COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA

May 13, 2022
The Honorable Mark A. Hoyer The Honorable Emily I. DeVoe
Deputy Chief Administrative Law Judge Administrative Law Judge
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
301 5th Avenue, Suite 220 301 5th Avenue, Suite 220
Pittsburgh, PA 15222 Pittsburgh, PA 15222

Re: Petition to Amend Philadelphia Gas Works Universal Service and
Energy Conservation Plan for 2017-2022 / Docket No. P-2020-3018867

Dear Judge Hoyer and Judge DeVoe:

Enclosed please find the Direct Testimony and Exhibits of Robert D. Knecht, labeled
OSBA Statement No. 1, on behalf of the Office of Small Business Advocate (“OSBA”), in
the above-captioned proceeding.

As evidenced by the enclosed Certificate of Service, all known parties will be served,
as indicated.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,
/s/ Sharon E. Webb

Sharon E. Webb
Assistant Small Business Advocate
Attorney 1.D. No. 73995

Enclosures

cc: PA PUC Secretary Rosemary Chiavetta (Cover Letter & Certificate of Service only)
Robert D. Knecht
Parties of Record


http://www.osba.pa.gov/

BEFORE THE

PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

Petition to Amend Philadelphia Gas
Works Universal Service and Energy

Conservation Plan for 2017-2022

Docket No. P-2020-3018867

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that true and correct copies of the foregoing have been served via email only
(unless other noted below) upon the following persons, in accordance with the requirements of 52 Pa.

Code § 1.54 (relating to service by a participant).

The Honorable Mark A. Hoyer

Deputy Chief Administrative Law Judge
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
301 5th Avenue, Suite 220

Pittsburgh, PA 15222

mhover@pa.gov

Christy M. Appleby, Esq.
Darryl Lawrence, Esq.

Office of Consumer Advocate
5th Floor, Forum Place Bldg.
555 Walnut Street
Harrisburg, PA 17101-1921
cappleby@paoca.org
dlawrence@paoca.org
(Counsel for OCA)

Elizabeth Marx, Esq

118 Locust Street
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265
pulp@pautilitylawproject.org
(Counsel for BIE)

The Honorable Emily I. DeVoe
Administrative Law Judge

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
301 5th Avenue, Suite 220

Pittsburgh, PA 15222

edevoe@pa.gov

Craig Berry, Senior Attorney
Legal Department
Philadelphia Gas Works

800 W. Montgomery Ave
Philadelphia, PA 19122
Craig.berry@pgworks.com

Lauren M. Burge, Esq.

Deanne M. O’Dell, Esq.

Eckert Seamans Cherin & Mellott, LLC
600 Grant Street, 44th Floor

Pittsburgh, PA 15219
Iburge@eckertseams.com
dodell@eckertseamans.com

Graciela Christlieb, Esq.
Philadelphia Gas Works

800 West Montgomery Avenue
Philadelphia, PA 19122
graciela.christlieb@pgworks.com
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Robert W. Ballenger, Esq.
Joline R. Price, Esq.

Kintéshia S. Scott, Esq.
Community Legal Service, Inc.
North Philadelphia Law Center
1410 West Erie Avenue
Philadelphia, PA 19102
rballenger@clsphila.org
jprice(@clsphila.org
kscott@clsphila.org

DATE: May 13, 2022

/s/ Sharon E. Webb

Sharon E. Webb
Assistant Small Business Advocate
Attorney ID No. 73995
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	DIRECT TESTIMONY OF ROBERT D. KNECHT
	1. Introduction
	Q.  Mr. Knecht, please state your name and briefly describe your qualifications.
	Q. What is the purpose of this testimony?
	Q. What are your conclusions regarding the Company’s proposed changes to the USECP?
	Q. In brief, what is your non-legal understanding of the history of this proceeding?
	Q. What are the major changes to the USECP proposed by PGW that result in a rate impact on non-participating customers?
	Q. The Company styles its proposed changes as a pilot program.   Is it?
	2. PGW Evaluation of Impact of Proposed Changes on Ratepayers
	Q. What evidence has been submitted regarding the cost impact of the proposed amendments to the USECP?
	Q. Are there reasons to believe that ratepayers will be facing significant increases in USECP costs for reasons beyond the change in USECP plan parameters?
	Q. Has the Company made any efforts to update the USECP cost impacts of the proposed changes given the change in circumstances since the Letter and Addenda were filed in January 2020?
	Q. Did the Company make any attempt to consult with the ratepayers who will be required to pay for the proposed changes?
	Q. Overall, has the Company made a reasonable evaluation of the impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic on USECP costs?
	3. Alternative Funding Options
	Q. How does the Company propose to recover the increased costs from the proposed changes?
	Q. Should the Company have evaluated alternatives for recovering the increased costs?
	Q. What do you mean by extending recovery of USECP costs to all ratepayers?
	Q. Regarding the potential to encourage conservation, does the USECP create an incentive for participants to over-consume, resulting in excessive subsidies?
	Q. The USECP indicates that PGW periodically uses credit reporting agencies to confirm residency and deaths.   Is that accurate?
	Q. What do you mean by self-funding?
	4. Company Testimony
	Q. Does the testimony offered by the Company in this proceeding justify the proposed changes to the USECP?
	Q. Do you agree with Witness Adamucci that is would be virtually impossible for PGW to recover excess benefits for CRP customers if the USECP amendments are determined to be unreasonable?
	Q. Do you agree with Witness Adamucci’s position that even if the amendments are determined to be unreasonable, there should be no recompense to the ratepayers who were burdened with the additional costs?
	Q. Could the Company or the Commission determine the impact of the USECP changes for the purpose of returning those costs to ratepayers, if the proposed changes are determined to be unreasonable or insufficiently supported?
	Q. What is Dr. Peach’s recommendation regarding the appropriate level for the energy burden for low-income customers?
	Q. Do you agree with Dr. Peach’s recommendation for setting the energy burden for low-income households?
	Q. Did Dr. Peach consider the impact of his proposal for energy burdens on non-participating residential and/or small business customers?
	Q. Does this conclude your direct testimony?




