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	COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA

PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

P.O. BOX 3265, HARRISBURG, PA 17105-3265
	IN REPLY PLEASE REFER TO OUR FILE

R-2015-2469275 et al.


June 9, 2016


Mr. James R. Siegle
360 Sawgrass Drive

Allentown, PA 18104

Re:
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission et al. v. 
PPL Electric Utilities Corporation

Docket Nos. R-2015-2469275 et al.
Dear Mr. Siegle:
We are writing in response to your letter dated May 2, 2016, regarding the rate increase implemented by PPL Electric Utilities Corporation (PPL) effective January 1, 2016.  In your letter, you opposed the increase stating, in part, that “PPL needs to control costs just as I do.  Please halt these excessive demands on consumers and senior citizens.”
We are sensitive to your concerns.  Although most utility customers would prefer to see no rate increases, such increases unfortunately are inevitable.  As such, this Commission strives to balance the needs of the utilities for rate relief brought on by inflation and rising costs with those of their rate-paying customers.  In this regard, the following provides a summary of the steps we took to ensure this balance was achieved and that the result was in consideration of the public interest.
PPL’s proposal to increase rates was initiated on March 31, 2015, when it filed a tariff supplement proposing changes to its rates and rules designed, among other things, to produce approximately $167.5 million in additional annual revenues.  PPL proposed that the tariff supplement become effective June 1, 2015.  However, we suspended the effective date of the tariff supplement until January 1, 2016, in order to investigate the proposed rates and other changes and to address the complaints that were filed against the proposed rate increase.
A total of eighteen parties either filed complaints against the filing or intervened in the proceeding.  In addition to five individual customers who filed complaints on their own behalf, parties in the proceeding also included the Commission’s independent Bureau of Investigation and Enforcement, the Office of Consumer Advocate, the Office of Small Business Advocate, the Coalition for Affordable Utility Services and Energy Efficiency in Pennsylvania, the Clean Air Council, the Sustainable Energy Fund, and several other groups, offices, or entities.  Among others, these parties represented the interests of the public generally; residential, small business, commercial, and industrial customers; low-income customers; environmentalists; providers and supporters of clean and renewable energy; and providers and supporters of energy efficiency and conservation.

We held three public input hearings on the filing, two in Harrisburg on June 2, 2015, and one in Allentown on June 4, 2015.  Twenty-three witnesses testified at these public hearings.  On August 11, 2015, the Commission held a further hearing to admit into evidence the prepared testimony from the active parties to the proceeding supporting, opposing, or otherwise addressing the filing.  The five individual customers who had filed complaints were also provided an opportunity to testify.  In total, the active parties entered into the evidentiary record fifty statements of direct, rebuttal, or surrebuttal testimony accompanied by numerous exhibits.
On September 3, 2015, PPL and thirteen active parties, not including the five individual customers, presented to the assigned Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) for consideration a Joint Petition for Approval of Settlement of All Issues (Settlement).  The five individual customers were provided a copy of the Settlement and given an opportunity to file comments on it.  On September 21, 2015, the formal individual complainant D. Wintermeyer filed a document opposing the Settlement, stating, in part, that PPL failed to carry its burden of proving a need for the rate increase and that the individual complainants were facing unfair and unnecessary rate gouging which has continued without abatement because of partiality afforded to PPL as a monopoly.  No other individual customer complainant filed comments.  

In a Recommended Decision issued October 5, 2015, the ALJ recommended approval of the Settlement.  In considering the Settlement in her Recommended Decision, the ALJ reviewed and summarized the testimony offered by each person who attended or otherwise testified at one of the three public input hearings.  Many opposed the proposed rate increase generally, some testified to individual hardships.  In concluding her review of the public’s testimony as well as informal comments filed in the case, the ALJ noted that some customers were able to be referred to PPL’s low-income programs.  Finally the ALJ addressed the comments of the sole individual customer complainant who filed comments opposing the Settlement.  In recommending approval of the Settlement, the ALJ noted that it was the product of intense negotiations among the parties with a wide variety of clients and interests.  She concluded that its approval was in the public interest and was consistent with applicable legal and regulatory standards, particularly that a utility is entitled to the opportunity to earn a return on its property devoted to public service that is sufficient to assure confidence in its financial soundness and also is adequate to maintain and support its credit and enable it to raise the money necessary for the proper discharge of its public duties.
By Order entered November 19, 2015, at Docket No. R-2015-2469275 (November 19, 2015 Order), the Commission, inter alia, adopted the ALJ’s Recommended Decision.  On December 18, 2015, PPL filed a new tariff supplement in compliance with our November 19, 2015 Order, implementing rates designed to produce a revenue increase of $124 million in lieu of the $167.5 million originally proposed.  The new tariff supplement was approved by Secretarial Letter dated December 31, 2015, and PPL’s new rates became effective January 1, 2016.
As noted, we appreciate and take very seriously your comments.  As you can see from the above summary of the proceeding, the issues presented by the rate increase to which you have indicated your concerns, particularly with the impact on customers of limited income, were not taken lightly by any party or this Commission.  The rate proceeding was subject to exhaustive review and investigation over a period of nine months by many parties of different and sometimes competing interests before we granted a lower revenue increase that PPL subsequently placed into effect.
We have placed a copy of your letter in the Commission’s comment folder and served it and this Secretarial Letter upon all parties of record.  Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact the Office of Special Assistants, Cheryl Walker Davis, Director.  Please direct your inquiry to Regina L. Matz, Esquire at (717) 783-6155 or rmatz@pa.gov.
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Very truly yours,

Rosemary Chiavetta
Secretary
cc:  All parties of record
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