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BEFORE THE 
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 

Grays Ferry Cogeneration Partnership, and 
Vicinity Energy Philadelphia, Inc., 

Complainants, 

v. 

Philadelphia Gas Works, 
Respondent. 

: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 

Docket No. C-2021-3029259 

PHILADELPHIA GAS WORKS’ 
MOTION TO DISMISS THE OBJECTIONS  

OF GRAYS FERRY COGENERATION PARTNERSHIP 
AND VICINITY ENERGY PHILADELPHIA, INC. AND COMPEL RESPONSES TO 

PHILADELPHIA GAS WORKS’ INTERROGATORIES AND REQUESTS FOR 
PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS SET V 

TO ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE GUHL: 

Pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 5.342(g), Philadelphia Gas Works (“PGW” or the “Company”) 

hereby files this Motion to Compel Responses to PGW’s Interrogatories and Requests for 

Production of Documents, Set V, Nos. 11–13, 22, 28–29, 32, 34, and 38 by Grays Ferry 

Cogeneration Partnership (“Grays Ferry”) and Vicinity Energy Philadelphia, Inc. (“VEPI” or 

“Vicinity”) (collectively referred to as the “Complainants”).   

In Set V, Nos. 11–13, 22, 28–29, 32, 34, and 38, PGW seeks information related to 

statements and contentions made in the Direct Testimony of James L. Crist, P.E. on behalf of the 

Complainants (Statement JC-1) filed on April 22, 2022 (“Direct Testimony”).  The topics of these 

discovery requests are relevant to issues which have been introduced into this proceeding by the 
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Complainants themselves – not by PGW.  PGW has a right to conduct discovery to develop its 

defenses to Complainants’ allegations.1 

In further support of this Motion, PGW avers as follows: 

 

I. BACKGROUND 

1. Grays Ferry is a PGW customer for natural gas services that operates steam 

generating facilities the output of which is then used to generate electricity for sale into the 

wholesale power markets of PJM.  The “waste” steam is then sold by Gray’s Ferry to VEPI for 

delivery to end user customers connected to the Philadelphia steam loop.  VEPI is a regulated 

public utility serving customers under tariffs administered by the Commission. 

2. In his Direct Testimony on behalf of the Complainants, Mr. Crist makes numerous 

allegations in an attempt to support the Complaint filed by the Complainants, including but not 

limited to, the negotiations leading to the 1996 Contract between Grays Ferry and PGW, the 1996 

Contract itself, PGW’s proposed contractual terms, PGW’s Cost of Service Study, and PGW’s 

alleged unfair marketing practices, among other allegations.  

3. On May 3, 2022, PGW served Set V, Nos. 1–49 Interrogatories and Requests for 

Production of Documents upon the Complainants (“PGW’s Set V”), seeking information 

pertaining to statements made in the Direct Testimony of VEPI witness Mr. James Crist.  

4. On May 16, 2022, Complainants’ served the Responses of Grays Ferry 

Cogeneration Partnership and Vicinity Energy Philadelphia, Inc. to Interrogatories and Requests 

 
1  52 Pa. Code § 5.321 (“[A] party may obtain discovery regarding any matter, not privileged, which 

is relevant to the subject matter involved in the pending action, whether it relates to the claim or defense of the party 
seeking discovery or to the claim or defense of another party . . . .”). 
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for Production of Documents to Philadelphia Gas Works, Set V (“Complainants’ Responses to Set 

V”).  A true and correct copy of Complainants’ Responses to Set V are attached hereto.  

5. Many of Complainants’ Responses to Set V fail to fully and completely respond to 

PGW’s requests.  Additionally, Complainants failed to provide documents requested in many of 

PGW’s Set V requests.  PGW, therefore, seeks to compel full and complete responses and seeks 

the production of documents to PGW’s Set V.  

 

II. APPLICABLE LEGAL STANDARD FOR DISCOVERY 

6. Section 5.321 of the Commission’s regulations provide: 

[A] party may obtain discovery regarding any matter, not privileged, 
which is relevant to the subject matter involved in the pending 
action, whether it relates to the claim or defense of the party seeking 
discovery or to the claim or defense of another party, including the 
existence, description, nature, content, custody, condition and 
location of any books, documents, or other tangible things and the 
identity and location of persons having knowledge of a discoverable 
matter.  It is not ground for objection that the information sought 
will be inadmissible at hearing if the information sought appears 
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 
evidence. 

52 Pa. Code § 5.321(c). 

7. Further, the Commission’s regulations prohibit discovery which is sought in bad 

faith; would cause unreasonable annoyance, embarrassment, oppression, burden or expense to the 

deponent, a person or party; relates to a matter which is privileged; or would require the making 

of an unreasonable investigation by the deponent, a party or witness.  52 Pa. Code § 5.361(a). 

 

III. PGW SET V 

8. PGW’s Set V, Nos. 11–13, 22, 28–29, 32, 34, and 38 request the following: 
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11) Reference Statement JC-1 at 6.  Regarding the witness’ 
“engineering estimate of the project cost of the four-mile line 
[of $4–6 million] in 1996,” provide all calculations, 
workpapers, and other documents related to that estimate. 

12) Reference Statement JC-1 at 6.  Provide any and all 
documents in Your possession relating in any way to the 
project costs. 

13) Reference Statement JC-1 at 7 and 13.  State whether Grays 
Ferry, or its predecessors-in-interest, freely entered into the 
1996 Service Contract.  Identify any areas of which you are 
aware where Grays Ferry, including its predecessors, or 
PGW breached the 1996 Service Contract. 

22) Reference Statement JC-1 at 10.  State whether “the 85% 
rate” of efficiency is measured at the Grays Ferry boilers.  
Provide full and complete copies of any analysis, reports, 
workpapers or other documents relating to the witness’ claim 
of efficiency. 

28) Reference Statement JC-1 at 16.  Fully and completely state 
the basis for the statement that “PGW incurs virtually no 
cost” in providing the Alternative Receipt Service.  In Your 
response, identify and provide any and all documents and/or 
workpapers relating to the claim that “PGW incurs virtually 
no cost.” 

29) Reference Statement JC-1 at 17.  Fully explain Mr. Crist’s 
calculation that “balancing charges that would cost Grays 
Ferry an estimated $100,000/yr.”  Provide all documents and 
workpapers related thereto. 

32) Reference Statement JC-1 at 21.  Provide complete copies of 
any and all analysis or calculations undertaken by the 
witness that support the claim that Grays Ferry’s annual load 
factor “is superior to the load profiles of residential or 
commercial customers.”  Provide full and complete copies 
of all documents and workpapers related thereto. 

34) Reference Statement JC-1 at 23.  Fully explain how Mr. Crist 
calculated Grays Ferry’s total capacity of 71,000 Dth/day.  
Provide all documents and workpapers related to the 
calculation of the total capacity. 

38) Reference Statement JC-1 at 27.  Fully explain any and all 
basis for the witness’ conclusion that “the incentive and rate 
discounts it gives to large business customers are funded and 
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subsidized by PGW’s residential customers and other 
existing customers.”  Provide any and all documents and 
workpapers related to this assertion.  

 

IV.  VICINITY’S RESPONSES 

9. A copy of VEPI’s responses to PGW Set V is attached hereto and incorporated by 

reference.  

10. In their Responses to Set V, Nos. 11, 22, 28–29, 32, 34, and 38, Complainants fail 

to provide any documents, workpapers, calculations, and/or analyses requested, nor do 

Complainants indicate that they do not possess responses documents, workpapers, calculations, 

and/or analyses.  

11. In Response to Set V, Nos. 12–13, the Complainants provide inadequate responses.  

Complainants refuse to respond to Set V, No. 12, in part, by claiming that “Vicinity continues to 

wait for more fulsome responses from PGW in response to several data requests.”  Moreover, 

Complainants provide a narrow response to Set V, No. 13, which is as follows: “Mr.  Crist is 

unaware of what pressures Vicinity’s predecessors were under.  Mr. Crist is unaware of any 

contractual breaches.” 

 

V.  MOTION TO COMPEL 
 

A.  COMPLAINANTS ANSWERS ARE NOT RESPONSIVE AND FULL AND 
COMPLETE ANSWERS SHOULD BE COMPELLED  

12. The Complainants should be compelled to provide sufficient and complete 

responses to PGW’s Set V, Nos. 11–13, 22, 28–29, 32, 34, and 38.  

13. As noted previously, the Direct Testimony submitted by Mr. Crist on behalf of the 

Complainants makes numerous allegations in an attempt to support the Complaint filed by the 
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Complainants, including but not limited to, the negotiations leading to the 1996 Contract between 

Grays Ferry and PGW, the 1996 Contract itself, PGW’s proposed contractual terms, PGW’s Cost 

of Service Study, and PGW’s alleged unfair marketing practices, among other allegations.  Of 

course, PGW will contest the Direct Testimony in its Rebuttal Testimony due on June 17, 2022, 

which PGW is currently in the process of developing.   

14. Complainants must provide full and complete responses to PGW’s Set V 

interrogatories and request for production of documents relating to allegations made in 

Complainants’ Direct Testimony if PGW is to have an opportunity to meaningfully respond.  

Complainants are attempting to block this line of inquiry. 

15. Complainants’ “responses” to PGW’s Set V are evasive and non-responsive, 

amounting to a blatant refusal to provide answers and produce responsive documents. 

a. In their response to PGW Set V, No. 11, Complainants failed to “provide 

all calculations, workpapers, and other documents related to [the $4–6 million] estimate” 

made by Mr. Crist in his Direct Testimony.   PGW’s Set V, No. 11 expressly requests that 

Complainants provide all calculations, workpapers, and other documents related to this 

estimate. 

b. In response to PGW Set V, No. 12, Complainants claim they are “waiting 

for a more fulsome responses from PGW in response to several data requests.”  PGW has 

fully and completely answered every Discovery Request issued by Vicinity, and has 

provided hundreds of pages of documents in its responses.  Moreover, Complainants do 

not indicate which requests for which it is waiting for more fulsome responses, nor have 

Complainants sought to compel PGW to provide more fulsome responses to any requests. 
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c. Complainants’ response to PGW’s Set V, No. 13 fails to fully and 

completely answer PGW’s request because the response merely provides Mr. Crist’s 

answer, and not Grays Ferry’s and/or Vicinity’s.  Set V, No. 13 seeks Complainants to 

“[i]dentify any areas of which you are aware where Grays Ferry, including its predecessor, 

or PGW breached the 1996 Service Contract.”  The term “you,” as defined in PGW’s Set 

V, “means Grays Ferry and/or Vicinity or the witness, as the context requires.” 

d. The response to PGW’s Set V, No. 22 does not provide “any analysis, 

reports, workpapers or other documents relating to the witness’ claim of efficiency.”  If 

Mr. Crist did not review any analysis, reports, workpapers or other documents, then 

Complainants’ should amend their response accordingly. 

e. Complainants’ response to PGW’s Set V, No. 28 fails to “identify and 

provide any and all documents and/or workpapers relating to the claim [in Mr. Crist’s 

Direct Testimony] that ‘PGW incurs virtually no cost.’”  Complainants must provide 

responses documents and/or workpapers as requested in Set V, No. 28. 

f. Complainants failed to provide “all documents and workpapers” related to 

“Mr. Crist’s calculation that ‘balancing charges that would cost Grays Ferry an estimated 

$100,000/yr.’” in response to PGW’s Set V, No. 29.  Mr. Crist makes the balancing charges 

estimate in his Direct Testimony, but Complainants fail to provide responsive documents 

related thereto.  

g. In their response to PGW’s Set V, No. 32, Complainants do not “[p]rovide 

complete copies of any and all analysis or calculations undertaken by [Mr. Crist]” related 

to Mr. Crist’s load factor allegations in his Direct Testimony, which were requested by 
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PGW.  See Statement JC-1 at 21.  If Mr. Crist undertook no such analysis or calculations, 

the Complainants must amend their response to PGW Set V, No. 32 to indicate as such. 

h. In response to PGW’s Set V, No. 34, Complainants provide no documents 

or workpapers related to the calculation of the total capacity included in Mr. Crist’s Direct 

Testimony, as requested by PGW.  Complainants must provide the documents and 

workpapers related to the total capacity calculation, or, if no documents or workpapers 

related to the calculation exist, amend the response to clarify. 

i. Complainants, in their response to PGW’s Set V, No. 38, provide no 

documents or workpapers related to Mr. Crist’s assertion in his Direct Testimony that “the 

incentive and rate discounts it gives to large business customers are funded and subsidized 

by PGW’s residential customers and other existing customers.”  PGW expressly requested 

documents and workpapers related to Mr. Crist’s assertion.   

16. As the moving party in the case, the Complainants owe an obligation to PGW and 

this Commission to full and completely respond to discovery on relevant issues.  Complainants’ 

responses demonstrate that Vicinity is blatantly refusing to answer forthrightly and provide the 

requested documentation that may be in its corporate records, to the prejudice of PGW. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

WHEREFORE, PGW respectfully requests that Administrative Law Judge Guhl grant this 

Motion, dismiss the Objections of the Complainants, and direct the Complainants to provide full 

and complete, accurate responses to and produce the information requested in PGW’s Set III, Nos. 

1–5.
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Respectfully submitted,

Craig W. Berry, Esq. 
Senior Attorney 
Philadelphia Gas Works 
800 W. Montgomery Ave. 
Philadelphia, PA 19122 
Tel (215) 684-6049 
Fax (215) 684-6798 
Craig.Berry@pgworks.com 

Daniel Clearfield, Esq. 
Carl R. Shultz, Esq. 
Eckert Seamans Cherin & Mellott, LLC 
213 Market Street, 8th Floor 
Harrisburg, PA 17101 
717.237.6000; 717.237.6019 (fax) 
dclearfield@eckertseamans.com 
cshultz@eckertseamans.com  

Dated: May 23, 2022 
Counsel for Philadelphia Gas Works  
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11. Reference Statement JC-1 at 6.  Regarding the witness’ “engineering estimate of the project 
cost of the four-mile line [of $4–6 million] in 1996,” provide all calculations, workpapers, 
and other documents related to that estimate.    

 

RESPONSE: 

The broad estimate is based on simple rules of thumb given the four-mile distance and 
extrapolation from the partial responses provided by PGW to Vicinity’s discovery requests. 

 
 
Provided By:  James L. Crist 
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12. Reference Statement JC-1 at 6.  Provide any and all documents in Your possession relating 
in any way to the project costs.  

 

RESPONSE: 

Vicinity continues to wait for more fulsome responses from PGW in response to several 
data requests.  PGW is already in possession of the materials it produced in response to 
Vicinity discovery Set I-1 and Set I-5. 

 
 
Provided By:  James L. Crist 
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13. Reference Statement JC-1 at 7 and 13.  State whether Grays Ferry, or its predecessors-in-
interest, freely entered into the 1996 Service Contract.  Identify any areas of which you are 
aware where Grays Ferry, including its predecessors, or PGW breached the 1996 Service 
Contract.   

 

RESPONSE: 

Mr. Crist is unaware of what pressures Vicinity’s predecessors were under.  Mr. Crist is 
unaware of any contractual breaches. 

 
 
Provided By:  James L. Crist 
  

Exhibit A
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22. Reference Statement JC-1 at 10.  State whether “the 85% rate” of efficiency is measured 
at the Grays Ferry boilers.  Provide full and complete copies of any analysis, reports, 
workpapers or other documents relating to the witness’ claim of efficiency.  

 

RESPONSE: 

This request misstates the reference within the testimony. 
 
 
Provided By:  James L. Crist 
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28. Reference Statement JC-1 at 16.  Fully and completely state the basis for the statement that 
“PGW incurs virtually no cost” in providing the Alternative Receipt Service.  In Your 
response, identify and provide any and all documents and/or workpapers relating to the 
claim that “PGW incurs virtually no cost.” 

 

RESPONSE: 

Mr. Crist explained the statement in his testimony. 
 
 
Provided By:  James L. Crist 
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29. Reference Statement JC-1 at 17.  Fully explain Mr. Crist’s calculation that “balancing 
charges that would cost Grays Ferry an estimated $100,000/yr.”  Provide all documents 
and workpapers related thereto. 

 

RESPONSE: 

PGW was unable to offer significant guidance on the frequency of when they might be 
charging Grays Ferry imbalance charges.  But as the imbalance band and the per dth cost 
in their proposal are both onerous, we have estimated a budgetary impact of $100,000 per 
year over our current balancing arrangement with TETCO. 

 
 
Provided By:  James L. Crist 
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32. Reference Statement JC-1 at 21.  Provide complete copies of any and all analysis or 
calculations undertaken by the witness that support the claim that Grays Ferry’s annual 
load factor “is superior to the load profiles of residential or commercial customers.”  
Provide full and complete copies of all documents and workpapers related thereto.   

 

RESPONSE: 

It is Mr. Crist’s experience that the typical commercial load factor range is 40-60%.  The 
typical residential load factor range is 25%-40%. 

 
 
Provided By:  James L. Crist 
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34. Reference Statement JC-1 at 23.  Fully explain how Mr. Crist calculated Grays Ferry’s 
total capacity of 71,000 Dth/day.  Provide all documents and workpapers related to the 
calculation of the total capacity.   

 

RESPONSE: 

15,000 Dth/day is the amount Grays Ferry was able to obtain at the commencement of the 
pipeline construction. 
 
20,000 Dth/day is the amount of capacity Grays Ferry was able to obtain through the 
pipeline capacity enhancement project. 
 
36,000 Dth/day is afforded to Grays Ferry via the Release Capacity aspect of the contract.   
 
The total of the three is 71,000/day for the months May – September. 

 
 
Provided By:  James L. Crist 
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38. Reference Statement JC-1 at 27.  Fully explain any and all basis for the witness’ conclusion 
that “the incentive and rate discounts it gives to large business customers are funded and 
subsidized by PGW’s residential customers and other existing customers.”  Provide any 
and all documents and workpapers related to this assertion.   

 

RESPONSE: 

If PGW’s rates are accurately allocated among its existing customers, then any incentive 
or discount provided to a large business customer reduces revenue from the amount the 
specific rate tariff was designed to collect for that customer class.  Any such incentive or 
discount amounts must be recovered from all other customers. 

 
 
Provided By:  James L. Crist 
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VERIFICATION 

I, James L. Crist, certify that I am authorized by Vicinity Energy Philadelphia, Inc. and 

Grays Ferry Cogeneration Partnership ("Vicinity") to and do make this Verification, that the facts 

set forth in the foregoing document are true and correct to the best of my knowledge, information 

and beliet� and that I expect Vicinity to be able to prove same at any hearing hereof. I understand 

that false statements made therein are made subject to the penalties in 18 Pa. C.S. §4904, relating 

to unsworn falsifications to authorities. 

DATED: May 16, 2022 

President 
Lumen Group 
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	Provided By:  Pamela Clark, Vice President, Sales and Account Management, Vicinity
	RESPONSE:
	All rates charged by Vicinity are subject to Vicinity’s Commission approved tariff.  PGW is already aware of any incentives offered or available as well as rates charged to customers of Vicinity.
	Provided By:  Pamela Clark, Vice President, Sales and Account Management, Vicinity
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	RESPONSE:
	Exhibit JC-1.2 lists the cases where Mr. Crist presented written testimony before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission and includes the docket numbers and the entity he represented.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	See Response to Set I, Attachment 1.1.4.1-78 for copies of Mr. Crist’s Testimonies.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	See Mr. Crist’s direct testimony, Statement JC-1, pages 1-2 for a review of Mr. Crist’s qualifications.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	Mr. Crist is an expert on class cost of service and cost allocation issues.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	Cases where Mr. Crist presented expert testimony on class cost of service and/or cost allocation issues, including docket number and entity he was representing were listed in the response to Set I, Nos. 1-2.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	Mr. Crist did not discuss the total revenue received from the sale of electricity into the PJM system.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	Grays Ferry output the following quanta of electricity and steam for calendar years 2017 through 2020.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	Alan Ellison
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	Mr. Crist reviewed the 1996 Service Contract which PGW already possess.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	a. PGW provided materially insufficient responses to Vicinity’s requests for a renewed contract at reasonable terms, so that Vicinity was left with considerable uncertainty.
	b. One possible remedy is the construction of a private pipeline, which could take years, would result in an additional gas pipeline in the heart of Philadelphia and would render the current dedicated pipe useless; see response to Set II, Nos. 1 and 2.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	The broad estimate is based on simple rules of thumb given the four-mile distance and extrapolation from the partial responses provided by PGW to Vicinity’s discovery requests.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	Vicinity continues to wait for more fulsome responses from PGW in response to several data requests.  PGW is already in possession of the materials it produced in response to Vicinity discovery Set I-1 and Set I-5.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	Mr. Crist is unaware of what pressures Vicinity’s predecessors were under.  Mr. Crist is unaware of any contractual breaches.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	PGW is already in possession of documentation of payments made by Vicinity and/or its predecessors to PGW.  Specifically, Vicinity paid PGW three $500,000 installments in accordance with Article 4.1.f of the Agreement.  Further, Vicinity paid PGW 120 ...
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	PGW is already in possession of documentation of payments made by Vicinity and/or its predecessors for the transportation of natural gas pursuant to the Agreement.  The calculation of “roughly $24,000,000” was merely an approximation of the amount pai...
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	Grays Ferry consumed the following amounts of natural gas in the designated years.  PGW is already in possession of all documents evidencing PGW’s supply of natural gas to Grays Ferry.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	In his capacity as Director of Marketing at Peoples Gas in Pittsburgh, Mr. Crist viewed many downtown commercial buildings.  The characteristics of building in Pittsburgh and Philadelphia that reside on thermal energy systems are substantially similar.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	There are no such reports.  Buildings on the steam system were not designed and constructed with redundant natural gas boilers.  PGW is aware of this as it has an active sales effort underway.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	Vicinity owns the following steam boilers located in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	Vicinity does not track steam production or sales in the manner requested.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	The reference is correct as written.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	This request misstates the reference within the testimony.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	Mr. Crist made no calculations regarding efficiency at point of consumption.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	The only service offer made by PGW was for interruptible service despite several requests for firm service.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	PGW provides firm service to Vicinity under Rate GTS-Firm.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	The additional revenue amount of $9.75 million would be a cross subsidy that would be applied to other customer classes.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	There is none.  Mr. Crist’s comments were based on his review of the cost of service study provided by PGW in the response to Set I No. 13
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	Mr. Crist explained the statement in his testimony.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	PGW was unable to offer significant guidance on the frequency of when they might be charging Grays Ferry imbalance charges.  But as the imbalance band and the per dth cost in their proposal are both onerous, we have estimated a budgetary impact of $10...
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	TETCO meters the gas at O60.  PGW meters the gas at Grays Ferry.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	It is Mr. Crist’s experience that the typical commercial load factor range is 40-60%.  The typical residential load factor range is 25%-40%.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	Mr. Crist did not discuss load factors of PGW’s industrial customers.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	15,000 Dth/day is the amount Grays Ferry was able to obtain at the commencement of the pipeline construction.
	20,000 Dth/day is the amount of capacity Grays Ferry was able to obtain through the pipeline capacity enhancement project.
	36,000 Dth/day is afforded to Grays Ferry via the Release Capacity aspect of the contract.
	The total of the three is 71,000/day for the months May – September.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	Grays Ferry pays PGW for the released capacity and those revenues reduce the overall gas costs for PGW’s residential and commercial customers for capacity that PGW holds and pays for but otherwise does not use.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	Grays Ferry does not require the release capacity in the summer, but does need 21,000 Dth/day in the winter.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	The number of customers served by VEPI fluctuates.  During 2021, VEPI served on average 167 customers.  All of the steam provided to VEPI customers was served by VEPI.  See Confidential Exhibit 5.37.1 (Confidential Workpapers from Rate case).
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	If PGW’s rates are accurately allocated among its existing customers, then any incentive or discount provided to a large business customer reduces revenue from the amount the specific rate tariff was designed to collect for that customer class.  Any s...
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	Mr. Crist is not aware of any Pennsylvania utilities that currently must first seek a Commission review, but proposes that condition here to insure avoidance of the potential negative outcome that could result from improperly applied incentives.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	Mr. Crist did not comment on any aspect of PECO’s electric service.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	The information originated from disclosures by PGW customers.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	The information originated from disclosures by PGW customers.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	a. Micro CHP electric efficiencies are typically 28%.  Grays Ferry electric efficiency is typically about 70%.
	b. Distribution losses from a thermal distribution system are relatively fixed (i.e., losses do not increase or decrease proportionate to the volume of load served, as they do with natural gas or electricity).
	c. Vicinity does not quench condensate.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	a. Mr. Crist is not aware of such a regulation.
	b. Mr. Crist is not aware of any other Pennsylvania utility tariff with such language.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	Mr. Crist is unaware of any such regulation.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	Mr. Crist is not aware of any regulation or PGW tariff provision that prohibits competition.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	Mr. Crist has been advised by counsel that the Pennsylvania Public Utility Code, 66 Pa. C.S. § 508, grants the Commission the authority to vary reform or revise contracts of public utilities.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	The construction of the Grays Ferry plant followed the retirement of the Willow Steam Plant and enabled the retirement of Boilers 23 & 24 at 2600 Christian Street, each rated at 600 kph.  Specific details for the boilers located at 9th and Willow coul...
	Provided By:  James L. Crist
	RESPONSE:
	Responsive documents are provided as Exhibits 5.49.1-5.49.5.
	Provided By:  James L. Crist





