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SUMMARY 
 
Background 
Pennsylvania’s Electric Choice Program is widely regarded as the most successful 
statewide consumer choice program.  The program allows Pennsylvania’s consumers and 
businesses to select the company that provides electricity. Prior to restructuring, the 
state’s seven investor-owned utilities (IOUs) generated and delivered electric supply in a 
monopoly setting where territories were protected and utilities were guaranteed a positive 
rate of return.  This system gave Pennsylvania some of the highest electric rates in the 
nation.   
 
After restructuring, the IOUs compete with new entrants for consumers who can freely 
select the company that provides their electricity.  This competition has significantly 
lowered electric rates for the state’s consumers and businesses.   
 
Key Findings 
As of January 1, 2001: 
 

• 568,492 of the state’s 5.2 million customer accounts, or 10 percent, bought 
their electricity from a company other than their incumbent utility.  This was 
an increase of 61,134, or 12 percent, over year-end 1999 totals.  While 
impressive, this number does represent a slowdown from the first two years of 
the program, when an average of 250,000 customers switched to competitive 
suppliers. 

 
• There were 4 competitive generation companies on average competing for 

residential customers in certain markets.  Residential customers in PECO’s 
market had 10 choices, while consumers in Allegheny Power territory had 
one.   

 
• The average "price to compare" per kilowatt-hour (the incumbent’s generation 

price that consumers compare against) was 4.7 cents for residential customers.  
This ranged from a 5.67 cents charge in PECO territory to 3.2 cents for 
Allegheny Power customers.   

 
From December, 1999 to December, 2000: 

• Allegheny Power regained over 4,000 (58% of the number who previously 
switched) residential customers while Duquesne Light had over 60,000 
customers switch to another supplier, the largest amount of any of the state’s 
incumbent utilities. 
 

• In the commercial sector, UGI regained 125 customers (a 63% increase) while 
PECO lost over 11,000 (a 29% drop). 
 

• Allegheny Power regained 18 industrial customers (a 66% increase) while 
Duquesne Light lost 50 (a 19% decrease).  
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INTRODUCTION 

 
Pennsylvania is one of 22 states that have enacted legislation to allow consumers the right 
to select the company that generates their electricity.  For most of this century, electricity 
has been treated as a natural monopoly in all three phases of the electric business 
(generation, transmission, and distribution).  Restructuring has focused on introducing 
competition into the generation phase by opening this stage to renewable energy options, 
companies that aggregate consumers through Internet auctions to achieve savings, and 
various other methods. 
 
Transmission and distribution remain under monopoly control.  Local distribution 
companies also enjoy the privilege of levying a "Competitive Transition Charge" (CTC) 
on all consumers who access the wires that deliver power to homes and businesses.  This 
charge is for the recovery of stranded costs, or investments made in a regulated setting 
that are unrecoverable in a competitive market. 
 
Pennsylvania’s electric market has been recognized by independent analyses as the most 
successful restructuring program in the nation.  Among its features are: 

• An aggressive public education plan that informs consumers of the benefits of 
shopping 

• Rate caps for the incumbent utilities that protect consumers should prices escalate 
• An extended transition period that prepares the consumer for full competition 

after CTCs and rate caps expire 
• An emphasis on building capacity in-state that ensures adequate supplies in peak 

demand periods   
______________________________________________________________________ 

PENNSYLVANIA’S INCUMBENT ELECTRIC PROVIDERS 
� Allegheny Power 
� Duquesne Light 
� GPU--Parent Company of Metropolitan Edison and Pennsylvania Electric 
� Philadelphia Electric Company (PECO) 
� Pennsylvania Power (Penn Power) 
� Pennsylvania Power and Light (PPL) 
� UGI Electric 

*Since Metropolitan Edison and Pennsylvania Electric have an identical price to compare and had identical  
competitors in 2000, GPU will serve as the label for this report. 
________________________________________________________________________ 

 
The tables in this report chronicle data from the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer 
Advocate (www.oca.state.pa.us) on the number of customers opting to choose an 
alternative electric generation company.  The quarterly statistics are a "snapshot" of 
consumer behavior at a particular time.  At the time of the survey, the companies in the 
left hand column are asked: "How many customers are using a generation company other 
than yours?"  
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A LOOK AT THE YEAR 2000: TRENDS AND ANALYSIS 
 
This section contains summary data on the Pennsylvania Electric Choice Program for the 
end of 1999 and the entire year of 2000.  We begin by examining statewide totals for 
customers from all three classes (residential, commercial, and industrial) that decided to 
switch to a competitive electricity provider.  These totals are then divided by class in 
order to analyze how the incumbent companies performed from year-end 1999 to year-
end 2000.  Lastly, we compare the number of competitive choices for residential 
customers from year-end 1999 to year-end 2000. 
 
Statewide Totals 
The table below documents the total number of customers (residential, commercial, and 
industrial) that switched to a competitive electricity company over the past two years. 
 

ELECTRICITY SHOPPING IN PENNSYLVANIA1 

 
We see from the table that customer participation in electric choice increased every 
quarter with one exception--the time from April 2000 to July 2000.  For the year 2000, 
there was an increase of 61,134. This may have been a result of the general increase in 
the price of natural gas, forcing some competitors to exit the market.  The largest period 
of growth for the year 2000 was from January 1 to April 1, when an additional 28,000 
customers decided to switch to another provider.  Since April of 1999, the overall largest 
increase in customer shopping totals was from April 1999 to July 1999, when 52,000 
customers switched companies. 
 
Customer Shopping by Class 
In order to determine the significance of customers switching to a competitive company, 
each customer class must be examined separately.  The tables below provide data for 
each customer class from year-end 1999 to year-end 2000 so that any significant trends 
can be discussed.  
 
Each table lists the incumbent provider, their customer base for each class, and the 
number of customers from that base that switched to a competitive provider at the two 
points in time.  The bottom row lists state totals for each class and the amount of 
competition.   
 
 

                                                 
1 Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate, Pennsylvania Electricity Shopping Statistics 
(www.oca.state.pa.us)  

Month/Year Apr-99 Jul-99 Oct-99 Dec-99 Apr-00 Jul-00 Oct-00 Dec--00
# of 
Customers 
That 
Switched 395,887 447,590 479,271 507,058 535,445 528,455 551,716 568,192
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RESIDENTIAL COMPETITION--YEAR END 1999 TO YEAR END 20002 

* Estimates on total customer base are from OCA data at the beginning of 1999; we assume that this 
number remains relatively constant for the period under consideration. 

 
The residential sector was the only customer class where the incumbent companies lost 
customers overall from year-end 1999 to year-end 2000.  The company that lost the most 
residential customers during this time period was Duquesne Light; from year-end 1999 to 
year-end 2000, it lost over 60,000 customers, representing a change of 51 percent.  This 
percent change was three times the rate of the state as a whole.  In fact, Duquesne’s loss 
in the residential class accounts for 75 percent of the overall increase in the total numbers 
of customers switching statewide. Two other incumbents, PECO and Penn Power, lost 
residential customers as well, but Duquesne accounted for a large share of the overall 
loss.  Allegheny Power had over 4,000 customers return to buy its service, the highest of 
the four incumbents (Allegheny, GPU, PPL, and UGI) that regained residential customers 
during the year. 

COMMERCIAL COMPETITION--YEAR END 1999 TO YEAR END 20003 
 

                                                 
2 Ibid 
3 Ibid 

Company
Customer 
Base

Customers 
Switched 
as of Year-
End 1999

Customers 
Switched 
as of Year-
End 2000

Year-End 
2000 as 
Percentage 
of Customer 
Base

Customers 
Regained 
(+) or Lost  (-
) by 
Incumbent 
from 99-00

Percentage 
Change 99- 
00

Allegheny 582,615 7,574 3,107 1 4,467 58%
Duquesne 524,513 116,442 176,488 34 -60,046 -51%
GPU 925,306 46,728 43,093 5 3,635 8%
PECO 1,351,231 201,874 218,850 16 -16,976 -8%
Penn Power 132,350 7,941 8,245 6 -304 -4%
PPL 1,113,608 25,613 22,280 2 3,333 13%
UGI 53,380 2,242 1,783 3 459 20%
State Total 4,683,003 408,414 473,852 10 -65,438 -16%

Company
Customer 
Base

Customers 
Switched 
as of Year-
End 1999

Customers 
Switched 
as of Year-
End 2000

Year-End 
2000 as 
Percentage 
of Customer 
Base

Customers 
Regained 
(+) or Lost  
(-) by 
Incumbent 
from 99-00

Percentage 
Change 99- 
00

Allegheny 81,174 5,114 2,648 3 2,466 48%
Duquesne 57,110 10,000 9,129 16 871 9%
GPU 127,077 20,218 12,193 10 8,025 39%
PECO 146,582 37,789 49,052 33 -11,263 -29%
Penn Power 17,396 1,844 1,321 8 523 28%
PPL 149,811 19,026 17,136 12 1,890 10%
UGI 7,035 197 72 1 125 63%
State Total 586,185 94,188 91,551 15 2,637 3%
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The commercial sector presents quite a different picture from that of the residential 
sector.  Overall, the incumbent companies gained back 2,637 customer accounts by the 
end of 2000.  Allegheny, GPU, Penn Power, and UGI all outpaced the 3 percent 
statewide total.  Only PECO lost more commercial customers by year-end 2000 
(representing 33 percent of its customer base) than it had lost by year-end 1999.     
 

INDUSTRIAL COMPETITION--YEAR END 1999 TO YEAR END 20004 

 
Incumbents gained customers in the industrial sector as well from year-end 1999 to year-
end 2000.  Similar to the commercial sector, only one company lost industrial customers 
in this time period.  Allegheny Power regained customers at a rate double that of the state 
total.  Both GPU and Penn Power performed above the state total, while PECO and PPL 
were slightly below.   
 
Competition for the Residential Sector 
The table below documents the changes in the number of competitors for each incumbent 
utility in the residential sector.   

 
COMPETITION IN THE RESIDENTIAL SECTOR5 

 
As of year-end 2000, we see that every incumbent company had fewer competitors than 
they did at the outset of 2000.  Some competitors may have left the market simply 

                                                 
4 Ibid 
5 Ibid 

Company Mar-00 May-00 Jul-00 Dec-00
Allegheny 5 3 2 1
Duquesne 6 4 4 3
GPU 9 6 7 7
PECO 17 11 14 10
Penn Power 6 6 6 5
PPL 7 5 5 3
UGI 6 4 3 2

Company
Customer 
Base

Customers 
Switched 
as of Year-
End 1999

Customers 
Switched 
as of Year-
End 2000

Year-End 
2000 as 
Percentage 
of Customer 
Base

Customers 
Regained 
(+) or Lost  
(-) by 
Incumbent 
from 99-00

Percentage 
Change 99-
00

Allegheny 82 27 9 8.6             18 66%
Duquesne 1,541 262 312 20 -50 -19%
GPU 5,000 1,615 776 16 839 51%
PECO 3,241 1,891 1,493 46 398 21%
Penn Power 226 83 46 20 37 44%
PPL 5,401 578 453 8 125 21%
UGI 0 0 0 0 0 0%
State Total 15,941 4,456 3,089 19 1,367 30%



 9

because they could not beat the "price to compare" of the incumbent.  Other competitors 
may have left due to changes in their business strategies.  Overall, the electricity market 
in Pennsylvania is maturing; competitors, as well as incumbents, are making business 
decisions based on the new realities of this market.  Some incumbents, such as Duquesne 
Light, have chosen to exit the generation business altogether.  The year 2001 will provide 
as many, if not more, significant changes to the face of electricity competition. 
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CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
By most accounts, Pennsylvania’s transition to a competitive market for electricity has 
been a success.  While California and other parts of the west struggle and debate over 
who is going to pick up the tab for the mounting debt accumulated by the utility 
companies, Pennsylvania has experienced a much smoother ride.  But the Public Utility 
Commission is not complacent, and rightly so.  There is always the possibility that 
system-wide problems, such as rising fuel costs, could occur and disrupt the transition. 
 
However, the PUC can exercise control over some factors that will help to keep the 
transition an orderly one.  Two such factors come to mind. 
 
The first is to encourage the expansion Pennsylvania’s supply of power, including the 
development of additional "traditional" power generating units as well as alternative 
energy sources.  The state does not rely on importing electricity from other parts of the 
northeast or Midwest to meet the majority of its electricity needs, and so Pennsylvania is 
poised to avoid the problems plaguing California.  In addition, there is an overabundance 
of coal in the state that could be a resource for Pennsylvania’s electric needs for a long 
time to come.  The PUC should explore leveraging this resource as a "clean technology." 
 
Secondly, there needs to be an appropriate demand-side conditioning mechanism for peak 
periods.  Consumers need real-time monitoring capabilities so that prices can send them a 
signal to conserve.  For example, homes in Pennsylvania could be equipped with time-of-
use meters that relay to them the price for their electricity use.  This is particularly 
important as Pennsylvania approaches the expiration of rate caps.  Encouraging a 
demand-side mechanism will enable consumers to determine their level of usage.  The 
PUC has taken the right steps by convening Demand Side working group meetings to 
address this issue. 
 
By taking these steps, Pennsylvania will continue to demonstrate to the nation that there 
are significant benefits with electricity de-regulation.   
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APPENDIX 
 
The following pages provide more in-depth data from the Pennsylvania Electric Choice 
Program in the year 2000.  This data includes quarterly analyses of each incumbent 
provider and their performance during the year.  Each table details the number of 
customers that switched from the incumbent provider and whether the incumbent gained 
or lost customers during that particular quarter. 
 
Following that data is a short analysis on the effectiveness of price competition in the 
residential sector.  For each quarter of 2000, the number of competitors going "head-to-
head" with the incumbent for residential customers is listed.  Then, from those 
competitors, each table details how many were able to beat the generation "price to 
compare" of the incumbent.  
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1ST QUARTER OF 2000 

*The Office of Consumer Advocate reports that UGI has no industrial customers 
 
Analysis 
The first quarter of 2000 offered a mixed bag of results in terms of customers leaving 
their incumbent supplier and opting for a competitive company.  This held true across all 
three classes of consumers. 

First Quarter of 2000
January 1 to April 1

Company

Shopping 
Customers as of 
1/1/00

Shopping 
Customers as of 
4/1/00

Change (lost[-] or 
regained [+]) from 
1/1 to 4/1

Percentage 
Change

Number of Competitive 
Residential Suppliers 
as of 3/00

Class

Allegheny Power 5
Residential 7,574 6,656 918 12%
Commercial 5,114 5,277 -163 -3%
Industrial 27 25 2 7%

Duquesne Light 6
Residential 116,442 133,715 -17,273 -15%
Commercial 10,000 9,571 429 4%
Industrial 262 256 6 2%

GPU 9
Residential 46,728 46,114 614 1%
Commercial 20,218 19,080 1,138 6%
Industrial 1,615 1,602 13 1%

PECO 17
Residential 201,874 206,171 -4,297 -2%
Commercial 37,789 43,649 -5,860 -16%
Industrial 1,891 2,025 -134 -7%

Penn Power 6
Residential 7,941 8,211 -270 -3%
Commercial 1,844 1,842 2 0%
Industrial 83 77 6 7%

PPL 7
Residential 25,613 26,651 -1,038 -4%
Commercial 19,026 21,603 -2,577 -14%
Industrial 578 637 -59 -10%

UGI 6
Residential 2,242 2,152 90 4%
Commercial 197 131 66 34%
Industrial* 0 0 0 0%
Total 507,058 535,445 -28,387
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• For residential customers, four incumbent companies (Duquesne Light, PECO, 

Penn Power, and PPL) lost customers during this quarter, 6 percent on average.  
With a generous "price to compare" for Duquesne and PECO customers, 
residential shoppers were quick to take advantage of competitive options. 

• Only three incumbent suppliers (Allegheny Power, PECO, and PPL) lost 
commercial customers during the first quarter.   

• Only two companies (PECO and PPL) lost industrial customers.  
 
Overall, two incumbents (GPU and UGI) lost no customers in the first quarter, two 
companies (PECO and PPL) gained no customers in the first quarter, and three 
(Allegheny, Duquesne, and Penn Power) had mixed results.   
 
This quarter is also characterized by a strong presence of competitive suppliers--an 
average of 8 per incumbent--with a high of 17 in PECO territory to a low of 5 in 
Allegheny Power territory. 
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2ND QUARTER OF 2000 

 
Analysis 
The second quarter of 2000 witnessed the incumbent providers regaining a total of 6,990 
customers from competitive suppliers.  Each customer class exhibited much different 
results from the first quarter of the year. 
 

Second Quarter of 2000
April 1 to July 1

Company

Shopping 
Customers as of 
4/1/00

Shopping 
Customers as of 
7/1/00

Change (lost[-] or 
regained [+]) from 
4/1 to 7/1

Percentage 
Change

Number of Competitive 
Residential Suppliers 
as of 5/00

Class

Allegheny Power 3
Residential 6,656 3,492 3,164 48%
Commercial 5,277 2,648 2,629 50%
Industrial 25 9 16 64%

Duquesne Light 4
Residential 133,715 154,153 -20,438 -15%
Commercial 9,571 3,178 6,393 67%
Industrial 256 47 209 82%

GPU 6
Residential 46,114 37,911 8,203 18%
Commercial 19,080 12,297 6,783 36%
Industrial 1,602 789 813 51%

PECO 11
Residential 206,171 213,416 -7,245 -4%
Commercial 43,649 44,504 -855 -2%
Industrial 2,025 1,440 585 29%

Penn Power 6
Residential 8,211 8,423 -212 -3%
Commercial 1,842 427 1,415 77%
Industrial 77 20 57 74%

PPL 5
Residential 26,651 24,897 1,754 7%
Commercial 21,603 18,373 3,230 15%
Industrial 637 469 168 26%

UGI 4
Residential 2,152 1,862 290 13%
Commercial 131 100 31 24%
Industrial 0 0 0 0%
Total 535,445 528,455 6,990
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• For the residential class, three companies (Duquesne, PECO, and Penn Power) 
continued to lose customers.  PPL, which had lost residential customers in the 
first quarter, rebounded and began to pick up customers once again. 

• Only one company (PECO) continued to lose customers from the commercial 
class.   

• No company lost industrial customers.  In the first quarter, only PPL had done so. 
 
Interestingly, there was a marked decrease in the number of competitors going head-to-
head with the incumbent suppliers.  Each of the seven territories lost an average of 2 
competitors; PECO lost the most at 6, and Penn Power lost none.  The reason may be the 
rising wholesale price of electricity as the summer months approached.  This effectively 
prevented competitors from matching the price of incumbents. 
 
In this period no incumbent company lost customers across all three classes.  This differs 
from the January to April period when PPL and PECO continued to lose customers in 
residential, commercial, and industrial classes.  Four companies (Allegheny, GPU, PPL, 
and UGI) gained customers in all three classes.   
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3RD QUARTER OF 2000 

 
Analysis 
The state’s electric choice program reversed course on several trends from the previous 
quarter. 
 

Third Quarter of 2000
July 1 to October 1

Company

Shopping 
Customers as of 
7/1/00

Shopping 
Customers as of 
10/1/00

Change (lost[-] or 
regained [+]) from 
7/1 to 10/1

Percentage 
Change

Number of Competitive 
Residential Suppliers 
as of 7/00

Class

Allegheny Power 2
Residential 3,492 3,168 324 9%
Commercial 2,648 2,502 146 6%
Industrial 9 9 0 0%

Duquesne Light 4
Residential 154,153 174,790 -20,637 -13%
Commercial 3,178 9,499 -6,321 -199%
Industrial 47 340 -293 -623%

GPU 7
Residential 37,911 43,544 -5,633 -15%
Commercial 12,297 12,636 -339 -3%
Industrial 789 812 -23 -3%

PECO 14
Residential 213,416 204,887 8,529 4%
Commercial 44,504 47,393 -2,889 -6%
Industrial 1,440 1,474 -34 -2%

Penn Power 6
Residential 8,423 8,359 64 1%
Commercial 427 426 1 0%
Industrial 20 21 -1 -5%

PPL 5
Residential 24,897 22,474 2,423 10%
Commercial 18,373 17,053 1,320 7%
Industrial 469 447 22 5%

UGI 3
Residential 1,862 1,807 55 3%
Commercial 100 75 25 25%
Industrial 0 0 0 0%
Total 528,455 551,716 -23,261
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• In the residential sector, only two companies (Duquesne Light and GPU) lost 
customers during the third quarter.  It was the third consecutive quarter for 
Duquesne Light to lose residential consumers, and GPU’s first.  PECO and Penn 
Power, both of which had lost residential customers in the second quarter, 
reversed that trend. 

• PECO and Duquesne Light lost commercial accounts in the third quarter.  It was 
the first quarter in which Duquesne lost commercial accounts.  Over 6,000 (nearly 
200 percent) commercial customers decided to switch during this quarter.    

• The largest change from the second quarter was observed for industrial customers.  
In the third quarter, four companies (Duquesne, GPU, PECO, and Penn Power) 
lost industrial customers.  This was up from 0 companies in the second quarter, 
and from 2 in the first quarter.   

 
Overall, three companies (Allegheny, PPL, and UGI) again gained customers from all 
three classes in the third quarter.  GPU reversed their trend from the second quarter and 
lost customers from all three classes.  As a whole, the third quarter saw an increase in 
customers from all three classes that opted to select a competitive provider for their 
electricity.   
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4TH QUARTER OF 2000 

 
Analysis 
The final quarter of 2000 once again presented a mixed bag of results for the state’s 
electric choice program.  Some trends from earlier quarters persisted while others did not. 
 

Fourth Quarter of 2000
October 1 to January 1

Company

Shopping 
Customers as of 
10/1/00

Shopping 
Customers as of 
1/1/01

Change (lost[-] or 
regained [+]) from 
10/1 to 1/1

Percentage 
Change

Number of Competitive 
Residential Suppliers 
as of 1/01

Class

Allegheny Power 1
Residential 3,168 3,107 61 2%
Commercial 2,502 2,648 -146 -6%
Industrial 9 9 0 0%

Duquesne Light 3
Residential 174,790 176,488 -1,698 -1%
Commercial 9,499 9,129 370 4%
Industrial 340 312 28 8%

GPU 7
Residential 43,544 43,093 451 1%
Commercial 12,636 12,193 443 4%
Industrial 812 776 36 4%

PECO 10
Residential 204,887 218,550 -13,663 -7%
Commercial 47,393 49,052 -1,659 -4%
Industrial 1,474 1,493 -19 -1%

Penn Power 5
Residential 8,359 8,245 114 1%
Commercial 426 1,321 -895 -210%
Industrial 21 46 -25 -119%

PPL 3
Residential 22,474 22,286 188 1%
Commercial 17,053 17,136 -83 0%
Industrial 447 453 -6 -1%

UGI 2
Residential 1,807 1,783 24 1%
Commercial 75 72 3 4%
Industrial 0 0 0 0%
Total 551,716 568,192 -16,476
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• In terms of residential competition, two companies (PECO and Duquesne Light) 
lost customers from the previous quarter even though both of these incumbents 
faced fewer competitors in the same time period.  With Duquesne Light’s exit 
from the generation business moving forward, many customers continued to 
explore other options. 

• Four companies (Allegheny Power, PECO, Penn Power, and PPL) lost 
commercial accounts.  Allegheny and PPL had not lost commercial customers 
since the first quarter.  It was the fourth consecutive quarter of loss for PECO, 
while it was Penn Power’s first, losing nearly 900 customers to competitors. 

• Three companies (PECO, Penn Power, and PPL) lost industrial customers; both 
PECO and Penn Power had lost customers from this class the previous quarter. 

 
The last quarter also witnessed a drop in the number of competitive suppliers willing to 
compete for residential customers in Pennsylvania.  Every territory lost at least one 
competitive option.  Consumers of PECO and GPU both had 4 fewer competitive options 
from which to choose.  Part of the shakeout may have been due to the increase in higher 
natural gas prices that consumers had to bear.  Many of the competitive suppliers had 
operations in other states, including California, where wholesale prices were de-regulated 
while retail prices remained capped.   
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 Residential Competition Breakout: 1st Quarter of 2000 
Company Regained/Lost 

Residential 
Customers 

Company Price for 
500 kwh 

# of Competitors 
for Residential 

Customers 

# of Competitors 
that Beat 

Incumbent’s Price 
Allegheny Regained $16.22 5 2 
Duquesne  Lost $23.75 6 2 

GPU Regained $22.63 9 4 
PECO Lost $27.75 17 12 

Penn Power Lost $25.78 6 3 
PPL Lost $24.38 7 3 
UGI Regained $21.58 6 2 

 
Residential Competition Breakout: 2nd Quarter of 2000 

Company Regained/Lost 
Residential 
Customers 

Company Price for 
500 kwh 

# of Competitors 
for Residential 

Customers 

# of Competitors 
that Beat 

Incumbent’s Price 
Allegheny Regained $16.22 3 2 
Duquesne Lost $24.00 4 3 

GPU Regained $22.63 6 2 
PECO Lost $27.75 11 8 

Penn Power Lost $27.42 6 3 
PPL Regained $24.38 5 3 
UGI Regained $21.58 4 2 

  
Residential Competition Breakout:3rd Quarter of 2000 

Company Regained/Lost 
Residential 
Customers 

Company Price for 
500 kwh 

# of Competitors 
for Residential 

Customers 

# of Competitors 
that Beat 

Incumbent’s Price 
Allegheny Regained $16.22 2 1 
Duquesne Lost $24.00 4 3 

GPU Lost $22.63 6 2 
PECO Regained $27.75 14 13 

Penn Power Regained $27.42 6 6 
PPL Regained $24.28 5 2 
UGI Regained $21.58 3 1 

 
Residential Competition Breakout: 4th Quarter of 2000 

Company Regained/Lost 
Residential 
Customers 

Company Price for 
500 kwh 

# of Competitors 
for Residential 

Customers 

# of Competitors 
that Beat 

Incumbent’s Price 
Allegheny Regained $16.27 1 0 
Duquesne Lost $24.45 3 2 

GPU Regained $22.65 3 0 
PECO Lost $27.85 10 4 

Penn Power Regained $27.42 5 4 
PPL Regained $24.16 3 1 
UGI Regained $25.19 2 1 

 


