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On behalf of the Pennsylvania Energy Consumer Alliance (PECA) and its members, we 

thank the Committee for convening hearings to discuss House Bill 11 and whether the profitable 

nuclear industry should be given handouts in the form of subsidies by Pennsylvania ratepayers 

and consumers. We, are participating in this hearing and debate with a goal to ensure that 

Pennsylvania maintains our reasonable energy and environmental policy that Pennsylvania 

worked hard to achieve when we deregulated in the mid-1990s and when Pennsylvan ia added 

the Alternative Energy Portfolio Standard (AEPS) to state law in 2004. We do not want our 

current deregulated market to change in order to support a nuclear bailout that will result in 

additional costs on Pennsylvania businesses. Such a move would make this Commonwealth 

unattractive for business and, therefore, unattractive to students and employees of all industries. 

On behalf of PECA, I Will share my verbal testimony that is an abbreviated version of my written 

testimony. 

It is important to emphasize that the funds identified in House Bill 11 to pay to the nuclear 

industry would go to Exelon's shareholders, Talen's investors and First Energy Solutions' creditors 

from ratepayers ... consumers. Ratepayers are being asked to take monies from their business 

and household budgets and create a funding stream for the nuclear plant owners. The ratepayers 

and consumers who will be forced to give handouts are businesses and residents in each of your 

home districts. We are manufacturers in a variety of industries, including industrial gases, metals, 

sand, paper, pharmaceuticals, automotive emission controls and refining. Many of these 

employers are the same businesses this House of Representatives works hard to support every 

budget year through keeping our taxes down and implementing policies and programs that 

would otherwise keep and attract businesses to this great Commonwealth. These are also the 
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businesses that government leaders look to and ask to create an economy that would keep our 

college graduates in the state and attract college graduates from other states. Yet today, this 

body is holding hearings on a nuke bailout, and we are faced with the potential of having to pay 

a minimum of approximately $3 billion, as set forth in House Bill 11. 

PECA directly represents a group of large energy-intensive manufacturers in the state. We 

support clean energy; we support nuclear energy. But, because the Pennsylvania nuclear industry 

as a whole is profitable and because we do not want to financially support a handout to the 

nuclear industry like we already did in the 1990s, we strongly oppose this legislation and any 

legislation that picks one. industry over another and disrupts the competitive mar~et. 

REASONS WHY PECA OPPOSES HB 11 

1) Cost Burden on Ratepayers/Consumers Is Huge and Will Negatively Impact the 
Economy/ Jobs/Investment 

PECA opposes this legislation for many reasons. First , we oppose it because of the cost 

burden that it puts on nearly all ratepayers in the state, a burden that is amplified for energy-

intensive manufacturers (like PECA members) where the cost of electric power comprises 

anywhere from 10% to 60% of our variable cost stack. My company, Messer LLC, is a 

manufacturer of industrial gases - primarily oxygen, nitrogen and argon - and electric power 

makes up the majority of our variable costs. HB 11 would increase power costs for Messer LLC 

over $9 million for the fi rst six-year term of the HB 11 handout. This total results from a payment 

of $1.S million per year, each year, for six years. And, as HB 11 allows, this could continue forever 

with a never-ending renewal of six-year terms. 
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Below is a table of the customer impact analysis of HB 11 put together by the Pennsylvania 

Office of Consumer Advocate showing the average impact of several different classes of 

customers in Pennsylvania: 
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The chart above shows the costs of this subsidy are large for all energy consumers. PECA 

has developed and distributed to many of the Committee members our own analysis of the 

impact, which is consistent with the OCA analysis, except for one important issue. Based on our 

members' experiences, the usage assumptions that the OCA uses for hospitals and large 

commercial and industrial customers are too low. A cost estimate with PECA's usage estimates 

is below. 
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Bailout Cost at Price Ceiling in HB 11 
($7.90 per Tier Ill AEC) 
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Businesses like PECA members will be paying hundreds of thousands to millions each year only 

to bolster the profits of nuclear generation plants that are supposed to be in a "competitive" 

business where the risks and benefits are born by shareholders, not ratepayers. The 11 PECA 

members will collectively pay more than $35 million in the first six-year term of HB 11. The 

potential cost projection is only slightly lower under Senate Bill 510 that was recently introduced 

in the Senate. These costs are huge. And while Pennsylvania is different from the other states 

in that we export energy while the others do not export energy, HB 11 would mandate costs on 

Pennsylvania ratepayers and consumers that are hundreds of thousands of dollars more than the 

bill that recently was introduced in Ohio. 

My company, Messer, has a customer base that is local. Some of our increased cost 

burden under HB 11 (and SB 510) would reduce Messer's bottom line and some of the increased 
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cost would get passed on in our product costs to our customers. As you may guess, many of our 

customers are in the health care and metals industries. Some of our competitors are in 

Pennsylvania, and would be subject to the same increases we would pay, but several of our 

competitors are not similarly situated and could easily use our cost disadvantage against us in 

the market. But the situation is worse for our customers and for my fellow PECA members since 

many or all of their competitors are from outside of Pennsylvania or outside of the United States, 

and not subject to this cost disadvantage. Without the ability to pass on these power costs 

through price increases, these companies' financial condition will weaken and could result in 

lower wage growth, less job growth or job losses for Pennsylvania workers. In essence, support 

for HB 11 would hurt the very Pennsylvania businesses and economy that Pennsylvania elected 

officials repeatedly try to help. 

The cost analyses above also do not reflect the passthrough of subsidy costs by state 

government, local government, school districts and similar entities. Based on usage data 

obtained from the Commonwealth, the cost of operating the many of the agencies ' buildings 

including the Department of Corrections and others will increase by approximately $18 million in 

the first term ($3 mill ion each year) .1 Similarly, the costs for the 650 to 700 buildings where the 

City of Philadelphia pays the electric bill will increase by approximately $16.2 million in the first 

term ($2.7 million each year). The costs for the state-supported universities, including Pitt and 

Penn State, for the institutions in the Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education and for 

1 Including: Departments of: Agriculture, Conservation & Natura l Resources, Corrections, Education, 
Environmenta l Protection, General Services Healt h, Human Services, Labor and Industry, Military and Veterans 
Affai rs, Revenue Transport ation; PA Emergency Management Agency, PA Fish & Board Commission, PA Game 
Commission, PA Historical and Museum Commission, PA Liquor Control Boa rd, and PA State Police. 
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community colleges will also increase. This is another layer of costs that will impact Pennsylvania 

businesses and residents. 

I have heard the proponents of HB 11 explain that they need a bailout to continue to 

support the communities where they are located and to allow them to continue with their 

investment in Pennsylvania. PECA members, our customers and other Pennsylvania businesses 

can say the same message. Our community investment and support, as well as our capital 

investments to stay and expand in this Commonwealth, will disappear if our budgets cannot 

support another bailout and our operations. Interestingly, proponents also ask for a bailout so 

they have a level playing field. PECA asks the same for its members and all manufacturers and 

businesses in the state, plus those considering moving to Pennsylvania. 

2) PECA Supports Economic Clean Energy and Nuclear Energy 

Some may view this as a battle between the nuclear generators and the natural gas 

industry. Energy consumers like PECA members and others here today are important 

stakeholders on this issue because of how the bailout costs put our businesses at a disadvantage. 

We want to make it clear that we support the role of coal, natural gas, nuclear, renewables and 

other generation technologies in Pennsylvania's competitive wholesale electric market. We also 

support allowing competitive markets and customer choice determine the appropriate mix of 

those resources in our market, with checks by PJM on resilience, reliability and attempts to 

exercise market power. Neither the nuclear industry1 the natural gas industry, the coal industry 

nor the renewable industry should be able to exercise market dominance. We are very 

concerned, however, that this Legislature may start picking "winners and losers," especially 

because those decisions could prevent emerging technologies from reaching their full potential. 
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Even using the. best forecasting tools, Pennsylvania may make costly bets on old technologies 

that shut new and potentially "game changing" ideas out of the market. With this philosophy and 

policy, Pennsylvania will lose its position as a leader of change and growth in national and 

international energy markets. 

Proponents of HB 11 argue that this legislation does not give them the dominant share of 

the market, and they attempt to show the bill does not mandate any percentage of a specific 

source of energy. However, HB 11 is an amendment to the current AEPS Act, which clearly defines 

Alternative Energy Portfolio Standards as "st andards establishing that a certain amount of energy 

sold from alternative energy sources is included as part of the sources of electric generation by 

electric utilities within the Commonwealth." The PUC and DEP1s 2017 Annual Report regarding 

the AEPS Act explained: "The Act requires that EDCs and EGSs obtain a prescribed percentage of 

their retai l electric sales from qualified alternative energy resources. This is accomplished by 

procuring and retiring an equivalent number of AECs." Based on Pennsylvania's existing law and 

application of the AEPS Act, enacting HB 11 will assign 68% of the Pennsylvania wholesale supply 

to the generators that are in Tiers I, II and Ill, including nuclear, solar and wind. The verbal 

gymnastics that are suggested by the supporters of HB 11 and SB 510 cannot avoid the conclusion 

that a dominant market share would be given to the favored resources, while natural gas, coal 

and emerging technologies are left to battle over the remaining 32%. 

The proponents of HB 11 also distort the history of the AEPS Act to turn it into a "carbon

free" energy statute. The AEPS Act was passed in 2004, to reduce our dependence on foreign oil 

and gas and to increase our usage of renewable energy. We needed to give a boost to certain 

technologies to compete against the then-dominant incumbent generators, which were primarily 
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coal and nuclear generators, which had been built prior to electric restructuring using ratepayer 

funding. Nuclear was not included in the bill because it had a dominant market share, and the 

focus was on getting new generation into the mix. At the same time, there were important 

concerns regarding the impact that this additional cost would have on our businesses. I've 

included the 2004 House Legislative Journal, pages 2255 through 2259, as an exhibit to this 

testimony to illustrate the multiple concerns that were balanced in this Act. Yes, it would reduce 

emissions; however, it had many additional purposes that are being ignored. In addition, adding 

an additional tier that increased the cost by more than 500% would have been rejected by 

legislators in 2004, as it should be rejected today. 

We want to be clear that PECA supports economic low- or no-carbon emission generation 

sources, and we support the reliability and diversity ofthe current generation mix within the PJM 

interconnection. In fact, the best source of carbon-free emissions has been provided by industrial 

consumers over the last several decades in the form of more efficient use of energy in the 

production of our goods. The following chart demonstrates a significant decrease in energy 

intensity per unit produced, which also reflects a significant decrease in GHG intensity per unit 

produced . 
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U.S. Industrial Energy Intensity Decreased 52%, 
While U.S. Gross Output Increased by 221%! 
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However, we do not support handouts to generation owners because they asked for it 

with a threat to shutter their generation. Very recently in New Jersey, Board of Public Utilities 

Commissioner Bob Gordon called this type of payment to nuclear generation owners a "ransom." 

It is well documented that 4 of the 5 nuclear plants in Pennsylvania have been profitable per the 

annual report of the PJM Independent Market Monitor. There is no justification to further enrich 

the owners ofthese generators, there is no credibility to predictions that these units will become 

unprofitable in the future, and there is disputed evidence that energy prices in the state would 

rise more than the price tag of this legislation if all the nuclear plants shut down. The nuclear 

plant owner's assertion of energy prices rising is based on their study that assumes every power 

plant shuts down. There is no evidence of this happening. In addition, professor Seth Blum sack 

of Penn State issued a study concluding that there would be a minimal impact on energy costs in 
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the Commonwealth if TMI and Beaver Valley close. Professor Blumsack also addressed a scenario 

calculating that it was possible for electric costs to decrease with TMI and Beaver Valley's closure. 

We are also distributing today copies of a recent report from Dr. Paul M . Sotkiewicz, Ph . 

D., president and founder of E-Cubed Policy Associates, LLC, titled "The Market and Financial 

Position of Nuclear Resources in Pennsylvania." In the report, Dr. Sotkiewicz concludes that the 

Pennsylvania nuclear plants, except TMI, will continue to be profitable for the next 10 years. 

Perhaps this explains why the nuclear owners refuse to amend HB 11 to include a "needs 

analysis" or to offer any commitments in ret urn for an approximate $500-million handout, per 

year, for six years. They criticize the PJM Market Monitor's analysis of their profitability, and will 

undoubtedly criticize Dr. Sotkiewicz's new study, yet they are unwilling to provide the public with 

a separate analysis to support this handout. 

3) HB 11 and Its Financial Impact to Consumers and Employers Will Threaten Thousands 
of Jobs at Businesses Other Than Nuclear Power Plants 

Advocates for this $6-billion nuclear handout try to justify it because they assert that 

16,000 jobs are at risk without HB 11. However, PECA believes HB 11 is about TMI and the jobs 

that may be lost if TMI closes. The other plants are profitable . PECA is sympathetic to business 

laying off employees and a community losing an operation that helps sustain the community. 

After all, we are in a competitive business environment where added costs or other factors can 

and have resulted in our own employers having to make hard decisions regard ing whether to 

continue to operate facil ities in this state. Adding more energy costs for Pennsylvan ia businesses 

and manufacturers is not going to help us, and it will result in more job losses (or the failure to 

add new posit ions) when energy users are asked to pay fo r a nuclear subsidy t hat is equivalent 

to or more than a fully loaded annual employee cost. PECA members also believe that any 
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increase in energy will be a deterring factor for our members as they consider capital investment 

in the commonwealth, as much as it will be for businesses that the Governor's Action Team, 

Department of Community and Economic Development, and PennDOT work to recruit and 

support. 

TMI may very well close; that is Exelon1s prerogative. PECA members and all businesses and 

professionals who operate in the energy industry generally believe that TMI is unprofitable 

mainly due to its status as a now single-unit reactor that is unable to generate enough marginal 

revenue to cover a fixed cost base that was originally designed to support two reactors. But it is 

my opinion that if Exelon's, First Energy's or Talen's management decides to close other nuclear 

power plants that are profitable, then those actions would be quite contradictory to their 

fiduciary responsibility to their investors and creditors. Representatives of those companies have 

admitted at recent hearings and meetings with this body and its members that they have 

profitable plants, but support HB 11 and SB 510 because of their concern about being 

unprofitable in the future. In fact, Exelon released the attached press release in February 2019 

- in the midst of their heavy lobbying for a nuclear bailout - which announces that 2018 was a 

"record-breaking year" and indicates their goal to provide 5% growth in their 2019 dividends for 

their shareholders. 

With respect to the other nuclear plants in Pennsylvania, PECA does not expect them to 

shut down because they are profitable. An industry-wide subsidy to all Pennsylvania nuclear 

plants is bad policy and has broad-reaching economic implications for the state without a clear 

benefit in excess of its costs. It is disingenuous to portray the cost of this legislation as just a few 

dollars per month for residential ratepayers, which would be the direct costs, but where do the 
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costs go that are absorbed by the commercial, institutional, government and industrial accounts? 

Those costs will find their way back to those residential consumers through higher taxes, fewer 

services, higher costs for goods, less wage growth and less job growth. The cumulative impact 

will not immed'iately produce headlines like a large and immediate job loss, but it adds several 

more straws on the back of the consumer that will have incremental consequences across the 

state. 

4) Opponents of HB 11 Have Previously Articulated Many Important Reasons to Reject HB 

11 

PECA agrees with many of the arguments that have been previously addressed by 

testifiers before this Committee. PECA believes the Committee should consider three particular 

important items: (1) the market rule changes that are being considered by PJM and the Federal 

Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) that will increase market prices for consumers and 

increase revenues for nuclear generators; (2) the impact on the development of a competitive 

wholesale generation market; and (3) the elimination of customer choice. 

A. Several Other Efforts are Underway at PJM That May Increase Revenue for Nuclear 

and Coal While Counteracting State Subsidies. My company, Messer LLC, and many 

of the PECA members are active participants in the PJM processes that address the 

wholesale market rules and operation. Over the last 18 months to two years, PJM has 

been considering multiple changes to its rules that will result in higher energy market 

prices and, by extension, more revenues for the nuclear generators. The hourly 

market prices Increased 30% since 2016, prior to those rule changes, which increased 

revenues for nuclear plants. I won't go into the details of those changes here, but I 
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have attached to my testimony a summary of those rule changes that was prepared 

by PUC Commissioner Andrew Place in his recent paper regarding the options to 

address nuclear power in Pennsylvania. Two of those proposals, for fast start pricing 

and the inclusion of inspection and maintenance costs in energy bids, have been 

approved by FERC and took effect earlier in April. The other proposals remain 

pending. Messer and other PECA members have worked within the PJM process, at 

the FERC and in the federal courts, when necessary, to comment on those changes to 

ensure that they represent an appropriate balance among the various interests, 

including consumers, baseload generators like nuclear1 natural gas generators and 

renewable generators. While we may not have always prevailed in our arguments or 

agreed with all aspects of those proposals, it seems evident that changes are coming 

at the wholesale level that could increase energy costs by 5% to 15%. NLlclear 

generators will benefit from the higher energy hourly prices because all generation 

gets paid the price that was bid by the marginal provider. Under the PJM energy 

market rules, 'The rising t ide lifts all boats." To reiterate, these changes will increase 

the energy costs paid by the PECA members and others in Pennsylvania by 5% to 15% 

even without the subsidy that is being considered in HB 11 and SB 510. 

In addition to the energy market changes, as the Committee may be aware, there is a 

proceeding in front of the FERC that will determine how subsidized resources are 

treated in PJM's capacity market. One potential outcome is that generators who 

receive a subsidy will have to adjust their offer into the annual capacity auction t o 

offset the benefits of subsidy. This adjustment could cause the resource to not clear 
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the auction and thus lose some or all of the benefit of the subsidy, which may prompt 

the generator to ask for a higher subsidy to counteract the loss of the PJM capacity 

revenue. Another potential outcome is that the subsidized resource can choose to be 

carved out of the PJM market, which would require an equal amount of load to also 

be carved out of the PJM market. What this all would look like is uncertain, but it 

would seem to remove the open and competitive aspect of electric market and return 

us to a world of balkanized regulation. 2 PECA does not see a good outcome for energy 

consumers in either of these scenarios. 

B. Compensating the nuclear generators in Pennsylvania interferes with the market 

signals to existing generation owners, to potential generation developers and to 

emerging technologies. The PJM has justified its energy and capacity market rules 

using the theory that an efficient market must provide signals for the entry of new 

participants and the exit of inefficient competitors. The market is signaling to TMI 

that it should retire, but Exelon desires to disrupt that market signal by giving TMI and 

all Pennsylvania nuclear plants more revenue. "Generation developers simply will not 

make the necessary investments in new generation capacity we need if they face an 

uncertain regulatory environment." That is a quote from John Rowe's testimony to 

the FERC in 2007, at the Conference on Competition in Wholesale Energy Markets. 

John Rowe was Exelon's chairman and CEO at that time. The state enacting a 

2 In fact, Section 8.2 of HB 11 contemplates that Pennsylvania would pursue a capacity payment mechanism for all 
alternative generation resources that want to avoid the PJM capacity auctions. This would include those generators 
receiving compensation through Tiers I, II and Ill, and other generators located in PJM that meet the definition of an 
"alternative energy system" but do not participate in any of the Pennsylvania tiers. 
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substantial subsidy for nuclear generation creates more uncertainty for generators 

and customers than the potential reforms that were being considered by FERC in 

2007. As LS Power1 a competitive generation developer, noted in a recent filing with 

the FERC regarding the uncertainty in the PJM market rules due to legislative 

proposals such as HB 11 and SB 510, "Investors will be hesitant to make investments 

in generation, which can only be recouped over long periods, when the threat of ever-

increasing subsidies hangs over the market." 3 

In our view, even the consideration of this type of generation market interference is 

adversely impacting the markets because independently funded generation 

developers can't predict theirfuture prospects in this uncertain environment. It is our 

understanding that Tenaska was planning to build a natural gas electric generation 

facility near Lebanon, which has been shelved due to the consideration by the 

Commonwealth of the nuclear subsidies. Other generation plants in the PJM 

construction and interconnection queue may also face delays or abandonment. As 

importantly, we may be. stopping work on the next energy market innovation such as 

battery .storage, carbon capture or other initiatives that could provide Pennsylvania 

with benefits equivalent to or more than those the Commonwealth achieved through 

the Marcellus Shale. In 2004, most would not have predicted the advancements in 

natural gas drilling technologies that now allow us to tap the Marcellus and Utica 

3 Motion to Lodge of LS Power Associates, L.P., Calpine Corporation et al. v. PJM Interconnection L.L.C., FERC 

Docket Nos. EL 16-49-000, ER18-1314-000, ER18-1314-001, and EL18-178-000, p. 6 (Apr. S, 2019). 
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Shales. Will HB 11 or SB 510 eliminate the competitive market incentives to develop 

similar cutting-edge technologies in the energy market? 

C. Enacting a mandatory AEPS obligation for Tier Ill, which will be dominated by 

nuclear generation, is contrary to Pennsylvania's emphasis on retail choice and 

competition for our electric market policy. By enacting HB 11 or SB 510, the 

Commonwealth will be dictating that our consumers pay an additional 0.3 per kWh or 

0.4 per kWh to support the nuclear generators in the state. As part of customer 

choice, individual consumers can choose the best use of that money rather than 

having it earmarked for the nuclear generators. Some customers may prefer to use 

that money to purchase additional solar or wind power, rather than the nuclear 

power. There is nothing that prevents Exelon, Talen and First Energy Solutions from 

marketing their nuclear power as a retail product to consumers through their 

affiliates. In fact, some of the PECA members have been offered supply contracts with 

a nuclear component in other states. Other customers may want to pursue 

environmental and recycling programs at their facilities with that money, or install 

solar1 wind or distributed generation at their facility, or fund tuition reimbursements 

so their employees can get technical degrees. As importantly, some industries in the 

Commonwealth are still struggling to recover from the recession and may need those 

funds to remain in operation and continue employing their workforce in the hopes 

that the future markets for their products will improve. Bailing out TMI could result 

in the additional energy costs that push those manufacturers over the edge, resulting 

in layoffs and plant closures. 
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5) Ratepayers and Consumers Have Already Bailed Out the Nuclear Industry (Subsidies Are 

Contagious) 

Another point that PECA would like to highlight and that we have discussed at length in 

meetings with many of the Committee members is the historical and significant fact that 

ratepayers in this state have made more than adequate compensation to the owners of these 

nuclear plants over their lifetime. First, the Public Utility Commission approved the construction 

of these units in the 1970s and 1980s, at the time of the approval the costs were set and 

construction started. Second, construction cost overruns were encountered, and these costs 

were also approved and to be paid, with a return, by ratepayers. Third, the unfortunate accident 

at TMI occurred and additional safety systems were ordered by the Nuclear Energy Regulatory 

Commission. These additional costs were also approved and were paid, with a return, by 

ratepayers. Granted the return of the additional costs to the owners was not enriching but the 

return on a much higher rate base certainly was. Fourth, deregulation occurred in Pennsylvania 

in the 1990s, and the generators in the state argued for, and received, stranded cost recovery in 

this new environment. The stranded cost recovery was set by the stakeholders (including state 

government and the PUC) at an explicit amount for each of the seven to 10 years (depending on 

the utility) over which it was decreed and the amount of recovery was enough to make the 

generators "whole," meaning that between the open market payments for their generation and 

the stranded cost, they would receive return of and return on their costs as if they were under 

full regulation. However, the stranded costs were based on a projected market price for the 

generation without any mechanisms for true-up. Fifth, what eventually happened in the market 

was that supply-and-demand forces in the early to mid-2000s pushed the price of natural gas 

higher until it finally peaked in 2008. This in turn pushed the price of market energy higher in 

17 



PJM, much higher than the projections made for setting the stranded cost recovery amounts; 

thus, the combination of the market price and stranded cost payments was very profitable for 

the nuclear (and coal) generation in the state. 

CONCLUSION 

From a consumer perspective, assigning the nuclear industry the substantial market share 

that it is given under HB 11 and SB 510 is a retrenchment back to the centralized generation 

planning that occurred in the 1970s and 1980s. And, yes, to reiterate, this is the assignment of a 

wholesale market share because this is how Pennsylvania law defines Alternative Energy 

Portfolio Standards - as "standards establishing that a certain amount of energy sold from 

alternative energy sources is included as part of the sources of electric generation by electric 

utilities within this Commonwealth."4 It was that centralized planning that made big bets on the 

nuclear industry as our "savior" because of the fear of natural gas and oi l shortages. Those 

decisions, in hindsight, resulted in Pennsylvania having amongst the highest electricity rates in 

the nation, which was the impetus for Pennsylvania restructuring the industry through the 1996 

Electricity Customer Choice and Competition Act. The Declaration of Policy from that Act stated: 

"This Commonwealth must begin the transition from regulation to greater competition in the 

electricity generation market to benefit all classes of customers, and to protect this 

Commonwealth's ability to compete in the national and international marketplace for industry 

and jobs." We should not be going back to greater regulation of the electric generation market 

under the guise of a job-retention program or a state-specific carbon reduction goal, and state 

4 73 P.S. §1648.2. 
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government should not pick winners and losers. Instead, we ask that this committee lead state 

government to let the competitive market work. 
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EXELON REPORTS FOURTH QUARTER AND FULL YEAR 2018 RESULTS 
AND INITIATES 2019 FINANCIAL OUTLOOK 

• Exelon's GAAPNet Income for the fourth quarter of2018 decreased to $0.16 per share from $1.94 
per share in the fourth quarter of 2017. Adjusted (non-GAAP) Operating Earnings increased to $0.58 
per share in the fourth quarter of 2018 from $0.56 per share in the fourth quarter of 2017 

• Exelon introduces a 2019 adjusted (non-GAAP) operating earnings guidance range of $3 .00-$3 .30 
per share, reflecting growth in Utilities, recognition of New Jersey Zero Emissions Credit (ZEC) 
revenues, and the impact of previously announced cost reduction initiatives 

Exelon Utilities project capital expenditures of $23 billion over the next four years, supporting 7.8 
percent annual rate base growth to the benefit of its customers 

• Exelon Generation projects available cash flow of $7.8 billion over the next four years, supporting 
Exelon's priorities of Utility reinvestment and debt reduction 

• All four utilities ended the year in the top quartile for SAIFI (outage frequency) while most utilities 
demonstrated strong performance in CAIDI (outage duration) and customer satisfaction 

• Exelon Nuclear achieved the most nuclear power ever generated at 159 TWhs 

CHICAGO (Feb. 8, 2019)-Exelon Corporation (NYSE: EXC) today reported its financial results for the 
fourth quarter and full year 2018. 

"This was another record-breaking year for Exelon, with our Utility and Generation businesses demonstrating 
best-ever performances in multiple categories thanks to the hard work of our employees, who also surpassed 
their previous record for volunteerism. Our ongoing strategy to invest in advanced technology and 
infrastructure resulted in improved resiliency, reliability and customer satisfaction at our electric and gas 
companies," said Chris Crane, Exelon president and CEO. "In 2019, we will grow our dividend by 5 percent 
and seek fair compensation for the zero-carbon power our nuclear fleet provides. We will also modernize the 
electric grid to address the challenges of climate change and to provide customers with clean, affordable 
power." 

"Exelon delivered another solid financial performance in 2018, earning $3 .12 per share on an adjusted (11011-

GAAP) operating basis, which is at the midpoint of our revised full year guidance of $3.05-$3.20 per share 
and $0.07 above our original midpoint," said Joe Nigro, Exelon senior executive vice president and CFO. 
"Over the next four years we will invest nearly $23 billion to strengthen the reliability and resiliency of our 



system, enable our communities to meet their low carbon energy goals and improve service to our 10 million 
utility customers. The successes we achieved in 2018 position us wel I for the year ahead, and we anticipate 
even more benefits from much-needed policy and market reforms." 

Fourth Quarter 2018 

Exelon's GAAP Net Income for the fourth quarter of 2018 decreased to $0.16 per share from $1.94 per share 
in the fourth quarter of 2017. Adjusted (non-GAAP) Operating Earnings increased to $0.58 per share in the 
fourth quarter of 2018 from $0.56 per share in the fourth quarter of 2017. For the reconciliations of GAAP 
Net Income to Adjusted (non-GAAP) Operating Earnings, refer to the tables beginning on page 7. 

Adjusted (non-GAAP) Operating Earnings in the fourth quarter of 2018 primarily reflect higher utility 
earnings due to electric distribution and energy efficiency earnings at ComEd, regulatory rate increases at 
PHl and the absence of a 20 17 impainnent of certain transmission-related income tax regulatory assets; and, 
atGeneration, lowerrealized energy prices, partially offset by the favorable impacts of Illinois ZEC revenue, 
increased capacity prices and tax savings related to the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act (TCJA). 

F ull Year 2018 

Exelon's GAAP Net Income decreased to $2.07 per share from $3.99 per share in 2017. Exelon's Adjusted 
(non-GAAP) Operating Earnings for 2018 increased to $3 .1 2 per share from $2.62 per share in 2017. 

Adjusted (non-GAAP) Operating Earnings for the full year 2018 reflect higher utility earnings due to electric 
distribution and energy efficiency earnings at ComEd, regulatory rate increases at BGE and PHI, favorable 
weather conclitions and volumes at PECO and PHT and the absence of a 2017 impairment of certajn 
transmission-relatc.d income tax regulatory assets, all of which were partially offset by increased storm costs 
at PECO and BGE. On the Generation side, the Adjusted (non-GAAP) Operating Earnings also reflect the 
favorable impacts of New York and Illinois ZEC revenue (including the impact of ZECs generated in Illinois 
from June 1, 20 J 7 through Dec. 31, 20 J 7), increased capacity prices, tax savings related to the TCJA, realized 
gains on nuclear decommissioning trust (NOT) funds and decreased nuclear outage days, all of which were 
partially offset by lower realized energy prices and the absence of earnings from Exelon Generation Texas 
Power due to its deconsolidation in the fourth quarter of 2017. 

Operating Company Results1 

Com Ed 

ComEd's fourth quarter of 2018 GAAP Net income increased to $141 million from $120 million in the fourth 
quarter of2017. ComEd 's Adjusted (non-GAAP) Operating Earnings for the fourth quarter of201 8 increased 
to $141 million from $123 million in the fourth quarterof2017,primarilyreflecting higher electric distribution 
and energy efficiency earnings. Due to revenue decoupling, ComEd's distribution earnings are not affected 
by actual weather or customer usage patterns. 

1 Exelon 's five business units include Com Ed, which consist' of electTicity trans mission and distribution opemtions in northern lllinois; PECO. which consists of 
electricity transmission and distribution operations and re1.1il natural gas distribution op~-rations in southeastern Pennsylvania: BGE, which consists of electricity 
transmission and distribution operations and retail narural gas distribution opei-ations in ce1mal Maryland: PHI, which consists of electricity transmission and 
distribution operations in the District of Columbia and porlions of Maryland. Delaware., and New Jersey and retail natural gas distribution operations in northern 
Delaware; and Generation. which consists of owned and contncled 1llectric generating facilities and wholesale and retail customer supply o f electric and natural 
gas products and services, including renewable energy products and risk management services. 
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PECO 

PECO 's fourth quarter of2018 GAAP Net Income increased to $124 million from $107 million in the fourth 
quarter of 2017. PECO's Adjusted (non-GAAP) Operating Earnings for the fourth quarter of 2018 increased 
to $125 million from $95 million in the fourth quarter of2017, primarily due to favorable volumes and income 
tax impacts . 

EGE 

BGE's fourth quarter of 2018 GAAP Net Income decreased to $71 million from $76 million in the fourth 
quarter of 2017. BGE's Adjusted (non-GAAP) Operating Earnings for the fourth quarter of 2018 decreased 
to $72 million from $82 million in the fourth quarter of 2017. Due to revenue decoupling, BGE's distribution 
earnings are not affected by actual weather or customer usage patterns. 

PHI 

PHI's fourth quarter of 2018 GAAP Net Income increased to $62 million from $4 million in the fourth quarter 
of 2017. PHI's Adjusted (non-GAAP) Operating Earnings for the fourth quarter of 2018 increased to $68 
million from $48 million in the fourth quarter of 2017, primarily due to regulatory rate increases and the 
absence of a 2017 impairment of certain transmission-related income tax regulatory assets. Due to revenue 
decoupling, PHI's distribution earnings related to Pepco Maryland, DPL Maryland and Pepco District of 
Columbia are not affected by actual weather or customer usage patterns. 

Generation 

Generation had a GAAP Net Loss of $178 million in the fourth quarter of2018 compared with GAAP Net 
Income of $2,224 million in the fourth quarter of 2017. Generation's Adjusted (non-GAAP) Operating 
Earnings for the fourth quarter of2018 decreased to $221 million from $261 million in the fourth quarter of 
2017, primarily reflecting lower realized energy prices, partially offset by the favorable impacts of Illinois 
ZEC revenue, increased capacity prices and tax savings related to the TCJA. 

The proportion of expected generation hedged for the Mid-Atlantic, Midwest, New York and ERCOT 
reportable segments as of Dec. 31 , 2018, was 89.0 percent to 92.0 percent for 2019, 56.0 percent to 59.0 
percent for 2020 and 32.0 percent to 35.0 percent for 2021. 

Initiates Annual Guidance for 2019 

Exelon introduced a guidance range for 2019 Adjusted (non-GAAP) Operating Earnings of $3 .00 to $3.30 
per share. The outlook for 2019 Adjusted (non-GAAP) Operating Earnings for Exelon and its subsidiaries 
excludes the following items: 

• Mark-to-market adjustments from economic hedging activities; 

• Unrealized gains and losses from NOT funds to the extent not offset by contractual accounting as 
described in the notes to the consolidated financial statements; 

• Certain costs incurred related to plant retirements; 

Certain costs incurred to achieve cost management program savings; 

Other unusual items; and 

• Generation's noncontrolling interest re lated to Constellation Energy Nuclear Group (CENG) exclusion 
items. 
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Recent Developments and Fourth Quarter Highlights 

• Utility Capex and Rate Base Update: Exelon Utilities will invest nearly $23 billion of capital over 
the next four years. These investments will help ensure more reliable and efficient transmission and 
distribution of electricity and gas for our 10 million utility customers, while also preparing us for the 
future. The increased capital investments are expected to drive rate base growth 7.8 percent annually 
to $50.7 billion by 2022 and exceed the 7.4 percent growth expectations for 2017-2021 projected a 
year ago. 

• Generation and Free Cash Flow Outlook: Cumulatively from 2019 through 2022, Generation 
projects $7 .8 billion of available cash flow before growth capex, which is $0.2 billion higher than 
the prior 4-year outlook. This financial outlook accounts for the latest power price forwards at year
end, current gross margin outlook at Constellation, latest O&M forecast that reflects pension cost 
updates and the Everett Marine Terminal acquisition, benefits of previously announced cost reduction 
initiatives and the planned closure ofTMI. The $7.8 billion will primarily support our strategic capital 
allocation priorities which entail : i) funding $4.0-$4.4 billion of growth capital at the utilities ; ii) 
supporting our 5 percent annual dividend growth commitment; and iii) reducing debt by $2.5 billion. 

• ComEd Distribution Rate Formula: On Dec. 4, 2018, the Illinois Commerce Commission (ICC) 
issued its final order approving ComEd's 2018 annual distribution formula rate update. The final 
order resulted in a $24 million decrease to the revenue requirement, reflecting a $58 million decrease 
for the initial revenue requirement for 2018 and a $34 million increase related to the annual 
reconciliation for 2017. The increase was set using an allowed return on rate base of 6.52 percent for 
the initial revenue requirement and the annual reconciliation, inclusive of an allowed ROE of 
8.69 percent. The rates took effect in January 2019. 

• PECO Electric Distribution Base Rate Case: On Dec. 20, 2018, the Pennsylvania Public Utility 
Commission (PAPUC) approved the partial settlement agreement with an effective date of Jan. 1, 
2019, that provides for a $25 million net increase to PECO's annual electric distribution base rates, 
which includes $71 million in annual ongoing TCJA tax savings. In PECO's original filing with the 
PAPUC on March 29, 2018, PECO had requested a ROE of 10.95 percent. No approved ROE was 
specified in the PAPUC order. 

• BGE Maryland Natural Gas Distribution Base Rate Case: On Jan. 4, 2019, the Maryland Public 
Service Commission (MDPSC) issued its final order providing for a net increase to BGE's annual 
natural gas distribution base rates of $43 million and reflecting a ROE of 9.8 percent. 

• Pepco Maryland Electric Distribution Base Rate Case: On Jan. 15, 2019, Pepco filed an application 
with the MDPSC, requesting a $30 million increase to its electric distribution base rates and a 10.3 
percent ROE. Pepco currently expects a decision in the third quarter of 2019 but cannot predict if the 
MDPSC will approve the application as filed. 

• DPL Delaware Natural Gas Distribution Base Rate Case: On Nov. 8, 2018, the Delaware Public 
Service Commission (DPSC) approved the settlement agreement, providing for a $4 million net 
decrease to DPL's annual natural gas distribution base rates, which includes annual ongoing TCJA 
tax savings and reflects a 9.7 percent ROE. In addition, the settlement agreement separately provides 
a one-time bill credit to customers of approximately $1 million representing the TCJA tax savings 
for the period Feb. 1, 2018, through March 17, 2018, when full interim rates were put into effect. 
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• Mystic Cost-of-Service Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) Filing: On Dec. 20, 
2018, f ERC issued an order accepting Generation's cost of service agreement reflecting a number 
of adjustments to the annual fixed revenue requirement and allowing for recovery of a substantial 
portion of the costs associated with the Everett Marine Terminal. fERC also directed a paper hearing 
on ROE using a new methodology. Initial and reply briefs on ROE will be due on April 18, 2019, 
and July 18, 2019, respectively. These will be reflected in a compliance filing due Feb. 18, 2019. On 
Jan. 4, 2019, Generation notified ISO-NE that it will participate in the Forward Capacity Market 
auction for the 2022-2023 capacity commitment period. In addition, on Jan. 22, 2019, Exelon and 
several other parties filed requests for rehearing of ce1tain findings of the Dec. 20, 2018, order. Tbe 
request for rehearing does not alter Generation's commitment to participate in the Forward Capacity 
Auction for the 2022-2023 capacity commitment period. 

To ensure the continued reUable supply of fuel to Mystic Units 8 and 9 while they remain operating, 
on Oct. 1, 2018, Generation acquired the Everett Marine Terminal in Massachusetts for a purchase 
price of $81 mill ion. Generation also settled its existing long-term gas supply agreement, resulting 
in a $75 million pre-tax gain. 

• District of Columbia Clean Energy Act: On Dec. 18, 20 18, t.be Council of the District of Columbia 
passed the Clean Energy District of Columbia Omnibus Amendment Act of 2018 (the Act), which 
was subsequently signed by the Mayor of the District of Columbia on Jan. 18, 2019. The Act is 
expected to take effect in February 2019 following the expiration of a 30-day review process by the 
U.S. House of Representatives. Among other things, the Act would increase electric load by requiring 
all public buses taxis and other specified fleets to be solely zero-emissions vehicles by 2045. The 
Act would also clarify that, under certain circumstances, the gas and electric utilities may offer and 
receive cost recovery, including a return on investment on capital and related costs for energy efficiency 
programs in the District of Columbia. 

• Pension Plan Merger: Effective Jan. 1, 2019, Exelon is merging the Exelon Corporation Cash 
Balance Pension Plan (CBPP) into the Exelon Corporation Retirement Program (ECRP). The merging 
of the plans is not changing the benefits offered to the plan participants and, thus, bas no impact on 
Exelon's pension obligation. However, beginning in 2019, actuarial losses and gains related to the 
CBPP and ECRP will be amortized over participants' average remaining service period of the merged 
ECRP rather than each individual plan, which wi ll lower Exelon 's 20 I 9 pre-tax pension cost by 
approximately $90 million. 

• Nuclear Operations: Generation's nuclear fleet, including its owned output from the Salem 
Generating Station and 100 percent of the CENG units, produced 45,809 gigawatt-hours (GWbs) in 
the fourth quarter of 2018, compared with 47,528 GWhs in the fourth quarter of 2017. Excluding 
Salem, the Exelon-operated nuclear plants at ownership acb.ieved a 95.1 percent capacity factor for 
the fourth quarter of 2018, compared with 95.3 percent for the fourth quarter of 2017. Excluding 
Salem1 the number of planned refueling outage days in the fourth quarter of2018 totaled 76, compared 
with 60 in the fourth quarter of 2017. There were l 8 non-refueling outage days in both the fourth 
quarter of 2018 and 2017. 

• Fossil and Renewables Operations: The Dispatch Match rate for Generation's gas and hydro fleet 
was 99.3 percent in the fourth quarter of 2018, compared with 98.4 percent in the fourth quarter of 
2017. 

Energy Capture for the wind and solar fleet was 97.0 percent in the fourth quarter of 2018, compared 
with 96.2 percent in the fourth quarter of 2017. 
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• Financing Activities: On Nov. 11 , 2018, Pepco issued $100 million aggregate principal amount of 
its First Mortgage Bonds, 4.31 percent due Nov. 1, 2048. Pepco used the proceeds to repay outstanding 
commercial paper and for general corporate purposes. 
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The majority required by the Constitution having voted in 
the affirmative, the question was determined in the affirmative 
and the amendments to House amendments were concurred in . 

Ordered, That the clerk inform the Senate accordingly . 

~BILL REREPORTED FROM COMMITTEE 

SB 1030, PN 1973 By Rep . ARGALL 

An Act providing for the sale of electric energy generated from 
renewable and environmentally beneficial sources, for the acquisition 
of electric energy generated from renewable and environmentally 
beneficial sources by electric distribution and supply companies and 
for the powers and duties of the Pennsylvania Public Utility 
Commission. 

APPROPRJA TJONS . 

SUPPLEMENT AL CALENDAR E 

BILL ON THIRD CONSIDERATION 

The House proceeded to third consideration of SB 1030, 
PN 1973, entitled: 

An Act providing for the sale of electric energy generated from 
renewable and environmentally beneficial sources, for the acquisition 
of electric energy generated from renewable and environmentally 
beneficial sources by electric distribution and supply companies and 
for the powers and duties of the Pennsylvania Public Utility 
Commission. 

On the question, 
Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration? 

The SPEAKER. It is the information of the Chair that all the 
amendments have been withdrawn. Please make yourself known 
ifthat is not the case. 

On the question recurring, 
Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration? 
Bill was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. This bill has been considered on three 
different days and agreed to and is now on final passage. 

The question is, shall the bill pass finally? 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Reichley. 
Mr. REICHLEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
It is accurate, Mr. Speaker, that yesterday and I think the day 

before that a number of amendments had been filed out of 
concerns about the effect of this legislation upon the business 
community and on the environmental standards set forth within 
the legislation. Over the last day or two, in consultation with 
many members and leadership, the business community has 
consistently stated its support for the concept of the 
development of renewable energy, but unfortunately, with the 
crush of legislation that is before us, we have decided to 
withdraw the amendments that had been filed to allow the 
chamber to proceed with this legislation. 

I believe that this legislation will harm industrial consumers. 
It is not as environmentally advantageous to the State as would 
be preferable. Industrial consumers will bear the brunt of the 

cost of this new technology in the initial phase, and we would 
have preferred to have a more well-conceived and deliberative 
process to allow the industrial consumers, the large businesses 
here in Pennsylvania, to contribute to this conversation on the 
ultimate outcome of this legislation. 

I believe that this will harm business . lt will cost jobs. It will 
raise business costs here in Pennsylvania and is exactly contrary 
to our intentions to create a favorable business climate in 
Pennsylvania, and for that reason, although 1 do respect to a 
great degree the work of Representative Ross, 1 am asking the 
members to vote "no" on this legislation. 

Thank you. 
The SPEAKER. Mr. George. 
Mr. GEORGE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, I wonder why we would be so concerned over a 

matter that could possibly create thousands of jobs in 
Pennsylvania. Why is it that we would hesitate to be supportive 
of a measure, Mr. Speaker, where we could save for many years 
the useful need of a mineral resource that could be quickly 
utilized and used up . Mr. Speaker, Pennsylvania, as well as 
many other States, has been harmed and put to the test because 
of this dependency on foreign products such as oil , et cetera. 

Mr. Speaker, what this bill does differs from when we sent it 
over to the other body. It increased the amount on Tier l of the 
possibility and the most forthright and proper manner to utilize 
waste coal. Mr. Speaker, since 1998 in Pennsylvania, we have 
utilized over I 8 million tons of used coal. Waiting for us to 
utilize our knowledge, our perception, and our ability to help, 
there are more than 360 million tons of waste coal, waste coal 
that is sitting in various spots, polluting our streams, 
degradating our land, putting us in the position where we spend 
millions of dollars for land usage and preservation, Mr. Speaker. 

There is an old saying, Mr. Speaker, that talk is cheap but 
that it takes money to buy whiskey. Mr. Speaker, this is a bill 
that will do the job, that will do the job that you and all of our 
colleagues need . This is a place where we will create thousands 
of construction jobs, Mr. Speaker, while we are at the task of 
replacing some of these worn-out utilities. I was in complete 
support of the gentleman, Mr. Ross ' s legislation, and I 
recognize that this differs, but J am hopeful he and my 
colleagues across the aisle, especially our chairmen, will 
understand that this is an opportunity, not a political opportunity 
but a literal, responsible opportunity for us to go forward , for us 
to do the things that you and I talk about when we are engaged 
in talking to our constituents and attempting to make them 
believe that we want to help them. But you do want to help 
them, and you can do that, Mr. Speaker and all of our 
colleagues, if we vote "yes" on this legislation . 

Thank you very much . 

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
(MATTHEW E. BAKER) PRESIDING 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 
gentleman and recognizes the gentlelady, Ms. Mundy, from 
Luzerne ounty. 

Ms. MUNDY . Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
l rise in strong suppo11 of SB I 030, despite the fact that 

I share some of the concerns that have already been expressed 
about the large industrial energy users. But I have spoken with 
Secretary McGinty, and she assures me that we will work 
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together to make sure that large industrial users, who provide 
some of the best j obs in Pennsylvania, are not put at a 
disadvantage ru1d are able to continue to make a profit and to 
employ the people of our communities while at the same time 
embarking. on a wonderful initiative that we should have been 
doing for 20 years now. l fad we been doing this at the Federal 
level for the last half a century, maybe we would not be at war 
in Iraq right now. 

This is a tremendous opportunity that Pennsylvania is 
embarking on. We are committed to working witl1 our large 
industry and our small business to make sure that there a re no 
adverse impacts on them. Let us aJJ suppot1 this and send it to 
the Governor for his signature. 

Thank yo u, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the lady anJ 

recognizes the gentleman from Lancaster County . Mr. Boyd. 
Mr. BOYD. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
I was wondering if the sponsor would stand for brief 

interrogation. 
The SPEAK.ER pro tempore. Mr. Boyd, this is a Senate bill, 

but Mr. Ross has acceded. 
Mr. BOYD. Thank you; thahk you. My apologies. 
We have had quite a bit of correspondence fTom 1he business 

communily on the potential impact on energy rates. I was 
wondering if you could talk about what the direct impact and 
then the outlyiog impacr of this type of legislation would be on 
the costs of energy. 

Mr. ROSS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
The subject of cost is something that 1 was very concerned 

about from the beginning of the time that I have actually been 
working on my legislation and also working cooperatively with 
Senator Erickson. I feel it is critically imponant that we not put 
extra costs on the ratepayers, whether they be residential 
ratepayers or industrial ratepayers. So in order to make sure that 
that happened, we lried to take the best information we had 
from the I 7 other States that have actually implemented 
renewable portfo lio standards, and one of the pieces o f 
informat ion that was critical was that in the near tenn. if you 
load up a fairly substantial amount of requirements lu meet 
renewable standards, that can really drive prices up. And I think 
some members of the business community might have been 
worried about that possibility, but I want to assure them that in 
fact what we have done through this legislation is delayed the 
early implementation of standards, stretched those ou t so that 
we have a softer startup, and have given the people that can 
bring renewable portfolio standards and renewable sources into 
the marketplace lots of time to do that in the mosl cost-efficient 
way possible. And so we are actually protecting everybody 
while the rate caps continue to operate so that there is, until 
2009 or 2010 in many cases, no acrual , imn'lediale standard. but 
there is a target number that is constantly creeping up on them 
so that they will be encouraged to begin to bring these things on 
voluntarily, to bank. crectits, and then when the target numbers 
finally occur, then they will be in good shape. Bui we are g iving 
them the time to actually absorb that. 

.'\nd I would point out that I have been hearing more recently 
that there are a mix of businesses, some that are stil I clearly 
concerned but o thers that actually have been positively coming 
forward and are kind of excited about this and actually have 
come out in suppon and are encouraging its passage. 

Mr. BOYD. Mr. Speaker, are there any vehicles in the bill -
let us assume worst-case scenario, because we are projecting out 

a numbet ofy eats. and in fact, we are not certain what the future 
wi ll hold: we hope for the best. and we hope that !his would 
actually reduce energy rates - but in the worst-case scenario, i f 
energy rates begin to spiral out of control, what vehicle is there 
out there tha1 our constituents. both residential and industrial. 
commercial, can get therr arms around this? Is there anything in 
the bill that would help us to mitigate future outlying 
circumstances? 

Mr. ROSS. Yes, Mr. Speaker, there is. Actually, we have 
created a force majeure clause whkh the PUC will essentially 
administer, so that if one of the distribu1ing utilities or in fact 
any private citizen or a corporation feels that the renewables 
that we fully expect to come on and meet these standards simply 
are not avai lable, are not being created, or are being created at 
such an expensive price that they would create substantial 
hardship on the users here in Pennsylvan ia, the Public UtiliLy 
Commission has the ability within the act explic itly to either 
modify those provisions or to actually recommend to 1he 
General Assembly that they believe that we should suspend 
them. So we have that provision available. and it is clearly 
stated in the bill. 

Mr. BOYD. !fl may, Mr. Speaker, one more question. 
If in fact we get out there the mechanism to make these 

reviews tlirough the PUC. but from a legislative standpoint, we 
can always go back and review these numbers. and if in fact 
what we see occurring is that the net effect on rates is an 
increase, we have the abil ity legislatively to roll back some of 
these requirements. True? 

Mr. ROSS. Yes, Mr. Speaker. lf there seems lo be a very 
substantia l problem out there, we obviously can intervene on 
our own. I did create the mechanism a lso to encourage people to 
go through the PUC, because clearly, they wi ll have the 
expertise from frequently n:viewing rate cases and things like 
this to be able to weed out what is a serious. problem from one 
thal is maybe a lemporary glitch and give us those 
rceo mrnendations. But quite frankly, at any tirne if we feel that 
the P UC is not stepping up to the plate in that regard, we can go 
right past them and deal with the problem directly ourselves. 

Mr. BOYD. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Just one moment on the bill, if I may? 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman is in order and 

may proceed. 
Mr. BOYD. Thank you. Mr. Speaker. 
I am very, maybe tom a bit with this bill, and I j ust want to 

commend the work that Representative Ross and others have 
done on this bill. It certainly is a step in the right direction to 
diversifying the types of energy that we have in the 
Commonwealth and in the nation, and I commend him for that. 
l am tremendously concerned what potential this has on the 
future utility rates, and it is something whi le we believe and we 
can project, I have a lot of concern that this piece of legislation 
may in fact have a net rate increase. 

But with that said, l appreciate the author or the gentleman·s 
wi llingness to review this in the fu ture and to take a good. hard 
look at these types of things. I may have to reluctantly vote 
against the bill, but 1 believe ii is a good step in the right 
direction, and I appreciate the t ime. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 

gentleman and recognizes the gentleman from Allegheny 
County, Mr. Stevenson. 
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Mr. T. STEVE SON. Thank you. Mr. Speaker. 
I, too, believe we should encourage alternative forms of 

energy. Lord knows, we need to inerease our supplies of energy 
in light of the current energy crisis, but this bill needs additional 
work. I firmly believe this biU will result in the overall increase 
in higher energy costs. have a disproportionate financial impact 
on high-volume users. make Pennsylvania businesses less 
competitive than those that do not have this same standard, and 
above all, make us a State that. is less attractive for 
manufacturing businesses who are considering a move to move 
to and for our current manufacturing businesses to continue to 
expand. 

We do have a jobs, a manufacturing jobs, in particular, 
problem in Pcnnsylvar\la. This House has been on that problem 
with our House Keystone initiative for manufacturing jobs, and 
we have been working on rbat diligently. 1 think we should 
continue to work on those bills, continue to work on this bill, 
and possibly make this bill part of that package and run it all 
next year. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER pro Leinpore. The Chair thanks the 

gentleman and recognizes the gentlelady from Chester County, 
Mrs. Rubley. 

Mrs. RUBLEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
1 stand to support SB 1030. As the current chair of tJ1c 

National Conference of State Legislatures Energy and Elec1ric 
Utilities Committee, 1 am very interested in promot ing 
programs rhat can reduce our dependence on foreign oil and gas 
and increase our usage of renewable er\ergy. 

Contrary to what you have heard. the concept of renewable 
energy standards in Pennsylvania has been subject. to public 
hearings and countless meetings. We are oot venturing int.o new 
arenas. 

To date. 19 States have some form of renewable portfolio 
standards, renewable energy mandates, or renewable energy 
goals. Eleven States have adopted a renewable energy standard, 
including our neighboring States of New Jersey, Maryland. and 

ew York. Three other States in the PJM power grid are 
considering RPS, and those include Illinois, Delaware, and the 
District of Columbia. 

J commend Senator Erickson. Representative Chris Ross. 
Representative Bill Adolph. and Joe Deklinski for their 
dedication to promoting renewable energy and their willingness 
to work with tbe varied constituencies and to incorporate some 
of the activities unique to Pennsylvania. In my 12 years fo 
office, 1 have seldom. if ever, seen a bill that is perfect and 
pleases everyone. SB 1030 is not perfect, and there are groups 
on both ends of the spectnim that are not in agreement with the 
compromises that bad to be made. 

SB 1030 is a good start to encouraging use of and investment 
in renewable energy. As we have learned in the recent 
Black & Veatch study, in addition to the environmental benefits 
of renewable energy, that, quote, "developing reliable, 
affordable, and clean t.!nergy is aa investment that also pays 
tremendous dividends in the local economy," unquote. 

We have already seen the wind power industry invest heavily 
in Pennsylvania. For example, GE Transportation in Erie has 
begun to produce gearboxes for wind turbines with an estimate 
that wind energy will generate between $30 and $40 million in 
the year 2005 alone. With the passage of RPS, Pennsylvania bas 
the opportunity to become a major player in its ability to at1ract 
new energy companies as well as research and development 

facilities that can develop new renewable energy products. 
Studies have shown that consumers and businesses stand to save 
money and that we wi ll a lso see reductions in emissions of 
carbon dioxide, nitrogen o>i.ide, and sulfur dioxide. 

Passage of IJ1is renewable portfolio standards bill will reduce 
our dependence on foreign oil and gas, improve our 
environmental air emissions, lead to reduced costs, and allow 
for Pennsylvania to be competitive in attracting new 
energy-related businesses, which will provide new jobs. I ask 
for your support for SB 1030. 

Thank you very much., Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the lady and 

recognizes the gentleman from Delaware County, Mr. Adolph. 
Mr. ADOLPH. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, I, too, rise in support of SB I 030. 
Mr. Speaker, SB I 030, for my colleagues' information. was 

passed by the Senate by a vote of 32 to 15. It wi ll require that 
18 percent of the electricity sold to customers in Pennsylvania 
be derived from advanced energy sources within the ne>.1 
15 years. If this measure is adopted here tonight, Pennsylvania 
wi ll become lhe 18th State 10 sign into law such a reqairement. 
This will enable our Commonwealth ro be competitive with the 
surrounding Staks that already have advanced energy portfolio 
standards. 

Mr. Speaker, SB I 030 wi ll help diversify Pennsylvania' s 
energy mix, helping us to reduce our dependency on foreign 
sources of oil. Adopting a portfolio standard such as this will 
help us to create an economic engine, attracting private 
investment in manufacturing and construction jobs. According 
to a study by Black & Veatch, increasing the use of clean 
energy will also create 3,000 jobs. As waste coal, abandoned for 
decades in our State. is used. more and more land will be 
reclaimt!d, not only improving our natural surroundings but 
improving our water quality by eliminating sources of acid mine 
drainage. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to commend Representative Ross, 
also my Senate colleague, Ted Erickson. from Delaware 
County, and their staffs on the work that they put into this, and 
I would also like to rhank my cochair, Representative George, 
for his fine work on this piece oflegislation. 

Thank you. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair than'ks the 

ge11tleman and recognizes the lady from Montgomery County, 
Ms. Bard. 

Ms. BARD. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
As chair of the Subcomminee on Energy of the House 

Environmental Resources and Energy Committee, I respectfully 
encourage a "yes" vote on SB I 030. 

The United States has been whipsawed by world enel'gy 
markets for over 30 years. The warning call that came in the 
form of the 1970s first OPEC (Organization of Petroleum 
Exporting Countries) embargo has not been answered. We are 
more dependent on foreign oil than ever, now importing nearly 
60 percent of the economic Ii feblood of our well-being. 

To make matters even worse. we are also more vulnerable 
now hecause we ha e become dependent on imported supplies 
of natural gas. The 1ovember 15 issue of Barron's and recent 
articles in Forbes and other business joumals delineate a new 
crisis, a crisis of resource <JepleLion and increased demand. We 
arc competing now wilh countries like China and other 
emerging Third World economies. 
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Despite decades of relatively ineffectual Federal energy 
policy, State laboratories of democracy have proven that 
renewable portfolio standards are the most effective way ro 
establish viable energy alternatives, renewable portfolio 
standards such as we are considering here in SB I 030. Texas, 
which implemented a renewable portfolio standard under then 
Governor George Bush. is viewed as the model , with more new 
wind resources coming online faster than mandated under that 
law because this is such a good idea to have a renewable 
portfolio standard. 

Consider the potential economic benefits to business, a 5- to 
6-cent-per-kilowatt-hour wind energy versus the much higher 
cost per ki lowart hour oftbe very high cost of energy generated 
by natural gas at current prices. Study after study after study has 
shown !bat renewable portfolio standards will lead to more jobs 
in the longer tenn and economic savings to consumers. His time 
for Pennsylvania to join those States that are leading the way in 
energy policy and to reclaim its rightful place as being the State 
first in energy. 

J ask for concurrence and support of SB I 030. 
Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the lady and 

recognizes the gentleman from Tndiana County, Mr. Reed. 
Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman from Chester 

County stand for brief interrogat ion? 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman has agreed lo do 

so, and you may proceed. 
Mr. REED. My question is in regard to the Tier fl of the 

renewable portfolio standards where we talk about waste coal. 
With my district in Indiana County and I know many 
surrounding districts, we have had a buildup over the last 
several decades of something we refer to as '"bony piles," which 
is the waste coal produced by the coal-fired power plants that 
have been generating electricity throughout our State for a 
number of years. These waste coal piles have contributed for a 
number of years lo acid mine drainage as well as being rather 
unsigblly to the eye when we look at the landscape of areas like 
Indiana and Cambria Counties. 

Could you please clarify what waste coal would be eligible 
under Tier II of this bill and whether power plants Like the 
power plant in Seward that just came online by Reliant Energy 
would qualify under this bi ll for the RPS standards? 

Mr, ROSS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Yes. The Tier II includes specificaJ\y the power generation 

that occurs when waste coal piles are cleaned up, and the waste 
coal industry right now is very entltusiasrically supportive of 
this legislation because it would enable them to trade the credits 
associated with the power that they arc producing for cash that 
they desperately need to continue this important environmen1al 
work. The Tier II will increase to a total of 10 percent over the 
15-year period, which is a substantial number, and I really 
strongly feel that this will be an important additional element 
that wiU help that waste coal industry continue to do their good 
work and expand in the future. 

Mr. REED. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER pro temporc. The Chair thanks the 

gentleman and recognizes rhe gentleman from Washington 
County, Mr. Daley. 

Mr. DALEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
I r ise in support of SB I 030 on final passage. One of the key 

issues for all of us in southwestern Pennsylvania as well as 
northeastern Pennsylvania is something called waste coal. 

The waste coal generatio11 industry makes a significant 
contribution to Pennsylvania's economy and environment, and 
what this bill does. this includes the utilization of waste coal 
facil ities such as cogeneration plants. 

There are a lot of bendits to the local economies that by 
including waste coal it brings to the table on this issue. The 
13 waste-coal-fired generating plants in Pennsylvania produce 
almost 1.000 MW of generating capacity, enough electricity to 
power roughly 1 million homes; represent a capital 
improvement of more than $4 billion to the economy; and have 
direct annual payrolls totaling well over $50 million. It was very 
significant !hat. waste coal was part of the equation. 

The benefits to the land. As we all know, lf you ride on 
Interstate 81 and see some of the bony piles that pockmark the 
land that was part of the robber baron era, we know that needs 
to be corrected. If you are in Armstrong and Indiana Counlies, 
Fayette or Washington County, Greene County, you know tJ1at 
we have the bony piles, or as we call them, slag dumps. in 
western Pennsylvania. TI1ey are an eyesore. But our fathers that 
worked in tJ1ose coal mines and our grandfathers never realized 
that 45 to 50 percent of that slag is renewable and reusable coal. 
Four hundred acres of abandoned surface mines in Pennsylvania 
are reclaimed annually, Mr. Speaker, and 8 million tons of 
waste coal are removed from Penosylvania·s landscape each 
year, and that is very significant. The cogen industry has 
reclaimed more than 3400 acres of abandoned-mine land since 
1990, and it costs this State approximately $20,000 to clean up 
just I acre - $20,000 to clean up about I acre. Mr. Speaker. the 
waste coal generating industry has already saved Pennsylvania 
taxpayers nearly $68 million. 

And do not forget, for those of us that care about water, acid 
mine drainage problems due to waste coal in 43 of the State's 
67 counties are a significant problem. Cogeneration projects 
have helped to reduce this by using waste coal piles ru1d 
renrming the beneficial ash to t11e landscape. 

Reduced air emissions. The combustion technology and 
air pollution control equipment used in burning the waste coal 
results in very low emissions of nitrogen oxide, NO , and sulfur 
dioxide. SOl.. 

l rise in support of SB 1030 because, Mr. Speaker, it has 
waste coal in it. It is part of the equation, it is significant, and it 
needs ro be cleaned up. 

Thank you very much. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 

gentleman artd recognizes t11e gentleman from Clearfield 
County for the second time. You may proceed, rvtr. George. 

Mr. GEORGE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, 1 do not intend to be long, whether it is the 

second lime. l would just like to respond to one of our fine 
colleagues when it was mentioned that he was concerned that 
the cost would go up because of the ventute of tl1is bill. and 
1 would believe tliat he or auyone else. if they thought about it. 
would understand that the cost only spirals when you have. 
captivity, and when you are the only one producing or the only 
one manufacturing or the only one serving a professional 
sci vict:, then tJit: cusb gu up. Thi:. will du ju l the oppo!.ite. h 
will not only bring the cost down, it will not only benefit the 
communities by thousands of people working and paying taxes 
and buying commodities, and Last but not least, it will take care 
of the ravage that had come about by prelaw environmental 
efforts. 
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Thank you very much. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 

gentleman and recognizes the gentleman from Chester County, 
Mr. Ross . 

Ml". ROSS. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
And I appreciate all the comments that have come from my 

colleagues here tonight and the very thoughtful care that 
they have taken on this issue. I particularly want to thank 
Chairman Adolph and Chairman George, who have been very 
helpful in helping me put this legislation and working with the 
Senate and Senator Erickson to get us to this point, which is 
really about a year after we first started down considering this 
legislation. 

I also want to thank a number of other groups that have been 
critical in advising us as we have gone forward and also helping 
to improve the legislation, and they include the electric power 
consumers, electric power generators, and electric power 
distributors, as well as those that are engaged in creating 
innovative and renewable power. Also, we have gotten 
substantial assistance from the Public Utility Commission and 
their staff, the staff of PJM, the Consumer Advocate, and a 
variety of other environmental groups. Jn addition, I want to 
particularly thank Joe Deklinski , who has put an enormous 
amount of time and care into this legislation and many late 
hours. 

1 strongly believe this bill will ensure a healthier, more 
diverse, and therefore, a more secure and more cost-competitive 
electric market here in Pennsylvania, and 1 urge concurrence. 

Thank you. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore . The Chair thanks the 

gentleman. 

On the question recurring, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Agreeable to the provisions of 

the Constitution, the yeas and nays will now be taken. 

The following roll call was recorded: 

YEAS- 161 

Adolph Evans, D. Mackereth Schroder 
All en Evans, J. Maher Scrimenti 
Armstrong Fabrizio Manderino Semmel 
Baldwin Fairchild Mann Shaner 
Bard Fichter Markosek Smith, B. 
Barrar Flick McGeehan Smith, S. H. 
Bastian Frankel McGill Solobay 
Belardi Freeman Melio Staback 
Belfanti Gannon Micozzie Stairs 
Biancucci Geist Miller, R. Steil 
Bishop George Miller, S Stem 
Blaum Gergely Mundy Stetler 
Boyd Gillespie Mustio Sturla 
Browne Good Myers Surra 
Bunt Grucela Nickol Tangretti 
Butkovitz Gruitza O ' Brien Taylor, E. Z. 
Buxton Haluska Oliver Taylor, J. 
Caltagirone Hanna O 'Neill Thomas 
Casorio llarhai Pall on Tigue 
Cawley Har hart Payne Travaglio 
Civera Harper Petrarca True 
Clymer Ha say Petri Vance 
Cohen Hennessey Petrone Veon 
Cornell , S. E. I-J erman Phillips Vitali 
Corrigan Hershey Pistella Walko 
Costa I-less Preston Wansacz 

Crahall a 
Creighton 
Cruz 
Curry 
Dailey 
Daley 
Dally 
Deluca 
Denlinger 
Dermody 
De Weese 
DiGirolamo 
Diven 
Donatucci 
Eachus 

Argall 
Baker 
Benninghoff 
Binnelin 
Cappelli 
Causer 
Coleman 
Egolf 
Feese 

Bebko-Jones 
Godshall 

Hickernell 
Horsey 
James 
Josephs 
Keller 
Kenney 
Killion 
Kirkland 
Kotik 
LaGrotta 
Leach 
Lederer 
Lescovitz 
Levdansky 
Lewis 

Fleagle 
Forcier 
Gabig 
Gingrich 
Goodman 
Habay 
Harris 
Hutchinson 
Leh 

Raymond 
Readshaw 
Reed 
Rieger 
Roebuck 
Rooney 
Ross 
Rubley 
Ruffing 
Sainato 
Samuelson 
Santoni 
Sather 
Saylor 
Scavello 

NAYS-35 

Maitland 
Major 
Marsico 
McCall 
Mcllhattan 
Mcilhinney 
McNaughton 
Metcalfe 
Millard 

NOT VOTING- 0 

Laughlin 
Lynch 

EXCUSED-<> 

Nailor 

Washington 
Waters 
Watson 
Weber 
Wheatley 
Williams 
Wojnarosk i 
Wright 
Yewcic 
Youngblood 
Yudichak 

Perze!, 
Speaker 

Pickett 
Reichley 
Rohrer 
Stevenson, R. 
Stevenson, T. 
Turzai 
Wilt 
Zug 

Roberts 

The majority required by the Constitution having voted in 
the affirmative, the question was determined in the affirmative 
and the bill passed finally . 

Ordered, That the clerk return the same to the Senate with 
the information that the House has passed the same without 
amendment. 

SUPPLEMENT AL CALENDAR H 

BILL ON CONCURRENCE 
IN SENATE AMENDMENTS 

The House proceeded to consideration of concurrence in 
Senate amendments to HB 447, PN 4798, entitled: 

An Act amending Title 42 (Judiciary and Judicial Procedure) of 
the Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, providing for certain immunity 
for persons who donate vehicles and equipment to volunteer fire 
companies and for sentences for certain drug offenses committed with 
firearms . 

On the question, 
Will the House concur in Senate amendments? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It is moved by the gentleman, 
Mr. Nailor, that the House concur in the amendments inserted 
by the Senate. 

On the question recurring, 
Will the House concur in Senate amendments? 
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Excerpt from "Analysis of Pennsylvania Nuclear Plants and Available Policy Options" 

by Andrew G. Place, Commissioner - Pennsylvania Public UtilUy Commission 
Haley Book, Advisor to Commissioner Place, and 

Eric Matheson, Advisor to Commissioner Place (March 6, 2019) 

APPENDICES 

PJM Capacity and Energy Market Reforms 

Capacity Performance Market Reforms: When implementing its Capacity 
Performance reforms, PJM permitted units to bid into capacity markets at the higher 
of actual going forward net costs, or the Net Cost of New Entry (NetCONE) of the 
reference Combustion Turbine (CT) unit. 31 This NetCONE value is substantially 
above historical capacity prices in PJM. Since capacity markets have been found to 
be uncompetitive, this reform essentially enabled units to exert market power in 
capacity markets by bidding some units as high as NetCONE, thus altering the 
supply/demand balance in the Regional Transmission Organization (RTO) region, or 
subzone, and raising prices for capacity through economic withholding strategies. 
In this context, a nuclear plant owner could bid into the capacity markets with its 
nuclear unit{s) at above cost, thus not clearing the nuclear unit(s) in the forward 
capacity auction, but otherwise raising the capacity cost for the remainder of its 
generation fleet. Though capacity market payments can be an important part of 
baseload generation, a unit not clearing in the capacity market does not by itself 
mean a unit is uneconomic. 

Minimum Offer Price Rule (MOPR): PJM has recently filed a revision of its 
Minimum Offer Price Rule (MOPR) proposal. 32 On the one hand, PJM filed a plan to 
isolate subsidized resources, like some nuclear plants in Illinois and New Jersey, 
from the capacity market, by creating a Resource Carve-Out (RCO) mechanism. 
This mechanism essentially ensures that subsidized resources clear in the capacity 
market by being bid in at a capacity price of zero in Step 1, of the auction, therefore 
allowing non-subsidized units to set the capacity clearing price. However, in 
tandem with this RCO filing, PJM also filed an Extended Resource Carve-Out 
(Extended RCO) mechanism, which included a second step in the capacity auction 
process that removes the RCO units from the bid stack and reprices the capacity 
market without removing any demand from the market. Thus, higher cost non-RCO 
units, that didn't clear in the original auction, would set the capacity market 
clearing price. In addition, the RCO units would need to pay these non-clearing 

31 PJM asserted that higher non-performance penalties would raise opportunity 
costs of committed units to the level of NetCONE. However, the persistent level of 
excess capacity has resulted in no Capacity Performance penalties since 
implementation. Thus, the theoretical foundation for reforming the market power 
mitigation rules has not transpired in actual practice. PJM has no plans to 
reexamine these assumptions 

32 FERC Docket No. ELlB-178-000. 
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generation units on the margin in Step 2 the difference between the final clearing 
price in Step 2, and the bid offers from the higher cost non-RCO units, thus imposing 
an additional cost barrier to nuclear units seeking RCO status. In summary, the 
Extended RCO proposal would result in higher capacity prices paid to all generation 
resources that cleared in Step 1 of the auction and impose a penalty on RCO units 
paid to marginal units didn't clear in Step 1 but set the price in Step 2 of the 
auction. Ultimately, it will be electricity customers that will pay the costs resulting 
from PJM proposals. A FERC decision on the PJM filing is anticipated sometime in 
March 2019. 

Operating Reserve Demand Curve Reform : PJM has recently announced its 
intent to file with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) its Operating 
Reserve Demand Curve reforms in March 2019, which, when co-optimized with LMP, 
were last projected to increase energy prices by 7.3%. 33 For TMI and Beaver Valley, 
this 7 .3% increase, this translates into an estimated $15 million and $34 million per 
year in additional energy revenues, respectively. The actual impact related to these 
reforms may vary, depending on FERC's actions on these future filings, regional 
price variations, and changes in market behavior of existing or new market 
participants. 

Recategorization Inspection and Maintenance Costs: PJM has already filed to 
eliminate a current restriction that prevents sellers of energy from Combined Cycle 
Natural Gas and Combustion Turbine plants from including inspection and overhaul 
(1&0) costs in their energy market offers, as opposed to including these costs in 
capacity market offers today. Such a change is likely to increase energy market 
costs, and, over time, decrease capacity market costs. PJM has not quantified the 
impact of this change. l&O costs embody a substantial percentage over overall 
inspection and maintenance costs of these units. This could be a meaningful 
increase in energy prices. 

Fast Start Resources Proceeding: Lastly, FERC issued an order requiring RTOs, 
like PJM, to file modifications to allow generation units that have a minimum run 
time of one hour or less to include commitment costs of these fast-start resources 
(start-up and no-load costs) to be reflected in (energy) prices. 34 PJM is arguing for a 
different measure of what constitutes fast-start resources (defining those as having 
a start-up time of two hours or less and a minimum run time of two hours or less, 
instead of 1 hour). PJM has not quantified the impact of t his change on energy 
market revenues, but the impact should increase energy market revenues, and, 

33 https://www.pjm.com/-/media/committees-groups/task-
forces/epfstf /20181214/20181214-item-05-si mulation-resu lts-su mmary-price
formation-proposa I.a shx. Slides 6 and 10. 

34 Docket No. ELlS-34-000, Issued December 21, 2017. 
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over time, decrease otherwise applicable capacity prices, which will benefit nuclear 
profitability. 
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