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L PROCEDURATBSTGESY -

On April 27, 2012, the Duquesne Light Company (“Duquesne” or “Company™) initiated
the above-captioned proceeding by filing with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
(*“Commission”) a Petition for Approval of a Default Service Plan for the period of June 1, 2013

ZPetition” or " POLR VITY nirsuant fo.Seciton:

L’D
]\

through May 31, 2015

f”‘\

Utility. Code, 66 Pa. C.8.§2807(¢). and 52 Pa. Code §5.41, and the-Comem
Orders at Docket No. 1-2011-2237953,

On May 17, 2012, the OSBA f{ited a Notice of intervention; a Public Statement;an—
Answer to the Petition, and a Notice of Appearance.

An Answer and Notice of Intervention were also filed by the Office of Consumer
Advocate (“OCA™) on May 14, 2012. A Notice of Appearance was filed by the Commission’s

Bureau of Investigationr and Enforcement (“I&E”) on May 14, 2012.-

™
i
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Interventions were filed by: Dominion Retail;- dib/a ]

. TInterstate. Gas Supply d/b/a IGS Fnergv (¥IGS”): Noble Americas Energy Solutions, LLC.

Supply Association (“RESA”); Constellation New Energy, Inc., with Exelon Generation Corp.,
LLC (“Constellation and ExGen”); Duquesne Industrial Intervenors (“DII”); Coalition for
Affordable Utility Services and Energy Efﬁciency of Pennsylvania (“CAUSE-PA”); NextEra

Energy Services Permsyivantarand NextEra Power Markoting U NextBEea™ -

A Prehearing Conference tool place ow Fone & 2012, eto

(“ALJ"y Katrina L. Dunderdaie,

discovery modifications.

™.t =1 T
EE

The OSBA submiited the- Direct Testimoeny, Rebultal

Testimony of its witness, Brian Kalcic.



Evidentiary hearings -were held-in Pitisburgh, with many Harrisburg Pariies uppeasing -
telephonically from the Keystone Building, on September 13, 2012. No cross examination was

conducted after the parties reviewed the Rejoinder Testimony filed by the Company. The

testimony and exhibits of the parties were entered into the record at the evidentiary hearing. ..~ ..

t tn the o e R an“i-uannia

The OSBA-and-other parties-submitted Main Beefs

set forth in the Prehearing Order issued by ALJ Dinderdale and entergd siciune b



Il SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT

In its Main Brief, the OSBA addressed most of the arguments made by the various parties
on issues in which the OSBA has an interest. Those arguments will not be repeated here. This
Reply Brief includes responses to other, specific arguments raised in the Main Briefs.of RESA, __

FES, and Dominion/IGS in which the OSBA has an inferest.... ... ... ...



II1. REPLY ARCUMENT

The OSBA will only address the default service procurement plans for the Small
Commercial and Industrial (“Small C&I”) and Medium Commercial and Industrial (“Medium
C&TI”) procurement groups. The OSBA agrees in principle with Duquesne’s proposal to use
load-following,-full requirements. contracts. to. acquire. default_service supply for Small. C&1 and.

Medium C&I customers. However, the OSBA requests that a limited modification be made to -

e T . B e I -1
Duqu{ibllc S PIoposcd PrOGHICHICHITL $Ha1: M

B. DEFAULT SUPPLY PROCUREMENT ISSUES
2. Small C&I Procurement Issues-OSBA’s Response to RESA

In its Main Brief, RESA recommends that Duquesne be directed to modify its proposed

portfolio for Small C&I to consist of “50% 12-month contracts, 50% quarterly contracts, with the

PIC heing ad;

‘ om e’ ¢ e isasa ot s ees O
p R A L

~Proposal set-foriyin
The OSBA’s objection to RESA’s proposal is twofold. First, as OSBA wiiness Mr,

Kalcic testified, RESA’s proposal “would deemphasize and/or minimize price stability in favor

!53

of making default service rates more reflective of current market prices.”” As set forth in more

ﬁiﬁ}’ T the ISR A

s Sl ARl

- Main Brief; Act-129-0f 2008 replaced the “current market price” standard

with the requivenrent that-anEDC ’—same-—.zremsr;t‘,, :

through « “prudentInix of cnnteeds - designest tn enauee - fhadeastoost

1 RESA MainBriefas 20,
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customers over time.” RESA§ narrow focus on curfe
supply is misplaced.

Second, as justification for its drastic modifications to Duquesne’s proposed procurement
strategy for Small C&I customers, RESA cites to the RMI End State Proposal in the
Commission’s September 27, 2012 Secretarial Letter. However, the End State Proposal with

which RESA seeks to conform, is a ientative propesal which may be further modified after -

vetting by interested partioy, and is not suppossd-tod 1. sean affaetiveinsndateverd
“after the expiration of the current default service plans-that are vurently pending —-
review/approval by the Commission” in 20157

RESA’s proposed procurement mix must be rejected. As set forth in the OSBA’s Main
Brief, the OSBA agrees with the Company’s proposed procurement strategy for the Small C&l

procurement group because it continues to provide reasonable price stahility forSmallC&l -~

default service

cuS{omersﬁﬁh

" General-Service 8

should be approved.®

a. Procurement Dates

RESA has requested the Commission direct Duquesne to have all procurements for

default supply for Small C&I customers occur no more than 60 days prior to the delivery of

Aol

466 Pa. C.S.§2807(e)(3.4), See OSRA Main Brisfard fora general discnssiod of the shange v iegabsiondards -0
applicable to default service . See also QSBA Statefnent. Noki,at,iﬁ_ﬁ o

& . o e —
OSBA Main Briel at7, . : e el
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supply.” As set forth in the OSBA’s Main Brief, defuult service supply would be acquired via
five separate solicitations (each covering 50% of the Small C&I default service load) beginning

in Fall 2012 and ending in Fall 2014, with contracts overlapping on a six-month basis.®

1 PO Y%

Dugquesne has acknowledged-that Hi-will-not-be able to-make the November 2612 procurement

date for June 2013 supply based upon the timing of this proceeding* Asthe OSRA notedinits-

Main Brief, generally, all Brocurements would 1ake place noomore thaw two monthspriorin dhe.
delivery of the default supply.'" RESA’sproposal that alt procarements for defiuit service
supply for Small C&T customers occur approximately no more than 60 days prior to delivery of

the supply should be rejected as moot.

3. Medium C&I Procurement Issues-OSBA’s Response to RESA

In its Main Brief, RESA recommends gm{;uziﬁg 100% of the default supply for Medium

i

modifications to the uum}’}‘aﬁ“" S ProCureineit 1o for MediunrE&i Tt draseaoiriie

Commission’s RMI End State Proposal set forth in the Commission’s September 27, 2012

Secretarial Letter.'?
The OSBA’s objection to RESA’s proposal for Medium C&I procurements is twofold

and largely mirrors the arguments set forth above relative to Small C&I. First, as OSBA witness

2 e L.
. _ijucl‘uu"?ﬁu ﬁlﬂ:ll ljz T &"”‘-3:, T

' OSBA Main Brief at 2.
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Mr. Kalcic testified, RESA’s proposal “would deemphasize and/or minimize price stability in

favor of making default service rates more reflective of current market prices.”? Act 129 of
2008 replaced the “current market price” standard with the requirement that an EDC’s
procurement plan is to ensure adequate and reliable service through a “prudent mix of
contracts, . .designed 1o -ensure. . the least cost to [default service] customens over thime w4
RESA’s narrow focus on current market prices when procuring default supply is again = _
misplaced.

Second, as justification for its drastic modi
strategy for Medium C&I customers, RESA cites to the RMI End State Proposal in the

Commission’s September 27, 2012 Secretarial Letter. However, the End State Proposal with

which RESA seeks to conform, is a tentative proposal which may be modified after vetling by

interested parties, and is not supposed to become effective in whatever final form unti) “after the

E1D

expiration of the-current-default service plans-that-arc-¢

I""ihi -(

T As set forthr o e OSB A iaar Bl thewoikinacd aoveiopiment OF a compaiiyeraams

supply market in the Company’s service territory does not obviate the need for price stability for
Duquesne’s Medium C&I default service customers. Certainly, as the retail market for electric

supply matures, Medium C&I customers may be expected to have more options to remaining on

=N
o
Ly
i
pask &
=
L]
ke
: :\:‘

B OSBA Statement No. 2at 10,

466 Pa- C.5.§2807(c){(3.4). -See OSBA Main-Bricf at 4 for a-gencral-discussion-of the.change-in-lagal standards......
applicable to default serwce See also OSBA Statement No. 2 at 10.

1% September 27, 2012 Secretarial Letter, Docket No. 1-201 1-2237952.

—- —default-servies; and therefore move opportunities fo purchase-energy ata {longer term) fixed rate,

. 11 - ; PR | __ " h IS IR, S L e
‘» nai gl + o |37 v G wavnr, Mt b G 3Ry _emiagT
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up staying with de
reasons for not shopping with an alternative supplier, those customers that remain on default
service should not be saddled with an unnecessarily volatile rate.

Price stability should remain an important consideration when designing a default service -

16

B Vi swoenld - have 8% of the daf

procurement plan.
supply for Medium C&I customers turn over every three months beginning In Decemnber 2013,
---Suclra complete turnover could-lead to-unreasonable defauli service price volatility, depending
on the movement in market prices.

The OSBA respectfully requests that Duquesne’s Medium C&I Procurement Plan be
modified consistent with the OSBA’s recommendations in which Duquesne would utilize one-
year (non-laddered) contracts to acquire 100% of the Medium C&1 default service supply. This

T Xr .

approach is similar to procurement plun-approved in POLR 'V, except for the eliminationrof-

Eadder?a:ﬂﬂntl‘@ﬁis_-_ [EsTak; -flf rhf_‘ F ?’5 :':5 5 f.t‘f{ HEIIVC 3}fﬂi’¥{°ﬂﬂi A_ri TJZ€!£4‘LE"FJ iis-é,u;r },s:s fu;.u _i.s,-z;bj

take pxaCc‘; 110 THOIS T tW e mvmu‘S‘p’iﬁﬁ ~“oachveryotihe-defaivs ”;‘};3‘: _,r“3 BET-aEETR T

Duquesne’s proposal.

6. Procurements for Delivery Beyond May 31, 2015

In its Main Brief RESA objects to Duquesne’s procurement proposal for Small C&l

which extends 6 months beyond end of the proposed default service plan."” The Company did

not propose to procure energy for um C&I customers beyond May 31,2015, The

L~ 1

fault service because they do not receive an-attractive offer. - Whatever their-- S e

Company s-Small C&Iprocurement methodelogy-provides forthe soguisiticnof 808608 Hs oo L

iy

€]



supply for Small-C&l-customers to-extend through November 30, 2015, o1 six- months beyond-- -
the POLR VI plan period. However, as set forth in the OSBA’s Main Brief, in the event that
legal or regulatory developments preclude Duquesne from continuing to serve as the default
service provider after May 31,2015, the CO’IFI:YE'li‘SS’iGﬁ"Ca}T adjust the relevant- (November 2014) -

18

Small C&I procurement solicitation;-gs necessary.
C. MARKET ENHANCEMENT PROGRAMS
1. Retail Opt-In Program - -

On March 2, 2012, the Commission entered an Order st Docket Mo £281
wherein the Commission concluded that Small C&I customers would not be included in reiail
opt-in auctions, See Investigation of Pennsylvania’s Retail Electricity Markets: Intermediate
Work Plan, Docket No. 1-2011-2237952 (Qrder entered March 2, 2012)(“IWP Final Order”), at
42,

™

In Joint Pefitierro nf ﬁ/fwm);zggg Firtir Bt

Serviee Program, at-Docket No. P2011-2273680 erpl [Orderentered Angust b oo -

. ) 1 s T} avdiant 1T /1 . - Yo TR rat - ‘n‘7f ‘i’ni‘i R o ) o7 = -
20123 “EirstEnergy- Qrder”), the Commission reversediis Miatdh décision anddevidut et Snwadt. T

at 103-104.
Both RESA and FES recommend that Duquesne’s Smal} C&I customers be included in
the retail opt-in programs.'® As explained in the OSBA’s Main Brief, in preparing the IWP Final

Order, the Commission cited to low levels of shopping in the Small. C&I.segment (generally),.. ... .

® OSBA Main Briefat 11.- -

1 RESA Main Brief at 69 and-FES-Main Briefat 24—

0



but ultimately found that small C&I customers should not be ableto participate inthe Opt-In — - — —

programs.””

As justification for including Duquesne’s Small C&I customers in Opt-in programs,

RESA cites to the Commission’s language in the FirstEnergy Order, referencing “relatively low

~ L 1-.

levels of current shopping” in the EDC’s service territory, and the bix

default service proceeding.”’

However, as set forth in the OSBA’s Main Brief, the Commission’s acknowledgement of

O
s ]
(%)
54
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e
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shopping levels for Duquesne’s service territory demonstrates that there is n
C&l customers participate in retail opt-in auctions.*

As to the FirstEnergy Order, it is not controlling in this proceeding. If the Commission
wanted to impose the exact same programs with the exact same parameters on all EDCs it could

have. Rather, the-Commissionissued-a-set-of directives-for default service providers-(“DSPs”) to-

Work Plan Order on the issue of small business customer participation in ROI Auctions.”* The

|

2 OSBA Main Brief at 12.

2! RESA Main Brief at 69, citing FirstEnergy Default Service Order at 103-104, and Petition of PECO Energy
Company for Approval of lts Default Service Program at Dacket No. P-2012-2283641, Binding Poll at 17,

2 OSBA Main Briefat 13. -

B Investigation of Permsylvania’s Retai
{Order Entered March 2, 2012). ..

# On Augusi 31; 2012, the €
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Intermediate Work Plan Order addressed the issue of ROI Auctions (like the one proposed in
Duquesne’s default service plan), in which EGSs bid to provide competitive retail service to a
group of customers within a specific EDC’s service territory.

In the section of the Intermediate Work Plan Order which discussed the issue of customer
eligibility for ROI Auctions, the Commission stated that (in its prior December 16, 2011,

Tentative Order):
The Commission also recommended that small C&] customers not be ineluded inth
Retail Opt-in Auctions due to a lack of a standard small conimercial definition-across the-
state. Although the Commission’”s Customer Information Reégulations provide a
definition of “small business customer,” this standard rarely, if ever, aligned with EDC
commercial rate classifications. Additionally, most, if not all, small C&I customers are
also residential consumers at their homes .and would have the. sﬁssﬁumh kSR stttk
--the Retail O}mm Axctions as residential consumers—Fhe Commission-bheli :
WOUIU provm\. bi!bi;
shopforthe generationsupply for their 5 : :
requested that those parties who believed that sma}l C&I customers should be el1g1ble
provide a proposed statewide definition for “small commercial customer” and provide an

explanation as to how an EDC would identify such customers.®

In its resolution of the eligibility issue, the Commission stated:

Wi h;le the Commission agrees
maintains its original proposal that small C&l customers shouid not be eligible to
participate. Because there is no consistency across the EDCs in defining ‘small
commercial,’ the Commission believes it would be inappropriate to include a segment of
customers that may reflect.a wide variation in_electric load._ The definitions vary across

25 Shrall Business customer — The term refars to 2 person; sole: ;:wugrwmr"hﬁ; ATthership; CorpoTahon:
other business-entity thatrecoivenelenizio
classification amd whose nraxinran registored poax %fsuﬁ

Code § 54.2 (relating to definitions).

gz-;y;-s ;p'\n;a

LN ‘np-f L"S__

ST AR W A

% ntermediate Work Plan Final Order at 37-38.
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EDCs and, as such, do net preduce cemparabis groups-ofcustomers-whemrrsviewing
shopping offers and statistics.”’

However, after the conclusion of the First Energy default service proceeding, the

Commission turned 180 degrees on this issue. The Commission’s reasoning was not based upon

£matle plomera
_1arin aoove

b

the variable definition of the small commercial class, as was the stated rationale s

but on the basis that over half of the customers with loads under 25kW were not shepping.- This. .
new basis for its deeision was something that had already been noted and considered, but
dismissed by the Commission in the lntermedxate Work Plan Final Order®

In the First Energy DSP Order, the Commission stated:

Based upon our review and analysis of the evidence of record, we are persuaded by the
arguments of RESA that the Companies Market Enhancement Programs should mclude

small commercial customers as defined by RESA {l{)ﬂf*c up to 25kW]. Whilewe ™ -
recognize that-this-deeiston-deviatesfrom-our-conclusionsin the JHPE 4,
that RESA’s position with fegard 1o the reiatively low Teveis of current shez

Companies service territories is compelling. In pasticular; thereco

L.

half of the small commercial customers in the Companies’ service territories arenot —
participating in the competitive market and the reasons for these customers not shopping
are similar to those for residential customers.

29

B B L T U FEE g ey - seres U, S e S
fOx_ IHFCIUGINE OF \,A\,}tudu g 51 1_} C_’?&E Cugiiamees %”“ v the RO Aunty et iy 1,3331,:'%3'*‘_{%}_3 S e herit st i ST TR S
< * . DY Fl - 5 oy — Sy — — o
has overlooked its previously-stated rationale for excluding soal b & Dousioeners pdidimgsins. —

art, its conclusion that it would be insppropriste 1o invhede ssegmentof
“Fr-

a4

reflect a wide variation in eleciric oad, without givi

support its change in position. The prior rationale is not even mentioned in the FirstEnergy DSP

*7 Intermediate Work Plan Order at 42.
28 [d

# First Energy DSP Order at 103-104.
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Order. Therefore, the First Energy DSP Order should not be considered when determining
whether small business customers should be eligible to participate in Duquesne’s ROI Auction.
The September 27, 2012 PECO DSP Binding Poll at Docket No. P-2012-2283641, is also
not controlling in this case. However, as with the FirstEnergy proceeding, if the Commission. -
wanted to impose the exact same programs with the exact same parameters on-all EDCs it-could-

have. Rather, the Commission issued a set of directives for default service providers (*DSPs”) 1o

follow in the IWP Final Order,** but left some discretion to DSPS {0 tailor their respective retail
market enhancement programs to their individual situations.

2. Standard Offer Program

The OSBA agrees with the Company’s proposal to restrict the Standard Offer Customer
Referral Program to residential customers,

3. Market Enhancement Program Cost Reesvery

i Al -.-u.:tl-\—r—- Alannint.s AT 3ff
LIRLEIE AR

A i 1

with its retail market enhancen
The OSBA agrees with Duguesn
who will benefit from the programs, consistent with the Commission’s directive in the Intermediate

Work Plan Final Order. In the Final Order, the Commission correctly concluded, “In the Commission’s

view, having the participating EGSs pay for the auction implementation is a prudent way to recover the ..

auctl()“ angts ’}",Ifﬂﬂ Aot the

PR WAw s Fev Y =i P e e

benefits resulting frém fhe auction.’ e e e

N
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U Investigation of Pennsylvania’s Retail Electricity Market: Intermediate Work Plan, Docket
No. [-2011-2237952 (Final Order entered March 1, 2012) at 78.
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a. RESA’s Proposal for a $0.045 kWh-Adder to-the-Priceto-Compare-

RESA’s has proposed that a new charge be added to the PTC in the amount of $0.005/kWh.
According to RESA, the additional charge would pay default service costs not otherwise collected by
Duquesne-as well as costs related to r*taii-m—arkef-enhancements;--Duquesrie-wou]d- retain 10% of the ----
remainder of the proceeds from the additional-charge with the balance-being returncd - all-distribution-
customers, despite being collected only from default service customers. The OSBA-outhnesinpp 20- - —
23 of its Main Brief why this proposed adder is unnecessary, contrary o law, and inequiiabie.

By way of further argument against RESA’s proposed adder, the OSBA notes that it is in direct

contravention of many of the themes contained in RESA’s Main Brief, specifically, RESA’s views

regarding the impropriety of cross-subsidization-and distortion of the PTC.

In its Main Brief, RESA argues that the adder is-approprizie b

the exact opposite position that cross-subsidization of shopping customers by default service customers

(through the adder) is appropriate. Although RESA argues that all customers will benefit from the retail

market initiatives, RESA contends that only default service customers should pay for them, thus

o~ e ot
Gl uit

ot v

TESt STado
LCSUILLLEL

- As OSBA witness Mr. Kalcio sk plained; cost sharing should bratwoeway stear ™

% RESA Main Brief at 87. The OSBA disagrees with this the. i the ;
RESA had a genuine concern about default service costs being recovered in dlstnbutlon rates, it should have raised
the issue in Duquesne’s most recent base rates case.

* OSBA Statement No. 2 at 3.
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In RESA’s view, default service raiepayers should pay for all-vf the cosis of providing default -
service, and then pay for the costs of EGS marketing efforts and RMI initiatives (through the adder).
This approach is not consistent with cost causation and it is not equitable.

Similarly, RESA argues against annual reconciliation because the result “will be to divorce the
default service rates from mrlerdying wholesale vosts. - thus distorting foustomers’} perceptionofthe - -

ESREEILAIALS] ‘l?.q: ta EEI_", €T ‘I‘.&T‘

‘market price of energy ™ E

g .

due to the fact that the surcharge is not

RESA’s proposed adder is inconsistent with its own arguments against cross-subsidization and
distortion of the PTC. It should be rejected.

b. Non-Bypassable Charge Applicable To All Distribution Customers

RESA’s alternative cost regovery proposal

to recover.the.nnsts.of retail markst sebannements thraughamsoysssd

. 1 b e N S 4 i i
distributioncastomes .‘;rrfl") EEEE

argument is that because all distribution customers benefit from retail market enhancements, ail
customers should bear the costs of them.”

This argument ignores the fact that Duguesne’s default service procurement program also
benefits all customers by providing a viable éptioﬁ to EGS offers. However, it is unimaginable that

suppliers would agree to share the RFP-related costs that Duquesne incurs 1o acquire electricity supply

- fordefaatt service o

3 RESA MuirRrfntd2.

. ¥ RESA Main Brief at 60 and Dominion/fGS Main Brisfat 16

| ]
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’

should be the sole responsibility of EGSs or their shopping customers.>

6. Small C&JI Customer Participation in Market Enhancement
Programs

Please see the discussion in Section C above.

D. RATE DESIGN

Consistent with its procurement proposals, RESA recommends that Duquesne reconeile - -
its default service rates quarterly.”” However RESA’s quarterly reconciliation proposal is
premised upon the Commission approving RESA’s procurement plans.- Absentsuch approvat;-
there would be no cause for quarte.r}y reconciliation of rates. Additionally, RESA has failed to
provide any evidence that annual reconciliation would be inappropriate under Duquesne’s Small

C&I and Medium C&I procurement plans. The OSBA supports the Company’s proposal for the--- -

reconciliation of over-collections and under-collections associated with therespective defsadl - -

77777 28

service rates paid by Snraii C&and Medivm C&Tomiomersonan apnpakhasis 70

2. “Price Te Compare Lagleulafios

P | PR 7 B VU I 4 -

N s W . . CoTic
ThC LD A WK 0 PUSIUCIY U1 WG -155UC O

&

(above) for the OSBA’s response to RESA’s proposal for a $0.005kWh adder to the Price-to-

Compare.

* OSBA Main Brief at 18.
7 RESA Main Brief at 72.

3 OSBA Statemnent No. 2 at 11.
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3.

At the present time, Duquesne recovers PIM charges associated with default service load
in its Transmission Service Charge (“TSC”). Since the TSC is paid only by default service

customers, the TSC is a component of the price-te-compare (“PTC?) fo default service

procurement gronns.” Constellation.and RESA. nropose to.change the methad by which.

Duguiesne tecovers transmission charges. Under Constelintion’s proposal, Dugucsne woula

assume responsibility for all transmission charges for ofl distribudion enstomers, so.that
“would become a non-bypassabie charge (and removed fom the PTC). UnderRESA’s proposal, - -

Duquesne would assume responsibility for certain non-market based transmission charges for

both shopping and non-shopping customers, and recover such charges in a non-market based

rider (“NMB Rider™)

The OSBA does not opnose recovering non-market hased transmission.costssuchas .

rr - [

Generation Deactivatic

However, the NMB-Rit
for non-market based transmission costs (until their existing contracts expire). Therefore, the
OSBA recommends that any implementation of the NMB Rider be delayed for a period of time,
perhaps one year, in order to minimize the possibility that current shopping customers are double
billed.*

The OSBA opposes Consteliation’s

] s . Y
Constellafion’ s propesahwonkieids

vosts(e.g; ST NIT S sorvice i—:"‘{'\\"hi‘u‘rﬁﬁi_i

* Puquesne LightStaiementNord-R al

P




any commensurate supply price benefits for consumers (since no risk premiums should-be
attached to such costs). Furthermore, removing all transmission costs from the PTC would
deprive shopping customers of the opportunity to save money on the transmission portion of

their bilis.*!




V. CONCLUSION

The OSBA respectfully requests that the Commission adjudicate this proceeding in accordance
with the arguments presented herein. The OSBA also respectfully requests that the Commission require

Dugquesne to file its compliance tariff(s) with redlines, noting the changes from the present tariff(s).

Respectfully submitted,

WL L)
Sharon E. Webb

Aagigtant Small Ruginecs Advocate
Agsistant small Businegss Agvocate

e
Attorney 1D No. 73995

For: Steven C, Gray
Acting Small Business Advocate
Attorney ID No. 77538

Office of Small Business Advocate
300 North Second Street, Suite 1102
Harrisburg, PA 17101

Dated:  October 22, 2012
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