
 
COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 

 

April 13, 2023 

 

The Honorable Arlene Ashton 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 

801 Market Street, Suite 4063 

Philadelphia, PA 19107 

 

Re: Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission v. Philadelphia Gas Works (1307(f) 

Proceeding) / Docket No. R-2023-3038069 

 

Dear Judge Ashton: 

 

 Enclosed please find the Rebuttal Testimony and Exhibits of Robert D. Knecht labeled 

OSBA Statement No. 1-R, 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 

 

cc: PUC Secretary Rosemary Chiavetta, Cover letter and Certificate of Service only 

 Robert D. Knecht 

 Mark Ewen 

 Parties of Record 
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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 Arlene Ashton 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 
801 Market Street, Suite 4063 
Philadelphia, PA 19107 
aashton@pa.gov 
 
Craig W. Berry, Esq. 
Philadelphia Gas Works 
800 W. Montgomery Avenue 
Philadelphia, PA 19122 
craig.berry@pgworks.com  
 
Dennis A. Whitaker, Esq.  
Kevin J. McKeon, Esq.  
Todd S. Stewart,  Esq. 
Hawke McKeon & Sniscak LLP 
100 N 10th Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17101  
dawhitaker@hmslegal.com   
kjmckeon@hmslegal.com   
tsstewart@hmslegal.com  

 
 
 
 
 
Gina L. Miller, Esq. 
Bureau of Investigation & Enforcement 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 
P. O. Box 4365 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265 
ginmiller@pa.gov  
 
Aron J. Beatty, Esq. 
Christopher Andreoli, Esq. 
Office of Consumer Advocate 
555 Walnut Street 
5th Floor, Forum Place 
Harrisburg, PA 17101-1923 
abeatty@paoca.org  
candreoli@paoca.org 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Charis Mincavage, Esq. 
Adeolu A. Bakare, Esq. 
Mcnees Wallace & Nurick LLC 
100 Pine Street 
P.O. Box 1166 
Harrisburg, PA 17108-1166 
cmincavage@mcneeslaw.com  
abakare@mcneeslaw.com  
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Deanne M. O’Dell, Esq. 
Norman J. Kennard, Esq. 
Eckert Seamans Cherin & Mellott, LLC 
213 Market St., 8th Fl. 
Harrisburg, PA 17101 
dodell@eckertseamans.com  

Jerome D. Mierzwa  
Exeter Associates, Inc.  
10480 Little Patuxent Parkway  
Columbia, MD 21044 
jmierzwa@exeterassociates.com 

   
 

/s/ Sharon E. Webb 
DATE:  April 13, 2023 `    ___________________________________ 

Sharon E. Webb 
       Assistant Small Business Advocate 
       Attorney ID No. 73995 
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	Q. Do you agree that Grays Ferry’s status as a Philadelphia employer and steam utility justify preferential treatment with respect to capacity release?
	Q. What, then, do you recommend with respect to Mr. Crist’s proposal?
	Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony?
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	1. Introduction and Background
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	Q. What is the purpose of this testimony?
	Q. Please a summary of your understanding of the background for the Complaint.
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	Q. What is your understanding of the positions of the parties regarding base rates costs?
	Q. Please explain PGW’s proposed approach in this proceeding for allocating distribution plant costs to GFCP in more detail.
	Q. In response to Complainants-I-13 and OSBA-I-17, PGW has prepared cost of service allocation studies (“CSASs”) which allocate costs to a separate “Grays Ferry” rate class.   In your experience with PGW, is this consistent with the Company’s historic...
	Q. You earlier referred to PGW’s USEC charges.  What are the issues regarding this cost item?
	Q. Please address the issue of other post-employment benefit (“OPEB”) costs and PGW’s OPEB charge as it relates to GFCP base rates costs.
	Q. What are the positions of the parties with respect to whether rates to GFCP should be subject to PGW Distribution System Improvement Charge (“DSIC”)?
	Q. Although neither party appears to advocate setting base rates for GFCP based on current bypass costs, what would the implications be for setting base rates for GFCP based on its current cost to bypass PGW?
	Q. If a bypass approach to setting rates for GFCP base rates, what are the implications for the various PGW charges and surcharges discussed above?
	3. Pipeline Capacity
	Q. What are the positions of the parties regarding PGW’s capacity on the Philadelphia Lateral that GFCP needs in the winter to operate its facility?
	Q. What are your preliminary views regarding this dispute?
	4. Gas on Steam Competition
	Q. Please summarize Complainants’ concern regarding PGW’s marketing efforts to VECI steam customers.
	Q. What are your preliminary observations on this subject?
	Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony?
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	SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF ROBERT D. KNECHT
	Q.  Mr. Knecht, please state your name and briefly describe your qualifications.
	Q. What is the purpose of this surrebuttal testimony?
	Q. Do you agree with the Company’s position advanced by Witness Zuk at page 15 that with the expiration of the 25-year contractual arrangements between PGW and Complainants (“Contract”), the options for continuing to provide distribution delivery serv...
	Q. Turning to the primary area of disagreement for setting base rates, do you agree with PGW’s position that the cost basis for distribution base rates should treat ARS volumes as being transported using PGW’s distribution system, rather than treating...
	Q. Having said that, do you agree with PGW that if it, implicitly or explicitly, continues to provide quasi-interruptible capacity on the Philadelphia Lateral to GFCP, the charge for that service should reflect the market value of that capacity?
	Q. Do you agree with PGW that its charges for bundled sales service to Complainants when the Philadelphia Lateral is not operating are not reasonably priced in the current contract, as discussed by Witness Reeves at pages 11-12?
	Q. If base rates for volumes to GFCP (other than bundled sales volumes) are not set based on the Company’s assumption that ARS volumes are delivered from Skippack to Passyunk, how should those rates be set?
	Q. Witness Teme addresses GFCP’s potential for bypass at pages 7 to 9 of the rebuttal testimony.   Do you have any observations?
	Q. If the Commission determines that base rates for GFCP should be based on an embedded cost of service study (“CSAS”), please detail the modifications that you would recommend to the CSAS filed by PGW Witness Heppenstall at Exhibit CEH-1.
	Q. Please comment on OCA Witness Mierzwa’s proposal regarding cost allocation.
	Q. Do you have any comments on PGW Witness Lacey’s rebuttal testimony?
	Q. Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony?
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