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. Btaff r:,O‘ev1dence to- .
' support. the aontentmonﬁfthat. “PECO's + .
outage rate is excessive. Showing that
PECO's forced outage rate‘exceeds that
£f a. compar;f.son grou \

futllltles - o)

| ' s‘ outage rrat', 2 f
«unreasona.ble or the resul of Impruder







PECO'SV‘content;Lon that«?lh :

‘I'f“ 11: had used the hmsto:rl‘ t
;_‘festabln.shmg its burn rate and ‘empl,o 'd
- the 50 day mVentory : rec;ommended by

[Trial staff] witness P
i -ct)mpany‘d, :anentory claim
i would mcrease' : 2‘», :




L 'Z(.'he second 1ssue relati;







To do so, would result

for the work allowing :

the correct and incorrect c
‘resulting in ‘ratepayers pro
freturn on. portmns of the ‘plant










“’osts m rate base smce 1980, and that‘ 0







: tnessxbr. Hanauer contevaed that GE and/or
PECO should have recognized the significance of
. tbe hydrodynamic loads connected with Mark IT
- affecting leerlck contamnment*, waever,
>vli;~Hanauer admits that, despite his position as

 Chairmain of the AdVlsory Committee on Reactor =~
Standards (ARCS) of AEC, when that,body rev1ewed ;;(,“
~the Maxrk II contalnment for the first tmme 1n ‘
- approving the construction of the Shor e
. plant, and desplte having available .t 'the‘ACRS*by“

- and/or the AEC Staff‘VLrtually all of the results
of the tests presented in this record and ref
erenced for both Mark I and Mark II licensin
he did not recognlze the 51gn1£1canc* of‘these,;
loads. (Tr 2771) S .

PECO submltted theibulk of 1ts'ev1dence:on'th S
lssue through the followmnv 1tne95es, i

g}Dr‘ salomon Levy, fbunder an Presmdentw
- of B. Levy In¢., an engineering/ manage-;
 ment consultmng firm which, among many
_ other activities assists . industry and
government in various areas of nualear
power regulation and operation. For

24 years prior to 1977 he was' ‘employed
by the General Electric Company'where
~he had a direct management role in th.
‘adequaqy and the developmen the

‘}Maf« 1T contalnment des1gn










: he hydrddynamlc fordes should be mad
.,apparent from t the %‘ecord that a state

e J.vn.l act:.ons, ahd ;;fupon “their
"*resoluta.on, determlne whe‘ther _afurther
;/ac:t:e.?n sh:“'éld be ftaken :




ﬂ:,éii.:we axe of the Qpl
© did npt, exe::c;;se‘ Judgmeni; suf

| Ve have not been presen’éed‘ :

. with a claim for recovery
- associated with the congtruction

' Consequently, we can nake no

~(~rs'6 Pa‘ p . c at fe;j







announcements" {
'elgases for publ:.c ay




‘f'th mselves, can ffect

) ‘regul 'Y approvals
granted would have prevented earlier
_;comp letion of Limerick 1 construction, -
if one takes the dates of such approvals
a a.,.glven. But there is no -reason to -
onclude that regulatdry approva
would not have been 'mplem‘ ‘ted
-tlmelyf,fashlon had ¢ :




‘adfthe eaﬁly years of its. schedu

‘at IIIuszmtht~was:only after PI
:began stretchlng . the Limeri k 5
f;;tschedule ‘that Susquehanna ‘onstru ion
. H_‘Ik and fnn;shed

'”iearlmer ana

TC?COst.

“fﬁsusquehanna is very s;mllar't

>‘ *Both plants are GE BWR Mark

orof approximately 1055 MW, w
 towers, built by Bechtel,

J**Eennsylvanma, subject to the same’PUC' ‘

gregulatlon, in the same NRC Reglon,‘i
the sane craftilabox nd wage arket;
“and subjecta o t

t TR 1146-115,




unit as actually buz.lt ding all
actualhquant:&’tles' of material abot




.;,ommcm plan‘t -»/ The AL el
'full amount of the OCA's propos '

: - AL rectly states that the OCA’ ; ,,ropose :

adjustment is $610.4 (R.D., p. Howatrer, .the OCA

points out that this fn.gure :.L 1 : fects of i
Mark 11 adjustment, which the A

correct figure, excludmg the Mark ‘

65: -~*'1~3. :Lo:n (OC cepti :










' - Limeric 8 construc-
t:_.cn schedule been adv; ced, PECO woul
-not . 'ave ‘ma‘r(’ie anz the rchan ;

was incremental to othe ,concurrent
actual | financing, the Ccmpainy’»s’ ‘tof tal
= winancn.ng costs would increase. Th :
‘is 1o d:.spute that PECO: was having some’
Financial dlfflcultles in the late
1970's, due Pprimarily to its ambiti 18
-multi-plant constructlon projects and
o "partlcularly to- s1multaneous construc~
tion of Limerick 1 and 2.. ~“PECO!s o
hypothetlcal assumptz.ons, however,, are
;completely unrealistic. The sub-
mits that PECO could have "eordered 11:“ =
‘financing prwmtles had it
omple.te Limerlck 1 on




s,ssumpta.on, for wh:.ch absclu a1y no o
support is offered by OCA wid Enesses,
_that PECO could implement NRC design
requirements during regularly scheduled
outages, and at the same cost at which
_they were. actually implemented durlng
- Lidn e::wk*s construction (PECO Imt:La.l
Brief, pp. 4~105 to 4~108). However,
ECO witness Helwig demonstrated, base
; :the complexity and number of the
requmre i changes, additiona. tage t
“in excess of regwj yh




I costs borne by rat
_illlon t@ $105‘9

In addlt,ion, £Eic
ment;ing such des:\.gn and equlpment changes A
dnoa commarclally operat P sun ; 8

. OCA's hypothetical proposal d. s
*ﬂ‘“ddltional‘expendltures o~fapproxxmately ;;;gj'
8100 million  (Id.). Spec1ficallyr; e

Mr. Helwig explamed thatr; 118 is beca
~many of the redquirements i ed by t

'NRC: dur:mg ‘the 1979-198 time frame -

_ required extensive work i vital plant

 areas that would be subject to severe

. . space and congestmn constraints whi’le

" the plant was in commercial operatior

i~'_~§‘urthér.;) numéxous func:tmns

ock: :;:eqmremen : rease
st of* mplementm regulato::, o







‘has prov1ded ‘independent
‘plannlng con51deratlons that ¢

wark uh'ts were about 38 year
retired.




-/ - to g6 until a
da't“ ‘certain. They Were "alWays 1ntend‘ ‘
to be a stop gap, interim solution +o
severe capacity shortages - until ne

aseload capacity could be bu:.lt
imerick ,’L is that baseload capacru_
These ;;_‘facts “have consa.srﬁ&nt; v  bee

The c:n's n questlcn were “obtaine at the
direction of the COmm:Lss;on,‘-:w e reviewed
‘egularly as Limerick 1 w s being cons‘trur:n
~ted and fmally were retired with t}:e s

of this . regulatory hlstory, ‘t:;is slmply
inaccurate to- suggest that PECO is.
rekt:'Lr:Lng the umts An. questlon_solely to;







bpoks‘reVenue
to the cus~

*ﬁgccmpensétés7the’Ccmpany for c;rrylng thé
_ boaks untll“ a;

lec s, the com” any neve;r
. receives payment fromﬁ;th

" - Instead, the.'}company char es bff the

- uncollectible amount against expense .

”"fAccount}BO&mf* Uncollectib1¢ ‘_L_Nv

1 ;c:tlble, “only after which time th’;
;mount 1s charged to Account 904

he Oompany prov1des serv1ce: o a“cus
omer and is subjected to a 23
,ermod in whlch no revenue‘ s C




;ollow1ng reasons fbr support

‘:»S;L;ce 1t is :meossn.ble to foreSée it
total accuracy the actual tax liabili
‘which PECO will incur for the year at
the time quarterly tax payments are due,
the COmpany,., in ‘order to avoid t

penaltles for underpaymen




oY ch: quarter
ent schedule used




'ayme t charge or J.n the cash work:r.ng
apital claim (Tr. 2437), The Company
“has chosen. the latter approach f s
therefore flows through" to ratepayers
~all revenue recovered in the 1a 3
_ . Late payment c

~.ftherefore prov1de no benef







. e~developmentjof‘pro*~, re;
egmns with the statemant.o rf&enues;

o ccordance wmﬁh prevmously' ppV“[f‘
> case treatmen&ﬂ thes¢ f=gures h

» 7 on,  fubure Cvanr o
] 3 nd eXpense lmve;s haVe been Gl
: d:usted for the ant1c1pated grﬁwﬁu/ \

decline in the £ ; e
"n,usagewa,e -Stlng customers to refiect (o
sales levels at June 30, 1986, ‘ad-
'Jnstment 1n¢reases pro fb‘;a operating
P ' hmch, after,







8e pat ‘  ‘-'d‘o‘ gene’
(PECO st. 18C, p. 36







ak a tool for'mj ag
ing the opérations Caj
g,Thls budqet is. prepared on 5pon=
,;smblllty ‘basgis', That is, following
‘the éompany g organlza ion Cha t;;~
s 'fElc responszblllty area_
: inied and each area hen
those ‘J%eﬁs wh:.ch fall t

> bu getlng process beglns with
,development of objectives, in1t1a1
persornel reqnarements and’ assumptlon
and guldellnes such as service dates

~ for npew units, retirements of old
;ﬁ[unmts,-and inflation factors. - These ,?w_a»x;v~
 assumptions and guidelines in the form

- of an instruction letter are sent to

each of the approxlmately'lﬁs respans1~~f”
bility areas., Each area reviews its

historic expense levels and slgnlflcant e

events which will alter those levels,

known cost changes and guidelines set ,ffif{

forth in the instruction letter and
develops their segment. éf(thevbudget
Inflathn factors whic re 5% fc

being budgeted is expacted to remain
- essentially unchanged,g_ _L;;< ot
“nflatlon.: i L




‘ “I‘]he cOmpany,s'
: factor is based o ‘

Speclflcally, “the COmpanyf
~inflation factor is a we:
of estimates for the G,
deﬁlator and Waj - ra

‘At‘ pro. "f,forma proposed; Fates
laim is: $1 439,69







_trlcfcdmgeny,_R~84259O (January f5,’*

j 71
of. the Company's outage expense clalm.» e Al Bk
prlatexy mentloned and rejected the OCA 'S PIOpoS!
Py EeerTt g, of Trial Sta

3 1
je\Company"s outage eXpenﬁ"clalm




Canerns, as follows'?-.“‘

;to dlctate to the compi Y . Lo con
;struct 1ts 1nf1at1,n factor,_;p@f‘“

?;1nflat10n factor for ratemaklng purpose
. where it cannot break ¢
ﬁ;a95001atedww1th th - ind tion _
. The effect of this ;nablllty to sepa at_
‘out lnflatlon dol ars*i -to sto '
= estiga 10“ :
;qabfllty to establish‘Just an reasonable
- rates.  Even in a s1tuatlon 1nvvlv1ngj
?;mlnlmum 1ncxease, where : :




1 :l“th 'Replacemelf’;g;';k,:
Tubes at Eddys;_j













salem No. 1 Management Evaluation Program

,,Gas Compaﬁy (PSE&G)'ﬁa“iques ned
'}the thlear Regulat‘ L Commissi

‘addressed thls ques ion, it took
tage of the t:Lm:Lng‘ ‘to perform a complet
; w of thel procedures
_and. pOllCleS with regs ) nue :
'quwer operatlon; j}QV







"If not the flrst the most wi

-accepted maxim of regulatlo is. that it

is prospecthe -ather than retrospective

;lookln There have only’been two areas G
in- Whlch the Commission has tradltlonal“y e :
. permitted the amortization of unusual

recorded expenses: (1) the ‘flood and

storm. damage,~and (2) rate case: expense

both of which ‘upon. the ba ,s tha  they

are recurring in nature, Ithough at

51gn1flcantly~.separate’,*v

In our view, the -record results of

operations, whether they be within o

without a test Yyear,; are tc 1

to for the purpos‘»ffi,ﬁ 3%

to,_he future;;“ o4 fi”

Ecoﬁexcepted toﬁthe ALJ‘s“r ommendatlo in ;rporatlng’
by reference 1ts arguments pres nte :
Briefs. : L S







“Rely:n.ng on the Compaﬂ y's argument 4tha,t the _-used

16/ In the Comp ny s ast p::ol "}edmg at Dod:ket N
he Commission allowed ‘the':grecovery of the




Deconunlssmnlng Peachﬁ Bottom Unl No. 1

includ :mg PECO and 52 other companies
- collectively called ngh Temperatu
~ Reactor Development Assoc1ate'
(HTRDA) ..

. fs‘tructlon of Peach Bottom
‘Th‘e ob.Jectlve of the,; s

,maintenance and operation o
power - plant._







’_OC clalms, (2) that PECO ratepa(

~et1red‘ln;1974,‘howéver; the‘Company7‘as Ju




e.q. f;," J?Eco's contra té w:r_th the Atom::. ¢ Ene:




they ALJ's ,recommendatlon, Tr:l.al%Sta f“














































. as w‘ell as 1nadequate earnlng" Of:‘
"lgthe fund h;r.storlcally to keep pace ‘,w;n h
















, ,t Ii ‘years,_ and secondly, > 11: :m 'al"
- ex: tlng FASB 71 Mr. Farllng t













S]lnce the; adVent af’ Baras
,through of ‘tate 1ncome%;a tax |

Consequently, we agre:,
o ,;conclus:.on that "the allqwa 'c_

> vn.olates the actual taxe
Cae ’_nd that "'the issue o




or deferrals
ized pensions . S
86 future test







gi’thOSe deferrals' a
pollutlon control facilities amo
B $382 OOQ«COCA?'tatem nt‘4‘ Schedule.S)

“tlve tojCapltallzed pen51on5aandataxes
{86,099, 000) and capitalized ‘employee
*beneflts ($2,050,000) for which a
‘sepavate five-year amortization has been
xdopted (See staff Exhibit JMH-1, Sched-
ule 4). Accordlngly, it would be appr
‘priate to reduce the $48,81 0007by‘th,
 ccumu1ated deferrals of.$: ‘ f




‘and serves'to negate the low
»jfeder ;

fba51sglcomputed‘on5 he annﬁal §







facts as fﬁthey stand - this 'subsn.d;;ary% ;
_has been 1n a loss ’fs:.tlon for at least

~ five yars. ' Though losses have somewhat

o dlmlnlshed, ‘the hard facts are that,
[;contrary to: company budgets; the subs:.d-

~iary remains: unprofitable.  Until the = Sl
~ company can. show that EPEC actually ’has ;

‘made a prof.lt, its. _cont:




’icompany s tax returns 'S¢
stwo year per:.od shc;}:;ld give




”to "'tax losses of EPEC~ and that thyn.s,.if ‘hol

Thus, EPEC 1osses and ga:m 8




, tax. 'eﬁ 'penses, , bec 5
of the fll:Lng of a consolldated, return,
_ﬁare not_ actually payablAe.,:_ -~ ALL







depreclatlon expenses, ; and ¢
-expressed as a percen, age of‘-t.the legall a

_ropei‘ty,
=5 return r




uRegardless_o the procedure ‘mployed in det rmlnlng
ate of return,kWefmust. X" i ‘

~¥The return(flndlng should consider th
. financial costs belng incurred, so that

the - utlllty' has the opportunlty to

_recover its present cost of capital. or
- to attract needed capltal at reasonable
~wost. ' A fair rate of return for a.
- publi vfutlllty,; however, is not ‘a e
matter which is to be determined by'the*'gf“fgp;
 Aapp11cat1on of a ‘mathematical formula.j“ [
It requires the exer01se of informed 2

Judgment based upon an evaluation of

the partlcular facts presented 1n,each
proceedlng.  There is no one preclse,;
. answer to the guestion as to what =
constitutes a proper rate of retu1"9~'*

gThe 1nterests of the company and o
'1nVestors are to”be'con51de'ed~ long -
o with those of the customers, all to theﬁ
end of assuring adequate Serv1Cegto‘the
public at the least cost, while at the
same ‘time malntalnlng the”f

integrity of 1t Ve

(Emphasls supp11







 ‘bus1ness5sha11 pru&uce I
(Cltatlons omltted}‘ ‘

;iexpenses but also fér,tj
‘Cof the bu51ness._ e

earnlﬁgs whlch are necessar .tofassu”é e
;conf;denCe 1nuthe financial int grlty







; Actual tende:

{»,118-3/4/, and $62.621 11110:&
- 18% First Mo,rtgag\ Bonds in D

1985 for redemptimz, ‘not originall

o 1ntended

" The Combany pl

: ”7 ‘:;.="’;',‘:,$100 mllllon of Fk ”‘sﬁ

v: Aprll 1986;

 June 1986, none of

~originally contemp ,ated"*"'

i’.iPropOSed repayment«of’ $55 m;ll on
. of Limerick Revolving . credlt Line
- derived’ from ‘proceeds of :

‘of new debentures ,in FeBrua‘ ‘

“~.’-Proposed call,
';$46 904 mllllon

i :.based upon mfeasury lfB:"’" b
o i‘Contract yiel




;;ffﬂtheA leetlck ‘Revolv
. 'Agreement for ah equal a Isi
e 'g~term debentures . {(Gsa

adequate suppli
*yand 1abor, Fede;

,lmprOVement 1n :
before the require

tbe replaced undex-PEdO"
"ith debentures el

‘117 oo 19 75,4,
_a55001ated

: - ‘P .
: Although Wltness Wlnter _ag~ee

>” *that ‘the cost effectlve~ofﬂrédemp~




“and the effectlvefﬂ
1t*1s‘ 137 bas:.s' pol







k;The'Company has shown‘
(December—1984), when ;

».”faCéd'by the progéCted issue 1'31rre1e~
*’gvant, 1nso£ar as cost rates are conc




Th »OCA’s | ommon equlty._ ost rate : :
24 1:ectr1c ompanles ‘ub-—group o:E on~nuclea‘ constru
‘ 3. (OCA St 3, pp_ :9—41)













ent r:.se' 1n the prlce of elect:






















'1t'dpes not lgnd 1t'el ‘to,preclse

two parties ‘dis:
based evaluatlons
;eQulty >

PECO'chosb&~f cbmmon'equﬂi ! w7”
reflect the Company's reality an
jsome ldeallstlc smtuatlon ~ Furt

ifgreater compensatlon fbr*thé | ing
wregulatary'rlsk thanythqy Currént;y»_f

ondlude, as we dld 1n Pa. P U‘C'*v

he ALJ recognmzed that the cost,of
ECO's common stock reflects the
realities of the market place, In
jeffect,,the partles are requestlng that
‘we not recognize PECO's actual cost of
;attractxng capltal,~ It is apparent,;
= “however, that Ainvestors . fears are
 reflected in the market price of PECO's =~
‘stock as it would be in . most"tocks.»“~-
Iherefore,; our decision on PECO's cos
~of common equity must account for
. "PECQ's financial condition; as it S
'percelved in the market place. :




CP.U.C.ov. Bhl»ladelphla ~Electrlc R
’.'COmpany =~ Steam Divisgion, 52 Pa. P.U. c
-260, 289 (1983),_ we. are W jp‘ersuaded
‘that the legal argument ented by













ITI. ENERGY COST RATE REVISION

esolutmn ofi:he Salem iﬁvest;gatma







which is our average ‘cost of
enerated or acqulred “fo

coll“~t10ns.f




<collectlons 401t1ng COmmun:L‘ :
: 51 Pa. cOmmonwealth c"

1mportant, :Lssue for our- resolutlo'
must declde whether Sectlon 307 (e

reason, not to ~l»orderf full




c1aUSe revenues?

;Our\reaélng of the statutory sentence 1n@
~ Question leads us to conclude that Sec~
tlon 307(e) did provide. 'the comm1551on~

ith discretion as to the extent of r‘
efuncs to be made to public utility .= .
patrons. . “The words "Absent good reason
_being shown to ,'e»contrary“ were used
ko modlfy that portion of the sentence
‘which 1mmed1ately fbllowedf’l.e.,,"the
‘commission shall . . . by order direct
~each such pub11c1,j” ity e r '
to 1tsﬁpatrans am
“being so,
be concerned wmth contentgffgw,
legislature intended something di
- The Statutory Constructlo’““‘
vlnstructs us that "“[w

;we“note ﬁhat‘Sectlon'307(e) providi

in proper cases, the commigsion should -
~order any public utility to recover from
its patrons. an amount qugl to: undercol-i

f};lectlons of automatlc adjugtment clause
-~ Trevenues. In addition, the. Commission

~,was glven(the supervision of the admln- -
“istration by a utlllty of the method
~used by any utility in automatically

53~adjust1ng its rates g0 ag to décrease. «*’“‘fl‘
- the likelihood of collection by a utlllty

of amounts greater or less than that to
“which it was entitled.  We consider these

 provisions of Section 307(e) to evidence
- the clear intent of the legmslature to -
prOVLde the; ommission wmth Supervisory.


































«g., Re Unlon,Electrlc 6., 65 PUR
7 7(111 Commerce Comm'n- 1985) (four~yéa
and two-year phasge~out approved of a 45.6% increase in
rates with full recovery of carrylng charges,on»deférxed
,;amounts), Re Iowa-1111n01s Gas & Electric¢ Co., T :

: }',72-377 (Ill. Commerce Comm'n 1983) (fcureye
se=-in and three-year phase-out w1thkfu11 re Avery )
carrylngfcharges on deferred amounts Re Uni o
ric Co., 66 PUR4Ath 202, 284286 (Mo ’Pub Servwaomm\n
.985) (46/ increase phasedwln over s ;,“” € ’
revenue and- carrylng charges recovered in ye;rs,seven -

nd - elght) Slmllarly, Idaho Power Com§'nﬁiw”““
i ; " e

- increa lect the ] u’"AIMm‘as
>Va1my22 coal unltt W1th full rec ery  of

omp sur-year phase-in
ed W1th 1ts 35/ requested increase or
,AGrand.Gulf 1 W1th recovery ofwthe’ ‘ ‘




v GEC w1tness John Wa : Vlllson - prO oses




PAIEUG Phase-»:rn' Plar

tions do not constrain ‘the phase-in, 1

would recommend’that’PECO be allowed tof f_J 

, - Thls*
»tcomposed of $150 mllllon of
“PECO!¢ antlclpated fuel sav1ngs, plus
'$37 million in rellablllty benefits (the
fcosts aV01ded by‘xetlrln rRlchmond 9,

}_' i ie ;I} due té ‘ECO’s opt 1'”
_g]pac1ty factor ‘and - high o ) e
;f/Jectlons,,~ o




""ad tloanMr;.Chernlck ma&e several su_ges ion

,A'rate rlder prev ding ‘e
;rates b_sed on~PEgo pro;ectlons

fv§7av01ded—cost vafwes and d f
K;;“ln Lamerlck perfbrmanc*







by PECO,Vshould l‘essen the economlc fzmmpac on. P 0




,4sur‘round the startup and cmgmmg opera

flvon of nuclear‘ plants, there are

‘enerat:‘ng stat:.on as
: £ }“supplylng ene




‘Unlt #2 case, hOWever,v *3“‘
;propose that the Company not

ings. As the Commlss‘_,_;
<Salem Inyrt #2 *case,»,,,g;

'klng 'r ﬁc1p1es.; He testlfle 3

k;_fof "a11 othér' élements of:? e

years‘ Slmllarly, ratepayé s -
frece1Ve any guaranteed opere







’;.\, productlon, transmission or
sution of electrlc:Lty.v» ‘Each fun
then class:.fled as customer-r

and- energy—related'-




energyi‘J&?‘iT‘ t:
other- than‘ prod ctlon

cost of‘serVLce study 1s one
most'subjectlve elements in any rate
. The methodskused for*}gj’jfkif‘”

 1on ef the revenue requlrément ‘Ra:
, S requirement allocated;




;.P:r:oductlon and Transm:assmon E,lant

k-‘fAs noted earller, PECO‘s cost ef sem

:ﬁk}feature of base lOad generatlng e
’:._ar'_sreg;ulrement to meet system peak, and 1
















'iogy , is 1ncomplete .
~w1th”pr19r COmm1551on'

Jthe company doesa “;:develqp the.

_peak loads employed in its cost of
;se::vice study dlrectly from 1984 ‘,peak ‘
‘load data. ' Rather, the 1986 peak 1

ave determined by applying the ratio of

984 peak loads to 1984 ,nnualfsales,_)to*
1986 weather ‘normal sales “to develop
:11986 peak load data 8d ,

employed, any n,mpéct* o 'weather. is

Vs1gn1fwantly reduced as it ffects fbc)th
hie > ad and sale" ‘










;)KOCA recognlzes that a‘zero-fue approach
f&"was used 1n certaln prlor PEC’srate
e = _alleged
“idlSparlty between re51dent1a1 ‘an, 1other

;;case and, 1n fact, 1. n
=ach1eved.by a zerc~fuelg‘[f'

;111'
i{substantlally hlghe
Rate HT T

The_Company’s propoh

P oposed Tar1ff“Rev151ons

_ Var1ous partzes,, IHCludlng- the*;17°%~,

 d d’ustments to ex1st1ng‘tar £ s




'rectly note thategk k

,Rate:maklng theory generally prescr es
the . grouplng of customers with 31m11a;
’end—use, ‘load and cost characteristics
Lnto separate rate classes (SEPTA/Amtrak
St. No. 1 at p. 22). While ‘these cons '
siderations strongly support the ALJ's
removal of SEPTA and Amtrak from the HT
class, they do not support the creation

. of two separate classes for the Rail- =
;roads.; Such unnecessary prollferatlan’ L

~ of highly similar customer classes is
unreasonable and - COntrary to. sou“‘*
‘maklng pr1n01p1es., the other







c1pal means by Wthh a pr1 ~ : ‘
”communlcated to HT and PDacustomers_t'

‘energy costs and re&uc djneed "o:
(PECO St. 24A,

:;pany will ' at least recover a por
the costs 1t 1ncqrs when customers add










, than aVeragé inc te
-low-lncome customers and would pro
less than. average increases ‘to many

- customers who do not require any assis

~ tance. Fully 62% . of ‘the' regular res:L
dential ‘ratepayers on th

Customer Assistance P:cogram ‘h

M‘above 400 kilowatt hours o

Thus, a limitation of ‘the i ] :
the first 350 kwh of usage wil. -not ‘be
effec:the cand would in - fact penaliz
ylow—lncome, customers w thh’ h usage anV
beneflt hl‘ ) 1







°P~u; rtunlty to ‘earn :anome Ja:va
$73520 ooa apphcable o its ele

ovw:r.ons of 52 Pa, Code §3 32 );ff










PHILADELPHIA ELECTRIC COMPANY .

Deductions
08K Expe




o m?u‘*

mon; .
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The abOVe f1]1ng requirements hal
riff as f11ed w1th_the‘Comm1ss1on.v..

,[7Th‘_Company shalldsupp1y in both its tentative and
ling 1nformat1on and data 1nc1ud1ng but not‘11m1ted

,dl)Z Energy Supp]y M
ngrOJect1ons.i .

‘ derogect1ons for the energy sugp]y mix an,,energ pri

- will be made for the ECR year! shOW1ng the contr1but1o
__to total projected jurisdictional energy demand in the
. ECR year made by each of the energy sources. The ne gy
~supply mix projection is also to be d1saggregated nto
ar,month1y est1mates for the ECR year Sy

4(1) Proaect1ons for the energy supply mix and’ en_}gy pr1ces

 are to be dwsaggregated from the energy sources with

;:yf;,'jthat -contributed by each unit and station for bo
"?.'the tota] ECR per1od and the month1y,est1mates ’

lf(ii) In deve]op1ng the proaectlons fbr the energy‘supply
Cooomix and respective ene gykpr1ces, the fol1OW1ng nformatio
f1s to be supp11ed e :

’“f‘(a) A descr1pt1on of the methodoTogy used 1in makir
~-the projections (indicate the type. of productii
: ,;aaj{cost ‘model used. and!g1ve a*deta1Ted de'cr’

Coof the a]gor1thm) e v

iiB)IiA statement of theffollowrng‘1nput and output
. to the. product1on cost model:  unit performance
"*f'data, un1t cost data andj,_;<; ata. .

"*‘ik(t)';A report show1ng any changes, as ¥

~ " rationale for such changes, in 5

-~ -production cost progra““‘nputzdata’W1th theglnpu

. data ut111zed in production cost pro‘rams o

o afive year period ending with the
‘”f‘,iperzod i

_data 1jcons1st of data for the tWe:fy our«mon
‘the beginning of the ECR.’ (This data
the Iatter months of the,per1od )f~u




~ gross. foperatmg cost S Thi -
“be supphed as projected for*‘th,e;, ECR year as we










