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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA

September 6, 2022

The Honorable Eranda Vero The Honorable Charece Z. Collins
Administrative Law Judge Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission Office of Administrative Law Judge
Suite 4063, 801 Market Street 400 North Street 2nd Floor West
Philadelphia, PA 19107 Harrisburg, PA 17120

Re: Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission v. Citizens’ Electric Company of
Lewisburg / Docket No. R-2022-3032369

Dear Judge Vero and Judge Collins:

Enclosed please find the Surrebuttal Testimony and Exhibit of Robert D. Knecht,
labeled OSBA Statement No. 1-S, 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 ID No. 73995

Enclosures
CcC: Robert D. Knecht
Mark Ewen

Parties of Record


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

BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
v. :  Docket No. R-2022-3032369

Citizens’ Electric Company of Lewisburg

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that true and correct copies of the foregoing have been served via email (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 Eranda Vero
Administrative Law Judge

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
Suite 4063, 801 Market Street
Philadelphia, PA 19107

€vero a.g0ov

Harrison Breitman, Esquire
Aron J. Beatty, Esquire
Office of Consumer Advocate
555 Walnut Street, 5th Floor
Harrisburg, PA 17101
hbreitman@paoca.org
abeatty(@paoca.org

(Counsel for OCA)

The Honorable Charece Z. Collins
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
Office of Administrative Law Judge

400 North Street 2nd Floor West
Harrisburg, PA 17120
charcollin@pa.gov

DATE: September 6, 2022

Scott B. Granger, Esquire

Bureau of Investigation & Enforcement
400 North Street

Commonwealth Keystone Building
Harrisburg, PA 17120
sgranger@pa.gov

(Counsel for BIE)

Pamela C. Polacek

C&T Enterprises, Inc.

P.O. Box 129

Venetia, PA 15367
ppolacek(@ctenterprises.org

Adeolu A. Bakare

Aspassia V. Staevska

100 Pine Street

P.O. Box 1166

Harrisburg, PA 17108-1166
abakare(@mcneeslaw.com
astacvska@mcneeslaw.com

/s/ Sharon E. Webb

Sharon E. Webb
Assistant Small Business Advocate
Attorney ID No. 73995
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	SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF ROBERT D. KNECHT
	Q.  Mr. Knecht, please state your name and briefly describe your qualifications.
	Q. Please describe the purpose of this surrebuttal testimony.
	Q. Mr. Knecht, in both your direct testimony and rebuttal testimony you referred to difficulties in simulating the Company’s allocated cost of service study (“ACOSS”) model.  Has this issue been resolved?
	Q. In your direct testimony, you concluded that the Company had inadvertently used the incorrect classification factor for line transformers in its filed ACOSS model (the revised “CU” version).   Did the Company correct that factor in its rebuttal tes...
	Q. In your direct testimony, you expressed a concern that the Company’s classification of primary voltage system distribution plant was not consistent with Commission precedent, and you recommended that the issue be addressed in the Company’s next bas...
	Q. In your direct testimony, you indicated that using a sum of individual customer demands allocator for secondary voltage system demand-related costs would better reflect cost causation than the Company’s non-coincident peak (“NCP”) approach.   Does ...
	Q. In your rebuttal testimony, you flagged another inadvertent error in the Company’s classification formulae, regarding the classification of miscellaneous distribution expenses.   Was that error corrected in the Company’s rebuttal?
	Q. At the end of the day, what are the implications of the various changes to the Company’s ACOSS model results?
	Q. Turning to revenue allocation, in your direct testimony, you concluded that the Company’s proposal was directionally consistent with the ACOSS results, but was unduly cautious in its efforts to move rates into line with allocated costs.   You there...
	Q. What is your response to that rebuttal?
	Q. Has the Company made any changes to its revenue allocation proposal?
	Q. Have you modified your revenue allocation to reflect the Company’s rebuttal and the changes to the ACOSS model?
	Q. Does your surrebuttal proposal result in substantially more progress toward cost-based rates than the Company’s rebuttal proposal?
	Q. Please address the Company’s position regarding a scaleback of the overall rate increase, and Witness Sakaya’s proposal for “first dollar relief” (“FDR”) for the GLP-1 and GLP-3 classes.
	Q. Can you provide a comparison of the parties’ revenue allocation proposals (inclusive of the FDR scalebacks) at a reduced increase of $930,000?
	Q. Turning to rate design, you recommended in your direct testimony that the Company clarify its rate design strategy for Rate GLP-3 and whether the tariff structure should be simplified.   How did the Company respond?
	Q. Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony?




