Only two citizens show for PUC hearin
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By AMY KING
S-O Staff Writer )

Approximately 15 representatives
of West Penn Power, the Public
Utilities Commission (PUC) and the
Office of Consumer Advocates and
Judge Michael Nemec conducted a
public hearing last night at
Greensburg Salem High School, in
order to elicit testimony from
applicable residents pertaining to
the proposed rate increase of West
Penn Power.

With the number of
representatives exceeding the
attendance of concerned consumers,
Nemec, an administrative law
judge, presided over the evidentiary
hearing which may be utilized in the
nine-month, rate deliberation
process. Litigation for the
percentage of increase will occur
between the power company, PUC
and consumer advocates, according
to Gilbert Hamberg, PUC attorney.
Hamberg said West Penn Power

million increase from its entire
service area of Western
Pennsylvania.

Two Greensburg residents offered
comment which may serve as
testimony in the respective cases of
either the consumer advocates or
PUC's trial stalt, guardians of
public interests.

George Coates, Greensburg,
submitted sworn testimony while
Joe Forys, Greensburg, conceded an
unsworn statement in opposition to
the proposed utility rate increase.
Both consumers said their major
dissension resulted from what Forys
termed a “‘discriminatory rate
increase to all-electric
homeowners."

Coates said he received
notification that the rates will
escalate 13 percent over the next
three years.

The  Greensburg residents
contended that they had been told by
West Penn Power representatives

treatment for owning an all-electric
home.

Judge Nemec interjected that the
“PUC said that a differential for all-
electric owners was
discriminatory.”

A representative of the utilities
company explained that in the past
it was a dilferent economic
ballgame,” and since then, the
utility companies have been ordered
to “level out and terminate” the
dilferential practice.

PUC attorney Hamberg defended
the utility companies on this issue
Stating that the PUC had ruled that
preferential treatment was ‘‘rate
discrimination to one class of
customers ... other customers are
forced to make up that rate.”” He
continued to explain that the new
trend will be tor each “customer to
pay for the services he receives.”

A representative of the Office of
Consumer Advocates stated, **In the
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Gilhert Hamberg, Public Utility Commission attorney (left), and Judg
Michael Nemec both attended a puhtic hearing last night to conside
testimony in the litigation with West Penn Power over a proposed rat:
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