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Customers 

JOINT REPLY COMMENTS OF THE 
MET-ED INDUSTRIAL USERS GROUP, 

PENELEC INDUSTRIAL CUSTOMER ALLIANCE, 
PHILADELPHIA AREA INDUSTRIAL ENERGY USERS GROUP, 

PP&L INDUSTRIAL CUSTOMER ALLIANCE, AND 
WEST PENN POWER INDUSTRIAL INTERVENORS 

I. INTRODUCTION 

On March 16, 2017, the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission ("PUC" or 

"Commission") entered an Order directing the Bureau of Consumer Services to initiate a study 

regarding home energy burdens in Pennsylvania to "determine what constitutes an affordable 

energy burden for Pennsylvania's low-income households and, based on this analysis, whether any 

changes in the Commission's CAP Policy Statement or other Universal Service and Energy 

Conservation Program guidelines are necessary to bring these programs into alignment with any 

affordability recommendations."1  Energy Affordability for Low Income Customers; Docket No. 

M-2017-2587711, Opinion and Order (May 5, 2017), p. 4 ("May 2017 USP Order"). 

Subsequently, on January 17, 2019, the Commission released a staff report titled Home Energy 

Affordability for Low-Income Customers in Pennsylvania (the "Report"). Energy Affordability for 

Low Income Customers; Docket No. M-2017-2587711, Order (Jan. 17, 2019) ("January 2019 USP 

Order"). 

1  Universal service and energy conservation programs and customer assistance programs are assigned varying names 
by public utilities across the Commonwealth. For ease of discussion, these programs are referenced herein as "USPs" 
or "USP." 

1 



As part of the January 2019 USP Order, Vice Chairman Sweet issued a statement, which 

requested interested parties to provide comments regarding, inter alia, "program design attributes 

adopted by neighboring states that may also be worth considering in Pennsylvania." January 2019 

USP Order, Statement of Vice Chairman Sweet (Jan. 17, 2019). Specifically, Vice Chairman 

Sweet noted that "New York utilities recover their payment assistance costs from all rate classes." 

Id. As such, Chairman Sweet asked the narrow question of "what impact would cost sharing have 

on all participating rate classes if Ohio or New York's energy burden thresholds were adopted?" 

Id. 

The Commission's January 2019 USP Order scheduled a stakeholder meeting for 

February 6, 2019, as well as requested additional data from the utilities2  regarding energy burden 

projections described in the Report and cost analyses "based on a 10% maximum energy burden 

for 2017 through 2021." January 2019 USP Order, p. 13. Additionally, the January 2019 USP 

Order requested that interested stakeholders provide Comments and Reply Comments on both the 

Report and the supplemental information provided by the utilities. Id. at 2. Following the 

February 6, 2019, stakeholder meeting, the PUC issued a Secretarial Letter on March 7, 2019, that 

clarified the data requested from the utilities by the January 2019 USP Order and extended the 

deadline for filing data responses, Comments, and Reply Comments. Energy Affordability for Low 

Income Customers; Docket No. M-2017-2587711, Secretarial Letter (March 7, 2019). 

After reviewing both the Report and the supplemental data provided by responding utilities, 

the Industrials did not file initial comments in this proceeding as neither of the foregoing included 

a discussion of reallocating the costs of USPs among non-residential ratepayer classes. 

Unexpectedly, however, the Office of Consumer Advocate ("OCA") and the Tenant Union 

2  For ease of discussion, Natural Gas Distribution Companies and Electric Distribution Companies are referenced 
herein simply as "utilities." 
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Representative Network, Action Alliance of Senior Citizens of Greater Philadelphia, and the 

Coalition for Affordable Utility Service and Energy Efficiency in Pennsylvania (collectively, the 

"Low-Income Advocates") seek to expand the scope of the question raised by Vice Chairman 

Sweet in an attempt to relitigate the already settled question of cost-allocation for USPs in 

Pennsylvania. See Energy Affordability . for Low Income Customers; Docket No. M-2017-

2587711, OCA Comments (May 8, 2019), p. 14-15 ("OCA Comments"); Energy Affordability for 

Low Income Customers; Docket No. M-2017-2587711, Low-Income Advocates Joint Comments 

(May 8, 2019), p. 17-20, 35 ("Low-Income Advocates Joint Comments"). 

In response to OCA's and the Low-Income Advocates' Comments, the Met-Ed Industrial 

Users Group ("MEIUG"), Penelec Industrial Customer Alliance ("PICA"), Philadelphia Area 

Industrial Energy Users Group ("PAIEUG"), PP&L Industrial Customer Alliance ("PPLICA"), 

and West Penn Power Industrial Intervenors ("WPPII") (collectively, the "Industrials") hereby 

submit these Joint Reply Comments for the Commission's consideration. As discussed more fully 

herein, the Industrials' Joint Reply Comments note that: (1) USPs are not "public goods," and, for 

this reason, do not require the allocation of such costs to all customers; (2) cost causation remains 

the polestar for ratemaking, thereby rendering the OCA and Low-Income Advocates' arguments 

moot; and (3) the results of the Report prove that further discussion on revising cost allocation is 

not warranted due to the well-funded nature of these programs. 

II. REPLY COMMENTS 

For over twenty-five years, the Commission has maintained a practice of assigning the 

costs of USPs to the residential classes, as residential customers are the only eligible beneficiaries 

of USPs in Pennsylvania. 52 Pa. Code § 69.266. At various times, the Commission has reviewed 

this cost allocation determination and has consistently upheld it. Thus, with respect to USP costs 
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incurred by utilities, the Commonwealth has operated under a Commission policy that 

appropriately emphasizes cost causation as the central principle. 

Although the Comments of both the OCA and the Low-Income Advocates argue for an 

expansion of USP cost recovery to non-residential customers, accepting such an argument would 

require the Commission to ignore precedent and find that interclass cost allocation determinations 

should be redefined to include "indirect costs." See, e.g., OCA Comments, at 15. 

In these Joint Reply Comments, the Industrials respond to each of these arguments by the 

OCA and the Low-Income Advocates. The Industrials demonstrate that: (1) because USPs are not 

"public goods", the public (i.e., all customer classes) must not be required to for USPs; (2) because 

the OCA and Low-Income Advocates' proposals would contravene the PUC's polestar of cost 

causation, these proposals must be rejected; and (3) the Commission's Report does not support the 

OCA's and the Low-Income Advocates' arguments for overturning longstanding Commission 

precedent or sound ratemaking principles. Based upon the aforementioned, the Commission must 

reject the arguments of the OCA and the Low-Income Advocates regarding cost recovery. Instead, 

the PUC should maintain its longstanding precedent of allocating USP costs to only the residential 

class of customers, as this precedent is rooted in sound utility ratemaking principles. 

A. Because USPs Are Not "Public Goods," the Public (i.e., All Customer Classes) 
Must Not Be Required to Pay for USPs. 

Both the OCA and the Low-Income Advocates argue that USPs are a "public good" for 

which all ratepayers should pay. OCA Comments, at 14-15; Low-Income Advocates Joint 

Comments, at 19. In their Comments, the Low-Income Advocates do not substantiate this claim, 

but rather, take for granted that USPs are a public good. The OCA, on the other hand, presents a 

lengthy argument concerning the status of USPs as public goods. OCA Comments, at 14-15. 

Unfortunately, the OCA's argument hinges on the proposition that USPs provide "substantial 
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benefits" to all customer classes, and thus must be a public good that should be funded by all 

ratepayers. OCA Comments, at 15. 

In addition to arguing that USPs are public goods, both the OCA and the Low-Income 

Advocates raise a number of related arguments. For example, the OCA argues that because all 

classes indirectly benefit from USPs, all classes should pay for them. OCA Comments, at 14-15. 

Similarly, the Low-Income Advocates assert that the residential classes are "subsidizing" 

Pennsylvania's employers by paying for USPs. Low-Income Advocates Joint Comments, at 19. 

Each of these arguments is designed to convince the Commission to look past traditional, objective 

ratemaking principles and apply an inappropriate and subjective measure of cost causation. 

As such, the OCA's and the Low-Income Advocates' arguments should be rejected because: 

(1) the OCA's definition of public good is inapplicable to USPs and would designate all goods and 

services as public goods; (2) the OCA's "non-bypassable" argument has already been litigated and 

rejected by the Commission and Commonwealth Court; (3) the OCA's and the Low-Income 

Advocate's "indirect costs" and "societal benefits" arguments contravene sound ratemaking 

principles; and (4) contrary to the Low-Income Advocates' claims, residential customers are not 

"subsidizing" the non-residential classes. 

1. The OCA's Definition of "Public Good" Is Inapplicable to USPs and 
Would Render Any Good or Service a Public Good. 

Initially, the "public good" comparisons offered by the OCA are not comparable to USPs. 

In line with its previous arguments on the question of whether USPs are public goods, the OCA 

has sponsored with its Comments a document titled Energy Affordability for Low-Income Natural 

Gas and Electric Customers in Pennsylvania, authored by Roger D. Colton. See OCA Comments, 

Appendix A ("White Paper"). Mr. Colton's White Paper relies heavily on a definition of public 

good attributed to the National Regulatory Research Institute ("NRRI") at the Ohio State 
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University. The quotes from NRRI are long, but the definition emphasizes that a public good can 

be defined as "any publicly induced or provided collective good" that "arise[s] whenever some 

segment of the public collectively wants and is prepared to pay for a different bundle of goods and 

services than the unhampered market will produce." White Paper, at 73. 

By way of comparison, Mr. Colton likens USPs to various examples of public goods, 

including streetlights and police protection. White Paper, at 73. These comparisons, however, 

overlook the important differences between such public goods and USPs. Notably, unlike police 

protection and other public goods cited by Mr. Colton, USPs are not paid for by tax dollars and 

would still exist absent public investment. In fact, most utilities are private companies, not 

governmental entities. Furthermore, an individual taxpayer's ability to utilize police protection or 

other public goods identified by the OCA and Mr. Colton does not vary based upon utility 

ratepayer classification. By contrast, a ratepayer's ability to utilize USPs is dependent upon the 

ratepayer's classification as a residential ratepayer, rather than some immeasurable benefit 

allegedly enjoyed by the public at large. 

In addition, simply because a certain good or service is important does not render that good 

or service a "public good." The OCA's and Mr. Colton's argument on this point essentially 

provides that, because USPs provide some benefit to the public at large, then these programs must 

be public goods. OCA Comments, at 14-15; White Paper, at 73-81. This argument fails, however, 

as it is both circular and would result in all goods and services being deemed public goods. At the 

outset of his White Paper, Mr. Colton uses the goal of redistributing funds to justify the premise 

that USPs are a public good, essentially because such programs help redistribute funds. See White 

Paper, at 74. This analysis, however, provides no value to the present proceeding and is ultimately 

self-fulfilling. The logic underpinning the OCA's and Mr. Colton's argument would transform all 
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goods and services into public goods. Arguably, one individual's receipt of employment, food, 

shelter, or childcare provides some indirect benefit to other individuals. Thus, under the OCA's 

and Mr. Colton's arguments, each of these goods and services should be considered a public good. 

In fact, it is difficult to imagine any good or service that would escape designation as a public good 

under the logic of this argument. Ultimately, there is no reasonable limiting principle to the OCA's 

and Mr. Colton's interpretation of public good. For this reason, the entire argument should be 

rejected by the Commission. 

2. The OCA's "Non-Bypassable" Argument for Designating USPs as 
"Public Goods" Has Already Been Rejected by the Commission and 
the Commonwealth Court. 

In addition to claiming that utility service is a public good under NRRI's definition of the 

term, the OCA also argues that the Pennsylvania General Assembly designated USPs as a public 

good by identifying the charges for such programs as "non-bypassable" in the Electricity 

Generation Customer Choice and Competition Act ("Competition Act"). OCA Comments, at 14. 

The OCA's argument, however, is meritless. In Met-Ed Industrial Users Group v. Pennsylvania 

Public Utility Comm'n, 960 A.2d 189 (Pa. Commw. 2008) ("MEIUG"), the Commonwealth Court, 

in response to the same claims the OCA raises in the present proceeding, determined that the "non-

bypassable" reference was to a deregulated electricity environment. In that context, a non-

bypassable charge is one in which customers pay the charge whether they "shop" for generation 

supply or take default service from a utility. The court agreed with the Commission's interpretation 

that the Competition Act does not imply an allocation scheme in which costs must be assigned to 

all rate schedules. MEIUG, 960 A.2d 202-03. Accordingly, the OCA's claim regarding the "non-

bypassable" nature of USP costs has already been reviewed and rejected. 
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3. Because the OCA and the Low-Income Advocates Can Only Base Their 
Arguments on "Indirect Costs" and "Societal Benefits," Which Are 
Insufficient under Cost Causation Principles, the Commission Must 
Reject the OCA's and the Low-Income Advocates' Proposals. 

Both the OCA and the Low-Income Advocates indicate in their Comments that both the 

costs of and benefits derived from USPs are not confined to the residential class, but rather, flow 

to and from all customer classes, even though only residential ratepayers are eligible to partake in 

USPs. OCA Comments, at 14-15; White Paper, at 72-81; Low-Income Advocates Joint 

Comments, at 18-19. Regardless of whether such indirect costs or societal benefits exist or can be 

meaningfully measured (which has not occurred to date), the fundamental eligibility criteria for 

participating in USPs, i.e., being a residential ratepayer, remains unchanged. 

The Commission's prior decisions have recognized the direct connection between the 

residential class and Pennsylvania's USPs. In a 2004 PPL rate proceeding, the OCA requested that 

the costs for PPL's USPs be allocated to all customer classes. See Pennsylvania Public Utility 

Comm'n v. PPL Electric Utilities Corp.; Docket No. R-00049255, Final Order (Dec. 22, 2004). 

The Commission found that "universal service programs, by their nature, are narrowly tailored to 

the residential customers and therefore should be funded only by the residential class." Id. In 

evaluating the same issue in 2006, the Commission acknowledged that "the only customer class 

whose members are eligible for the program" are residential customers. See Customer Assistance 

Programs: Funding Levels and Cost Recovery Mechanisms; Docket No. M-00051923, Final Order 

(Dec. 18, 2006). The Commission considered whether it "should depart from its long-standing 

policy of collecting CAP costs only from residential customers." Id. Ultimately, the PUC decided 

to "continue its current policy of allocating CAP costs to the only customer class whose members 

are eligible for the program — residential customers." Id. The Commission, in large part, based 

this decision on the fact that only residential customers can qualify to receive USP benefits. Id. 
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Despite the plain emphasis on eligibility and direct benefits by the Commission, both the 

OCA and the Low-Income Advocates theorize about many supposed indirect benefits businesses 

may be receiving from USPs. Both the OCA and the Low-Income Advocates urge the Commission 

to consider "indirect costs," such as societal economic conditions, in determining who pays for 

USPs. OCA Comments, at 14-15; White Paper, at 72-81; Low-Income Advocates Joint 

Comments, at 18-19. Similar arguments have been presented to the Commission in many 

proceedings over the years and have not been persuasive.3  See, e.g., Pennsylvania Public Utility 

Comm'n v. PPL Electric Utilities Corp., Docket No. R-00049255; see also Pennsylvania Public 

Utility Comm'n v. Philadelphia Gas Works, Docket No. M-00021612; Pennsylvania Public Utility 

Comm'n v. UGI Utilities, Inc. — Gas Division, Docket No. R-00994786; and Choice and 

Competition Act, Docket No. R-00994790. 

Thus, the OCA's "indirect" benefits theory fails to present any new or novel arguments 

related to this issue. Because the PUC's reasoning for rejecting this argument in the past remains 

relevant today, the PUC should continue to reject any indirect or societal benefits claims. 

4. Contrary to the Low-Income Advocates' Claims, Residential 
Customers Do Not "Subsidize" the Non-Residential Ratepayer Classes. 

The Low-Income Advocates argue that "[t]o a great extent, employers are being subsidized 

by residential ratepayers . . ." Low-Income Advocates Joint Comments, at 19. The Low-Income 

Advocates' theory appears to be based on the concept that employers can artificially depress wages 

3  The Low-Income Advocates repeatedly references Philadelphia Gas Works ("PGW"), which recovers the costs of 
its USPs from all firm customers. The Low-Income Advocates, however, fail to acknowledge that: (1) PGW's unique 
allocation methodology was "inherited" from when PGW was regulated by the Philadelphia Gas Commission, see 
Customer Assistance Programs: Funding Levels and Cost Recovery Mechanisms; Docket No. M-00051923, Final 
Order (Dec. 18, 2006); and (2) the Commission's primary reason for not forcing PGW to change its methodology has 
been rate shock. See Pennsylvania Public Utility Comm'n v. Philadelphia Gas Works; Docket Nos. M-00021612, 
M-00021612C0001, M-00021612C002, M-00021612C000 (Order entered Mar. 31, 2003) ("Restructuring Order") 
and Pennsylvania Public Utility Comm'n v. Philadelphia Gas Works; Docket No. R-00061931, Recommended 
Decision (July 24, 2007), at 80-81. 
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because their employees can get assistance from USPs to pay for utility expenses. Id. The Low-

Income Advocates' argument ignores the fact that in our market-based economic system, 

employers must necessarily compete with one another for labor. As a result, employers must pay 

wages that are necessary to attract workers with the requisite skills and knowledge for the position, 

while balancing these wages with a business' operating costs and revenues. The concept that an 

employer will make a conscious decision to reduce the compensation of a particular employee or 

class of employees because these employees may be eligible for assistance under a USP 

demonstrates a fundamental misunderstanding of how businesses set employee wages. 

While the OCA and Low-Income Advocates raise concerns regarding the challenges of 

poverty, these concerns do not result in an objective standard by which "indirect costs" should or 

could be measured. If the OCA and Low-Income Advocates' arguments for the assignment of 

costs on a subjective basis were to be adopted, a slippery slope would be created in the ratemaking 

process. Because the OCA and Low-Income Advocates' arguments fail to provide a limiting 

principle or objective standard for this approach, this approach must be rejected. 

B. Because the OCA and Low-Income Advocates' Proposals Would Contravene 
the PUC's Polestar of Cost Causation, these Proposals Must Be Rejected. 

While the OCA and the Low-Income Advocates are certainly cognizant that cost causation 

is the polestar of ratemaking, both entities' arguments stretch the idea of cost causation beyond 

recognition. As set forth more fully below, ratemaking requirements do not allow for such 

subjective and unsubstantiated arguments. 

1. The OCA's "Logical Conclusion" Argument Misinterprets Cost 
Causation and Ignores the Underlying Eligibility Requirements of 
USPs. 

In its Comments, the OCA attempts to obfuscate the meaning of cost causation by asserting 

that, when "Waken to its logical conclusion, even most residential customers should not pay for 

10 



the programs as they, too, cannot participate in the program if their incomes is above 150% of the 

Federal Poverty Level." OCA Comments, at 14. The OCA's argument, however, is both flawed 

and misleading. 

First, the OCA ignores the basic fact of eligibility. A non-low-income residential customer 

can become a low-income residential customer if their economic circumstances were to change. 

In other words, low-income programs remain available to residential customers even if these 

customers are unable to take advantage of these programs during their tenure on a utility's system. 

Conversely, non-residential customers, regardless of their financial status, are not — and never will 

be — eligible for USPs. Accordingly, because all residential customers retain the ability to be 

eligible for low-income assistance, residential customers are direct beneficiaries of these programs. 

For these reasons, residential customers should remain responsible for the costs. 

Second, cost allocation is a class-based exercise. This principle is confirmed in Lloyd v. 

Pennsylvania Public Utility Comm'n, 904 A.2d 1010, 1020 (Pa Commw. 2006). If the OCA's 

argument was followed to its logical conclusion, the result would be the dismantling of the class-

based ratemaking approach authorized in Lloyd and elsewhere. Classes, now core to the cost 

causation process, would become irrelevant to ratemaking. 

Accordingly, the OCA's logical conclusion argument, when actually followed to its logical 

conclusion, would result in either the lack of financing by any customer class for USPs, or, 

conversely, a lack of recognition of cost causation principles. Because residential customers are 

the direct beneficiaries of USPs, residential customers should continue to remit the costs of these 

programs. 
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2. The Low-Income Advocates' Reliance on Lloyd for "Public Purpose 
Programs" Is Misplaced. 

The Low-Income Advocates rely upon Lloyd v. Pennsylvania Public Utility Comm'n 

("Lloyd") as an affirmation of the right to recover the costs of "public purpose programs" from all 

rate classes. Low-Income Advocates Joint Comments, at 18 (citing Review of Universal Service 

and Energy Conservation Programs; Docket No. M-2017-2596907, Low-Income Advocates Joint 

Comments (Aug. 8, 2017), p. 53-55). In relying on Lloyd, the Low-Income Advocates attempt to 

equate the Sustainable Energy Fund, the costs and direct benefits of which flow to and from all 

ratepayer classes, with USPs in order to justify cross-class subsidization. Id. The Low-Income 

Advocates' analysis of Lloyd, however, is misplaced and incomplete. 

First, the facts of Lloyd did not raise the question of whether non-residential classes should 

pay for benefits that accrue only to the residential class. In Lloyd, the underlying facts involved 

PPL's Sustainable Energy Fund ("SEF"), a program that the Commission and the Commonwealth 

Court determined benefitted the system as a whole, not just one class. Unlike USPs, all classes of 

customers could access the programs offered by SEF. The Commonwealth Court later made this 

same distinction in MEIUG, where the Court upheld the Commission's decision to recover USP 

costs only from residential customers. MEIUG, 960 A.2d at 202-03. 

Second, Lloyd declares that cost causation is the "polestar" of ratemaking. Lloyd, 904 A.2d 

at 1020. In Lloyd, the Commonwealth Court rejected a Commission decision that elevated 

gradualism over cost causation without adequate justification. Id. at 1016 (quoting Philadelphia 

Suburban Water Co. v. Pennsylvania Public Utility Comm'n, 808 A.2d 1044, 1060 (Pa. Commw. 

2002)). Additionally, Lloyd describes a two-step inquiry in ratemaking. Id. at 1015. First, the 

rate setter must determine what increase enables the utility to obtain an appropriate profit. Id. 

Second, the rate setter must determine which portion each class bears of that cost responsibility. 
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Id. The second step is done by examining cost causation, as the Commission has already done 

many times in determining that the costs of USPs should be allocated only to residential customers. 

In its Comments, the Low-Income Advocates do not address the class-based analysis 

described in Lloyd. The Commonwealth Court in Lloyd respected the Commission's determination 

that demonstrable benefits were going to all distribution ratepayers and affirmed the Commission's 

decision to continue funding SEF from all classes on that basis. In MEIUG, the Commonwealth 

Court later upheld the Commission's decision to allocate the costs of USPs solely to residential 

customers. MEIUG, 960 A.2d at 202-03. The Commission should follow and reaffirm the actual 

Commonwealth Court precedent applicable to this matter, rather than responding to the Low-

Income Advocates' incomplete arguments about Lloyd. 

C. The Commission's Report Does Not Support the OCA's and the Low-Income 
Advocates' Arguments for Overturning Longstanding Commission Precedent 
or Sound Ratemaking Principles. 

Despite numerous references to the indirect costs and benefits associated with the USPs, 

neither the OCA nor the Low-Income Advocates claim that the Commission's Report shows any 

need to reconsider either the PUC's long-standing policy toward allocating the costs of these 

programs to the residential class or the application of cost causation to utility ratemaking in 

general. On the contrary, as noted by the Low-Income Advocates, the Report never addresses the 

question of whether the costs of the USPs should be reallocated to non-residential ratepayers. 

Low-Income Advocates Joint Comments, at 18. As such, no underlying factual or legal changes 

have occurred that would support a change in the cost allocation of USPs. The arguments put 

forward by the OCA and the Low-Income Advocates essentially boil down to a perceived, yet 

unsubstantiated, need for more funds for the programs. Thus, the OCA and the Low-Income 

Advocates strain to find any factual, legal or policy arguments to justifying expanding the pool of 

funders for USPs. 
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In response to the question raised by Vice Chairman Sweet, which appears to have opened 

the door for the present discussion of cost allocation for USPs, the Industrials note that the 

Commission's Report shows no need for Pennsylvania to follow the direction of other states that 

allow cross-class subsidization for USPs in contravention of cost causation principles. On the 

contrary, the Report provides no basis for making such a change in the administration and cost 

recovery of USPs, as these programs are well-funded and functioning as intended, a fact either 

ignored or overlooked by the OCA and the Low-Income Advocates. 

The Industrials recognize that the Commission desires to review the available data to 

determine what an affordable home energy burden is for Pennsylvania's low-income customers. 

This investigation will not change the fundamental nature of USPs as residential-only offerings. 

As a result, the Commission should follow and reaffirm its precedent to recover the costs only 

from the residential class. 
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III. CONCLUSION 

WHEREFORE, the Met-Ed Industrial Users Group, the Penelec Industrial Customer 

Alliance, the Philadelphia Area Industrial Energy Users Group, the PP&L Industrial Customer 

Alliance, and the West Penn Power Industrial Intervenors respectfully request that the 

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission consider these Joint Reply Comments. 

Respectfully submitted, 

McNEES WALLACE & NURICK LLC 
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Charis Mincavage (Pa. I.D. No. 82039) 
Matthew L. Garber (Pa. I.D. No. 322855) 
Errin T. McCaulley, Jr. (Pa. I.D. No. 325966) 
McNees Wallace & Nurick LLC 
100 Pine Street 
P.O. Box 1166 
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Phone: 717-232-8000 
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