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Under the law, any rate increase requested by a public utilily must be just and 

reasonable and shall not unreasonably discriminate among different classes of customers. 

I appear before the Commission on behalf of the members of the Lancaster Chamber of 

Commerce and Industry (the Chamber) to object to the proposed $261 million base rate 

increase by PP&L because it is unjust, unreasonable, and may be discriminatory. 

The mission of the Lancaster Chamber is, "The Lancaster Chamber of Commerce 

and Industry is committed to serving members' collective needs and enhancing a viable 

business climate for Lancaster County." The Chamber has approximately 2000 members, 

most of them small lo medium size businesses. Ninety-two percent of the members of the 

Chamber have 100 or fewer employees and seventy percent have 20 or fewer employees. 

It is this group that the Chamber is most concerned about. The larger businesses and 

industries which are members of the Chamber in PP&L's service area are better able to 

respond on their own behalf. Indeed, a number have banned together in the PP&L Industrial 

Customers Alliance and are actively involved in the proceedings before the Commission. 

Likewise, the Office of the Consumer Advocate has filed a formal complaint and will ably 

represent the individual consumer. And while the Office of the Small Business Advocate 

has also filed a formal complaint, it does not specifically represent businesses in Lancaster 

County. 

This decision to appear before the Commission was not made lightly. PP&L is 

a member of the Chamber. The Chamber docs not like to oppose business practices of its 

members. Mowever, where that practice affects virtually all the other members of the 



0016574.01-3/29/95-CSU 

Chamber, and more importantly, will have a significant adverse economic impact on 

Lancaster County's business climate and economic well-being, it was felt that the Chamber 

had to make its position known. 

By way of contrast, and to illustrate the Chamber's reluctance to take an adverse 

position to one of its members, UGI recently requested a rate increase. After looking into 

the matter carefully, it was decided by the Chamber that the UGI rate request would not have 

anywhere near the same adverse economic impact as the PP&L request. 

One of the problems with this rate increase request is that PP&L's customers have 

little choice but to purchase electricity from PP&L. Businesses and individuals may often 

be able to obtain alternative heating fuels, but electricity is the only power source for many 

pieces of equipment and processes. Chamber members, therefore, will have no choice but 

to live with any rate increase. 

As the Commission is undoubtedly aware, it is the general feeling in business and 

industry that Pennsylvania has an unfavorable business climate. Its workers' compensation 

laws and business taxes impose a severe burden on existing businesses and inhibit businesses 

from other areas from locating here. In Central Pennsylvania, particularly in Lancaster 

County, the lack of transportation infrastructure and other infrastructure is a major obstacle 

to getting businesses to locate in the County. On top of that, Pennsylvania's complicated 

political structure means that businesses and industries must get permits and permissions 

from many, many different sources. 
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The Pennsylvania Chamber of Business & Industry has stated in its 1995 

Business Agenda the following: 

Unfortunately, our small business economy - the engine of job growth 
- faces too many disincentives for doing business in Pennsylvania. 
These impediments include: 

• Business tax policies that make us uncompetitive. 

• Overregulation that makes location, expansion, or relocation difficult. 

• Needlessly adversarial government relationships that cause business to 
look elsewhere. 

Moreover, Pennsylvania's educational system is not keeping pace 
with our world-wide competition. Basic education is not meeting 
industry needs, and there is insufficient continuing education to meet 
the demands of the changing workplace. 

Given these existing "disincentives," a significant increase in utility costs will 

have an extremely negative effect on existing and future business growth. On page six of 

its Statement of Reasons, PP&L has included a chart that shows its rates are in the lower end 

of the spectrum of utilily rates in Pennsylvania. Delaware, Maryland, New Jersey and New 

York. A shift in that comparative position to the higher end of the scale will increase the 

likelihood that business in adjoining states will have a competitive advantage. 

Attached collectively as Exhibit A are (1) a ranking of factors in site selection 

from Site Selection magazine, (2) a comparison of industrial electric bills assembled by 

American Chamber of Commerce Researchers Association (ACCRA), (3) a list of 

manufacturing jobs as a percent of total jobs by county prepared by the Pennsylvania 

Department of Labor & Industry, (4) a listing of the ten best and ten worst states based on 
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economic growth (Pennsylvania 44th) from U.S. News & World Report (November 7, 1994), 

and (5) tables prepared by Edison Electric Institute comprising revenue and use for 

electricity for both industrial and commercial customers. This information dramatically 

illustrates the problems that business and industry in Pennsylvania already have. 

The Chamber made a survey of 300 of its members to gauge the effect of the rate 

increase on them. Attached as Exhibil B is a summary of responses to date. For the 

Commission's information, Column T refers to the willingness of the responding business 

to testify at this hearing. As can be seen from the summary, the rate increase will have an 

important adverse effect on a substantial number of businesses. The results of the survey are 

still coming into the Chamber and we would like to reserve the right to supplement this 

testimony with additional responses and comments. 

In a letter to "Community Leaders" dated December 30, 1994, a copy of which 

is attached hereto as Exhibit C, the Chairman, President and CEO of PP&L, William F. 

Hecht, stated that the typical industry would, "have a 9.1 percent monthly increase." As the 

attached survey reveals, the increase to a majority of businesses responding to this survey 

will be well in excess of 9.1%. 

The Chamber's message is simple. Determining a just and reasonable rate of 

return involves more than examining the financial status of the applicant utility. It involves 

taking into consideration the effect on customers and on the community or area where the 

utility does business. The increase requested by PP&L is so large that it will clearly have 

a serious adverse effect on the business climate and business development in all of Central 
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Pennsylvania and particularly in Lancaster County. The Lancaster Chamber of Commerce 

& Industry urges that the Commission take these factors into account in ruling on the rate 

increase of $261 million requested by PP&L. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Daniel C. Witmer 
President, Lancaster Chamber of Commerce 

and Industry 



SURVEY 

CORPORATE EXECUTIVES 
RATE SITE SELECTION FACTORS 
Although most ratings of site selection factors are consistent with previous years, there are 
some changes that attest to an expanding economy — such as increased labor forces and 
plans for greater participation in international trade. . . 

By Tom Bergeron, Editor 

T his site selection survey has been 
conducted annually since 1986 
and has shown remarkable con­

sistency over the years. Most of the 
changes in ratings of site selection fac­
tors have been in response to changing 
economic conditions and the changing 
priorities of businesses as they strive to 
keep pace with competitive pressures. 

For example, this survey was 
begun during the boom years of an 
overheated economy. Then came a 
recession in the late 1980s that ended 
in the spring of 1991, followed by a 
period of slow economic growth. At 
the present time, inflation and inter­
est rates are rising, but economists 
predict that the country should be 
able to sustain a 4 percent GDP 
growth rate through 1995. The grow­
ing competitive pressures of the 
global economy also affect our read­
er's planning, particularly in light of 
the NAFTA agreement and the 
expanding, dynamic economy of 
Mexico. 

In spite of the consistency in rat­
ings of site selection factors over the 
years, there is much to be learned 
from what our readers say is impor­
tant to them. While the differences in 
most site selection ratings may not be 
great, they do indicate trends lhat can 
be taken into considcralion by corn-

FIGURE ONE 

Combined Ratings* of Site Selection Survey 

v ratings of ttie 'A'rea Development ske selection survey. 

DECEMBER 1994 4t 



A COMPARISON OF INDUSTRIAL ELECTRIC BILLS 

Annual Electric Bill (dollars) 
Place Small Industrial Mid-sized Industrial 

100,000 kwh 200,000 kwh 200,000 kwh 400,000 kwh 
Large Industrial 

1.5 M. kwh 2.5 M. kwh 6.0 M. kwh 10.0 M. kwh 

MARYLAND 
Washington, MD 
Worcester, MD 

93978 
93156 

122428 
136164 

183070 
186318 

239970 
272328 

874320 
1162824 

1115160 
1576698 

3497280 
4586484 

4460640 
6306780 

NEW JERSEY 
Cumberland, NJ 84000 144000 192000 384000 1080000 1800000 4320000 7200000 

NEW YORK 
Chautauqua, NY 
Tioga, NY 

175404 
134496 

260424 
205272 

356136 
262272 

534972 
404436 

2147928 
1675464 

2998140 
2356872 

8581284 
6082176 

11982144 
8684424 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Catawba, NC 
Durham, NC 
Mecklenburg, NC 

79170 
81290 
79085 

122563 
131383 
125907 

151345 
155371 
151172 

244694 
260305 
251382 

920994 
944769 
919699 

1850741 
1400097 
1343645 

3608210 
3701031 
3603026 

5013531 
5312545 
1343644 

OHIO 
Hamilton, OH 
Summit, OH 

109424 
157051 

142679 
189182 

200909 
305650 

267418 
368955 

1137006 
1635537 

1398450 
1902132 

4001064 
5874710 

5022840 
6930048 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Berks, PA 
Lancaster, PA 
Philadelphia, PA 
York, PA 

107613 
111703 
168586 
110600 

154265 
179666 
222070 
151200 

214085 
219910 
345810 
208900 

307390 
355836 
440704 
284000 

1225800 
1371491 
2039388 
1106000 

1659391 
1980865 
2844175 
1461200 

4421970 
4908779 
8147244 
4510000 

6070146 
7020383 
9366392 
5928000 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Spartanburg, SC 80504 128319 153283 256235 922114 1357061 3583126 4993958 

Source: ACCRA Community Profile -1994 



MANUFACTURING JOBS AS A PERCENT OF TOTAL JOBS 
A COUNTY COMPARISON 

1993 
(Based on average monthly employment) 

COUNTY EMPLOYEE MFG. MFG. 
TOTAL EMPLOYEES PERCENT 

Allegheny 654,896 71,063 10.7% 
Berks 150,385 43,561 28.9% 
Chester 165,090 30,351 18.4% 
Dauphin 152,759 22,505 14.7% 
Bucks 202,497 39,347 19.4% 

Delaware 197,461 29,230 14.8% 
Fayette 34,147 5,407 15.8% 
Lackawana 92,076 21,128 22.9% 
Lancaster 187,891 55,689 29.6% 
Lebanon 35,974 10,386 28.8% 
Lehigh 144,700 33,511 23.1% 
Luzerne 126,957 26,642 20.9% 
Montgomery 397,950 86,615 21.7% 
Philadelphia 613,759 67,229 10.9% 
Washington 63,177 12,003 18.9% 
Westmoreland 118,178 22,540 19.1% 
York 147,328 46,429 31.5% 
State (Overall) 4,858,713 943,842 19.4% 

Source: Pennsylvania 
Dept. of Labor & 

Industry 



Top 10 
Economic Growth Among the States 

Bottom 10 
I.Idaho 
2. Montana 
3. Utah 
4. Colorado 
5. South Dakota 
6. North Dakota 
7. New Mexico 
8. Mississippi 
9. Nevada 

10. Arizona 

41. Massachusetts 
42. New Jersey 
43. Maine 
44. Pennsylvania 
45. Hawaii 
46. Maryland 
47. Connecticut 
48. New York 
49. Rhode Island 
50. California 

The main reasons for economic growth within the top 10 states seem to be due to manufacturing meccas, a high 
demand for construction, the ability of these states to supply services to other states, agricultural superiority, 
increased tourist spending, the presence of successful gambling industries(such as Las Vegas), and the ability to 
attract high-tech manufacturers into these states. 
Economic decline within the bottom 10 states seems to be the result of military cutbacks and shutdowns, tourism 
trouble, decline in the construction industry, corporate downsizing, defense and insurance cutbacks, and difficulty 
recovering from jobs lost due to earlier employment peaks. 

Rankings PA Ohio MO NJ NY NC 
Employment growth rate 44 42 46 45 48 15 
Income growth rate 42 30 48 43 39 2 
New business growth rate 49 26 39 41 40 35 
Bldg. permit growth rate 46 37 44 10 48 25 
Home price growth rate 43 24 38 35 37 42 
Retail sales growth rate 21 17 42 46 48 18 

Corporate tax rate(as of 1993) 
(scheduled for 1994) 12.25 5.1-8.5 7.0 9.0 9.0 7.75 

Source: U.S. News & World Report, November 7, 1994 
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T A B L E 6 » A 

REVENUE AND USE PER INDUSTRIAL CUSTOMER 
BY STATE — 1 9 9 3 0 

Total EteCltic Utility industry Investor-Ownod Electric UlllHIos 

Avg. Annual 
Revonua p«r 

Stato/Uiviaion Customer 

Totel Untted Stat— $ B5,918JZB 

Maine IU.255,42 
New Hampshire 172.835.10 
Vermont 107.899.58 
Massachusetts 67,873.20 
Rhode Island 51.380.91 
Connecticut 88.276.21 

NewCnpland B3.ft46.42 

New York 152.493.40 
New Jersey 85.120.16 
Pennsyivania 94,525.50 

Middle AtUntk 105,975.03 

Ohio 91.408.43 
Indiana 66.220.18 
llllnole 300.739.93 
MtehlQan 148,841.22 
Wisconsin 167,251.08 

Eaat Worth Central 124,831.78 

Minnesota 109.407.03 
Iowa 142.781.63 
Missouri 49,657.17 
North Dakota 54.582.79 
South Dakoia 50.499.40 
Nebraska 111,366.36 
Kansas 47,623.36 

Wet North Central 76,629.66 

Delawara 272,389.86 
Maryland 100.333.39 
Dletrict Of Columbia 1.121,095.54 
Virginia 135.674.30 
West Virginia 36.423.51 
NorthCarollna 115.071.41 
South Carolina 242.298.85 
Georgia 97,335.19 
Florida 39.673.04 

South Atlantic 00,674.35 

Kentucky 111.220.55 
Tennessee 56.715.43 
Alabama 106.975.65 
Mississippi 83.897.29 

E a t South Central 77,762.50 

Arkansas 24,858.41 
Louisiana 82.096.32 
OWahoma 27,649.30 
Texas 64,735.36 

Wert South Centre! 63,830.77 

Montana 52,200.71 
Idaho 50.477.79 
Wyoming 77.673.04 
Colorado 224,153.01 
New Mexico 46,609.24 
Arizona 116,718.41 
Utah 21.141.56 
Nevada 384.927.51 

Mountain 67,071.24 

Washington 71.797.33 
Oregon 76.565.26 
Cailtomla 110.063.B2 

Pecfflc 88,261.92 

Alaska 55,004.91 
Hawaii 446,963.01 

Al—ka * Kewall 271 

p Preliminary. 

Avg. Rovonuo 
perkWh 

Sold 

Avg. Annual 
kYVhUseper 

Customer 

Avg. Annual 
Revenue par 

Customer 

Avg. Revenue 
porkWh 

Said 

Avg. Annual 
kWhlteeper 

Customer 

4.83* 1,743,363 I 92,717.32 6.04* 1,039,463 

7.05 
9.04 
7.38 
8.75 
6.95 
8.34 
8.31 

1.621.631 
1,911,014 
1.462.343 

775.766 
673.777 

1,059.012 
1,010,104 

117.025.18 
175.516-86 
952.000.00 

76.763.00 
51,367.83 
81.282.29 
91,22«.$4 

7.02 
9.09 
6.64 
8.51 
8-93 
8.66 
022 

1.686,762 
1.929,961 

14.333.333 
902.049 
575,182 
947.796 

1,109,701 

6.66 
8.08 
6.07 
6.60 

2.289,549 
1.053.808 
1,557.440 
1,006.236 

177.243.14 
84,396.34 
96.219.10 

108.874.87 

7.73 
8.05 
6.06 
6.90 

2.293.061 
1,047.786 
1.569.987 
1,578,876 

4.26 
4.11 
4.70 
5.74 
3.98 
4JF7 

2,146564 
2.097,539 
6.402,726 
2.592,471 
4.204,214 
2,733,051 

92.698.56 
93.781.40 

329,989.29 
153.589.80 
238.514,34 
132.951.71 

4.23 
4.03 
4.69 
5.75 
3.95 
4.56 

2,193.401 
2.325.704 
7.031.239 
2.671,229 
6,043,537 
2^22.114 

4.40 
3.92 
4.85 
4.78 
4.56 
4.00 
4.87 
4.44 

2,485.811 
3,640.180 
1,023,108 
1,141.261 
1.108.092 
2.780.861 

977.522 
1,709,610 

123.182.14 
207,118.65 
49.426.19 
41,367.06 
78.897.98 

46.696.69 
80,460.08 

4.32 
3.79 
4.92 
4.66 
4.68 

4.87 
4.40 

2,851,529 
5.465,561 
1.005,562 

887.001 
1,685.647 

958,233 
1,826,623 

4.71 
5.45 
6.91 
4.27 
3.97 
5.07 
4.05 
4.86 
6.39 
4.79 

5.784.965 
1,640.262 

18.955,414 
3.178,344 

918.557 
2^69.150 
6.986.525 
2,003,627 

735.458 
1,893,686 

360,119.78 
101.551.46 

1,121.095.54 
163.873.23 
36,439.11 

128.002.05 
235,543.88 
100.318.35 
30.518.81 
60,983.98 

4.49 
5.45 
5.91 
4.19 
3.96 
4.86 
4.25 
4.69 
4.91 
4.71 

8,016,713 
1.863.170 

18.955,414 
3.906.824 

919,448 
2.622.670 
5.544,944 
2.137.744 

622,139 
1,910,044 

f: 
t ; 
t ? 

ii 

fl 
i -
v-

4,25 
4.68 
4.37 
4.66 
4£0 

2.616.161 
1512.637 
2,449,121 
1.800,148 
1,728556 

82,323.44 
181.241.38 
154,706.17 
84,428.15 

112,40342 

3.55 
3.46 
4.46 
4.89 
456 

2,320.337 
5535.632 
3.453,752 
1.725,242 
2,639,324 

4.99 
4.47 
4.19 
4.32 
4.40 

497.998 
1.836,525 

664.658 
1,499,948 
1517,910 

19.274.05 
89,795.68 
26.644.41 
64,26619 
82587.17 

5.37 
4.37 
4.06 
4.21 
4.31 

358,888 
2,052,827 

656,838 
1.625,834 
1512,492 

3.08 
2.80 
3.51 
4.45 
4.96 
5.78 
3.93 
5.08 
440 

1.696.150 
1,602,343 
2.219,888 
5.034.003 

936.157 
2.019,469 

538.574 
7,602445 
1,561,316 

39,102.05 
56.123.96 
73598.16 

710.932.37 
37,949.53 
86,643.53 
20546.72 

401.42155 
56,73149 

3.84 
2.76 
3.25 
4.41 
4.83 
6.66 
3.69 
5.49 
441 

1.019.567 
2,031.657 
2.256.020 

16.120,773 
785.653 

1.320,017 
548.975 

7,317.500 
1461.842 

2.52 
3.35 
7.30 
554 

2.844,650 
2588.125 
1,606,849 
147*417 

27,876.26 
62,389.72 

449,584.78 
182,604.87 

6.72 
8.94 
5.68 

818,331 
5,000,000 
3,131479 

17.594.30 
446,963.01 
385,65143 

3.97 
3.89 
753 
6.42 

7.10 
6.94 
049 

701.340 
1.605.196 
6.220,188 
2,045588 

247.807 
5.000,000 
3512.096 
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TABLE 68A 

REVENUE AND U S E PER COMMERCIAL CUSTOMER 
BY STATE — 1993p 

Total Electrfc Utilfty Industry fnvMtor-OwrMCl E'ectrto Utflftta 

Avg. Mtuiftt 
RftMmua ptf 

Stot^Diyttion Cusumftr 

Tot«l Unttt BtsH* Ufi13J82 

Maine 3.825.86 
Mew Hampshire 3,032.63 
Vermont 3,961.19 
Massachusetts 6,474.88 
Rhode Island 5.743.99 
Connoctteut B,S56.06 

Hew England 6484.83 

New York 6.803.29 
Now Jersey 7,321.16 
Pennsylvania 4,960.29 

Mkkfle AMeotlc 643551 

Ohio 5.407.41 
Indiana 3,847.42 
Illinois 4,997.19 
Michigan 4.578.69 
Wisconsin 3,382.31 

O t t North Central 4.835.66 

Minnesota 2.768.05 
Iowa 2,853.64 
Missouri 4.625.39 
Morth Dakota 2.973.58 
South Dakoia 2,526.48 
Nebraska 2,584.31 
Kansas...:.-; 4,133.49 

Weet North Central 3,469.45 

Delaware 5.657.35 
Maiyfand 4,189.18 
District of Cokimbia 14.389.51 
Virginia 6,226.50 
WestVirglnia 3,151.05 
North Carolina 4,191.68 
South Carofina 3.722.46 
Georgia 5.776.29 
Florida 4.853.09 

South AttenUc 4,79140 

Kentucky 2,670.90 
Tennessee 1,198.76 
Alabama 3,126.75 
Mississippi 3.284-25 

Eatt South Central 2.431.14 

Arkansas 3,833.65 
Louisiana 6546.86 
OWahoms 3.608.55 
Texas 4.960.79 

Wart South Centnil 4,714.94 

Montana 2,606.42 
Idaho 2,911.46 
Wyoming 3,115.08 
Colorado 4.218.23 
New Mexico 4.430.01 
Arizona 7,744.57 
Utah 4.623.57 
Nevada 3,444.78 

Mountain 4430.93 

Washington 3439.36 
Oregon 3.563.83 
CafHomla 5.628.45 

Pectflc , 6,170.02 

Alaska 5.847.21 
Hawafl 5,455.30 

At—tea k Hawaii 8407-06 

p Preliminary. 

Avg. Revenue 
perkWh 

Sold 

Avg. Annus> 
kWhUseper 

Cuctomsr 

Avg. Annual 
Revenue per 

CuBtomar 

7.72* 02483 

9.65 
10.62 
9.30 
9.67 

10.17 
10.08 
947 

39,666 
28,026 
42.612 
66,930 
56.458 
84.840 
50,657 

11.69 
9.71 
8.44 

1050 

58.187 
75.420 
58,794 
62,104 

7.61 
6.76 
6.80 
8.35 
6.93 
7*7 

71,029 
68.761 
73.451 
54,823 
67,037 
05485 

6.27 
6.37 
6.23 
6.60 
6.90 
6.06 
6.72 
646 

44.171 
44.802 
74,285 
45.031 
36,610 
42,616 
61.488 
54429 

7.04 
7.18 
7.15 
6.29 
5.81 
645 
654 
7.50 
6.69 
6.72 

80.350 
56,357 

201.254 
83,048 
54,197 
63.999 
59.636 
77,026 
72,543 
71578 

5.32 
6.68 
6.93 
7.45 
6.52 

50.165 
17.938 
45,101 
44.079 
37576 

7.29 
7.49 
6.30 
6.94 
647 

52.637 
70.044 
57.235 
71^20 
67448 

5.13 
4.41 
5.07 
5.91 
8.14 
8.63 
5.97 
6.50 
549 

50,848 
66.076 
61.416 
71,374 
54,451 
89.726 
77,389 
62.987 
69,175 

4.39 
4.92 
10.45 
8.76 

80.689 
72,384 
53.882 
69,049 

9.30 
11.68 
1048 

62,844 
46.701 
62,989 

5542559 

3.922.70 
3.126.35 
4,481.56 
6,752.48 
5,773.15 
8,820.94 
ft 235,32 

6.907.62 
7,381.79 
5,028.33 
6,42447 

5.762.77 
4.098.06 
5,018.56 
4^9640 
3.628.45 
4417*7 

2.395.14 
3.022.68 
5,385.23 
2,42458 
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| Pennsylvania Power & Light Company l a ^ ^ 
Two North Ninth Street-Allentown, PA 18101-1179 •610/774-5151 

William F. Hecht 
Chairman, Praslcfant 
and Chief Executive Officer 
610/774-5461 
FAX: 610/774-5019 

December 30, 1994 

Dear Community Leader, 

As a business and community leader, you can appreciate the challenge of maintaining 
service levels while costs continually increase. 

Pennsylvania Power & Light Co. is committed to maintaining a high level of electric 
service and keeping prices as stable as possible for our 1.2 million customers in Central Eastern 
Pennsylvania. For the past decade, PP&L has avoided asking the Pennsylvania Public Utility 
Commission for rate increases. We have cut internal costs aggressively, refinanced high-cost 
securities at lower interest rates and increased sales to other utilities. 

At this time, however, we can no longer continue to offset increasing costs completely by 
internal measures alone. Today, PP&L filed a request with the Pennsylvania Public Utility 
Commission to increase electric service rates by $261 million, which amounts to 11.7 percent of 
total rates. 

The increase affects different classes of customers differently. If the full amount of the 
increase is approved, the typical residential customer will pay about 20.7 percent more per month, 
the typical commercial customer will see an increase of about 2.4 percent per month and-ihe 
typical industrial customer will have a 9.1 percent monthly increase. 

PP&L is requesting that the new rates take effect Feb. 28, 1995. The PUC may suspend 
the request at that time for seven additional months to allow for investigation and public hearings. 
That would delay implementation of new rates until Oct. 1,1995. 

Seeking a price increase was a difficult decision to make, but after 10 years without 
changing our base rates, it was a decision we could no longer avoid. We must ensure that the 
rates we charge accurately reflect the cost of providing service. 

Since PP&L's last base rate increase, we have passed certain non-recurring cost savings 
directly to customers by decreasing prices. Examples include changes in accounting for power 
plant inventories, the settlement of potential litigation regarding the construction of our 
Susquehanna nuclear power plant and a reduction in federal taxes. " • • * 
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As a result of PP&L cost cutting measures, the total price an average PP&L residential 
customer pays-for electric service today is only 8 percent higher than it was in 1985, reflecting 
increases in energy costs, such as fuel costs and power purchases from non-utility generators, not 
changes in base rates. In the same time period, consumer prices have increased by more than 30 
percent. Even if PP&L is granted the full amount of the requested increase, the cost of electric 
service will have increased at a rate slower than inflation over the past 10 years. 

I can assure, you that PP&L remains committed to price stability. We will continue to cut 
costs and work diligently to avoid future rate increases. Rate increases will remain our "last 
resort" option in our efforts to ensure the PP&L is in a strong position to continue providing 
exceptional service to our customers. 

Sincerely, 

Wiiliam F. Hecht 
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