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Chairman Roae, Chairman Matzie, members of the committee, thank you for the 

opportunity to submit testimony expressing our opposition to House Bill 11 and share with you 

my concerns about its potential impact on PPL Electric Utilities’ 1.4 million customers. 

We certainly recognize and appreciate the Commonwealth’s desire and efforts to move 

towards a carbon-free future.  Our parent company, PPL Corporation, has set a corporate-wide 

goal to reduce our carbon dioxide emissions by 70 percent from 2010 levels by 2050.  

Additionally, PPL Electric Utilities continues to advance initiatives aimed at integrating more 

distributed energy resources, including carbon free-energy, onto the grid. 

Let me be clear - PPL strongly believes nuclear power must continue to play a role in 

Pennsylvania’s energy mix.  Pennsylvania has a robust and diverse energy supply mix, of which 

nuclear is a part.  However, proposals like House Bill 11 that provide a subsidy to prop up 

nuclear power plants do not allow the Commonwealth to take a strong step toward achieving 

long-term meaningful carbon reduction goals.   Proposals or policies with the goal of reducing 

carbon through the promotion of low or carbon-free sources should be market-based, 

economy-wide and long-term in scope. Pennsylvania must maintain an electric power supply 

that is safe, reliable and affordable.  In Pennsylvania, PPL Electric Utilities is a fully regulated 

electric distribution and transmission company. With that in mind, we strongly oppose House 

Bill 11. We view these additional costs imposed on our customers as a hidden tax on their 
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electric bills, with absolutely no guarantee being given by the proponents that plants will stay 

open if they receive a subsidy.  

I echo the comments already expressed by many opponents of this legislation that 

House Bill 11 would turn the wholesale market on its head and result in a significant shift in 

Pennsylvania’s current energy policy.  With the passage of the Competition Act in 1996, this 

General Assembly enacted sound policy to deregulate the market and prohibit utilities from 

making investments in generation.  House Bill 11 would result in a walk back of the Competition 

Act by essentially creating a re-regulation of the market.   

PPL Electric Utilities customers have benefitted greatly from the restructuring of the 

markets since 1996, by paying rates that have consistently been below the national average.   

Additionally, restructuring no longer required customers to bear the risk of a generation plant’s 

success or failure.  That risk was rightfully placed on the backs of investors. House Bill 11 would 

essentially undo that forward progress and success, and make Pennsylvania less competitive by 

circumventing the market, affecting every electric customer in the state and raising the average 

price of electricity in Pennsylvania for years to come. We have estimated that our customers, 

alone, would pay $140 million more each year to rescue a single energy source that benefitted 

from the robust market it now seeks to bypass.   This is on top of the $8 billion that electric 

customers statewide have already paid in stranded costs to nuclear plants as part of 

restructuring settlements.  Based on this estimate, the average PPL Electric Utilities residential 

customer stands to shoulder an approximately 3 percent increase per year in electricity costs, a 

figure that rises to roughly 4 percent for the average small commercial and industrial customer. 
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Approximately 1,300 large commercial and industrial customers could see a 35 percent hike in 

the distribution portion of their bills.  

There are a number of provisions in House Bill 11 that the committee should carefully 

consider and examine.  While the bill does include a sunset provision, it is only engaged when 

and if carbon is valued at or above $15 a ton.  This provision unnecessarily incorporates 

uncertainty concerning how long electric customers will be required to foot the bill.  I certainly 

hope that it is not the policy of this General Assembly to require customers to subsidize this 

industry in perpetuity.   

Another component of House Bill 11 that the committee should pay close attention to is 

that the bill is not limited to Pennsylvania based plants.  Specific provisions on pages 8 and 9 of 

the bill identify that Tier III sources must be part of PJM “with responsibility for this 

Commonwealth” and that the generation source does not recover capital or operating costs 

through cost-based rates “regulated by a state.”   If the true intent of this legislation is to 

singularly assist Pennsylvania-based nuclear plants, shouldn’t that language be clear in the bill?   

It is also important to point out that electric utilities are prohibited from owning generation in 

Pennsylvania in accordance with the Competition Act.  The language referencing costs 

“regulated by a state” would be moot if the true intent of this bill were to only capture 

Pennsylvania sources.    

If the committee believes that electric customers should bear this burden, thorough 

oversight must be required.   As a regulated utility, PPL Electric Utilities is held to this high 

standard when petitioning the Public Utility Commission anytime we seek an adjustment in our 

rates.   Only one nuclear plant in Pennsylvania is currently not making a profit.  Electric 
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customers should not be required to subsidize nuclear plants that are profitable.  A means test 

should be established to require plant owners to demonstrate financial need prior to receiving 

a subsidy.  As you may recall in previous hearings held by this committee, the proponents of 

this legislation were asked on numerous occasions if they would be willing to agree to a means 

test.  They have unequivocally and repeatedly stated they would not.   

Furthermore, accountability measures should continue throughout the period when the 

plant is receiving a subsidy.  Plant owners receiving a subsidy should be required and held 

accountable to make only those capital investments that allow them to operate safely and at 

peak efficiency.  Specifically, their investments should be known and quantifiable.  A finite term 

should be implemented for the subsidy to only cover costs of the investment rather than 

providing unlimited payments to plant owners.   

In closing, I ask this committee to strongly consider the long-term consequences of the 

provisions set forth in House Bill 11 on electric customers.  This legislation undoes tremendous 

progress made by the Commonwealth in restructuring the market and allowing electric 

customers to benefit from low electric rates.   PPL Electric Utilities’ customers should not pay 

$140 million more a year for profitable plants for an uncertain period of time.  Means testing 

and accountability by plant owners are vital components to protecting your constituents if they 

are forced to shoulder this burden through their electric bills.      

I appreciate your deliberate time and attention in thoroughly vetting this complex and 

controversial piece of legislation.  Thank you again for the opportunity to submit testimony.   

 


