these customers were placed onto payment arrangements that included their monthly electric bill plus an additional payment toward existing arrears.  These customers remained ineligible to re-apply for OnTrack until the 12 month anniversary of their enrollment date.  The Commission is concerned that customers removed from OnTrack for exceeding CAP credits are receiving unaffordable monthly bills.  In addition, because PPL is proposing to extend its OnTrack recertification period from 12 to 18 months, these customers would now have to wait an additional six months to re-apply for OnTrack.  

	OnTrack customers receive more than just discounted electric bills while they are enrolled in the program.  They also benefit from having all pre-program arrearages frozen and a portion of this amount forgiven for each on-time and in-full monthly payment. 

	Once OnTrack customers exceed CAP credit limits, their pre-program arrears become “unfrozen,” and customers must then pay a monthly installment on arrears in addition to their monthly electric bill.  If these customers could remain in OnTrack and pay the full monthly budget amount, this would allow them to avoid this additional monthly charge toward arrears.  They could also continue to receive arrearage forgiveness for each on-time and in-full monthly payment.  

	In the Tentative Order, the Commission explained it does not oppose setting consumption or credit limits for CAP programs, but it questioned whether it is beneficial to the customer or a utility to remove participants from CAP once they exceed such limits.  Even in the absence of discounted monthly payments, CAP customers continue to benefit from the program by the freezing and reduction of pre-program arrears.  Removing customers from OnTrack because they exceed CAP credit limits eliminates the ability to remove old debt through arrearage forgiveness and makes it more likely a customer will incur new debt through unaffordable bills.  Therefore, the Commission requested PPL to consider altering its current policy and allow OnTrack customers to remain on the program relative at least to arrearage freezing and forgiveness and other benefits even after they have exceeded their CAP credit limits so long as the customer is paying on time and in full.

1. Comments: CAUSE-PA and OCA separately support the Commission’s recommendation that OnTrack participants be allowed to remain in the program after they have exceeded their CAP credit limits and continue to receive pre-program arrearage forgiveness and other benefits of OnTrack.  CAUSE-PA Comments at 9; OCA Comments at 3-4.  CAUSE-PA cites several reasons why customers may exceed CAP credit limits, including living in poorly weatherized homes, being charged high electricity rates from an EGS, and de facto electric space heating.  CAUSE-PA Comments at 9.  CAUSE-PA also suggests that PPL be required to “reach out by telephone to all OnTrack customers who have reached their maximum CAP credits to determine whether they are eligible for any of the exemptions to these limits listed at 52 Pa Code § 69.265(3)(vi) [CAP control exemptions].”  CAUSE-PA Comments at 10.  As an alternative, CAUSE-PA recommends that the Commission require PPL to explore the possibility of providing CAP credits on a program-wide basis, instead of giving the same amount to each individual OnTrack participant.  Since PPL has estimated that only 1-2% of OnTrack customers exceed CAP credit limits, CAUSE-PA argues that establishing a CAP credit limit on a program-wide basis should not increase programmatic costs and would benefit those OnTrack households who are most in need. CAUSE-PA Comments at 11.

	OCA contends that PPL’s CAP credit policy does not consider those customers who meet the CAP control exemptions, may not be able to control their usage, or may be ineligible for WRAP due to circumstances outside of their control, such as a landlord who refuses to give permission for WRAP services.  OCA notes that CAP credit limits can have a disproportionate impact on the lowest income customers because they often need the largest discounts and use CAP credits at a much faster rate.  OCA Comments at 4-5.  

	PPL agrees with the Commission’s recommendation and will allow OnTrack participants to remain in the program after they have exceeded their CAP credit limits.  These customers will be enrolled in budget billing and continue to receive arrearage forgiveness for each timely and full monthly payment.  OnTrack customers will continue to receive letters informing them when they have reached 50, 80, and 100 percent of their CAP credit limits.  In addition, PPL proposes to send a new letter to these customers that will explain that that they will be required to pay the budget bill amount monthly until their next OnTrack recertification, but will continue to receive arrearage forgiveness for full and timely monthly payments.  PPL will need to make enhancements to its computer systems to implement these changes and estimates this can be completed by the fourth quarter of 2015.  PPL Comments at 2-3.   

2. Reply Comments: CAUSE-PA raises concerns that many OnTrack participants who exceed their CAP credits and are switched to budget billing will receive unaffordable bills until their next OnTrack recertification.  CAUSE-PA Reply Comments at 4.  CAUSE-PA recommends that PPL telephone customers who exceed their maximum CAP credits “to review the options available to that customer to help reach an affordable bill until their next recertification date and to affirmatively inquire whether any exemption applies.” CAUSE-PA Reply Comments at 4.

	PPL disagrees with CAUSE-PA’s recommendation to contact all OnTrack participants who exceed their CAP credit limits to determine if they qualify for CAP control exemptions.  PPL maintains that these customers are already benefiting by remaining in OnTrack and continuing to receive arrearage forgiveness while on budget billing.  Further, PPL contends that 52 Pa. Code § 69.265(3)(vi) does not require utilities to exempt households from CAP control features, it only gives them the discretion to do so.  PPL Reply Comments at 2-3.

3. Resolution:  The Commission appreciates the concession made by PPL to allow OnTrack customers to remain in the program at budget billing and continue to receive arrearage forgiveness for monthly payments after they have exhausted all CAP credits.  PPL correctly identifies the exemptions to the CAP control features listed in 52 Pa. Code § 69.265(3)(vi) as situations where utilities have the discretion to waive CAP limits.  

CAUSE-PA would, however, require that PPL also contact OnTrack participants who exceed their CAP credit limits to determine if they qualify for CAP control exemptions.  The CAP policy statement does not require utilities to increase CAP credit limits or make other program adjustments if a customer’s situation meets the CAP control exceptions.  Therefore, we are not persuaded to require PPL to contact OnTrack customers who exceed their CAP credits to determine if they meet those exemptions.  

Accordingly, PPL is directed to update its system to allow OnTrack customers to remain in the program on budget billing after they have reached their CAP credit limit.  The Company is directed to include this policy change in its Revised 2014-2016 Plan and implement this change by January 2016 or earlier.  PPL shall keep BCS and the parties advised of its progress toward this implementation on a quarterly basis starting January 1, 2015.  PPL will not be required to contact OnTrack participants who exceed their CAP credit limits to determine if they qualify for CAP control exemptions.

d.  OnTrack Customer Relocation

	In our review of 434 informal complaints related to OnTrack, we found 40 instances where customers were removed from OnTrack and told to re-apply because they had moved from one residence to another within the PPL service territory.  In one complaint, the customer reported she was told by the Company not to submit a new OnTrack application until she receives her first bill at her new residence.  In most of these complaints, customers reported experiencing financial difficulty as they waited for the OnTrack agency to re-determine their eligibility.  In some complaints, customers reported they were unaware that they had been removed from OnTrack when they relocated, and months went by before they learned they must re-apply.  

	In the Tentative Order, the Commission questioned PPL’s policy of removing eligible OnTrack participants from the program because they transferred their service from one residence to another within the PPL service territory.  When customers are removed from OnTrack, they are likely to receive higher monthly bills because a payment toward any existing arrears is included.  In addition, these customers also lose the opportunity to reduce pre-program arrears for each monthly payment.  While relocation to a new residence may require PPL to re-calculate a customer’s OnTrack payment plan, we questioned why it also requires a household to re-verify the source and amount of their income prior to the 18-month recertification date.

	In the Tentative Order, the Commission directed PPL to explain in its comments whether the Company could revise its policy and allow OnTrack customers to remain in the program when they relocate from one residence to another within the PPL service territory.  PPL was also asked to provide specific comments on the increase in costs, if any, if it were willing to revise its policy.

1. Comments: CAUSE-PA and OCA separately support the Commission’s recommendation that PPL should allow OnTrack customers to remain in the program if they relocate from one residence to another within the PPL service territory.  CAUSE-PA Comments at 11-12; OCA Comments at 6.  CAUSE-PA suggests that PPL use the household’s historic usage from the previous residence to establish the customer’s OnTrack payment amount.  CAUSE-PA Comments at 11.

	PPL states that its customer information system requires OnTrack participants to be removed from the program when they leave their residence.  Allowing customers to remain in OnTrack if they move from one location to another would require a significant change to PPL’s billing system, which could not be completed until late 2015.  In the alternative, PPL is offering to eliminate the requirement that OnTrack participants must re-verify their income when they move to a new residence.  These customers will still be required to complete a new application for OnTrack confirming their income, but will not have to provide new income documentation.  PPL Comments at 3-4.

	PPL also proposes to send a letter to OnTrack participants who move within its service territory and fail to re-enroll in OnTrack, encouraging them to reapply for OnTrack at their new residence.  In addition, PPL will provide training to OnTrack caseworkers and PPL customer service representatives on this new policy and procedure.  PPL Comments at 4.  

2. Reply Comments: CAUSE-PA observes that PPL’s proposal to waive income documentation requirements for OnTrack participants who move into a new residence does not address how interim bills will be handled as customers move from one location to another.  CAUSE-PA recommends that, until PPL is able to modify its system to allow uninterrupted OnTrack enrollment, program participants who move from one residence to another should be provided with OnTrack benefits retroactively for any non-OnTrack months billed once eligibility at the new location has been established.  CAUSE-PA Reply Comments at 4-5.

	PPL disagrees with CAUSE-PA’s recommendation to provide OnTrack benefits retroactively for any non-OnTrack bills received by a customer during a relocation.  It contends that this would require manual billing adjustments, which are prone to errors and costly.  PPL notes that approximately 20% of OnTrack participants relocate within a year and projects that OnTrack enrollment will reach 40,000 in 2014.  Therefore, the Company estimates that providing retroactive OnTrack benefits to all program participants who relocate and re-apply will require manual billing adjustments to approximately 8,000 accounts.  PPL Supplemental at Attachment 6.

	PPL also reports that updating its system to allow uninterrupted OnTrack enrollment for customers who move from one location to another within its service territory would cost approximately $70,000.  PPL Supplemental at Attachment 6.

	CAUSE-PA contends that the PPL’s current process of requiring OnTrack customers who relocate to reapply at their new residence is already a cumbersome manual process for the customer, PPL, and the OnTrack agency.  CAUSE-PA suggests that PPL modify its existing process by only changing the OnTrack customer’s address when he or she changes residences and continue the current OnTrack rate until the customer’s scheduled recertification.  CAUSE-PA Comments to PPL Supplemental at 2.

CAUSE-PA also recommends that, until PPL can update its system to allow full uninterrupted OnTrack enrollment during a relocation, the Commission require PPL to:

(1)  retroactively factor the difference in old and new CAP rates or CAP and non-CAP rates into the relocating customer’s OnTrack bill for the new residence, and (2) act to assure that customers not be subject to termination or other sanction during the “interim” period between a move to a new residence and readmission into OnTrack.


CAUSE-PA Comments to PPL Supplemental at 2.

3. Resolution: The Commission appreciates PPL’s offer to alter its intake policy to waive income documentation requirements for customers who are removed from OnTrack when they move and then re-apply at a new residence within the PPL service territory.  A reminder letter to customers encouraging those who do not re-apply for OnTrack at their new residence and enhanced customer service training on this policy may reduce the time period a low income household remains off the OnTrack program after relocating.  

Nevertheless, the Commission remains concerned that households who are removed from OnTrack due to relocation will continue to receive unaffordable bills as they wait to have their OnTrack application approved for their new residence.  As our review of informal complaints has demonstrated, these customers often fall deeper into debt during this interim period.  Given the significant manual process involved, we are not persuaded to require PPL to provide retroactive OnTrack benefits to non-OnTrack bills received by all OnTrack customers who relocate and reapply for the program.  However, PPL should consider such retroactive adjustments when it becomes aware of burdensome arrears accrued during the program interruption by customers who have demonstrated a good faith effort to pay.  For these customers, the Company should adjust the billing to apply the OnTrack rate to all non-OnTrack bills received before reapplication at the new residence.  PPL should also immediately begin the process of updating its system to ensure that OnTrack customers will not have to leave the program for any period of time when they move to a new location in its service territory.  

	Accordingly, PPL is directed to do the following: OnTrack participants who are removed from the program for relocating should be sent a letter at their new residence reminding them to re-apply for OnTrack.  If the customer re-applies for OnTrack at the new residence within 60 days of program removal, PPL should waive income documentation requirements to expedite application processing.  In addition, if the Company is made aware – through customer or other agency contact – that loss of OnTrack benefits during the relocation and prior to re-enrollment has resulted in burdensome arrears to a customer with a good payment history, it should apply OnTrack benefits retroactively to non-OnTrack bills issued during the program interruption.  Company staff and CAP agencies should be trained on this new policy and procedure.  Further, PPL should update its customer information system to allow OnTrack participants to maintain program enrollment when they relocate from one residence to another within the PPL service territory.  This system change should be completed by January 2016 or earlier.  PPL shall keep BCS and the parties advised of its progress toward this implementation on a quarterly basis starting January 1, 2015. 

e.  Arrearage forgiveness

In an email sent to BCS on May 28, 2013, PPL confirmed that OnTrack customers receive pre-program arrearage forgiveness for each on-time and in-full monthly payment, regardless of any existing OnTrack arrears.  Thus, if a customer misses one month, but then pays the next OnTrack monthly payment in full and on time, the customer will receive arrearage forgiveness for the month paid.  However, it is not clear whether OnTrack customers also receive arrearage forgiveness for the month missed if the account is caught up and all OnTrack arrears are paid.

In their USECPs, National Fuel Gas (NFG) and Duquesne Light Company have voluntarily allowed CAP customers to receive arrearage forgiveness retroactively for any monthly payments missed once the entire CAP balance is paid in full.  See NFG 2014-2016 USECP, Docket No. M-2013-2366232 (May 22, 2014) at 18-21 and Duquesne Light Company 2014-2016 USECP, Docket No. M-2013-2350946 (March 6, 2014) at 19-20.  If PPL were to adopt this practice, OnTrack customers who missed payments would still have an opportunity to achieve full arrearage forgiveness within 18 months if they eventually catch up on their OnTrack balance.

	In the Tentative Order, the Commission asked PPL to address in its comments both the cost impact of moving from the past 12 to 36 month arrearage forgiveness to the 18 month arrearage forgiveness and whether the Company applies arrearage forgiveness retroactively to any months missed once the OnTrack customer catches up on any missed payments.

1. Comments: CAUSE-PA supports providing arrearage forgiveness retroactively for any months missed once the OnTrack account is caught up. CAUSE-PA Comments at 13-14.

	PPL reports that its analysis of five and a half years of data shows that moving all arrearage forgiveness to an 18-month time period will accelerate forgiveness for approximately 5,600 accounts in 2015, 5,900 accounts in 2016, and 6,200 accounts in 2017.  This change will increase OnTrack annual arrearage forgiveness costs by approximately $4.1 million in 2015, $4.3 million in 2016, and $4.5 million in 2017.[footnoteRef:4]  PPL cautions that these arrearage forgiveness expenditures could increase if its service territory experiences very hot/cold weather conditions, an economic downturn, or an increase in OnTrack enrollment.  PPL Comments at 5-6. [4:  In an email to BCS on August 1, 2014, PPL confirmed that estimated costs associated with moving all arrearage forgiveness to an 18-month time period is not included in the company’s OnTrack budget projections in its Proposed 2014-2016 Plan.  The OnTrack budget in Table 4 of this Order has been updated to reflect this increase in OnTrack costs.] 


	PPL also reports that it currently applies arrearage forgiveness retroactively for any months missed once the OnTrack account is caught up.  It will clarify this practice in a revised USECP for 2014-2016.  PPL Comments at 6-7.

2. Reply Comments: No new points were raised regarding this issue in the reply comments received.

3. Resolution:  The Commission appreciates the information provided by PPL identifying the cost impact of moving arrearage forgiveness for all customers to an 18 month period.  In addition, though not specified in its Proposed 2014-2016 Plan, we acknowledge that PPL is currently applying arrearage forgiveness retroactively for any missed payments once the account is paid in full.  Accordingly, PPL is directed to clarify in its Revised 2014-2016 Plan that OnTrack customers receive arrearage forgiveness for each timely and in-full monthly payment, regardless of arrears, and retroactive forgiveness for any months missed once the account is caught up.

f.  Social Security numbers

	In an email sent to BCS on May 28, 2013, PPL reported that it does not require customers to provide Social Security numbers (SSNs) for household members when applying for OnTrack.  Due to the increased risk of identity theft whenever an SSN is provided, the Commission commends PPL for not requiring its customers to provide SSNs as a precondition for OnTrack enrollment.

g.  Coordination between OnTrack and WRAP

PPL provides energy education and offers WRAP services to customers who enroll in OnTrack.  When a customer is accepted in OnTrack, PPL or its administering agency explains the annual kWh usage restrictions and provides educational material that explains ways to control and/or decrease energy consumption.  Proposed 2014-2016 Plan – OnTrack at 11.  PPL also contacts new OnTrack enrollees who have electric heat, electric water heating, or baseload usage and encourages them to apply for WRAP.  Proposed 2014-2016 Plan – OnTrack at 11-12.  As noted above, beginning in 2014, PPL will include energy education contact information in letters notifying OnTrack customers that they have reached 50% or 80% of their CAP credit limit.  For OnTrack households who are ineligible for WRAP services – e.g., because they have received WRAP within the past seven years or the property owner will not give consent – PPL offers in-person or telephonic remedial education to explain ways to reduce energy consumption, offers energy saving kits, and provides referrals to other programs (if applicable).  Proposed 2014-2016 Plan – WRAP at 10-11.  

In the Tentative Order, the Commission raised concerns that PPL’s current procedure to offer WRAP services to OnTrack participants may overlook customers enrolled in OnTrack for a long period of time and does not aggressively recruit high energy users for WRAP.  While new OnTrack enrollees are currently provided with energy education and conservation tips, OnTrack participants who have been in the program for a number of years may not have had the opportunity to receive this information.  Though OnTrack participants are also sent energy education contact information if they reach 50% or 80% of their CAP credit limits, a WRAP referral for these customers might not be made unless the customers contact PPL.  Many high usage OnTrack customers who are in need of weatherization services may fail to follow up on this information for various reasons or are unaware of the services offered through WRAP. 

	In the Tentative Order, PPL was directed to explain in its comments how it ensures that all OnTrack participants, regardless of when they enrolled in the program, are provided with energy education and conservation tips.  In addition, PPL was asked to comment on whether it could take more proactive steps to enroll high usage OnTrack participants into WRAP.  The Commission proposed that PPL may want to regularly run a list of OnTrack customers who are high energy users and then have either a WRAP contractor or the Company contact them to explain/recommend WRAP services.  We further suggested that, to ensure cost effectiveness of this aspect, those households deemed ineligible for WRAP should be screened out before the contractor receives the list. 

1. Comments: OCA supports increased coordination between OnTrack and WRAP to identify and provide weatherization services to high usage OnTrack participants.  OCA notes that customers who enroll in OnTrack may not come into the program with a history of high usage, but may become high users over time.  Failing to identify and weatherize OnTrack households with high use may result in more customers exceeding their CAP credit limits in the future.  OCA Comments at 7-8.

	PPL proposes to run a quarterly report to identify high energy users and encourage them to apply for WRAP.  PPL defines high usage as 18,000 kWh or more annually.  The Company will screen this list to remove customers who would not be appropriate for a WRAP referral.  If contacted customers fail to apply for WRAP, they will be removed from OnTrack.  PPL Comments at 8.  In addition, PPL reports it currently begins the WRAP application process automatically for new OnTrack enrollees who live in a premises that has not received weatherization services from WRAP within the past seven years.  About two-thirds of OnTrack households participate in WRAP.  However, approximately 55% of OnTrack participants are renters and the Company has found that 50% of landlords do not respond to letters requesting permission to conduct WRAP weatherization.  Without landlord permission to perform weatherization, PPL can only offer these households energy education, baseload items, and energy conservation kits.  PPL Comments at 7.

2. Reply Comments: No new points were raised regarding this issue in the reply comments received.

3. Resolution:  We acknowledge PPL’s efforts to increase WRAP awareness among OnTrack participants.  PPL has proposed to generate a list of high use customers each quarter and encourage them to apply for WRAP.  We would also urge PPL to develop specific outreach and/or marketing strategies for increasing landlord participation and suggest PPL enlist stakeholder input in this process.  Landlord refusal has been a long-standing barrier for LIURP.  Addressing the increasingly high refusal rates may require a more proactive approach, such as one that emphasizes the benefits that WRAP weatherization could provide.

h.  Overpayments to OnTrack accounts

	In its Proposed 2014-2016 Plan, PPL does not explain how funds paid in excess of the monthly OnTrack amount due are applied to a customer’s account. 

1. Comments: CAUSE-PA recommends that the Commission require PPL to apply OnTrack customer overpayments first to any in-program arrears and then to the next month’s OnTrack payment.  CAUSE-PA Comments at 14.

2. Reply Comments: PPL explains that it currently treats overpayments as an “excess credit” and applies it to the customer’s revenue shortfall.  However, it feels that CAUSE-PA’s recommendation of applying excess OnTrack payment to any unpaid program balance and then to the next month’s bill is fairer to the customer and will adjust its billing payment system accordingly.  The Company anticipates implementing this system change in the fourth quarter of 2015.  PPL Reply Comments at 14.

3. Resolution: The Commission supports PPL’s decision to apply excess OnTrack payments to any existing program arrears and then to the next month’s OnTrack bill.  Accordingly, PPL is directed to reflect this payment application change in its Revised 2014-2016 Plan and make all necessary system changes by January 2016 or earlier.  PPL shall keep BCS and the parties advised of its progress toward this implementation on a quarterly basis starting January 1, 2015. 

i.  Zero income

	As noted previously, PPL customers must have a source of income to qualify for OnTrack.   

1. Comments: OCA questions PPL’s policy of disqualifying households from OnTrack if they report no income.  OCA recommends that PPL establish procedures similar to Duquesne Light, which allow households reporting zero income to complete a “zero income form” and give the utility permission to verify the income information.  OCA notes that DPW allows applicants for LIHEAP who report little or no income to fill out a form explaining how they meet monthly expenses.  OCA recommends that PPL develop a zero income form and allow households who report no income to participate in OnTrack.  OCA Comments at 12-13.

2. Reply Comments: PPL disagrees with OCA’s recommendation to allow customers reporting zero income to enroll in OnTrack.  PPL Reply Comments at 14-15.  The Company argues that DPW’s policy regarding LIHEAP applicants with zero income is not germane to OnTrack:

DPW is simply providing energy assistance grants; it is not requiring anything from these households other than documentation that they have no income.  On the other hand, PPL Electric is expecting OnTrack participants to make monthly payments.  The Company believes it is inappropriate to enroll customers in OnTrack who have zero household income.


PPL Reply Comments at 15.

3. Resolution: The Commission has not mandated that utilities must enroll customers reporting zero income into a CAP program.  However, many utility companies allow customers who report no source of income to enroll in CAP if they provide documentation of how they meet monthly expenses.  A few examples:

· Duquesne Light’s CAP program requires households reporting no income to complete a zero income form.  This form requires the customer to identify all household members, explain how household expenses are met, and gives Duquesne Light permission to verify their income with government agencies.  This form must be signed and dated.  Duquesne Light’s 2014-2016 USECP at 6-7, Docket No. M-2013-2350946.  

· PECO Energy Company’s CAP program requires that a customer must provide a statement demonstrating how they meet monthly expenses if the customer or any household member over the age of 18 claims no income.  PECO’s Second Amended 2013-2015 USECP at 13, Docket No. M-201 2-2290911.  

· Philadelphia Gas Works’ CAP program, entitled the Customer Responsibility Program (CRP), requires customers reporting zero income to complete a form explaining how they meet basic living expenses for housing, food, and utilities.  PGW also requires documentation of housing costs and how those costs are being paid, but it does not require documentation of other living expenses.  The form requires contact information and a signature for any person or persons that provide the household financial support, including the amount of support they provide monthly.  PGW Comments to the Tentative Order for PGW’s 2014-2016 USECP at 7, Docket No. M-2013-2366301.  

	Although the Commission is not persuaded to direct PPL to allow customers reporting no source of income to enroll in OnTrack, we encourage the company to review zero income eligibility criteria utilized by other utility CAP programs and consider revising its OnTrack eligibility requirements accordingly in its next triennial USECP. 

2. WRAP

WRAP provides weatherization and conservation services to OnTrack and other low-income customers.  The primary objectives for WRAP are to reduce customer energy usage and arrearages.  Proposed 2014-2016 Plan – WRAP at 2.  To be eligible for WRAP, a customer must have income at or below 200% of the FPIG, a primary home within the PPL service territory, at least nine (9) months of usage history at the premises, and no history of receiving weatherization services from LIURP WRAP and Act 129 WRAP within the past seven (7) years[footnoteRef:5].  Apartment buildings with at least three units may receive WRAP services if at least 50 percent of tenants are determined eligible.  PPL prioritizes WRAP services based on customers with the highest electric usage and largest arrearages.  For customers with rent/mortgage that exceeds their income or who have major usage due to lifestyle choices, PPL offers baseload or partial WRAP services.  Proposed 2014-2016 Plan – WRAP at 2-3.  Referrals for WRAP come from PPL customer service representatives, OnTrack agencies, gas utilities, state weatherization providers, and direct customer requests for weatherization services.  Proposed 2014-2016 Plan – WRAP at 5. [5:  PPL customers who have less than nine months of usage history at their residence or who have received LIURP or ACT 129 WRAP services in the past seven years may still be eligible for WRAP upon Company approval.  Proposed 2014-2016 Plan (WRAP) at 2.] 


a.  Weatherization eligibility

PPL states that participation in WRAP is determined by eligibility criteria including that “the premise [sic] did not receive LIURP WRAP or Act 129 WRAP services in the past seven years.”  Proposed 2014-2016 Plan – WRAP at p. 2.  PPL does not clarify if this applies to full cost, low cost, or baseload jobs.  We question which weatherization jobs are to be affected.  We suggest PPL consider a flexible approach toward this stay out provision, especially if usage warrants further weatherization.  

	In the Tentative Order, the Commission tentatively found that PPL had provided insufficient details regarding this eligibility criterion and for the rationale of potentially disqualifying those low-income customers who may have previously received only base load measures under Act 129 or WRAP, if the customer meets other eligibility criteria.

1. Comments: CAUSE-PA and CEO separately support the Commission’s recommendation that PPL adopt a more flexible approach to its WRAP stay out provisions.  PPL customers should not automatically be determined ineligible for WRAP because they received some type of LIURP WRAP or Act 129 WRAP service within the past seven years.  CAUSE-PA Comments at 18; CEO Comments at 1-2.  CAUSE-PA notes that approximately 8,000 PPL customers have received energy-savings kits from WRAP and would be disqualified from receiving weatherization services for seven years under PPL’s policy.  CAUSE-PA supports the Commission’s proposal that PPL implement a more flexible policy that looks at household usage and other criteria to determine if additional weatherization services are warranted.  CAUSE-PA Comments at 18-19.

	PPL states that the seven year criterion for WRAP services applies to households who have received full cost, water heating, and baseload WRAP or Act 129 jobs.  However, PPL does waive this restriction for customers who are experiencing high usage or could benefit from new weatherization services.  PPL proposes to add language to the Revised 2014-2016 Plan to clarify its WRAP eligibility criteria.  PPL Comments at 8.

2. Reply Comments: No new points were raised regarding this issue in the reply comments received.

3. Resolution:  Consistent with PPL’s comments, we direct PPL to add language to the Revised 2014-2016 Plan to clarify WRAP eligibility criteria to ensure that premises that have previously received baseload measures or energy efficiency kits through Act 129 are not categorically excluded from further consideration.  Typically, baseload measures and/or energy efficiency kits[footnoteRef:6] consist of CFLs or LEDs, power strips, faucet aerators and similar low cost measures.  Major measures, such as appliance replacement (refrigerators and room air conditioners), insulation and air sealing, should not be denied to customers who may have previously received such limited WRAP measures within the last seven years, especially if usage is still high and cost-effective savings can be achieved. [6:  PPL’s Act 129 Phase II Revised EE&C Plan, Docket No. M-2012-2334388, at 83.] 


b.  Eligibility vs. Lifestyle

	According to PPL’s Proposed 2014-2016 USECP, the Company will offer only baseload WRAP if a family’s income is less than their monthly rent or mortgage payment.  Proposed 2014-2016 Plan – WRAP at 3.  Further, the Company proposes to offer only “baseload or low cost WRAP for electrically heated home(s) over 3,000 square feet that, if sold, is not likely to be sold to a low-income customer.”  Proposed 2014-2016 Plan – WRAP at 19.  We understand that a home where the customer has rent or mortgage payments exceeding household income for more than a few months may not represent a prudent investment of weatherization dollars, unless the customer can show how the expenses associated with living in the premises will be met.  However, we are not persuaded that a specific square footage limit is appropriate for premises eligibility.  WRAP eligibility is determined by income eligibility and not by an “asset test”.  Further, one cannot predict the future homebuyer or inhabitant of a premises, or whether that home will or won’t be sold to a low-income customer.  We do recognize that the program must operate in an efficient manner and that situations exist where providing weatherization services would not align with the purpose or the intent of the LIURP program.  A utility must use appropriate discretion and criteria when disqualifying a household or limiting treatment if it determines that weatherization would not be cost-effective.

	In the Tentative Order, the Commission tentatively found that specific square footage limitations for eligibility, as well as language regarding whether it is likely a home will be sold to a low-income customer, is inappropriate in a USECP.  We suggested that PPL instead add language indicating that it may disqualify a premises from WRAP if it determines that weatherization would not be cost-effective. 

1. Comments: CAUSE-PA supports the Commission’s position that weatherization should not be provided if it would not be cost-effective, but contends that a household’s square footage should not disqualify it from receiving WRAP services.  Further, CAUSE-PA submits that PPL should not automatically restrict customers to baseload WRAP services if they report household incomes which are less than their rent or mortgage.  These customers should be provided with an opportunity to demonstrate how they make monthly rent or mortgage payments and be offered full WRAP services, if warranted.  Finally, CAUSE-PA recommends that PPL be required to document the specific reasons why a household is disqualified for WRAP and provide this documentation to the customer.  CAUSE-PA Comments at 19-20.

	PPL agrees to eliminate the language in its Proposed 2014-2016 Plan “related to the square footage of a home and the likelihood that if the home were sold, it would not be sold to a low-income customer.”  PPL Comments at 9.  The Company will also add language indicating that a household may be disqualified from WRAP if weatherization services would not be cost-effective.  PPL Comments at 9.

2. Reply Comments: No new points were raised regarding this issue in the reply comments received.

3. Resolution: We agree with CAUSE-PA that the customer should be given opportunity to demonstrate how the household will meet the expenses of living in the premises prior to disqualification from WRAP.  We direct PPL to allow the customer that opportunity and to add clarifying language to its Proposed 2014-2016 Plan as noted in its Comments.  We further direct PPL to remove all language from the Proposed 2014-2016 Plan that relates to the specific square footage and potential sale and occupancy of a premises as eligibility criteria for WRAP.  PPL may include language that states a premises may be disqualified from WRAP if the company makes a determination that providing weatherization services would not be cost-effective, and we direct PPL to document and track such occurrences.

c.  Health and Safety allowance

	PPL previously allowed contractors to spend up to $200 per job on comfort and safety measures for baseload jobs and up to $250 for diagnostic health and safety on full cost jobs.  In the Proposed 2014-2016 Plan, PPL proposes that contractors be allowed to spend up to $650 in health and safety measures for full cost jobs.  Proposed 2014-2016 Plan – WRAP at 20.  PPL has proposed to eliminate the $200 allowance for baseload jobs.  

	In the Tentative Order, the Commission indicated that it was not persuaded that the Company had justified its decision to eliminate the $200 allowance for baseload jobs, especially in situations where the minor investment might provide added comfort for a senior citizen or someone with disabilities.  As reflected in weatherization programs throughout Pennsylvania, increasing health and safety costs were limiting the installation of some measures in many homes, and reducing the potential savings and benefits to the customers.  In some cases, such as where it was necessary to install carbon monoxide detectors and make other repairs to be compliant with code, the additional incremental costs limited the job size.  While many premises require substantial rehabilitation and repair work beyond the scope of LIURP, there are numerous homes that could benefit from minor repairs or renovations that enable the installed weatherization measures to function as intended.

In the Tentative Order, we noted that PPL has projected only approximately 400 baseload jobs per year through 2016.  This is a significant decrease from the 1,800 baseload jobs targeted in the previous 2011-2013 USECP; thus, allowing the additional expenditures for selected situations should not have much of an impact on the overall LIURP budget.  We found that PPL should permit up to $200 expenditures for health and safety in baseload jobs, in those situations where the contractor believes the additional comfort measures are warranted.

1. Comments: OCA supports the Commission’s recommendation that PPL maintain the $200 health and safety allowance for baseload jobs where the contractor feels the additional expense is warranted.  OCA Comments at 8.   

	PPL proposes to reinstate and increase the amount of the comfort, health and safety expenditure for baseload jobs.  PPL will revise the language in its Proposed 2014-2016 Plan to set a $250 health and safety allowance limit for baseload jobs for both LIURP WRAP and Act 129 WRAP jobs.  PPL explains that the $50 increase can be used to pay for diagnostics testing, if necessary.  PPL Comments at 9.

2. Reply Comments: No new points were raised regarding this issue in the reply comments received.

Resolution: We applaud PPL for recognizing the need for an increase in health and safety contributions during WRAP as demonstrated by the reinstatement of the baseload jobs allowance and the increase to cover diagnostic testing when appropriate.  We further applaud PPL for allowing contractors to spend up to $650 in health and safety measures for full cost jobs.  By allowing the contractors flexibility in making the determination as to which measures could be augmented by a small health and safety allowance, the customer ultimately benefits from the additional energy savings and comfort provided by having those measures installed.  We direct PPL to include language stating such in its Proposed 2014-2016 Plan.

d.  WRAP Inspections

	PPL states in its 2014-2016 USECP that it “will target a minimum of 30 percent of all full cost jobs for a site inspection” as part of its Quality Assurance protocol (Plan at 10).  In the 2011-2013 USECP, PPL required an attempted site inspection on 60 percent of full cost jobs where over $750 was spent on measures, 2011-2013 Plan WRAP at 6.  PPL is increasing the number of proposed full cost jobs by almost 46 percent, from 1,300 to 1,900, in the 2014-2016 USECP.  We commend PPL for increasing the number of full cost LIURP jobs.  However, we are concerned about any potential drop in the quality of service and/or the savings results with these additional, more complex jobs and fewer site inspections.  In addition, we have particular concern with the accuracy and completeness of LIURP contractor reporting which has been inconsistent in the past.  While we understand that PPL is developing and implementing a new WRAP database and reporting system, we emphasize that it will still be dependent upon the contractors to provide thoroughly inputted data.  

	In the Tentative Order, the Commission requested that PPL provide additional information on the new database and reporting system.  We also asked PPL to provide in its comments how it expects the new system to improve WRAP reporting and quality control.  The Commission stated it will not require additional changes to the PPL Quality Assurance protocol for WRAP at this time.  We will annually monitor PPL program reporting to ensure that costs and savings are not negatively impacted with the decrease in the number of post WRAP site inspections.  We caution PPL to proactively take steps to convey to its WRAP contractors the Commission’s lack of tolerance for poor performance and/or incomplete reporting.  PPL should be prepared to promptly rectify any issues that may arise.  

1. Comments: PPL reports that it is currently developing a new reporting system, called LEAP (Low-income Energy Assistance Programs), which is expected to be completed by January 2015.  LEAP will have a number of improvements, including:

· Providing customers with the ability to apply for WRAP on-line.
· Shortening the application process and automatically assigning jobs to WRAP contractors.
· Providing better data and metrics.
· Tracking and reporting on customer feedback through on-line surveys.
· Capturing real-time consumption data, allowing identification of high users.
· Providing easier updates to WRAP information.
· Allowing better tracking of inter-utility coordination and referrals to other programs.

PPL Comments at 9-11.

2. Reply Comments: No new points were raised regarding this issue in the reply comments received.

3. Resolution: We are satisfied with the detailed description that PPL has provided of the new LEAP reporting system and are cautiously optimistic about the expanded capabilities.  We remind PPL that the new system is still dependent upon contractor input, which has been inconsistent in the past.  We encourage PPL to emphasize the necessity of accurate and complete data when it provides training for the WRAP contractors on the LEAP system.

3. Operation HELP

Operation HELP is PPL’s hardship fund and provides grants to residential customers who are low income with overdue balances and an inability to pay the full amount of their energy bills.  Operation HELP is administered by 15 community-based organizations (CBOs) and operates year-round (funding-permitted) with ongoing donations from PPL Corporation, its employees, retirees and customers.  Customers with household incomes at or below 200% of the FPIG are eligible for this program.  Proposed 2014-2016 Plan – Operation HELP at 1.  The objectives of Operation HELP include providing financial assistance to customers having difficulty paying their energy bill and offering financial assistance to households who do not qualify for LIHEAP.  Proposed 2014-2016 Plan – Operation HELP at 2.  The average grant amount offered through this program from 2009 through 2012 was $307 per customer.  The company projects it can assist about 4,100 customers each year in Operation HELP if the annual budget remains constant at $1.4 million.  Proposed 2014-2016 Plan – Operation HELP at 5.

There were no comments on this aspect of the Plan.

Accordingly, consistent with our discussion in the Tentative Order, we find that Operation Help continues to comply with Commission regulations.  See 52 Pa. Code § 54.74(b)(1).  No changes are required regarding this issue in PPL’s Revised 2014-2016 Plan.

4. CARES Program

	The CARES program assists customers who are experiencing temporary hardships that may lead to a loss of electric service.  Temporary hardships can include injury, illness, loss of employment, or high medical bills.  Company representatives make referrals to social service agencies and provide information regarding available programs.  Proposed 2014-2016 Plan – CARES at 1.  In situations where other assistance may not be available, CARES customers may also receive a credit on their PPL account (CARES Credits) to help them maintain electric service through the temporary hardship.  PPL sets an annual budget of $54,000 for CARES Credits, which is taken from the company’s annual donation to Operation HELP.  From 2009 through 2012, an average of 215 customers per year received CARES Credits.  The average credited amount was $248 per account.  Proposed 2014-2016 Plan – CARES at 3.  PPL’s CARES program has no income requirement.  All residential PPL customers with a good payment history experiencing a temporary hardship are eligible for CARES.  Proposed 2014-2016 Plan – CARES at 3-4.

There were no comments on this aspect of the Plan.

Accordingly, consistent with our discussion in the Tentative Order, we find that PPL’s CARES program continues to comply with Commission regulations.  See 52 Pa. Code § 54.74(b)(1).  No changes are required regarding this issue in PPL’s Revised 2014-2016 Plan.

D. Eligibility Criteria

The four major components of PPL’s Plan have slightly different eligibility criteria.  Table 2 below shows the eligibility criteria for each universal service component.  
	Table 2
Eligibility Criteria

	Program
	Income Criteria
	Other Criteria 

	
OnTrack
	
· 150% FPIG or less 
	· Payment troubled (entered into a payment agreement within the past 12 months)
· Residential customer with permanent Pennsylvania address in the PPL service territory
· Documented source of income

	
WRAP
	
· 200% FPIG or less 

	· Residential customer, age 18 or older, living in the primary home for at least nine months. 
· Must not have received weatherization services from LIURP WRAP or Act 129 WRAP within the past seven years.
· Results of energy survey determines scope of WRAP project: base load vs. low cost vs. full cost job.

	Operation HELP
	· 200% FPIG or less 

	· Residential customer faced with a hardship 

	CARES
	· None
	· Experiencing a temporary hardship
· Good payment history



There were no comments on this aspect of the Plan.

Accordingly, consistent with our discussion in the Tentative Order, we find that the eligibility requirements of PPL’s Plan continue to comply with the Commission’s CAP Policy Statement.  No changes are required regarding this issue in PPL’s Revised 2014-2016 Plan.

E. Projected Needs Assessment  

The Company submitted a needs assessment in accordance with 52 Pa. Code §§ 54.74(b)(3).  Using the 2010 U.S. census data, PPL determined that 304,000 households in its service territory have incomes below 150% of the FPIG.  This figure represents 25% of PPL’s total residential population.  PPL also reports that 71,000 of this number also carry an overdue balance and may be eligible for OnTrack, WRAP, and Operation HELP.  Proposed 2014-2016 Plan – OnTrack at 8-9, WRAP at 11-13, and Operation HELP at 4-5.  The Company’s CARES program has no income requirement, but PPL states that it expects that most CARES referrals will come from low-income households with overdue balances.  Proposed 2014-2016 Plan – CARES at 4.

	BCS provided PPL with U.S. Census data for 2012 on May 22, 2014.  In the Tentative Order, we requested that PPL should provide an updated needs assessment for its universal service programs based on the new census data in its comments to this order.

1. Comments: PPL proposes to update its needs assessment with 2012 census data in a Revised 2014-2016 Plan.

2. Reply Comments: PPL provided the updated information in its Supplemental Information.  Using the 2012 census data, PPL reports that 322,500 households in PPL’s service territory have incomes below 150% of the FPIG.  This figure represents 26.5% of PPL’s total residential population.  PPL Supplemental at Attachment 1-4.  As noted previously, Company data from 2012 show that approximately 71,000 of this number have an overdue balance with PPL.  PPL Supplemental at Attachment 1.  There were no further reply comments to this aspect of Supplemental Information.

3. Resolution:  The Commission acknowledges that PPL has met the request for a revised needs assessment based on 2012 Census data.  Accordingly, PPL is directed to include this updated information in its Revised 2014-2016 Plan.

F. Projected Enrollment Levels

PPL’s OnTrack program is an open enrollment program.  As of June 30, 2014, PPL had 37,796 customers enrolled in OnTrack.  Based on these enrollment figures and on the previously-mentioned needs assessment, Table 3 shows the Company’s enrollment projections for each program component for the calendar years covered by the proposed Plan:
	Table 3[footnoteRef:7] [7:  In the Tentative Order, the WRAP numbers in this table were transposed and ran vertically rather than horizontally.  Further, the Tentative Order included an asterisk comment to the WRAP numbers that “PPL expects to serve additional low-income customers not eligible for WRAP with weatherization kits, referral services, and energy education.”  We wish to clarify that the funding for such additional efforts will not be recovered through universal service but from PPL’s Act 129 budget.] 

Projected Universal Service Enrollments by Calendar Year

	Universal Service Component
	2014
	2015
	2016

	OnTrack
	40,000
	42,000
	44,000

	WRAP
Full Cost
Low Cost
Baseload
	
1,900
800
400
	
1,900
800
400
	
1,900
800
400

	Operation HELP
	4,100
	4,100
	4,100

	CARES
	       850
	850
	850



1. Comments:  CAUSE-PA contends that PPL’s OnTrack enrollment projections through 2016 are inadequate when compared to the number of confirmed low-income customers in its service territory and the higher CAP participation rates of other EDCs. CAUSE-PA Comments at 4-5, citing 2012 Report on Universal Service Programs & Collections Performance at 9, 35.  CAUSE-PA acknowledges that the participation rate for OnTrack may increase due to PPL’s elimination of its requirement that customers must have a broken payment agreement to qualify for OnTrack.  However, CAUSE-PA avers that PPL could do more to increase OnTrack enrollment, such as reaching out to customers on payment plans who show signs of payment stress (e.g., late or missed payments) and increased community-based outreach.  CAUSE-PA Comments at 6.

	OCA recommends that PPL inform all payment-troubled customers of the availability of OnTrack through the following methods:

· Contact all confirmed low-income customers who are 120 days or more in arrears.

· Modify all shut-off notices to confirmed low-income customers with a notice explaining OnTrack.

· Conduct a direct-contact OnTrack outreach campaign to all customers more than 120 days in arrears, regardless of whether they are confirmed low-income.  

OCA Comments at 11-12.

2. Reply Comments: PPL agrees with CAUSE-PA and OCA that the company should make additional efforts to increase OnTrack enrollment.  The Company reports that it has implemented several initiatives to increase program enrollment over the past several years, including:

· Automated referrals to OnTrack – referrals have increased from 10,000 monthly in 2011 to 15,000 monthly in 2014.

· Increased Outreach – telephone campaigns, targeted mailings, bill messages, and advertising on mass transit buses and bus shelters in low-income areas.

· Revised program literature – style, look and content of OnTrack literature has been revised.

· System enhancements – system changes have been made to improve OnTrack accessibility, including bill messages and supplier charges on bills. 

PPL estimates that OnTrack enrollment will increase to 40,000 participants by November 2014, which is an increase of 29% since January 2011’s enrollment level of 31,000.  PPL anticipates enrollment will increase even more with the company’s elimination of the requirement that customers must have a broken payment agreement to qualify for OnTrack.  PPL Reply Comments at 9.

3. Resolution: The Commission agrees with CAUSE-PA and OCA that PPL’s historical enrollment numbers for OnTrack have been inadequate given that over 300,000 households in its service territory have incomes below 150% of the FPIG.  The Commission supports PPL’s effort to increase enrollment by making OnTrack eligibility less restrictive (i.e., elimination of broken payment agreement requirement) and its enhanced referral/outreach initiatives.  PPL submitted a revised enrollment projection for OnTrack, estimating the program will serve 44,000 customers by 2016.  This is an increase of 4,900 customers over its original 2016 projection in its Proposed 2014-2016 Plan and evidence that its enrollment initiatives are having an impact.  Accordingly, we find that PPL’s revised projected enrollment levels may adequately serve the need in PPL’s service territory at this time.  This approval, however, does not limit the Commission’s ability to determine future enrollment levels based on evaluation findings, universal service plan submissions and universal service data.  

G. Program Budgets

Table 4 below shows the proposed budget levels for PPL’s universal service components for 2014-2016. 

	Table 4
Universal Service Program Budgets

	Universal Service Component
	2014
	2015
	2016

	OnTrack* 
	$69,100,000
	$72,300,000
	$75,500,000

	WRAP
	$9,500,000
	$9,500,000
	$9,500,000

	Operation Help**
	$1,400,000
	$1,400,000
	$1,400,000

	CARES***
	$94,000
	$96,000
	$98,000

	Total
	$80,094,000
	$83,296,000
	$86,498,000

	Average Monthly Spending 
per non-OnTrack Customers****
	$5.54
	$5.76
	$5.99


*OnTrack annual budgets have been revised to reflect the increased costs to arrearage forgiveness as a result of PPL moving all customers to an 18 month forgiveness timeframe.  In the Proposed 2014-2016 Plan and in the Tentative Order, the OnTrack annual budget was originally reported to be $65 million in 2015, $68 million in 2016, and $71 million in 2017.
**No funds for Operation Help are recovered through base rates and therefore this budgeted amount is not counted as part of the “Average Monthly Spending per non-OnTrack Customers.”[footnoteRef:8] [8:  In an email sent to BCS on May 28, 2013, PPL reported that the projected administrative costs for Operation HELP are $150,000 annually from 2014 through 2016.  The Company reported these costs will be recovered from PPL’s corporate contribution to the program and not from residential customer base rates. ] 

***PPL reports the annual increases in the CARES budget are due to higher salary expenses.  Proposed 2014-2016 Plan (CARES) at 5.
****Based on 1,184,293 non-OnTrack residential customers, as reported by PPL as of December 31, 2012. 

	In the Tentative Order, the Commission tentatively found that PPL’s projected Universal Service budgets may adequately serve the need in PPL’s service territory.  However, we requested that PPL explain in its comments the reasons behind the annual increases in its OnTrack budget from 2014 to 2016.  

1. Comments:  PPL explains that the primary reason for the increases in the OnTrack annual budgets is due to efforts by the company to increase OnTrack enrollment.  The Company plans to use direct mail, phone contacts, bill messages, and other methods to increase OnTrack participation and expects its proposed change to OnTrack eligibility (i.e. eliminating the requirement that customers must have a broken payment agreement) will further increase the number of eligible customers.  PPL also reports that the cold and long winter of 2013-2014 impacted OnTrack program expenditures, increasing shortfall costs from $4.3 million in March 2013 to $7.7 million in March 2014.  PPL Comments at 12.

2. Reply Comments: No new points were raised regarding this issue in the reply comments received.

3. Resolution: As noted previously, PPL filed and served revised enrollment and budget estimates for OnTrack on August 6, 2014 (reflected in Tables 3 and 4).  The Commission is satisfied that these new annual program projections reflect the increased number of program participants and costs associated with PPL’s OnTrack outreach efforts and other program expenditures.  

	In addition, the Commission approves the increases to the OnTrack budget necessary to move all OnTrack customers to an 18 month arrearage forgiveness timeframe.

Accordingly, we find that the projected budgets may adequately serve the need in PPL’s service territory.  This approval, however, does not limit the Commission’s ability to determine future enrollment levels based on evaluation findings, universal service plan submissions and universal service data.

H. Use of Community-Based Organizations (CBOs)

The Competition Act directs the Commission to encourage utility companies to use community-based organizations to assist in the operation of universal service programs.  66 Pa. C.S. § 2804 (9).  In accordance with these provisions, PPL currently uses ten CBOs, listed below, to administer the OnTrack Payment Program, with 65 caseworkers at 27 sites.   
· Columbia County Department of Human Services
· Commission on Economic Opportunity 
· Community Action Commission of the Capital Region
· Community Action Committee of the Lehigh Valley
· Community Action Program of Lancaster County
· Montour County Department of Human Services
· Schuylkill Community Action
· STEP, Inc. 
· TREHAB, Inc. 
· Union-Snyder Community Action Agency

	PPL uses 15 CBOs with 40 caseworkers at 25 sites to administer Operation HELP throughout its territory. The Company’s CARES program has Customer Program Directors who work with up to 16 CBOs in each of the five PPL regions within their service territory, to assist in enrolling customers. 

There were no comments on this aspect.

Accordingly, consistent with our discussion in the Tentative Order, we find that PPL’s use of CBOs complies with the intent of the Competition Act.   

I. Organizational Structure

PPL reports the following organizational structure for its universal service programs:
· 1 Vice President, Customer Service (all programs)

· 1 Manager, Regulatory Programs & Business Services (all programs)

· 1 Customer Relations Specialist (OnTrack, WRAP, & CARES)

· 5 Regional Customer Program Directors (all programs)

· 11 Universal Service Representatives (1 for OnTrack & CARES, 10 for WRAP)

· 2 Administrative Support Staff (OnTrack, CARES, & Operation Help)

There were no comments on this aspect of the Plan.

Accordingly, consistent with our discussion in the Tentative Order, we find PPL’s staffing levels to be acceptable.   

V. CONCLUSION 

In light of the above analysis, the Commission finds that PPL’s proposed Universal Service Plan for 2014-2016 partially complies with the universal service requirements of the Electricity Generation Customer Choice and Competition Act at 66 Pa. C. S. §§ 2801-2812.  We also find that the proposed Plan also partially complies with the universal service reporting requirements at 52 Pa. Code § 54.74, the Commission’s CAP Policy Statement at 52 Pa. Code §§ 69.261-69.267 and the LIURP regulations at 52 Pa. Code §§ 58.1-58.18.  Finally, the Commission’s partial approval of this proposed Plan does not limit the Commission’s authority to order future changes to the Plan based on evaluation findings, universal service data or rate-making considerations.  Consistent with the discussion above, we shall direct PPL to amend and file a Revised USECP for 2014-2016 and to perform the following:

(1)  Beginning by January 2016 or earlier, PPL will update its system to allow OnTrack customers to remain in the program on budget billing after they have reached their CAP credit limit.  The Company will include this policy change in its Revised 2014-2016 Plan and provide quarterly updates on system enhancement progress to all parties and BCS beginning January 1, 2015, and continuing until the this system change is implemented.

(2)  Beginning by January 2016 or earlier, PPL will update its system to allow OnTrack participants to maintain program enrollment when they relocate from one residence to another within the PPL service territory.  In the interim, PPL should be sending letters to OnTrack participants who move to remind them to re-apply for the program at their new location.  If the customer re-applies for OnTrack at their new residence within 60 days of program removal, PPL should waive income documentation requirements to expedite application processing.  If PPL becomes aware that a customer who has demonstrated a good faith effort to pay incurred high arrearages during the interim period, PPL is directed to apply OnTrack benefits retroactively to non-OnTrack bills issued during the program interruption.  The Company will include this policy change in its Revised 2014-2016 Plan and provide quarterly updates on system enhancement progress to all parties and BCS beginning January 1, 2015, and continuing until this system change is implemented.

(3)  Include language in the Revised 2014-2016 Plan to clarify that OnTrack customers receive arrearage forgiveness for each timely and in-full monthly payment, regardless of arrears, and retroactive forgiveness for any months missed once the account is caught up.

(4)  Beginning by January 2016 or earlier, PPL will update it system to apply any excess OnTrack payments first to any existing program arrears and then to the next month’s OnTrack payment.  The Company will include this payment application change in its Revised 2014-2016 Plan and provide quarterly updates on system enhancement progress to all parties and BCS beginning January 1, 2015, and continuing until the system enhancement is completed.

[bookmark: _GoBack](5)  Beginning by January 2016 or earlier, PPL will update its system to apply any excess OnTrack payments first to any existing program arrears and then to the next month’s OnTrack payment.  The Company will include this payment application change in its revised 2014-2016 Plan.

(6)  Include language in the Revised 2014-2016 Plan that clarifies WRAP eligibility criteria regarding premises that have previously received baseload or Act 129 energy efficiency kits.

(7)  Include language in the Revised 2014-2016 Plan that allows households with income that is less than rent or mortgage amounts, to demonstrate how those expenses will be met prior to disqualification from WRAP.

(8)  Remove language from the Revised 2014-2016 Plan that relates to specific square footage and the potential sale and occupancy of a premises, as an eligibility requirement for WRAP. 

(9)  Include language in the Revised 2014-2016 Plan that reinstates the allowance for health and safety in baseload jobs, raising the amount from $200 to $250, and that allows contractors to spend up to $650 in health and safety measures for full cost jobs.

(10)  Include the updated needs assessment based on 2012 Census data in its Revised 2014-2016 Plan. 

	Having addressed PPL’s Plan and the comments and reply comments, we note that any issue, comment, or reply comment requesting a further deviation from the Proposed  2014-2016 Plan, but which we may not have specifically delineated herein, shall be deemed to have been duly considered and denied without further discussion.  The Commission is not required to consider expressly or at length each contention or argument raised by the parties.  Consolidated Rail Corp. v. Pa. PUC, 625 A.2d 741 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1993); also see, generally, U. of PA v. Pa. PUC, 485 A.2d 1217 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1984); THEREFORE,

IT IS ORDERED:

1.  That approval herein at Docket No. M-2013-2367021 relative to PPL Electric Utilities Corporation’s Universal Service and Energy Conservation Plan does not address and, therefore, is not an approval of matters relating to shopping by the utility’s OnTrack customers.  Such matters should be addressed in the context of the utility’s Default Service Program and Procurement Plan proceeding, at Docket No. P-2012-2302074 or related dockets.

2.  That PPL Electric Utilities Corporation’s Proposed Universal Service and Energy Conservation Plan for 2014-2016, as filed on June 3, 2013, is partially approved as consistent with Title 66 of the Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, Title 52 of the Pennsylvania Code, and Commission practice, consistent with this order.

3.  That a copy of this Final Order be served on PPL Electric Utilities Corporation and the other parties to this proceeding.

4.  That PPL Electric Utilities Corporation file and serve a Revised Universal Service and Energy Conservation Plan for 2014-2016, consistent with this order, within 30 days of the entry date of this order.

5.  That a copy of this Final Order be posted on the Commission’s website at http://www.puc.state.pa.us.

			

[image: ]	BY THE COMMISSION,


						Rosemary Chiavetta
						Secretary

(SEAL)
ORDER ADOPTED:  	September 11, 2014
ORDER ENTERED:  	September 11, 2014
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