OST 17 North Second Strest
& 12th Floor
CI_IE I I : Harrisburg, PA 17101-1601
717-731-1970 Main
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 717-731-1985 Main Fax
www.postschell.com

Devin Ryan

dryan@postschell.com
717-612-6052 Direct
717-731-1981 Direct Fax
File #: 171313

July 22, 2019

VIA ELECTRONIC FILING

Rosemary Chiavetta, Secretary
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
Commonwealth Keystone Building

400 North Street, 2nd Floor North

P.O. Box 3265

Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265

Re:  PA Public Utility Commission v. Peoples Natural Gas Company LL.C
Docket No. R-2018-3006818

Dear Secretary Chiavetta:

Enclosed for filing is the Reply Brief of Peoples Natural Gas Company LLC. Copies will be
provided as indicated on the Certificate of Service.

Respectfully submitted,

Devin Ryan

DTR/jl
Enclosures

cc: Honorable Joel H. Cheskis
Certificate of Service

ALLENTOWN HARRISBURG LANCASTER PHILADELPHIA PITTSBURGH PRINCETON WASHINGTON, D.C.

A PENNSYLVANIA PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

18946709v1


http://www.postschell.com
mailto:dryan@postschell.com

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Docket No. R-2018-3006818

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing has been served upon the following
peisons, in the manner indicated, in accordance with the requirements of 52 Pa. Code § 1.54

(relating to service by a participant).

VIA E-MAIL & FIRST CLASS MAIL

Christy M. Appleby, Esquire
Darryl Lawrence, Esquire
Office of Consumer Advocate
555 Walnut Street

Forum Place, 5" Floor
Harrisburg, PA 17101-1923

Erika L. McLain, Esquire

Carrie B. Wright, Esquire

PA Public Utility Commission

Bureau of Investigation & Enforcement
Commonwealth Keystone Building
400 North Street, 2™ Floor West

PO Box 3265

Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265

Erin K. Fure, Esquire

Office of Small Business Advocate
300 North Second Street, Suite 202
Harrisburg, PA 17101

Todd S. Stewart, Esquire

Hawke McKeon & Sniscak LLP

100 N. 10™ Street

Harrisburg, PA 17101

Natural Gas Supplier Parties and
The Retail Energy Supply Association

Scott J. Rubin, Esquire

333 Oak Lane

Bloomsburg, PA 17815

Utility Workers Union of America, Local 612

18316400v1

Patrick M. Cicero, Esquire

John W. Sweet, Esquire

Elizabeth R. Marx, Esquire

Pennsylvania Utility Law Project

118 Locust Street

Harrisburg, PA 17101

Coalition for Affordable Utility Services and
Energy Efficiency in Pennsylvania

Kevin J. Moody, Esquire
Pennsylvania Independent Oil & Gas
Association

212 Locust Street, Suite 600
Harrisburg, PA 17101-1510

PIOGA

Joseph L. Vullo, Esquire

Burke Vullo Reilly Roberts

1460 Wyoming Avenue

Forty Fort, PA 18704

Community Action Association of Pennsylvania

Linda R. Evers, Esquire
Donald R. Wagner, Esquire
Stevens & Lee

111 N. Sixth Street
Reading, PA 19601
Duguesne Light Company

Michael A. Gruin, Esquire
Timothy K. McHugh, Esquire
Stevens & Lee

17N, 2" Street, 16" Floor
Harrisburg, PA 17101
Duquesne Light Company



Emily M. Farah, Esquire
Tishekia Williams, Esquire
Michael Zimmerman, Esquire
Duquesne Light Company
411 7" Avenue, 15" Floor
Pittsburgh, PA 16219
Duguesne Light Company

Tanya C. Leshko, Esquire
Buchanan Ingersoll & Rooney PC
409 North Second Street, Suite 500
Harrisburg, PA 17101-1357
Equitrans, L.P.

Brian Kalcic

Excel Consulting

225 S. Meramec Avenue, Suite 720-T
St. Louis, MO 63105

OSBA Consultant

Pamela C. Polacek, Esquire
Vasiliki Karandrikas, Esquire
Errin McCaulley, Esquire
McNees Wallace & Nurick LLC
100 Pine Street, PO Box 1166
Harrisburg, PA 17108

Snyder Brothers, Inc.

VEC Energy LLC

Snyder Armclar Gas Co., LP
Baker Gas, Inc.

Marco Drilling, Inc.

MDS Energy Development, LLC

Daniel Clearfield, Esquire
Carl R. Shultz, Esquire
Kristine E. Marsilio, Esquire

Eckert Seamans Cherin & Mellott, LLC

213 Market Street, 8™ Floor
Harrisburg, PA 17101
Direct Energy

18316400v1

Charis Mincavage, Esquire
Alessandra L. Hylander, Esquire
McNees Wallace & Nurick LLC
100 Pine Street, PO Box 1166
Harrisburg, PA 17108

Peoples Industrial Intervenors

Glenn Watkins

Technical Associates, Inc.

1503 Santa Rosa Road, Suite 130
Richmond, VA 23229

OCA Consultant

Dante Mugrace

PCMG & Associates
90 Moonlight Court
Toms River, NJ 08753
0OCA Consultant

Kevin O’Donnell

Nova Energy Consultants, Inc.
1350 SE Maynard Road, Suite 101
Cary, NC 27511

0OCA Consultant

Roger Colton

Fisher, Sheehan and Colton
34 Warwick Road
Belmont, MA 02478

OCA Consultant

Diane Burgraff

37 Whittakers Mill Road
Williamsburg, VA 23185
SBI Consultant

James L. Crist

Lumen Group, Inc.

4226 Yarmouth Drive, Suite 101
Allison Park, PA 15101

PII Consultant



Daniel Killmeyer
184 McKay Road
Saxonburg, PA 16056

Charles F. Hagins

420 Goucher Street
Johnstown, PA 15905
Sean D. Ferris

406 Laurie Drive
Penn Hills, PA 15235

Date: July 22, 2019

18316400v1

VIA FIRST CLASS MAIL

Samuel Givens
132 Thunderbird Drive
McKeesport, PA 15135

-

Devin Ryan



BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission :  Docket Nos. R-2018-3006818
Office of Consumer Advocate : C-2019-3007711
Office of Small Business Advocate : C-2019-3007752
Daniel Killmeyer : C-2019-3007635
Charles Hagins : C-2019-3007698
Sean D. Ferris : C-2019-3007904
Samuel Givens : C-2019-3007959
Peoples Industrial Intervenors : C-2019-3008506
V.

Peoples Natural Gas Company LLC

REPLY BRIEF OF
PEOPLES NATURAL GAS COMPANY LLC

William H. Roberts, IT (ID # 54724) Michael W. Gang (ID # 25670)
Peoples Natural Gas Anthony D. Kanagy (ID # 85522)
375 North Shore Drive Devin T. Ryan (ID # 316602)
Pittsburgh, PA 15212 Post & Schell, P.C.

Phone: 412-208-6527 17 North Second Street, 12" Floor

E-mail: William.H.Robertsli@peoples-gas.com  Harrisburg, PA 17101-1601
Phone: 717-731-1970
Fax: 717-731-1985
E-mail: mgang@postschell.com
akanagy@postschell.com
dryan@postschell.com

Date: July 22,2019 Counsel for Peoples Natural Gas Company LLC

10N1Q1R T


mailto:William.H.RobertsII@peoples-gas.com
mailto:mgang@postschell.com
mailto:akanagy@postschell.com
mailto:dryan@postschell.com

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Table of Contents
Page
I. INTRODUCTION L..coiiiiiiiinierteienie sttt sisers st tsss it et sitesaesitosnssassnsssssssesasenas
IL. SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT .....ooriiiiiiiiiiieeninniie ettt seesas s b snas
III.  REPLY ARGUMENT ....coiiiiiienentt ettt s ntsae st sasssa s en e

A. PEOPLES NATURAL’S MAIN LINE EXTENSION PROPOSAL IS IN
THE PUBLIC INTEREST AND SHOULD BE APPROVED........cccccvivinnnnnnnn,

1. The Company’s Proposal Does Not Violate Cost Causation Principles
and Will Not Create a Cross-Class Subsidy .......c.ccccvereeeerneniienniienenennas

2. OSBA’s Argument that Peoples Natural’s Proposal Would Create an
Unreasonable Preference for Residential Applicants in Violation of 66
Pa. C.S. § 1304 Completely Lacks MeTit......ccoeeverceenienieneeneneinriereneennenn

3. The Fact that Peoples Natural’s Current Main Line Extension Policy
Is Reasonable and Appropriate Does Not Prohibit the Company from
Making Improvements to that POLiCY........ccccovvveeniiiiiinicirenniiiinincnien

IV.  CONCLUSION.....ccviviiiiiniriiiir s st be s n s b b 10

1TON101Q9 1,4



66 Pa. C.S. § 1304

10N1R1R1v4

TABLE OF AUTHORITIES

Pennsylvania Statutes

.................................................................................................................

ii

g
&0
(-]



L INTRODUCTION

Peoples Natural Gas Company LLC (“Peoples Natural” or the “Company”) hereby
submits its Reply Brief in the above-captioned 2019 base rate case proceeding.

As explained in the Company’s Main Brief and demonstrated by the Joint Petition for
Approval of Settlement Stipulation (“Settlement”) filed on July 9, 2019, most of the issues in the
base rate proceeding have been resolved through the Settlement. There is only one issue
reserved for litigation—whether the Company’s proposal to adopt a standard allowance of 150
feet of main line per residential customer to establish new service should be approved.

On July 9, 2019, Peoples Natural, the Office of Consumer Advocate (“OCA”), and the
Office of Small Business Advocate (“OSBA”)' submitted their Main Briefs.

In their Main Briefs, Peoples Natural and OCA supported the Company’s proposed
standard allowance of 150 feet of main line per residential customer to establish new service.
OSBA was the only party who submitted a Main Brief in opposition to the Company’s proposal.

Herein, Peoples Natural submits its Reply Brief, which is focused on addressing any

arguments or issues raised by OSBA’s Main Brief that were not previously addressed by the

Company.

IL. SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT

In its Main Brief, OSBA presents several flawed arguments in opposition to Peoples
Natural’s proposal to implement a 150-foot main line allowance for each residential applicant to
establish new service. All of OSBA’s arguments in its Main Brief should be rejected.

First, Peoples Natural’s proposal does not, as alleged by OSBA, violate cost causation
principles by creating a “cross-class subsidy.” The record demonstrates that the Company’s

proposal will not create a subsidy, let alone a “cross-class subsidy,” to be paid by existing

1
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customers. Nevertheless, even assuming arguendo that a subsidy will be created, the critical
flaw with OSBA’s position is its assumption that such a subsidy will be borne by “general
ratepayers.” OSBA, however, completely fails to demonstrate that any portion of such a subsidy
would be assigned to non-residential customers under normal cost allocation principles.
Moreover, Peoples Natural did not reflect any additional revenues or capital in this case for its
150-foot main line allowance proposal. Therefore, if OSBA has concerns about how these
extension costs to be incurred following approval of the allowance are allocated and recovered
by Peoples Natural, OSBA can review the Company’s residential extensions and propose to
allocate extension costs as it deems appropriate in Peoples Natural’s next base rate proceeding.

Second, OSBA erroneously claims that the Company’s proposal would create an
unreasonable preference to residential applicants and would subject general ratepayers to an
unreasonable disadvantage in violation of 66 Pa. C.S. § 1304 by making those ratepayers
subsidize residential applicants’ line extensions. As noted above, Peoples Natural’s proposal
will not create any subsidy to be paid by existing customers. Moreover, to the extent OSBA
disagrees with Peoples Natural’s proposal applying exclusively to residential applicants, OSBA
opposed OCA’s recommendation to expand Peoples Natural’s 150-foot main line allowance
proposal to non-residential applicants. As a result, OSBA cannot now claim that the Company’s
proposal is unreasonably preferential or discriminatory because it applies only to residential
applicants. Additionally, even assuming that there is any difference, preference, or advantage in
rates created by Peoples Natural’s proposal, such difference, preference, or advantage is
reasonable and, therefore, does not violate 66 Pa. C.S. § 1304.

Third, OSBA incorrectly asserts that the Company’s proposal should be rejected because

Peoples Natural’s current policy is reasonable and appropriate. Although the Company does not
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dispute that its current policy is reasonable and appropriate, that fact should not restrict Peoples
Natural from implementing improvements to its policy. Indeed, the Company’s proposal is
supported by substantial quantitative evidence and will provide several benefits to residential

customers.

For these reasons, and as explained in more detail below, the arguments in OSBA’s Main
Brief should be rejected, and the Company’s proposed standard allowance of 150 feet of main

line per residential customer to establish new service should be approved.

III. REPLY ARGUMENT

Peoples Natural has proposed a streamlined approach to install the first 150 feet of main
line without charge for each residential applicant that applies for a line extension in normal
situations. (PNG MB at 12-13.) As explained in Peoples Natural’s Main Brief, the Company’s
main line extension proposal should be approved because it: (1) will help reduce barriers to
customers converting to natural gas service and enable them to take advantage of plentiful low-
cost natural gas supplies; (2) will supplement the Company’s Pilot Rider MLX, Mainline
Extension Service (“Rider MLX™); (3) is a streamlined approach that is less administratively
burdensome and easier for customers to understand; (4) is consistent with industry practice,
including the main line‘ extension policies of other Pennsylvania natural gas distribution
companies (“NGDCs”); and (5) will not require existing customers to subsidize main extensions
for new customers. (PNG MB at 1-2, 8-17.) The OCA also submitted a Main Brief in support of
the Company’s proposal. (OCA MB at 4-5, 8-15.)

OSBA is the only party who opposes the Company’s proposal. In its Main Brief, OSBA

presents several arguments in its effort to prevent Peoples Natural from adopting this streamlined
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and beneficial proposal to modify the Company’s residential main line extension policy. (OSBA
MB at 5-10.) As explained below, OSBA’s arguments wholly lack merit and should be rejected.

A. PEOPLES NATURAL’S MAIN LINE EXTENSION PROPOSAL IS IN
THE PUBLIC INTEREST AND SHOULD BE APPROVED

1. The Company’s Proposal Does Not Violate Cost Causation Principles
and Will Not Create a Cross-Class Subsidy

OSBA'’s principal argument is that the Company’s proposal allegedly violates cost
causation principles by creating a “cross-class subsidy.” (OSBA MB at 6-9.) According to
OSBA, Peoples Natural’s proposal will result in residential applicants paying reduced
contributions in aid of construction (“CIACs”) toward the extension of the Company’s natural
gas service. (OSBA MB at 8-9.) OSBA claims that “general ratepayers” will then have to pay
for the remaining uneconomic portions of the line extensions. (OSBA MB at 7-9.) Therefore,
OSBA alleges that the Company’s proposal violates cost causation principles by having “general
ratepayers” pay for residential applicants’ line extensions. (OSBA MB at 7-9.)

OSBA'’s argument is without merit. As explained in detail in Peoples Natural’s Main
Brief, the Company’s proposal will not create any subsidy, let alone a cross-class subsidy, by
existing customers. (PNG MB at 16-17.) Based on historical analysis, the average project cost
per residential customer under the Company’s proposal was only $3,064, which is substantially
lower than the average allowable investment under the current policy of $5,906 (when using
proposed rates) and $4,177 for Peoples Division and $4,049 for Equitable Division (when using
current rates). (PNG MB at 17.) Since the average project cost is lower than the average
allowable investment, Peoples Natural’s proposal will benefit new customers without harming
existing customers. (PNG MB at 17.)

In addition, OSBA’s analysis of a potential subsidy is too narrow. Based on the average

Fully Projected Future Test Year (“FPFTY™) residential usage of 86.9 Mcf, OSBA argues that

4
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the revenues from a residential applicant will only support an “allowable investment” of
$5,906.20. (OSBA St. No. 1-S, pp. 6-8.) OSBA then claims that the $5,906.20 is equivalent to
an allowance of 131 feet, not 150 feet. (OSBA St. No. 1-S, p. 7.) However, every residential
applicant’s circumstances are different. In fact, a residential applicant could have much higher
projected usage than 86.9 Mcf/yr, which would result in above-average revenues and support a
longer main extension without the need for a CIAC.! In those situations, the above-average
revenues could offset the reduced costs contributed by other applicants to their main extensions.
Moreover, even if existing customers would have to pay a subsidy under the Company’s

proposal, which Peoples Natural denies, ‘OSBA erroneously assumes that the subsidy will be
paid by “general ratepayers.” OSBA completely fails to demonstrate that any portion of such a
subsidy would be assigned to non-residential customers under normal cost allocation principles.
Further, OSBA argued that the Company should assign any uneconomic costs to the residential
class if Peoples Natural’s proposal is approved by the Commission. (OSBA St. No. 1-S, pp. 9-
10.) As OSBA witness Kalcic testified:

If the Company’s proposed main extension rule for residential

customers should go forward as a matter of public policy rather

than project economics, I would recommend that the Commission

order the Company to directly assign the cost of otherwise

uneconomic residential extension projects to the residential class in
Peoples[’] next base rate proceeding.

In that way, the cost of subsidizing residential extension projects
would be borne solely by residential customers.

(OSBA St. No. 1-S, pp. 9-10.) Peoples Natural believes that when the costs of extending mains

for residential service under the proposed rule are reviewed on a total basis in comparison to total

' OCA states in its Main Brief that the Company’s economic analysis for each customer is based upon the
average annual usage of 86.9 Mcf. (OCA MB at 11 n.8.) To clarify, Peoples Natural’s current policy compares the
net present value of the customer’s future revenue to the cost the Company would incur to add that customer based
upon the customer’s individual circumstances, including the customer’s projected usage. (Peoples St. No. 2, p. 36.)
This can result in the footage per customer varying significantly based upon projected customer usage and estimated
construction costs. (See Peoples Natural’s Answer to OSBA-II-1, attached to OSBA St. No. 1.)

5
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additional revenues, there will be no subsidy, as shown by the historic data. Nevertheless, if
there is some minor subsidy that is not assigned to the residential class through normal allocation
processes for mains, the Commission can address the allocation of such costs in a future base
rate proceeding.

Further, Peoples Natural did not reflect any additional revenues or capital in this case for
its 150-foot main line allowance proposal. (Peoples St. No. 2, p. 40.) If the proposed rule is
approved and if OSBA has concerns about how Peoples Natural allocates and recovers these
extension costs, OSBA can review the Company’s residential extensions and propose to allocate
amounts it contends as excess extension costs as it deems appropriate in Peoples Natural’s next
base rate case. (PNG MB at 19.) Now, however, is not the appropriate time for OSBA to
challenge how these costs will be allocated and recovered by Peoples Natural, particularly given
that the Company’s proposal will not affect the small business customers that OSBA is charged
with representing.

2. OSBA’s Argument that Peoples Natural’s Proposal Would Create an

Unreasonable Preference for Residential Applicants in Violation of 66
Pa. C.S. § 1304 Completely Lacks Merit

OSBA also contends that the Company’s proposal would create an “unreasonable
preference to the residential applicants” and would subject “general ratepayers to an

unreasonable disadvantage in violation of 66 Pa. C.S. § 1304.” (OSBA MB at 8.) In essence,

% Notably, OCA, who represents the interests of residential customers, supports the Company’s proposal.
(OCA MB at 9-15.)

3 Section 1304 of the Public Utility Code provides, in pertinent part:

No public utility shall, as to rates, make or grant any unreasonable preference or
advantage to any person, corporation, or municipal corporation, or subject any
person, corporation, or municipal corporation to any unreasonable prejudice or
disadvantage. No public utility shall establish or maintain any unreasonable
difference as to rates, either as between localities or as between classes of

6
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OSBA alleges that general ratepayers would be discriminated against by having to subsidize the
residential applicants’ line extensions. (OSBA MB at 8.)

OSBA’s argument completely lacks merit. First, as explained previously, Peoples
Natural’s proposal will not create any subsidy, let alone a cross-class subsidy, to be paid by
existing customers. See Section IIL.A.1., supra. Therefore, the Company’s proposal will not
prejudice or disadvantage “general ratepayers” and will not grant a preference or advantage to
residential applicants.

Second, while OSBA disagrees with Peoples Natural’s proposal applying exclusively to
residential applicants, OCA actually recommended expanding Peoples Natural’s 150-foot main
line allowance proposal to non-residential applicants. (OCA St. No. 3-R, pp. 1-2.) Peoples
Natural did not oppose this recommendation. (Peoples St. No. 2-SR, p. 2.) OSBA, however,
opposed OCA’s recommendation to expand the 150-foot main line allowance to non-residential
applicants. (OSBA St. No. 1-S, pp. 8-9.) Thus, OSBA cannot now claim that the Company’s
proposal is unreasonably preferential or discriminatory because it applies only to residential
applicants.

Third, OSBA fails to recognize that utilities can establish a difference, preference, or
advantage in rates, so long as that difference, preference, or advantage is not “unreasonable.” 66
Pa. C.S. § 1304. Therefore, OSBA’s claim that the Company’s proposal violates Section 1304 of
the Public Utility Code completely hinges on whether this alleged difference, preference, or
advantage in rates is unreasonable. Here, Peoples Natural has presented substantial evidence

demonstrating that the 150-foot main line allowance proposal is reasonable and in the public

service. . . . This section does not prohibit the establishment of reasonable zone
or group systems, or classifications of rates . . . .

66 Pa. C.S. § 1304.
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interest. (PNG MB at 11-17.) The Company’s proposal: (1) will reduce barriers to residential
customers receiving natural gas service and taking advantage of Pennsylvania’s abundant supply
of low-cost natural gas; (2) can supplement Peoples Natural’s Rider MLX; (3) is a streamlined
approach that is easier and simpler for residential customers to understand; (4) is consistent with
other NGDCs’ main line extension policies; (5) is supported by the Company’s analysis of the
average road length per housing unit iﬁ its service territory; and (6) will not create any subsidy or
cost shift to existing customers based upon the Company’s historic experience. (PNG MB at 11-
17.)

Moreover, adopting the 150-foot main line allowance for residential customers is
reasonable, given that, as OSBA has recognized, it can be more expensive for residential
customers to switch to natural gas service than non-residential customers. (OSBA St. No. 1-S,
pp. 8-9.) Specifically, OSBA witness Kalcic testified that “a non-residential customer would
earn an extension allowance under Peoples’ current economic model analysis that would provide
for a main extension greater than 150 feet in length.” (OSBA St. No. 1-S, p. 9) (emphasis in
original). Therefore, non-residential applicants generally can be located farther from the
Company’s facilities and still pay no CIAC toward the Company’s natural gas main line
extension to establish service. (OSBA St. No. 1-S, pp. 7, 9.) Thus, it is appropriate for Peoples
Natural gas to modify its main extension policy to reduce residential applicants’ more substantial
barriers to receiving natural gas service.

3. The Fact that Peoples Natural’s Current Main Line Extension Policy

Is Reasonable and Appropriate Does Not Prohibit the Company from
Making Improvements to that Policy

OSBA also avers that the Company’s 150-foot main line allowance proposal should be
denied because Peoples Natural’s current main line extension policy is reasonable and
appropriate. (OSBA MB at 9-10.) As alleged support, OSBA claims that a main line extension

8
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policy must “prevent the Company from going forward with an uneconomic extension project”
and that the Company’s current policy meets that goal. (OSBA MB at 9-10) (emphasis in
original). To OSBA, Peoples Natural has not provided “valid economic” support that its
proposal will prevent the Company from moving forward with uneconomic extensions of
service. (OSBA MB at 10.)

OSBA’s argument should be rejected. As a preliminary matter, Peoples Natural does not
dispute that its current main line extension policy is reasonable and appropriate. However, that
fact does not constrain Peoples Natural from proposing improvements to its policy that will
benefit residential customers. Here, as explained previously, Peoples Natural’s 150-foot main
line allowance proposal will provide substantial benefits to residential applicants without
harming existing customers. See Section III.A.1-2.

Furthermore, OSBA completely overlooks the substantial quantitative evidence presented
by Peoples Natural that supports the 150-foot main line allowance proposal for residential
applicants. As explained in Peoples Natural’s Main Brief, the Company provided details on its
recent historical experience with all residential main line extensions (both those with and without
CIACs). (PNG MB at 16-17.) When evaluating the extension costs for all of these customers
together, the average project cost per residential customer was only $3,064. (PNG MB at 17.)
This is substantially less than the average allowable investment for residential customers under
the Company’s current policy at both current and proposed rates. (PNG MB at 17.) Moreover,
Peoples Natural presented undisputed evidence that: (1) there was an average of 128 feet of road
per every housing unit in the Company’s service territory; and (2) for more rural areas outside of
Allegheny County, there was an average of 180 feet of road per every housing unit. (PNG MB at

15-16.) Thus, the 150-foot allowance is approximately the average distance of extending a
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natural gas main from one housing unit to the next in the Company’s service territory. (PNG

MB at 16.)

For these reasons, and as further explained in Peoples Natural’s Main Brief, the
Company’s proposal to implement a 150-foot main line allowance for each residential applicant
to establish new service should be approved, and OSBA’s arguments in opposition to the

Company’s proposal should be rejected.

Iv. CONCLUSION

WHEREFORE, as explained above and in Peoples Natural Gas Company LLC’s Main
Brief, the Company respectfully requests that Administrative Law Judge Joel H. Cheskis
recommend and the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission issue an Order approving the

proposed 150-foot standard allowance of main line for residential applicants to establish new

service.

Respectfully submitted,
William H. Roberts, IT (ID # 54724) Michael W. Gang (ID # 25670)
Peoples Natural Gas Anthony D. Kanagy (ID # 85522)
375 North Shore Drive Devin T. Ryan (ID # 316602)
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Phone: 412-208-6527 17 North Second Street, 12% Floor
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