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L. INTRODUCTION

On February 14, 2012, Governor Corbett signed Act 11 of 2012 (Act 11 or Act) into law.
Act 11 amends, inter alia, Chapter 13 of the Public Utility Code to permit water and wastewater
utilities, electric distribution companies, natural gas distribution companies and city natural gas
distribution operations to petition for implementation of a Distribution System Improvement
Charge (DSIC). 66 Pa. C.S. §§ 1350-1360 (Act 11). To qualify for DSIC recovery, a utility must
submit a Long-Term Infrastructure Improvement Plan (LTIIP) for Public Utility Commission
(Commission) approval. 66 Pa. C.S. § 1352; see also In re: Implementation of Act 11 of 2012,
Docket No. M-2012-2293611, Final Implementation Order at 21 (Aug. 2, 2012) (Final
Implementation Order).

The following seven elements must be included in a utility’s LTIIP: (1) types and age of
eligible property; (2) schedule for its planned repair and replacement; (3) location of the eligible
property; (4) reasonable estimate of the quantity of property to be improved; (5) projected annual
expenditures and measures to ensure the plan is cost effective; (6) manner in which replacement
of aging infrastructure will be accelerated and how repair, improvement or replacement will
maintain safe and reliable service; and (7) a workforce management training plan designed to
ensure that the utility will have access to a qualified workforce to perform work in a cost-effective,
safe and reliable manner. 66 Pa. C.S. § 1352(a); see also Final Implementation Order at 17-19.
It is the utility’s burden to demonstrate that its proposed LTIIP and associated expenditures are
reasonable, cost-effective and designed to maintain safe, adequate and reliable service to
customers. Id. at 20. The OCA submits that when a utility seeks recovery of costs expended
pursuant to its LTIIP in a future proceeding, the utility must demonstrate, inter alia, that the costs

were reasonably and prudently incurred. Further, the utility will have to demonstrate that there is
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no overlap of costs already reflected in base rates with costs expended pursuant to an LTIIP. 66
Pa. C.S. § 1357(a)(1)(1).

In its Petition, PPL seeks a “major modification” to its approved LTIIP, which has been
assigned to the Commission’s Bureau of Technical Utility Services (TUS) for analysis. TUS is to
make a recommendation to the Commission, and other parties may file comments to a proposed
modifications withing 30 days of the date it was filed. 52 Pa. Code § 121.5(a). If any party’s
comments raise issues of material fact, the proposed LTIIP will be referred to the Office of
Administrative Law Judge (OALJ) for hearing and decision, which litigation must be completed

within 120 days. /d.

IL. COMMENTS

A. Introduction

On December 22, 2022, the Company’s third LTIIP was approved by the Commission at
Docket No. P-2022-3034972. The Company’s third LTIIP is set to expire on December 31, 2027.
On January 17, 2024, PPL filed a Petition for Modification of its third approved LTIIP for the
period January 1, 2023 through December 31, 2027. The Company’s proposed modified LTIIP is
attached as Attachments A and B to its Petition.

The OCA filed an Answer to the Company’s Petition on February 6, 2024. In its Answer,
the OCA requested that the matter be sent to the OALJ in order that formal, evidentiary
proceedings can be scheduled. The modification plan, in OCA’s view, is less a “modification” and
more a “replacement” LTIIP. PPL’s modified LTIIP proposes to increase projected capital
expenditures by $287.86 Million, or 56.3%. Related to its proposal, PPL identifies in its Petition
that it recently announced that its Grid of the Future infrastructure project application was selected

by the U.S. Department of Energy to potentially receive up to $49.5 million in federal funding
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through the Infrastructure Improvement and Jobs Act (IIJA). Petition at § 40. As noted in the
OCA’s Answer to the Company’s Petition, however, while the OCA appreciates the potential
reliability improvements touted by PPL, this is a massive proposed increase over current spending
levels. Assuming the Company receives the “up to $49.5 million” in federal funding identified in
its Petition, that amount is only a fraction of PPL’s proposed $287.86 million increase in spending.

PPL states that the addition of “Predictive Failure Technology” would be a new program
under the modified LTIIP. Petition at § 14. The Company indicates that the implementation of
Predictive Failure Technology under the modified LTIIP would cost $84.44 Million, or roughly
29% of the proposed increase. Petition at § 33. The remaining 71%, or $203.42 Million increase
(an increase of approximately 40% on the existing LTIIP projected budget), is attributable to
updates to other projected capital expenditures. Petition at 9 27-31.

The OCA submits these Comments on PPL’s proposed LTIIP modifications for the
Commission’s consideration. In the OCA’s view, additional information is necessary for the
Commission to determine that the proposed modifications are prudent and cost-effective, represent
an acceleration of improvements, and will maintain safe, reliable and reasonable service as
required by 66 Pa. C.S. §§ 1352(a)(5), (a)(6) and 1353.

B. OCA Recommendations

1. Projected LTIIP Expenditures

In the modified LTIIP, PPL provides updates on the level of proposed expenditures in its

current LTIIP. The current LTIIP projected expenditures are as follows:



Millions of dollars invested

2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 otal
Poles $ 1733 S 1896 S 1733 $ 1733 S 1733 S 88.28
New Electronic Reclosers S 507 $ 469 S 413 $ 363 S - S 17.52
Distribution Animal Guarding $ 050 $ 050 $ 050 $§ 050 S 050 S 250
Failed Equipment S 3477 S 3403 S 3518 S 36.64 S 36.03 $176.64
Underground Cable Replacement S 042 S 111 $ 167 S 159 S 159 S 637
Low Tension Network Primary Cable, Equipment and Structures S 060 $ 154 $ 038 S 240 S 240 S 732
Substation S 304 S 771 S 1405 S 1331 S 13.08 S 51.19
LTN Upgrades S 312 S 1260 $ 763 S 819 S - S 31.54
Reliability S 408 S 200 S 200 S 200 S 200 S 12.08
System Reliability Improvement Projects S 1277 S 811 $ 1379 S 1780 S 1329 S 65.76
Unreimbursed Highway Relocations S 616 S 490 S 392 S 283 S 283 S 2064
Protection and Control S 470 S 606 S 735 S 683 S 683 S 31.77
Total S 9256 $102.21 $107.92 $113.05 S 95.88 $511.62
Petition at 9 32.

The Company’s revised projections, as proposed in its Petition, are as follows:

Millions of dollars invested
2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 [Total

Poles S 1140 $ 19.70 $ 17.11 S 1932 S 1774 S 85.27
New Electronic Reclosers $ 103 $ 1010$ 755 S 728 $§ 700 S 3296
Distribution Animal Guarding S 020 $034 $§ 032 $ 031 $ 032 S 149

Failed Equipment S 4285 S 4244 S 3412 S 3468 S 3569 $189.78
Underground Cable Replacement S 052 $43 $ 198 $ 150 $ 203 S 10.39
Low Tension Network Primary Cable, Equipment and Structures S 054 $376 S 456 S 425 $S 445 S 1756
Substation S 1125 $ 2694 $ 28.12 S 3024 $ 2780 $124.35
LTN Upgrades S 687 $ 1055 S 11.56 S 1394 S - S 4293
Reliability S 919 §$ 3297$ 7.13 S 584 S 691 S 62.04
System Reliability Improvement Projects $ 1923 $§ 11528 1266 S 413 S 367 S 51.21
Unreimbursed Highway Relocations S 887 S$450 $ 492 S 407 $ 371 S 26.08
Protection and Control S 334 $ 21.73S 1347 S 1482 S 1763 S 70.99
Predictive Failure Technology S - S 4613 S 3832 S - S - S 84.44
Total $115.29 $235.04 $181.82 $140.39 $126.94 $799.48

Petition at 9 33.

The following OCA-developed chart details the differences between the existing and

proposed expenditures, as follows:



2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 Total

Poles -$5.93 $0.74 -$0.22 $1.99 $0.41 -$3.01
New Electronic Reclosers -$4.04 $5.41 $3.42 $3.65 | $7.00 $15.44
Distribution Animal Guarding -$0.30 -$0.16 -$0.18 -$0.19 -$0.18 -$1.01
Failed Equipment $ 8.08 $8.41 -$ 1.06 -$1.96 -$0.34 $13.14
Underground Cable Replacement $0.10 $3.25 $0.31 -$0.09 $0.44 $4.02
Low Tension Network Primary Cable, Equipment and Structures -$0.06 $2.22 $4.18 $1.85 $2.05 $10.24
Substation $8.21 $19.23 $14.07 $16.93 $14.72 $73.16
LTN Upgrades $3.75 -$2.05 $3.93 $5.75 $0.00 $11.39
Reliability $5.11 $30.97 $5.13 $3.84 $4.91 $49.96
System Reliability Improvement Projects S 6.46 $3.41 -$1.13
Unreimbursed Highway Relocations $2.71 -$0.40 $1.00 $1.24 $0.88 $5.44
Protection and Control -$1.36 $15.67 $6.12 $7.99 $10.80 $39.22
Predictive Failure Technology $38.32

Total $22.73 & $73.90 $27.34 $31.06 %

As this chart demonstrates, the three primary drivers for the increased projections are Predictive
Failure Technology, Substation, and Reliability. The OCA submits that the implementation of
Predictive Failure Technology is only a portion of the proposed increases, and that the Company
has not adequately addressed the remaining increases. Prior to Commission approval of this
modification, the Company should provide additional specifics as to the location of these changed
investments, and the expected benefit for each selected location.

2. Vegetation Management

The Petition emphasizes that the increased spending is meant to address aging
infrastructure/failing equipment and the installation of monitoring devices to aid in the detection
of same. Petition at 4 17, 37. The OCA questions whether PPL’s proposed investments are being
targeted to the correct areas. For example, from the 2021 Pennsylvania Electric Reliability Report'

as to PPL:

! Page 36, available at: https://www.puc.pa.gov/media/2053/2021-¢lectric-reliability-report_final.pdf
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Trees were the top cause of outages and customer-minutes interrupted. Over 74%
of customer minutes interrupted are caused by trees, and 13% are caused by
equipment failure.
Based on the Petition, the OCA is currently unable to accurately determine how much of this
proposed new level of spending, if any, is specifically being earmarked for enhanced, more

frequent or targeted vegetation management.

3. Cost-Benefit Analysis

The OCA submits that the Company has not supported increases in its LTIIP expenditures
with a cost-benefit analysis. Specifically, the OCA notes that PPL estimates a $9 million savings
in operations and maintenance expense due to the implementation of Predictive Failure
Technology; however, the revised LTIIP provides that this technology will cost $84.44 million.
Appendix A at 40. Overall, the Company has identified increased expenditures of $287 million
($238 million when the DOE grant is subtracted) for a $9 million reduction in O&M expense.
Petition at § 21. On its face, this is an upside-down cost-to-benefit ratio and without further detail
there is no way to determine the overall reasonableness of these program modifications.

4. Substation Spending

PPL’s modified LTIIP would increase its budget on Substations from $51.19 million to
$124.35 million. Attachment A at 24. The Petition does not provide any explanation for this
increase, beyond a statement that new PPL personnel determined that the approved LTIIP’s level
of spending “was insufficient to maintain reliability when considering changes in operating
conditions.” Petition at 9 36. The OCA’s review of Appendices A and B did not uncover additional
discussion of the reason for the proposed increases. The OCA submits that it may be reasonable
to evaluate why PPL’s personnel erred in establishing the approved LTIIP’s substation budget,

and how the new projections would rectify the Company’s concerns.
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5. DSIC Recovery

In prior Orders addressing petitions for approval of LTIIPs, the Commission has held that
cost recovery is a distinct and separate issue from whether plant investment is claimed to be
“DSIC-eligible” in a utility’s LTIIP. The Commission held:

the inclusion of arguably non-DSIC-eligible property does not void the LTIIP
application, nor is the inclusion of such property in the LTIIP dispositive of whether
the cost of that project will be afforded DSIC recovery. The issues of eligibility
and cost recovery, for all property claimed as DSIC-eligible, are to be addressed
and resolved in the subsequent DSIC petition and calculation.

Petition of Duquesne Light Co. for Approval of a DSIC, Docket No. P-2016-2540046, Order at 23

(Sept. 15,2016). As such, the issue of cost recovery should not be included in any ruling on PPL’s
requested LTIIP modifications.

C. Summary of OCA Recommendations

In summary, the OCA submits that supplemental information is needed for the Commission
and its staff to review PPL’s LTIIP modifications for compliance with the requirements of Act 11
and the Commission’s Final Implementation Order. While the OCA requested in its Answer that
this matter be sent to the OALJ for hearings, upon review, the OCA submits that PPL should
provide the additional information identified in these, and any other, Comments filed to inform the
review by TUS and enable the Commission to determine if PPL’s proposed modifications would
accelerate infrastructure repair and replacement in a prudent and cost-effective manner as required
by Act 11. The OCA further recommends that the Commission reaffirm that the inclusion of
property in the LTIIP is not dispositive of whether the cost of that project will be afforded DSIC

recovery.



III. CONCLUSION
The OCA submits that, while it has requested a hearing in this proceeding in its Answer

filed on February 6, 2024, hearings may not be necessary if the Company provides sufficient
information — addressing the matters raised in Comments — for Technical Utility Services to
conduct its investigation and for the Commission to make a finding that PPL’s proposed
modifications would accelerate infrastructure repair and replacement in a prudent and cost-
effective manner as required by Act 11. The OCA also requests that the Commission reaffirm in
its Order that inclusion of property in the LTIIP is not dispositive of whether the costs of that
project will be afforded DSIC recovery.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Aron J. Beatty

Aron J. Beatty

Senior Assistant Consumer Advocate

PA Attorney I.D. # 86625
ABeatty@paoca.org

Counsel for:
Patrick M. Cicero
Consumer Advocate

Office of Consumer Advocate
555 Walnut Street

5th Floor, Forum Place
Harrisburg, PA 17101-1923
Telephone: 717-783-5048
Dated: February 16, 2024
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