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Good morning Chairman Gdshdl, Chairman Preston, and members of the Committee. X 
am Terry Fitzpamck, President & CEO of the Energy Association of Pennsylvania (EAP). 
Today, I am appearing before the Committee on behalf of the Association's natural gas 
distribution company (NGDC) members' to provide our perspective on the Proposed 
Rulemaking Order of the Public Utility Commission (PUC or Commission) entered on July 28, 
20 1 1 regarding location of gas meters, L-2009-2 1 07 I 55. Thank you for providing us the 
opportunity to address this issue. 

The PUC's rulemaking proposes to revamp 52 Pa-Code $59.18, which addresses the 
location of gas meters. The Commission issued the proposed rule based upon a report h m  its 
Gas Safety Division, Bureau of Transportation, which followed the Commission's review of two 
consumer complaint cases involving meter location issues. The Proposed Rulemaking Order 
states that the Gas Safety Division concluded that the existing regulation - which allows meters 
to be located inside or outside of a building - was "vague, inadequate, and out-of-date with 
respect to the federal, standards which the PUC has adopted." 

The proposed rule would replace the simple language of the existing regulation, which 
consists of a mere four sentences, with three pages of detailed requirements. Despite the added 
language, the Proposed Rulemaking Order also stated that the proposed rule did not impose any 
additional regulatory requirements on NGDCs, because the proposed rule was consistent with 
f d d  safety requirements that were already incorporated by reference into the PUC's 
regulations. See, 52 Pacode 59.33 (Safety). 

EAP filed detailed comments on the proposed rule. The main points raised in the 

comments w a e  these: 

1 Columbia Gas of PA; Equitable Gas Company, LLC; National Fuel Gas Distribution Corporation; PECO Energy Company; 
Peoples Natural Gas Company; PeopCsTWP, LLC; Philadelphia Gas Works; Pike County Light & Power Company; UGI Central 
Penn Gas, tnc.; UGI Penn Natural Gas, Inc.; UGI Utilities, Inc.; and Valley f nergy Company. 



e The proposed rules are too prescriptive and impose requirements beyond those found in 
federal regulations, contrary to the Commission's stated purpose. This resulted from 
taking federal guidance documents, which do not have the force of law and thus allow 
flexibility to adjust to differing circumstances, and transforming them into prescriptive 
rules. This approach can lead to unintended consequences and is inconsistent with the 
intended purpose of the guidance documents. 

The requirement to move all regulators attached to steel sewice lines hrn  inside to 
outside by 2020 is too prescriptive and may divert resources away born other 
inhstructure improvements that would provide greater enhancements to safety. 

EAPYs comments requested that the PUC reconsider its approach. We suggested that tbe 
Commission consider issuing a statement of policy instead of new rules, because the former type 
of document does not have the force of law, and therefore allows greater flexibility. In the 
alternative, EAP's comments provided suggested language changes to create greater flexibility if 
the commission were to proceed with the new regulation. Comments were also filed by some 
municipalities as well as groups interested in municipal planning and historic preservation 
contending that the proposed rules would damage the character of neighborhoods in established 
communities. 

On August 15,201 2, the Independent Regulatory Review Commission (IRRC) issued 
comments on the proposed rulemahg. RRC identified problems and inconsistencies in the 
proposed rule, and its comments were generally consistent with those of EAP, NGDCs, and the 
municipal pIanning and historic preservation groups. IRRC recommended that the PUC 
withdraw the proposed regulation, or that it conduct stakeholder m&ngs with the goal of 
introducing greater flexibility to the regulation. 

Now that interested parties and IRRC have filed comments, the matter is before the PUC 
to decide whether to move forward and adopt a final rule. 

While EAP has filed comments that are critical of the proposed regulation, it is important 
to emphasize that EAP agrees with the Commission's goal of enhancing the reliability and safety 
of utility service by improving utility infrastructure. The issue presented by these rules is 
whether a very prescriptive approach is the best way to achieve this goal when such an approach 
may lead to unintended consquences and may divert resources from other infrastructure 
improvements that will do more to d a n c e  safety. 

Finally, it must be remembered that we are discussing apropsed rulemaking, not a final 
one. The public comment and regulatory review processes described above are intended to 

provide input to an agency such as the PUC that it will then consider before issuing final nlles. 



EAP has no reason to believe that the process will not work as intended, and that the PUC will 
not give serious consideration to the many comments that have been filed. 

Thank you for providing me the opportunity to appear today, and 1 would be happy to 

respond to questions. 


