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P R O C E E D I N G S 

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE SUSAN D. COLWELL: Good 

morning. This i s the time and the place set f o r a f u r t h e r 

e v i d e n t i a r y hearing i n the case captioned Pennsylvania 

Public U t i l i t y Commission vs. PPL E l e c t r i c U t i l i t i e s 

Corporation, a t Docket No. R-00072155, and the accompanying 

complaints f i l e d against the proposed r a t e increase from 

R-00072155C0001 through and i n c l u d i n g R-00072155C0027. 

I'm A d m i n i s t r a t i v e Law Judge Susan Colwell, assigned 

by the Commission t o preside i n t h i s matter. 

I note f o r the record the attendance of the 

f o l l o w i n g : On behalf of PPL E l e c t r i c U t i l i t i e s Corporation, 

Paul E. Russell, David B. MacGregor and John H. Isom. 

Appearing pro se we have Joseph McAndrew; on behalf 

of the O f f i c e of T r i a l S t a f f , Kenneth Mickens; on behalf of 

the PPL I n d u s t r i a l Customer A l l i a n c e , I see we have 

Pamela Polacek; the O f f i c e of Consumer Advocate, 

Aron Beatty; on behalf of the Sustainable Energy Fund, 

Thomas T. Niesen; on behalf of the O f f i c e of Small Business 

Advocate, Steven Gray; on behalf of Richards Energy Group, 

Craig A. D o l l . 

Is there anyone who should have signed the attendance 

sheet t h a t has not? 

Yes, s i r . 

MR. GRAHAM: Yes, I wish t o t e s t i f y opposing the r a t e 
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increase. Do I need t o sign in? I s there a sheet here? I 

have not seen any s i g n - i n sheet. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Well, the s i g n - i n sheet f o r today i s 

the green sheet. And a c t u a l l y , I would l i k e you t o do t h a t . 

There's an extra green piece of paper down here. So i f you 

could go ahead and sign t h a t . I do recognize you from the 

Harrisburg p u b l i c input hearing. 

While you are signing t h a t , we*11 go ahead w i t h some 

p r e l i m i n a r y matters. 

There are several purposes f o r t h i s hearing. The 

l i t i g a t i n g p a r t i e s submitted an a l l - i s s u e J o i n t P e t i t i o n For 

Settlement on August 30, 2007. There are several questions 

I have regarding the settlement, and I have asked the J o i n t 

P e t i t i o n e r s t o provide answers t o help me t o understand what 

the J o i n t P e t i t i o n f o r Settlement does. 

In a d d i t i o n , there are a few page s u b s t i t u t i o n s t h a t 

the J o i n t P e t i t i o n e r s need t o make t o c o r r e c t some e r r o r s i n 

the math. 

The J o i n t P e t i t i o n f o r Settlement was served on the 

customer complainants who d i d not p a r t i c i p a t e i n the 

l i t i g a t i o n on August 31, 2007, along w i t h a l e t t e r informing 

them of t h e i r r i g h t s t o f i l e o b j e c t i o n s t o the settlement. 

Four ob j e c t i o n s were received, and t h i s hearing gives 

them an opp o r t u n i t y , the o b j e c t i n g p a r t i e s , t o f u r t h e r 

a r t i c u l a t e those o b j e c t i o n s . 
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1 I n a d d i t i o n , four customer complainants came t o my 

2 a t t e n t i o n l a s t Wednesday, September 19, 2007. These four 

3 were immediately sent n o t i c e of today's hearing and the 

4 order I issued September 17, 2007, regarding t h i s hearing. 

5 I n a d d i t i o n , the company sent them each a copy of the J o i n t 

P e t i t i o n f o r Settlement. 

7 And t h i s brings me t o a case where I have t o 

8 apologize, because the time stamps on those four complaints 

9 show t h a t they were received i n the Commission Secretary's 

10 Bureau on June 6, June 8, June 28 and September 11. 

n The f i r s t three were received by the O f f i c e of 

12 A d m i n i s t r a t i v e Law Judge on August 10, and the l a s t on 

13 September 11. They were not assigned t o me u n t i l 

14 September 19. 

is The actions of both bureaus i s not consistent w i t h 

16 i n t e r n a l p r o t o c o l , which d i c t a t e s t h a t any document w i t h an 

17 "R" docket i s t o be given p r i o r i t y and moved through at 

18 once. 

19 As you can t e l l , the f i r s t three were f i l e d i n p l e n t y 

20 of time t o have a f f o r d e d the complainants an o p p o r t u n i t y f o r 

21 more p a r t i c i p a t i o n than they have now. 

22 I thank the l i t i g a t i n g p a r t i e s , who have been 

23 extremely cooperative, and who have done everything r i g h t . 

24 And I apologize because I cannot s i t here and assure t h a t 

25 there are not more complaints stuck somewhere between the 
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f i l i n g o f f i c e and my desk. I don't have t o t e l l you what 

t h a t could mean. 

So on behalf of the r e g u l a t o r y agency, I apologize 

f o r the e r r o r s , which have r e s u l t e d i n inconvenience and 

increased cost t h a t could have been avoided i f the 

Commission s t a f f had done i t s job i n a t i m e l y fashion. 

The four o b j e c t i o n s were received from 

L i l l i a n Falcone, Joseph McAndrew, Stephanie Crayton and 

Michael Ochs. 

I note t h a t I received a l e t t e r from 

Stephanie Crayton i n d i c a t i n g she would not be able t o attend 

t h i s hearing, and asking t h a t we accept her w r i t t e n 

testimony instead. 

I have copies of t h i s l e t t e r f o r the p a r t i e s . And I 

assume t h a t when she asks t h a t , she means the o b j e c t i o n 

submitted, because no separate w r i t t e n testimony was 

received. 

Would anyone l i k e t o see a copy of t h a t l e t t e r ? 

(Pause.) 

JUDGE COLWELL: I note t h a t my l e t t e r dated 

September 12, 2007, t o a l l p a r t i e s of record sent each p a r t y 

a copy of the ob j e c t i o n s received. And i t was also sent t o 

the secretary f o r f i l i n g i n the o f f i c i a l f i l e , and t h e r e f o r e 

the o b j e c t i o n s are p a r t of the record i n t h i s case. 

Of the consumer complainants, only Joseph McAndrew 
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i n d i c a t e d i n advance t h a t he would be present here today. I 

see we have one other person. 

Mr. McAndrew, would you step up t o the witness box, 

please? 

Whereupon, 

JOSEPH McANDREW 

having p r e v i o u s l y been duly sworn, t e s t i f i e d f u r t h e r as 

f o l l o w s : 

JUDGE COLWELL: You're already sworn i n t h i s 

p a r t i c u l a r proceeding. So l e t me j u s t remind you t h a t you 

are sworn i n , and t h a t you're s t i l l under oath f o r the 

purposes of t h i s proceeding. I f you're more comfortable 

standing, t h a t ' s okay w i t h me. 

DIRECT TESTIMONY 

JUDGE COLWELL: Would you please s t a t e your name and 

s p e l l i t f o r the record, s i r ? 

THE WITNESS: Okay. Joseph McAndrew, M-C, and 

c a p i t a l A-N-D-R-E-W. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Are you the same Joseph McAndrew t h a t 

t e s t i f i e d at a hearing held August 27 v i a telephone? 

THE WITNESS: I am. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Today you are o b j e c t i n g t o the 

settlement. So what s p e c i f i c terms of the settlement do you 

f i n d obj ectionable, and why? 

THE WITNESS: A l l r i g h t . S p e c i f i c terms of the 
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settlement. Okay. Now, I'm r e f e r r i n g t o my o r i g i n a l formal 

complaint l e t t e r . I s t h a t acceptable? 

JUDGE COLWELL: You have already t e s t i f i e d regarding 

t h a t , s i r . 

THE WITNESS: A l l r i g h t . And s p e c i f i c formal. I 

would say t h a t I have a question as f a r as the one p o i n t . 

More than one p o i n t . 

But one p o i n t , on the PPL plaza on Hamilton S t r e e t , 

the b u i l d i n g t h a t was st a t e d was an excessive cost and so 

f o r t h . And indeed, from i n f o r m a t i o n t h a t I have p r e s e n t l y 

i n f r o n t of me from the CEO, W i l l i a m F. Heck, sta t e s t h a t 

JUDGE COLWELL: S i r , what are you r e f e r r i n g to? The 

re s t of us don't have copies. 

THE WITNESS: Oh, okay. The PPL Corporation indeed 

i s a major player and p a r t i c i p a n t — 

JUDGE COLWELL: Mr. McAndrew, what are you reading 

from? 

THE WITNESS: Oh, I was j u s t kind of paraphrasing i t . 

JUDGE COLWELL: Can you t e l l me what i t i s ? 

THE WITNESS: I am j u s t b a s i c a l l y reading — not 

j u s t . I am reading from, t h i s i s r i g h t from the PPL 

Corporation, and un v e i l s the plaza on Hamilton S t r e e t , which 

i s the PPL Center. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Mr. McAndrew, i s t h i s a press 

release, i s i t from the website, or i s i t a l e t t e r addressed 
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t o — 

THE WITNESS: This i s from the web. 

JUDGE COLWELL: From the website? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Thank you. Go ahead. 

THE WITNESS: Okay. And i t s t a t e s , PPL Corporation, 

New York Stock Exchange, PPL, and L i b e r t y Property Trust 

unveiled plans today f o r the plaza a t PPL Center. Today 

marks the beginning of a concrete, glass and s t e e l 

expression of a tra n s f o r m a t i o n of our company, of our 

company, said W i l l i a m F. Heck, PPL Chairman. We are 

b u i l d i n g both l i t e r a l l y and f i g u r a t i v e l y the new b u i l d i n g , 

the PPL Plaza Center. 

So indeed, you know, i t was stated p r e v i o u s l y t h a t , 

no, we d i d n ' t have anything t o do w i t h — because also, i f 

they're b u i l d i n g large t h i n g s l i k e t h i s and they're asking 

f o r l arge increases, f o l k s , then we t h i n k maybe i t would be 

f a i r i f they kind of cost, be c o s t - e f f e c t i v e , as we a l l are 

i n our l i v e s . 

And so i t was stated e a r l i e r t h a t they d i d not have 

anything t o do w i t h t h i s b u i l d i n g . But indeed, they're a 

major player i n the c o n s t r u c t i o n of the b u i l d i n g . And I 

j u s t wanted t h a t f o r the record. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Do you have anything else, s i r ? 

THE WITNESS: No, nothing else r i g h t now. 
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JUDGE COLWELL: Then 1*111 going t o give the attorneys 

here an o p p o r t u n i t y t o ask you some questions. 

THE WITNESS: Oh, t h a t ' s f i n e . 

JUDGE COLWELL: Mr. MacGregor? 

MR. MacGREGOR: I have no questions. Your Honor. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Mr. Gray? 

MR. GRAY: No questions. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Mr. Beatty? 

MR. BEATTY: No questions, Your Honor. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Mr. Mickens? 

MR. MICKENS: No questions, Your Honor. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Ms. Polacek? 

MS. POLACEK: No questions, Your Honor. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Mr. D o l l . 

MR. DOLL: No questions. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Mr. Niesen? 

MR. NIESEN: No questions, Your Honor. 

JUDGE COLWELL: A l l r i g h t . Thank you, Mr. McAndrew. 

No one has any questions f o r you. You may step down. 

THE WITNESS: Thank you. 

(Witness excused.) 

JUDGE COLWELL: I s L i l l i a n Falcone or Michael Ochs 

here? 

(No response.) 

JUDGE COLWELL: I note f o r the record t h a t there was 
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no response. 

I b e l i e v e we do have one other i n d i v i d u a l present who 

has f i l e d a complaint, and may have an o b j e c t i o n t o the 

settlement. 

Would you step forward, please, s i r ? 

Whereupon, 

DANIEL D. GRAHAM 

having p r e v i o u s l y been duly sworn, t e s t i f i e d f u r t h e r as 

f o l l o w s : 

JUDGE COLWELL: Now, you are also under oath i n t h i s 

proceeding. 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

JUDGE COLWELL: So I don't need t o b r i n g you back. 

But I w i l l remind you t h a t you are under oath. 

THE WITNESS: Okay. 

DIRECT TESTIMONY 

JUDGE COLWELL: Would you s t a t e your name and s p e l l 

i t f o r the record, please? 

THE WITNESS: Daniel D. Graham, 217 North Second 

Str e e t , Apartment B, i n Harrisburg, Pennsylvania. 

And again, I am opposed t o these proposed PPL 

U t i l i t i e s r a t e increases. I am also opposed t o the previous 

r a t e increases which they have already received since the 

beginning of the year 2005. 

I understand t h a t i n January 2005 they got, i s i t 6.3 
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percent increase? Do I have those numbers r i g h t ? And then 

i n 2006 an 8.3 percent r a t e increase. Now they're asking 

f o r more r a t e increases. 

Oh, no, wait a minute. No way. I can't a f f o r d any 

more r a t e increases, and n e i t h e r can other customers. I n 

the ten years, these r a t e increases are not j u s t i f i e d . I n 

the ten years p r i o r t o 2004, the PPL Company went without a 

r a t e increase, and everything went f i n e . We had 

e l e c t r i c i t y . 

And also, these PPL r a t e increases are i n f l a t i o n a r y . 

Which robs each one of us of our buying power. 

Also, we r e s i d e n t i a l customers should not have t o pay 

a higher r a t e i n order t h a t businesses and i n d u s t r y can get 

a lower e l e c t r i c r a t e . 

Friends, we need t o stop t h i s i n f l a t i o n now. These 

r a t e increases are a r i p - o f f . They're s i n f u l . And again, 

we need t o stop these r a t e increases and stop i n f l a t i o n 

r i g h t here and now. 

I am asking the Pennsylvania Public U t i l i t y 

Commission t o do the C h r i s t i a n t h i n g and keep these e l e c t r i c 

rates reasonable and a f f o r d a b l e f o r every customer. 

I show you again my e l e c t r i c b i l l f o r March of t h i s 

year a f t e r my energy assistance grant was used up. I n March 

2007 my e l e c t r i c b i l l was $117.62. 

Now wait a minute. I know we had cold weather and I 
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used a l o t of heat. But i f i t were not f o r these r a t e 

increases, I f i g u r e my b i l l would be not more than $91 or 

$92 at the most. That was March b i l l . Then A p r i l b i l l came 

down. I used less heat. But even then i t was $98.74. 

The PPL re p r e s e n t a t i v e who I t a l k e d t o was good about 

i t . They l e t me pay j u s t a p a r t of t h a t . And then i n May 

my e l e c t r i c b i l l was $71, and I paid the f u l l amount. 

Thank God I was able t o pay t h a t up then before June. 

And then my June b i l l , of course, I used very l i t t l e heat, 

was down t o only $14.64. Almost at rock bottom. 

And then i n the summer my e l e c t r i c b i l l s , i n July, 

August, September, my e l e c t r i c b i l l s are way down. Only 

around $11. But I use no heat and no a i r c o n d i t i o n i n g 

e i t h e r . 

Now, c l e a r l y , there's no reason why e l e c t r i c heat 

should cost t h a t much i n the w i n t e r . That i s wrong. Heat 

i s something t h a t everyone needs i n the cold weather. 

And e l e c t r i c u t i l i t y r a t e s , and a l l u t i l i t y r a t e s , 

should be t i g h t l y regulated by the s t a t e and the Federal 

Government. 

So t h e r e f o r e , again, I am asking the Pennsylvania 

Public U t i l i t y Commission t o r e j e c t these proposed r a t e 

increases, and also t o repeal the previous r a t e increases, 

and t o order the PPL E l e c t r i c U t i l i t i e s Company t o keep 

t h e i r e l e c t r i c rates the same as they were i n the year 2004. 
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And i f these r a t e increases are granted t o PPL, then 

I am asking the s t a t e l e g i s l a t u r e and the governor t o 

intervene and deny and r e j e c t these r a t e increases, and 

again, keep the PPL e l e c t r i c r ates the same as they were i n 

the year 2004. 

Thank you. Your Honor. Thank you, l a d i e s and 

gentlemen i n the audience. God bless. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Thank you, Mr. Graham. Mr. Graham, 

j u s t a few questions f o r you. 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Are you the same Daniel Graham t h a t 

f i l e d a formal complaint i n t h i s case? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, I am. 

JUDGE COLWELL: I t ' s docketed at C0005; correct? 

THE WITNESS: I don't remember the docket number. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Okay. Well, t h a t ' s what my records 

show. 

THE WITNESS: Okay. But I am the same Daniel D. 

Graham, 217 North Second S t r e e t , i n Harrisburg, 

Pennsylvania. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Okay. Thank you. Did you receive a 

copy of the settlement agreement i n the mail? 

THE WITNESS: I t h i n k I d i d . I read about i t i n the 

newspaper. 

JUDGE COLWELL: You should have received one of 
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these. Something t h a t looks j u s t l i k e t h i s , t h i s t h i c k , i n 

the beginning of September, or the very end of August. 

THE WITNESS: I don't t h i n k I received one of those 

l i k e you have 

JUDGE COLWELL: Well, i t might not have been bound. 

But i t would have been t h i s s i z e , and i t would have said 

J o i n t S t i p u l a t i o n f o r Settlement of Rate I n v e s t i g a t i o n on 

i t . Did you receive one l i k e t h i s ? 

THE WITNESS: I t h i n k I d i d . I t said something about 

a settlement. I t h i n k I d i d , yeah. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Do you have any issues w i t h what was 

i n t h i s document? 

THE WITNESS: What e x a c t l y do you mean? 

JUDGE COLWELL: I mean t h a t t h i s p a r t i c u l a r document 

i s a J o i n t P e t i t i o n f o r Settlement t h a t was submitted t o me 

by a l l of the l i t i g a t i n g p a r t i e s i n t h i s case. And i t was 

then served on a l l of the i n d i v i d u a l complainants. And t h i s 

i s the op p o r t u n i t y t o t e l l me what you do or don't l i k e 

about t h i s document. 

THE WITNESS: A l l r i g h t . 

JUDGE COLWELL: Do you have anything t o say about 

t h i s document? 

THE WITNESS: Okay. Again, I am opposed t o the 

settlement g r a n t i n g the PPL E l e c t r i c U t i l i t i e s those r a t e 

increases which they asked f o r . 
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JUDGE COLWELL: Okay. Do you have anything else t o 

add? 

THE WITNESS: No. No, t h a t i s a l l , j u s t what I have 

said already. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Let me ask the attorneys i f they have 

any questions f o r you. 

THE WITNESS: Okay. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Mr. MacGregor? 

MR. MacGREGOR: No questions, Your Honor. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Mr. Gray? 

MR. GRAY: No questions. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Mr. Beatty? 

MR. BEATTY: No questions. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Mr. Mickens? 

MR. MICKENS: No questions. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Ms. Polacek? 

MS. POLACEK: No questions. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Mr. Doll? 

MR. DOLL: No questions. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Mr. Niesen? 

MR. NIESEN: No questions. Your Honor. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Thank you very much, Mr. Graham. You 

may step down. 

THE WITNESS: Okay. Just about t h i s settlement, 

t h a t ' s what I have t o say, t h a t I am opposed t o — about 
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t h i s settlement, t h a t again, I am opposed t o t h i s settlement 

g r a n t i n g the r a t e increases t o the PPL E l e c t r i c U t i l i t i e s . 

That i s wrong. That's a l l 

JUDGE COLWELL: Okay. Thank you, s i r . 

THE WITNESS: Thank you. Your Honor. 

(Witness excused.) 

JUDGE COLWELL: A l l r i g h t . Are there any other 

i n d i v i d u a l s present who have e i t h e r f i l e d a complaint i n the 

case or an o b j e c t i o n t o the settlement? 

(No response.) 

JUDGE COLWELL: Let the record show there was no 

response. And t h i s concludes the consumer complainant 

p o r t i o n of the hearing. Now we'11 move on t o the settlement 

p o r t i o n . 

Mr. MacGregor? 

MR. MacGREGOR: Thank you. Your Honor. 

Since we f i l e d the settlement, a number of questions 

and i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of some e r r o r s have been i d e n t i f i e d by 

Your Honor's o f f i c e and by others. And some questions were 

ra i s e d by you. 

We have responded i n two ways. F i r s t , w i t h respect 

t o those questions t h a t deal w i t h the proof of revenues and 

the t a r i f f sheet, we decided t h a t there were enough of 

those, we put together a b r i e f piece of w r i t t e n testimony 

from Mr. Kasper. 
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1 There were enough change pages i n both the proof of 

2 revenues and the proposed compliance f i l i n g t a r i f f t h a t i t 

3 made sense t o replace those documents t h a t were attached t o 

4 the settlement. 

5 So we have put those together i n t o a red covered 

(> document t h a t we have d i s t r i b u t e d t o Your Honor, the court 

7 r e p o r t e r and the p a r t i e s . And they deal w i t h the t a r i f f 

fi questions. We have Mr. Kasper here today t o answer any 

9 questions t h a t may a r i s e about those issues. 

10 We d i d not d i s t r i b u t e i t u n t i l t h i s morning. So i f 

n Your Honor and the p a r t i e s , i f we want t o take a short break 

12 and l e t the f o l k s read through t h a t and see i f they have any 

13 questions about i t and see i f i t ' s c l e a r , we could do t h a t . 

14 You also i d e n t i f i e d several other questions, asking 

is questions about various p r o v i s i o n s of the settlement and 

16 other q u a s i - l e g a l questions t h a t I'm prepared t o respond t o 

17 separately on the record. 

18 So we can proceed i n whatever order you wish. 

19 Mr. Kasper's here, and there are a couple of areas t h a t I 

20 can address as w e l l . 

21 JUDGE COLWELL: Okay. Well, I would l i k e t o have an 

22 o p p o r t u n i t y t o look i t over. So why don't we take a short 

23 break. Let's take 15 minutes. 

24 {Recess.) 

25 JUDGE COLWELL: Let's go back on the record. 
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We've had a short recess, an op p o r t u n i t y t o look over 

the testimony. 

Mr. MacGregor, go ahead. 

MR. MacGREGOR: Your Honor, we would l i k e to c a l l as 

a witness for t h i s hearing Mr. Oliver G. Kasper. 

Whereupon, 

OLIVER G. KASPER 

having been duly sworn, t e s t i f i e d as follows: 

MR. MacGREGOR: Your Honor, we had previous submitted 

t o Your Honor, t o the court r e p o r t e r and t o the p a r t i e s 

three documents t h a t are bound i n a binder. The f i r s t e n t ry 

i s a document e n t i t l e d Settlement Testimony of O l i v e r G. 

Kasper. I'd ask i t be marked f o r i d e n t i f i c a t i o n as PPL 

Statement No. 7-S. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Okay. 

(Whereupon, the document was marked 

as PPL Statement No. 7-S f o r 

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n . ) 

MR. MacGREGOR: Behind t h a t testimony i s a document 

which i s a copy of the proposed settlement compliance f i l i n g 

t a r i f f . I would ask t h a t i t be marked f o r i d e n t i f i c a t i o n as 

PPL E x h i b i t OGK-4. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Okay. 

(Whereupon, the document was marked 

as PPL Exhibit No. OGK-4 for 
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1 i d e n t i f i c a t i o n . ) 

2 MR. MacGREGOR: And then behind t h a t are proofs of 

3 revenue f o r the rates proposed i n the settlement. And I 

4 would ask t h a t i t be marked as PPL E x h i b i t OGK-5. 

5 JUDGE COLWELL: A l l r i g h t . 

(Whereupon, the document was marked 

7 as PPL Exhibit No. OGK-5 for 

8 id e n t i f i c a t i o n . ) 

9 DIRECT EXAMINATION 

H) BY MR. MacGREGOR: 

U Q. Mr. Kasper, do you have the documents before you 

12 t h a t have been marked f o r i d e n t i f i c a t i o n as PPL Statement 

13 No. 7-S, E x h i b i t OGK-4 and E x h i b i t OGK-5? 

M A. Yes, I do. 

15 Q. Were these documents prepared e i t h e r by you or 

16 under your d i r e c t supervision? 

17 A. Yes, they were. 

18 Q. Do you have any changes you wish t o make t o any 

19 of these documents at t h i s time? 

20 A. No, not at t h i s time. 

21 Q. I s the i n f o r m a t i o n contained i n these three 

22 documents t r u e and c o r r e c t t o the best of your knowledge? 

23 A. Yes, i t i s . 

24 MR. MacGREGOR: Your Honor, subject t o motion and 

25 cross examination, we would ask t h a t these documents be 
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admitted as pr e v i o u s l y marked. 

JUDGE COLWELL: They're admitted. 

(Whereupon, the document marked as 

PPL Statement No. 7-S was received 

i n evidence.) 

(Whereupon, the documents marked as 

PPL E x h i b i t Nos. OGK-4 and OGK-5 were 

received i n evidence.) 

BY MR. MacGREGOR: 

Q. Mr. Kasper, am I c o r r e c t t h a t i n your Statement 

No. 7-S you addressed c e r t a i n questions r a i s e d by the 

A d m i n i s t r a t i v e Law Judge and her review of the settlement i n 

t h i s proceeding? 

A. Yes, I d i d . 

Q. And E x h i b i t OGK-4 and E x h i b i t OGK-5 r e f l e c t the 

changes t h a t you have made t o the settlement proofs of 

revenue and settlement t a r i f f t o r e f l e c t those changes 

i d e n t i f i e d i n your testimony? 

A. Yes. 

MR. MacGREGOR: Mr. Kasper's a v a i l a b l e f o r 

questioning by Your Honor or by the p a r t i e s . Your Honor. 

Thank you. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Are there any questions, Mr. Gray? 

MR. GRAY: No, Your Honor. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Mr. Beatty? 
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MR. BEATTY: No, Your Honor. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Mr. Mickens? 

MR. MICKENS: No questions. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Ms. Polacek? 

MS. POLACEK: No questions. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Mr. Doll? 

MR. DOLL: No questions. Your Honor. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Mr. Niesen? 

MR. NIESEN: No questions, Your Honor. 

JUDGE COLWELL: The only question t h a t I would have 

i s regarding the funding f o r the small business loan. The 

re s t of them are q u i t e t e c h n i c a l , and I'm sure w i l l speak 

f o r themselves. 

Page seven of your testimony, s i r . You say t h a t the 

ra t e schedule or schedules t h a t w i l l provide funding f o r the 

small business loan guarantee program have not been 

i d e n t i f i e d . Does t h a t mean t h a t the funding i s going t o be 

spread across a l l r a t e schedules? 

THE WITNESS: Well, i t hasn't been i d e n t i f i e d i n the 

settlement. There was no p a r t i c u l a r cost of service t h a t 

was adopted. So w i t h t h i s settlement, we r e a l l y d i d not 

assign i t t o any r a t e classes at t h i s p o i n t . 

JUDGE COLWELL: Okay. 

I have nothing f u r t h e r f o r Mr. Kasper. Anybody else? 

(No response.) 
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JUDGE COLWELL: Thank you, s i r . You may step down. 

(Witness excused.) 

MR. MacGREGOR: Your Honor, you had also, i n some of 

your questions, asked f o r f u r t h e r explanation of various 

other matters t h a t were more i n the nature of a p o l i c y or 

qua s i - l e g a l nature. And we thought they were best addressed 

by counsel. So I w i l l proceed through those a t t h i s time, 

i f t h a t ' s okay. 

JUDGE COLWELL: That's f i n e . 

MR. MacGREGOR: The f i r s t , there were two questions 

dealing w i t h paragraph 25 of the J o i n t P e t i t i o n , and the 

d e s c r i p t i o n of the u n i v e r s a l service programs. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Yes. 

MR. MacGREGOR: The f i r s t was a reference t o 

paragraph 25 (a) ( 4 ) , which describes a term of the settlement 

such t h a t i f the company's average CAP enrollment exceeds 

22,000, there w i l l be a $40 c r e d i t t o the u n i v e r s a l service 

r a t e t o r e f l e c t an agreed-upon estimate of the p a r t i e s of 

savings and c o l l e c t i o n costs, u n c o l l e c t i b l e accounts expense 

and cash working c a p i t a l from incremental CAP enrollment. 

This addresses an issue t h a t was r a i s e d i n the 

testimony of Mr. Colton on behalf of the OCA, beginning at 

page 26 of h i s testimony and proceeding f o r four or f i v e 

pages a f t e r t h a t . 

I t ' s also an issue t h a t was i d e n t i f i e d i n the 
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Commission's p o l i c y statement on u n i v e r s a l service program 

cost t h a t was also discussed i n the testimony. 

There has been an issue f o r a number of years about 

whether when a customer moves i n t o the CAP program there may 

be reductions i n cost t o the company i n the terms of reduced 

u n c o l l e c t i b l e accounts expense, because i t may be less 

l i k e l y t h a t the customer w i l l be terminated and r e s u l t i n 

u n c o l l e c t i b l e accounts. 

Once the customer's i n the CAP program, there's an 

argument t h a t there may be reduced c r e d i t and c o l l e c t i o n 

costs because the company would not have t o expend funds t o 

pursue c o l l e c t i o n f o r nonpayment. 

And there's also been an argument t h a t there could be 

a possible impact on the company's cash working c a p i t a l 

balance r e s u l t i n g from the customer going i n t o the CAP 

program and making more current payments on h i s or her b i l l . 

Those are a l l addressed at le n g t h i n Mr. Colton's 

testimony. And we responded i n r e b u t t a l testimony t h a t we 

d i d not believe there would be any s i g n i f i c a n t incremental 

savings. The OCA i d e n t i f y and c a l c u l a t e d c e r t a i n savings 

they thought would be achieved. 

And t h i s $40 e s s e n t i a l l y r e f l e c t s a settlement number 

t h a t was agreed upon by the p a r t i e s t o r e f l e c t an o f f s e t i n 

costs f o r incremental CAP customers. 

We're going t o s t a r t o f f w i t h the u n i v e r s a l service 

C O M M O N W E A L T H R E P O R T I N G C O M P A N Y (717 ) 7 6 1 - 7 1 5 0 



386 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

r a t e January 1, !08, t h a t i s based on an assumption of 

22,000 customers being on the CAP program. 

JUDGE COLWELL 

MR. MacGREGOR 

JUDGE COLWELL 

MR. MacGREGOR 

Is t h a t what a net annual average is? 

Yes. 

Okay. 

And so i f during the course of the 

next year, 2008, there are on average more than 22,000 

customers i n the program — because customers go on the 

program, o f f the program each month. The number may swing 

above or below 22,000. 

I f i n 2008 on average there were more than 22,000 

customers i n the program, then those costs of the CAP 

program w i l l a u t o m a t i c a l l y be r e f l e c t e d i n the u n i v e r s a l 

service r a t e . 

And i n a d d i t i o n t o t h a t , there w i l l be a $40 o f f s e t 

f o r each incremental customer t o r e f l e c t incremental savings 

i n u n c o l l e c t i b l e accounts, c r e d i t c o l l e c t i o n , and cash 

working c a p i t a l . 

JUDGE COLWELL: Now, you mean the r i d e r , not the 

rate? 

MR. MacGREGOR: Rider, yes. Your Honor. Sorry. 

So we have now i n s t i t u t e d under t h i s settlement f o r 

the f i r s t time, PPL w i l l have a t r a c k e r r a t e t h a t w i l l t r a c k 

i t s u n i v e r s a l service cost f o r i t s CAP program. 

And p r e v i o u s l y , t h a t number would have been set i n 
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t h i s r a t e case. And t h a t ' s the amount t h a t would have been 

c o l l e c t e d i n rates u n t i l the company's next r a t e case. And 

i n each r a t e case, adjustments would be made i n the 

company's budget t o r e f l e c t u n c o l l e c t i b l e accounts, expense 

savings, e t c e t e r a . 

Now, now we're going t o have a r a t e t h a t changes each 

year t h a t r e f l e c t s incremental changes i n the number of CAP 

customers. And so we propose t o recover those incremental 

costs i n our rates of the CAP program. And the OCA argued, 

yes, t h a t ' s okay w i t h us, but you also have two r e f l e c t 

incremental savings t h a t may be achieved by those customers 

moving t o the CAP program. 

So t h i s i s an e f f o r t t o balance the a d d i t i o n a l costs 

of a new CAP customer i n terms of the CAP c r e d i t and 

arrearage forgiveness w i t h the cost savings i d e n t i f y by the 

OCA t h a t may occur when a customer moves from being a non-

CAP customer t o a CAP customer. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Okay. So you're s t a r t i n g o f f w i t h a 

base amount and assuming t h a t i t ' s going t o be about r i g h t , 

and you've made a p r o v i s i o n f o r what happens i f i t goes over 

t h a t . 

MR. MacGREGOR: Right. 

JUDGE COLWELL: What happens i f i t goes under that? 

MR. MacGREGOR: Can I have j u s t a minute? 

(Pause.) 
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MR. MacGREGOR: No, there's no — the 22,000 has the 

estimated amount of savings b u i l t i n t o i t . I f the number 

happens t o be less than 22,000, which i s h i g h l y u n l i k e l y , 

but i f i t were t o be less than 22,000, there's no 

decremental a d d i t i o n of $40. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Okay. 

MR. MacGREGOR: The second question i n p a r t i c u l a r 25 

dea l t w i t h 25(d), which states t h a t during 2008 and 9 the 

company can prepare and provide t o i n t e r e s t e d p a r t i e s f o r 

i n f o r m a t i o n a l purposes only a p a r a l l e l f i l i n g which adjusts 

the u n i v e r s a l service r i d e r on a q u a r t e r l y basis and without 

r e c o n c i l i a t i o n . 

That p r o v i s i o n r e l a t e s t o an issue raised by the 

O f f i c e of T r i a l S t a f f . The company had proposed t h a t the 

un i v e r s a l service r i d e r be re c o n c i l e d annually. The O f f i c e 

of T r i a l S t a f f had proposed t h a t the r a t e adjust q u a r t e r l y 

on a prospective basis, and without r e c o n c i l i a t i o n . 

And i n order t o reach a settlement on t h a t issue, we 

agreed t h a t f o r 2008 and 2009 the r i d e r w i l l r e c o n c i l e on an 

annual basis, and t h a t during 2009 the p a r t i e s w i l l meet t o 

discuss whether r e c o n c i l i a t i o n i s s t i l l r e q u i r ed and 

necessary and appropriate f o r 2010 and going forward. 

And as p a r t of t h a t c o l l a b o r a t i v e t o meet and 

consider whether r e c o n c i l i a t i o n i s s t i l l needed, we agreed 

t h a t we would do a p a r a l l e l or shadow c a l c u l a t i o n of what 
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1 the u n i v e r s a l service r i d e r would have been i f we had 

2 adjusted i t q u a r t e r l y and without r e c o n c i l i a t i o n during 2008 

3 and 2009. 

4 I t won't be f i l e d w i t h the Commission; i t w i l l not be 

5 the r a t e t h a t ' s i n the t a r i f f . But we're going t o 

6 accumulate and r e t a i n t h a t data, and provide i t t o the 

7 p a r t i e s so they can see what d i f f e r e n c e i t would have made 

8 i f we had had r e c o n c i l i a t i o n or not, and i f we had q u a r t e r l y 

9 adjustment or not. 

10 And I t h i n k the T r i a l S t a f f believed, and we agreed, 

n t h a t t h a t i n f o r m a t i o n would be us e f u l f o r the p a r t i e s t o 

12 consider t o see whether there's a m a t e r i a l e f f e c t of 

13 p r o v i d i n g f o r r e c o n c i l i a t i o n . 

14 JUDGE COLWELL: Okay. Thank you. 

is MR. MacGREGOR: A f u r t h e r question you asked was, 

16 which r a t e schedules were responsible f o r the small business 

17 loan program. 

18 Mr. Kasper d i d address t h a t . And he was c o r r e c t , 

19 t h a t i t ' s not s p e c i f i e d , because t h a t i s not a program t h a t 

20 was included i n our r a t e f i l i n g . I t was a program t h a t we 

21 agreed t o i n response t o a settlement proposal by the 

22 Sustainable Energy Fund. 

23 So since i t ' s not i n our o r i g i n a l f i l i n g , we agreed 

24 t o a black box $55 m i l l i o n r a t e increase. So you can argue 

25 t h a t i t ' s i n rates and paid by everybody, or you can argue 
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t h a t i t ' s not i n rates and being paid by shareholders. I t ' s 

simply, we have a 55 m i l l i o n increase, and we've agreed t o 

do c e r t a i n t h i n g s . So there's no s p e c i f i c a t i o n of where the 

d o l l a r s are coming from. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Thank you. 

MR. MacGREGOR: There were several questions 

regarding the LEED program. The f i r s t of which, what does 

i t stand f o r ? I t ' s LEED, which stands f o r Leadership i n 

Energy and Environmental Design. 

The second question was what r a t e schedules would 

b e n e f i t from the LEED program. Again, the matter's not 

s p e c i f i e d i n the settlement. There's simply a r a t e 

increase. I t ' s a l l o c a t e d by compromise agreement of the 

p a r t i e s . And we agreed t o pursue the LEED program. 

This program was included i n our o r i g i n a l f i l i n g . 

And i n the cost of service study presented by Mr. Kleha, i t 

was a l l o c a t e d t o r e s i d e n t i a l customers and small commercial 

customers. 

But again, no s p e c i f i c cost of service study was 

adopted. The revenue increase was a l l o c a t e d based on 

agreement of the p a r t i e s r a t h e r than based on any s p e c i f i c 

adoption of any p a r t i c u l a r cost of service study. 

So again, i t ' s not being s p e c i f i c a l l y a l l o c a t e d t o 

any r a t e classes. 

You also asked t h a t we r e c o n c i l e statements made on 
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PPL Statement 8, page 21; the t r a n s c r i p t , page 349. 

The testimony i n d i c a t e d a d e s c r i p t i o n of the LEED 

program, and provided an example of t h a t program, t h a t the 

proposed LEED c e r t i f i c a t i o n i n i t i a t i v e d o v e t a i l s w i t h PPL 

E l e c t r i c ' s approach, which the company c l e a r l y demonstrated 

when i t worked w i t h L i b e r t y Property Trust t o obt a i n LEED 

gold double c e r t i f i c a t i o n f o r the PPL Plaza B u i l d i n g i n 

downtown Allentown. 

At t r a n s c r i p t 349, Mr. Kleha t e s t i f i e d t h a t the PPL 

Plaza B u i l d i n g i s owned by PPL Corporation, not by PPL 

E l e c t r i c U t i l i t i e s . 

As a r e s u l t , PPL's E l e c t r i c ' s p a r t i c i p a t i o n w i t h 

respect t o the LEED program f o r the PPL Plaza B u i l d i n g was 

as PPL E l e c t r i c U t i l i t i e s would have t r e a t e d any other 

customer who was seeking LEED c e r t i f i c a t i o n . 

PPL E l e c t r i c U t i l i t i e s works w i t h any customer who 

wants t o help achieve LEED c e r t i f i c a t i o n . 

JUDGE COLWELL: I don't know what t h a t means. 

MR. MacGREGOR: I t ' s e s s e n t i a l l y a program t h a t sets 

standards f o r energy and environmental e f f i c i e n c y f o r new 

co n s t r u c t i o n p r o j e c t s . 

JUDGE COLWELL: Whose program i s i t ? 

MR. MacGREGOR: The United States Green B u i l d i n g 

Council. They set parameters f o r s i l v e r , gold and platinum 

LEED st a t u s . And you have t o have c e r t a i n types of 
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l i g h t i n g , you have t o recycle so much of your wastewater i n 

a c e r t a i n way, you have t o have c e r t a i n r e c y c l i n g programs, 

you have t o have c e r t a i n energy e f f i c i e n c y f o r your windows 

and i n s u l a t i o n and design. 

And i f you design your b u i l d i n g t o meet those 

standards, you achieve the appropriate l e v e l of LEED 

c e r t i f i c a t i o n . 

The way t h a t r e l a t e s t o t h i s r a t e case i s t h a t PPL 

has agreed t o spend a c e r t a i n amount of money t o a s s i s t 

customers i n needing the e l e c t r i c a l e f f i c i e n c y requirements 

needed t o obt a i n LEED c e r t i f i c a t i o n . 

JUDGE COLWELL: How does t h a t d i f f e r from what the 

company does now? 

MR. MacGREGOR: We provide i n f o r m a t i o n now, but not 

money. 

JUDGE COLWELL: So t h i s would provide them w i t h a 

subsidy? 

MR. MacGREGOR: Yes. Apparently, as I understand i t . 

Your Honor, and we can provide more i n f o r m a t i o n i f you need 

i t , but i t ' s f a i r l y expensive. I t ' s maybe f i v e t o ten 

percent of the cost of c o n s t r u c t i o n of c e r t a i n b u i l d i n g s i n 

order t o achieve LEED c e r t i f i c a t i o n . 

Now, over the l i f e of the b u i l d i n g , i t w i l l produce 

energy savings. That may or may not more than o f f s e t t h a t . 

But i t ' s a f a i r l y d e t a i l e d and extensive program. I n order 
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t o meet i t , there's a s i g n i f i c a n t fee t h a t ' s paid t o the 

e n t i t y t h a t runs the LEED program. So i t ' s not without 

expense. And t h i s i s e s s e n t i a l l y a fund of money t h a t ' s 

designed t o help encourage customers who are b u i l d i n g new 

f a c i l i t i e s t o seek LEED c e r t i f i c a t i o n when they otherwise 

might not do so. 

JUDGE COLWELL: I s there a l i m i t a t i o n t o the type of 

f a c i l i t i e s ? Can they be residences? 

MR. MacGREGOR: I don't b e l i e v e — 

VOICE: Yes. 

MR. MacGREGOR: Yes, they can. 

And the f i n a l question I have, I t h i n k . Your Honor, 

i s r e l a t e d t o paragraph 2 9 ( f ) of the settlement, i n which we 

agreed t o provide some r a t e comparisons t o GH-1 and GS-3 

customers, and t h a t w e ' l l provide a recommendation t o the 

customers. But the u l t i m a t e d e c i s i o n would be the customer 

as t o which r a t e schedule t o adopt. 

Now, Mr. Kasper d i d address t h a t i n h i s testimony 

b r i e f l y , and r e f e r r e d back t o the t a r i f f p r o v i s i o n of the 

company t h a t u l t i m a t e l y puts the decision on the customer as 

t o which r a t e schedule they wish t o be served on. Because 

we can't know everything about t h e i r changing service 

c o n d i t i o n s . 

And the company does not want to be i n a p o s i t i o n of 

making a recommendation t h a t may t u r n out t o be wrong i f the 
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customer's operations change. 

I simply wanted t o note t h a t a s i m i l a r issue -- the 

f a c t s are a l i t t l e d i f f e r e n t , but the p r i n c i p l e s are the 

same; were addressed i n the case of S p r i n g f i e l d Township vs. 

PA PUC 676 A t l a n t i c 2nd, 304, which summarizes the case law 

under Section 1303, and d e a l t w i t h a PECO Energy t a r i f f 

p r o v i s i o n t h a t i s very s i m i l a r t o the one i n our t a r i f f , and 

I believe provides support f o r our i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of Section 

1303. 

And I may have missed a question, but I t h i n k t h a t 

addresses what we believe i s the l i s t of questions t h a t 

we've been asked. But we'd be happy t o answer any others. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Okay. The u n i v e r s a l service r i d e r i s 

to cover a l l u n i v e r s a l service programs? 

MR. MacGREGOR: Yes. Not j u s t CAP. I t includes RAP 

and — w e l l , a l l the programs t h a t are funded by ratepayers. 

There are a couple t h a t are funded by PPL employees and PPL 

shareholders. And those are not included, obviously. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Okay. Did you have i t broken down t o 

estimate how much those cost i n terms of the increase? Or 

i s i t a l l j u s t — can you not hear me at a l l ? 

(Laughter.) 

MR. MacGREGOR: No, j u s t barely. Your Honor. I'm 

sorry . 

JUDGE COLWELL: Sorry. Do you have the increase 
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broken down t o where you can t e l l me how much of t h a t goes 

t o the u n i v e r s a l service programs? 

MR. MacGREGOR: Yes. Give me j u s t a minute. 

(Pause.) 

MR. MacGREGOR: Your Honor, I can say the f o l l o w i n g . 

And we can provide more i n f o r m a t i o n . At page 18 of the 

proposed t a r i f f e s t a b l i s h e s a u n i v e r s a l service r i d e r of 

6.52 percent f o r the period January 1, 2008 t o December 31, 

2008. And I believe t h a t i t ' s designed t o c o l l e c t roughly 

$27,896,000, which i s s p e c i f i e d on Mr. Colton's testimony, 

page 23, l i n e 14. 

I don't know inc r e m e n t a l l y what p o r t i o n of t h a t 27.9 

m i l l i o n r e f l e c t s an increase over what's i n present r a t e s . 

Which I guess would allow you t o back i n t o what p o r t i o n of 

the 55 m i l l i o n r e f l e c t s an increase i n u n i v e r s a l service 

cost. But we can t r y t o develop t h a t number i f i t would be 

h e l p f u l . 

JUDGE COLWELL: Can we r e c a l l Mr. Kasper f o r a 

question? 

MR. MacGREGOR: Yes. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Mr. Kasper, would you step up here, 

please? Bring your red book w i t h you. 

MR. MacGREGOR: Your Honor, I would also r e f e r you t o 

Mr. Doll's testimony at page nine, which breaks down what 

was i n our u n i v e r s a l service programs f o r 2005; which would 
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be g e n e r a l l y what's r e f l e c t e d i n our e x i s t i n g rates versus 

what's proposed f o r 2008. 

So i n c r e m e n t a l l y i t ' s an increase of around 

$7 m i l l i o n . So I t h i n k round numbers, roughly 7 m i l l i o n of 

the 55 m i l l i o n r e f l e c t s an increase i n u n i v e r s a l service 

cost. 

JUDGE COLWELL: A l l right. Thank you. 

Whereupon, 

OLIVER 6. KASPER 

having p r e v i o u s l y been duly sworn, t e s t i f i e d f u r t h e r as 

f o l l o w s : 

JUDGE COLWELL: Mr. Kasper, i f you would t u r n t o page 

three of your testimony. You give us a number — w e l l , i t ' s 

a c t u a l l y the question on l i n e number f i v e . So t h a t shows up 

i n the f i r s t attachment c o r r e c t l y . But i n the back, there 

seems t o be a s l i g h t discrepancy. I f you go t o page e i g h t 

of Attachment IV of OGK-5. Mr. Sherski's going t o show you 

where i t shows up. 

(Witness perusing document.) 

THE WITNESS: Yeah, they d i d n ' t round i t q u i t e r i g h t . 

What's i n the t a r i f f i s going t o be c o r r e c t . 

(Pause.) 

THE WITNESS: Yeah, i t should have been the one two 

ei g h t oh. 

JUDGE COLWELL: So i n OGK-5, Attachment VI-C, page 
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e i g h t , under a proposed r a t e , d i s t r i b u t i o n , a l l k i l o w a t t 

hours, over underneath the r a t e column, i t should be what 

number? 

THE WITNESS: 1.280. 

JUDGE COLWELL: A l l r i g h t . Thank you, s i r . 

Any questions about t h a t from anybody else? 

(No response.) 

(Witness excused.) 

MR. MacGREGOR: I be l i e v e t h a t ' s a l l we have. Your 

Honor. Any other questions, w e ' l l t r y t o answer them. 

JUDGE COLWELL: A l l r i g h t . My f i n a l question i s , do 

you have a new one of these f o r me? 

MR. MacGREGOR: I do not, but I w i l l . 

JUDGE COLWELL: Okay. 

MR. MacGREGOR: Well, I guess I should ask. What i s 

that? 

(Laughter.) 

JUDGE COLWELL: This i s your settlement on disk. 

MR. MacGREGOR: Oh, okay. Yes. Does i t have a l l 

the — 

JUDGE COLWELL: I haven't a c t u a l l y plugged i t i n . I 

assumed i t had everything i n i t t h a t t h i s document had, the 

o r i g i n a l f i l i n g of the J o i n t P e t i t i o n f o r Settlement i t s e l f . 

I d i d n ' t look at i t . 

MR. MacGREGOR: We w i l l r e p l i c a t e t h a t . 

C O M M O N W E A L T H R E P O R T I N G C O M P A N Y ( 7 1 7 ) 7 6 1 - 7 1 5 0 



398 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

a 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

JUDGE COLWELL: Okay. 

MR. ISOM: We can get i t t o you sooner i f you want i t 

emailed instead. 

JUDGE COLWELL: As long as i t ' s i n Word and i t can be 

attached t o the recommended de c i s i o n . I t doesn't r e a l l y 

matter i f you email i t or i f you send i t t h i s way. 

MR. MacGREGOR: Let us check, and w e ' l l f i n d out 

what's on there and what we can provide. 

JUDGE COLWELL: But you're going t o s u b s t i t u t e what 

you s u b s t i t u t e d here f o r what was here? 

MR. MacGREGOR: Right. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Yes. A l l r i g h t . 

Does everybody understand what was going on here 

today; r i g h t ? Does anybody have anything t o add before we 

close? 

Mr. Graham? 

MR. GRAHAM: Yes. Ladies and gentlemen, Your Honor. 

I want t o make another suggestion on how the PPL E l e c t r i c 

U t i l i t i e s Company can reduce t h e i r indeterminable costs so 

t h a t they w i l l not be — so t h a t PPL E l e c t r i c U t i l i t i e s 

Company w i l l not be asking f o r more r a t e increases. 

I suggest one way t o c o n t r o l t h e i r i n t e r n a l costs i s , 

I suggest the president and c h i e f executive o f f i c e r , and 

everyone else i n the PPL company, from the president and CEO 

on down t o the lowest l a b o r e r , take a ten-percent r e d u c t i o n 
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i n t h e i r s a l a r i e s and wages; and also no more bonuses f o r 

the b i g executives. They're already making s a l a r i e s , as I 

understand, i n the s i x f i g u r e bracket. Hey, wait a minute. 

That's enough. 

And employees. How much do the PPL employees get? 

I ' l l make a guess. Like $25 an hour. Did I come close? 

Hey, wait a minute. That's a high wage by any standards. 

And again, I suggest everyone i n the PPL company take 

a ten-percent r e d u c t i o n i n t h e i r s a l a r i e s and wages. And 

they w i l l have enough money l e f t over t o l i v e w e l l . And 

they can save money. And then they should not be asking f o r 

any more r a t e increases. 

Thank you much. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Thank you, Mr. Graham. 

Anyone else? 

Mr. McAndrew? 

MR. McANDREW: Okay, j u s t f o r the record. As f a r as 

the settlement of the r a t e increase i n v e s t i g a t i o n , I am 

against he r a t e increase, period. So t h a t b a s i c a l l y would 

be my end. Get those r a t e increases, t h a t no increases 

should go down, and work i t out w i t h what we have. 

Also, f o r g e t the new r e g u l a t i o n now. We want 

competition. And t h e r e f o r e f o r you, f o r a l l of us, we want 

reasonable r a t e s , and not a l l t h i s settlement f o r r a t e 

increases. I hope I made t h a t c l e a r enough 
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JUDGE COLWELL: I bel i e v e you've made your p o s i t i o n 

c l e a r , s i r . 

MR. McANDREW: Thank you. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Anyone else? 

MR. ISOM: One procedural question, Your Honor. We 

have at t h i s p o i n t provided what you've c a l l e d the red book, 

f a i r l y d e s c r i p t i v e , on everyone i n attendance here. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Yes. 

MR. ISOM: We have not served the p a r t i e s who are not 

here. I assume we should do so by f i r s t - c l a s s m a i l . But we 

w i l l do as you suggest. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Let t h i n k about t h a t . 

(Pause.) 

JUDGE COLWELL: I t doesn't seem t h a t obvious t o me. 

I f you had f i l e d something, t h a t would be one t h i n g . But 

you submitted i t here and had i t admitted t o the record. 

And the people who are here w i l l have copies. 

I b e l i e v e i f people contact you and ask f o r copies, 

you should give them t o them. But i f they do not, I do not 

t h i n k you need t o incur the e x t r a cost of sending i t t o 

them. 

MR. ISOM: Thank you. 

JUDGE COLWELL: Does anybody disagree w i t h that? 

(No response.) 

JUDGE COLWELL: Hearing no response, I assume you do 
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not. Anything else? 

(No response.) 

JUDGE COLWELL: A l l r i g h t . Thank you a l l very much. 

With any luck, t h i s w i l l be our l a s t meeting on t h i s case. 

My recommended dec i s i o n w i l l be issued before too long. 

Thank you. We're o f f the record. 

(Whereupon, at 11:15 a.m., the hearing was 

concluded.) 

*** 
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C E R T I F I C A T E 

I hereby c e r t i f y , as the stenographic r e p o r t e r , 

t h a t the foregoing proceedings were taken s t e n o g r a p h i c a l l y 

by me, and t h e r e a f t e r reduced t o t y p e w r i t i n g by me, or under 

my d i r e c t i o n ; and t h a t t h i s t r a n s c r i p t i s a t r u e and 

accurate record t o the best of my a b i l i t y . 

COMMONWEALTH REPORTING COMPANY, INC. 

William J . Horst 

* * * 
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