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PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF THE DISTRICT OF COLI.IMBIA

1333 H STREET N.W., 2nd FLOO& WEST TOWER
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005

ORDER

December 1412006

ORDER NO. 14143

I. INTRODUCTION

l. By this Order, the Public Service Commission of the District of Columbia

(..Commission")-addresses the July 13, 2006 and July 31, 2006 filings_made PfF" loP"tlt
ilectic power Company (*PEPCO- or "Company'') pursuant to Order No. 13968' *d ql":tt
pgpCO to address aaaiiionat questions regarding its Generation Procuremelrt Credit C'GPC")
Rider.

il. BACKGROI,]ND

2. In Order No. I 1576,2 the Commission approved the Non-Unanimous Agreement

of Stipulation and Full Settlement ("Phase I Settlement'), which authorized PEPCO to sell the

UuU< of its electric generating assets.3 After the divestiture of its generation assets, PEPCO was

irq"it"a to purchase power on the open market to meet the needs of its customers.l

3. ln addition to guaranteed base rate reductions for both residential and commercial

customers, the phase I Settlernent also provided PEPCO- with an added incentive to realize the

greatest monetary value from its future power purchases by assuring. that PEPCO wouldretain a

s"t ur" of *y savings it was able to produce through the GPC mechanism." Accordingly, the GPC

mecfranism provides that pEpCO ihare profits gained from its divestiture of generation services

und pro"rrrrment of energy in the open market with all ratepayers and shareholders through a bill

credit that reflects the 
-shared 

savings amounts, if any, in excess of the guaranteed rate

reductions.6

I In the Matter of the Investigation into Electric Seruice Market Competition and Regulatory
practices, Formal case No. 945, ("F.C.945',) OrderNo. t3968, rel. June 15, 2006.

2 See F.C.945, OrderNo 11576,tel. December 30, 1999'

3 Id. at 47.
4 Id. at 41.
5 Id. at 47.
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4. On February 27,2006,PEPCO filed a proposal to reyise its current GPC Rider to

reflect the proceeds derived from the sale of its Transition Power Agreement ("TPA') relat€d

claim against the Mirant estate.T On March 22,2006, PEPCO filed an amended GPC Rider to

correct io ,11o, discovered when responding to a Commission Staffdata request.8

5. On June 15,2OO6,in Order No. 13968, the Commission conditionally approved
pEpCO,s amended GPC *der, ,o11r.rn.ing with the July 1, 200-6.billing cycle. As approved,

the amended GpC fuder resulted in the distribution of $24.3 million in bill credits to District

i"i.p"vttt o""r a twelve-month period.e

6. As explained in OrderNo. 13968, the Commission Pg?u:ryld a large Osgrepu.rp

in the amount of Gp-C procurement revenue reported for the Fourth GPC Procurernent Period in

its review of pEpCOt cpc filings.to Specifically, the Commission noted a $10.2 million

reduction in GpC revenues from that reported in PEPCO's original GPC filing covering the

Fourth GpC procurement Period which had been submitted on July 12, /005. After further

inquiry the Commission concluded that PEPCO had nol {eqllely explained why it was

uppropti"tr to include $10.2 million of previously unrecorded, unbilled rev€nue adjustnents in

i* CpC true-up filing. Therefore, we directed PEPCO to respond to specific gues.tions :et.for.th
in OrderNo. tSgOS to clariff the unbilled revenue discrepancy discovered by the Commission in

connection with PEPCO's GPC filings.

7. On July 13,2006, PEPCO filed its response to the Commission's questions set

fortlr in orderNo. 13968.rr on July 3l,2006,PEPCO filed a copy of Attachment I to PEPCo's

response to a data request which had been referenced, but not included, in PEPCO's July 13,

ZOOO Rting.12 There were no comments filed in response to PEPCO's frlings'

7 Letterto Dorothy Wideman, Commission Secretary, Public Service Commission of the Dstrict of

Columbia (..Commission'), from-Paul H. Hanington, Associate General Counsel, PEPCO (February 27,20{J,6)

("February 27 GPC Filing").
t L"tter to Dorothy Wideman, Commission Secretary, Commission, from Paul H. Harrington,

Associate General Counsel, PEPCO (March 22,2006) ("March 22 GPC Filing").

e See OrderNo 13968 at 5.

to See Order No 13968 at 4.

,t pEpCO's Response to Questions set forth in Order No. 13968, (July 13,2006) ("PEPCO

Responses to Questions").
t2 pEPCO's Supplemental Response to Questions set forth in Order No. 13968, (July 13, 2006)

('"EPCO Supplemental Responses").
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III. DISCUSSION

g. Cenfial to our inquiry, we asked PEPCO to explain why its GPC true-up filing

shows a $10.2 million unbilled revenue adjustment for the Fourth GPC Procurement Period but

no unbilled revenue adjustment for the Third GPC Procurement Period. kr general' PEPCq

,*pi"i", that althougrt trt. accounting entries for its unbilled revenue adjustments ]ve're posted

#;t the period frim February through December ?0q5r these adjustments actually related to

unbilled revenues that were accrued diing the Fourth GPC Procurement Period from February

g,2004 to February 7,200s. In drafting the Questions set forth in Order No. 13968''the

Co:nmission .*ut t 1y lnterested in PEPCb's r-e€p-onse as, to why-there. ar:- no new unbilled

revenue adjustments appearing for the Third GPC Procurement Period. rne. response that

pEpCO supplied states only ttri't if *rere were any such adjusfinents, PEPC..O.wotlld-hqve applied

tfrr. in year 4, which *"r th. period in which thc adjusfinents were actuallybooked. 
j

g. The Commission has reviewed the original monthly unbilled r€Y:nue adjustments

reported by pEpCO for the GpC procurement Years 3 and 4. While the overall yearly totals are

;itlr. saml general order of magrutude, the monthly results across the two years (e.g., positive or

negative) 
"a., 

naty significantly. Rtttrough it is plausible that PEPC.O's explanation tha! Year- 3

unbilled revenue adju-sfinents were simply booked in Year 4, we lack.suffici9nt gupport to make

a reasoned frnding"regarding this conclusion. Lacking such support { this time, we

unable to determlne wtrettrJr the $10.2 million unbilled revenue adjustnent_ is appropriate.

Therefore, we direct pEpCO to answer the following additional questions related to its February

and March GPC Filings:

a. pEpCO has previously responded that unbilled revenue- is normally quantified by

tt 
" 

ztn busirress aay ortne foliowing month. Provide a detailed description of all- of th9

reasons why the quantification of unbilled revenue could take longer, i.e., occur later than

the 7ft business day of the following month'

b. provide the following information for GPC Procurement Periods I through 4:

l. Total unbilled revenue, bY month;

2. The date on which the unbilled revenue identified in part (b.l) was

quantified;

3. If applicable, the reason(s) why the date identified inpart O.2) occurred

later than the 7th day of the following month; and

4. If applicable, whether the unbilled revenue adjustnent identified in part

(b.l) was applicableto a GPC Procurement Period other than the one to which it

was booked. In such cases, identiff the actual month and GPC Procurement

Period to which the unbilled revenue adjustment applied.
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THEREFORE,IT IS ORDERED TIIAT: 'I

10. pEPCO is directed to respond to the questions set forth in paragraph 9 of this

Order within thirp (30) days of the date of this Order; and

ll. Interested parties may file initial comments regarding PEPCO's response to

questions set forth in paragraph 9 of this Order within thirty (30) days of the date of the
pEpCO,, filing, and reply comments may be filed within fifteen (15) days after initial comments

are filed.
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