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Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS, AND ON WHOSE 1 

BEHALF, YOU ARE TESTIFYING. 2 

A. I am James L. Crist, President of Lumen Group, Inc. a consulting firm focused on 3 

regulatory and market issues.  My business address is 4226 Yarmouth Drive, Suite 101, 4 

Allison Park, Pennsylvania 15101.  I am presenting testimony on behalf of Grays Ferry 5 

Cogeneration Partnership (“Grays Ferry”) and Vicinity Energy Philadelphia, Inc. (“VEPI”) 6 

(collectively “Vicinity”). 7 

Q. DO YOU HAVE ANY QUALIFICATIONS OR OTHER SPECIALIZED 8 

KNOWLEDGE THAT WOULD ASSIST THE PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC 9 

UTILITY COMMISSION ("COMMISSION") IN ITS DELIBERATIONS IN THIS 10 

CASE? 11 

A. Yes.  I have a B.S. in Chemical Engineering from Carnegie Mellon University and an 12 

M.B.A. from the University of Pittsburgh.  Additionally, I am a Registered Professional 13 

Engineer in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. I have attached a copy of my CV and 14 

Regulatory Experience as Appendix I. 15 

Q. BRIEFLY DESCRIBE YOUR RELEVANT BUSINESS QUALIFICATIONS. 16 

A.  I have run a consulting practice for the past 25 years focused on regulated and deregulated 17 

energy company strategy, market strategy, and regulatory issues. During 2004 and 2005, I 18 

undertook a consulting assignment as the Vice President of Consumer Markets for ACN 19 

Energy.  ACN is a gas and electric marketer that is active in eight states.  Prior to my 20 

consulting practice, I worked at three major energy companies for a total of 19 years.  Most 21 
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recently I was Vice President of Marketing for Equitable Resources.  In that function I was 1 

responsible for the development of the company’s deregulated business strategy.   2 

 Prior to that I was Vice President of Marketing for Citizens Utilities, responsible 3 

for gas, electric, water and wastewater marketing activities in several service territories 4 

within the United States.  The gas and electric utility operations were in Vermont, 5 

Louisiana, Arizona, Colorado, and Hawaii. Under my direction, Citizens initiated 6 

commercial and industrial transportation and supply services at its gas operation in 7 

Arizona.  I also directed significant gas supply contracting activities with large industrial 8 

and commercial customers in Citizens’ gas operation in Louisiana. 9 

 Before that, during 1988 through 1994, I was the Marketing Director at the Peoples 10 

Natural Gas Company where I was actively involved in many gas transportation programs 11 

as the company relaxed transportation requirements so that customers would have supply 12 

choices.   13 

 In summary, I have considerable experience in several states involving residential, 14 

commercial, and industrial customer energy procurement, regulatory issues and industry 15 

restructuring programs. 16 

Q. HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY TESTIFIED BEFORE THE PENNSYLVANIA 17 

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION? 18 

A. Yes, I have appeared before the Commission in numerous gas and electric regulatory 19 

proceedings.  I presented testimony on behalf of Vicinity in the Philadelphia Gas Works 20 

(“PGW”) Complaint Case (Docket No. C-2021-3029259) and the ongoing PGW 1307(f) 21 

case (Docket No. R-2023-3038069 and C-2023-3038722).  Additionally, I have provided 22 
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testimony on a variety of issues relating to energy procurement, industry restructuring, and 1 

demand response before regulatory Commissions in Arizona, Kentucky, Tennessee, 2 

Maryland, New Mexico, Illinois, Ohio, Wyoming and the U.S. Virgin Islands.   3 

I.  ISSUES 4 

Q. WHAT ARE THE ISSUES YOU WILL DISCUSS IN THIS TESTIMONY? 5 

A. Specifically, in my direct testimony I will: 6 

1. Refer to the history of the Vicinity cogeneration facility and the Vicinity Energy 7 

Philadelphia Inc. (“VEPI”) thermal energy district, through the inclusion of my 8 

testimony in the Complaint case and the 1307(f) case as Exhibit JC1.    9 

2. Explain the history of the regulatory complaints and proceedings involving Vicinity 10 

and PGW which began with the Compliant case, and continues with the ongoing 11 

1307(f) case, and now this case.   12 

3. Explain why the rates and tariffs proposed by PGW violate basic cost of service 13 

principles and, in response, propose reasonable cost-based rates that will enable 14 

continued patronage of PGW by Vicinity, and will benefit PGW customers.   15 

II. DISCUSSION OF THE ISSUES 16 

Q. WHAT IS THE HISTORY OF THE RATES AND TERMS OF SERVICE AGREED 17 

UPON BY PGW AND VICINITY?  18 

A. An accurate summary was presented in the Commission’s April 2023 Order in the 19 

Complaint case: 20 
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 “In 1995, Vicinity actively pursued the available means to by-pass PGW’s system 1 
by working in cooperation with Texas Eastern Transportation Company (TETCO) 2 
in seeking Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) approval to construct 3 
a Vicinity-owned pipeline to connect TETCO’s Philadelphia Lateral and Vicinity’s 4 
facilities at Grays Ferry. Vicinity’s plans were to secure a source of natural gas in 5 
sufficient volume and pressure to produce both electricity and steam from a single 6 
unit of fuel. PGW actively opposed Vicinity’s plan to bypass PGW. Despite PGW’s 7 
opposition, the FERC approved Vicinity’s plan. Exc. at 3; citing, St. JC1, 6:1-15.  8 

 In order to avoid Vicinity’s bypass of its system, PGW negotiated a 25-year 9 
agreement with Vicinity whereby Vicinity would agree not to bypass PGW and 10 
would abandon the FERC-approved plan to construct a bypass with TETCO. Under 11 
the agreement, Vicinity agreed to pay PGW over $10 million to construct a new 12 
PGW-owned two-mile segment of pipeline and repurpose a PGW-owned two-mile 13 
petroleum products pipeline to provide service to Vicinity at very high pressure 14 
directly from TETCO’s interstate Philadelphia Lateral, collectively called “the 15 
four-mile line.” At present, PGW has no scheduling or balancing duties or 16 
obligations related to Vicinity’s interstate deliveries directly with TETCO. In 17 
addition, Vicinity pays PGW a separate annual $160,000 Operation and 18 
Maintenance (O&M) charge for the four-mile line. Since PGW’s service to Vicinity 19 
began, Vicinity has been the only customer ever served from the PGW-owned four-20 
mile line, which is a high-pressure pipeline. Exc. at 2-3, citing Vicinity St. JC-1, 21 
17:16-18:3; St. JC1, 17:13-19; JC1, 8:13-18.  22 

 Prior to the Commission’s assumption of jurisdiction over PGW, the rates and terms 23 
of service between PGW and Vicinity were established under a group of four 24 
contracts, referred to as “the 1996 Contracts” or hereafter referred to as “the 25 
Agreement.” See I.D. at 5, F.O.F. No. 9, citing PGW St. 1R at 6.5”1 26 

Q. ARE YOU INCLUDING THE 1996 CONTRACT BETWEEN VICINITY AND 27 

PGW AS EVIDENCE IN THIS CASE? 28 

A. Yes, because the Commission noted in its April 2023 Order in the Complaint case that the 29 

contract was not submitted into evidence,2 I am including it as Exhibit JC2.  That contract 30 

demonstrates that Vicinity paid for the dedicated four-mile, high pressure pipeline that 31 

delivers all the gas consumed by Vicinity. 32 

 

1 Grays Ferry Cogeneration Partnership and Vicinity Energy Philadelphia, Inc. v. Philadelphia Gas Works, Docket C-
2021-3029259 ("Complaint Case"), (Opinion and Order entered April 20, 2023 at 3). 
2 Id. at 4 
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Q. WHAT ADDITIONAL EVIDENCE FROM THE COMPLAINT CASE AND 1307(F) 1 

CASE ARE YOU PROVIDING? 2 

A. All of my testimony from both cases is included as Exhibit JC1.   3 

Q. WHAT WERE THE COMMISSION'S FINDINGS IN THE COMPLAINT CASE? 4 

A. The Commission noted that PGW had never proposed any change to the rate applicable to 5 

Grays Ferry, which is rate GTS-F: 6 

 A review of PGW’s tariff filings from the time of the Commission’s original 7 
adoption of PGW Tariff Rate GTS-F by the Commission’s PGW 2003 8 
Restructuring Order, through five subsequent base rate proceedings brought by 9 
PGW, in 2006, 2009, 2017, 2020, and 2023, reflects that PGW has never proposed 10 
a change in the Commission-approved PGW Tariff Rate GTS-F. Even though 11 
PGW, as a utility can seek a change in rate under the applicable provisions of 12 
Chapter 13, PGW failed to do so, either as part of any of its five base rate 13 
proceedings between 2006 through 2023 or in any other manner. (Complaint Case 14 
at p.2). 15 

 The Commission also noted that PGW proposed to increase Vicinity’s rate by a minimum 16 

of 750%.  The Commission made it clear in its April 2023 Order that PGW could not just 17 

increase Vicinity’s rate by 750%, but is required to seek approval from the Commission: 18 

 A utility seeking a change to a rate in effect is required to file for Commission 19 
approval in advance of the proposed effective date of the change in rate.  (Id at p.9) 20 

 Therefore, Vicinity’s service is still at the rates and terms as agreed to in the 1996 Contract. 21 

Q. WHAT FOUR ITEMS DID THE COMMISSION DIRECT THE ALJ IN THIS 22 

PROCEEDING TO ADDRESS? 23 

A. The Commission directed the ALJ to develop a record which includes, but is not limited 24 

to, evidence relevant to:  25 
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 a) the proper rate class for Grays Ferry Cogeneration Partnership and Vicinity 1 
Energy Philadelphia, Inc., including, if necessary, whether a special rate class is 2 
appropriate,  3 

 b) the appropriate methodology and evidence necessary to apply the methodology, 4 
to determine Philadelphia Gas Works’ actual cost of service for Grays Ferry 5 
Cogeneration Partnership and Vicinity Energy Philadelphia, Inc.  6 

 c) consideration and resolution of the question of whether and, if so, to what extent 7 
Philadelphia Gas Works’ transportation service to Grays Ferry Cogeneration 8 
Partnership and Vicinity Energy Philadelphia, Inc., utilizes PGW’s low pressure 9 
distribution system, and if so, what impact does such use have upon the 10 
Philadelphia Gas Work’s actual cost of service and the resulting “just and 11 
reasonable” rate for Grays Ferry Cogeneration Partnership and Vicinity Energy 12 
Philadelphia, Inc.  13 

 d) consideration and resolution of the question whether Philadelphia Gas Works 14 
should be held to its prior position in base rate proceedings that Grays Ferry 15 
Cogeneration Partnership and Vicinity Energy Philadelphia, Inc., do not utilize 16 
Philadelphia Gas Works’ distribution system. (Complaint Case at p. 52). 17 

I will address each of those topics and provide substantial evidence that shows the realistic 18 

possibility of Vicinity constructing a bypass pipeline to TETCO.  That bypass pipeline 19 

construction project has continued to progress and I will be providing detailed engineering 20 

studies that show the feasibility of that project.  I will address all the flaws in PGW witness 21 

Ms. Heppenstall’s Class Cost of Service Study (“CCOSS”) and show that Vicinity’s rate 22 

should be less than the $0.1054/mcf that Ms. Heppenstall calculated, for her method of 23 

assigning costs ignored the direct dedicated pipeline connection from TETCO to Grays 24 

Ferry.   I will explain that the transportation service received by Grays Ferry does not use 25 

PGW’s low pressure distribution system, as every PGW witness - including Ms. 26 

Heppenstall - had agreed and supported in sworn testimony in every previous base rate 27 

case. Because the related issue of Philadelphia Lateral capacity is the primary topic I raised 28 

in the ongoing 1307(f) case, I will include it here for completeness and show that currently 29 

Vicinity’s payments to PGW for the use of that capacity creates a subsidy to other PGW 30 

customer classes. 31 
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Q. WHAT IS THE BIG PICTURE OVERVIEW OF PGW’S ATTEMPT TO 1 

INCREASE COSTS IT CHARGES TO GRAYS FERRY? 2 

A. To understand the big picture and the contract negotiation history over the past several 3 

years, the starting point is a review of all the charges that Grays Ferry pays to PGW today 4 

for the variety of services it receives.  I will describe the distinct services received and the 5 

cost of each currently.  The costs I show are based on the volumes Ms. Heppenstall used 6 

in her CCOSS, which were based on the three-year average.  They are shown in MCF: 7 

Annual   Daily 8 
Usage (MCF)    12,286,916   33,663 9 
 10 
Transportation   8,465,065   23,192 11 
ARS     3,768,722   10,325 12 
Retail Sales     53,129         146          13 

12,286,916   33,663 14 

 The retail sales gas is a very small amount, less than ½ % of the total consumption and is 15 

by design only used when there is an operational issue on the TETCO or PGW system that 16 

affects the delivery of gas through the high pressure dedicated four-mile line.  In fact, in 17 

2022 there was no retail sales gas consumed by Grays Ferry.  For that reason, in this 18 

testimony, when I refer to the gas consumed at Vicinity, I mean the high-pressure gas 19 

delivered through the four-mile line. 20 

Q. WHAT ARE THE ZONES OF THE TETCO PIPELINE? 21 

A. TETCO’S pipeline is illustrated in Exhibit JC3 which shows the different zones of the 22 

pipeline.  The access zones are traditionally where gas has been put into the pipe in Texas 23 

(East Texas, South Texas) and Louisiana (West Louisiana, East Louisiana).  Gas flows to 24 

the northeast United States and the route is divided into three market zones (M-1, M-2, 25 
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M3) and the M-3 zone contains the segment of the pipeline that has interconnections (also 1 

known as city gates) with PGW.  The Skippack interconnection is the location to which 2 

Vicinity delivers gas it has nominated through TETCO in the winter months that is used 3 

for PGW’s customers as part of the gas swap referred to as ARS.  The small segment of 4 

pipe that comes off of the TETCO mainline and goes southeast just west of Philadelphia is 5 

the Philadelphia Lateral and that is the section of pipe that delivers gas to the 6 

interconnection at meter 73060 with the four-mile line that serves Vicinity.   7 

Q. WHAT IS THE RELATIONSHIP OF THE TETCO ZONES AND THE VALUE OF 8 

CAPACITY? 9 

A. It is critical to understand that, in general, the more zones a capacity contract covers the 10 

greater value it provides.  For example, the most valuable capacity contract would entitle 11 

the holder to transportation rights from all four access zones all the way through M-1 and 12 

M-2 to M-3.  The holder of such capacity would be able to source gas at many locations 13 

and purchase gas that is the least cost of all the offers.  Conversely, holders of only M-3 14 

capacity would only be able to purchase M-3 gas but not gas that might be lower cost and 15 

available at M-2, or further upstream.  Vicinity holds or can easily obtain capacity to have 16 

its gas transported to the intersection of the TETCO mainline and the Philadelphia Lateral, 17 

known as Eagle.  Vicinity holds 35,000 Dth/day of capacity down the Philadelphia Lateral 18 

which is adequate for its needs much of the year, however to move the additional gas down 19 

the Philadelphia Lateral in the colder months, it must meet its capacity needs through either 20 

PGW release capacity or the ARS gas swap.  21 
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Q. WHAT IS THE TRANSPORTATION COST FOR PGW TO DELIVER 1 

VICINITY’S GAS THROUGH THE DEDICATED FOUR-MILE, HIGH 2 

PRESSURE PIPELINE?  3 

A. The majority of gas (12,233,787 mcf) flows under the transportation rate of $0.08/dth, or 4 

$0.0834/mcf.3    The current annual cost that Vicinity pays is $1,008,064.  In addition to 5 

the transportation rate, Vicinity also pays an annual pipeline maintenance fee, and monthly 6 

ARS, Release Capacity, and Meter charge fees as discussed below.    7 

Q. HOW IS THE PIPELINE MAINTENANCE FEE DETERMINED? 8 

A. Maintenance costs are not based on actual expenses incurred but instead on an annual 9 

amount set initially at $100,000 in 1998, and subject to annual escalation.  The annual 10 

maintenance payment in the most recent year, 2022, was approximately $180,000. Grays 11 

Ferry and VEPI have requested an itemization of PGW’s actual maintenance costs for the 12 

dedicated pipe but PGW admitted it does not track actual expenditures on the four-mile 13 

pipe.  I have included PGW’s replies to my inquiry in the Complaint case Set I-2 as Exhibit 14 

JC4. 15 

Q. WHAT IS “BALANCING” AND HOW DOES VICINITY MANAGE THE 16 

BALANCING PROCESS? 17 

A. Balancing is the process of forecasting demand and nominating (ordering) the correct 18 

amount of gas to meet a facility’s needs on a daily and monthly basis.  Pipelines, like 19 

TETCO, require customers to plan and schedule deliveries within certain tolerances to 20 

 

3 Based on the conversion rate of 1 mcf = 1.043 dth 
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prevent an imbalance on the pipeline.  Because Vicinity connects directly to the 1 

Philadelphia Lateral of Texas Eastern Transmission (“TETCO”), Vicinity manages its 2 

balancing process itself directly with TETCO.  PGW does not provide any balancing 3 

support for Grays Ferry, therefore, PGW does not charge a balancing fee to Vicinity.   4 

Q. WHAT IS LOST AND UNACCOUNTED FOR GAS, AND HOW DOES VICINITY 5 

MANAGE SYSTEM LOSSES? 6 

A. Vicinity’s Lost and Unaccounted for Gas (“LUF”) refers to the difference between the total 7 

volume of natural gas received at the TETCO station, meter 73060, to the gas recorded at 8 

Vicinity’s meter.   The reason that LUF might occur would be leakage from pipeline cracks, 9 

or valves and fittings.  Because the four-mile line operates at high pressure (450 psig or 10 

greater) any leak would be noticed and repaired promptly.  PGW has reported no leaks in 11 

the four-mile line, therefore the more probable reasons for any LUF would be metering 12 

errors or unauthorized use of Vicinity’s gas at PGW’s Passyunk Station, which is where 13 

the original repurposed liquids pipeline connects to the 16” line that was constructed in 14 

1996 to transport gas onto Vicinity.  Further, because Vicinity pays for gas based on the 15 

meter at TETCO, Vicinity already bears the financial consequence of any LUF, therefore, 16 

PGW does not apply a LUF fee to Vicinity.   17 

Q. WHAT IS RELEASE CAPACITY AND ALTERNATE RECEIPT SERVICE 18 

(“ARS”)? 19 

A. These two services were the primary topics of my testimony in the ongoing 1307(f) case.  20 

Vicinity’s peak needs are 56,000 Dth/day which occurs during the winter period.  Vicinity 21 

holds 35,000 Dth/day capacity of its own on the Philadelphia Lateral.  When its needs 22 
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exceed that capacity, it transports the additional gas using a portion of PGW’s capacity on 1 

the Philadelphia Lateral.  From May through September, PGW will release its firm TETCO 2 

capacity that it holds to Grays Ferry.  Grays Ferry uses that capacity to meet its needs that 3 

exceed the 35,000 Dth/day capacity that Grays Ferry holds.  During October through April, 4 

PGW does not release capacity to Vicinity but provides up to 21,000 Dth/day of gas to 5 

Vicinity through a gas swap, defined in the 1996 contract as Alternative Receipt Service 6 

(“ARS”) where Vicinity delivers its firm TETCO capacity gas to the PGW city gate station 7 

at TETCO meter 70034 in northwestern Philadelphia (Skippack), and – in a like-for-like 8 

swap - PGW delivers gas on the Philadelphia Lateral to the interconnection with the four-9 

mile line at meter 73060.  Under either scenario, all of the physical gas that flows to Grays 10 

Ferry is transported down the four-mile, dedicated high-pressure pipeline paid for by 11 

Vicinity.  None of the gas consumed by Vicinity transits PGW’s low pressure system, nor 12 

would it be able to due to the pressure. 13 

Q. HOW MUCH DOES VICINITY PAY PGW FOR RELEASE CAPACITY AND 14 

ALTERNATE RECEIPT SERVICE (“ARS”)? 15 

A. In 2022 Vicinity paid PGW $2.4 million for 21,000 Dth/day May-September release 16 

capacity, per the terms in the 1996 contract.  Since 2012, when Vicinity acquired an 17 

additional 20,000 Dth/day of capacity of its own on the Philadelphia Lateral, it has not 18 

needed the 21,000 Dth/day of PGW’s release capacity in those five summer months, yet 19 

has continued to pay PGW for it nonetheless.  The $2.4 million payment that PGW received 20 

in 2022 was applied to the system gas costs. In other words, Vicinity provided a $2.4 21 

million cross subsidy to GCR customers. Vicinity desires to end this subsidy payment, and 22 

PGW has agreed and has not included this component in the proposed rate for Vicinity.   23 
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Vicinity also pays $54,000/yr to PGW for ARS.  This is in excess of the operational cost 1 

that PGW incurs to provide ARS.  The solution I recommended in the 1307(f) case was 2 

that PGW should release Philadelphia Lateral capacity to Vicinity on a recallable basis, at 3 

the market price for such capacity.  Philadelphia Lateral capacity market value over the 4 

past five years is $0.35/Dth-day and the most recent release that PGW conducted was at 5 

$0.10/Dth-day. 6 

Q. HOW HAS PGW’S POSITION CHANGED IN THIS BASE RATE CASE 7 

COMPARED TO ITS POSITION IN THE COMPLAINT CASE AND PREVIOUS 8 

BASE RATE CASES?  9 

A. Since the construction of the dedicated four-mile line serving Vicinity - in base rate cases 10 

in 2007, 2009, 2017, and 2020 - PGW witnesses, including Ms. Heppenstall, provided 11 

sworn testimony that Vicinity’s gas is delivered through the dedicated four-mile line and 12 

not through the PGW low pressure distribution system and no distribution system costs 13 

were allocated to Vicinity.  I provided an abundance of evidence in my Surrebuttal 14 

testimony in the Complaint case, so I will present a few brief statements of the PGW 15 

witnesses here. 16 

  Mr. Kenneth Dybalski, PGW Vice President, stated, “they are served on a separate 17 

individual gas main that is not part of PGW’s distribution system” and also explained that 18 

Vicinity “financed the individual gas main upon installation” (R-2017-2586783, PGW St. 19 

No. 6-R, 2:5-17) 20 

  Mr. Phillip Hanser, Brattle Group Principal that conducted the CCOSS in 2017, 21 

testified that Vicinity is “served on a separate self-financed individual gas main, their 22 
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distribution mains and supply costs are directly assignable and, thus, they should not be 1 

assigned responsibility for distribution system costs in the same way as other customers 2 

that receive service via PGW’s interconnected distribution system.” (R-2017-2586783, 3 

PGW St. No. 5-R, 10:25-11:8). 4 

  When Ms. Heppenstall conducted the CCOSS in 2020, she remained consistent 5 

with those historical CCOSSs and also did not allocate distribution system costs to Grays 6 

Ferry.  Although no facts have changed from a facilities usage or operational perspective 7 

that could justify a departure from the allocation conclusions that PGW witnesses, 8 

including Ms. Heppenstall, have sworn to in successive past rate cases, Ms. Heppenstall 9 

inexplicably changed positions from her prior sworn testimony.  It is obvious the 10 

Complaint Order issued on April 20, 2023, that did not look favorably on Ms. Heppenstall’s 11 

change of position, so in this proceeding Ms. Heppenstall submitted supplemental 12 

testimony (after the April 2023 Commission Order) and now changes her position again 13 

and produces an alternative CCOSS that “removed all non-high pressure distribution plant 14 

costs and overheads, so that only the cost of maintaining the Four Mile line and some 15 

overheads are included. This results in a revenue requirement that isolates the costs for 16 

transportation…The cost of service, for basic transportation delivery service is $1,295,176 17 

or a rate of $0.1054 per MCF.” (PGW No. 5-SD, 5:16-23.)  I am pleased that Ms. 18 

Heppenstall has reversed her testimony in the Complaint case and agreed with the 19 

testimony of the other PGW witnesses in the previous base rate cases, and that she has 20 

agreed with herself in the 2020 base rate case.  We are now in agreement that the delivery 21 

costs for Vicinity’s gas should be based on the costs of the dedicated four-mile high 22 

pressure line, which Vicinity paid for. However, even with the reduced rate of $0.1054/mcf 23 



14 
 

now calculated by Ms. Heppenstall, she is overstating the cost of service based rate that 1 

Vicinity should be charged because she ignored the principle of direct allocation, which 2 

clearly applies to Vicinity. 3 

  If PGW had made such an offer during the past five years of contract negotiations 4 

it is likely that Vicinity and PGW would have reached an agreement, but that did not 5 

happen.  Unfortunately, after Ms. Heppenstall calculated a rate for transportation service 6 

at $0.1054/mcf, she did not stop but instead proceeded to opine that there are low pressure 7 

distribution system costs of $8,941,824 that must be allocated to Vicinity to be collected 8 

through the charge for ARS.  As discussed elsewhere in my testimony, ARS involves only 9 

a capacity swap – every molecule of gas consumed by Vicinity is actually transported by 10 

the dedicated, four-mile, high pressure pipeline. Any attribution of PGW’s costs to 11 

maintain its low pressure distribution system to Vicinity is not appropriate.  12 

Q. WHAT IS DIRECT ALLOCATION? 13 

A. During the CCOSS, if costs can be directly attributed to a specific customer or customer 14 

groups and not shared with other customer groups then those costs are to be directly 15 

allocated to that customer/customer group.   16 

Q. ARE THERE FLAWS IN THE COST-OF-SERVICE STUDY CONDUCTED BY 17 

PGW? 18 

A. Yes. The first step of any cost-of-service study is to determine what costs can be directly 19 

assigned to a specific customer.  The four-mile pipeline to Vicinity is clearly an example 20 

of an asset that should be directly assigned.  It was constructed for one customer, Vicinity.  21 

The costs to construct the pipeline were paid for by one customer, Vicinity. Moreover, the 22 
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costs to maintain and operate the pipeline have been separately billed to Vicinity for the 1 

entirety of the pipeline’s existence. Lastly, for the over 25 years of its existence, the 2 

pipeline has served one purpose – to transport gas solely to Vicinity.  Simply put, the 3 

pipeline is a dedicated facility that should be directly assigned to Vicinity.  The remaining 4 

PGW mainlines collectively are the low pressure distribution system, which Vicinity does 5 

not use and has never used and for which it should not be allocated any costs.  6 

Q. DID MS. HEPPENSTALL’S CCOSS DIRECTLY ASSIGN COSTS ASSOCIATED 7 

WITH THE DEDICATED FOUR-MILE PIPELINE? 8 

 A. No.  The one adjustment that Ms. Heppenstall made to remove Vicinity’s transportation 9 

volumes (8,465,065 mcf out of the 12,286,916 mcf total) from the allocations of mains, 10 

however, did include the ARS volumes (3,768,722 mcf) in the allocation of distribution 11 

system costs, and included the transportation volumes in allocation of the remaining 12 

expenses associated with the operation and maintenance of the low pressure distribution 13 

system.   It is entirely inappropriate to include ARS volumes in low pressure distribution 14 

system allocations, because the ARS does not use PGW’s distribution system. ARS is a 15 

gas swap arrangement that I addressed thoroughly in the 1307(f) case, because it is a gas 16 

supply issue, not a base rate case issue.  Ms. Heppenstall’s CCOSS continues to allocate a 17 

multitude of low pressure distribution costs to Vicinity which are not related to any aspect 18 

of service to Vicinity through the four-mile line that Vicinity paid for, and for which it 19 

already pays $180,000 annually for maintenance.  20 
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Q. WHAT ITEMS DID MS. HEPPENSTALL INCLUDE IN THE COST OF SERVICE 1 

FOR THE TRANSPORATION RATE? 2 

A. A review of the costs of Ms. Heppenstall’s revised CCOSS that she provided in her 3 

supplemental direct testimony filed on May 5 identify many inappropriate costs that would 4 

not be included had Ms. Heppenstall directly allocated costs to Vicinity.  The components 5 

that are included in her $1,295,176 transportation cost of service can be seen in Schedule 6 

E.  A summary of the categories of expenses is 7 

  Distribution Expenses    $784,000 8 

  Administrative & General Expenses  $203,000 9 

  Depreciation & Amortization Expense $105,000 10 

  Cost of Remove/Regulatory Asset Pandemic     $9,000 11 

  Interest and Other Expense      $56,000 12 

  City Payment/Net Income    $145,000 13 

  Total               $1,295,000 14 

Q. WHAT ARE THE DISTRIBUTION EXPENSES THAT WERE ALLOCATED TO 15 

VICINITY? 16 

A. The distribution expenses of $784,000, which is the largest component of the total cost of 17 

service, include items solely associated with the low pressure distribution system.  Costs 18 

of $25,000 were allocated to Vicinity for supervision & engineering and for maintenance 19 

supervision despite PGW’s failure to provide any evidence of any such work done on the 20 

four-mile line.  An allocation of $192,000 was made for distribution load dispatching, yet 21 

Vicinity does not receive gas from the low pressure distribution system.  Charges of 22 

$438,000 were assessed for metering & regulator stations in general and city gate and 23 

maintenance of measuring stations yet these were not based on Vicinity’s meters (for which 24 
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Vicinity already pays a separate charge). The entire expense of $784,000 should be 1 

removed. 2 

Q. WHAT IS THE COST OF SERVICE IF THOSE LOW PRESSURE 3 

DISTRIBUTION EXPENSES ARE REMOVED?  4 

A. Removing the unjustified distribution system expenses will result in the transportation rate 5 

cost of service of $511,000 or $0.0415/mcf or $0.0397 at a conversion rate of 1.043 6 

Dth/mcf. 7 

Q. WHY DID PGW SHIFT THE ALLOCATED REVENUE REQUIRMENT 8 

COLLECTION FROM THE TRANSPORTATION RATE TO THE ARS RATE? 9 

A. It would appear that PGW now acknowledges my previous testimony explaining that in 10 

1996 Vicinity was intending on constructing a direct connection to TETCO via a bypass 11 

pipeline, which had been approved by the FERC.  I testified in the Complaint case that 12 

Vicinity had resumed their analysis of a bypass line and had completed engineering studies 13 

that show the economic costs of a bypass line to be under $20 million.  Since my original 14 

testimony, Vicinity has gone to market with its studies and received bids.  Those bids show 15 

that a new bypass line can be constructed for under $26 million – notwithstanding the 16 

significant inflationary pressures since my original testimony.  I am including the Highly 17 

Confidential pricing document as Exhibit JC5.  It is easy to understand that investing less 18 

than $26 million to save $10,237,000 per year has a simple payback of roughly two and a 19 

half years and such a project would be extremely attractive, or in financial lingo, a “no 20 

brainer”.   With Ms. Heppenstall’s reversal of her 2021 Complaint case position and now 21 

wanting to collect $1,295,176 annually, that makes the investment in a bypass line less 22 
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attractive from a financial point of view, if that was the only cost Ms. Heppenstall and 1 

PGW sought to impose on Vicinity.   2 

Q. WHAT REVENUE BENEFITS TO PGW’S CUSTOMERS WOULD BE LOST IF 3 

VICINITY CONSTRUCTS A BYPASS PIPELINE? 4 

A. Historically Vicinity annually paid PGW $1,008,064 for transportation and $180,000 for 5 

maintenance on the four-mile line that Vicinity paid PGW to construct in 1996.  6 

Additionally, Vicinity paid for release capacity in the summer, $2.4 million in 2022, that it 7 

does not need. That amount was a generous subsidy to PGW’s other customers.   8 

Q. HOW HAS VICINITY PROGRESSED IN ITS ENGINEERING DESIGN FOR A 9 

NEW BYPASS LINE TO TETCO? 10 

A. I provided data request responses in the Complaint case explaining that Vicinity’s 11 

engineering design work had moved ahead and in addition to the completion of the design 12 

work that provided capital cost estimates based on 60% completion of engineering.  That 13 

engineering work is now complete and constructions bids have been solicited and received.  14 

While the costs of the competitive bid packages are highly confidential, they are complete 15 

and provide substantial credible evidence that construction of a bypass line is a very 16 

realistic and economically attractive option for Vicinity. 17 

Q. WHAT IS THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE TRANSPORTION RATE THAT 18 

MS. HEPPENSTALL CALCULATED IN THE COMPLAINT CASE AND IN THIS 19 

BASE RATE CASE? 20 

A. In the Complaint case Ms. Heppenstall allocated low pressure distribution system costs to 21 

Vicinity, even though Vicinity does not use PGW’s low pressure distribution system.  In 22 



19 
 

the CCOSS in this proceeding Ms. Heppenstall removed the low pressure distribution 1 

system costs from the transportation rate, but instead allocated those costs to the provision 2 

of ARS.  Her move of costs from transportation to ARS still results in the unjustified total 3 

cost increase to Vicinity of 750%, except now the bulk of that increase occurs in the charge 4 

for ARS.   Because she recommends that the basic transportation charge increase from the 5 

current $0.0833/mcf to $0.1054/mcf, but recommends that the ARS charges, currently at 6 

$54,000/yr increase to $8,941,824, I will address her false assumptions that led to her ARS 7 

increase.  8 

Q. DOES MS. HEPPENSTALL PROVIDE ANY REASON THAT EXPENSES IN HER 9 

CCOSS IN THIS BASE RATE CASE WERE SHIFTED TO ARS? 10 

A. She did not provide any reasoning that required any judgement on her part.  She simply 11 

followed the directive of PGW. She said, “At the request of PGW, I prepared a study that 12 

isolates the costs assigned to GFCP/VEPI in my original class cost of service study into 13 

two separate components: the basic transportation function of delivering gas; and the ARS 14 

component” PGW St. No. 5-SD 5:11-13 15 

 I explained previously that PGW’s apparent strategy in this shift is to make Vicinity’s 16 

investment in a bypass pipeline a financially unattractive project, while continuing to seek 17 

an astronomical overall price increase.   18 

Q. WHAT IS THE COST OF SERVICE OF ARS? 19 

A. Currently Vicinity pays $54,000 for ARS.  To determine if there are any justifiable costs 20 

that PGW incurs for the provision of ARS, I requested the identification of the actual gas 21 

supply employees that perform the services of providing ARS.  PGW responded that there 22 
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are only three employees that perform functions that would include the provision of ARS4 1 

but that those employees do not track their time separately and specifically for ARS but 2 

simply include the ARS nominations as part of their daily job duties.  I requested their 3 

detailed job descriptions to review if those descriptions included ARS tasks, and have 4 

received the descriptions.  I reviewed the Highly Confidential job descriptions for the gas 5 

transportation coordinators and the manager of gas supply.  The five-page job description 6 

for Gas Transportation Coordinator I, lists eight essential functions but does not mention 7 

ARS.  The five-page job description for Gas Transportation Coordinator II, lists ten 8 

essential functions but also does not mention ARS.  Finally, the seven-page job description 9 

for Manager of Gas Supply lists 37 essential functions yet not one of them mentions ARS.  10 

It is clear that the provision of ARS does not require any extraordinary time or effort but is 11 

merely another component of the supply and nomination process of the system sales 12 

customers, transportation customers, and Choice customers.5  ARS does not impose more 13 

than a de minimis cost to PGW.    14 

Q. HOW DO YOU ADDRESS PGW’S CLAIM THAT ARS USES ITS LOW 15 

PRESSURE DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM? 16 

A. The provision and cost of ARS was the main topic of my testimony in the 1307(f) case.  17 

PGW claims that the simple gas swap, where Vicinity delivers gas to Skippack (meter 18 

73034) for use by PGW’s customers and PGW swaps an identical amount of gas and 19 

 

4 In Response to Set IV-RR-2 Mr. Reeves stated that in addition to himself and Mr. Zuk the staff reporting to Mr. 
Reeves who support Gray’s Ferry includes two gas transportation coordinators and the manager of gas supply. 
5 Mr. Ryan Reeves Testimony in the Complaint case is consistent with this conclusion: "So receiving an extra supply 
of gas there would be a piece of cost slowly tied to it. While that cost might be minimal, it is not no cost." (Complaint 
Case, TR at 160) 
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delivers it to the Vicinity delivery point on the Philadelphia Lateral, meter 73060, uses its 1 

low pressure distribution system.  This is simply false.    2 

In its Main Brief in the Complaint case the OSBA addressed PGW’s position that all ARS 3 

volumes are implicitly deemed to be transported using PGW’s integrated distribution 4 

system and OSBA’s position was included in the April 2023 Order in the Complaint case: 5 

From a cost causation perspective, this assertion is nonsense. Physically, all of 6 
the gas that flows to the GFCP facility under normal operations flows from the 7 
Philadelphia Lateral to the customer on what appear to be dedicated mains (which 8 
Complainants paid for). As Mr. Knecht explained, the ARS is a gas supply “swap” 9 
arrangement which implicitly allows Complainants access to PGW’s capacity on 10 
the Philadelphia Lateral. This is a gas supply issue, and Complainants should pay 11 
for access to that capacity at market rates, to protect the interest of both GCR and 12 
base rates ratepayers. However, once Complainants have reasonably compensated 13 
PGW ratepayers for use of the gas supply capacity, there is no reason to charge 14 
Complainants with the distribution system costs for which they bear no cost 15 
causation responsibility. (Complaint Case, Order at 21) 16 

OSBA’s Mr. Knecht and I agree on both of the points he states.  First, the provision of ARS 17 

is simply a gas swap arrangement and does not use PGW’s low pressure distribution 18 

system.  Second, Vicinity should pay for access to PGW’s capacity on the Philadelphia 19 

Lateral at market rates.  I provided substantial evidence in the 1307(f) case that 20 

demonstrated that capacity on the Philadelphia Lateral has been released for $0.345/Dth-21 

day on average with the most recent release at $0.10/Dth-day.  In his supplemental 22 

testimony in this proceeding Mr. Teme’s Exhibit FT-4 proposes to charge $1.05/mcf for 23 

ARS.  His rate is three times higher than the average price of released capacity on the 24 

Philadelphia Lateral over the past five years and ten times higher than the most recent 25 

release of capacity reported by Mr. Reeves during the 1307(f) proceeding.  It must be 26 

rejected.  Just and reasonable rates must be based on the value of Philadelphia Lateral 27 

release capacity. 28 
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Q. WHAT IS THE BASIS OF THE SUBSTANTIALLY HIGHER CAPACITY 1 

RELEASE VALUE THAT PGW CLAIMS? 2 

A. The Company’s position is deliberately misleading by referring to capacity releases on 3 

TETCO, but not the specific releases on just the Philadelphia Lateral.  The TETCO 4 

capacity releases that enable customers to access gas from zones M-2 or all the way back 5 

to Texas and Louisiana have a much higher value than just a release of Philadelphia Lateral 6 

capacity, because customers can seek out less expensive gas from those distant locations.   7 

Such access to cheaper gas is the reason that a customer would offer a higher price for 8 

release capacity that access upstream TETCO locations.  The only TETCO capacity that 9 

Vicinity needs is capacity to move gas down the final segment, from the beginning of the 10 

Philadelphia Lateral at Eagle, to the interconnection with the four-mile line at meter 73060.   11 

The most recent value of Philadelphia Lateral capacity release was $0.10/Dth-day 12 

according to data provided by Mr. Reeves.  His response in the 1307(f) case to my 13 

interrogatory requesting the data of all capacity releases on the Philadelphia Lateral from 14 

2018 to 2022 identified the release of M3 to M3 capacity from November 1, 2022 to March 15 

31, 2023 for the rate of $0.10/Dth-day.  The higher valuations that PGW propounds about 16 

the value of capacity are misleading for they include capacity releases that reach far 17 

upstream of M3 and the Philadelphia Lateral and can access much cheaper gas.  I include 18 

Mr. Reeves’ response as Exhibit JC6 19 

Q. HOW HAS YOUR PROJECTION OF THE VALUE OF RELEASE CAPACITY 20 

CHANGED? 21 

 A. As additional evidence has been obtained through data requests to PGW it has been clear 22 

that the rate that PGW had been charging Vicinity is excessive compared to the market 23 
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value of TETCO M-3 capacity on the Philadelphia Lateral. In the Complaint case I 1 

discussed the rate that Vicinity paid PGW for release capacity with totaled $1.4 million in 2 

2021. Vicinity payments to PGW for release capacity in 2022 increased to $2.4 million.  In 3 

the 1307(f) case I cited an example that illustrated that if a customer would purchase 21,000 4 

Dth/day release capacity at the full tariff rate of $0.80/Dth that cost would be $6.132 5 

million annually.  I then testified that the actual market price for release capacity based on 6 

PGW’s data response was $0.35/Dth-day.  Further examination of the data to look at the 7 

market value of capacity on M-3 including the Philadelphia Lateral was only $0.10/Dth-8 

day in the recent winter period.  PGW can segment its long haul capacity and potentially 9 

release just the Philadelphia Lateral component to Vicinity while releasing the balance to 10 

another party, and it is such segmentation that will result in a lower market price for just 11 

the Philadelphia Lateral capacity.  Market rates change, and will continue to change, 12 

sometime moving upward and sometimes moving down.  My point is that Vicinity should 13 

pay a market rate for the release capacity or ARS that it actually needs.  Currently that is 14 

$0.10/Dth-day. 15 

Q. WHY HAVE YOU CHANGED YOUR POSITION AND NOW TESTIFY THAT 16 

SERVICE TO VICINTY CAN BE INTERRPUTABLE? 17 

A. The 1996 contract described the Vicinity rate as “Gas Transportation Service” and “GTS” 18 

and PGW’s tariff is titled “Gas Transportation Service- Rate GTS Firm Service”, 19 

notwithstanding the fact that virtually all of the Contract services had some 20 

interruptible/recallable provisions as discussed below.  My desire was to have the current 21 

service continued with substantially similar operating conditions and reasonable rates.  22 

During the Complaint case it became apparent that providing interruptibility should 23 
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provide more flexibility to PGW in terms of how it manages its capacity portfolio, and that 1 

Vicinity had significant assets that allow it to withstand some degree of interruptibility – 2 

as it always has.  Thus, in the original Contract, Vicinity specifically agreed to allow PGW 3 

to interrupt ARS service for up to 15 days each year when temperatures fell below 25 4 

degrees.  In PGW’s contract renewal proposal in February 2021, PGW retained this same 5 

interruptible language.  Vicinity’s investments in its oil storage and oil inventory, including 6 

recent investments in biofuel, allow it to continue to accept interruptible service as 7 

previously agreed.  Therefore, I am basing my position that Vicinity can be served as an 8 

interruptible customer on the actual contractual terms and conditions and the physical plant 9 

capabilities of Vicinity.   10 

Q. WHAT MONTHLY METER CHARGES ARE PGW PROPOSING FOR 11 

VICINITY? 12 

A. Vicinity has two meters measuring gas delivered through the high pressure line and PGW 13 

proposes a monthly charge of $1,100 per meter, or $2,200 total.  Currently Vicinity pays 14 

$500 total for monthly charges.  In comparison the highest monthly charge on PGW’s tariff 15 

filing is $426.06 “Per Meter Per Month (Parallel Meters are considered one meter).”  The 16 

April 2023 Commission Order made it clear that PGW may not increase rates without 17 

approval and PGW has provided no evidence or justification for its increase, therefore the 18 

increase should be denied.  I have edited the proposed tariff accordingly, and include my 19 

revised tariff as Exhibit JC7.   20 
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Q. WHAT SURCHARGES DOES MR. TEME CLAIM SHOULD APPLY TO 1 

VICINITY? 2 

A. Mr. Teme proposes to apply the Universal Service and Energy Conservation Surcharge; 3 

the Efficiency Cost Recovery Surcharge; Other Post Employment Benefit Surcharge; and 4 

the Distribution System Improvement Charge.  These programs benefit all customers and 5 

application to firm service is consistent with our Commission-approved practices for all 6 

other firm services.  These charges would not be applied to ARS and Sales Service because 7 

these services are interruptible services.  As I have already testified that going forward the 8 

transportation service provided may be interruptible, that means the surcharges cited by 9 

Mr. Teme would not apply to any of the gas consumed by Vicinity. Previous Commission 10 

Orders have clarified that riders and surcharges can be waived for customers with the 11 

capability to bypass the LDC.  12 

Q. WHAT SURCHARGES DOES PGW APPLY TO VICINITY CURRENTLY? 13 

A. None of the surcharges cited by Mr. Teme apply to Vicinity currently.  The surcharge 14 

amounts that PGW wishes to collect from Vicinity represent an increase of $25,766,000.6  15 

Mr. Teme barely mentions surcharges in his testimony and did not include the $25.7 16 

million increase in filing materials, nor did Ms. Heppenstall include it in her CCOSS.    17 

Such an omission of a huge increase purposefully misleads all parties.  The charges do not 18 

apply to Vicinity for several reasons.  None of the surcharges are items that Vicinity can 19 

qualify for or use.  I edited the proposed tariff for Rate GS-XLT that Mr. Teme included 20 

 

6 See OSBA Set 03-01 Current v Proposed Rates (Exhibit JC8) 
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as Exhibit FT-6.  My edits reflect the appropriate removal of the four surcharges that Mr. 1 

Teme proposed to collect $25.7 million additional revenues annually from Vicinity.  2 

Q. WHAT IS THE UNIVERSAL SERVICE AND ENERGY CONSERVATION 3 

SURCHARGE? 4 

A. The surcharge funds programs for income-eligible and age-eligible customers to provide 5 

assistance in paying their gas bills, and to fund conservation programs available to 6 

residential customers.  Vicinity is not eligible to receive such assistance from PGW.  The 7 

rate effective March 1, 2023 is $1.5461/mcf. 8 

Q. WHAT IS THE EFFICIENCY COST RECOVERY SURCHARGE? 9 

A. The Efficiency Cost Recovery Surcharge recovers costs for the Company’s demand side 10 

management programs and applies only to firm customer rate classes, as such should not 11 

apply to Vicinity.   12 

Q. WHAT IS THE OTHER POST EMPLOYMENT BENEFITS (“OPEB”) 13 

SURCHARGE? 14 

A. The OPEB surcharge funds PGW’s obligations and is adjusted annually through the 15 

1307(f) filing.  Currently the surcharge is $0.3789/mcf.   16 

Q. WHAT IS THE DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT (“DSIC”) CHARGE? 17 

A. The purpose of DSIC is to recover pipeline repair costs between rate cases.  The four-mile 18 

line serving Vicinity has not had any repairs in the past twenty-five years.  The PGW tariff 19 

allows “the Company may reduce or eliminate the DSIC to any customer with competitive 20 

alternatives and customers having negotiated contracts with the Company, if it is 21 
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reasonably necessary to do so.”  Vicinity’s bypass pipeline is certainly a competitive 1 

alternative, and DSIC should not be charged.  2 

Q. WHAT COMMISSION RULINGS HAVE DEFINED SURCHARGE 3 

APPLICABILITY IN BYPASS SITUATIONS? 4 

A. The logic of surcharge applicability in competitive situations, such a pipeline bypass, is 5 

well established.  If there is a credible competitive threat or bypass opportunity, then 6 

special rates may be used to retain the patronage of the customer that might otherwise leave 7 

the LDC altogether.  Once that special rate is determined, it makes no sense to believe that 8 

additional charges can be added to the rate without making the total rate realized by the 9 

customer in excess of the competitive alternative.  This is akin to the used car salesman 10 

agreeing to a price with the customer, then returning ten minutes later and telling the 11 

customer that he needs to add $500 for vehicle preparation.  Such a tactic would be rejected 12 

in that example and should be rejected here. 13 

 Commencing with the Gas Wars of the late 1980s the Commission has allowed the flexing 14 

of rates and riders so the affected utility would be able to retain large customers.  As stated 15 

in the Order in the 2005 Equitable Gas Company 1307(f) case (R-00050272), “For 16 

approximately twenty years, this Commission allowed NGDCs to negotiate or flex their 17 

tariff rates in order to compete with bypass and energy alternatives.  One of the principal 18 

goals intended to be achieved was to benefit all customers through the retention of the 19 

service to large use customers.”7 20 

 

7 PA PUC v. Equitable Gas Company, Docket No. R-00050272 (Opinion and Order entered September 28, 2005, slip 
op. at 42) 
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 Bypass is specifically included, “There are circumstances in which it may be reasonable to 1 

require captive PGC customers to bear the costs of discounted or waived gas delivery-2 

related charges incurred to retain throughput.  Those circumstances may include instances 3 

in which a customer may obtain service by direct bypass” (id, Order at 43) 4 

 In the same year, the Commission issued a consistent decision in the Peoples Natural Gas 5 

Company 1307(f) case (R-00050267), “we believe that there are circumstances in which it 6 

may be reasonable to require captive PGC customers to bear the costs of discounted or 7 

waived gas delivery related charges incurred to retain throughput.  The circumstances may 8 

include instances in which a customer may obtain service by direct bypass.”8  9 

 This principle was confirmed more recently in 2017 in the Order in the Gas Wars 10 

investigation9 where “(t)he ALJ concluded that flex rates for dual fuel, bypass or economic 11 

development purposes can be used to further important public policy goals and the 12 

continuance of these practices is in the public interest.”   13 

Q. IF VICINITY WERE TO RECEIVE GAS THROUGH ITS OWN BYPASS 14 

PIPELINE WOULD THAT CHANGE ITS ABILITY TO TRANSPORT ITS GAS 15 

ON THE PHILADELPHIA LATERAL? 16 

A. No.  The ARS gas swap arrangement would still function as it does now.  Vicinity would 17 

deliver gas for use by PGW’s customers to Skippack and PGW would deliver gas to the 18 

new Vicinity bypass line.  PGW would be compensated fairly for that service.  It has been 19 

 

8 Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission v. Peoples Natural Gas, Docket R-00050267 (Opinion and Order Entered 
September 30, 2005, slip op. at 34) 
9 Generic Investigation Regarding Gas-On-Gas Competition Between Jurisdictional Natural Gas Distribution 
Companies, Docket No. I-2012-2320323 (Opinion and Order entered May 4, 2017 at 20-21). 
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established that the value of Philadelphia Lateral capacity is $0.10/Dth-day, and that 1 

PGW’s labor costs of managing the nominations were minor as PGW performs this 2 

function daily for hundreds of transportation customers.  3 

Q. DID VICINITY APPROACH PGW TO DISCUSS SETTLEMENT AFTER THE 4 

1307(F) HEARING? 5 

A. During the 1307(f) hearing I was questioned by PGW’s counsel, Mr. Kennard,   6 

Q. PGW has - has offered ARS service for 25 years, the same period for which 7 
Grays Ferry has been capacity short. PGW has agreed to provide ARS service, 8 
continue to provide ARS service. If they continue to provide that ARS service, then 9 
there is no need for additional capacity by Grays Ferry. ARS Works and has worked 10 
for 25 years.   11 

Why the sudden interest and capacity on 19 the Philadelphia lateral?   12 

A. Well, Mr. Kennard, are you - are you testifying that your client, PGW, will offer 13 
ARS service for the future 25-year period under the same arrangement that we've 14 
enjoyed for the past 25 years?  15 

Q. I'm - I'm not allowed to testify. We - we established, and you accepted - accepted, 16 
subject to check, that PGW has offered to continue to provide ARS-like service to 17 
displace that service.  18 

A. Well, again,  19 

Q. If that's true,  20 

A. - if that's true - 21 

Q. - Philadelphia Gas Works and - and ARS just - that displacement transaction has 22 
physically worked to supplement Grays Ferry's capacity shortfall, why does Grays 23 
Ferry now suddenly need the 21,000 dekatherms of capacity?  24 

A. I'm uncertain as to what the price might be or what the term of that might be that 25 
you – of this concept that you're not testifying to, but instead that you're proposing.  26 

Q. So Grays Perry is concerned about the price for ARS service, the prices. Correct?  27 

A. The future price and - and the - and - and the future term that it would be offered.  28 
(Tr. at 94) 29 

 Based on that line of questioning it would seem that PGW was willing to continue the ARS 30 

gas swap under reasonable price and terms.  Certainly, the ALJ indicated that settlement 31 
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discussions would make sense as indicated in her dialog with Vicinity attorney, Mr. 1 

Stewart: 2 

ATTORNEY STEWART: Mr. Kennard is correct, Your Honor. There have been 3 
no settlement discussions so far with regard to this particular matter, or with PGW 4 
and Vicinity. Although, we would certainly entertain such discussions if PGW is 5 
willing.  6 

JUDGE: Oh, it appears they are, based on Mr. Kennard's earlier statement. (Tr. at 7 
106) 8 

  9 

Unfortunately, a brief discussion proved fruitless as PGW desired a large increase in ARS 10 

charges, and then filed its supplemental testimony the following week on May 5, and Mr. 11 

Teme opined that the ARS should increase from $54,000/year to $3.957 million, which is 12 

a significant increase and an unconscionable amount that has no cost justification.   13 

Q. WHAT CHANGES ARE NECESSARY IN THE PROPOSED TARIFF FOR RATE 14 

GS-XLT? 15 

A. Many changes are necessary to reflect the points I have made.  I reviewed and edited Mr. 16 

Teme’s Exhibit FT-6 and it is presented as Exhibit JC7.  The main changes I made were 17 

 1. Changed the character of service from “firm” to “interruptible” as I discussed in my 18 

testimony 19 

 2. Changed Mr. Teme’s unsupported customer charge increase to the current rate of 20 

$250.00 per month per meter. 21 

 3. Increased the maximum amount from 50,000 Dth/day to 60,000 Dth/day to better 22 

accommodate design day conditions. 23 
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 4.  Adjusted the transportation charge to $0.0397 consistent with removing low pressure 1 

distribution system costs.  2 

 5. Clarified that ARS charges should be based on actual capacity release revenues in 3 

TETCO zone M-3, and not be priced based on long haul capacity upstream to M-2 or Texas 4 

or Louisiana. 5 

 6. Replaced the language that would make ARS a monthly quantity election with language 6 

substantially similar to the 1996 contract and to PGW’s original February 2021 contract 7 

renewal proposal that provides ARS as a daily quantity election  8 

 7. Clarified that the four surcharges discussed in my testimony will not apply to any 9 

transportation, ARS, or sales volumes.   10 

 8.  Stated that lost and unaccounted for gas, and balancing charges will not be assessed as 11 

Vicinity is responsible for both of those functions. 12 

 9. Reduced the punitive penalty for violating a flow order from $75/Dth to $5/Dth.  PGW 13 

provided no mention of support for any such penalties, and Vicinity is not subject to such 14 

penalties from PGW, and is responsible for adherence to TETCO OFOs currently.   15 

III. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 16 

Q. WHAT IS THE SUMMARY OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 17 

A.  I have addressed the four points of the April 2023 Commission Order 18 

 1.  I have demonstrated that Vicinity is a unique customer that paid for the dedicated high 19 

pressure pipeline that has served it for over twenty five years, and that the construction of 20 
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a bypass line directly to TETCO is credible. Vicinity should have a special tariff and I have 1 

made the necessary edits to Rate GS-XLT proposed by the Company.   2 

 2.  I have corrected flaws in Ms. Heppenstall’s CCOSS and removed low pressure 3 

distribution system allocations from the transportation rate for Rate GS-XLT.  4 

3.  I have proved that ARS never flows gas to Vicinity using the low pressure PGW 5 

distribution system, therefore should not be allocated distribution system costs. Provision 6 

of ARS should be at market rates for delivery in TETCO M-3, and the most recent rate 7 

reported by PGW for such capacity was $0.10/Dth.  8 

4.  I have agreed with PGW’s positions in prior base rate cases and provided support that 9 

demonstrates that Vicinity does not use PGW’s low pressure distribution system.  10 

There are many details regarding the service to Vicinity but it boils down to first, 11 

understanding that Vicinity does not use the PGW low pressure distribution system, and 12 

second, that ARS should be priced at the market rate for that service.   13 

Q.  DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY? 14 

A. Yes.   15 
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JAMES  L.  CRIST Page Two 

SELECTED  ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

VICE  PRESIDENT,  CONSUMER MARKETS  -  ACN ENERGY 
Retained for a turnaround assignment with an independent energy marketing company.  Participated on the executive 
management team and directed a decentralized 3-person market management staff responsible for sales to 85,000 
customers.  Worked directly with the parent company executives and business unit management to create market-
driven strategies for the corporation.  Sharpened marketing and sales efforts of an energy marketing company 
operating in seven states and packaged company for eventual sale to Commerce Energy.    

¨ Primary executive responsible for sales.  Directed a team of market managers that was responsible for all 
aspects of 11 different markets (electric and natural gas) around the country.  Provided direction and support 
to sales channel organization of commissioned representatives. Turned around five-year annual loss to 
significant gain in 2004.  Tightened focus on market decisions.   

¨ Directed regulatory involvement to insure compliance with market rules.  Focused on maintaining positive 
relationships with state utility regulators to avoid penalties. 

¨ Led weekly operations meetings during absence of COO.  This involved direction of call center, provisioning, 
billing, credit & collection, and marketing.  

¨ Worked in a team setting with other executives (VP Finance, VP Supply, COO) to provide consistent, 
professional focus to workforce experiencing changing environment. 

- Directed development of annual business plan and budget with targets resulting in both goal achievements 
and income improvements. 

¨ During transition period working with merger partner Commerce Energy’s executive team to train and advise 
incoming executives.   

¨ Directed customer service improvements in the customer acquisition process which resulting in replacing 
outdated paper/fax process with phone order process.   

¨ Organized and directed trade show presence at national sales convention for alliance sales channel to create 
awareness of new product and market focus. 

VICE  PRESIDENT,  MARKETING  -  OPTIRON 
Retained as part of executive team in venture capital startup company developing new CIS/CRM software for the 
energy industry.  Worked closely with CEO, COO, and Director of Sales to determine business strategy and develop 
marketing strategy to create market awareness and brand attributes in medium and small energy companies.   

¨ Added in-house marketing communications function and personnel and revamped all marketing materials.   
- Added new website functionality and content.   
¨ Implemented first print advertising campaign in industry publications. 
¨ Using industry contacts, positioned Option as expert presenter at several conferences and trade shows.   
¨ Developed business plan to identify sales prospects and created competitive database of CIS/CRM vendors. 
- Participated in development of exit strategy plan resulting in the successful sale to large software company.  

VICE  PRESIDENT,  MARKETING  &  PRODUCT  DEVELOPMENT  -  ERI Services 
Assumed responsibility for creating a new corporate marketing vision and strategy to facilitate entry into new 
deregulated energy markets nationally. 

¨ Recruited and selected an exceptional management team and integrated marketing and sales activities into 
one functional operating unit. 

¨ Established the product innovation process to identify and create new and profitable market-driven service 
offerings. 

¨ Directed strategic branding to launch the new corporate identity; managed a $2 million national advertising 
campaign; and developed over $1 million of new sales/marketing collateral materials. 

¨ Instituted financial controls that reduced costs 60% in the Iowa market rollout while maintaining 80% market 
share and high customer satisfaction. 

VICE  PRESIDENT,  MARKETING  -  Citizens Utilities 
Directed a decentralized 20-person sales staff and a five person marketing staff.  Worked directly with the Board of 
Directors, Corporate President, and Sector Vice President to create market-driven sales strategies for the corporation. 
Revamped and redirected sales efforts of a five-state energy utility with 440,000 customers. 

¨ Increased industrial sales revenues by reorganizing unregulated gas marketing effort. 
¨ Revamped merchandising utilizing inbound telemarketing in Louisiana Gas. 
¨ Revised training programs for entire sales force, identifying and correcting missing technical and equipment 

training, adding a greater competency in the commercial and industrial sectors. 
¨ Developed first business plan in sales and marketing organization with monthly budget monitoring and 



targets resulting in both goal achievements and cost improvements. 
¨ Launched an aggressive direct marketing program that increased sales 500% over previous year. 
¨ Increased share of gas transportation business in Arizona by 15% in first year of operation through marketing 

efforts. 
¨ Created a telephone long distance business in Louisiana that captured a 20% share (2nd to AT & T). 

 

DIRECTOR,  RESIDENTIAL  &  COMMERCIAL  MARKETING  -  Consolidated Natural Gas 
Managed a marketing staff of 12 and a "dotted-line" 24-person field sales force.  Directed marketing and sales efforts 
in consumer, business, and manufacturing markets with $154 million revenue.  

¨ Added $6 million in revenue by developing new products in gas transportation, supply, and agency. 
- Directed sales activities in residential, commercial, institutional and governmental accounts for both product 

sales and technology sales. 
¨ Produced $600,000 annual revenue and doubled competitive project wins by revamping market approaches 

to residential and commercial new construction. 
¨ Secured 50% increase in customer decisions over 5 gas companies and 4 electric companies. 
¨ Experienced in PUC and Legislature lobbying.  Increased revenues $2.3 million through regulatory 

strategy/testifying and received major competitive program approval. 
 

MANAGER,  TECHNICAL  SALES / MARKET  DEVELOPMENT  -  Consolidated Natural Gas 
Directed new market development and competitive market support.  

¨ Focused on commercial and industrial accounts and increased the depth of relationship beyond the typical 
utility provider of service to a rich full service information provider and business partner. 

- Captured $150,000 in new business annually by competitive pricing analysis, sales tool development, and 
market approach. 

¨ Developed total advertising and promotional plan launching new market programs. 
¨ Compiled extensive technical database and developed economic model for project analysis, eliminating a 

$100,000 operating budget expense. 
¨ Led statewide coalition with customers and government agencies for fair treatment of new technology. 

 

EDUCATION  -  PROFESSIONAL 
 

UNIVERSITY  OF  PITTSBURGH,  Pittsburgh, PA 1982 

M.B.A. Degree 
 

CARNEGIE - MELLON  UNIVERSITY,  Pittsburgh, PA 1975 

B.S. Degree in Chemical Engineering 
 

Registered Professional Engineer     AGA Hall of Fame, 4/1991 



JAMES   L.   CRIST 
Lumen Group, Inc. 

Suite 101, 4226 Yarmouth Drive   ●   Allison Park, PA  15101 
Phone:  412.487.9708   ●Cell:  412.613.8886   ●E-mail:  JLCrist@AOL.com 

 
AMPLIFICATION OF LUMEN  GROUP  CONSULTING  ASSIGNMENTS 

 
A consulting practice specializing in strategic planning, business planning, marketing and venture 

development in the telecommunications, energy, and services industries. 
 
 
 
REGULATORY  
 
 Represented the National Energy Marketers Association and their members in Equitable-

Dominion Peoples merger case.  Developed strategy, presented written and oral testimony and 
negotiated on behalf of clients.  Worked with other interveners and FTC on anti-competitive 
issues. 

 
UTILITY RATE NEGOTIATION 
 

Represented large client group seeking to obtain rate reduction from electric utility.  Prepared 
strategy, wrote testimony, and exceeded expectations by achieving a 40% reduction in charges, 
producing a $2 million annual reduction. 
 

STRATEGIC PLANNING FOR ON-SITE POWER GENERATION 
 
Participated in proposal development for a 27-MW power plant on Kauai.  Handled critical 
customer needs assessment in rapid turnaround fashion to meet proposal deadline.  Maintained 
relationships with clients, vendors and proposal partners.  Our proposal was selected as the 
preferred bidder out of five strong competitors. 

 
NEW BUSINESS START-UP / TARIFF NEGOTIATIONS 

 
Participated in the development of a new gas distribution utility in New York.  Handled tariff 
development, pricing structure, transportation contracting, and operations, maintenance, and 
emergency manual preparation. 

 
SALES STRATEGY/BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT 
 

Developed sales strategy to focus on profitable accounts and markets.  Developed sales training 
and account management plans and provided consulting to energy marketing organizations to 
improve overall sales.    
  

BUSINESS STRATEGY/BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT 
 

Developed business strategy to verticalize eCommerce/Customer Relationship Management 
product for the energy/utility industry.  Produced sales training for global applications, product 
promotion presentations, developed alliance relationships with system integrators and software 
partners, developed business.  Client is market leader in North America.  

 
JOINT VENTURE/PRODUCT DEVELOPMENT 
 

Assembled joint ventures resulting in sales to offer new hedge-based weather risk management 
retail product. Identified venture partners, and developed business arrangements and closed 
million-dollar deals 

 
 
 



ENERGY PROCUREMENT 
 

Served as energy expert on project team that obtained long-term natural gas supply for major 
government facilities.  Prepared project specifications, negotiated with suppliers, prepared RFP, 
negotiated major reduction in delivery charges.  This project resulted in annual cost reduction of 
$2.5 million. 
 

NEW BUSINESS  DEVELOPMENT  -  TELECOMMUNICATIONS 
 
Analyzed use of electric utility assets for possible telecommunications business venture.  Wrote the 
business plan that identifies regulatory and non-regulatory issues, marketing plans, financial 
analysis, and organizational requirements.  Launched the new non-regulated business unit in 1996. 

 
JOINT  VENTURE  DEVELOPMENT  -  TELECOMMUNICATIONS 

 
Conducted analysis of potential joint venture partners for new unregulated telecommunications 
venture, bypassing the Bell operating company.  Held screening discussions with potential partners 
and selected lead candidate for venture.  Developed working agreement with partners along with 
business case to launch venture. 

 
JOINT  VENTURE  DEVELOPMENT  -  TELECOMMUNICATIONS  &  ENERGY 

 
Developed strategic plan for joint venture involving gas, electric, and telecommunications partners.  
Screened potential business partners and held discussions with lead candidates.  Assembled 
justification for top management approval. 

 
PRODUCT  DEVELOPMENT  -  UNREGULATED  ENERGY  SERVICES 

 
Developed energy products for start-up subsidiary of major energy utility.  Identified potential 
products and selected most likely candidates for further development.  Developed market plans and 
sales plans for products. 

 
MARKET  PLAN  -  DIRECT  MARKETING 

 
Developed the market plan for large, global direct marketing agency to enter the energy industry.  
Identified strategies, strengths, weaknesses, and target prospects.  Initiated sales effort and 
developed new business. 

 
CORPORATE  IMAGE  DEVELOPMENT 

 
        Developed complete business unit identity for a new operations and services company.       
        Produced capabilities brochure for use with prospects. 
 
MARKET RESEARCH 

 
Conducted market research to identify new customer/new business opportunities for major 
energy utility.  Comprehensive project with two additional similar projects were completed. 
Entailed determination of goals, development of research methodology, script preparation, 
vendor selection, data analysis, and development of action plan. 

  
MARKET DEVELOPMENT 
 
 Organized intervener group in Illinois consisting of retail marketers and intervened in three rate 

proceedings (Nicor Gas base case, WPS-Peoples merger case, Peoples Gas base case) and 
secured significant improvements in rules and procedures enabling marketers to increase their 
business and profitability.  Developed strategy and presented written and oral testimony. 
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1. Dominion Energy Ohio Motion, Case No. 18-1419-GA-EXM, Representing Retail Energy Supply Association 
2. Aqua America/Peoples Natural Gas Merger, Docket R-2018-3006061, Representing Natural Gas Supplier 

Parties and Retail Energy Supply Association 
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Intervenors 
4. Duquesne Light Company General Base Rate Increase, Docket R-2018-3000124, Representing the Duquesne 
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5. Columbia of PA General Base Rate Increase, Docket R-2018-2647577, Representing the Pennsylvania State 

University 
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State University 
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University 
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University 
13. West Penn Power Company, General Base Rate Increase, Docket R-2014-2428742, Representing the 

Pennsylvania State University 
14. Herman Oil & Gas Company, General Base Rate Increase, R-2014-2414379, Representing Herman Oil & Gas 

Company 
15. Columbia of PA General Base Rate Increase, Docket R-2014-2406274, Representing the Pennsylvania State 

University 
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Gas Supply of Illinois 
17. Columbia of PA General Base Rate Increase, Docket R-2012-2321748, Representing the Pennsylvania State 

University, Dominion Retail, Interstate Gas Supply, and Shipley Energy 
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Representing the Pennsylvania State University 
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the Pennsylvania State University 
20. Ameren Gas- General Base Rate Increase, Docket 11-0282 (Cons.), Representing Dominion Retail and Interstate 

Gas Supply of Illinois 
21. Water and Power Authority (USVI)- Electric Base Rate Case, Docket 575, June 2009, Representing 

Frenchman’s Reef Marriott 
22. Water and Power Authority (USVI)- Water Base Rate Case, Docket 576, June 2009, Representing Frenchman’s 

Reef Marriott 
23. Public Service of New Mexico 2010 Base Rate Case,  Informal rate design workshops pursuant to the stipulation 

in NMPRC Case No. 08-00273-UT,  Representing City of Albuquerque  
24. Public Service of New Mexico, Electric base case at Case No. 08-00273-UT, Representing City of Albuquerque 
25. Public Service of New Mexico 2009 Renewable Energy Procurement Plan for 2010, Case No. 09-00260-UT, 

Representing City of Albuquerque and Santa Fe County 
26. Public Service of New Mexico, Gas sale case at Case No. 08-00078-UT, Representing City of Albuquerque 
27. UGI Utilities, Central Penn Gas, Penn Natural Gas, Gas Cost Increase, Docket No. R-2011-2238953, 

Representing Shipley Energy, Rhodes Energy, and CenterPoint Energy 
28. UGI Utilities- Gas Division, Gas Cost Increase, Docket No. R-2010-2172933, Representing Shipley Energy 
29. Columbia of PA General Base Rate Increase, Docket R-2010-2215623, Representing the Pennsylvania State 
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31. Columbia of PA General Base Rate Increase, Docket R-2008-2011621, Representing Hess Energy,  Dominion 

Retail, Interstate Gas Supply, and Shipley Energy 
32. Columbia of PA Gas Cost Increase, Docket R-2008-2028039, Representing  Dominion Retail, Interstate Gas 

Supply, and Shipley Energy 
33. PPL Electric Utilities Voluntary Purchase of Accounts Receivables Program and Merchant Function Charge, 

Docket No. P-2009-2129502 



34. Nicor Gas Company, Provision of facilities and services and the transfer of assets between Nicor Gas Company 
and Nicor Inc., Docket No. 09-0301, Representing Dominion Retail 

35. North Shore Gas and Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company, General Base Rate Increase, Dockets  09-0166 and 
09-0167, Representing Dominion Retail, Interstate Gas Supply and Nicor Advanced Energy 

36. Nicor Gas Company, Base Rate Increase, Docket No. 08-0363, Representing Interstate Gas Supply and 
Dominion Retail 

37. North Shore Gas and Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company, General Base Rate Increase, Dockets  07-0241 and 
07-0242, Representing Dominion Retail, Interstate Gas Supply and U.S. Energy Savings 

38. WPS Resources, Peoples Energy, Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company, North Shore Gas Company, 
Application pursuant to Section 7-204 of the Public Utilities Act for authority to engage in a Reorganization, 
Docket 06-0540, Representing Dominion Retail, Interstate Gas Supply, US Energy Savings, MxEnergy, and 
Direct Energy Services. 

39. Allegheny Energy, Approval of Retail Electric Default Service Program and Competitive Procurement Plan, 
Docket No. P-2008-2021608, Representing the Pennsylvania State University 

40. Allegheny Energy, Generation Rate Cap, Docket No. P-2007-2001828, Representing the Pennsylvania State 
University 

41. Equitable Gas Company, Rate Increase, Docket R-2008-2029325, Representing Independent Oil & Gas 
Association and Hess Corp. 

42. Equitable Gas Company and Peoples Gas, Merger Case, Docket A-122250F5000, Representing National Energy 
Marketers, Hess Corporation, and Constellation New Energy. 
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Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS, AND ON WHOSE 1 

BEHALF, YOU ARE TESTIFYING. 2 

A. I am James L. Crist, President of Lumen Group, Inc. a consulting firm focused on 3 

regulatory and market issues.  My business address is 4226 Yarmouth Drive, Suite 101, 4 

Allison Park, Pennsylvania 15101.  I am presenting testimony on behalf of Grays Ferry 5 

Cogeneration Partnership (“Grays Ferry”) and Vicinity Energy Philadelphia, Inc. (“VEPI”) 6 

(collectively “Vicinity”). 7 

Q. DO YOU HAVE ANY QUALIFICATIONS OR OTHER SPECIALIZED 8 

KNOWLEDGE THAT WOULD ASSIST THE PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC 9 

UTILITY COMMISSION ("COMMISSION") IN ITS DELIBERATIONS IN THIS 10 

CASE? 11 

A. Yes.  I have a B.S. in Chemical Engineering from Carnegie Mellon University and an 12 

M.B.A. from the University of Pittsburgh.  Additionally, I am a Registered Professional 13 

Engineer in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.  I have attached a copy of my CV and 14 

Regulatory Experience as Exhibits JC1.1 and JC1.2 respectively. 15 

Q. BRIEFLY DESCRIBE YOUR RELEVANT BUSINESS QUALIFICATIONS. 16 

A.  I have run a consulting practice for the past 25 years focused on regulated and deregulated 17 

energy company strategy, market strategy, and regulatory issues. During 2004 and 2005, I 18 

undertook a consulting assignment as the Vice President of Consumer Markets for ACN 19 

Energy.  ACN is a gas and electric marketer that is active in eight states.  Prior to my 20 

consulting practice, I worked at three major energy companies for a total of 19 years.  Most 21 
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recently I was Vice President of Marketing for Equitable Resources.  In that function I was 1 

responsible for the development of the company’s deregulated business strategy.   2 

 Prior to that I was Vice President of Marketing for Citizens Utilities, responsible 3 

for gas, electric, water and wastewater marketing activities in several service territories 4 

within the United States.  The gas and electric utility operations were in Vermont, 5 

Louisiana, Arizona, Colorado, and Hawaii.  Under my direction, Citizens initiated 6 

commercial and industrial transportation and supply services at its gas operation in 7 

Arizona.  I also directed significant gas supply contracting activities with large industrial 8 

and commercial customers in Citizens’ gas operation in Louisiana. 9 

 Before that, during 1988 through 1994, I was the Marketing Director at the Peoples 10 

Natural Gas Company where I was actively involved in many gas transportation programs 11 

as the company relaxed transportation requirements so that customers would have supply 12 

choices.   13 

 In summary, I have considerable experience in several states involving residential, 14 

commercial, and industrial customer energy procurement, regulatory issues and industry 15 

restructuring programs. 16 

Q. HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY TESTIFIED BEFORE THE PENNSYLVANIA 17 

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION? 18 

A. Yes, I have appeared before the Commission in numerous gas and electric regulatory 19 

proceedings.  Additionally, I provided testimony on a variety of issues relating to energy 20 

procurement, industry restructuring, and demand response before regulatory Commissions 21 

in Arizona, Maryland, New Mexico, Illinois, Ohio, Wyoming and the U.S. Virgin Islands.   22 
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I.  ISSUES 1 

Q. WHAT ARE THE ISSUES YOU WILL DISCUSS IN THIS TESTIMONY? 2 

A. Specifically, in my direct testimony I will: 3 

1. Review the history of the Grays Ferry Cogeneration facility going back twenty-five 4 

years and the reason that Grays Ferry entered into an agreement with Philadelphia 5 

Gas Works (“PGW”). 6 

2. Provide an overview of VEPI covering the history of the thermal energy district and 7 

the need to secure firm gas supply to assure that VEPI can fulfill its public utility 8 

function.  I will explain the energy relationship between Grays Ferry and VEPI. 9 

3. Review the details of the unacceptable negotiations with PGW and my analysis of 10 

each of the terms of its rate demands and explain why they are not appropriate and 11 

entirely out of line with rate setting standards and practices. 12 

4. Lay out the appropriate and reasonable contractual details for PGW to execute with 13 

Grays Ferry so the other customers of PGW can realize their lower rates as Grays 14 

Ferry continues to be a customer over the next 25 years, by avoiding the construction 15 

of the FERC-approved bypass pipeline to TETCO.   16 

5. Cite several examples of PGW’s unfair practices targeting customers of the energy-17 

efficient VEPI steam system, and explain why PGW’s actions violate the standards 18 

of conduct set by the Commission, and should not be permitted to continue. 19 

 20 

 21 
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II. GRAYS FERRY COGENERATION PLANT 1 

Q. WOULD YOU DESCRIBE THE HISTORY OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF GRAYS 2 

FERRY? 3 

A. The Grays Ferry cogeneration plant was constructed in 1997 and consists of a combined 4 

cycle plant with a gas combustion turbine-generator (“CT”) and a waste heat recovery 5 

boiler or heat recovery steam generator (“HRSG”), a 700klb/hr. auxiliary boiler and an 6 

extraction steam turbine (“ST”).  The outputs of the ST and CT are 58 MW and 135 MW 7 

respectively.  The CT and HRSG burn only natural gas.  The auxiliary boiler burns either 8 

natural gas or low sulfur distillate oil (“LSDO”), and the ST can be fed with steam from 9 

the HRSG and/or the auxiliary boiler.  Initially developed as a partnership of Trigen, 10 

Philadelphia Electric (“PECO”) and O’Brien Energy, the facility is currently owned by 11 

Grays Ferry Cogeneration Partnership, which is in turn owned by Vicinity Energy Inc. 12 

(“Vicinity”), parent company of the downtown district energy system owned and operated 13 

by Vicinity Energy Philadelphia, Inc. (“VEPI”).  The entirety of the electrical power output 14 

of the plant is sold into the wholesale market through the PJM Interconnect LLC (“PJM”) 15 

the regional transmission organization (“RTO”) responsible for, among other areas, the 16 

Philadelphia market.   17 

Q. HOW MUCH POWER DOES GRAYS FERRY PRODUCE ANNUALLY? 18 

A. The facility is available in excess of 99% of the time and in 2021 sold 958.3 GWH into the 19 

PJM.  Such sales are structured as firm sales.  Additionally, the steam output is 3.64 million 20 

Mlbs (1 Mlb equals 1,000 lbs) annually.   21 
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Q. WHAT IS THE NATURE OF THE CONTRACT BETWEEN GRAYS FERRY AND 1 

PGW? 2 

A. In January 1996, Grays Ferry signed a Service Contract with the Philadelphia Authority 3 

for Industrial Development (“PAID”) – a City of Philadelphia entity capable of signing this 4 

long-term contract on behalf of Philadelphia Gas Works (“PGW”), the City’s municipally 5 

owned gas utility.  The contract is an integral part of Grays Ferry’s natural gas 6 

transportation assets.  The contract has an expiration date of 12/31/2022 and due to 7 

considerable uncertainty about renewal prospects, and potentially long lead times needed 8 

for certain remedies, Vicinity initiated contract negotiations with PGW in 2017.  Those 9 

discussions have not resolved critical issues and therefore Grays Ferry found it necessary 10 

to file a complaint to address several components of the contract and seek a Commission 11 

order making PGW comply with reasonable rates and contract terms proposed by Grays 12 

Ferry.  13 

Q. WHAT COMPANIES HAVE OWNED AND OPERATED THE GRAYS FERRY 14 

COGENERATION PLANT? 15 

A. The plant was initially a partnership between Trigen, PECO and O’Brien Energy.  PECO 16 

and O’Brien were later replaced by NRG and then Calpine.  In 2005 the facility was sold 17 

to Thermal North America, Inc. (“TNAI”), along with a portfolio of other entities owned 18 

by Trigen.  In 2007, TNAI was sold to Veolia Energy North America Holdings, Inc.  In 19 

2019, TNAI was sold to Franklin BidCo, Inc. and changed its name to Vicinity Energy Inc.   20 
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Q. WHAT WAS THE ORIGINAL PLAN TO OBTAIN GAS SUPPLY FOR GRAYS 1 

FERRY? 2 

A, Recognizing the need for a firm, secure supply of natural gas, in 1996 during the 3 

construction phase of the plant, a high-pressure natural gas pipeline was designed and 4 

permitted that would connect Grays Ferry directly to the Philadelphia Lateral of Texas 5 

Eastern Transmission (“TETCO”). 6 

Q. WHAT ENGINEERING WORK WAS CONDUCTED IN 1996? 7 

A. Grays Ferry commissioned the design of a four-mile pipeline to connect the plant directly 8 

with TETCO, and transport natural gas at pressures of 350 psig.  The pipeline included a 9 

crossing over the Schuylkill River.  Based on my review of the data request responses 10 

including PGW’s large project book that contained 122 pages (Exhibit JC2.3), my 11 

engineering estimate of the project cost of the four-mile line is in the range of $4-6 million 12 

in 1996.  PGW has repeatedly claimed it cannot locate the project cost documents of the 13 

four-mile pipeline.  The engineering firm that designed the pipeline was Pennoni, 14 

headquartered in Philadelphia. 15 

Q. WHAT REGULATORY WORK WAS DONE IN 1996? 16 

A. An application was submitted to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”).  17 

The project was approved for construction with a certificate of convenience issued by 18 

FERC.   19 
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Q. WHY DID GRAYS FERRY ELECT TO OBTAIN GAS SERVICE THROUGH 1 

PGW INSTEAD OF CONSTRUCTING ITS OWN DEDICATED LINE? 2 

A. Philadelphia mayor, Ed Rendell, desired that PGW be part of this landmark project and 3 

requested the two companies work together to negotiate a contract that would allow PGW 4 

to construct the dedicated natural gas pipeline connecting Grays Ferry to TETCO.  PGW 5 

used an abandoned liquids pipe located near TETCO’s Philadelphia Lateral, that it 6 

converted to natural gas service, and constructed a 16” high pressure steel pipe to extend 7 

that pipe and connect directly to the Grays Ferry facility.  Presumably, PGW’s 8 

TETCO/Grays Ferry connection was less expensive as it reused an existing, albeit 9 

abandoned, pipeline and it allowed PGW to remain at least a passive participant in the 10 

transportation of gas to a Philadelphia business. 11 

Q. WHAT WAS THE COST OF THE FOUR MILE PIPELINE? 12 

A. The first part of the four-mile pipeline was an abandoned liquids line that PGW converted 13 

to a gas pipeline.  The second part of the line was a two-mile 16” line from the Passyunk 14 

station to Grays Ferry.  Costs were requested from PGW in several data requests.  I have 15 

attached their responses to Set I-1 and Set I-5 as Exhibits JC2.1 and JC2.2.  There is not 16 

one clear summary of all the costs (engineering, permitting, and construction).  In the data 17 

responses there are several components of the total project cited but none of them aggregate 18 

to more than $2 million.  19 
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Q. HOW MUCH DID GRAYS FERRY CONTRIBUTE TO THE CAPITAL COST OF 1 

THE FOUR MILE PIPELINE? 2 

A. Grays Ferry made multiple installment payments to PGW totaling $10.1 million.  In 3 

addition, Grays Ferry has paid PGW $0.08 per dekatherm of natural gas transported 4 

through the dedicated pipe for the last 25 years, or roughly $24,000,000 (on a conservative 5 

basis of 12M dekatherms a year).  Because Grays Ferry pays PGW separate amounts for 6 

such things as operations and maintenance costs, it is fair to conclude that the over 7 

$34,000,000 paid by Grays Ferry could have been used by PGW to fully depreciate the 8 

cost of the construction and rehabilitation of the pipe.   9 

Q. WHAT WAS THE TRANSPORTATION RATE? 10 

A. The transportation rate was, and still is $0.08/Dth. 11 

Q. HOW WERE MAINTENANCE COSTS ADDRESSED? 12 

A. Maintenance costs are not based on actual expenses incurred but instead on an annual 13 

amount set initially at $100,000 in 1998, and subject to annual escalation.  The annual 14 

maintenance payment in the most recent year, 2021, was approximately $160,000. Grays 15 

Ferry and VEPI have requested an itemization of PGW’s actual maintenance costs for the 16 

dedicated pipe but have yet to be provided any meaningful information.  I have included 17 

PGW’s replies to my inquires Set I-2 and Set I-6 as Exhibits JC3.1 and JC3.2 18 

 19 
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III. VICINITY ENERGY PHILADELPHIA INC.  1 

Q. WOULD YOU DESCRIBE THE HISTORY OF THE THERMAL ENERGY 2 

DISTRICT IN DOWNTOWN PHILADELPHIA? 3 

A. The steam system in Philadelphia is over a century old and was originally built and owned 4 

by PECO.  VEPI’s predecessor purchased the steam system from PECO in 1986.  The 5 

district thermal system provides an essential service to Philadelphia as most downtown 6 

buildings rely on it for their essential space heating needs.  Most buildings were designed 7 

and constructed relying on the steam system.   8 

Q. WHAT SERVICES DOES THE THERMAL ENERGY SYSTEM PROVIDE 9 

TODAY? 10 

A. VEPI sells steam to many critical service applications in Philadelphia including 11 

universities, residential complexes, hospitals and other medical facilities as well as 12 

numerous commercial buildings.  The steam is used for space heat, hot water, and various 13 

process applications such as food service. laundry and sterilization, including the 14 

sterilization of hospital equipment. 15 

Q. WHAT IS THE SOURCE OF STEAM THAT VEPI SELLS? 16 

A. The majority of the steam is produced by Grays Ferry’s cogeneration plant and, when 17 

necessary, for example, if the cogeneration plant cannot produce enough steam to satisfy 18 

the customer demand, steam boilers owned by VEPI or a sister company of VEPI. 19 
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Q. WHAT ARE THE ECONOMICS OF PRODUCING STEAM USING NATURAL 1 

GAS FIRED BOILERS? 2 

A. The utility-scale boilers operated by VEPI are highly efficient operating at or above an 3 

85% rate. 4 

Q. WHAT ARE THE EFFICIENCIES OF PRODUCING ELECTRICITY AND 5 

STEAM USING COGENERATION? 6 

A. Cogeneration systems are highly efficient, producing overall system efficiencies at or 7 

above 80%, compared to 30% to 35% of traditional utility fossil-fueled power plants.  See 8 

www.epa.gov/chp/chp-benefits.  This high efficiency makes cogeneration an attractive 9 

technology for improving our country’s overall energy efficiency.  10 

Q. WHAT ARE THE ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS OF PRODUCING STEAM 11 

USING COGENERATION? 12 

A. By burning a single unit of fuel, yet producing both electricity and steam, the overall energy 13 

output is increased compared to what would be produced separately from a power plant 14 

and a stand-alone boiler.  See www.epa.gov/chp/chp-benefits.  This is accomplished either 15 

from waste heat from a combustion turbine being used to make steam, then passing steam 16 

through a steam turbine-generator where the steam is then extracted and used as thermal 17 

energy.  A commercial customer receiving steam from VEPI’s process that uses the waste 18 

heat of the Grays Ferry cogeneration plant is purchasing highly efficient steam. By the US 19 

EPA’s calculation and based on a smaller 5 MW CHP, which would have lower efficiency 20 

than Grays Ferry, combined heat and power produces roughly half of the CO2 emissions 21 

that would otherwise be required to produce the same electric and thermal outputs if 22 

http://www.epa.gov/chp/chp-benefits
http://www.epa.gov/chp/chp-benefits
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produced separately.  See www.epa.gov/chp/chp-benefits.  It is a significant contribution 1 

to efforts to address climate change.  2 

 3 

IV. NEGOTIATIONS WITH PGW 4 

Q. WHEN DID VICINITY APPROACH PGW TO DISCUSS CONTRACT 5 

RENEWAL? 6 

A. Vicinity approached PGW in 2017 yet found discussions were fruitless.  They re- 7 

approached PGW in 2020 and again made no progress on the issues.  In February of 2021 8 

PGW provided Vicinity with proposed contract terms that increase the rate by an amount 9 

nearly tenfold and reassigned Vicinity to interruptible service.  The terms PGW was 10 

dictating were so onerous and inadequate for Vicinity’s required service needs that Vicinity 11 

retained outside counsel and myself to assist with analysis of the offer and development of 12 

a fair counteroffer. 13 

Q. WHAT ARE THE KEY COMPONENTS OF PGW’S OFFER TO VICINITY? 14 

A. The major issues that were discussed are listed below.  I will address each one of them. 15 

1.  Quality of services 16 

2.  Variable transportation rate 17 

3.   Maintenance fee 18 

4.   Release capacity 19 

5.  Alternate Receipt Service (“ARS”) 20 

6.  Sales service gas 21 

7.  Imbalance charges 22 

8.  Lost and unaccounted for gas 23 

http://www.epa.gov/chp/chp-benefits
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Q. WHAT IS “QUALITY OF SERVICE”? 1 

A. Most utility sales and transportation service is firm, meaning that the customer is able to 2 

take the amount of gas necessary for its needs on a daily basis.  Residential and essential 3 

human needs customers such as hospitals and nursing homes absolutely require firm 4 

service as the health and welfare of individuals depends on firm service especially in 5 

periods of cold weather.  PGW also offers an interruptible service on a voluntary basis to 6 

its industrial and commercial customers who can, in the sole judgment of PGW, manage 7 

their business without the use of gas during periods of curtailment or interruption. (Tariff 8 

Interruptible Transportation- Rate IT).  For the past twenty-five years Grays Ferry’s service 9 

has been firm, and the electricity that Grays Ferry sells into the PJM is offered on a firm 10 

basis.  The steam that VEPI receives from Grays Ferry which then is sold to residential and 11 

commercial customers including hospitals and nursing homes, is also provided on a firm 12 

basis.  PGW is aware of this yet it did not offer firm transportation service to Grays Ferry.  13 

It stated it would provide only interruptible transportation service.  Obviously, an 14 

interruptible quality of service is not practical for Grays Ferry.   15 

Q. WHAT TRANSPORTATION RATE DID PGW PROPOSE? 16 

A. PGW proposed to increase the rate from the current $0.08/Dth to $0.75/Dth, an increase of 17 

about 900%.  In my three decades of rate work in the energy utility industry, I have never 18 

seen a 900% increase proposed.  PGW did not attempt to justify such an increase by 19 

providing an explanation of significant work that would be done on the four-mile pipe.  20 

When I say “significant work” I mean a project such as replacing the entire line.  Even if 21 

that were the case a rate of $0.75/Dth applied to the 13,000,000 Dth annual gas throughput 22 

would produce $9.75 million, a windfall for PGW.  Given that the estimated cost of the 23 



13 
 

original line twenty-five years ago was $4-6 million, which Grays Ferry paid for several 1 

times over, PGW’s $0.75/Dth is ridiculous and unsupportable under any rational rate 2 

structuring basis.  Based on my review of the available engineering and cost documents of 3 

the four-mile pipe, and the collective capital contribution of $10.1 million during the 4 

project development period, Grays Ferry is paying greater than the cost of service.  Based 5 

on the responses of PGW so far, the range should be at or below the current rate of 6 

$0.08/Dth.  My recommendation which considers balancing rate and regulatory mechanics 7 

with achieving a timely resolution of this matter, would be to keep the rate at $0.08/Dth.   8 

Q. WHAT MAINTENANCE FEE DID PGW DEMAND? 9 

A. As I explained, the original contract stated the maintenance fee of $100,000/yr would be 10 

increased with the consumer price index (“CPI”) and in the recent year was about 11 

$160,000.  Because that amount is not trivial, we issued a data request to learn what 12 

maintenance work PGW has been conducting on the four-mile line.  PGW’s Discovery 13 

Response to Vicinity’s Set I-2 (Exhibit JC3.1) that states that, “The Company does not 14 

maintain annual maintenance records by main.  However, the cost of service allocates 15 

$995,000 of mains and maintenance of mains expenses in Accounts 874 and 887.” 16 

 Account 874 is Mains and services expenses defined as “This account shall include the 17 

cost of labor, materials used and expenses incurred in operating distribution system mains 18 

and services” and would include such tasks as walking the line and inspecting for leaks.  19 

Account 887 Maintenance of Mains which “shall include the cost of labor, materials used 20 

and expenses incurred in the maintenance of distribution mains.”  This account includes 21 

repairing leaks and other similar items involving fixing a broken line. 22 
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 During the past twenty-five years the four-mile line has never been out of service due to 1 

an interruption requiring major maintenance.  Therefore the $160,000 that Grays Ferry paid 2 

PGW in 2021 was for PGW personnel to walk the line and do routine inspections, hardly 3 

justifying an expense of that magnitude.  Considering that the response to data request Set 4 

I-2 stated that the total expense of accounts 874 and 887 was $995,000, and that amount 5 

was for all the maintenance work for all of PGWs 6,000 miles of mains, it is obvious that 6 

Grays Ferry’s maintenance fee is subsidizing the maintenance work on the entirety of the 7 

PGW system.   8 

PGW proposed that the ongoing maintenance fee be continued with the same annual 9 

increases, and it is apparent to me that PGW’s other customers (all the customers not on 10 

the dedicated four-mile line) are benefiting from this cross-class subsidy which is not 11 

allowed under long settled Pennsylvania ratemaking principles.   12 

Q. WHAT WOULD A REASONABLE MAINTENANCE RATE BE? 13 

A. Because line maintenance costs vary directly with the length of the line Grays Ferry should 14 

be allocated a proportional amount of $995,000.  PGW’s distribution system has 6,000 15 

miles of pipelines and therefore 4/6000 times $995,000 or $663/yr. 16 

Q. WHAT IS RELEASE CAPACITY? 17 

A. PGW is holding excess capacity, or more than it can reasonably expect to need.  It sells the 18 

excess capacity to other parties that could use the capacity and charges for that.  A portion 19 

of those release capacity revenues are retained by PGW.  20 
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Q. DOES PGW HAVE EXCESS CAPACITY? 1 

A. Yes.  PGW holds 307,395 Dth/day of firm capacity (See PGW’s  1307(f) filing at Docket 2 

R-2022-3030686).  Because PGW’s capacity exceeds its needs it engages in the practice 3 

of off-system sales and capacity release.  Off-system sales involves the sale of gas or 4 

capacity to entities outside the PGW service territory; PGW engages in off-system sales 5 

perennially.  Of the revenues it obtains from off-system sales 75% are credited to the Gas 6 

Cost Rate (“GCR”) and 25% are retained by PGW. Providing the capacity that Grays Ferry 7 

needs to operate should take precedence over capacity release off the PGW system.  8 

Q. WHAT AMOUNT HAS PGW FORECAST FOR OFF SYSTEM SALES, 9 

CAPACITY RELEASE CREDITS, AND ASSET MANAGEMENT CREDITS? 10 

A. PGW’s witness, Mr. Florian Teme, stated in his direct testimony in Docket R-2022-11 

3030686, “PGW has projected the amount of off system sales, capacity release credits, and 12 

asset management credits within the GCR period of 2022-23.  This amount is based on a 13 

3-year average.  Of that amount, $11,401,002 was credited to the GCR using a 75%/ to 14 

GCR/25% to base rates split.” (Source: PGW St. 1 12:18-21).  PGW controls substantial 15 

assets that exceed its needs. 16 

Q. UNDER WHAT ARRANGEMENT DOES GRAYS FERRY OBTAIN THE 17 

CAPACITY IT NEEDS?   18 

A. Because Grays Ferry was unable to obtain all of the necessary capacity it needed in 1996 19 

the original contract with PGW provided for PGW to release capacity in the summer, from 20 

May through September, to Grays Ferry. In exchange, Grays Ferry pays PGW the market 21 

rate for the capacity, and last year that amount was $1.4 million.  In 2012 Grays Ferry was 22 
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able to obtain additional capacity on its own behalf, and therefore no longer is dependent 1 

on PGW’s release capacity.  In the contract renewal discussions with PGW Grays Ferry 2 

made it known that it no longer needed the release capacity, and it should be stricken from 3 

the new contract.  PGW refused, despite knowing it is charging Grays Ferry $1.4 million 4 

for capacity, that is not useful to Grays Ferry.  PGW should be directed to bear the cost of 5 

the excess capacity and not attempt to pawn it off on Grays Ferry. 6 

Q. WHAT IS ALTERNATIVE RECEIPT SERVICE? 7 

A. Recall that in 1996 PGW held the lion’s share of capacity on TETCO’s Philadelphia 8 

Lateral.  Grays Ferry was unable to obtain all the capacity it required to meet its peak day 9 

because no additional capacity was available on the Philadelphia Lateral.  PGW was 10 

releasing capacity to Grays Ferry in the summer (May through September, which Grays 11 

Ferry no longer needs) but refused to release the same capacity to Grays Ferry in the winter 12 

period of October through April.  Instead of releasing the needed capacity on the 13 

Philadelphia Lateral to Grays Ferry, PGW created the Alternative Receipt Service and 14 

charged Grays Ferry $4,500/month or $54,000 annually.  Under the program Grays Ferry 15 

delivers the gas it needs to a different, unconstrained delivery point known as Skippack 16 

Lateral (TETCO station 70034) and that gas flows into the PGW system and is used by 17 

PGW to satisfy the needs of its other customers.  PGW then allows Grays Ferry to use gas 18 

PGW has brought down the Philadelphia Lateral to meet Grays Ferry’s needs.  Basically it 19 

is a simple swap of gas that benefits Grays Ferry and allows PGW to obtain an identical 20 

amount of gas for its system.  PGW notified Grays Ferry it would charge $0.25/Dth for this 21 

service, for which PGW incurs virtually no cost.  Using typical volumes expected to be 22 
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experienced by Grays Ferry, the ARS fee under PGW’s demand would be $1,038,750/yr.  1 

A cost-based fee would be close to zero. 2 

Q. WHAT IS “SALES SERVICE GAS”? 3 

A. There are rare occasions when there are interruptions on the Philadelphia Lateral and gas 4 

cannot be delivered through the high pressure four-mile line to Grays Ferry.  During such 5 

times it is not possible for Grays Ferry to operate its cogeneration plant which relies on 6 

high-pressure gas and lacking waste heat to produce steam, VEPI must produce steam 7 

using its gas fired boilers to continue to meet VEPI’s customers’ demand for steam.  PGW 8 

sells the gas for the boilers to Vicinity and delivers it through its distribution system.  PGW 9 

charges Grays Ferry the Weighted Average Cost of Gas (“WACOG”) plus a fee of 10 

$0.61/Dth.  PGW wishes to use the Gas Cost Recovery (“GCR”) rate instead of the 11 

WACOG.  The GCR contains a reconciliation factor that accounts for differences in what 12 

PGW collected from customers compared to what it actually paid for purchased gas.  I have 13 

no objection to using the GCR instead of the WACOG.     14 

Q. WHAT ARE IMBALANCE CHARGES? 15 

A. If Grays Ferry burns a different amount of gas than what is delivered, that creates an 16 

imbalance, and the imbalance can be positive, meaning more gas was delivered than 17 

consumed, or negative, meaning less gas was delivered than consumed.  For twenty-five 18 

years Grays Ferry has been managing its consumption and deliveries and balancing on the 19 

TETCO system, without relying on the resources of PGW.  PGW now wants to impose 20 

onerous balancing charges that would cost Grays Ferry an estimated $100,000/yr.  Going 21 

forward, Grays Ferry would still plan on balancing on the TETCO system, and adhering to 22 
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the balancing requirements of TETCO and be responsible for any TETCO penalties just as 1 

it is now.  PGW’s attempt to input onerous balancing charges which have no basis in cost 2 

must be rejected in entirety.   3 

Q. WHAT ARE “LOST AND UNACCOUNTED FOR” GAS CHARGES? 4 

A. Known by the acronym LUF, such charges are determined by calculating the percent of 5 

gas delivered to the customers meter (sales) divided by the gas delivered to the city gate 6 

(purchases).  The term LUF is often synonymous with “retainage” which is the amount of 7 

gas deliveries that are retained by the Company.  A typical retainage percentage for a 8 

natural gas distribution company is 2 to 4%.  PGW’s retainage is currently 2.3% per the 9 

tariff page I include as Exhibit JC4.  However, the amount of gas Grays Ferry receives at 10 

the TETCO delivery point is measured not by the PGW meters at the Gray Ferry plant but 11 

instead by the TETCO meters at the delivery point on the Philadelphia Lateral.  In other 12 

words, Grays Ferry determines its quantity of gas at the interstate pipeline, not at its plant.  13 

It pays commodity charges to its gas supplier based on the meter reading at TETCO’s 14 

meter, not PGW’s meter.  The gas is then transported four miles from TETCO’s 15 

Philadelphia Lateral to the Grays Ferry plant by the dedicated four-mile pipeline, during 16 

which the gas is not co-mingled with PGW-owned gas.  If any gas were somehow lost 17 

within the four-mile pipe it would have been gas already paid for by Grays Ferry.  There 18 

simply is no basis for PGW to impose an additional retainage onto Grays Ferry; doing so 19 

would be double dipping, and must be rejected.   20 
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Q. WHAT IS A RECAP OF THE COMPONENTS OF THE OFFER PGW MADE TO 1 

GRAYS FERRY FOR THE RENEWAL OF THE CONTRACT? 2 

A. The recap for each of the components is as follows: 3 

 1.  Quality of services- PGW desires to switch the firm service to interruptible service, 4 

which is unacceptable. 5 

2.  Variable transportation rate- PGW desires to increase the rate from $0.08/Dth to 6 

$0.75/Dth, which is unacceptable. The rate should remain at $0.08/Dth. 7 

3.   Maintenance fee- PGW cannot substantiate any maintenance work on the four-mile 8 

line and wants to continue charging a fee of $160,000/yr with escalation.  This is 9 

unacceptable. The cost-based fee should be $663/yr. 10 

4.   Release capacity- Grays Ferry no longer requires the summer release capacity of PGW.  11 

5. Alternate Receipt Service (“ARS”)- This service costs PGW nothing yet it wants to 12 

increase the annual fee from $54,000 to $1,038,750/yr.  A cost-based fee would be near 13 

zero. 14 

6. Sales service gas- PGW wishes to change the price basis from WACOG to GCR, which 15 

is acceptable.   16 

7. Imbalance charges- PGW wishes to impose balancing charges, but Grays Ferry has 17 

balanced and will continue to balance on TETCO, therefore should not be subject to PGW’s 18 

charge.  PGW would not be doing any balancing of the Grays Ferry gas supply.  19 

 8. Lost and unaccounted for gas- PGW wants to charge Grays Ferry its current retainage 20 

of 2.3% but Grays Ferry’s gas is metered at the TETCO meter, therefor Grays Ferry is 21 

already paying for the gross amount of gas delivered, not the gas net of losses. PGW’s 22 

charge should be rejected. 23 
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V. APPROPRIATE CONTRACT TERMS BASED ON COST OF SERVICE 1 

PRINCIPLES 2 

Q. HOW SHOULD RATES BE DETERMINED? 3 

A. Cost causation is the pole star of ratemaking.  The rates charged to Grays Ferry should be 4 

based on the costs that Grays Ferry imposes on the PGW system.  PGW is a “cash flow” 5 

utility, meaning that its rates must be justified by showing the costs that those rates provide 6 

coverage for.  It is apparent that the charges that PGW proposed to assess Grays Ferry do 7 

not have a basis. 8 

Q. WHAT IS AN ALLOCATED COST OF SERVICE STUDY? 9 

A. An allocated cost of service study (“COSS”) reviews the nature of the costs incurred by 10 

the utility and assigns those costs to the appropriate customer class based on causal factors.  11 

Some costs are straightforward to allocate while others are shared among two or more 12 

customer classes, which requires an allocation mechanism based on demand, commodity 13 

or customer data.  14 

Q. WHAT IS DIRECT ALLOCATION? 15 

A. During the COSS, if costs can be directly attributed to a specific customer or customer 16 

groups and not shared with other customer groups then those costs are directly allocated to 17 

that customer/customer group.   18 

Q: HAS PGW CONDUCTED A COSS THAT PGW CLAIMS ADDRESSES THE 19 

RATES IT PROPOSES FOR GRAYS FERRY? 20 

A. Yes.   It is attached as Exhibit JC5.1. 21 
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Q. ARE THERE FLAWS IN THE COST-OF-SERVICE STUDY CONDUCTED BY 1 

PGW? 2 

A. Yes. The first step of any cost-of-service study is to determine what costs can be directly 3 

assigned to a specific customer.  The four-mile pipeline to Grays Ferry is clearly an 4 

example of an asset that should be directly assigned.  It was constructed for one customer, 5 

Grays Ferry.  It was paid for by Grays Ferry, and has been operated for 25 years providing 6 

gas transportation service solely to Grays Ferry.  That line is a dedicated facility that should 7 

be directly assigned to Grays Ferry.   8 

Q. IS GRAYS FERRY A UNIQUE CUSTOMER? 9 

A. Yes.  It is the largest customer by far on the PGW system.  It is supplied by a dedicated, 10 

high-pressure pipeline that serves no other customers.  The annual load factor for Grays 11 

Ferry based on the peak daily quantity of 52,000 Dth/day and an annual consumption of 12 

13.47 million Dth, is over 70%, which is superior to the load profiles of residential or 13 

commercial customers.  An attempt to include Grays Ferry in customer class allocations 14 

does not conform with the accepted methods of conducting a COSS.    15 

Q. WHAT IS A “CASH FLOW” UTILITY? 16 

A. As described in the Pennsylvania PUC Ratemaking Guide (p. 157-160) as a cash flow 17 

utility PGW must have rates sufficient to provide debt service coverage along with other 18 

prudently incurred operating expenses.  In 2010, the Commission issued a policy statement 19 

more fully setting forth these criteria and the financial and other considerations that are to 20 

be examined in setting PGW’s base rates at just and reasonable levels. (52 Pa. Code §§ 21 
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69.2701-2703). In its Policy Statement, the Commission described the requirements of the 1 

Cash Flow Method as follows: 2 

The Commission is obligated under law to use the cash flow 3 
methodology to determine PGW’s just and reasonable rates. 4 
Included in that requirement is the subsidiary obligation to provide 5 
revenue allowances from rates adequate to cover its reasonable and 6 
prudent operating expenses, depreciation allowances and debt 7 
service, as well as sufficient margins to meet bond coverage 8 
requirements and other internally generated funds over and above 9 
its bond coverage requirements, as the Commission deems 10 
appropriate and in the public interest for purposes such as capital 11 
improvements, retirement of debt and working capital. (see 52 Pa. 12 
Code § 69.2702(b)). 13 
 14 

 Under the Cash Flow method, the rate to be charged to Grays Ferry must provide debt 15 

service coverage and the just and reasonable O&M costs.  PGW determined that Grays 16 

Ferry’s annual volume for rate setting purposes is 13.15 million Dth.  All but 150,000 Dth 17 

or 1.1% of the total volumes were delivered through the four-mile line.  The rates for Grays 18 

Ferry should be determined by direct assignment for the majority of gas consumed.  The 19 

only time when gas is not delivered through the four-mile line is when there is an 20 

operational issue with TETCO, and in those cases PGW sells gas to Grays Ferry from the 21 

PGW low pressure distribution system.  PGW claims that because Grays Ferry uses 22 

150,000 Dth/yr that it should be allocated costs of the entire PGW system based on the 23 

total gas flow of 13,150,000 Dth.  This is flawed.  As I have stated previously, the rate for 24 

delivery of Grays Ferry’s gas through the four-mile line must be set by direct assignment.  25 

The 150,000 Dth that is not delivered through the four-mile line should be priced at the 26 

WACOG plus $0.61/Dth as PGW has proposed.    27 
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Q. HOW DOES GRAYS FERRY MEET ITS CAPACITY NEEDS UNDER THE 1 

CURRENT CONTRACT? 2 

A. While Grays Ferry had only 15,000 Dth/day of firm service gas rights of its own capacity 3 

when the original contract with PGW began, in 2012 Grays Ferry invested $30 million to 4 

acquire an additional 20,000 Dth/day; for a total of 35,000/day.  Grays Ferry obtains an 5 

additional 21,000 Dth/day through the current PGW contract.  Capacity is provided either 6 

through the ARS from October through April or via Release Capacity from May through 7 

September.  Because the current contract allows for the Release Capacity volume of 36,000 8 

Dth/day when combined with Grays Ferry’s own capacity, total capacity is 71,000 Dth/day, 9 

double what is needed during the summer. 10 

Q. WHAT ARE THE CAPACITY ASSETS HELD BY PGW ON THE 11 

PHILADELPHIA LATERAL? 12 

A. As conveyed in its response to Set I-14 (Exhibit JC5.2), on the Philadelphia Lateral PGW 13 

holds four capacity contracts of 75,000 Dth/d, 23,822 Dth/d, 18,000 Dth/d, and 18,000 14 

Dth/d, totaling 134,822 Dth/d.  This is more than enough capacity required by PGW to 15 

satisfy its customers’ peak needs.  There has never been an instance in the past 25 years 16 

when PGW had to interrupt deliveries to Grays Ferry due to lack of capacity on the 17 

Philadelphia lateral.  There is no good reason that PGW cannot continue providing delivery 18 

services to Vicinity for the fair price recommendations I have made.  19 

Q. DOES PGW HOLD EXCESS CAPACITY? 20 

A. Yes.  As discussed earlier, in its ongoing 1307(f) gas cost recovery case (Docket No. R-21 

2022-3030686) PGW forecasts $15.2 million in off-system sales, capacity release, and 22 
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asset management credits within 2022-23 period. Of this $15.2 million, 75% ($11.4 1 

million) is to be credited to the GCR.  The remain 25% ($3.8 million) is retained by PGW.  2 

The cost of holding excess capacity is significant and if PGW’s excess capacity were 3 

released it would reduce the costs to its customers.  Because I have identified the ongoing 4 

need Grays Ferry has during the winter season to be 21,000 Dth/day and PGW holds 5 

significantly more than that amount as excess capacity on the Philadelphia Lateral, PGW 6 

should release 21,000 Dth/day to Grays Ferry.  Grays Ferry’s use of and payment for the 7 

capacity will benefit the residential and commercial customers of PGW. 8 

Q. WHAT IS BYPASS? 9 

A. Since FERC Order 636 required non-discriminatory access to the interstate pipeline 10 

system, large customers located in the proximity of an interstate pipeline have been able to 11 

bypass the local distribution company by constructing a line from the interstate pipeline to 12 

their facility.  When such a bypass occurs, the customer is no longer a customer of the local 13 

distribution company and therefore is not providing any distribution revenue.   14 

Q. IS GRAYS FERRY A GOOD CANDIDATE FOR BYPASS? 15 

A. Certainly.  In 1996 in fact, that was the plan and engineering drawings were done, and the 16 

pipeline from TETCO to Grays Ferry was planned and permitted by the FERC. 17 

Q. DO OTHER GAS UTILITIES HAVE A BYPASS RATE? 18 

A. Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania (“Columbia”) has a Main Line Distribution Service rate 19 

(“Rate MLDS”) that is applicable to customers located in proximity of a transmission line.  20 

It designates two classes of customers eligible for Rate MLDS, and they are all large 21 

volume customers.  The first class (“Class I MLDS Customer”) is connected directly 22 
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through a dual-purpose meter to facilities of an Interstate pipeline supplier of Columbia. 1 

The second class (“Class II MLDS Customer”) are two (2) miles or less from pipeline 2 

facilities of the Company connecting the Customer to facilities of an interstate pipeline 3 

supplier of Columbia. These rates are in place to obtain the patronage of customers that 4 

would be able to bypass the distribution company and obtain service directly from the 5 

interstate pipeline.  The rates are significantly lower than the large commercial and 6 

industrial rates serving similar sized customers, recognizing that such potential bypass 7 

customers are served by a small portion of the distribution system and costs are allocated 8 

based on that.    9 

Q. SHOULD PGW OFFER A “BYPASS RATE”? 10 

A. Grays Ferry is a unique customer in terms of its significantly large size and close proximity 11 

to TETCO.  The most expeditious way to resolve the conflict between PGW and Grays 12 

Ferry would be for the parties to reach agreement on terms for the points I have previously 13 

discussed.  The new contract would govern the terms and relationship between PGW and 14 

Grays Ferry going forward for the next 25 years.  If the Commission wished, such terms 15 

could also serve as the key components of a Bypass Rate in the event there are future 16 

customers situated in proximity to an interstate pipeline.  The key principle in developing 17 

the contract, or a Bypass Rate are the same and have been explained in my testimony.   18 

Direction to PGW to reach agreement on a contract with components as I have specified 19 

them in this testimony would be my first preference.  In Grays Ferry’s case, it has provided 20 

initial payments and ongoing distribution revenues greatly in excess of the construction 21 

cost of the four-mile line.  Any contract or Bypass Rate must be based on the actual cost 22 
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causation of Grays Ferry in a future test year.  What PGW has proposed are contract terms 1 

greatly in excess of the cost causation and are unreasonable.     2 

Q. IS GRAYS FERRY CURRENTLY SUBSIDIZING OTHER CUSTOMER 3 

CLASSES? 4 

A. Apparently so.  Considering that Grays Ferry paid for the construction of the four-mile pipe 5 

initially, the distribution charges it pays annually are over $1 million, yet there is no 6 

ongoing cash flow requirement as the line is not in need of replacement.  In addition to that 7 

Grays Ferry pays $160,000 for maintenance which exceeds any costs that PGW is 8 

incurring.  Additionally, Grays Ferry must accept unnecessary release capacity in the 9 

summer and pays up to $1.4 million for that service.  If Grays Ferry cannot reach a 10 

satisfactory agreement with PGW and elects to resurrect the pipeline construction project, 11 

PGW would see a revenue decrease of over $2.5 million annually.  Because PGW has been 12 

unwilling to compromise during discussions, I must assume that it may be indifferent.  As 13 

a regulated utility, any shortfall in revenues from the historic collection amount could 14 

eventually be recovered from the remaining customers.  Frankly, I believe PGW should be 15 

doing all it can do to retain the patronage of its largest customer.   16 

 17 

VI. PGW’S IMPROPER SALES ACTIVITIES 18 

Q. HOW DO THE MAJORITY OF CUSTOMERS IN DOWNTOWN 19 

PHILADELPHIA OBTAIN SPACE HEAT AND DOMESTIC HOT WATER? 20 

A. The downtown steam system has been in place since 1889 and a large number of the 21 

downtown buildings are connected to the steam system.  VEPI has over 160 customers 22 
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ranging from small commercial shops, to large office buildings, hospitals, multifamily 1 

apartment buildings, universities, and manufacturers.  2 

Q. WHAT STEAM PRODUCTION METHOD IS PGW ATTEMPTING TO SELL TO 3 

CUSTOMERS? 4 

A. PGW attempts to persuade VEPI customers to abandon the thermal energy system and 5 

install natural gas boilers to produce heat themselves.  It attempts to “buy” the business by 6 

offering discounted rates to customers and offering financial incentives.  Because PGW is 7 

a regulated cash-flow utility, the incentive and rate discounts it gives to large business 8 

customers are funded and subsidized by PGW’s residential customers and other existing 9 

customers. 10 

Q. WHAT TARIFF RATE IS PGW USING IN ITS STEAM SALES EFFORTS? 11 

A. PGW uses a two-prong approach to poach VEPI’s district thermal customers by providing 12 

large cash incentive payments and significant rate discounts.  PGW utilizes the Technology 13 

and Economic Development Rider and Micro-Combined Heat and Power Incentives, 14 

which I have included as Exhibit JC6.  In addition to the TED Rider, in the response to date 15 

request Set VI-3 PGW identified Rule 10 and Rule 2.3 (HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL 16 

Exhibit JC8) of its tariff as the provisions that PGW relies upon.  It aggressively offers cash 17 

payments to large business customers to entice them to install gas boilers and discontinue 18 

use of the thermal energy system.  19 

Q. WHAT DOES RULE 10 ALLOW? 20 

A. Rule 10.1.B states, “the Customer or developer shall pay a customer contribution for the 21 

amount of the estimated cost in excess of the investment determined by the Company to be 22 



28 
 

warranted by the anticipated revenue to be derived from the extension. Included in the 1 

calculation of the above cost may be an appropriate allowance for transmission and 2 

distribution main extensions (emphasis added) required to furnish the Gas supply to local 3 

areas where Gas Service is needed.”  PGW relies on this tariff provision to fund payments 4 

to prospective customers, but the critical flexibility is the freedom that PGW uses to make 5 

large cash payments that can be found in the language of Rule 2.3. 6 

Q. WHAT DOES RULE 2.3 STATE? 7 

A. This provision is highly subjective and may be applied however PGW sees fit.  It states, 8 

“Contracts stipulating the negotiated non-scheduled rates and/or terms of Gas Service may 9 

also be entered into between the Company and Customer when the Company, in its sole 10 

discretion, deems such offerings to be economically advantageous to the Company.”  11 

Apparently PGW can decide what rate to charge a customer and what amount of cash 12 

incentive payment to provide, with great leeway.   13 

Q. WHAT RESTRICTIONS SHOULD BE PLACED ON RULE 10 AND RULE 2.3? 14 

A. Regulated utilities are to provide service in a non-discriminatory manner, yet through Rule 15 

10 and Rule 2.3, PGW is able to select who receives large cash payments and how to 16 

determine the amount of the large cash payments.  The wording of Rule 2.3 (“in its sole 17 

discretion, deems such offerings to be economically advantageous to the Company”) 18 

provides no objective structure or financial formulae that could be applied fairly and evenly 19 

to all customers.  Both of these rules buried in the tariff should be rewritten with firm 20 

conditions and non-discriminatory applicability. The Commission should review the 21 

projects where PGW has made cash contributions and determine if an adjustment to the 22 
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rates charged is merited to provide fair recovery of the cash incentives provided.  On a 1 

going forward basis, no cash incentives should be permissible without Commission review 2 

of the project economics to determine that all customers of PGW are benefiting from the 3 

activities that may otherwise enrich a select few.    4 

Q. WHAT RATE DOES PGW ALSO USE TO LURE A DISTRICT ENERGY SYSTEM 5 

CUSTOMER INTO UNDERTAKING A GAS BOILER INSTALLATION? 6 

A. PGW also utilizes its Interruptible Transmission (“IT”) rate (Exhibit JC7) to entice large 7 

business customers to leave the district energy system by providing a large discount to the 8 

rate the customer has been paying.  In and of itself, use of the IT rate is appropriate under 9 

certain conditions.  However, it appears that PGW has offered the IT rate to customers that 10 

could not adequately manage their businesses in the event of an interruption of gas.  In 11 

some cases, PGW appears to have offered such customers undersized electric boilers which 12 

could not meet the customer’s winter load in the event of an interruption, along with 13 

assurances that PGW will not actually interrupt gas supply.  Upon reviewing responses to 14 

data requests Set VI-1 and VI-3, (HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL Exhibit JC8) it appears 15 

PGW is acting in a discriminatory manner by providing preferential treatment of select 16 

customers, misusing cash incentives and not adhering to the requirements stated in its tariff 17 

and therefore is in violation.   18 

Q. WHAT SUBSIDIES IS PGW USING TO BUY BUSINESS? 19 

A. In the TED Rider the section under heading Micro-Combined Heat and Power Incentives 20 

the incentives for combined heat and power technology (“CHP”) are described: 21 

For projects involving micro-CHP units no larger than 50 kW, the 22 
following Micro-CHP Incentives may be available for qualifying 23 
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projects: (1) $1,000 per kW installed up to 20 kW; and (2) $750 per 1 
kW installed greater than 20 kW and less than or equal to 50 kW. 2 
The Incentive is available to those Customers served by the 3 
Company that the Company determines, in its sole discretion, have 4 
prospective additional gas usage applicable to service for Rate GS 5 
Commercial/Industrial customers, Rate MS customers and Rate 6 
PHA customers on a pilot basis for a three-year period beginning on 7 
the effective date of this tariff supplement. The economic test that 8 
will be utilized by the Company to determine eligibility for 9 
participation will include the costs of the incentives. 10 
 11 

The incentives described in the tariff are specifically for the installation of Micro-CHP up 12 

to 50 kW.  Based on discovery responses included as Exhibit JC9 PGW is providing 13 

incentive to buy business that does not involve CHP at all, or has an incidental use of CHP.  14 

PGW has offered financial incentives to customers that convert from steam provided by 15 

VEPI to natural gas boilers.  16 

Q. WHAT IS THE OBJECTIVE OF PGW’S TED RIDER REGARDING 17 

COGENERATION? 18 

A. The TED Rider is to promote the development of cogeneration, also referred to as 19 

Combined Heat and Power (“CHP”) technology.  Such technology is beneficial as it 20 

produces electricity and thermal products more efficiently than producing those energy 21 

products separately and individually.   22 

Q. SHOULD COGENERATION BE PROMOTED? 23 

A. I am in agreement that promotion of cogeneration is a desirable undertaking and PGW 24 

should apply the TED Rider in cases where customers are procuring electricity from the 25 

electric utility, which is PECO, and producing steam using natural gas boilers.  In those 26 

circumstances the installation of a cogeneration system would improve the overall 27 

efficiency of electricity and thermal energy production.  The problem arises when PGW 28 

uses its TED Rider to replace thermal energy that is already produced by cogeneration. 29 
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This is the case anytime PGW approaches the existing customers of VEPI.   The majority 1 

of VEPI’s steam distributed in the thermal energy system is produced by cogeneration, as 2 

a byproduct of electric production by Grays Ferry’s combustion turbine and steam turbine-3 

generator, nominally a 193 MW facility. It makes no sense to attempt to offset steam 4 

produced by the utility-scale Grays Ferry cogeneration plant. Its facility benefits from 5 

economies of scale and professional operation and maintenance.  The cogeneration systems 6 

promoted by PGW are small, ranging up to 50 kW and are less efficient than the Grays 7 

Ferry plant.  Replacing cogeneration steam from Grays Ferry with cogeneration steam from 8 

a micro-CHP system is moving efficiency in the wrong direction and was not the intent of 9 

the TED Rider. 10 

Q. WHAT RESTRICTIONS SHOULD APPLY TO THE TED RIDER? 11 

A. The TED Rider should be available for use in promotion of cogeneration in those instances 12 

where the customer is currently producing steam using natural gas, oil, coal, or electric 13 

boilers.  It should not be used to fund a cogeneration system in situations where the 14 

customer is already served by cogenerated steam of the thermal energy system.  15 

Specifically, the language of the TED Rider should be changed to state: “TED Rider 16 

incentives may not be used in cases where the customer currently benefits from steam 17 

produced by cogeneration.” 18 

Q. HAS PGW’S USE OF THE TED RIDER RESULTED IN DEVELOPMENT OF 19 

COGENERATION PROJECTS? 20 

A. Yes. According to PGW’s responses to Set II-9 & 10 (Exhibits JC10.1 & JC10.2) there are 21 

now only three customers on the TED rate, and only one customer has received a payment 22 

for a micro-CHP system.  But as the interest in cogeneration project development increases 23 
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the TED Rider could be instrumental in the loss of VEPI customers, which is why it is 1 

important to restrict the use of the TED Rider to projects not already using steam produced 2 

by cogeneration.   3 

Q. WHAT ARE THE REQUIREMENTS STATED IN PGW’S INTERRUPTIBLE 4 

RATE? 5 

A. The tariff restricts the use of the interruptible rate to customers that can actually withstand 6 

an interruption of natural gas service. Such customers must have a backup fuel capability 7 

that will enable them to continue business in the event of an interruption. PGW’s misuse 8 

of its interruptible rate by offering lower prices to customers that do not fit with the tariff 9 

requirement is of great concern.   10 

Q. IS PGW USING THE INTERRUPTIBLE RATE TO PROVIDE DISCOUNTS TO 11 

CUSTOMERS THAT DO NOT MEET THE REQUIREMENTS STATED IN THE 12 

TARIFF? 13 

A. Yes.  It appears that PGW is using the rate in circumstances where a customer may have 14 

some small capability of continuing its operation but clearly not a capability to fully 15 

continue business. One such example would be the American Red Cross, where PGW has 16 

offered to install a small electric boiler, that is only sufficient to keep certain lines from 17 

freezing.  They would still have to send everyone home and not run their business in the 18 

event of an interruption. This inappropriate use of the interruptible rate by PGW should not 19 

be permitted.  To learn of other examples data request Set I-15 was issued, and PGW’s 20 

response is included as Exhibit JC11.  PGW stated that it placed 24 customers on 21 

interruptible service over the past four years, yet would not identify what customers or 22 

provide any proof that those customers comply with the tariff requirement which states: 23 
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“In order to qualify for interruptible daily Transportation Service under this Rate Schedule, 1 

a Customer must: (1) have installed and operable alternate fuel equipment, including 2 

appropriate fuel storage capacity, capable of displacing the daily quantity of Gas subject to 3 

curtailment or interruption; or (2) or in the alternative demonstrate to the Company’s sole 4 

satisfaction the ability to manage its business without the use of Gas during periods of 5 

curtailment or interruption.”  In its data response PGW also stated, “To protect customer 6 

proprietary information PGW is not releasing the specific names of customers. Per the 7 

tariff, each of these customers qualified by having dual fuel capability which gives them 8 

the ability to shed load during an interruption. There have been no interruptions in the past 9 

four years.”  This answer is revealing of PGW’s misuse of its tariff.  Whereas the tariff 10 

states that the customer must have enough alternate fuel capacity capable of displacing the 11 

daily quantity of gas subject to curtailment or interruption, Exhibit JC11 states that the 12 

“dual fuel capability which gives them the ability to shed load,” substituting what is likely 13 

a significantly lesser standard of “the ability to shed load” for the tariff requirement of 14 

being “capable of displacing the daily quantity of gas subject to curtailment or 15 

interruption”, meaning not just a small portion of the load, but the entire load.  PGW is 16 

making an unapproved interpretation of its tariff language and playing loosely with the 17 

rules on providing interruptible service discounts.    18 

Q. WHAT CUSTOMER GROUPS ARE HARMED BY PGW’S IMPROPER USE OF 19 

ITS INTERRUPTIBLE RATE? 20 

A. All of the residential customers, because they are prohibited from being on interruptible 21 

service, and those commercial customers that do not have alternative fuel capacity, so the 22 

majority of commercial customers would be harmed.  During PGW’s base rate case the 23 
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revenue loss that PGW has incurred through its generous and unauthorized discounts will 1 

be made up by increases on the residential and commercial customers not on the 2 

interruptible rate.   3 

Q. WHAT RESTRICTIONS SHOULD BE PLACED ON PGW’S USE OF THE 4 

INTERRUPTIBLE RATE? 5 

A. PGW should be required to submit a report on every customer that receives the interruptible 6 

rate stating the type and amount of backup fuel that would be used in the event of a PGW 7 

interruption.  A summary report should be filed with the Commission annually that shows 8 

adherence to the tariff.  Until such compliance with the tariff is assured, PGW should be 9 

directed to refrain from adding additional customers to its interruptible rate.  10 

 11 

VII. SUMMARY 12 

Q. WHAT IS THE SUMMARY OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 13 

A. I have these recommendations: 14 

 1. PGW should be directed to develop and execute a contract to continue the service to 15 

Grays Ferry for the next 25-year period. 16 

2.  Contract terms should be as I have specified in this testimony for the eight individual 17 

components. 18 

3. Restrictions should be placed on the TED Rider to prohibit the use of the rider in cases 19 

where the customer already obtains steam through cogeneration through the district thermal 20 

system. 21 
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4.  Use of Rule 10 and Rule 2.3 to provide incentive payments shall require Commission 1 

review in advance of PGW offering such enticements to select customers. 2 

5. Restrictions should be placed prohibiting PGW from using its Interruptible Rate to 3 

provide discounts to customers that do not comply with the terms of the tariff by having 4 

dual fuel capability to meet the daily gas requirements and PGW should be required to 5 

annually file a report on all interruptible customers verifying compliance with the tariff 6 

requirements.  7 

Q.  DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY? 8 

A. Yes.   9 
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DEMONSTRATED AREAS OF EXPERTISE 
 

¨ GENERAL 
MANAGEMENT 

Proven executive-level management expertise with excellent capabilities in developing, 
implementing, and supervising corporate-wide policies and procedures in areas including  
sales, marketing, customer service, public relations, rates, regulatory affairs, and 
administration.  Possess a unique combination of abilities to set goals, develop winning 
business strategies, organize structures and work methods, and train the right people for 
the right positions to make it all work.  Skilled in strategic short and long-term planning 
and budgeting with effective abilities in reducing the "fat" and increasing organizational 
efficiency.  A creative, decisive leader who can successfully meet challenges and 
overcome obstacles to achieve profit objectives. 

  ______________________________________________________________________   
¨ REGULATORY 

STRATEGY 
A thorough strategist with an extensive background in utility business unit operation 
(electric, natural gas, water/wastewater) the full range of rate and regulatory functions, 
from tariff development and special contract negotiation.  Proven personal testifying skills 
with an outstanding record of developing and presenting successful written and oral 
testimony, along with settlement negotiations.   

  ______________________________________________________________________   
¨ PERSONNEL   

MANAGEMENT 
Effective interpersonal communications skills support outstanding capabilities in 
recruiting, training, motivating, and directing staff at all levels.  Proven ability to build 
productive, highly motivated teams of sales/marketing, operations, technical, and 
customer service personnel who contribute to top organizational performance. 

  ______________________________________________________________________   
¨ PERSONAL   

ATTRIBUTES 
A determined, hardworking, challenge-driven executive with the skills and experience to 
bring excellence to any business organization.  A high-energy mover and shaper ... 
experienced in successful start-ups and turn-arounds.  An excellent communicator -
written and verbal.  A frequent speaker at professional symposiums, able to interpret and 
communicate complex concepts for diverse audiences.  An engineering/technical 
specialist and a management generalist.  Active in civic and community affairs. 

 
EMPLOYMENT  HISTORY 

 
LUMEN  GROUP,  INC.,  Pittsburgh, PA 1996 - Present 

President  -  A consulting practice specializing in strategic planning, business planning, regulatory strategy,  
marketing and venture development in the electric, natural gas and energy services industries.  Please see 
Addendum for amplification of consulting assignments. 

 
ACN ENERGY, Farmington Hills, MI 2004-2005 

Vice President, Consumer Markets  
 
OPTIRON, Pittsburgh, PA 2003-2004 

Vice President, Marketing  
E R I  SERVICES,  Pittsburgh, PA 1996 

Vice President, Marketing & Product Development 
 
CITIZENS  UTILITIES,  Harvey, LA & Stamford, CT 1994 - 1995 

Vice President, Marketing 
 
CONSOLIDATED  NATURAL  GAS,  Pittsburgh, PA 1977 - 1994 

Director, Residential & Commercial Marketing  (1988 - 1994) 

Manager, Technical Sales/Market Development  (1985 - 1988) 

Market Development Specialist  (1982 - 1985) 

Project Engineer  (1979 - 1982)  ... promoted from ...  Process Engineer  (1977 - 1979) 
 
OCCIDENTIAL  CHEMICAL  CORP.,  Niagara Falls, NY 1975 - 1977 

Research Engineer 
 
PENNSYLVANIA  STATE  UNIVERSITY,  State College, PA 1988 

CLEVELAND  STATE  UNIVERSITY,  Cleveland, OH 1984 

Instructor (Evening Division) - Economics, Engineering Economics 
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SELECTED  ACCOMPLISHMENTS 
 
VICE  PRESIDENT,  CONSUMER MARKETS  -  ACN ENERGY 

Retained for a turnaround assignment with an independent energy marketing company.  Participated on the executive 
management team and directed a decentralized 3-person market management staff responsible for sales to 85,000 
customers.  Worked directly with the parent company executives and business unit management to create market-
driven strategies for the corporation.  Sharpened marketing and sales efforts of an energy marketing company 
operating in seven states and packaged company for eventual sale to Commerce Energy.     

¨ Primary executive responsible for sales.  Directed a team of market managers that was responsible for all 
aspects of 11 different markets (electric and natural gas) around the country.  Provided direction and support 
to sales channel organization of commissioned representatives. Turned around five-year annual loss to 
significant gain in 2004.  Tightened focus on market decisions.   

¨ Directed regulatory involvement to insure compliance with market rules.  Focused on maintaining positive 
relationships with state utility regulators to avoid penalties. 

¨ Led weekly operations meetings during absence of COO.  This involved direction of call center, provisioning, 
billing, credit & collection, and marketing.  

¨ Worked in a team setting with other executives (VP Finance, VP Supply, COO) to provide consistent, 
professional focus to workforce experiencing changing environment. 

- Directed development of annual business plan and budget with targets resulting in both goal achievements 
and income improvements. 

¨ During transition period working with merger partner Commerce Energy’s executive team to train and advise 
incoming executives.   

¨ Directed customer service improvements in the customer acquisition process which resulting in replacing 
outdated paper/fax process with phone order process.   

¨ Organized and directed trade show presence at national sales convention for alliance sales channel to create 
awareness of new product and market focus. 

 
VICE  PRESIDENT,  MARKETING  -  OPTIRON 

Retained as part of executive team in venture capital startup company developing new CIS/CRM software for the 
energy industry.  Worked closely with CEO, COO, and Director of Sales to determine business strategy and develop 
marketing strategy to create market awareness and brand attributes in medium and small energy companies.    

¨ Added in-house marketing communications function and personnel and revamped all marketing materials.   
- Added new website functionality and content.   
¨ Implemented first print advertising campaign in industry publications. 
¨ Using industry contacts, positioned Option as expert presenter at several conferences and trade shows.   
¨ Developed business plan to identify sales prospects and created competitive database of CIS/CRM vendors. 
- Participated in development of exit strategy plan resulting in the successful sale to large software company.   

 
VICE  PRESIDENT,  MARKETING  &  PRODUCT  DEVELOPMENT  -  ERI Services 

Assumed responsibility for creating a new corporate marketing vision and strategy to facilitate entry into new  
deregulated energy markets nationally.  

¨ Recruited and selected an exceptional management team and integrated marketing and sales activities into 
one functional operating unit. 

¨ Established the product innovation process to identify and create new and profitable market-driven service 
offerings. 

¨ Directed strategic branding to launch the new corporate identity; managed a $2 million national advertising 
campaign; and developed over $1 million of new sales/marketing collateral materials. 

¨ Instituted financial controls that reduced costs 60% in the Iowa market rollout while maintaining 80% market 
share and high customer satisfaction. 

 

VICE  PRESIDENT,  MARKETING  -  Citizens Utilities 
Directed a decentralized 20-person sales staff and a five person marketing staff.  Worked directly with the Board of 
Directors, Corporate President, and Sector Vice President to create market-driven sales strategies for the corporation.  
Revamped and redirected sales efforts of a five-state energy utility with 440,000 customers.  

¨ Increased industrial sales revenues by reorganizing unregulated gas marketing effort. 
¨ Revamped merchandising utilizing inbound telemarketing in Louisiana Gas. 
¨ Revised training programs for entire sales force, identifying and correcting missing technical and equipment 

training, adding a greater competency in the commercial and industrial sectors. 
¨ Developed first business plan in sales and marketing organization with monthly budget monitoring and 



targets resulting in both goal achievements and cost improvements. 
¨ Launched an aggressive direct marketing program that increased sales 500% over previous year. 
¨ Increased share of gas transportation business in Arizona by 15% in first year of operation through marketing 

efforts. 
¨ Created a telephone long distance business in Louisiana that captured a 20% share (2nd to AT & T). 

 

DIRECTOR,  RESIDENTIAL  &  COMMERCIAL  MARKETING  -  Consolidated Natural Gas 
Managed a marketing staff of 12 and a "dotted-line" 24-person field sales force.  Directed marketing and sales efforts 
in consumer, business, and manufacturing markets with $154 million revenue.  

¨ Added $6 million in revenue by developing new products in gas transportation, supply, and agency. 
- Directed sales activities in residential, commercial, institutional and governmental accounts for both product 

sales and technology sales. 
¨ Produced $600,000 annual revenue and doubled competitive project wins by revamping market approaches 

to residential and commercial new construction. 
¨ Secured 50% increase in customer decisions over 5 gas companies and 4 electric companies. 
¨ Experienced in PUC and Legislature lobbying.  Increased revenues $2.3 million through regulatory 

strategy/testifying and received major competitive program approval. 
 

MANAGER,  TECHNICAL  SALES / MARKET  DEVELOPMENT  -  Consolidated Natural Gas 
Directed new market development and competitive market support.  

¨ Focused on commercial and industrial accounts and increased the depth of relationship beyond the typical 
utility provider of service to a rich full service information provider and business partner. 

- Captured $150,000 in new business annually by competitive pricing analysis, sales tool development, and 
market approach. 

¨ Developed total advertising and promotional plan launching new market programs. 
¨ Compiled extensive technical database and developed economic model for project analysis, eliminating a 

$100,000 operating budget expense. 
¨ Led statewide coalition with customers and government agencies for fair treatment of new technology. 

 

EDUCATION  -  PROFESSIONAL 
 

UNIVERSITY  OF  PITTSBURGH,  Pittsburgh, PA 1982 

M.B.A. Degree 
 

CARNEGIE - MELLON  UNIVERSITY,  Pittsburgh, PA 1975 

B.S. Degree in Chemical Engineering 
 

Registered Professional Engineer     AGA Hall of Fame, 4/1991 



JAMES   L.   CRIST 
Lumen Group, Inc. 

Suite 101, 4226 Yarmouth Drive   ●   Allison Park, PA  15101 
Phone:  412.487.9708   ●Cell:  412.613.8886   ●E-mail:  JLCrist@AOL.com 

 
AMPLIFICATION OF LUMEN  GROUP  CONSULTING  ASSIGNMENTS 

 
A consulting practice specializing in strategic planning, business planning, marketing and venture 

development in the telecommunications, energy, and services industries. 
 
 
 
REGULATORY  
 
 Represented the National Energy Marketers Association and their members in Equitable-

Dominion Peoples merger case.  Developed strategy, presented written and oral testimony and 
negotiated on behalf of clients.  Worked with other interveners and FTC on anti-competitive 
issues. 

 
UTILITY RATE NEGOTIATION 
 

Represented large client group seeking to obtain rate reduction from electric utility.  Prepared 
strategy, wrote testimony, and exceeded expectations by achieving a 40% reduction in charges, 
producing a $2 million annual reduction. 
 

STRATEGIC PLANNING FOR ON-SITE POWER GENERATION 
 
Participated in proposal development for a 27-MW power plant on Kauai.  Handled critical 
customer needs assessment in rapid turnaround fashion to meet proposal deadline.  Maintained 
relationships with clients, vendors and proposal partners.  Our proposal was selected as the 
preferred bidder out of five strong competitors. 

 
NEW BUSINESS START-UP / TARIFF NEGOTIATIONS 

 
Participated in the development of a new gas distribution utility in New York.  Handled tariff 
development, pricing structure, transportation contracting, and operations, maintenance, and 
emergency manual preparation. 

 
SALES STRATEGY/BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT 
 

Developed sales strategy to focus on profitable accounts and markets.  Developed sales training 
and account management plans and provided consulting to energy marketing organizations to 
improve overall sales.    
  

BUSINESS STRATEGY/BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT 
 

Developed business strategy to verticalize eCommerce/Customer Relationship Management 
product for the energy/utility industry.  Produced sales training for global applications, product 
promotion presentations, developed alliance relationships with system integrators and software 
partners, developed business.  Client is market leader in North America.  

 
JOINT VENTURE/PRODUCT DEVELOPMENT 
 

Assembled joint ventures resulting in sales to offer new hedge-based weather risk management 
retail product. Identified venture partners, and developed business arrangements and closed 
million-dollar deals 

 
 
 



ENERGY PROCUREMENT 
 

Served as energy expert on project team that obtained long-term natural gas supply for major 
government facilities.  Prepared project specifications, negotiated with suppliers, prepared RFP, 
negotiated major reduction in delivery charges.  This project resulted in annual cost reduction of 
$2.5 million. 
 

NEW BUSINESS  DEVELOPMENT  -  TELECOMMUNICATIONS 
 
Analyzed use of electric utility assets for possible telecommunications business venture.  Wrote the 
business plan that identifies regulatory and non-regulatory issues, marketing plans, financial 
analysis, and organizational requirements.  Launched the new non-regulated business unit in 1996. 

 
JOINT  VENTURE  DEVELOPMENT  -  TELECOMMUNICATIONS 

 
Conducted analysis of potential joint venture partners for new unregulated telecommunications 
venture, bypassing the Bell operating company.  Held screening discussions with potential partners 
and selected lead candidate for venture.  Developed working agreement with partners along with 
business case to launch venture. 

 
JOINT  VENTURE  DEVELOPMENT  -  TELECOMMUNICATIONS  &  ENERGY 

 
Developed strategic plan for joint venture involving gas, electric, and telecommunications partners.  
Screened potential business partners and held discussions with lead candidates.  Assembled 
justification for top management approval. 

 
PRODUCT  DEVELOPMENT  -  UNREGULATED  ENERGY  SERVICES 

 
Developed energy products for start-up subsidiary of major energy utility.  Identified potential 
products and selected most likely candidates for further development.  Developed market plans and 
sales plans for products. 

 
MARKET  PLAN  -  DIRECT  MARKETING 

 
Developed the market plan for large, global direct marketing agency to enter the energy industry.  
Identified strategies, strengths, weaknesses, and target prospects.  Initiated sales effort and 
developed new business. 

 
CORPORATE  IMAGE  DEVELOPMENT 

 
        Developed complete business unit identity for a new operations and services company.       
        Produced capabilities brochure for use with prospects. 
 
MARKET RESEARCH 

 
Conducted market research to identify new customer/new business opportunities for major 
energy utility.  Comprehensive project with two additional similar projects were completed. 
Entailed determination of goals, development of research methodology, script preparation, 
vendor selection, data analysis, and development of action plan. 

  
MARKET DEVELOPMENT 
 
 Organized intervener group in Illinois consisting of retail marketers and intervened in three rate 

proceedings (Nicor Gas base case, WPS-Peoples merger case, Peoples Gas base case) and 
secured significant improvements in rules and procedures enabling marketers to increase their 
business and profitability.  Developed strategy and presented written and oral testimony. 

 
 
 



EXHIBIT JC-1.2 
James Crist Regulatory Experience  



 
 

PARTIAL LIST OF REGULATORY EXPERIENCE OF JAMES L. CRIST 
 

1. Duke Energy Ohio, Application for Tariff Approval, Case No. 20-0054-GA-ATA, Representing Retail Energy 
Supply Association 

2. Black Hills Wyoming Gas, Application for Authority to Revise Certain Tariff Provisions, Docket 30026-GA-21, 
Representing Wyoming Community Gas 

3. West Penn Power Company, Default Service Program, Docket P-2021-3030021, Representing the Pennsylvania 
State University 

4. Columbia of PA General Base Rate Increase, Docket R-2021-3025775, Representing the Pennsylvania State 
University 

5. Columbia of PA General Base Rate Increase, Docket R-2020-3018835, Representing the Pennsylvania State 
University 

6. Dominion Energy Ohio Motion, Case No. 18-1419-GA-EXM, Representing Retail Energy Supply Association 
7. Aqua America/Peoples Natural Gas Merger, Docket R-2018-3006061, Representing Natural Gas Supplier 

Parties and Retail Energy Supply Association 
8. Peoples Natural Gas General Base Rate Increase, Docket R-2018-3006818, Representing Peoples Industrial 

Intervenors 
9. Duquesne Light Company General Base Rate Increase, Docket R-2018-3000124, Representing the Duquesne 

Industrial Intervenors 
10. Columbia of PA General Base Rate Increase, Docket R-2018-2647577, Representing the Pennsylvania State 

University 
11. West Penn Power Company, Default Service Program, Docket R-2017-2637866, Representing the Pennsylvania 

State University 
12. Vectren Energy Delivery Ohio, Alternative Rate Plan, Case No. 18-0049-GA-ALT, Representing Retail Energy 

Supply Association 
13. Columbia of PA Gas Cost Increase, Docket R-2017-2591326, Representing the Pennsylvania State University 
14. West Penn Power Company, General Base Rate Increase, Docket R-2016-2537359, Representing the 

Pennsylvania State University 
15. Columbia of PA General Base Rate Increase, Docket R-2016-2529660, Representing the Pennsylvania State 

University 
16. UGI Utilities General Base Rate Increase, Docket R-2015-2518438, Representing Dominion Retail, Inc., 

Shipley, Choice, LLC, Interstate Gas Supply, Inc., Amerigreen Energy, and Rhoads Energy 
17. Columbia of PA General Base Rate Increase, Docket R-2015-2468056, Representing the Pennsylvania State 

University 
18. West Penn Power Company, General Base Rate Increase, Docket R-2014-2428742, Representing the 

Pennsylvania State University 
19. Herman Oil & Gas Company, General Base Rate Increase, R-2014-2414379, Representing Herman Oil & Gas 

Company 
20. Columbia of PA General Base Rate Increase, Docket R-2014-2406274, Representing the Pennsylvania State 

University 
21. Ameren Gas- General Base Rate Increase, Docket No. 13-0192, Representing Dominion Retail and Interstate 

Gas Supply of Illinois 
22. Columbia of PA General Base Rate Increase, Docket R-2012-2321748, Representing the Pennsylvania State 

University, Dominion Retail, Interstate Gas Supply, and Shipley Energy 
23. Columbia of PA Petition for Approval of a Distribution System Improvement Charge Docket R-2012-2338282, 

Representing the Pennsylvania State University 
24. PUC PA Generic Investigation Regarding Gas-On-Gas Competition, Docket No. P-2011-2277868, Representing 

the Pennsylvania State University 
25. Ameren Gas- General Base Rate Increase, Docket 11-0282 (Cons.), Representing Dominion Retail and Interstate 

Gas Supply of Illinois 
26. Water and Power Authority (USVI)- Electric Base Rate Case, Docket 575, June 2009, Representing 

Frenchman’s Reef Marriott 
27. Water and Power Authority (USVI)- Water Base Rate Case, Docket 576, June 2009, Representing Frenchman’s 

Reef Marriott 
28. Public Service of New Mexico 2010 Base Rate Case, Informal rate design workshops pursuant to the stipulation 

in NMPRC Case No. 08-00273-UT, Representing City of Albuquerque  
29. Public Service of New Mexico, Electric base case at Case No. 08-00273-UT, Representing City of Albuquerque 
30. Public Service of New Mexico 2009 Renewable Energy Procurement Plan for 2010, Case No. 09-00260-UT, 

Representing City of Albuquerque and Santa Fe County 
31. Public Service of New Mexico, Gas sale case at Case No. 08-00078-UT, Representing City of Albuquerque 
32. UGI Utilities, Central Penn Gas, Penn Natural Gas, Gas Cost Increase, Docket No. R-2011-2238953, 

Representing Shipley Energy, Rhodes Energy, and CenterPoint Energy 
33. UGI Utilities- Gas Division, Gas Cost Increase, Docket No. R-2010-2172933, Representing Shipley Energy 



34. Columbia of PA General Base Rate Increase, Docket R-2010-2215623, Representing the Pennsylvania State 
University, Dominion Retail, Interstate Gas Supply, and Shipley Energy 

35. Columbia of PA General Base Rate Increase, Docket R-2009-2149262, Representing the Pennsylvania State 
University, Dominion Retail, Interstate Gas Supply, and Shipley Energy 

36. Columbia of PA General Base Rate Increase, Docket R-2008-2011621, Representing Hess Energy, Dominion 
Retail, Interstate Gas Supply, and Shipley Energy 

37. Columbia of PA Gas Cost Increase, Docket R-2008-2028039, Representing Dominion Retail, Interstate Gas 
Supply, and Shipley Energy 

38. PPL Electric Utilities Voluntary Purchase of Accounts Receivables Program and Merchant Function Charge, 
Docket No. P-2009-2129502 

39. Nicor Gas Company, Provision of facilities and services and the transfer of assets between Nicor Gas Company 
and Nicor Inc., Docket No. 09-0301, Representing Dominion Retail 

40. North Shore Gas and Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company, General Base Rate Increase, Dockets 09-0166 and 
09-0167, Representing Dominion Retail, Interstate Gas Supply and Nicor Advanced Energy 

41. Nicor Gas Company, Base Rate Increase, Docket No. 08-0363, Representing Interstate Gas Supply and 
Dominion Retail 

42. North Shore Gas and Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company, General Base Rate Increase, Dockets 07-0241 and 
07-0242, Representing Dominion Retail, Interstate Gas Supply and U.S. Energy Savings 

43. WPS Resources, Peoples Energy, Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company, North Shore Gas Company, 
Application pursuant to Section 7-204 of the Public Utilities Act for authority to engage in a Reorganization, 
Docket 06-0540, Representing Dominion Retail, Interstate Gas Supply, US Energy Savings, MxEnergy, and 
Direct Energy Services. 

44. Allegheny Energy, Approval of Retail Electric Default Service Program and Competitive Procurement Plan, 
Docket No. P-2008-2021608, Representing the Pennsylvania State University 

45. Allegheny Energy, Generation Rate Cap, Docket No. P-2007-2001828, Representing the Pennsylvania State 
University 

46. Equitable Gas Company, Rate Increase, Docket R-2008-2029325, Representing Independent Oil & Gas 
Association and Hess Corp. 

47. Equitable Gas Company and Peoples Gas, Merger Case, Docket A-122250F5000, Representing National Energy 
Marketers, Hess Corporation, and Constellation New Energy. 



EXHIBIT JC-2.1 
Set I-1 Line Cost 
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 Philadelphia Gas Works
Case Name:

Docket No(s): 

Response to Discovery Request: 1-1  Date of Response:
1/28/2022 Response Provided By: 

Question: 
Provide all documents showing engineering design, costs, and the construction schedule related 
to the conversion of the liquids pipeline from the Tetco station 060 and the construction of the 

the four-mile line. 

Attachments: 0

Response:

Upon reasonable investigation, this project took place approximately 25 years ago and PGW no 
longer has the information requested. 



EXHIBIT JC-2.2 
Response to Set I No. 5 
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 Philadelphia Gas Works  
Case Name:  GRAYS FERRY COGENERATION PARTNERSHIP  

Docket No(s): C-2021-3029259

Response to Discovery Request: 1-5  Date 

of Response: 1/28/2022 Response 

Provided By: Joseph Hawkinson

Question: 

Provide the costs for the construction of the metering station at Grays Ferry. Provide all 

supporting engineering, design, construction, and cost documents. 

Attachments: 2 

1_5_Original Meter Set_1996.pdf - Contains Confidential Security Information
1_5_New Meter Set Installation_2018.pdf - Contains Confidential Security Information

Response:

The information requested is not tracked and documented in one consolidated location and spans 

over twenty-five years making definitive records and cost accounting exceedingly difficult to 

ascertain. The table below represents partial records of the associated costs and includes some 

estimated encumbrances.  

VEP I-5 

Provide the costs for the construction of the 
metering station at Grays Ferry. Provide all 

supporting engineering, design, construction, and 
cost documents. 

Total Annualized Metering 
Station Costs  $   64,003.07 

One Time Costs - 
Equipment, Installation  $    640,030.66 



EXHIBIT JC-2.3 
PGW Project Book 

Sent in separate email due to size



EXHIBIT JC-3.1 
PGW Response to Set I-2 O&M Costs 

  



Page 2 of 17 

Response to Discovery Request: 1-2  Date 
of Response: 1/28/2022 Response 
Provided By:

Question: 
Provide annual maintenance documents since the placement into service of the four-mile line. 
Indicate actual maintenance task, date, and cost. 

Attachments: 0 

Response:

The Company does not maintain annual maintenance records by main.  However, the cost of 
service allocates $995,000 of mains and maintenance of mains expenses in Accounts 874 and 
887.



EXHIBIT JC-3.2 
PGW Response to Set I-6 Measuring 

O&M 
  



Page 6 of 17 

Response to Discovery Request: 1-6  Date 
of Response: 1/28/2022 Response 
Provided By:

Question: 
Provide all documentation of annual maintenance undertaken by PGW or contractors at the 
Grays Ferry metering station. Such records should include task, date, and cost. 

Attachments: 0 

Response:

The Company does not maintain annual maintenance records by individual metering stations.  
However, the cost of service allocates $142,000 of measuring station expenses in Accounts 889 
and 891. 



EXHIBIT JC-4 
Tariff Page on Retainage 

  



 Supplement No. 146 
 Gas Service Tariff – Pa P.U.C. No. 2 
 Ninth Revised Page No. 14 

Philadelphia Gas Works  Canceling Eighth Revised Page No. 14 
 

Issued: November 30, 2021  Effective: December 1, 2021 
 

UNACCOUNTED FOR GAS (for the purpose of calculating retainage) – Unaccounted for gas is the 
difference in the amount of gas delivered to the Company’s distribution system and the amount billed to 
customers.  The current Lost and Unaccounted for Gas and Retainage Rate percentage is 2.3%.  The 
percentage changes annually on December 1st and is based upon actual data for the preceding 12 
months ending August 31st.   
 
(D) - Decrease 
 

(D) 



EXHIBIT JC-5.1 
Attachment A COSS PGW Response 

to Set I No. 13 
  



PHILADELPHIA GAS WORKS 

COST OF SERVICE ALLOCATION STUDY 

AS OF AUGUST 31, 2021 

GANNETT FLEMING VALUATION AND RATE CONSULTANTS, LLC 

Valley Forge, Pennsylvania 
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PHILADELPHIA GAS WORKS 

COST OF SERVICE ALLOCATION STUDY 
AS OF AUGUST 31, 2021 

PART I.  INTRODUCTION 

PLAN OF REPORT 

The report sets forth the results of the cost of service allocation study prepared for 

Philadelphia Gas Works, based on the twelve months ended August 31, 2021 (FPFTY).  

Part I, Introduction, includes statements with respect to the basis of the study, the 

procedures employed, and a summary of the results of the study.  Part II, Cost of Service 

by Service Classification, presents the detailed schedules of the allocation of costs to 

service classifications, the bases for the allocations, and the development of certain 

customer and demand costs. 

BASIS OF THE STUDY 

The purpose of the study was to allocate costs of Philadelphia Gas Works to the 

several customer classifications based on considerations of quantity of gas consumed; 

sales and transportation; demand characteristics; and costs associated with metering, 

billing, and accounting.  The allocation study was based on recognized procedures for 

allocating costs to customer classifications in proportion to each classification's use of the 

facilities, commodity, and services which entail the total cost of providing gas service. 

ALLOCATION PROCEDURES 

The allocation study was based on the Average and Extra Demand Method for 

allocating costs to service classifications.  The method is identified as the "Average and 

- 2 -



Excess Demand Method" in "Gas Rate Fundamentals," (published in 1987 by the 

American Gas Association's Rate Committee) in which it is described.  The three basic 

categories of cost responsibility are commodity, capacity, and customer costs.  In the 

Average and Extra Demand Method, the capacity costs are allocated to service 

classifications on a combined basis of average use and use above average at peak 

demands.  The following presents a brief discussion of costs and the manner in which 

they were allocated. 

Commodity Costs are the costs that tend to vary with the quantity of gas used. 

Commodity costs in this study include production plant expenses and associated costs.  

Commodity costs were allocated to service classifications on the basis of average daily 

sales volumes. 

Capacity Costs are costs associated with meeting the peak demands of the 

system.  Capacity costs attributable to sales and transportation service include 

Distribution expenses and capital costs not associated with the customer costs category. 

The capacity costs were allocated to service classifications on a combined basis of 

average use and extra demand (demand in excess of average use).  For presentation 

purposes, the commodity and capacity costs are combined into the volumetric function 

for each classification. 

Customer Costs are costs associated with serving customers regardless of their 

usage or demand characteristics.  Customer costs include the expenses and capital 

costs related to meters, regulators, and services and expenses related to meter reading 

and billing.  The customer costs were allocated to service classifications on the bases of 

the number of meters, services and customers. 

- 3 -



The allocation of costs to service classifications and the bases for the allocations 

are presented in Part II, Cost of Service by Service Classification. 

RESULTS OF STUDY 

The data summarized in Schedule A, "Comparison of Cost of Service with 

Revenues Under Present and Proposed Rates by Service Classification for the Twelve 

Months Ended August 31, 2021," constitute the principal results of the allocation study. 

Schedules B through D in Part II of the report present the details of the allocation of costs 

of service, including the return based on the allocated measure of value, by service 

classification as well as the bases for the allocation factors.   

- 4 -
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PART II.  COST OF SERVICE 

BY SERVICE CLASSIFICATION 
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SCHEDULE D
PAGE 1 OF 16

FACTOR 1.  ALLOCATION OF COSTS WHICH VARY DIRECTLY WITH SALE OF GAS

Factors are based on the pro forma average daily sales volumes for each service
  classification.

Pro Forma Pro Forma
Average Average

Daily PGC Daily
Service Volumes Allocation Firm Sales Allocation

Classification (Mcf) Factor 1 (Mcf) Factor 1A
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Volumetric Costs
Residential 90,870     0.78280     95,087       0.66762     
Commercial 19,118     0.16469     29,515       0.20723     
Industrial 1,212       0.01044     2,387         0.01676     
Municipal 1,532       0.01320     2,744         0.01927     
PHA GS 487          0.00420     487            0.00342     
PHA R8 122          0.00105     1,245         0.00874     
NGVS 2              0.00002     2 0.00002     
Interruptible -           -             -             
Grays Ferry/Veolia 2,740       0.02360     10,959       0.07694     

    Total 116,083   1.00000     142,426     1.00000     

PHILADELPHIA GAS WORKS

FACTORS FOR ALLOCATING COST OF SERVICE TO SERVICE CLASSIFICATIONS
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SCHEDULE D
PAGE 2 OF 16

FACTORS 2 AND 2A. CALCULATION OF MAXIMUM DAY EXTRA DEMAND FACTORS.

Factors are based on the maximum day extra demand throughput for each classification.

Pro Forma
Average Daily
Throughput Peak Day Extra

Service Volumes Capacity Capacity Allocation Allocation
Classification (Mcf) (Mcf) (Mcf) Factor 2 Factor 2A

(1) (2) (3) (4)=(3)-(2) (5)
Volumetric Costs
Residential 95,087               429,513   334,426       0.71101   0.77118   
Commercial 29,515               107,276   77,761         0.16532   0.17932   
Industrial 2,387 9,559       7,172           0.01525   0.01654   
Municipal 2,744 11,394     8,650           0.01839   0.01995   
PHA GS 487 2,119       1,633           0.00347   0.00376   
PHA R8 1,245 5,251       4,006           0.00852   0.00924   
NGVS 2 6              4 0.00001   0.00001   
Interruptible 37,849               73,696     35,847         0.07621   
Grays Ferry/Veolia 10,959               11,817     858              0.00182   
    Total 180,274             650,631   470,357       1.00000   1.00000     

Load Factor 0.277076        0.722924   

FACTORS 2B. CALCULATION OF MAXIMUM DAY EXTRA DEMAND FACTORS.

Factors are based on the maximum day extra demand throughput for each classification.

Pro Forma
Average Daily
Throughput Peak Day Extra

Service Volumes Capacity Capacity Allocation
Classification (Mcf) (Mcf) (Mcf) Factor 2B

(1) (2) (3) (4)=(3)-(2) (5)
Volumetric Costs
Residential 95,087               429,513   334,426       0.70805   
Commercial 29,515               107,276   77,761         0.16464   
Industrial 2,387 9,559       7,172           0.01518   
Municipal 2,744 11,394     8,650           0.01831   
PHA GS 487 2,119       1,633           0.00346   
PHA R8 1,245 5,251       4,006           0.00848   
NGVS 2 6              4 0.00001   
Interruptible 37,849               73,696     35,847         0.07590   
Grays Ferry/Veolia 36,028               38,850     2,822           0.00597   
    Total 205,344             677,664   472,320       1.00000   

PHILADELPHIA GAS WORKS

FACTORS FOR ALLOCATING COST OF SERVICE TO SERVICE CLASSIFICATIONS

PHILADELPHIA GAS WORKS

FACTORS FOR ALLOCATING COST OF SERVICE TO SERVICE CLASSIFICATIONS
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SCHEDULE D
PAGE 3 OF 16

FACTOR 3.  ALLOCATION OF COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH DISTRIBUTION MAINS

Factors are based on the weighting of the factors derived from average daily throughput volumes
 volumes and from maximum day extra capacity demand for each service classification, as follows:

Maximum Day
Extra Demand

Service Allocation Weighted Allocation Weighted Allocation
MCF/Day Factor Factor* Factor 2 Factor* Factor 3

(1) (2) (3) (4)=(3)x (5) (6)=(5)x (7)=(4)+(6)
0.50000 0.50000

Volumetric Costs
Residential 95,087     0.52747   0.26372   0.71101   0.35548   0.61920   
Commercial 29,515     0.16372   0.08186   0.16532   0.08266   0.16452   
Industrial 2,387       0.01324   0.00662   0.01525   0.00763   0.01425   
Municipal 2,744       0.01522   0.00761   0.01839   0.00920   0.01681   
PHA GS 487          0.00270   0.00135   0.00347   0.00174   0.00309   
PHA R8 1,245       0.00690   0.00345   0.00852   0.00426   0.00771   
NGVS 2              0.00001   0.00001   0.00001   0.00001   0.00002   
Interruptible 37,849     0.20995   0.10498   0.07621   0.03811   0.14309   
Grays Ferry/Veolia 10,959     0.06079   0.03040   0.00182   0.00091   0.03131   

    Total 180,274   1.00000   0.50000   1.00000   0.50000   1.00000   

* The weighting of the factors is based on the percentage of average daily throughput.

Average
Daily Throughput

PHILADELPHIA GAS WORKS

FACTORS FOR ALLOCATING COST OF SERVICE TO SERVICE CLASSIFICATIONS

Classification

- 14 -



SCHEDULE D
PAGE 4 OF 16

FACTOR 3A.  ALLOCATION OF COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH DISTRIBUTION, OTHER THAN MAINS

Factors are based on the weighting of the factors derived from average daily throughput volumes
 volumes and from maximum day extra capacity demand for each service classification, as follows:

Maximum Day
Extra Demand

Service Allocation Weighted Allocation Weighted Allocation
MCF/Day Factor Factor* Factor 2B Factor* Factor 3A

(1) (2) (3) (4)=(3)x (5) (6)=(5)x (7)=(4)+(6)
0.50000 0.50000

Volumetric Costs
Residential 95,087     0.46308   0.23152   0.70805   0.35401   0.58553   
Commercial 29,515     0.14373   0.07187   0.16464   0.08232   0.15419   
Industrial 2,387       0.01162   0.00581   0.01518   0.00759   0.01340   
Municipal 2,744       0.01336   0.00668   0.01831   0.00916   0.01584   
PHA GS 487          0.00237   0.00119   0.00346   0.00173   0.00292   
PHA R8 1,245       0.00606   0.00303   0.00848   0.00424   0.00727   
NGVS 2              0.00001   0.00001   0.00001   0.00001   0.00002   
Interruptible 37,849     0.18432   0.09216   0.07590   0.03795   0.13011   
Grays Ferry/Veolia 36,028     0.17545   0.08773   0.00597   0.00299   0.09072   

    Total 205,344   1.00000   0.50000   1.00000   0.50000   1.00000   

* The weighting of the factors is based on the percentage of average daily throughput.

PHILADELPHIA GAS WORKS

FACTORS FOR ALLOCATING COST OF SERVICE TO SERVICE CLASSIFICATIONS

Average
Daily Throughput

Classification
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SCHEDULE D
PAGE 5 OF 16

FACTOR 4. ALLOCATION OF COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH METERS AND ACCOUNTS 381

Service Original Allocation
Classification Cost of Meters Factor

(1) (2) (3)

Customer Costs
Residential 57,306,393$     0.71560         
Commercial 18,004,478       0.22483         
Industrial 1,311,869         0.01638         
Municipal 2,474,336         0.03090         
PHA - GS 344,988            0.00431         
PHA - Rate 8 636,266            0.00795         
NGVS 2,419 0.00003         
Interruptible - -

    Total 80,080,750$     1.00000         

Factors are based on the cost of meters by class included in Accounts 381 Meters and M&R
Equipment.

PHILADELPHIA GAS WORKS

FACTORS FOR ALLOCATING COST OF SERVICE TO SERVICE CLASSIFICATIONS
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SCHEDULE D
PAGE 6 OF 16

FACTOR 5. ALLOCATION OF COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH INDUSTRIAL MEASURING
   AND REGULATING EQUIPMENT.

Service Allocation
Classification Factor

(1) (1)

Volumetric
Industrial 1.0000           

FACTOR 6. ALLOCATION OF COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH SERVICES AND HOUSE REGULATORS.

Service Original Cost of Allocation
Classification Service Lines Factor

(1) (2) (3)

Customer Costs
Residential 682,254,829$   0.87688         
Commercial 82,378,351       0.10588         
Industrial 1,036,743         0.00133         
Municipal 5,079,791         0.00653         
PHA - GS 5,560,935         0.00716         
PHA - Rate 8 1,725,978         0.00222         
NGVS 1 -
Interruptible - -

-

    Total 778,036,628$   1.00000         

Factors are based on the cost of services by class included in Account 380, Service Lines.

Directly assigned to the Industrial Class

PHILADELPHIA GAS WORKS

FACTORS FOR ALLOCATING COST OF SERVICE TO SERVICE CLASSIFICATIONS
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SCHEDULE D
PAGE 7 OF 16

FACTOR 7.  ALLOCATION OF COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH CUSTOMER ACCOUNTING
  AND METER READING.

Factors are based on the number of customers for each classification, as follows.

Service Number of Allocation
Classification Customers Factor 7

(1) (2) (3)

Customer Costs
Residential 479,356     0.94122 
Commercial 24,915       0.04892 
Industrial 594            0.00117 
Municipal 850            0.00167 
PHA - GS 2,011         0.00395 
PHA -  Rate 8 1,129         0.00222 
NGVS 3 0.00001 
Interruptible 427            0.00084 

    Total 509,286     1.00000 

FACTORS FOR ALLOCATING COST OF SERVICE TO SERVICE CLASSIFICATIONS

PHILADELPHIA GAS WORKS

- 18 -



SCHEDULE D
PAGE 8 OF 16

PHILADELPHIA GAS WORKS

FACTORS FOR ALLOCATING COST OF SERVICE TO SERVICE CLASSIFICATIONS

FACTOR 8.  ALLOCATION OF DISTRIBUTION OPERATION OTHER EXPENSES AND RENT.

Factors are based on distribution operation expenses other than those being allocated.

Service Operation Allocation
Classification Expenses Factor

(1) (2) (3)

Volumetric Costs
Residential 23,541$            0.31976         
Commercial 6,245 0.08483         
Industrial 540 0.00734         
Municipal 638 0.00867         
PHA GS 118 0.00160         
PHA R8 293 0.00398         
NGVS 1 0.00001         
Interruptible 5,405 0.07342         
Grays Ferry/Veolia 1,595 0.02167         

Customer Costs
Residential 26,611              0.36149         
Commercial 6,871 0.09333         
Industrial 463 0.00629         
Municipal 893 0.01213         
PHA GS 163 0.00221         
PHA R8 238 0.00323         
NGVS 1 0.00001         
Interruptible 2 0.00003         

    Total 73,618$            1.00000         

- 19 -



SCHEDULE D
PAGE 9 OF 16

PHILADELPHIA GAS WORKS

FACTORS FOR ALLOCATING COST OF SERVICE TO SERVICE CLASSIFICATIONS

FACTOR 9.  ALLOCATION OF DISTRIBUTION ASSETS

Factors are based on distribution assets other than those being allocated.

Service Rate Base Allocation
Classification Costs Factor

(1) (2) (3)

Volumetric Costs
Residential 461,352$          0.36869         
Commercial 122,567            0.09795         
Industrial 10,803              0.00863         
Municipal 12,523              0.01001         
PHA GS 2,303 0.00184         
PHA R8 5,745 0.00459         
NGVS 15 0.00001         
Interruptible 106,564            0.08516         
Grays Ferry/Veolia 23,906              0.01910         
Customer Costs
Residential 425,443            0.33999         
Commercial 66,720              0.05332         
Industrial 2,341 0.00187         
Municipal 6,003 0.00480         
PHA GS 3,303 0.00264         
PHA R8 1,758 0.00140         
NGVS 4 - 
Interruptible - - 

    Total 1,251,350$       1.00000         
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SCHEDULE D
PAGE 10 OF 16

PHILADELPHIA GAS WORKS

FACTORS FOR ALLOCATING COST OF SERVICE TO SERVICE CLASSIFICATIONS

FACTOR 10.  ALLOCATION OF ADMINISTRATIVE AND GENERAL EXPENSES.

Factors are based on the allocation of operation and maintenance expenses.

Operation &
Service Maintenance Allocation

Classification Expenses Factor
(1) (2) (3)

Volumetric Costs
Residential 65,134$            0.3553           
Commercial 14,711              0.0803           
Industrial 1,213 0.0066           
Municipal 1,433 0.0078           
PHA GS 360 0.0020           
PHA R8 597 0.0033           
NGVS 1 0.0000           
Interruptible 6,335 0.0346           
Grays Ferry/Veolia 3,132 0.0171           
Customer Costs
Residential 77,660              0.4236           
Commercial 10,210              0.0557           
Industrial 597 0.0033           
Municipal 1,111 0.0061           
PHA GS 421 0.0023           
PHA R8 364 0.0020           
NGVS 1 0.0000           
Interruptible 35 0.0002           

    Total 183,316$          1.0000           
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SCHEDULE D
PAGE 11 OF 16

PHILADELPHIA GAS WORKS

FACTORS FOR ALLOCATING COST OF SERVICE TO SERVICE CLASSIFICATIONS

FACTOR 11.  ALLOCATION OF LABOR RELATED TAXES AND BENEFITS.

Factors are based on the allocation of total operation and maintenance direct labor
expense to service classifications as shown on the following page.

Service Total Labor Allocation
Classification Expense Factor

(1) (2) (3)
Volumetric Costs
Residential 69,580$            0.50710         
Commercial 17,465              0.12728         
Industrial 1,448 0.01055         
Municipal 1,716 0.01251         
PHA GS 348 0.00254         
PHA R8 701 0.00511         
NGVS (8) (0.00006)        
Interruptible 12,158              0.08861         
Grays Ferry/Veolia 3,258 0.02374         
Customer Costs
Residential 27,656              0.20156         
Commercial 2,432 0.01772         
Industrial 99 0.00072         
Municipal 191 0.00139         
PHA GS 112 0.00082         
PHA R8 75 0.00055         
NGVS (19) (0.00014)        
Interruptible - - 

    Total 137,212$          1.00000         
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SCHEDULE D
PAGE 14 OF 16

FACTORS FOR ALLOCATING COST OF SERVICE TO SERVICE CLASSIFICATIONS

FACTOR 12.  ALLOCATION OF SURPLUS AND INTEREST EXPENSE.

Factors are based on the result of allocating the original cost measure of value,
as presented on the following pages.

Original
Service Cost Less Allocation

Classification Depreciation Factor
(1) (2) (3)

Volumetric Costs
Residential 595,521$            0.38570       
Commercial 152,900              0.09903       
Industrial 13,290 0.00861       
Municipal 15,504 0.01004       
PHA GS 3,016 0.00195       
PHA R8 6,897 0.00447       
NGVS 17 0.00001       
Interruptible 114,829              0.07437       
Grays Ferry/Veolia 28,420 0.01841       
Customer Costs
Residential 518,148              0.33559       
Commercial 79,015 0.05118       
Industrial 3,046 0.00197       
Municipal 7,327 0.00475       
PHA GS 3,815 0.00247       
PHA R8 2,191 0.00142       
NGVS 6 -              
Interruptible 40 0.00003       

    Total 1,543,982$         1.00000       

FACTOR 13.  ALLOCATION OF REGULATORY COMMISSION EXPENSES,
ASSESSMENTS AND OTHER REVENUES.

Factors are based on the allocated cost of service excluding those items being allocated.

Total
Service Cost of Allocation

Classification Service Factor
(1) (2) (3)

Volumetric Costs
Residential 194,218$            0.40280       
Commercial 47,994 0.09954       
Industrial 4,031 0.00836       
Municipal 4,726 0.00980       
PHA GS 1,016 0.00211       
PHA R8 2,023 0.00420       
NGVS (2) -              
Interruptible 25,562 0.05302       
Grays Ferry/Veolia - -              
Customer Costs
Residential 173,664              0.36018       
Commercial 23,583 0.04890       
Industrial 1,148 0.00238       
Municipal 2,357 0.00489       
PHA GS 1,051 0.00218       
PHA R8 752 0.00156       
NGVS (9) (0.00002)      
Interruptible 47 0.00010       

    Total 482,161$            1.00000       

PHILADELPHIA GAS WORKS
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SCHEDULE D
PAGE 15 OF 16

PHILADELPHIA GAS WORKS

FACTORS FOR ALLOCATING COST OF SERVICE TO SERVICE CLASSIFICATIONS

FACTOR 14.  ALLOCATION OF UNCOLLECTIBLES NOT RECOVERED FROM MFC

Factors are based on 3-year average of uncollectibles.

Service 3-Year Average Allocation
Classification Uncollectibles Factor

(1) (2) (3)
Customer Costs
Residential 36,884,034$       0.96587       
Commercial 996,900              0.02611       
Industrial 33,769 0.00088       
Municipal - -              
PHA GS 272,444              0.00713       
PHA R8 484 0.00001       

    Total 38,187,631         1.00000       

- 26 -
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 Philadelphia Gas Works  
Case Name:  GRAYS FERRY COGENERATION PARTNERSHIP  

Docket No(s): C-2021-3029259

Response to Discovery Request: 1-14  

Date of Response: 1/28/2022 

Response Provided By: Ryan Reeves

Question: 

Provide a list of all capacity that PGW has contracted for to ship gas to the Passyunk Ave. gate 

station including the date of the first contract, the expiration date of the current contract, the daily 

volume and the rate paid for the capacity. 

Attachments: 4 

1_14_800233.pdf 

1_14_800514.pdf 

1_14_800515.pdf 

1_14_800232.pdf 

Response:

PGW does not understand the reference to the Passyunk Ave. Gate Station.  Please see attached 

the four Texas Eastern contracts that have the ability to deliver down the Philadelphia Lateral. 

PGW pays max rate for all four contracts and charges those costs to the GCR. 
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Supplement No. 137 to
Gas Service Tariff – Pa. P.U.C. No. 2

First Revised Pg. No. 155
PHILADELPHIA GAS WORKS Canceling Original Pg. No. 155

Issued: December 31, 2020 Effective: January 1, 2021

TECHNOLOGY AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT RIDER
MICRO-COMBINED HEAT AND POWER INCENTIVES

AVAILABILITY

TECHNOLOGY AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT RIDER: The Technology and Economic 
Development (TED) Rider is a negotiated rider available that will be utilized to support the expansion of 
new technologies such as, but not limited to, combined heat and power (CHP), natural gas vehicles, and 
fuel cells, to develop brownfields, and support economic development in Pennsylvania by facilitating 
business retention and attraction, as well as other gas distribution system expansion activities. The TED 
Rider is available to those Customers served by the Company that the Company determines, in its sole 
discretion, have prospective additional gas usage applicable to service for firm service non-residential 
customers on Tariff Rate Schedules for General Service (Rate GS), Municipal Service (Rate MS), 
Philadelphia Housing Authority Service (Rate PHA) and Developmental Natural Gas Vehicle Service 
(Rate NGVS) at the time of execution or renewal of a service agreement. The TED Rider is established 
for the purpose of adjusting the customer’s overall distribution charge to address project-specific or 
competitive issues to gain access to and expand use of natural gas within the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania. The negotiated TED Rider may be either a surcharge or credit depending on project-
specific customer and Company economic requirements, such that the overall economics must meet the 
requirements of Section 10 of this Tariff. As part of its Gas Cost Rate (GCR) filings, PGW will provide data 
on sales and costs for TED customers.

GENERAL TERMS

The Customer must execute a TED Rider service agreement.

RATES

Customer Charge: Negotiable
Plus

Delivery Charge (per ccf): Negotiable

AVAILABILITY

MICRO-COMBINED HEAT AND POWER INCENTIVES: For projects involving micro-CHP units no larger 
than 50 kW, the following Micro-CHP Incentives may be available for qualifying projects:  (1) $1,000 per 
kW installed up to 20 kW; and (2) $750 per kW installed greater than 20 kW and less than or equal to 50 
kW.  The Incentive is available to those Customers served by the Company that the Company 
determines, in its sole discretion, have prospective additional gas usage applicable to service for Rate GS 
Commercial/Industrial customers, Rate MS customers and Rate PHA customers on a pilot basis for a 
three-year period beginning on the effective date of this tariff supplement.  The economic test that will be 
utilized by the Company to determine eligibility for participation will include the costs of the incentives.

(C) - Change

(C)

(C)

(C)



EXHIBIT JC-7 
PGW Rate IT Tariff 

  



Gas Tariff – Pa P.U.C. No. 2
PHILADELPHIA GAS WORKS Original Pg. No. 111

Issued: August 29, 2003 Effective: September 1, 2003

INTERRUPTIBLE TRANSPORTATION - RATE IT

Rate: Applicable to all Gas transported on or after September 1, 2003

For service under this rate, each meter shall be considered a separate Customer.  Parallel meters that 
serve a single Customer fuel line will be considered as one meter. PGW will transport Gas to a Customer 
through one meter at one premise.  Subject to the above limitations and the requirements of this rate 
schedule, service will be offered to interruptible Customers, who can in the sole judgment of the 
Company, manage its business without the use of Gas during periods of curtailment or interruption.  Each 
Customer must contract for a minimum of 15,000 Dth/year or up to 10 Customers may aggregate their 
loads into a supplier pool that meets the 15,000 Dth/year requirement.

AVAILABILITY

This service is available to any Commercial or Industrial Gas user, subject to the specific requirements 
set forth in this section.  It consists of the receipt of a daily quantity of Gas by the Company from a Gas 
Supplier under Rate DB, the transportation of Gas through the Company’s facilities, and the delivery of an 
equivalent quantity of Gas to the Customer, adjusted for unaccounted-for Gas.  Customers are subject to 
curtailment or interruption at any times.  Customers served under this rate schedule who acquire gas 
supplies on an individual basis for their own use shall also be subject to all of the Gas Supplier provisions 
of rate schedule DB (Daily Balancing), except for those provisions related to licensing and bonding 
requirements. 

SPECIAL METERING EQUIPMENT

This service requires the electronic transmission of metering data from the Customer’s meter location to 
the Company on a daily basis.  The metering equipment requires electric power supply compatible with 
the Company's equipment and a dedicated telephone line, both of which shall be provided by the 
Customer.  Each Customer, prior to the initiation of service, shall pay the Company in full for facilities to 
record and transmit metering data, which payment shall not be subject to refund under any 
circumstances.  Customer shall be responsible for ongoing maintenance of the electric power supply and 
dedicated telephone line, and shall reimburse the Company for expenses incurred to obtain daily metered 
usage during periods when the electric power and/or the telephone line is unavailable.

SERVICE AGREEMENT

Customer must execute a service agreement in the form prepared by the Company.  Such agreement 
shall specify, among other things, the maximum daily interruptible transportation quantity or the total daily 
capacity of the Customer’s equipment.  The standard agreement shall have a term of not less than one 
year, and shall continue from month to month thereafter unless terminated by the Customer or the 
Company upon written notice to the other not less than 60 days prior to the end of a term. The Company 
may terminate a service agreement at any time as provided by law or by provisions of this Tariff.  A 
service agreement for a period of more or less than one year may be executed only upon the mutual 
agreement of the Company and the Customer.  Service initiation cannot take place until the special 
metering equipment is installed and operating to the Company’s satisfaction.  Service will be initiated only 
on the first day of a calendar month.



Gas Tariff – Pa P.U.C. No. 2
PHILADELPHIA GAS WORKS Original Pg. No. 112

Issued: August 29, 2003 Effective: September 1, 2003

INTERRUPTIBLE SERVICE

1. QUALITY OF SERVICE

Company assumes no liability for interruptions caused by failure of supply sources or by third parties such 
as Suppliers and shall not be obligated to deliver Gas under this rate schedule on any day that Gas is not 
received at its gate station for the Customer's account except as specified under provisions for Standby 
Service contained herein.  The Company may curtail (reduce) or interrupt deliveries to the Customer 
whenever, at the Company’s sole discretion, it determines that the available capacity in all or a portion of 
its system is projected to be insufficient to meet the requirements of all Customers or in the event a NGS 
fails to meet delivery obligations.  Although the Company will endeavor to provide as much notice as is 
reasonable and practical, the Customer shall maintain the ability to curtail or interrupt usage upon eight  
hours notice.  In the event of a system emergency, upon notice by the Company, the Customer shall use 
its best efforts to curtail or interrupt usage upon less than eight hours notice.

2. INTERRUPTIBLE CAPABILITY

In order to qualify for interruptible daily Transportation Service under this Rate Schedule, a Customer 
must:  (1) have installed and operable alternate fuel equipment, including appropriate fuel storage 
capacity, capable of displacing the daily quantity of Gas subject to curtailment or interruption; or (2) or in 
the alternative demonstrate to the Company’s sole satisfaction the ability to manage its business without 
the use of Gas during periods of curtailment or interruption. 

3. REQUIREMENTS

Customer is responsible for providing to the Company continuously updated mailing and electronic 
addresses, as well as fax and voice telephone numbers, for communication of interruption notices on a 
24-hour per day, seven-day per week basis.  Interruption notices shall be considered received by the 
Customer upon transmission by the Company to the electronic address and/or telephone number 
provided by the Customer.

4. PENALTIES FOR UNAUTHORIZED USAGE

During any period of curtailment or interruption, the Company shall have the right to immediate access, 
without prior notice to the Customer, to inspect the Company’s Gas measurement equipment and all Gas-
using facilities at the Customer’s premises.  If the Company determines that the Customer is using or has 
used a quantity of Gas in excess of the quantity authorized by the notice of curtailment or interruption, the 
Company shall have the right to impose the following penalties:  (a) to take measures to physically restrict 
the flow of Gas into the Customer’s premises, or, if flow restriction is not practical, to terminate service; 
and, (b) to impose a penalty equal to the greater of any actual cost incurred or penalty imposed upon the 
Company as a result of the violation by the Customer, or $25.00/Dth, in addition to the Company’s cost of 
the Gas used, for each Dth taken in excess of the quantity authorized in the notice.  In addition to the 
foregoing, the Customer shall hold the Company harmless and defend the Company against any and all 
claims against the Company arising from service problems caused or materially contributed to by the 
Customer’s violation of the notice of curtailment or interruption.



SUPPLEMENT NO. 21 to
Gas Tariff – Pa P.U.C. No. 2

PHILADELPHIA GAS WORKS First Revised Pg. No. 113
Canceling Original Pg. No. 113

Issued: October 18, 2007 Effective: October 19, 2007

LEVELS OF SERVICE

Customers will be placed into their corresponding rate class.  The Company at its sole discretion will 
determine the level of service.

An Applicant for service under this rate shall be required to execute a service agreement in which 
maximum and minimum quantities of Gas to be delivered shall be defined.  An Applicant shall not be 
eligible for an Interruptible Gas Transportation Service rate class unless the minimum volumes set forth 
directly below are met on an annual basis.  

Rate class: Annual volumes (Dth) – not less than:

IT-A: 2,500
IT-B: 5,000
IT-C: 10,000
IT-D: 25,000
IT-E: 80,000

Customers electing service under this rate shall have and maintain complete and adequate standby non-
natural gas energy (e.g., oil, propane, electric, steam) and equipment for alternate operation in the event 
of interruption of Gas Service.



SUPPLEMENT NO. 21 to
Gas Tariff – Pa P.U.C. No. 2

PHILADELPHIA GAS WORKS First Revised Pg. No. 114
Canceling Original Pg. No. 114

Issued: October 18, 2007 Effective: October 19, 2007
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SUPPLEMENT NO. 137 to
Gas Service Tariff – Pa. P.U.C. No. 2

PHILADELPHIA GAS WORKS Fifth Revised Pg. No. 115
Canceling Fourth Revised Pg. No. 115

Issued: December 31, 2020 Effective: January 1, 2021

CHARGES
1. MONTHLY BILL
The monthly bill shall consist of the sum of the monthly Customer charge and the Distribution Charge as 
detailed below:

CUSTOMER CHARGE
($) Per Meter Per Month

(Parallel Meters are considered one meter)

IT-A: 152.16
IT-B: 273.89
IT-C: 273.89
IT-D: 273.89
IT-E: 426.06

DISTRIBUTION CHARGE Rate ($) Per Mcf / Dth Delivered*

IT-A: 2.4146/ 2.3307
IT-B: 1.1687 / 1.1281
IT-C: 0.9119 / 0.8802
IT-D: 0.8091 / 0.7810
IT-E: 0.7835/ 0.7563

*The distribution charge may be the product of a negotiated rate and may include long-term contracts of 
up to five years as mutually agreed to by the Company and the Customer.  This negotiated rate may be 
higher than, but not lower than, the distribution charges set forth above and may include additional 
minimum take requirements.  

(I) – Increase

(I)
(I)
(I)
(I)
(I)



Gas Tariff – Pa P.U.C. No. 2
PHILADELPHIA GAS WORKS Original Pg. No. 116

Issued: August 29, 2003 Effective: September 1, 2003

CONDITIONS OF USE

1. The Company shall not be obligated to incur the cost of additional facilities to provide Transportation 
Service hereunder for existing load.  Nonetheless, in the event the Company elects to provide additional 
facilities, which in the Company's sole judgment are required to provide Transportation Service, the cost 
of such facilities shall be the responsibility of the Customer. Customers may Appeal the Company's 
judgment to the Commission.  The Company shall provide, install, own and maintain such facilities. 
Where applicable, extensions and enlargements of Gas supply facilities for qualifying new load shall be in 
accordance with Section 10 of this Tariff.  

2. The Customer warrants and will provide satisfactory documentation, upon request, that it has good and 
merchantable title for all Gas delivered to the Company for transportation hereunder.  Title shall be free 
and clear of all liens, encumbrances and claims whatsoever. Customer will indemnify Company and hold 
the Company harmless from all suits, actions, debts, accounts, damages, costs, losses and expenses 
arising out of the adverse claims of any or all persons to said Gas and/or to royalties, taxes, license fees 
or charges thereon, including pipeline transportation and service charges, which are applicable to such 
Gas and/or the delivery of such Gas to the Company.

3. The Company may retain for unaccounted-for Gas a percentage of the total volume of gas delivered 
into its system for Customer's account.  The percentage of Gas to be retained by the Company shall be 
equivalent to the percentage of unaccounted-for Gas, as utilized in the Company's currently effective 
GCR. This condition may be revised as appropriate, by the individual service agreement, where the 
transported Gas can be delivered directly to the Customer without commingling with other distribution 
system supplies.

4. In the event that the Company declares an emergency situation it may, at its discretion, divert 
Customer's Gas for such purposes as Company deems appropriate and Customer will be compensated 
for such Gas at the cost at which the Customer acquired the Gas, at the Customer's cost of the alternate 
fuel utilized or at the Company's avoided cost of Gas during the billing month, whichever is highest.  The 
Customer shall demonstrate its cost of Natural Gas or replacement fuel by making a copy of its purchase 
contract available to Company upon request. All Gas purchased by the Company will be credited to the 
Customer's account.

DELIVERY QUANTITIES

The Company shall not be obligated to deliver or accept for delivery volumes in excess of the maximum 
hourly, daily or monthly volumes specified in the service agreement.  It is the intent of the Company that 
the Customer so manage his arrangements for daily deliveries of Gas that they approximately equal his 
combined daily Gas usage and that volume retained for unaccounted-for Gas adjustment. The quantities 
of Gas received on Customer's behalf will be balanced monthly and daily on a thermally equivalent basis 
with those quantities re-delivered or retained for line loss and unaccounted for adjustment.  For this 
thermal correction quantities will be multiplied by a fraction; the numerator of which is the weighted 
average Btu content per cubic foot of either the Company's system (if commingled) or the individual 
transporting pipeline (if not commingled), and the denominator is a reference Btu content of 1,000 Btu per 
cubic foot.



Supplement No. 94 to
Gas Service Tariff – Pa P.U.C. No. 2

First Revised Pg. No. 117
PHILADELPHIA GAS WORKS Canceling Original Pg. No. 117

Issued: August 31, 2016 Effective: September 1, 2016

STANDBY SERVICE

Contingent upon the Company's ability to arrange the required supply contracts, a Customer may contract 
for Standby Service to purchase Gas from the Company under a specified Retail Rate Schedule, in the 
event that the Customer experiences an interruption or curtailment in Transportation Service by a 
Supplier.  The contract term for Standby Service shall be a minimum of one year. The maximum volume 
of Gas that the Company is obligated to provide under Standby Service on any Gas day shall be specified 
in the individual service agreement. Volumes taken in excess of the specified daily standby limits, except 
for those volumes authorized and supplied by the Company under an applicable retail rate, shall be 
purchased by the Customer at the higher of:  (a) 150%  of the average of the two highest Daily Market 
Index Prices for the monthly period beginning on the first day of the month; or (b) 150% of the Company’s 
highest incremental supply cost for the month.

A Customer contracting for Standby Service shall pay a monthly reservation charge. This charge shall be 
based on the demand charge paid by the Company to its highest cost pipeline and then applied to the 
supplier’s Standby Service Quantity as specified in the individual Service agreement. The Company may 
revise the reservation charge no more frequently than monthly to reflect changes in the pipeline demand 
and related charges. The reservation charge prorated on a daily basis will be credited to all volumes 
purchased under the standby service. In addition, at the end of each contract year, the Customer will be 
assessed those minimum bill or take-or-pay charges actually paid by the Company to its own suppliers, 
which are attributable to the volume reserved but not taken under this Standby Service.

LIABILITY

The Company shall not be liable for curtailment of service under this rate schedule or loss of Gas of the 
Customer as a result of any steps taken to comply with any law, regulation or order of any governmental 
agency with jurisdiction to regulate, allocate or control Gas supplies or the rendering of service 
hereunder, and regardless of any defect in such law, regulation or order.

The Company reserves the right to commingle transport Gas with its other supplies but Gas is and 
remains the property of the Customer while being transported and delivered by the Company.  The 
Customer shall be responsible for maintaining all insurance it deems necessary to protect its property 
interest in such Gas before, during and after receipt by the Company.  The Company shall not be liable 
for any loss to the Customer or any other entity or person(s) arising from or out of service under this rate 
schedule, including loss of Gas in the possession of the Company or any other cause.

COMPANY RULES 

The provisions this Tariff shall govern the service under this classification except where noted herein.

The following Riders may apply: (C)

(C) – Change



HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL 
EXHIBIT JC-8 
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EXHIBIT JC-9 
Set II-10 CHP Incentives 

  



Response to Discovery Request: -10
Date of Response: /2022 Response

Provided By: 

Question: 

Response:
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Response to Discovery Request: -9
Date of Response: /2022 Response

Provided By:

Question: 

Response:



EXHIBIT JC-10.2 
Set II No. 10 

  



 Philadelphia Gas Works  
Case Name: GRAYS FERRY COGENERATION PARTNERSHIP 

Docket No(s): C-2021-3029259  

Response to Discovery Request: II-10 
Date of Response: 2/2/2022 Response 

Provided By: Florian Teme 

Question: 

Provide a list of all TED Rider customers receiving Micro CHP incentives, including kW size, 
annual gas usage, and the incentive amount paid to the customer.

Response:

Only one customer has received a Micro CHP incentive. The customer installed a 35 kW 
mCHP unit. PGW anticipates that this customer will use approximately 2300 Mcf per year. The 
incentive amount was $31,250.



EXHIBIT JC-11 
PGW Response to Set I-15 IT 

Customers 
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Response to Discovery Request: 1-15  
Date of Response: 1/28/2022

Response Provided By:

Question: 
Provide a list of all customers that PGW has placed on an interruptible service rate within the 
past four years. Provide the form of proof that was provided by each customer to document that 
they are appropriately designated as an interruptible customer and the date and time and reason 

Attachments: 0 

Response:

PGW has added 24 customers within the past four years on the interruptible service rate. To 
protect customer proprietary information PGW is not releasing the specific names of customers. 
Per the tariff, each of these customers qualified by having dual fuel capability which gives them 
the ability to shed load during an interruption. There have been no interruptions in the past four 
years. 
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PGW - Supplemental Response 
Complainants' I-1
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Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND ON WHOSE BEHALF, YOU ARE 1 

TESTIFYING. 2 

A. I am James L. Crist, President of Lumen Group, Inc.  I am presenting surrebuttal testimony 3 

on behalf of Grays Ferry Cogeneration Partnership (“Grays Ferry”) and Vicinity Energy 4 

Philadelphia, Inc. (“VEPI”) (collectively “Vicinity”). 5 

 6 

Q. WHAT ARE THE ISSUES YOU WILL DISCUSS IN THIS TESTIMONY? 7 

A. Specifically, in my surrebuttal testimony I will: 8 

1. Address Mr. Zuk’s claims regarding the ability of Philadelphia Gas Works 9 

(“PGW”) to provide a special rate to Grays Ferry, and refute his claim that the 10 

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (“Commission”) may not approve such 11 

special rates.   12 

2. Address Ms. Heppenstall’s incorrect cost of service assumptions and lay out the 13 

appropriate and reasonable contractual details for PGW to execute with Grays Ferry 14 

so the other customers of PGW can realize lower rates as Grays Ferry continues 15 

service through PGW. 16 

3. Address Mr. Reeves incorrect claims that despite PGW having more than adequate 17 

supply resources to meet its needs, and never having to execute PGW’s contractual 18 

right to interrupt service to Grays Ferry, that the ARS service which Grays Ferry 19 

pays for cannot continue under a new contract.  20 

4. Address Mr. Teme’s mistaken belief that Grays Ferry is not a credible bypass threat 21 

and PGW’s lack of action to pursue a special rate that would be sufficient for Grays 22 

Ferry to continue as a customer over the next 25 years, by avoiding the construction 23 

of a bypass pipeline to TETCO.   24 
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5. Address Mr. Lacey’s accounting recommendations that Grays Ferry and VEPI can 1 

simply absorb any rate increase and not pass them onto VEPI steam customers.  2 

6.  Address Mr. Mierzwa’s incorrect conclusions regarding PGW’s proposed rate to 3 

Grays Ferry, capacity release, and balancing charges.  4 

7. Address Mr. Knecht’s observations regarding the cost of service study (“COSS”) 5 

and sales practices reminiscent of the “Gas Wars.” 6 

I will not be addressing Mr. Teme’s or Mr. Carrier’s testimony regarding the competitive 7 

sales and marketing efforts aimed at switching steam customers from service provided by 8 

VEPI to service from PGW that include installing natural gas fired boilers with cost 9 

subsidies from PGW and producing steam on site.  While I am concerned about sales and 10 

marketing practices and will express those concerns when I address Mr. Knecht’s 11 

observations, the issue is a distraction from my main assertions regarding the contract 12 

renewal and extension at just and reasonable rates. 13 

 14 

Q. WHAT ARE YOUR MAJOR ASSERTIONS? 15 

A. Simply put, this case involves the continuation of the current 25-year contract to provide 16 

service to Grays Ferry using the four-mile pipeline that was constructed to serve Grays 17 

Ferry, was paid for by Grays Ferry, and serves no other PGW customers.  Without any 18 

change in facts, PGW has inexplicably reversed its prior cost of service study allocation 19 

position regarding the dedicated pipe serving Grays Ferry, sworn to in four previous rate 20 

cases, that correctly treated Grays Ferry as a customer served by the four-mile pipeline and 21 

not by PGW’s distribution system, in order to attempt to justify a ten-fold transportation 22 
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rate increase and other charges that have no basis in actual cost causation principles.  My 1 

main points are: 2 

1. The four-mile line was constructed for and paid for by Grays Ferry, the only 3 

customer served by the line. 4 

2.  98.6% of the gas PGW delivers to Grays Ferry flows down TETCO’s Philadelphia 5 

Lateral and then onto the dedicated four-mile line. Distribution service for this gas 6 

should be based on the directly allocated costs to provide the service which is 7 

completely consistent with PGW’s sworn, Commission approved position in four 8 

prior rate cases.     9 

3.  The gas delivered by TETCO is through a combination of (1) Grays Ferry’s own 10 

capacity purchased from TETCO, (2) PGW’s released capacity during the summer 11 

(for which Grays Ferry pays a mutually calculated market rate), and (3) Alternate 12 

Receipt Service, (which Grays Ferry pays for at costs greater than PGWs cost of 13 

service). 14 

4.   A mere 1.4% of the gas used by Grays Ferry flows through the PGW distribution 15 

system for which Grays Ferry is charged $0.61 per Dth plus the WACOG 16 

(“Weighted Average Cost of Gas”).  I agree with PGW’s desire to charge $0.61 per 17 

Dth plus the GCR cost of gas instead of the WACOG.  18 

5.  PGW’s COSS ignores fundamental cost causation principals and direct allocation 19 

methodology, and without any basis reverses PGW’s previous position on cost 20 

causation in every base rate proceeding it has filed and had approved since 2007. It 21 

is fatally flawed and must be rejected.  22 
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6.   The Commission should direct PGW to provide Grays Ferry continued contract 1 

service after the expiration of the existing contract in accordance with the terms and 2 

conditions I have outlined in my testimony; principally, this means allocating to 3 

Grays Ferry only the cost of service associated with the four-mile line and rejecting 4 

PGW’s proposal to allocate to Grays Ferry the cost of the PGW distribution system 5 

that Grays Ferry does not use.  Contract terms should be as I have specified in this 6 

testimony for the other individual components. 7 

 8 

I. RESPONSE TO MR. ZUK’S TESTIMONY 9 

Q. WHAT STATEMENTS DID MR. ZUK MAKE IN HIS DIRECT TESTIMONY 10 

(PGW ST. 1R) THAT YOU WILL ADDRESS? 11 

A. It is important to establish that 25 years ago in the mid-1990s, Grays Ferry’s intention was 12 

to construct its own four-mile line to interconnect with TETCO’s Philadelphia lateral and 13 

had undertaken engineering work, right of way procurement, and completed the necessary 14 

filings with FERC.  Mr. Zuk states, “GFCP/VEPI had threatened to construct a lateral” 15 

(St.1R, 6:17).  This was not a threat.  This was Grays Ferry’s plan.  For a large facility such 16 

as Grays Ferry that requires significant natural gas quantities on a continuous basis, 17 

constructing its own pipeline was a sound business decision 25 years ago, and remains a 18 

viable option today.  Grays Ferry had already secured FERC approvals in 1995 when PGW 19 

initiated its campaign to capture Grays Ferry’s business through the arrangement embodied 20 

in the present contract.  Had that not happened we would not be here today, attempting to 21 

continue the agreement that has bound the two entities for the past 25 years.  My 22 
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understanding is that Mayor Rendell felt strongly that Grays Ferry should not bypass PGW 1 

and exerted pressure to facilitate Grays Ferry and PGW reaching an agreement. 2 

 3 

Q. WHAT ARE REASONABLE EXPECTATIONS OF TWO PARTIES ENTERING A 4 

LONG-TERM NATURAL GAS SERVICE AGREEMENT? 5 

A. Mr. Zuk explained that Grays Ferry reimbursed PGW for the four-mile line construction 6 

and made over $10 million in payments.  He explains that the rates and charges under rate 7 

GTS-Firm were determined through negotiation, so both sides mutually agreed that Grays 8 

Ferry should pay approximately $10 million for the pipeline construction and to have a 9 

pipeline capable of providing the necessary quantity of gas at necessary pressures.  Other 10 

important financial terms included the transportation rate of $0.08/Dth, the O&M charges 11 

of $100,000/yr. with escalation, and the ability to have service provided through the use of 12 

the Alternate Receipt Service (“ARS”) that swaps delivery locations of both parties’ gas in 13 

order to increase the reliability of gas flow through the Philadelphia Lateral to Grays Ferry 14 

during winter.  During the 25-year contract, PGW has undertaken no major investments to 15 

improve or modify the four-mile line, and none is planned, so there is no reason to 16 

prospectively increase the rate to recover the cost of past or planned capital improvements.  17 

Likewise, PGW has incurred no significant change in O&M expenses, so prospective 18 

charges should not materially change. The ability to provide ARS has not changed.  19 

Nevertheless, in its contract renewal proposals PGW has consistently attempted to impose 20 

revenue requirement responsibility for its entire distribution system onto Grays Ferry.  21 

There is no valid cost of service reason for this. 22 
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Q. IS THERE ANY SUBSTANCE TO MR. ZUK’S ASSERTION THAT RATE GTS-1 

FIRM HAS BEEN DISCONTINUED AND IS THEREFORE NO LONGER 2 

AVAILABLE? 3 

A. No.  As Mr. Zuk conceded, Grays Ferry and VEPI are the only customers served under the 4 

GTS-Firm rate, so PGW’s move to discontinue rate GTS-Firm is and has been part of its 5 

plan to avoid extending the current contract and attempt to force Vicinity onto a rate 6 

schedule that is wildly out of line with the actual cost to serve Vicinity.  But even in the 7 

absence of rate GTS-Firm, there is no reason PGW and Vicinity cannot develop and agree 8 

to a new contract under terms that reasonably reflect the actual cost to serve Vicinity on 9 

the four-mile line.   10 

 11 

Q. CAN THE COMMISSION ORDER PGW TO ENTER INTO A NEW CONTRACT 12 

WITH GRAYS FERRY? 13 

A. Mr. Zuk does not think so as he refers to “a serious legal question concerning whether the 14 

Commission has the authority to order PGW and PAID to enter into a new contract.”1  I 15 

am not an attorney so I cannot provide an answer to the “legal” aspect of Mr. Zuk’s 16 

question, but I am advised by counsel that the Commission does have the authority.  As I 17 

am a regulatory expert, I know the Commission has the authority to approve just and 18 

reasonable rates and to deny approval of unjust and unreasonable rates.  I will be 19 

disagreeing any time any of the PGW witnesses claim that there is any rationale that Grays 20 

Ferry, having been served for 25 years through the dedicated four-mile pipeline, now must 21 

 
1 The addition of the allegation that the Philadelphia Area Industrial Development Authority (“PAID”) was a party to 
the contract thus nullifying the Commission’s ability to address a new contract with PGW, was never raised in this 
matter prior to Mr. Zuk’s testimony.   
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assume revenue responsibility for a share of PGW’s entire distribution system.   Nothing 1 

has changed in how Grays Ferry is served to merit any allocation of the costs of PGW’s 2 

distribution system to Vicinity. 3 

 4 

Q. WHAT CIRCUMSTANCES DOES MR. ZUK BELIEVE WOULD ENTITLE 5 

GRAYS FERRY TO RECEIVE A SPECIAL RATE FROM PGW? 6 

A. Mr. Zuk discussed several attributes of Grays Ferry that make it unique but concludes that 7 

Grays Ferry does not merit a special rate because it is simply the largest member of a class 8 

of similar industrial customers.  And although he acknowledges that a special rate is 9 

justified to avoid the loss of a PGW customer, he is not convinced by my direct testimony 10 

that such a competitive threat exists. In this he is also wrong.     11 

 12 

Q. WHY IS GRAYS FERRY A CREDIBLE BYPASS THREAT? 13 

A. Grays Ferry is served by a dedicated four-mile line that interconnects directly with TETCO.  14 

Twenty-five years ago, Grays Ferry was poised to bypass PGW, having completed the 15 

engineering design to construct a bypass line, procured the necessary right-of-way and 16 

received FERC approval2 of a direct interconnection with TETCO.  Nothing has changed 17 

in 25 years to make Grays Ferry’s bypass option any less realistic.  But instead of offering 18 

a contract extension at a reasonable rate, Mr. Zuk, through the exorbitant rates proposed 19 

during contract negotiations, apparently prefers to push Grays Ferry down the bypass path.   20 

If Grays Ferry elects that bypass option, PGW will lose its largest customer and millions 21 

 
2 Docket No. CP95-2-000,̀ Order Denying Protests and Authorizing Construction and Operation of Facilities, Issued 
April 5, 1995 
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of dollars of revenue that Grays Ferry remits annually.  Grays Ferry’s departure will not 1 

save PGW expenditures -- PGW has not identified any routine O&M expense associated 2 

with the four-mile line.  The four-mile line will once again be what it was 25 years ago, an 3 

abandoned, unused pipeline.  4 

 5 

Q. IS MR. ZUK’S DISMISSAL OF THE “UNIQUENESS” OF GRAYS FERRY 6 

VALID? 7 

A. No.  Mr. Zuk portrays Grays Ferry as just another large customer by saying, “Rates are 8 

generally set to group classes of customers; in such a grouping there will always be one 9 

customer that is the largest compared to others.” (Id. 15:23-25).  Grays Ferry is a utility 10 

scale customer, consuming over 13 billion cubic feet of gas annually, so it is not just 11 

“another large customer.”  Mr. Zuk was unable to cite any other PGW customer whose 12 

consumption approaches Grays Ferry’s.  Mr. Zuk explained there could be customers 13 

served from other PGW distribution pipes at 150 psig but fails to mention that Grays Ferry 14 

receives service from the four-mile line commonly at 450 psig, more than three times the 15 

pressure of any other PGW customer.  He cites the 22% load factor of the VEPI boilers 16 

and claims other customers have comparable or higher load factors but fails to explain that 17 

the data upon which he bases his faulty analysis is from a meter that is used only on the 18 

rare occasions that gas is not available through the four-mile line.  In 2021 that meter 19 

recorded a mere 196,206 Dth out of Grays Ferry’s total consumption of 13,373,288 Dth – 20 

1.4% of Grays Ferry’s total consumption.  Mr. Zuk based his argument on a meter that 21 

carried a mere 1.4% of Grays Ferry’s load.  Mr. Zuk’s claims provide nothing convincing.  22 

Grays Ferry is uniquely large and unmatched by other PGW customers, and it sits in a 23 
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location that is very accessible for pipeline bypass.  Mr. Zuk is recklessly pushing Grays 1 

Ferry in the bypass direction. 2 

  3 

Q. SHOULD ANY SPECIAL RATE BE BASED ON COST OF SERVICE? 4 

A. Development of a special rate should be grounded in the cost of service.  There may be 5 

other factors such as competitive opportunities that also would be justification for 6 

establishing a special rate that is less than the cost of service.  Retaining Grays Ferry as a 7 

customer provides significant revenues to PGW.  I strongly disagree that the cost of service 8 

study that Ms. Heppenstall conducted under the direction of PGW is accurate or valid 9 

because she ignored cost causation -- the polestar of cost of service.  The frequent claims 10 

of Mr. Zuk, Ms. Heppenstall, and other PGW witnesses that Grays Ferry uses the PGW 11 

distribution system in its entirety is simply not true.  Except for 1.4% of the gas sold to the 12 

Grays Ferry/VEPI boilers3 through PGW’s low pressure distribution system, the other 13 

98.6% of Grays Ferry gas supply flows exclusively and only on the dedicated four-mile 14 

higher pressure line, never touching any part of PGW’s low pressure distribution system.   15 

 16 

Q. WHY IS THE 1.4% OF GAS WHICH FLOWS TO VEPI’S BOILERS NOT 17 

ENOUGH TO MANDATE THE GRAYS FERRY BE ASSESSED FOR THE USE 18 

OF ALL OF PGW’S DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM? 19 

A. Vicinity’s only (and exceedingly small) use of the “entire” PGW system is for the very 20 

small amount of gas (1.4% of Vicinity’s entire load) that PGW provides at low pressure 21 

and that is used solely to fuel boilers to produce steam for the thermal energy system when 22 

 
3 The low pressure gas is inadequate to fire the combustion turbine. 
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the high pressure TETCO deliveries are interrupted. This sales gas is provided to Grays 1 

Ferry and VEPI through the PGW distribution system at Passyunk Station which adjoins 2 

the four-mile line. 3 

I would agree that the 1.4% of Grays Ferry’s gas, and only that gas, should be as PGW had 4 

proposed at $0.61 per Dth plus the GCR gas cost or otherwise billed through an existing 5 

PGW tariff appropriate for that load, and which appropriately reflects in the tariffed charge 6 

an allocation of the cost of PGW’s entire system.  That gas is needed only when high 7 

pressure gas cannot flow through the four-mile line, and during those periods, the Grays 8 

Ferry cogeneration plant cannot operate.  As I continue in this testimony and I refer to 9 

“Grays Ferry,” I am referring to the 13,177,037 Dth of gas delivered from the TETCO gate 10 

station through the four-mile line – 98.6% of PGW deliveries to Vicinity. Grays Ferry 11 

already pays a higher rate for the Sales Service gas, very similar to the rate PGW proposes; 12 

a rate that reflects the differences in the methods of transportation. 13 

 14 

Q. HOW SHOULD GRAYS FERRY’S O&M FEE BE DETERMINED? 15 

A. Mr. Zuk believes that Grays Ferry’s O&M fee should be based on all of PGW’s mains.  16 

Again, PGW refuses to recognize that Grays Ferry takes the overwhelming majority 17 

(98.6%) of its gas supply through the four-mile dedicated high pressure line and barely 18 

places any demand (1.4%) on the rest of PGW’s low pressure distribution system (and 19 

already pays a different rate for that sales gas).  PGW could not identify any O&M expense 20 

attributable to the four-mile line.  This supports my contention that PGW has not needed 21 

to do any significant maintenance on that line during the past 25 years, as significant 22 

maintenance projects should have been documented.  There were none. 23 
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II. RESPONSE TO MS. HEPPENSTALL’S TESTIMONY 1 

Q. WHAT TOPIC DOES MS. HEPPENSTALL ADDRESS? 2 

A. Ms. Heppenstall sponsors PGW’s Cost of Service Study (“COSS”).  Her study indicates 3 

that Grays Ferry’s current rate of $0.08/Dth should increase to $0.601/Dth.  I will show 4 

that Ms. Heppenstall did not conduct a proper COSS, she received direction from PGW 5 

employees, ignored previous PGW COSSs, and omitted critical steps in her methodology.  6 

Mr. Zuk opined that if PGW was directed to develop a special rate for Grays Ferry, it 7 

should be based on the COSS conducted by Ms. Heppenstall.  I agree that rates should be 8 

cost based but the COSS that Ms. Heppenstall produced does not comply with ratemaking 9 

principles and its results are not valid.  Additionally, because of the continual presence of 10 

a bypass threat, any special rate will need to be sufficiently attractive to deter Grays Ferry 11 

from constructing its own four-mile line to reach TETCO, as was the plan 25-years ago. 12 

 13 

Q. HOW WAS GRAYS FERRY TREATED IN PREVIOUS COSS CONDUCTED BY 14 

PGW AND SUBMITTED IN ITS RATE FILINGS? 15 

A. In four previous base rate cases in 2007, 2009, 2017, and 2020, PGW treated Grays Ferry 16 

in the same manner that I recommended Grays Ferry should be treated:  that is, served 17 

solely through the high pressure four- mile line that does not use and therefore should not 18 

be allocated any portion of the cost of the PGW low pressure distribution system.  In its 19 

2017 base rate case (Docket R-2017-2586783) PGW specifically considered whether to 20 

allocate the costs of the PGW distribution system to the service PGW provides to Grays 21 

Ferry.  PGW told the Commission that Grays Ferry did not use PGW’s distribution system 22 
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because it obtained its gas through the dedicated four-mile line, which Grays Ferry had 1 

paid for when constructed.   2 

 Mr. Kenneth Dybalski, PGW’s Vice President of Energy Planning & Technical 3 

Compliance, stated: 4 

 “the Company explained that the GTS class, at the time of the class cost of service 5 
study, was comprised of just three customers for whom the Company maintained 6 
separate accounts. Only one GTS customer (Customer A) was included in the 7 
Design Day Mains allocator in the COSS because, at the time the cost of service 8 
study was conducted, it was provided service via PGW’s interconnected 9 
distribution system.  Customer A has since ceased operations in April 2017.  The 10 
company further explained that the two other GTS customers (Customers B and C) 11 
were not include in the Design Day Mains allocator in the COSS because they are 12 
served on a separate individual gas main that is not part of PGW’s distribution 13 
system.” 14 

  15 
 To be clear, Customers B and C refer to Gray Ferry and VEPI.  Mr. Dybalski also provided 16 

this question and answer: 17 

Q. Who financed the separate individual gas mains[?] that serve GTS 18 
customers B and C? 19 

A. Customers B and C financed the individual gas main upon installation.  20 
 21 

 PGW St. No. 6-R, 2:5-17. 22 

 23 

Q. HOW WAS MR. DYBLASKI’S INFORMATION USED IN THE COSS 24 

CONDUCTED BY PGW IN ITS 2017 BASE RATE CASE? 25 

A. Mr. Phillip Hanser, Principal of the Brattle Group, conducted the COSS for PGW.  He 26 

explained,  27 

 “The GTS customers that remain are not embedded inside PGW’s distribution 28 
system in the same way as other Rate IT distribution customers.  As explained by 29 
Company witness Mr. Dybalski in his rebuttal testimony, these GTS customers are 30 
served on a separate individual gas main that was financed by those customers upon 31 
installation, and that is not part of PGW’s distribution system.  Because these GTS 32 
customers are served on a separate self-financed individual gas main, their 33 
distribution mains and supply costs are directly assignable and, thus, they should 34 
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not be assigned responsibility for distribution system costs in the same way as other 1 
customers that receive service via PGW’s interconnected distribution system.”  2 

 3 
 PGW St. No. 5-R, 10:25-11:8 4 

 It is clearly stated by Mr. Dybalski, PGW’s Vice President, and Mr. Hanser, Principal of 5 

the Brattle Group, that Grays Ferry is not receiving service through PGW’s distribution 6 

system and should not be allocated costs of that system.  The parties reached a settlement 7 

in this case and none of the revenue increase was allocated to Grays Ferry, which was the 8 

Company’s position that was not challenged by any intervenors in their pre-served 9 

testimony and was supported in the joint settlement.  The Recommended Decision of ALJs 10 

Christopher P. Pell and Marta Guhl accepted the Joint Petition for Settlement which did 11 

not modify the Company’s original assignment of revenue to Gray’s Ferry/VEPI, stating: 12 

“That Philadelphia Gas Works shall be permitted to increase annual operating 13 
revenues in the total amount of $42 million consistent with the rates, rules and 14 
regulations set forth in Exhibit 1 (proposed tariff modifications) and Exhibit 2 15 
(proof of revenues) to the Joint Petition for Settlement.”  16 
 17 

R.D at 114. 18 
 19 
 20 

Q. WHAT IS MS. HEPPENSTALL’S EXPERIENCE WITH COSSs FOR GAS 21 

UTILITIES? 22 

A. In Appendix A of her testimony she lists the 42 cases she has testified in.  Forty of the 23 

cases involve water utilities and two are natural gas utilities.  She did her first gas utility 24 

case in 2020 and that was for PGW, and her only other gas utility case was in 2021 for UGI 25 

Utilities, Inc.- Gas Division.  Unlike gas utilities, water utilities do not contend with the 26 

possibility of pipeline bypass, which is the situation that PGW faces with Grays Ferry.  Ms. 27 

Heppenstall’s testimony in the UGI case (DocketR-2021-3030218) is illuminating. 28 

 29 
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Q. IN THE 2021 UGI CASE, DID THE COSS CONDUCTED BY MS. HEPPENSTALL 1 

HAVE DIRECT ASSIGNMENT OF MAINS COSTS TO ANY CUSTOMERS? 2 

A. Yes.  Ms. Heppenstall did use direct assignment of costs for large customers as she 3 

explained, “The costs related to distribution mains were first directly assigned to Rate XD 4 

Firm and XD-I (a portion of IS-interruptible) customers based on an analysis of the mains 5 

and the proportion thereof serving each individual Rate XD customer.”  (Statement 10, 5:1-6 

3). 7 

 8 

Q. WHAT RESOURCE DID MS. HEPPENSTALL RELY ON TO HELP HER AS A 9 

REFERENCE AS SHE CONDUCTED HER COSS? 10 

A. She says she relied on the text “Gas Rate Fundamentals,” published by the American Gas 11 

Association’s Rate Committee.  However, she overlooked the important and critical 12 

information included in that text that explains the necessity of direct allocation where 13 

warranted: 14 

“if each dollar of expense and investment could be specifically assigned to a single 15 
customer group, there would be no need for the allocation process of a cost-of-16 
service study.” Id, 132.  The text continues to explain, “Some plant items can be 17 
designated as specific and are readily assignable to a customer within a class of 18 
service.” Id, 135.  Finally, it provides an example that is exactly Grays Ferry’s 19 
situation: “An analysis of accounts may indicate specific costs that should be 20 
assigned directly to a particular class of service.  These costs might include, for 21 
example, a lateral gas main built specifically to serve one of a group of industrial 22 
customers.  Both the plant investment and associated expenses of this lateral should 23 
be assigned directly to the industrial class.” Id 140-141 (emphasis added). 24 

 25 

 26 

 27 
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Q. WHAT IS THE SUMMARY OF YOUR RESPONSE TO MS. HEPPENSTALL’S 1 

TESTIMONY? 2 

A. In its four previous COSSs Company witnesses admitted that Grays Ferry did not use the 3 

PGW distribution system but instead was served directly through the four-mile line, which 4 

Grays Ferry paid for. Those four historical COSSs appropriately did not allocate 5 

distribution system costs to Grays Ferry.  When Ms. Heppenstall conducted the COSS in 6 

2020, she remained consistent with those historical COSSs and also did not allocate 7 

distribution system costs to Grays Ferry.  Although no facts have changed from a facilities 8 

usage or operational perspective that could justify a departure from the allocation 9 

conclusions that PGW, including Ms. Heppenstall, have sworn to in successive past rate 10 

cases, Ms. Heppenstall has inexplicably changed positions from her prior sworn testimony. 11 

The only thing that has changed is that Grays Ferry’s contract is coming to an end, and 12 

PGW seeks to justify a higher rate.  That is the antithesis of the role of an expert’s COSS. 13 

In a legitimate COSS, actual facilities usage and operational realities drive allocation of 14 

facility costs, which is the foundation for just and reasonable rates.  Instead, PGW, through 15 

Ms. Heppenstall, has contrived to allow a preordained goal of much higher rates to drive 16 

the manner in which facility costs are allocated.  This turns what should be a fact-driven 17 

inquiry upside down.  Ms. Heppenstall’s COSS should be dismissed because it is based on 18 

an inherently suspect and wholly unjustified about-face on fundamental facts concerning 19 

the underlying facility usage and operational realities.  I will continue to address this topic 20 

of how Grays Ferry has always used PGW’s system to receive its gas – and how that usage 21 

has not changed - as I review additional PGW witness testimony. 22 

 23 
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Q. WHAT CHANGES HAVE YOU MADE TO MS. HEPPENSTALL’S COSS TO 1 

REFLECT THE PROPER TREATMENT OF GRAYS FERRY 2 

TRANSPORTATION VOLUMES? 3 

A. Ms. Heppenstall’s COSS, presented as Exhibit CEH-1, treated gas delivered to Grays Ferry 4 

under the ARS as though it flowed through PGW’s distribution system, and as a result 5 

allocated substantial costs to Grays Ferry.  I made adjustments to Ms. Heppenstall’s COSS 6 

model by including the gas delivered annually using the ARS (3,666,839 Dth) with the gas 7 

delivered through the Philadelphia Lateral using Grays Ferry’s leased capacity and PGW’s 8 

released capacity (9,510,243 Dth).  The total annual volume of gas that is delivered to 9 

Grays Ferry through the Philadelphia Lateral and high pressure four-mile line (13,177,082 10 

Dth) is 98.6% of Grays Ferry consumption.  As Ms. Heppenstall did, I separated the 11 

volumes that are provided at lower pressure through PGW’s distribution system when gas 12 

flow through the high pressure four-mile line is interrupted (notably not delivered through 13 

the Philadelphia Lateral and the high pressure four-mile line), which is 196,206 Dth per 14 

year (1.4% of Grays Ferry consumption).  The revised COSS is presented as Exhibit JC-15 

12.   16 

 17 

Q.  WHAT ARE THE RESULTS OF THE COST OF SERVICE STUDY WITH THE 18 

CHANGES YOU MADE? 19 

A. Understand that the only change I made in the COSS was to reallocate the ARS gas 20 

volumes from the distribution system allocators to the dedicated pipeline – reflecting the 21 

reality of how the ARS functions.  The results still are greater than what the Grays Ferry 22 

rate would be if determined by direct allocation for they include significant system labor 23 



17 

and overhead costs, which are not appropriate here.  Notwithstanding, examining the 1 

revised COSS, Schedule A shows that the cost to provide service under Ms. Heppenstall’s 2 

own model, as revised, to Grays Ferry is $2,839,000; or $0.212 per Dth based on annual 3 

volumes of 13,373,288 Dth.  I emphasize that $0.212 per Dth is a maximum amount, 4 

calculated by Ms. Heppenstall’s own model once the model reflects the reality that ARS 5 

flows gas down the four-mile dedicated pipeline and not through PGW’s distribution 6 

system.  It is noted that this amount includes allocations of maintenance costs and labor 7 

cost that exceed the amounts that would be determined by direct assignment.  Therefore, 8 

this represents a maximum rate that should be applied to all the gas delivered to Grays 9 

Ferry through the high pressure four-mile line, in absence of a proper direct assignment of 10 

Grays Ferry costs. 11 

 12 

III. RESPONSE TO MR. REEVES TESTIMONY 13 

Q. WHAT CAN BE OBSERVED FROM MR. REEVES’ DISCRIPTION OF THE 14 

PIPING SYSTEM TO GRAYS FERRY? 15 

A. Similar to the previous PGW witnesses, Mr. Reeves attempts to make a case that Grays 16 

Ferry is using the PGW distribution system.  His primary basis is PGW’s provision of 17 

Alternate Receipt Service (“ARS”).  As a reminder, ARS comes into play during the winter 18 

when the capacity Grays Ferry holds on TETCO’s Philadelphia lateral is insufficient to 19 

provide the amount of gas Grays Ferry requires.  As a result, Grays Ferry must rely on 20 

PGW, which leases the majority of TETCO’s capacity on the lateral.  PGW allows Grays 21 

Ferry to use a portion of PGW’s capacity on the lateral to supplement Grays Ferry’s own 22 

capacity in order to flow sufficient gas volumes down the TETCO lateral and then through 23 



18 

the four-mile dedicated high-pressure line to meet Grays Ferry’s demands in winter.  Mr. 1 

Reeves presents as confidential exhibit RER-1 a map showing the pipeline routing.  The 2 

map clearly shows that the four-mile high pressure line, illustrated in red, is separate from 3 

the rest of PGW’s low pressure distribution system, illustrated in yellow.  Mr. Reeves 4 

speculates that PGW could take gas from the four-mile high pressure line as it passes 5 

through the Passyunk plant, but in actual practice, gas from the four-mile high pressure line 6 

does not flow into the PGW distribution system.  PGW does not use the four-mile high 7 

pressure line for PGW system supply.  Only Grays Ferry uses the four-mile high pressure 8 

line.  9 

 10 

Q. COULD PGW SELL THE FOUR MILE LINE TO GRAYS FERRY? 11 

A. Yes.  PGW has no other use for the four-mile high pressure line except service to Grays 12 

Ferry, so selling it to Grays Ferry would cause absolutely no change in how PGW operates 13 

its low pressure distribution system.  Because the four-mile line is 25 years old, and the 14 

first two miles that Mr. Reeves calls the “naphtha line” was an abandoned liquids pipeline 15 

that PGW repurposed as a component of the four-mile line, the current book value of the 16 

line is negligible.  Grays Ferry paid for the line once in 1995, and any amount that Grays 17 

Ferry would pay for it a second time would benefit PGW’s customers.  Of course, the issue 18 

of ARS service would still need to be examined and addressed.  I am advised by counsel 19 

that with Commission approval, PGW would be permitted to sell such an asset to Grays 20 

Ferry, the only customer that uses the asset. 21 

 22 

 23 
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Q. WHAT IS ALTERNATE RECEIPT SERVICE? 1 

A. I described the ARS in my direct testimony and Mr. Reeves describes the ARS in his 2 

testimony.  It is the method that Grays Ferry uses in the winter to move gas down the 3 

Philadelphia lateral, through the four-mile high pressure line, and into its facility.  The 4 

physical route is the same route Grays Ferry uses to move gas to its facility during the 5 

summer.  During the summer, Grays Ferry has enough capacity on TETCO’s Philadelphia 6 

lateral to move the gas it needs into the four-mile high pressure line and into the Grays 7 

Ferry cogeneration plant.  In the winter, Grays Ferry has the need for increased volumes, 8 

but has been unable to secure sufficient capacity on the TETCO Philadelphia lateral to 9 

accommodate that higher winter demand.  ARS allows Grays Ferry to supplement its own 10 

TETCO capacity on the lateral with some of PGW’s unused/unneeded TETCO capacity. 11 

The ARS service requires both parties to deliver to each other.  Grays Ferry sends gas for 12 

PGW’s system supply use on the Skippack station (station 70034 otherwise known as 0-13 

34) which is never constrained, so that there is no diminution of system supply capacity for 14 

PGW as a result of providing ARS.  PGW releases capacity for Grays Ferry's use to station 15 

73060, which is very often constrained in winter and requires firm transportation.  The gas 16 

used at Grays Ferry never flows through PGW’s low pressure distribution system; every 17 

dekatherm flows from TETCO directly through the four-mile high pressure line.  Grays 18 

Ferry compensates PGW for the use of PGW’s extra capacity via ARS; the gas is then 19 

delivered off of the TETCO lateral into the four-mile high pressure line.  In Exhibit RER-20 

2, Mr. Reeves represents that Grays Ferry pays $4,500 per month when using ARS, but in 21 

fact Grays Ferry pays that monthly amount year-round, totaling $54,000 annually.  Mr. 22 

Reeves substantially understated the revenue PGW receives from Grays Ferry for ARS.   23 
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Q. DOES GRAYS FERRY’S USE OF PGW CAPACITY ON THE PHILADELPHIA 1 

LATERAL IN THE WINTER CREATE ANY PROBLEMS FOR PGW’S 2 

CUSTOMERS? 3 

A. No.  In fact, PGW holds more than adequate interstate pipeline capacity to meet its system 4 

needs – winter or summer.  The capacity PGW leases on the Philadelphia Lateral totals 5 

134,800 Dth/day (PGW Response to Set I-14) which is significantly greater than Grays 6 

Ferry’s requirement of 56,000 Dth/day.  If delivery of gas to Grays Ferry using the ARS 7 

mechanism were to cause any supply or delivery issues that could disrupt PGW’s service 8 

to other PGW customers, PGW has the right under the agreement to interrupt the deliveries 9 

to Grays Ferry.  It has never done so in the 25-year period.   10 

 11 

Q. DOES PGW INCUR INCREASED COSTS IN ORDER TO PROVIDE ARS 12 

SERVICE TO GRAYS FERRY? 13 

A. No. Although Mr. Reeves asserts that delivering gas using ARS requires more effort, hence 14 

cost, by PGW to enable the deliveries because it must coordinate the gas deliveries to the 15 

ARS location of Skippack Gate Station 0-34.  This extra “effort” is nothing more than 16 

having a gas management operator enter some daily gas volumes into the computer 17 

program that schedules and monitors gas deliveries into the PGW system.  Such extra effort 18 

is de minimis.  It does not require the addition of personnel.  It does not require overtime 19 

labor.  PGW does not have to pay the operator a premium rate to make the additional data 20 

entry.  So, in reality Mr. Reeves claim that it costs more is not true.  All the while, PGW 21 

receives $54,000 annually to make de minimis gas schedule data entries, making the 22 

revenue collection for providing ARS a benefit to PGW and its customers. 23 
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Q. DOES SUMMER CAPACITY RELEASE TO GRAYS FERRY DISADVANTAGE 1 

PGW? 2 

A. No.  Mr. Reeves complained that the FERC-sanctioned capacity release in the summer was 3 

a large opportunity cost for PGW, but the actual data show just the opposite.  Under the 4 

terms of the 1996 contract PGW releases 36,000 Dth/day of capacity on the Philadelphia 5 

lateral to Grays Ferry in the summer months of May through September.  While there could 6 

be times when the market value of such capacity exceeds the amount that Grays Ferry 7 

contractually pays, that has not been the situation in the recent five-year period.  Exhibit 8 

JC-13, an excel table provided by Mr. Reeves to Grays Ferry, compares the market price 9 

with the price Grays Ferry paid PGW and shows that Grays Ferry paid PGW a substantial 10 

premium over market price.  That premium over market price was greater than $1.2 million 11 

in 2020 and this summer the premium over market price is forecast to be greater than $2 12 

million, contrary to Mr. Reeves’ claim that capacity release creates a subsidy in favor of 13 

Grays Ferry.  During contract negotiations Grays Ferry requested that the capacity release 14 

obligation be excluded from the revised contract as Grays Ferry considered it to be 15 

expensive and unnecessary since Grays Ferry added an additional 20,000 Dth/day of firm 16 

capacity in 2012.  PGW replied that if it were excluded then PGW would look to add $1 17 

million back into the revised contract somewhere else.  Mr. Reeve's claim in his testimony 18 

is disingenuous and impeached by his own data. 19 

 20 

 21 

 22 
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Q. DURING THE WINTER COULD PGW RELEASE CAPACITY ON THE 1 

PHILADELPHIA LATERAL TO GRAYS FERRY? 2 

A. Yes, it could, and it would not disadvantage other PGW customers as such a capacity 3 

release would be recallable, meaning that PGW would recall the capacity during days that 4 

its other vast portfolio of supply resources proved inadequate to meet its system needs.  Mr. 5 

Reeves states his concern that it does not have sufficient capacity on the Philadelphia 6 

Lateral to meet customer demand, but that claim is misleading.  PGW meets the peak 7 

demands of its customers through its portfolio of assets, which include the separate 8 

capacities on both the TETCO and Transco pipelines as well as its LNG facilities.  I 9 

observed that PGW conducts capacity releases, and Mr. Reeves claims that those releases 10 

allow PGW to recall the capacity if needed.  I understand that PGW releases capacity, and 11 

that the capacity is recallable, as Mr. Reeves explained.  What he is not telling us is how 12 

frequently, if ever, he actually does recall the capacity.  PGW has abundant delivery assets 13 

and allowing Grays Ferry to deliver its gas using the ARS has not disadvantaged other 14 

PGW customers.   15 

 16 

IV. RESPONSE TO MR. TEME’S TESTIMONY 17 

Q. WHAT IS MR. TEME’S OPINION REGARDING THE COMPETITIVE CHOICES 18 

GRAYS FERRY HAS? 19 

A. He believes that bypass of the PGW system by obtaining service from TETCO’s 20 

Philadelphia Lateral is not realistic and states, “So far as PGW can determine, Grays Ferry 21 

has no bona fide competitive natural gas alternative to PGW.”  (St.3R, 8:4-5) When 22 
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discussing my description of Grays Ferry’s “close proximity” to the TETCO Philadelphia 1 

Lateral he acknowledged it was 2.75 miles from TETCO’s delivery point (Station 030).    2 

 3 

Q. BASED ON YOUR EXPERIENCE WITH PIPELINE EXTENSIONS AND OTHER 4 

LOCAL DISTRIBUTION COMPANY BYPASS PROJECTS, WHAT IS YOUR 5 

OPINION? 6 

A. Construction of a 12-inch, high pressure (450 psig), pipeline through an industrial area 7 

providing 13,000,000 Dth/yr is a very practical, feasible project.  Considering that Grays 8 

Ferry has been told by PGW during negotiations and through witness testimony by Mr. 9 

Teme, Mr. Zuk, and Ms. Heppenstall, that an appropriate rate would be anywhere from 10 

$0.601/Dth to $0.77/Dth, compared to the existing $0.08/Dth rate, the economics of bypass 11 

would be attractive.  Of course, only Grays Ferry can make that business decision.  Mr. 12 

Teme commented that I provided no current analysis of such a bypass and had only stated 13 

that additional engineering work was planned.  I am updating the information I previously 14 

provided, and including HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL Exhibit JC-14, which is the 15 

engineering study, including pipeline mapping and construction drawings.   This project is 16 

very feasible and is underway. 17 

 18 

V. RESPONSE TO MR. LACEY’S TESTIMONY 19 

Q. WHAT IS THE MAIN POINT MR. LACEY ATTEMPTS TO JUSTIFY IN HIS 20 

TESTIMONY? 21 

A. Mr. Lacey attempts to “show that if the Complainants modified their own accounting 22 

practices, they could avoid any rate increase for steam customers and enhance the 23 
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competitiveness of VEPI.” St. 5R 5:5-7. As I will show, this is truly a bizarre suggestion 1 

that not only lacks financial integrity but also is not something that as a regulated utility, 2 

VEPI would be permitted to do. 3 

 4 

Q. WHAT FINANCIAL CLAIM REGARDING VEPI’S STEAM RATES DOES MR. 5 

LACEY MAKE? 6 

A. Mr. Lacey’s first approach would be for Grays Ferry to “simply make a business decision 7 

not to pass through to VEPI all or some portion of any rate increase in the gas transportation 8 

costs.  Alternatively or additionally, VEPI could choose not to further pass through the 9 

increases to its steam customers.” St. 5R, 6:14-16.  Keep in mind that PGW has threatened 10 

to increase the transportation rate from $0.08/Dth to at least $0.601/Dth or higher.  This 11 

increase of 750% equates to about $9 Million that Mr. Lacey proposes Grays Ferry not 12 

pass on to VEPI, of if it does, that VEPI not pass on to its customers.  To evaluate the 13 

feasibility of such a recommendation I would encourage Mr. Lacey to propose to his own 14 

client that it not pass on any theoretical $9 million cost increase to Grays Ferry.  For sake 15 

of clarity, continuing the existing contract would not increase costs to PGW whatsoever.  16 

Obviously, Mr. Lacey’s plan lacks business sense.  His convoluted argument states that if 17 

Vicinity were to accept the pass through of fuel costs from Grays Ferry, then it could offset 18 

the $9 million with revenues from the electric generation plant, which Mr. Lacey claims 19 

“it currently ignores in its ratemaking.” Id 6:24-7:1. There are so many things wrong with 20 

this, it is hard to determine where to begin. 21 

 22 
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Q. IS IT TRUE THAT STEAM CUSTOMERS PAY FOR THE FUEL TO POWER 1 

GRAYS FERRY? 2 

A. No.  That statement is blatantly false.  Steam customers of VEPI pay only for the purchased 3 

steam costs from Grays Ferry.  In turn Grays Ferry allocates to VEPI only the fuel (natural 4 

gas or oil) it burns to produce only the steam sold to VEPI.  It does not allocate any 5 

electricity fuel costs to the steam it passes on to VEPI.  VEPI is allowed to pass purchased 6 

steam costs that VEPI pays to Grays Ferry for the actual amount of steam that VEPI buys 7 

from Grays Ferry.  To be clear, VEPI cannot and does not require steam customers to pay 8 

fuel costs for Grays Ferry’s electric power generation.  9 

 10 

Q. WHAT “FLAW” DOES MR. LACEY DESCRIBE? 11 

A. The “flaw” he identified is that Grays Ferry, which is merchant generator in the PJM 12 

market, does not pass on revenues from electric sales to VEPI, a regulated steam 13 

distribution utility.  This is nonsense.  Grays Ferry is a generator that must retain its 14 

revenues to pay workers’ salaries, maintain equipment and buildings, and provide a return 15 

to its investors, as any company does.   16 

 17 

Q. DOES VEPI’S STEAM COST RATE ALLOW IT TO PASS STEAM COSTS AND 18 

FUEL COSTS ONTO ITS CUSTOMERS? 19 

A. Yes, as Mr. Lacey acknowledges.  Generally, all public utilities pass fuel procurement costs 20 

on to customers and such cost pass-throughs are reviewed annually by the PUC.  VEPI’s 21 

tariff allows a pass-through of costs for (1) fuel for the gas and oil purchased by VEPI for 22 

steam production in VEPI boilers and (2) steam purchased from Grays Ferry.  Mr. Lacey 23 
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confuses matters when he suggests that customers of VEPI are paying for fuel costs of 1 

Grays Ferry for its electric generation.  This is not true. 2 

Mr. Lacey appears to be proposing that Grays Ferry and VEPI absorb PGW’s proposed 3 

$9.75 million price increase and not attempt to recover it from customers.  Again, if Mr. 4 

Lacey believes that utilities should decide not to pass on fuel costs to their customers, he 5 

should test that concept with his own client.  It is ridiculous to propose such a concept.  6 

 7 

Q. WHAT IS THE PRICE TREND FOR VEPI’S FUEL COSTS? 8 

A. Energy prices have increased dramatically this year.  The $24.1 million of fuel costs that 9 

VEPI incurred in 2021 will be significantly higher in 2022 and beyond.  Through the first 10 

six months of 2022, Grays Ferry has already spent 109% of the entire 2021 fuel cost 11 

expenditure.  Through the first six months of 2022, VEPI has already spent 89% of the 12 

entire 2021 expenditure on its combined internal production fuel costs and purchased steam 13 

costs for steam bought from Grays Ferry and Vicinity Energy Efficiency Pennsylvania 14 

(“VEEPA”).  There is no “fat” in either Grays Ferry’s or VEPI’s purchased fuel budget to 15 

absorb the gigantic increase PGW proposes.  16 

 17 

Q. DOES GRAYS FERRY GENERATE ELECTRICITY AT TIMES WHEN IT IS 18 

NOT PRODUCING STEAM FOR SALE TO VEPI? 19 

A. Mr. Lacey apparently believes that Grays Ferry does so (id, 8:16) This is false.  If Grays 20 

Ferry is producing electricity, then it coincidentally is producing steam and that steam 21 

flows to VEPI.   22 

 23 
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Q.  DOES MR. LACEY ACCURATELY PORTRAY THE BUSINESS MODEL OF 1 

GRAYS FERRY? 2 

A. No, he misunderstands how Grays Ferry operates, nor how Grays Ferry sells steam to VEPI 3 

under terms approved by the Commission.  Grays Ferry does not generate electricity 4 

revenues that are free of expense.  In 2021 Grays Ferry paid $40 million for fuel.  A portion 5 

of that fuel expense, the fuel allocated to steam sales to VEPI, was passed on to VEPI.  6 

None of the cost of the fuel to generate electricity was passed on to VEPI or its customers.  7 

He claims “Grays Ferry profits by $24 million in 2021” (id, 9:5).  This is absurdly false.  8 

Mr. Lacey is confused as the amount he cites is approximately the gross margin in 2021.  9 

After charges for all other expenses, not including interest and taxes, its net margin was 10 

$15 million.  Mr. Lacey continues in his testimony claiming that expenses were improperly 11 

matched to revenues.  His future projections of revenues and earnings are even more 12 

fictitious.  With the recently released PJM capacity auction results, Grays Ferry will earn 13 

less than $3.1 million in electric capacity payments for the future year commencing June 14 

1, 2023.  The capacity sales of $2.4 million that Mr. Lacey cites will drop to $1.4 million 15 

in the first quarter of 2023 and to $750,000 in the first quarter of 2024.  Mr. Lacey is 16 

apparently unaware that PJM has significant excess electric capacity and generators’ 17 

margins have been under increasing downward pressure. 18 

I will not be caught up in Mr. Lacey’s fictional world where money appears by magic and 19 

can be shifted between Grays Ferry and VEPI so that somehow the electric revenues of 20 

Grays Ferry increase, while the steam prices of VEPI decrease.   Grays Ferry and VEPI are 21 

distinct corporations, each with their own set of books that adhere to accounting standards.  22 
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Mr. Lacey’s suggestions have no basis in financial accounting, business world reality, or 1 

common sense, and should be disregarded. 2 

 3 

VI. RESPONSE TO MR. MIERZWA’S TESTIMONY 4 

Q. WHAT POINTS DID MR. MIERZWA INCLUDE IN HIS TESTIMONY 5 

REGARDING GAS DELIVERIES TO GRAYS FERRY? 6 

A. Mr. Mierzwa, representing the Office of Consumer Advocate (“OCA”) believed that Grays 7 

Ferry should be charged at the $0.75/Dth interruptible rate that applies to much smaller 8 

customers served exclusively through the PGW low pressure distribution system and not 9 

their own dedicated high pressure pipeline.  He incorrectly states that “Approximately 10 

9,200,000 Dth per year is delivered by PGW to Vicinity using this four-inch pipeline” 11 

(Statement 1R, 3:23-24).  Regarding the pipe size, I believe Mr. Mierzwa intended to say 12 

“four-mile” not “four-inch” as there is no way that amount of gas could be delivered 13 

through a four-inch line, referring to the pipe diameter, not the actual length of the pipeline.  14 

More importantly, the 9,200,000 Dth per year refers to the gas that Grays Ferry has 15 

delivered through the four-mile high pressure line using capacity it leases on TETCO’s 16 

Philadelphia Lateral.  Mr. Mierzwa overlooks the 3,800,000 Dth per year that Grays Ferry 17 

has delivered through the four-mile high pressure line using capacity obtained from PGW’s 18 

capacity release, or by displacement under the ARS.  His claim that 3,800,000 Dth per year 19 

utilizes PGW’s low pressure distribution system is incorrect.  I have established that all of 20 

that high-pressure gas flows through the four-mile line.  That gas is delivered to Grays 21 

Ferry at 450 psig.  There is no way that it could flow through PGW’s low pressure 22 

distribution system.   23 
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Q. IS THE COSS PRESENTED BY MR. MIERZWA VALID? 1 

A No.  Mr. Mierzwa’s study contains the same critical flaw as Ms. Heppenstall’s in that it 2 

ignores cost causation principles of direct allocation of the four-mile line and treats the gas 3 

provided under the ARS as though it were flowing through PGW’s distribution system, 4 

which has been proven to not be the case.  Because of his incorrect assumption he allocates 5 

significant costs for the entire low pressure distribution system to Grays Ferry, even though 6 

Grays Ferry only nominally uses the PGW low pressure distribution system for 1.4% of its 7 

usage.  His distribution rate calculation should be disregarded. 8 

 9 

Q. DOES MR. MIERZWA ADDRESS PGW’S RELEASE OF CAPACITY TO GRAYS 10 

FERRY? 11 

A. He states that “PGW needs sufficient capacity to meet the design peak day requirements of 12 

its GCR customers and its firm choice transportation customers” (id 7:18-19) and so should 13 

not release capacity to Grays Ferry.  I agree with Mr. Mierzwa that PGW needs sufficient 14 

capacity to meet the needs of GCR customers, but PGW has been doing so while at the 15 

same time releasing capacity to Grays Ferry.  He overlooks that for the past 25 years, PGW 16 

has met the needs of its GCR and its firm choice transportation customers, and has also 17 

met the delivery needs of Grays Ferry, by using its own capacity, and the Grays Ferry 18 

capacity under the ARS, and continues to do so today.  There is no aspect of the current 19 

agreement that would place any additional risk on the customers Mr. Mierzwa is attempting 20 

to protect.  21 

 22 
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Q. WHY DOES MR. MIERZWA BELIEVE GRAYS FERRY SHOULD PAY 1 

BALANCING CHARGES? 2 

A. Mr. Mierzwa does not understand how PGW delivers gas to Grays Ferry. He keeps going 3 

back to the same incorrect concept, that the gas actually used by Grays Ferry is somehow 4 

delivered to the Skippack Lateral.  That is not correct.  Grays Ferry delivers released 5 

capacity gas to the Skippack Lateral for use by PGW’s sales customers, not by Grays Ferry.  6 

Grays Ferry does its own balancing on the TETCO system and does not need any of PGWs 7 

assets to balance its gas deliveries.  There is no operational basis to impose a balancing 8 

charge on Grays Ferry.  9 

 10 

VII. RESPONSE TO MR. KNECHT’S TESTIMONY 11 

Q. WHAT ARE MR. KNECHT’S OBSERVATIONS REGARDING COST 12 

ALLOCATIONS TO GRAYS FERRY? 13 

A. Mr. Knecht observed that the allocation of distribution system costs for large industrial 14 

customers located proximate to an interstate pipeline is done through direct allocation, as 15 

Columbia Gas, National Fuel Gas, UGI gas, and PECO Gas do.  I recommended that the 16 

cost of transportation of Grays Ferry’s 13,000,000 Dth be based on direct allocation of 17 

costs of the four-mile high pressure line.  Mr. Knecht included PGW’s response to OSBA 18 

Set I-17(e) which explained that the meter costs were paid for by Grays Ferry as part of its 19 

$10.4 million payment.4   20 

 21 

 
4 I wish to clear up a point of confusion regarding the CAIC paid by Grays Ferry the Mr. Knecht discusses at 3:12-14. 
Grays Ferry made three initial $500,000 payments over 18 months and then monthly payments of $78,183 over 120 
months, totaling $10.1 million. This cost was amortized over a 25-year period for recovery from VEPI customers. 
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Q. HOW DOES MR. KNECHT CONSIDER BYPASS CAPABILITIES IN 1 

DETERMINING A REASONABLE RATE? 2 

A. He explains that customers with a credible ability to physically bypass the distribution 3 

utility generally have negotiated flex rates, which should reflect the cost the customer 4 

would incur to bypass.  Because Grays Ferry is a credible bypass threat, I have included as 5 

HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL Exhibit JC-14 the engineering study done on June 8, 2022, 6 

as Grays Ferry moves ahead with its bypass plan in the event a reasonable rate is not 7 

obtained from PGW.   8 

 9 

Q. WHAT ARE MR. KNECHT’S VIEWS REGARDING THE PIPELINE CAPACITY 10 

GRAYS FERRY USES TO MOVE GAS DOWN THE PHILADELPHIA LATERAL 11 

TO THE FOUR-MILE PIPE? 12 

A. His observations are: 13 

1.  Because PGW has been providing Grays Ferry essentially firm capacity for the past 14 

25 years, PGW’s claim now that it needs that capacity to serve its GCR customers 15 

“requires careful review” (Id, 16:13).   16 

2.  Releasing Philadelphia Lateral recallable capacity to Grays Ferry is not materially 17 

different than ARS. 18 

3.  The total cost of PGW capacity Grays Ferry uses should be at the costs incurred by 19 

GCR customers, including opportunity costs.  I explained earlier in this testimony 20 

that currently Grays Ferry pays more than $1,000,000 for the unneeded capacity in 21 

the summer which provides a subsidy the GCR customers. 22 

 23 
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Q. WHAT ARE MR. KNECHT’S OBSERVATIONS REGARDING PGW’S 1 

MARKETING EFFORTS TO VEPI STEAM CUSTOMERS? 2 

A. He states:  3 

“it is not reasonable regulatory policy to allow utilities to “compete” amongst each 4 
other by offering targeted rate discounts to specific customers and recovering the 5 
lost revenues from those discounts from all other customers. This is not cost 6 
competition as it applies to unregulated firms, where it encourages competitors to 7 
innovate, to reduce cost, and to provide service more efficiently. This is cross-8 
subsidy competition, and it is simply a matter of which utility can pass on more rate 9 
discounts onto its regular rate customers.”  Id 18:7-13 10 

 11 

Q. WHAT COMMISSION POSITION DID MR. KNECHT PROVIDE? 12 

A. He referenced the “gas-on-gas” competition in western Pennsylvania, which is casually 13 

referred to as “gas wars,” and I am very familiar with that from my first-hand experience 14 

as Marketing Director at Peoples Gas, and Vice President of Marketing at Equitable Gas.  15 

I share Mr. Knecht’s concerns and agree with his explanation of the Commission’s view 16 

as he states:  17 

“The Commission has generally limited to such competition such that utilities are 18 
not allowed to set rates below the lowest regular tariff rate of the competitors 19 
(although it took an unreasonably long time).39 In addition, my experience has 20 
been that the Commission has been reasonably cautious about the use of energy 21 
efficiency and conservation (“EE&C”) plan subsidies for inter-fuel competition 22 
between gas and electric utilities. As such, Mr. Crist’s concerns regarding rate 23 
subsidies for gas-on-steam competition merit some consideration.” Id, 18:16-22 24 
 25 

 I have subordinated my concerns about PGW’s competitive sales activities in this 26 

surrebuttal testimony to my concerns about the immediate critical issue of the contract 27 

renewal and the pricing terms which I have discussed in detail.  None the less, if left 28 

unchecked, I believe Philadelphia will see the rise of steam wars.   29 

 30 

 31 
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VIII. SUMMARY 1 

Q. WHAT IS THE SUMMARY OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 2 

A. I have these recommendations: 3 

1.  PGW should be directed to develop the rate for Grays Ferry’s transportation service 4 

based on direct assignment of the costs of the four-mile pipeline.  In absence of 5 

such a study, the COSS results I present in Exhibit JC-12 should be used. 6 

2.  PGW should be directed to continue provision of capacity to Grays Ferry using 7 

recallable capacity release or ARS. 8 

3.  Mr. Lacey’s unprecedented, unsupported and frankly, bizarre ideas on how Grays 9 

Ferry or VEPI cannot pass on fuel charges or purchased steam costs to its tariffed 10 

customers should be disregarded in entirety.  11 

  12 

Q.  DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 13 

A. Yes.   14 
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1 

Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS, AND ON WHOSE 1 

BEHALF YOU ARE TESTIFYING. 2 

A. I am James L. Crist, President of Lumen Group, Inc. a consulting firm focused on 3 

regulatory and market issues.  My business address is 4226 Yarmouth Drive, Suite 101, 4 

Allison Park, Pennsylvania 15101.  I am presenting testimony on behalf of Grays Ferry 5 

Cogeneration Partnership (“Grays Ferry”) and Vicinity Energy Philadelphia, Inc. (“VEPI”) 6 

(collectively “Vicinity”). 7 

 8 

Q. DO YOU HAVE ANY QUALIFICATIONS OR OTHER SPECIALIZED 9 

KNOWLEDGE THAT WOULD ASSIST THE PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC 10 

UTILITY COMMISSION (“COMMISSION”) IN ITS DELIBERATIONS IN THIS 11 

CASE? 12 

A. Yes.  I have a B.S. in Chemical Engineering from Carnegie Mellon University and an 13 

M.B.A. from the University of Pittsburgh.  Additionally, I am a Registered Professional 14 

Engineer in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.  I have attached a copy of my CV and 15 

Regulatory Experience as Appendix A and Appendix B, respectively. 16 

 17 

Q. BRIEFLY DESCRIBE YOUR RELEVANT BUSINESS QUALIFICATIONS. 18 

A.  I have run a consulting practice for the past 25 years focused on regulated and deregulated 19 

energy company strategy, market strategy, and regulatory issues.  During 2004 and 2005, 20 

I undertook a consulting assignment as the Vice President of Consumer Markets for ACN 21 

Energy.  ACN is a gas and electric marketer that is active in eight states.  Prior to my 22 

consulting practice, I worked at three major energy companies for a total of 19 years.  Most 23 
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recently I was Vice President of Marketing for Equitable Resources.  In that function, I was 1 

responsible for the development of the company’s deregulated business strategy.   2 

 Prior to that I was Vice President of Marketing for Citizens Utilities, responsible 3 

for gas, electric, water and wastewater marketing activities in several service territories 4 

within the United States.  The gas and electric utility operations were in Vermont, 5 

Louisiana, Arizona, Colorado, and Hawaii. Under my direction, Citizens initiated 6 

commercial and industrial transportation and supply services at its gas operation in 7 

Arizona.  I also directed significant gas supply contracting activities with large industrial 8 

and commercial customers in Citizens’ gas operation in Louisiana. 9 

 Before that, during 1988 through 1994, I was the Marketing Director at the Peoples 10 

Natural Gas Company where I was actively involved in many gas transportation programs 11 

as the company relaxed transportation requirements so that customers would have supply 12 

choices.   13 

 In summary, I have considerable experience in several states involving residential, 14 

commercial, and industrial customer energy procurement, regulatory issues and industry 15 

restructuring programs. 16 

 17 

Q. HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY TESTIFIED BEFORE THE PENNSYLVANIA 18 

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION? 19 

A. Yes, I have appeared before the Commission in numerous gas and electric regulatory 20 

proceedings.  Additionally, I provided testimony on a variety of issues relating to energy 21 

procurement, industry restructuring, and demand response before regulatory Commissions 22 

in Arizona, Maryland, New Mexico, Illinois, Ohio, Wyoming and the U.S. Virgin Islands.   23 
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I.  ISSUES 1 

Q. WHAT ARE THE ISSUES YOU WILL DISCUSS IN THIS TESTIMONY? 2 

A. Specifically, in my Direct Testimony I will: 3 

1. Review the history of the Grays Ferry Cogeneration facility going back twenty-five 4 

years and the agreements with Philadelphia Gas Works (“PGW”) that facilitate the 5 

transportation of the majority of gas used by Grays Ferry.   6 

2. Review the capacity held by PGW to provide service to its sales and transportation 7 

customers, including Grays Ferry.  Then I will review the capacity used by PGW to 8 

meet its peak day needs, identify excess capacity held by PGW, and discuss the cost 9 

of such excess capacity. 10 

3. Propose a mechanism for PGW to sell a portion of its excess capacity to Grays Ferry 11 

on an ongoing basis.  This will provide benefits to PGWs end-user customers and 12 

reduce their costs of purchased gas.  13 

 14 

II. GRAYS FERRY COGENERATION PLANT 15 

Q. WOULD YOU DESCRIBE THE HISTORY OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF GRAYS 16 

FERRY? 17 

A. The Grays Ferry cogeneration plant was constructed in 1997 to produce 1) electricity which 18 

is sold to the PJM Grid and 2) steam which is sold to its affiliated steam system.  The 19 

cogeneration plant consists of a combined cycle plant with a gas combustion turbine-20 

generator (“CT”) and a waste heat recovery boiler or heat recovery steam generator 21 

(“HRSG”), a 700klb/hr. auxiliary boiler and an extraction steam turbine (“ST”). The 22 

outputs of the ST and CT are 58 MW and 135 MW respectively.  The CT and HRSG burn 23 
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only natural gas.  The auxiliary boiler burns either natural gas or low sulfur distillate oil 1 

(“LSDO”), and the ST can be fed with steam from the HRSG and/or the auxiliary boiler.  2 

Initially developed as a partnership of Trigen, Philadelphia Electric (“PECO”) and O’Brien 3 

Energy, the facility is currently owned by Grays Ferry Cogeneration Partnership, which is 4 

in turn owned by Vicinity Energy, Inc. (“Vicinity”), parent company of the downtown 5 

district energy system owned and operated by Vicinity Energy Philadelphia Inc. (“VEPI”).  6 

The entirety of the net electrical power output of the plant is sold into the wholesale market 7 

through the PJM Interconnect LLC (“PJM”) the regional transmission organization 8 

(“RTO”) responsible for, among other areas, the Philadelphia market.   9 

 10 

Q. WHAT IS THE NATURE OF THE CONTRACT BETWEEN GRAYS FERRY AND 11 

PGW? 12 

A. In January 1996, Grays Ferry signed a Service Contract with the Philadelphia Authority 13 

for Industrial Development (“PAID”) – a City of Philadelphia entity capable of signing this 14 

long-term contract on behalf of Philadelphia Gas Works (“PGW”), the City’s municipally 15 

owned gas utility. The contract is an integral part of Grays Ferry’s natural gas 16 

transportation assets.  The contract expired on 12/31/2022, but service from PGW is 17 

currently extended under the original contract terms pending a final order by the 18 

Commission in the complaint proceeding at Docket No. C-2021-3029259.   19 

 20 
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Q. WHAT WAS THE ORIGINAL PLAN TO OBTAIN GAS SUPPLY FOR GRAYS 1 

FERRY? 2 

A, Recognizing the need for a firm, secure supply of natural gas, in 1996 during the 3 

construction phase of the plant, Grays Ferry had a high-pressure natural gas pipeline 4 

designed and permitted that would connect its plant directly to the Philadelphia Lateral of 5 

Texas Eastern Transmission (“TETCO”).  The Philadelphia Lateral is a segment of 6 

interstate pipeline owned and operated by TETCO that branches off of TETCO’s main line 7 

near Eagle, Pennsylvania and allows TETCO to deliver natural gas to the southern part of 8 

Philadelphia. 9 

 10 

Q. WHY DID GRAYS FERRY ELECT TO OBTAIN GAS SERVICE THROUGH 11 

PGW INSTEAD OF CONSTRUCTING ITS OWN DEDICATED LINE? 12 

A. Philadelphia Gas Works and Grays Ferry negotiated a contract that, in lieu of Grays Ferry 13 

constructing its own high pressure pipeline, required PGW to construct the dedicated 14 

natural gas pipeline connecting Grays Ferry to TETCO’s Philadelphia Lateral. PGW used 15 

(1) an abandoned liquids pipeline located near the Philadelphia Lateral, that it converted to 16 

natural gas service, in combination with (2) construction of a 16” high pressure steel pipe 17 

to extend the abandoned pipe and connect directly to the Grays Ferry facility.  PGW’s 18 

TETCO/Grays Ferry connection allowed PGW to remain at least a passive participant in 19 

the transportation of gas to a major Philadelphia business (in this case, Grays Ferry).   20 

 21 

 22 
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Q.  WHAT IS THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN A PIPELINE CONNECTION AND 1 

CAPACITY? 2 

A.  A pipeline connection of a distribution pipe, in this case the dedicated high pressure four-3 

mile line from the Philadelphia Lateral to Grays Ferry, allows an amount of gas to flow 4 

from TETCO to Grays Ferry.  The maximum amount of gas a pipeline can transport 5 

depends primarily on its diameter, and operating pressure. TETCO allocates that maximum 6 

capacity (in Dth/day) among the customers that hold the capacity rights.  The Philadelphia 7 

Lateral is fully subscribed, meaning that all of its capacity is allocated to customers.  PGW 8 

holds 134,800 Dth/day and Grays Ferry holds 35,000 Dth/day.  In the winter Grays Ferry 9 

has peak needs of 56,000 Dth, which is why it relies on the PGW Alternate Receipt Service 10 

for 21,000 Dth/day.  Grays Ferry deliver 21,000 Dth/day at the PGW alternate receipt point 11 

and Grays Ferrys gas is transported down the Philadelphia Lateral using 21,000 Dth/day 12 

of PGW’s own capacity.  To summarize, in the summer all of Grays Ferry’s high pressure 13 

gas supply flows down the Philadelphia Lateral using Grays Ferry’s TETCO capacity.  In 14 

the winter, deliveries require Grays Ferry’s capacity and PGW’s capacity on TETCO1.  The 15 

difference is that in the winter PGW does not release the capacity to Grays Ferry but instead 16 

provides the gas under a swap mechanism called Alternative Receipt Service.   17 

 18 

Q. WHAT IS RELEASE CAPACITY? 19 

A. Capacity is the right to transport a specific amount of gas on a particular interstate pipeline 20 

and is typically measured in dekatherms per day (“Dth/day”).  PGW holds excess capacity, 21 

or more capacity than it can reasonably expect to need.  It sells the excess capacity to other 22 

 
1 Winter transportation on the Philadelphia Lateral is provided through the ARS arrangement. 
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parties that could use the capacity and charges for those parties to use the capacity – 1 

otherwise known as release capacity.  Twenty five percent of those release capacity 2 

revenues are retained by PGW, even though PGW’s customers pay 100% of the cost of 3 

that capacity.  4 

 5 

Q. HOW DOES PGW MEET ITS PEAK NEEDS? 6 

A. PGW has a maximum daily firm capacity of 134,822 Dth on the TETCO pipeline and a 7 

maximum daily capacity of 167,179 Dth on the Transco pipeline.  This means that every 8 

day, unless it releases it through release capacity, PGW has the ability to move 302,001 9 

Dth onto its system.  PGW supplements its firm pipeline capacity with its off-site storage 10 

assets and stored Liquified Natural Gas (“LNG”) on system to meet its design day 11 

demands.  12 

 13 

Q. WHAT CAPACITY ASSETS DOES PGW HOLD ON THE PHILADELPHIA 14 

LATERAL? 15 

A. As conveyed in its response to Vicinity’s Set I-1 (Exhibit JC-1), PGW holds four capacity 16 

contracts on the Philadelphia Lateral.  These four capacity contracts are for 75,000 Dth/d, 17 

23,822 Dth/d, 18,000 Dth/d, and 18,000 Dth/d, totaling 134,822 Dth/d.  This is more than 18 

enough capacity required by PGW to satisfy its customers’ peak needs.  We know this 19 

because there has never been an instance in the past 10 years when PGW had to interrupt 20 

deliveries to Grays Ferry or any other customers due to lack of capacity on the Philadelphia 21 

Lateral.  In the response to Vicinity's data request Set II-1 (Exhibit JC-2) Mr. Florian Teme 22 
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stated, “PGW has had no general curtailments or otherwise had gas delivery interruptions 1 

over the past 10 years.” 2 

 3 

Q. DOES PGW HOLD EXCESS CAPACITY ON THE PHILADELPHIA LATERAL? 4 

A. Yes.  In its reply to Vicinity’s Set II-9 (Exhibit JC-3), PGW witness Mr. Reeves provided 5 

data for the most recent five winter periods that showed the daily volumes of gas flowing 6 

through the Philadelphia Lateral and delivered to PGWs low pressure distribution system 7 

and to the high-pressure four-mile line that serves Grays Ferry.  Even with the Gray Ferry 8 

deliveries, PGW still had more capacity available on the Philadelphia Lateral than it needs.   9 

 10 

Q. WHAT IS THE STORAGE CAPACITY AND WITHDRAWAL CAPACITY OF 11 

PGW’S LNG FACILITIES? 12 

A. PGW operates two LNG facilities.  The storage capacity of those facilities is approximately 13 

3,900,000 Mcf, and the daily withdrawal capability is 545,000 Mcf as noted in PGW’s 14 

response to OCA Set I, No. 31 (Exhibit JC-4). 15 

 16 

Q. HOW DOES PGW PLAN TO MEET ITS SUPPLY REQUIREMENTS ON ITS 17 

FORECASTED PEAK DAY? 18 

A. In response to OCA Set I-4 (Exhibit JC-5) PGW lists its supply plan for the forecast peak 19 

day and shows how PGWs pipeline, storage and LNG assets would meet the forecasted 20 

requirement of 678,445 Dth.  It shows that on the peak day 119,298 Dth of supply would 21 

need to flow through TETCO.  As stated earlier, PGW holds 134,882 Dth/day of firm 22 
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capacity which reflects an excess of 15,540 Dth/day of capacity on TETCO.  It is capacity 1 

on the TETCO Philadelphia Lateral that is needed to provide gas to Grays Ferry. 2 

 3 

Q. DOES PGW HAVE EXCESS OVERALL CAPACITY? 4 

A. Yes.  PGW holds a combined total of 302,001 Dth/day of firm capacity on the Transco and 5 

TETCO pipelines and has storage and on-system LNG. (Response to Vicinity Set II-2, 6 

Exhibit JC-6). PGW presented its 3-day peak analysis in response to I&E Set I-25 7 

(Exhibit JC-7) that stated on January 29, 2022, the peak day in the recent heating season, 8 

the sendout was 531,582 Mcf (about 550,000 Dth), only 81% of its forecast peak.   9 

 10 

Q. WHAT DOES PGW DO WITH THIS EXCESS CAPACITY? 11 

A. Because PGW’s capacity assets exceed its needs it engages in the practice of off-system 12 

sales and capacity release.  Off-system sales involve the sale of gas or capacity to entities 13 

outside the PGW service territory; PGW engages in off-system sales perennially and allows 14 

PGW to earn extra revenue from the assets that otherwise might not be used. Of the 15 

revenues it obtains from off-system sales 75% are credited to the Gas Cost Rate (“GCR”) 16 

which benefits firm sales service customers, and 25% are retained by PGW.  Providing the 17 

capacity that Grays Ferry needs to operate should take precedence over capacity release 18 

off the PGW system.  As a Philadelphia-based business Grays Ferry employs 81 people 19 

and its regulated steam utility VEPI distributes steam to over 250 commercial and 20 

residential buildings (approximately 90 million square feet of building space), primarily in 21 

center city.  Releasing the capacity to Grays Ferry will produce superior financial benefits 22 

to PGW customers than PGWs current actions of off-system release.  23 
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Q. WHAT AMOUNT HAS PGW FORECAST FOR OFF SYSTEM SALES, 1 

CAPACITY RELEASE CREDITS, AND ASSET MANAGEMENT CREDITS? 2 

A. PGW’s witness, Mr. Florian Teme, stated in his direct testimony, “PGW has projected the 3 

amount of off system sales, capacity release credits, and asset management credits within 4 

the GCR period of 2023-2024.  This amount is based on a 3-year average.  Of that amount, 5 

$16,909,282 was credited to the GCR.” (Source: PGW St. 1 12:5-7).  PGW controls 6 

substantial assets that exceed its needs. 7 

 8 

Q.  WHAT PORTION OF THE NET MARGINS FROM OFF SYSTEM SALES ARE 9 

CREDITED TO GCR CUSTOMERS? 10 

A. Consistent with its tariff, PGW credits 75% of its historic review period off-system sales 11 

net margins, capacity release credits, and storage asset management fees to GCR customers 12 

and retains the remaining 25% pursuant to the sharing provisions of its tariff (Ninety Third 13 

Revised Page No. 67).  Similar sharing provisions are currently in place for all other natural 14 

gas distribution companies (“NGDCs”) in Pennsylvania that are subject to Section 1307(f) 15 

gas cost recovery.  PGW forecasts $16.9 million, which is 75% of the total amount of off-16 

system sales, capacity release, and asset management credits within 2023-2024 period, is 17 

to be credited to the GCR.  This means the remaining 25% or $5.6 million is retained by 18 

PGW.   19 

 20 

 21 

 22 
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Q. HOW DOES PGW BENEFIT FINANCIALLY BY NOT RELEASING EXCESS 1 

CAPACITY ANNUALLY? 2 

A. While it might seem attractive to GCR customers that PGW credits 75% of off system sales 3 

and capacity release revenues and storage asset management fees to the GCR, it must be 4 

noted that PGW retains 25% of those revenues.  If PGW were not overcapacity, for 5 

example if it reduced the amount of capacity it holds by permanently releasing capacity, 6 

those capacity costs (e.g., the maximum tariff rate charged by TETCO for capacity) would 7 

be paid in full by the receiving party.  This would reduce the cost to GCR customers by 8 

100% of the capacity costs, not just give them 75% of the revenues received when and if 9 

that capacity is released. 10 

 Additionally, PGW benefits financially by selling LNG off system, because it retains 100% 11 

of those revenues even though the capacity that is used to flow the LNG is system capacity 12 

paid for by GCR customers, and the LNG facilities are PGW facilities that are owned and 13 

operated for benefit of its customers.  PGW has an incentive to underutilize LNG for system 14 

use, i.e., to supply customers on its system, so that it can sell more gas to off system parties.  15 

PGW has the capability of such actions because it holds excess pipeline capacity.   16 

 17 

Q. UNDER WHAT ARRANGEMENT DOES GRAYS FERRY OBTAIN THE 18 

CAPACITY IT NEEDS?   19 

A. Because Grays Ferry was unable to obtain all of the necessary capacity it needed in 1996, 20 

the original contract with PGW provided for PGW to release capacity to Grays Ferry in the 21 

summer, from May through September.  In exchange, Grays Ferry pays PGW the market 22 
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rate2 for the capacity, and last year that amount was $1.4 million.  In 2012 Grays Ferry was 1 

able to obtain additional capacity on its own behalf, and therefore no longer is dependent 2 

on PGW’s release capacity in the summer, however it does need the capacity in the winter 3 

months.  A 12-month capacity release of the very same assets PGW uses now to serve 4 

Grays Ferry would provide financial benefits to PGW.  Absent such a year-round release, 5 

Grays Ferry would intend to discontinue acceptance of the summer capacity, which would 6 

reduce the subsidy Grays Ferry provides to PGW gas costs by $1.4 million.  7 

 8 

Q. ARE YOU ABLE TO CALCULATE THE SAVINGS THAT PGW CUSTOMERS 9 

WOULD REALIZE IF PGW WERE TO RELEASE THE CAPACITY TO 10 

VICINITY? 11 

A. I calculate the value of that 21,000 Dth/day capacity to be over approximately $6 million, 12 

which would result in an approximate benefit to the GCR customers of $5 million.  If PGW 13 

were to release the 21,000 Dth/day, the purchaser of that capacity (presumably Grays 14 

Ferry) would pay TETCO the full tariff cost of that capacity of $0.80/Dth which would be 15 

$6.132 million annually, and that will eliminate that cost from the GCR because the 16 

purchaser of that capacity, and not PGW would be paying TETCO.  Currently, Grays Ferry 17 

pays PGW for 36,000 Dth/day release capacity in the five summer months and pays the 18 

market rate which was $0.23/Dth during the six-year period of 2017 through 2022, or $1.27 19 

million annually, and Grays Ferry pays $54,000 for ARS.  The PGW GCR customers 20 

would benefit by approximately $5 million per year. 21 

 22 

 
2 Contractually Grays Ferry’s rate is capped at 65% of the full tariff rate, however it is rare that the market rate exceeds 
the cap. 
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III. SUMMARY 1 

Q. WHAT ARE YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS? 2 

A. PGW should be directed to release 21,000 Dth/day TETCO capacity.  The payment for the 3 

capacity will benefit the residential and commercial GCR customers of PGW. 4 

 5 

Q.  DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY? 6 

A. Yes.   7 

 8 
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SELECTED  ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

VICE  PRESIDENT,  CONSUMER MARKETS  -  ACN ENERGY 
Retained for a turnaround assignment with an independent energy marketing company.  Participated on the executive 
management team and directed a decentralized 3-person market management staff responsible for sales to 85,000 
customers.  Worked directly with the parent company executives and business unit management to create market-
driven strategies for the corporation.  Sharpened marketing and sales efforts of an energy marketing company 
operating in seven states and packaged company for eventual sale to Commerce Energy.    

¨ Primary executive responsible for sales.  Directed a team of market managers that was responsible for all 
aspects of 11 different markets (electric and natural gas) around the country.  Provided direction and support 
to sales channel organization of commissioned representatives. Turned around five-year annual loss to 
significant gain in 2004.  Tightened focus on market decisions.   

¨ Directed regulatory involvement to insure compliance with market rules.  Focused on maintaining positive 
relationships with state utility regulators to avoid penalties. 

¨ Led weekly operations meetings during absence of COO.  This involved direction of call center, provisioning, 
billing, credit & collection, and marketing.  

¨ Worked in a team setting with other executives (VP Finance, VP Supply, COO) to provide consistent, 
professional focus to workforce experiencing changing environment. 

- Directed development of annual business plan and budget with targets resulting in both goal achievements 
and income improvements. 

¨ During transition period working with merger partner Commerce Energy’s executive team to train and advise 
incoming executives.   

¨ Directed customer service improvements in the customer acquisition process which resulting in replacing 
outdated paper/fax process with phone order process.   

¨ Organized and directed trade show presence at national sales convention for alliance sales channel to create 
awareness of new product and market focus. 

VICE  PRESIDENT,  MARKETING  -  OPTIRON 
Retained as part of executive team in venture capital startup company developing new CIS/CRM software for the 
energy industry.  Worked closely with CEO, COO, and Director of Sales to determine business strategy and develop 
marketing strategy to create market awareness and brand attributes in medium and small energy companies.   

¨ Added in-house marketing communications function and personnel and revamped all marketing materials.   
- Added new website functionality and content.   
¨ Implemented first print advertising campaign in industry publications. 
¨ Using industry contacts, positioned Option as expert presenter at several conferences and trade shows.   
¨ Developed business plan to identify sales prospects and created competitive database of CIS/CRM vendors. 
- Participated in development of exit strategy plan resulting in the successful sale to large software company.  

VICE  PRESIDENT,  MARKETING  &  PRODUCT  DEVELOPMENT  -  ERI Services 
Assumed responsibility for creating a new corporate marketing vision and strategy to facilitate entry into new 
deregulated energy markets nationally. 

¨ Recruited and selected an exceptional management team and integrated marketing and sales activities into 
one functional operating unit. 

¨ Established the product innovation process to identify and create new and profitable market-driven service 
offerings. 

¨ Directed strategic branding to launch the new corporate identity; managed a $2 million national advertising 
campaign; and developed over $1 million of new sales/marketing collateral materials. 

¨ Instituted financial controls that reduced costs 60% in the Iowa market rollout while maintaining 80% market 
share and high customer satisfaction. 

VICE  PRESIDENT,  MARKETING  -  Citizens Utilities 
Directed a decentralized 20-person sales staff and a five person marketing staff.  Worked directly with the Board of 
Directors, Corporate President, and Sector Vice President to create market-driven sales strategies for the corporation. 
Revamped and redirected sales efforts of a five-state energy utility with 440,000 customers. 

¨ Increased industrial sales revenues by reorganizing unregulated gas marketing effort. 
¨ Revamped merchandising utilizing inbound telemarketing in Louisiana Gas. 
¨ Revised training programs for entire sales force, identifying and correcting missing technical and equipment 

training, adding a greater competency in the commercial and industrial sectors. 
¨ Developed first business plan in sales and marketing organization with monthly budget monitoring and 



targets resulting in both goal achievements and cost improvements. 
¨ Launched an aggressive direct marketing program that increased sales 500% over previous year. 
¨ Increased share of gas transportation business in Arizona by 15% in first year of operation through marketing 

efforts. 
¨ Created a telephone long distance business in Louisiana that captured a 20% share (2nd to AT & T). 

 

DIRECTOR,  RESIDENTIAL  &  COMMERCIAL  MARKETING  -  Consolidated Natural Gas 
Managed a marketing staff of 12 and a "dotted-line" 24-person field sales force.  Directed marketing and sales efforts 
in consumer, business, and manufacturing markets with $154 million revenue.  

¨ Added $6 million in revenue by developing new products in gas transportation, supply, and agency. 
- Directed sales activities in residential, commercial, institutional and governmental accounts for both product 

sales and technology sales. 
¨ Produced $600,000 annual revenue and doubled competitive project wins by revamping market approaches 

to residential and commercial new construction. 
¨ Secured 50% increase in customer decisions over 5 gas companies and 4 electric companies. 
¨ Experienced in PUC and Legislature lobbying.  Increased revenues $2.3 million through regulatory 

strategy/testifying and received major competitive program approval. 
 

MANAGER,  TECHNICAL  SALES / MARKET  DEVELOPMENT  -  Consolidated Natural Gas 
Directed new market development and competitive market support.  

¨ Focused on commercial and industrial accounts and increased the depth of relationship beyond the typical 
utility provider of service to a rich full service information provider and business partner. 

- Captured $150,000 in new business annually by competitive pricing analysis, sales tool development, and 
market approach. 

¨ Developed total advertising and promotional plan launching new market programs. 
¨ Compiled extensive technical database and developed economic model for project analysis, eliminating a 

$100,000 operating budget expense. 
¨ Led statewide coalition with customers and government agencies for fair treatment of new technology. 

 

EDUCATION  -  PROFESSIONAL 
 

UNIVERSITY  OF  PITTSBURGH,  Pittsburgh, PA 1982 

M.B.A. Degree 
 

CARNEGIE - MELLON  UNIVERSITY,  Pittsburgh, PA 1975 

B.S. Degree in Chemical Engineering 
 

Registered Professional Engineer     AGA Hall of Fame, 4/1991 



APPENDIX B 



JAMES   L.   CRIST 
Lumen Group, Inc. 

Suite 101, 4226 Yarmouth Drive   ●   Allison Park, PA  15101 
Phone:  412.487.9708   ●Cell:  412.613.8886   ●E-mail:  JLCrist@AOL.com 

 
AMPLIFICATION OF LUMEN  GROUP  CONSULTING  ASSIGNMENTS 

 
A consulting practice specializing in strategic planning, business planning, marketing and venture 

development in the telecommunications, energy, and services industries. 
 
 
 
REGULATORY  
 
 Represented the National Energy Marketers Association and their members in Equitable-

Dominion Peoples merger case.  Developed strategy, presented written and oral testimony and 
negotiated on behalf of clients.  Worked with other interveners and FTC on anti-competitive 
issues. 

 
UTILITY RATE NEGOTIATION 
 

Represented large client group seeking to obtain rate reduction from electric utility.  Prepared 
strategy, wrote testimony, and exceeded expectations by achieving a 40% reduction in charges, 
producing a $2 million annual reduction. 
 

STRATEGIC PLANNING FOR ON-SITE POWER GENERATION 
 
Participated in proposal development for a 27-MW power plant on Kauai.  Handled critical 
customer needs assessment in rapid turnaround fashion to meet proposal deadline.  Maintained 
relationships with clients, vendors and proposal partners.  Our proposal was selected as the 
preferred bidder out of five strong competitors. 

 
NEW BUSINESS START-UP / TARIFF NEGOTIATIONS 

 
Participated in the development of a new gas distribution utility in New York.  Handled tariff 
development, pricing structure, transportation contracting, and operations, maintenance, and 
emergency manual preparation. 

 
SALES STRATEGY/BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT 
 

Developed sales strategy to focus on profitable accounts and markets.  Developed sales training 
and account management plans and provided consulting to energy marketing organizations to 
improve overall sales.    
  

BUSINESS STRATEGY/BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT 
 

Developed business strategy to verticalize eCommerce/Customer Relationship Management 
product for the energy/utility industry.  Produced sales training for global applications, product 
promotion presentations, developed alliance relationships with system integrators and software 
partners, developed business.  Client is market leader in North America.  

 
JOINT VENTURE/PRODUCT DEVELOPMENT 
 

Assembled joint ventures resulting in sales to offer new hedge-based weather risk management 
retail product. Identified venture partners, and developed business arrangements and closed 
million-dollar deals 

 
 
 



ENERGY PROCUREMENT 
 

Served as energy expert on project team that obtained long-term natural gas supply for major 
government facilities.  Prepared project specifications, negotiated with suppliers, prepared RFP, 
negotiated major reduction in delivery charges.  This project resulted in annual cost reduction of 
$2.5 million. 
 

NEW BUSINESS  DEVELOPMENT  -  TELECOMMUNICATIONS 
 
Analyzed use of electric utility assets for possible telecommunications business venture.  Wrote the 
business plan that identifies regulatory and non-regulatory issues, marketing plans, financial 
analysis, and organizational requirements.  Launched the new non-regulated business unit in 1996. 

 
JOINT  VENTURE  DEVELOPMENT  -  TELECOMMUNICATIONS 

 
Conducted analysis of potential joint venture partners for new unregulated telecommunications 
venture, bypassing the Bell operating company.  Held screening discussions with potential partners 
and selected lead candidate for venture.  Developed working agreement with partners along with 
business case to launch venture. 

 
JOINT  VENTURE  DEVELOPMENT  -  TELECOMMUNICATIONS  &  ENERGY 

 
Developed strategic plan for joint venture involving gas, electric, and telecommunications partners.  
Screened potential business partners and held discussions with lead candidates.  Assembled 
justification for top management approval. 

 
PRODUCT  DEVELOPMENT  -  UNREGULATED  ENERGY  SERVICES 

 
Developed energy products for start-up subsidiary of major energy utility.  Identified potential 
products and selected most likely candidates for further development.  Developed market plans and 
sales plans for products. 

 
MARKET  PLAN  -  DIRECT  MARKETING 

 
Developed the market plan for large, global direct marketing agency to enter the energy industry.  
Identified strategies, strengths, weaknesses, and target prospects.  Initiated sales effort and 
developed new business. 

 
CORPORATE  IMAGE  DEVELOPMENT 

 
        Developed complete business unit identity for a new operations and services company.       
        Produced capabilities brochure for use with prospects. 
 
MARKET RESEARCH 

 
Conducted market research to identify new customer/new business opportunities for major 
energy utility.  Comprehensive project with two additional similar projects were completed. 
Entailed determination of goals, development of research methodology, script preparation, 
vendor selection, data analysis, and development of action plan. 

  
MARKET DEVELOPMENT 
 
 Organized intervener group in Illinois consisting of retail marketers and intervened in three rate 

proceedings (Nicor Gas base case, WPS-Peoples merger case, Peoples Gas base case) and 
secured significant improvements in rules and procedures enabling marketers to increase their 
business and profitability.  Developed strategy and presented written and oral testimony. 

 
 
 



 
 

PARTIAL LIST OF REGULATORY EXPERIENCE OF JAMES L. CRIST 
 

1. Dominion Energy Ohio Motion, Case No. 18-1419-GA-EXM, Representing Retail Energy Supply Association 
2. Aqua America/Peoples Natural Gas Merger, Docket R-2018-3006061, Representing Natural Gas Supplier 

Parties and Retail Energy Supply Association 
3. Peoples Natural Gas General Base Rate Increase, Docket R-2018-3006818, Representing Peoples Industrial 

Intervenors 
4. Duquesne Light Company General Base Rate Increase, Docket R-2018-3000124, Representing the Duquesne 

Industrial Intervenors 
5. Columbia of PA General Base Rate Increase, Docket R-2018-2647577, Representing the Pennsylvania State 

University 
6. West Penn Power Company, Default Service Program, Docket R-2017-2637866, Representing the Pennsylvania 

State University 
7. Vectren Energy Delivery Ohio, Alternative Rate Plan, Case No. 18-0049-GA-ALT, Representing Retail Energy 

Supply Association 
8. Columbia of PA Gas Cost Increase, Docket R-2017-2591326, Representing the Pennsylvania State University 
9. West Penn Power Company, General Base Rate Increase, Docket R-2016-2537359, Representing the 

Pennsylvania State University 
10. Columbia of PA General Base Rate Increase, Docket R-2016-2529660, Representing the Pennsylvania State 

University 
11. UGI Utilities General Base Rate Increase, Docket R-2015-2518438, Representing Dominion Retail, Inc., 

Shipley, Choice, LLC, Interstate Gas Supply, Inc., Amerigreen Energy, and Rhoads Energy 
12. Columbia of PA General Base Rate Increase, Docket R-2015-2468056, Representing the Pennsylvania State 

University 
13. West Penn Power Company, General Base Rate Increase, Docket R-2014-2428742, Representing the 

Pennsylvania State University 
14. Herman Oil & Gas Company, General Base Rate Increase, R-2014-2414379, Representing Herman Oil & Gas 

Company 
15. Columbia of PA General Base Rate Increase, Docket R-2014-2406274, Representing the Pennsylvania State 

University 
16. Ameren Gas- General Base Rate Increase, Docket No. 13-0192, Representing Dominion Retail and Interstate 

Gas Supply of Illinois 
17. Columbia of PA General Base Rate Increase, Docket R-2012-2321748, Representing the Pennsylvania State 

University, Dominion Retail, Interstate Gas Supply, and Shipley Energy 
18. Columbia of PA Petition for Approval of a Distribution System Improvement Charge Docket R-2012-2338282, 

Representing the Pennsylvania State University 
19. PUC PA Generic Investigation Regarding Gas-On-Gas Competition, Docket No. P-2011-2277868, Representing 

the Pennsylvania State University 
20. Ameren Gas- General Base Rate Increase, Docket 11-0282 (Cons.), Representing Dominion Retail and Interstate 

Gas Supply of Illinois 
21. Water and Power Authority (USVI)- Electric Base Rate Case, Docket 575, June 2009, Representing 

Frenchman’s Reef Marriott 
22. Water and Power Authority (USVI)- Water Base Rate Case, Docket 576, June 2009, Representing Frenchman’s 

Reef Marriott 
23. Public Service of New Mexico 2010 Base Rate Case,  Informal rate design workshops pursuant to the stipulation 

in NMPRC Case No. 08-00273-UT,  Representing City of Albuquerque  
24. Public Service of New Mexico, Electric base case at Case No. 08-00273-UT, Representing City of Albuquerque 
25. Public Service of New Mexico 2009 Renewable Energy Procurement Plan for 2010, Case No. 09-00260-UT, 

Representing City of Albuquerque and Santa Fe County 
26. Public Service of New Mexico, Gas sale case at Case No. 08-00078-UT, Representing City of Albuquerque 
27. UGI Utilities, Central Penn Gas, Penn Natural Gas, Gas Cost Increase, Docket No. R-2011-2238953, 

Representing Shipley Energy, Rhodes Energy, and CenterPoint Energy 
28. UGI Utilities- Gas Division, Gas Cost Increase, Docket No. R-2010-2172933, Representing Shipley Energy 
29. Columbia of PA General Base Rate Increase, Docket R-2010-2215623, Representing the Pennsylvania State 

University, Dominion Retail, Interstate Gas Supply, and Shipley Energy 
30. Columbia of PA General Base Rate Increase, Docket R-2009-2149262, Representing the Pennsylvania State 

University, Dominion Retail, Interstate Gas Supply, and Shipley Energy 
31. Columbia of PA General Base Rate Increase, Docket R-2008-2011621, Representing Hess Energy,  Dominion 

Retail, Interstate Gas Supply, and Shipley Energy 
32. Columbia of PA Gas Cost Increase, Docket R-2008-2028039, Representing  Dominion Retail, Interstate Gas 

Supply, and Shipley Energy 
33. PPL Electric Utilities Voluntary Purchase of Accounts Receivables Program and Merchant Function Charge, 

Docket No. P-2009-2129502 



34. Nicor Gas Company, Provision of facilities and services and the transfer of assets between Nicor Gas Company 
and Nicor Inc., Docket No. 09-0301, Representing Dominion Retail 

35. North Shore Gas and Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company, General Base Rate Increase, Dockets  09-0166 and 
09-0167, Representing Dominion Retail, Interstate Gas Supply and Nicor Advanced Energy 

36. Nicor Gas Company, Base Rate Increase, Docket No. 08-0363, Representing Interstate Gas Supply and 
Dominion Retail 

37. North Shore Gas and Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company, General Base Rate Increase, Dockets  07-0241 and 
07-0242, Representing Dominion Retail, Interstate Gas Supply and U.S. Energy Savings 

38. WPS Resources, Peoples Energy, Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company, North Shore Gas Company, 
Application pursuant to Section 7-204 of the Public Utilities Act for authority to engage in a Reorganization, 
Docket 06-0540, Representing Dominion Retail, Interstate Gas Supply, US Energy Savings, MxEnergy, and 
Direct Energy Services. 

39. Allegheny Energy, Approval of Retail Electric Default Service Program and Competitive Procurement Plan, 
Docket No. P-2008-2021608, Representing the Pennsylvania State University 

40. Allegheny Energy, Generation Rate Cap, Docket No. P-2007-2001828, Representing the Pennsylvania State 
University 

41. Equitable Gas Company, Rate Increase, Docket R-2008-2029325, Representing Independent Oil & Gas 
Association and Hess Corp. 

42. Equitable Gas Company and Peoples Gas, Merger Case, Docket A-122250F5000, Representing National Energy 
Marketers, Hess Corporation, and Constellation New Energy. 



EXHIBIT JC-1 
  



Philadelphia Gas Works 
Case Name: GCR 23 

Docket No(s): R-2023-3038069

Response to Discovery Request: Vicinity Set I-1
Date of Response: 3/24/2023

Response Provided By: Ryan Reeves

Question:
Provide copies of all PGW's capacity and storage service contracts effective during the period 
2017-2022

Attachments: 22
Vicinity_Set_I_1_K1005001 Amend 1-Superceded.pdf
Vicinity_Set_I_1_S-2 Amend 1.pdf
Vicinity_Set_I_1_400121.pdf
Vicinity_Set_I_1_S-2 Amend 2.pdf
Vicinity_Set_I_1_400209.pdf
Vicinity_Set_I_1_800232.pdf
Vicinity_Set_I_1_S-2 Orig.pdf
Vicinity_Set_I_1_K1038582 WSS-OA amend 2.pdf
Vicinity_Set_I_1_K1038582 WSS-OA orig.pdf
Vicinity_Set_I_1_331725.pdf
Vicinity_Set_I_1_800514.pdf
Vicinity_Set_I_1_K1005001 -PS-FT-orig-Superceded.pdf
Vicinity_Set_I_1_K1003691 FT amend 1.pdf
Vicinity_Set_I_1_800515.pdf
Vicinity_Set_I_1_331822.pdf
Vicinity_Set_I_1_K1000791 GSS amend 1.pdf
Vicinity_Set_I_1_800233.pdf
Vicinity_Set_I_1_K1003691-2018-07-11-FT.pdf
Vicinity_Set_I_1_K1003691 FT Orig.pdf
Vicinity_Set_I_1_K1000791 GSS orig.pdf
Vicinity_Set_I_1_K1038582 WSS-OA amend 1.pdf
Vicinity_Set_I_1_330791.pdf

Response:

Please see attached documents.













































































































































































































































































































































































EXHIBIT JC-2 
  



 Philadelphia Gas Works  
Case Name: GCR 23  

Docket No(s): R-2023-3038069   
  

Response to Discovery Request: Vicinity Set II-1   
Date of Response: 3/30/2023 

Response Provided By: Florian Teme 
 

Question: 
List any and all incidents that occurred during the last 10 years where customers were curtailed 
or otherwise had gas delivery interruptions. Explain cause and duration of event. 

  
Attachments: 0 
  

 
Response:
 
PGW has had no general curtailments or otherwise had gas delivery interruptions over the past 
10 years. There have been individual instances where customers may have been affected due to 
unplanned work such as an emergency but these are not tracked on an individual customer basis. 
 
 
  



EXHIBIT JC-3 
  



 

 Philadelphia Gas Works  
Case Name: GCR 23  

Docket No(s): R-2023-3038069  
  

Response to Discovery Request: Vicinity Set II-9   
Date of Response: 3/30/2023 

Response Provided By: Ryan Reeves 
 

Question: 
For each of the most recent five winter periods (Nov - Mar), please detail PGW’s daily volume 
of firm TETCO capacity rights on the Philadelphia Lateral by Meter Number, as well as the 
actual daily deliveries off of the Philadelphia Lateral for PGW’s system use, also by Meter 
Number. (Please do not include any transportation customers’ usage). 

  
Attachments: 1 
Vicinity_Set_II_9_Vicinity Set II-9.pdf 

 
Response:
 
As stated in PGW’s response to Vicinity II-8, on Texas Eastern, PGW typically delivers its gas 
to O-30 Gate Station while choice suppliers deliver their gas to O-34.  For ARS (Alternate 
Receipt Service), PGW will deliver gas to O-60 gate station while the counter party will deliver 
to O-34. 
 
For firm TETCO capacity rights, please refer to PGW’s response to Vicinity I-1.  PGW provided 
all of PGW’s pipeline contracts. 
 
The attachment contains the flows for each of PGW’s gate stations on the Philadelphia Lateral 
daily flow volume (in Mcf).   
 

 
 



Date O-30 Penrose O-60
11/1/17 10:00 11,920          2,131        43,571        
11/2/17 10:00 20,769          1,780        41,602        
11/3/17 10:00 29,256          1,950        42,090        
11/4/17 10:00 16,565          2,450        45,573        
11/5/17 10:00 29,604          2,081        43,221        
11/6/17 10:00 36,938          2,300        43,917        
11/7/17 10:00 50,529          2,320        49,069        
11/8/17 10:00 37,941          2,247        49,176        
11/9/17 10:00 62,638          2,095        44,408        

11/10/17 10:00 48,943          3,110        47,303        
11/11/17 10:00 34,788          3,680        41,046        
11/12/17 10:00 69,561          3,430        40,869        
11/13/17 10:00 47,917          2,690        32,803        
11/14/17 10:00 26,739          2,470        33,154        
11/15/17 10:00 26,767          2,530        45,059        
11/16/17 10:00 45,906          2,640        44,022        
11/17/17 10:00 37,603          3,240        46,547        
11/18/17 10:00 46,324          2,339        43,004        
11/19/17 10:00 51,505          2,720        44,666        
11/20/17 10:00 30,631          2,940        49,319        
11/21/17 10:00 56,058          1,970        46,362        
11/22/17 10:00 61,845          2,969        47,946        
11/23/17 10:00 56,000          3,480        56,443        
11/24/17 10:00 38,348          3,300        53,182        
11/25/17 10:00 44,637          2,411        52,283        
11/26/17 10:00 39,239          2,809        56,257        
11/27/17 10:00 33,147          2,841        56,858        
11/28/17 10:00 17,649          2,069        56,064        
11/29/17 10:00 36,211          2,480        57,176        
11/30/17 10:00 41,792          2,930        56,846        
12/1/17 10:00 40,236          3,110        57,125        
12/2/17 10:00 41,389          3,080        55,051        
12/3/17 10:00 34,833          3,220        57,585        
12/4/17 10:00 30,870          2,850        58,587        
12/5/17 10:00 55,077          2,640        58,583        
12/6/17 10:00 51,372          3,490        58,460        
12/7/17 10:00 64,654          3,171        61,038        
12/8/17 10:00 78,144          3,010        62,537        
12/9/17 10:00 62,941          3,480        60,044        

12/10/17 10:00 44,141          3,590        61,240        
12/11/17 10:00 72,854          3,231        62,406        
12/12/17 10:00 77,352          3,030        57,379        
12/13/17 10:00 75,840          3,290        59,783        
12/14/17 10:00 76,655          3,320        60,553        
12/15/17 10:00 66,472          3,580        64,968        
12/16/17 10:00 56,817          3,780        63,493        



12/17/17 10:00 45,535          3,331        62,612        
12/18/17 10:00 28,354          2,840        59,707        
12/19/17 10:00 55,194          2,500        60,612        
12/20/17 10:00 70,026          2,910        61,372        
12/21/17 10:00 46,947          3,290        59,878        
12/22/17 10:00 40,482          2,501        59,620        
12/23/17 10:00 55,964          2,720        56,122        
12/24/17 10:00 84,992          3,010        57,878        
12/25/17 10:00 82,870          3,740        59,679        
12/26/17 10:00 92,573          3,680        64,213        
12/27/17 10:00 102,255        3,980        60,225        
12/28/17 10:00 98,497          4,160        58,416        
12/29/17 10:00 98,237          4,230        57,328        
12/30/17 10:00 105,720        4,630        55,585        
12/31/17 10:00 99,682          5,060        59,702        

1/1/18 10:00 102,222        4,720        57,089        
1/2/18 10:00 90,123          4,340        54,074        
1/3/18 10:00 107,305        3,720        55,702        
1/4/18 10:00 112,682        4,780        44,936        
1/5/18 10:00 117,125        4,740        40,981        
1/6/18 10:00 114,178        4,650        56,132        
1/7/18 10:00 88,303          5,000        57,107        
1/8/18 10:00 62,895          4,440        51,289        
1/9/18 10:00 59,773          4,090        55,861        

1/10/18 10:00 27,887          3,280        53,081        
1/11/18 10:00 11,841          2,400        48,787        
1/12/18 10:00 90,065          2,180        50,622        
1/13/18 10:00 94,715          4,140        54,433        
1/14/18 10:00 84,541          4,330        54,843        
1/15/18 10:00 66,454          3,970        54,951        
1/16/18 10:00 87,734          3,000        53,172        
1/17/18 10:00 84,262          3,120        58,539        
1/18/18 10:00 76,860          3,370        53,675        
1/19/18 10:00 56,358          3,670        52,849        
1/20/18 10:00 48,490          2,860        49,764        
1/21/18 10:00 27,793          2,970        49,171        
1/22/18 10:00 29,752          2,690        48,326        
1/23/18 10:00 69,002          2,478        51,716        
1/24/18 10:00 84,008          4,030        55,016        
1/25/18 10:00 72,345          3,970        65,707        
1/26/18 10:00 43,593          3,980        60,734        
1/27/18 10:00 43,026          3,261        58,578        
1/28/18 10:00 56,813          3,749        59,949        
1/29/18 10:00 89,940          3,781        60,425        
1/30/18 10:00 90,356          3,879        58,502        
1/31/18 10:00 76,275          4,311        59,342        
2/1/18 10:00 107,339        3,480        59,403        



2/2/18 10:00 99,252          4,229        62,763        
2/3/18 10:00 80,570          4,320        62,904        
2/4/18 10:00 84,398          3,211        61,736        
2/5/18 10:00 85,502          2,660        62,960        
2/6/18 10:00 89,551          3,450        65,695        
2/7/18 10:00 88,780          3,500        64,545        
2/8/18 10:00 76,516          4,120        64,462        
2/9/18 10:00 45,206          3,380        64,430        

2/10/18 10:00 22,968          3,510        61,302        
2/11/18 10:00 75,889          2,701        59,714        
2/12/18 10:00 75,268          3,149        60,789        
2/13/18 10:00 35,526          3,210        62,563        
2/14/18 10:00 22,502          2,930        59,464        
2/15/18 10:00 51,306          2,391        57,840        
2/16/18 10:00 69,042          2,569        47,772        
2/17/18 10:00 70,723          3,730        48,055        
2/18/18 10:00 39,117          3,041        48,057        
2/19/18 10:00 12,656          2,990        56,794        
2/20/18 10:00 27,610          2,191        57,592        
2/21/18 10:00 53,395          1,840        53,448        
2/22/18 10:00 49,560          3,029        55,888        
2/23/18 10:00 50,087          3,360        56,271        
2/24/18 10:00 52,620          3,190        54,035        
2/25/18 10:00 50,567          3,270        50,866        
2/26/18 10:00 54,233          3,030        45,397        
2/27/18 10:00 48,516          3,200        41,118        
2/28/18 10:00 46,775          2,360        46,440        
3/1/18 10:00 67,915          2,320        49,216        
3/2/18 10:00 66,964          4,090        54,214        
3/3/18 10:00 60,190          3,980        52,461        
3/4/18 10:00 70,704          3,950        55,052        
3/5/18 10:00 60,067          3,291        55,602        
3/6/18 10:00 75,408          3,519        53,854        
3/7/18 10:00 67,169          3,221        55,729        
3/8/18 10:00 60,411          3,389        55,851        
3/9/18 10:00 61,708          3,920        56,578        

3/10/18 10:00 66,307          3,580        51,891        
3/11/18 10:00 67,164          3,610        51,291        
3/12/18 10:00 70,059          3,630        55,140        
3/13/18 10:00 74,666          3,030        55,161        
3/14/18 10:00 59,139          3,900        55,967        
3/15/18 10:00 61,884          3,621        55,647        
3/16/18 10:00 58,838          3,620        56,851        
3/17/18 10:00 61,719          3,140        55,497        
3/18/18 10:00 55,915          3,500        55,124        
3/19/18 10:00 85,018          3,480        55,912        
3/20/18 10:00 81,281          3,603        60,346        



3/21/18 10:00 72,802          3,640        60,706        
3/22/18 10:00 64,103          3,601        57,825        
3/23/18 10:00 61,198          2,660        57,748        
3/24/18 10:00 77,856          3,580        56,939        
3/25/18 10:00 65,749          3,670        56,583        
3/26/18 10:00 57,444          3,320        57,952        
3/27/18 10:00 39,805          3,421        56,717        
3/28/18 10:00 14,274          3,070        46,137        
3/29/18 10:00 17,901          2,281        41,406        
3/30/18 10:00 29,751          2,359        44,691        
3/31/18 10:00 42,269          2,950        45,385        
11/1/18 10:00 -                 1,560        35,525        
11/2/18 10:00 36,253          1,559        36,171        
11/3/18 10:00 34,935          2,880        38,521        
11/4/18 10:00 42,795          2,901        37,058        
11/5/18 10:00 40,779          2,180        37,284        
11/6/18 10:00 39,817          1,800        37,023        
11/7/18 10:00 52,070          1,070        37,656        
11/8/18 10:00 49,312          1,840        39,745        
11/9/18 10:00 47,568          2,320        39,635        

11/10/18 10:00 50,860          3,149        44,538        
11/11/18 10:00 57,733          3,230        43,126        
11/12/18 10:00 59,072          2,640        42,741        
11/13/18 10:00 74,308          2,989        43,112        
11/14/18 10:00 87,198          3,110        47,301        
11/15/18 10:00 56,694          3,270        48,277        
11/16/18 10:00 51,984          2,979        45,487        
11/17/18 10:00 57,040          3,251        43,352        
11/18/18 10:00 57,904          2,800        41,822        
11/19/18 10:00 65,267          2,990        40,063        
11/20/18 10:00 69,057          2,650        43,325        
11/21/18 10:00 91,793          3,359        46,464        
11/22/18 10:00 82,792          3,501        52,082        
11/23/18 10:00 58,589          3,180        51,417        
11/24/18 10:00 33,701          3,040        45,059        
11/25/18 10:00 47,875          2,451        41,783        
11/26/18 10:00 69,673          2,110        44,088        
11/27/18 10:00 80,544          2,710        47,883        
11/28/18 10:00 58,781          2,340        49,180        
11/29/18 10:00 58,217          2,430        48,266        
11/30/18 10:00 39,128          2,740        39,923        
12/1/18 10:00 28,164          2,511        27,892        
12/2/18 10:00 42,645          1,780        23,676        
12/3/18 10:00 68,089          2,180        27,144        
12/4/18 10:00 86,812          2,999        29,551        
12/5/18 10:00 91,835          3,660        31,745        
12/6/18 10:00 91,536          3,850        30,508        



12/7/18 10:00 84,900          3,910        32,692        
12/8/18 10:00 86,095          3,321        39,430        
12/9/18 10:00 78,542          3,250        51,753        

12/10/18 10:00 68,811          3,180        51,155        
12/11/18 10:00 86,218          3,140        50,183        
12/12/18 10:00 56,974          3,321        47,648        
12/13/18 10:00 39,970          2,840        44,964        
12/14/18 10:00 42,828          2,360        40,830        
12/15/18 10:00 50,579          3,329        41,520        
12/16/18 10:00 59,955          3,481        44,549        
12/17/18 10:00 65,807          3,210        44,932        
12/18/18 10:00 68,496          3,201        47,908        
12/19/18 10:00 43,243          3,239        46,234        
12/20/18 10:00 1,331            2,971        41,892        
12/21/18 10:00 27,910          2,040        40,018        
12/22/18 10:00 35,866          2,271        44,133        
12/23/18 10:00 58,372          2,080        44,110        
12/24/18 10:00 65,254          2,859        46,339        
12/25/18 10:00 61,109          3,360        46,950        
12/26/18 10:00 39,944          3,630        44,926        
12/27/18 10:00 23,003          3,240        42,049        
12/28/18 10:00 39,857          2,730        37,316        
12/29/18 10:00 53,309          3,440        41,391        
12/30/18 10:00 32,569          3,330        43,228        
12/31/18 10:00 23,749          3,211        36,906        

1/1/19 10:00 36,005          2,690        26,803        
1/2/19 10:00 39,162          2,819        26,282        
1/3/19 10:00 55,777          3,370        28,182        
1/4/19 10:00 35,661          3,081        24,346        
1/5/19 10:00 57,784          2,870        23,738        
1/6/19 10:00 75,207          3,100        26,951        
1/7/19 10:00 56,550          3,310        28,787        
1/8/19 10:00 73,236          2,651        31,902        
1/9/19 10:00 87,511          2,829        46,058        

1/10/19 10:00 87,607          3,160        51,304        
1/11/19 10:00 85,899          3,650        52,508        
1/12/19 10:00 88,596          3,640        51,316        
1/13/19 10:00 89,981          3,810        53,336        
1/14/19 10:00 86,067          3,860        52,783        
1/15/19 10:00 80,184          3,670        52,021        
1/16/19 10:00 80,144          3,390        51,387        
1/17/19 10:00 89,787          3,080        51,365        
1/18/19 10:00 74,365          3,060        49,540        
1/19/19 10:00 94,185          3,460        47,667        
1/20/19 10:00 93,135          4,169        51,247        
1/21/19 10:00 90,970          4,370        55,197        
1/22/19 10:00 53,022          4,310        53,326        



1/23/19 10:00 52,165          3,091        45,103        
1/24/19 10:00 85,060          3,229        46,214        
1/25/19 10:00 84,979          3,540        52,354        
1/26/19 10:00 87,676          3,721        51,884        
1/27/19 10:00 76,143          3,749        48,656        
1/28/19 10:00 82,128          4,079        53,242        
1/29/19 10:00 108,316        3,850        50,228        
1/30/19 10:00 109,561        4,379        53,715        
1/31/19 10:00 112,735        3,981        50,988        
2/1/19 10:00 97,639          4,330        53,555        
2/2/19 10:00 82,086          4,340        54,628        
2/3/19 10:00 47,898          3,411        47,911        
2/4/19 10:00 48,885          3,102        44,415        
2/5/19 10:00 51,060          2,679        42,904        
2/6/19 10:00 51,643          2,751        44,784        
2/7/19 10:00 76,264          3,089        42,219        
2/8/19 10:00 91,003          3,470        45,249        
2/9/19 10:00 90,235          4,050        53,100        

2/10/19 10:00 83,737          3,600        53,515        
2/11/19 10:00 85,813          3,541        53,454        
2/12/19 10:00 73,868          3,120        51,498        
2/13/19 10:00 57,979          3,560        50,225        
2/14/19 10:00 45,562          3,361        45,917        
2/15/19 10:00 72,757          3,030        40,930        
2/16/19 10:00 74,595          3,290        46,868        
2/17/19 10:00 74,459          2,940        48,408        
2/18/19 10:00 79,419          3,029        49,543        
2/19/19 10:00 72,959          3,560        52,461        
2/20/19 10:00 50,935          4,060        51,261        
2/21/19 10:00 54,789          2,911        43,838        
2/22/19 10:00 56,688          3,550        46,208        
2/23/19 10:00 61,316          3,480        45,300        
2/24/19 10:00 64,094          3,660        43,688        
2/25/19 10:00 86,383          3,860        48,704        
2/26/19 10:00 89,877          3,871        47,990        
2/27/19 10:00 91,491          2,840        44,996        
2/28/19 10:00 78,130          3,269        46,881        
3/1/19 10:00 80,977          3,910        49,056        
3/2/19 10:00 78,770          3,660        45,352        
3/3/19 10:00 84,981          3,680        47,253        
3/4/19 10:00 79,651          3,430        52,109        
3/5/19 10:00 91,901          4,050        51,781        
3/6/19 10:00 82,801          4,010        48,861        
3/7/19 10:00 79,420          3,370        50,706        
3/8/19 10:00 58,939          3,590        47,429        
3/9/19 10:00 58,825          3,380        43,292        

3/10/19 10:00 56,376          3,320        43,964        



3/11/19 10:00 66,687          2,930        45,271        
3/12/19 10:00 49,931          2,521        43,648        
3/13/19 10:00 32,736          2,250        41,554        
3/14/19 10:00 22,377          1,312        38,120        
3/15/19 10:00 51,980          1,788        37,850        
3/16/19 10:00 64,561          2,769        43,418        
3/17/19 10:00 63,565          3,120        45,099        
3/18/19 10:00 51,216          2,900        39,459        
3/19/19 10:00 40,274          2,721        42,350        
3/20/19 10:00 52,793          2,660        42,017        
3/21/19 10:00 65,545          2,940        41,945        
3/22/19 10:00 53,991          2,820        42,794        
3/23/19 10:00 46,261          3,080        43,597        
3/24/19 10:00 55,947          2,471        40,467        
3/25/19 10:00 58,874          2,449        42,046        
3/26/19 10:00 57,906          2,130        44,718        
3/27/19 10:00 49,550          1,743        44,773        
3/28/19 10:00 38,741          2,449        39,368        
3/29/19 10:00 29,724          2,180        35,998        
3/30/19 10:00 63,290          1,661        35,451        
3/31/19 10:00 57,442          2,809        40,658        
11/1/19 10:00 45,466          2,500        37,386        
11/2/19 10:00 39,317          1,691        38,375        
11/3/19 10:00 36,684          2,260        37,026        
11/4/19 10:00 35,236          2,180        35,778        
11/5/19 10:00 27,551          2,210        34,985        
11/6/19 10:00 42,005          2,310        36,964        
11/7/19 10:00 54,947          2,390        38,576        
11/8/19 10:00 41,715          2,709        44,950        
11/9/19 10:00 37,088          3,071        43,287        

11/10/19 10:00 29,498          2,270        38,000        
11/11/19 10:00 73,346          1,980        35,223        
11/12/19 10:00 67,409          3,230        45,403        
11/13/19 10:00 66,123          3,190        47,716        
11/14/19 10:00 58,521          2,860        45,229        
11/15/19 10:00 66,355          2,690        43,132        
11/16/19 10:00 57,095          3,160        45,818        
11/17/19 10:00 44,958          3,140        43,245        
11/18/19 10:00 46,501          3,050        42,507        
11/19/19 10:00 47,468          3,190        41,620        
11/20/19 10:00 39,199          3,241        35,027        
11/21/19 10:00 52,226          2,070        39,607        
11/22/19 10:00 43,679          3,329        42,206        
11/23/19 10:00 47,690          3,350        41,748        
11/24/19 10:00 60,347          2,630        43,079        
11/25/19 10:00 51,895          3,190        41,716        
11/26/19 10:00 48,226          2,670        39,876        



11/27/19 10:00 45,144          2,720        39,912        
11/28/19 10:00 60,271          3,369        43,012        
11/29/19 10:00 64,984          3,360        45,202        
11/30/19 10:00 66,462          3,550        44,496        
12/1/19 10:00 62,474          3,610        45,132        
12/2/19 10:00 65,498          3,750        46,826        
12/3/19 10:00 64,650          3,581        46,129        
12/4/19 10:00 58,314          3,290        42,933        
12/5/19 10:00 60,171          3,370        45,087        
12/6/19 10:00 70,889          3,080        43,666        
12/7/19 10:00 65,993          3,619        47,719        
12/8/19 10:00 47,578          3,491        45,398        
12/9/19 10:00 56,704          2,951        41,739        

12/10/19 10:00 58,263          2,629        43,143        
12/11/19 10:00 61,884          3,560        50,568        
12/12/19 10:00 55,257          3,720        49,937        
12/13/19 10:00 56,668          3,211        43,522        
12/14/19 10:00 56,932          3,290        43,442        
12/15/19 10:00 69,186          3,330        46,645        
12/16/19 10:00 71,752          3,650        48,124        
12/17/19 10:00 80,294          3,720        48,797        
12/18/19 10:00 96,774          3,669        52,779        
12/19/19 10:00 79,808          4,380        52,747        
12/20/19 10:00 70,926          3,980        52,027        
12/21/19 10:00 56,708          3,791        51,598        
12/22/19 10:00 54,289          3,079        39,228        
12/23/19 10:00 62,176          3,390        24,205        
12/24/19 10:00 53,406          3,470        42,057        
12/25/19 10:00 51,637          3,330        44,429        
12/26/19 10:00 47,060          3,080        44,093        
12/27/19 10:00 54,973          3,070        42,917        
12/28/19 10:00 52,771          2,960        42,733        
12/29/19 10:00 46,656          3,090        43,370        
12/30/19 10:00 47,693          3,270        45,330        
12/31/19 10:00 69,070          3,050        45,336        

1/1/20 10:00 57,986          3,060        46,630        
1/2/20 10:00 49,146          2,951        44,205        
1/3/20 10:00 72,499          2,840        43,373        
1/4/20 10:00 71,998          2,660        43,564        
1/5/20 10:00 63,212          2,720        47,119        
1/6/20 10:00 63,683          3,059        46,156        
1/7/20 10:00 90,742          3,050        47,019        
1/8/20 10:00 83,093          3,479        50,453        
1/9/20 10:00 45,711          3,641        51,099        

1/10/20 10:00 26,759          2,690        42,954        
1/11/20 10:00 39,759          2,380        40,719        
1/12/20 10:00 49,730          2,710        43,247        



1/13/20 10:00 45,299          3,050        45,336        
1/14/20 10:00 36,405          2,851        44,679        
1/15/20 10:00 60,442          2,310        43,463        
1/16/20 10:00 81,339          3,319        46,733        
1/17/20 10:00 80,054          4,010        51,438        
1/18/20 10:00 78,718          3,651        46,989        
1/19/20 10:00 96,138          3,860        48,155        
1/20/20 10:00 94,309          4,000        52,747        
1/21/20 10:00 84,612          3,690        51,559        
1/22/20 10:00 63,328          2,791        48,807        
1/23/20 10:00 33,504          3,169        46,925        
1/24/20 10:00 37,556          3,021        44,598        
1/25/20 10:00 48,169          3,250        44,751        
1/26/20 10:00 47,225          2,920        46,317        
1/27/20 10:00 53,412          2,740        45,998        
1/28/20 10:00 59,889          2,730        47,138        
1/29/20 10:00 72,017          3,199        46,879        
1/30/20 10:00 46,464          3,581        47,844        
1/31/20 10:00 48,000          3,270        45,516        
2/1/20 10:00 51,710          3,099        44,974        
2/2/20 10:00 29,902          3,550        44,775        
2/3/20 10:00 27,699          2,832        40,313        
2/4/20 10:00 36,722          2,179        40,384        
2/5/20 10:00 35,123          2,800        45,314        
2/6/20 10:00 57,552          2,631        44,652        
2/7/20 10:00 73,164          3,558        46,745        
2/8/20 10:00 49,245          3,580        47,202        
2/9/20 10:00 35,935          3,271        45,824        

2/10/20 10:00 38,003          2,980        44,814        
2/11/20 10:00 46,598          2,500        43,903        
2/12/20 10:00 51,393          2,911        45,569        
2/13/20 10:00 83,307          3,198        41,290        
2/14/20 10:00 80,303          3,931        52,620        
2/15/20 10:00 32,482          3,490        46,000        
2/16/20 10:00 42,424          3,171        46,253        
2/17/20 10:00 27,069          2,939        45,681        
2/18/20 10:00 7,522            2,620        43,750        
2/19/20 10:00 67,152          451           6,746          
2/20/20 10:00 89,487          3,060        45,392        
2/21/20 10:00 53,070          3,391        51,093        
2/22/20 10:00 39,855          2,759        46,476        
2/23/20 10:00 38,022          2,721        44,171        
2/24/20 10:00 34,470          1,602        40,623        
2/25/20 10:00 47,234          2,279        40,759        
2/26/20 10:00 72,130          2,729        41,789        
2/27/20 10:00 60,628          3,502        47,908        
2/28/20 10:00 64,548          3,630        49,000        



2/29/20 10:00 39,352          3,790        50,111        
3/1/20 10:00 13,379          2,850        46,691        
3/2/20 10:00 15,191          2,082        42,162        
3/3/20 10:00 30,795          2,059        42,600        
3/4/20 10:00 30,898          2,450        42,925        
3/5/20 10:00 31,032          2,400        26,541        
3/6/20 10:00 50,499          3,159        45,227        
3/7/20 10:00 24,711          2,819        43,942        
3/8/20 10:00 10,152          2,761        43,464        
3/9/20 10:00 3,336            2,081        38,499        

3/10/20 10:00 13,236          1,590        38,505        
3/11/20 10:00 12,192          2,270        40,291        
3/12/20 10:00 18,479          1,830        38,983        
3/13/20 10:00 36,183          1,710        37,962        
3/14/20 10:00 28,545          1,871        39,744        
3/15/20 10:00 34,470          2,130        42,650        
3/16/20 10:00 19,017          2,330        44,849        
3/17/20 10:00 19,506          2,050        43,191        
3/18/20 10:00 14,659          2,060        40,511        
3/19/20 10:00 3,577            1,721        39,631        
3/20/20 10:00 27,733          1,349        37,519        
3/21/20 10:00 41,347          2,101        40,821        
3/22/20 10:00 44,262          2,390        42,619        
3/23/20 10:00 21,354          2,400        43,625        
3/24/20 10:00 31,527          1,830        40,713        
3/25/20 10:00 11,148          2,500        41,667        
3/26/20 10:00 3,735            1,971        39,192        
3/27/20 10:00 14,332          1,520        36,730        
3/28/20 10:00 21,554          1,860        40,303        
3/29/20 10:00 26,373          2,259        39,609        
3/30/20 10:00 33,598          2,341        40,294        
3/31/20 10:00 38,909          2,670        41,761        
11/1/20 10:00 48,774          2,531        41,692        
11/2/20 10:00 36,172          1,990        44,729        
11/3/20 10:00 29,479          2,240        42,844        
11/4/20 10:00 32,159          1,630        40,073        
11/5/20 10:00 25,494          2,080        38,654        
11/6/20 10:00 6,112            1,531        37,690        
11/7/20 10:00 -                 1,769        37,545        
11/8/20 10:00 -                 1,301        37,633        
11/9/20 10:00 -                 990           37,379        

11/10/20 10:00 -                 1,120        35,832        
11/11/20 10:00 37,767          1,120        27,129        
11/12/20 10:00 53,697          1,889        25,122        
11/13/20 10:00 56,152          2,289        34,013        
11/14/20 10:00 51,494          2,440        38,661        
11/15/20 10:00 58,117          2,091        37,868        



11/16/20 10:00 57,616          1,980        39,854        
11/17/20 10:00 42,718          2,509        44,588        
11/18/20 10:00 49,536          2,949        48,404        
11/19/20 10:00 55,159          3,001        44,458        
11/20/20 10:00 48,125          2,382        38,289        
11/21/20 10:00 48,406          2,157        38,006        
11/22/20 10:00 66,459          2,161        38,555        
11/23/20 10:00 53,426          2,789        41,467        
11/24/20 10:00 50,455          2,522        42,723        
11/25/20 10:00 33,811          1,859        38,286        
11/26/20 10:00 45,433          1,830        36,659        
11/27/20 10:00 61,779          2,070        37,160        
11/28/20 10:00 57,371          2,219        39,154        
11/29/20 10:00 42,173          1,761        39,064        
11/30/20 10:00 53,426          1,749        38,940        
12/1/20 10:00 49,391          2,410        44,657        
12/2/20 10:00 40,681          2,509        46,271        
12/3/20 10:00 41,853          2,640        42,944        
12/4/20 10:00 44,757          2,770        42,548        
12/5/20 10:00 72,504          3,100        43,682        
12/6/20 10:00 71,312          2,651        46,542        
12/7/20 10:00 58,787          2,939        48,581        
12/8/20 10:00 52,115          3,123        47,694        
12/9/20 10:00 44,260          2,709        46,435        

12/10/20 10:00 43,249          3,140        45,530        
12/11/20 10:00 43,601          2,590        42,240        
12/12/20 10:00 54,880          2,240        40,956        
12/13/20 10:00 86,008          2,709        41,879        
12/14/20 10:00 79,057          2,920        47,391        
12/15/20 10:00 79,477          2,780        50,725        
12/16/20 10:00 75,138          3,130        53,203        
12/17/20 10:00 78,786          3,210        53,251        
12/18/20 10:00 84,431          3,409        54,378        
12/19/20 10:00 74,088          3,011        51,662        
12/20/20 10:00 57,273          3,010        46,382        
12/21/20 10:00 52,092          2,972        44,609        
12/22/20 10:00 33,649          2,309        46,167        
12/23/20 10:00 11,448          2,351        46,095        
12/24/20 10:00 54,748          1,611        40,865        
12/25/20 10:00 95,507          2,807        49,900        
12/26/20 10:00 77,219          2,931        53,329        
12/27/20 10:00 67,132          2,840        52,639        
12/28/20 10:00 73,177          2,441        47,273        
12/29/20 10:00 44,900          3,013        50,814        
12/30/20 10:00 49,212          3,222        47,054        
12/31/20 10:00 42,498          3,339        46,652        

1/1/21 10:00 39,101          2,992        47,268        



1/2/21 10:00 40,940          2,379        44,311        
1/3/21 10:00 33,923          3,111        47,640        
1/4/21 10:00 57,078          2,760        46,609        
1/5/21 10:00 64,001          3,229        46,464        
1/6/21 10:00 56,221          3,450        47,863        
1/7/21 10:00 71,511          3,211        48,939        
1/8/21 10:00 75,372          2,909        50,197        
1/9/21 10:00 72,599          3,490        47,164        

1/10/21 10:00 80,536          3,490        47,753        
1/11/21 10:00 59,239          3,580        48,315        
1/12/21 10:00 50,128          2,830        47,053        
1/13/21 10:00 44,714          3,320        47,158        
1/14/21 10:00 23,604          2,761        45,603        
1/15/21 10:00 38,320          2,270        42,704        
1/16/21 10:00 49,044          2,730        45,729        
1/17/21 10:00 49,825          2,480        45,383        
1/18/21 10:00 52,758          2,560        47,936        
1/19/21 10:00 76,858          3,069        46,887        
1/20/21 10:00 60,268          3,051        48,780        
1/21/21 10:00 66,783          2,469        49,404        
1/22/21 10:00 81,404          3,180        47,977        
1/23/21 10:00 77,754          3,450        53,303        
1/24/21 10:00 75,296          2,911        51,795        
1/25/21 10:00 62,289          2,980        50,106        
1/26/21 10:00 74,403          2,660        46,889        
1/27/21 10:00 84,562          2,849        48,254        
1/28/21 10:00 94,029          3,589        52,580        
1/29/21 10:00 83,143          3,840        56,034        
1/30/21 10:00 86,204          3,041        53,726        
1/31/21 10:00 91,893          3,340        54,504        
2/1/21 10:00 81,321          3,730        52,945        
2/2/21 10:00 78,605          3,300        52,869        
2/3/21 10:00 68,020          3,230        52,841        
2/4/21 10:00 46,422          2,981        49,490        
2/5/21 10:00 46,169          2,799        48,605        
2/6/21 10:00 76,784          3,161        46,630        
2/7/21 10:00 77,407          3,179        50,801        
2/8/21 10:00 84,576          3,440        52,434        
2/9/21 10:00 80,018          3,290        50,388        

2/10/21 10:00 77,967          2,850        50,082        
2/11/21 10:00 79,877          3,081        50,916        
2/12/21 10:00 80,449          3,439        46,941        
2/13/21 10:00 68,367          3,270        46,734        
2/14/21 10:00 46,073          2,821        51,053        
2/15/21 10:00 48,752          2,851        46,276        
2/16/21 10:00 76,896          3,059        48,507        
2/17/21 10:00 91,571          3,569        53,609        



2/18/21 10:00 83,007          3,191        50,008        
2/19/21 10:00 78,379          3,240        54,368        
2/20/21 10:00 75,141          3,769        56,146        
2/21/21 10:00 71,552          2,861        52,475        
2/22/21 10:00 69,076          2,720        53,232        
2/23/21 10:00 39,104          2,780        48,706        
2/24/21 10:00 40,042          2,071        44,295        
2/25/21 10:00 63,312          2,568        45,566        
2/26/21 10:00 72,896          3,221        44,883        
2/27/21 10:00 70,325          2,860        43,342        
2/28/21 10:00 88,286          2,681        44,266        
3/1/21 10:00 85,137          2,659        47,417        
3/2/21 10:00 59,796          2,721        48,053        
3/3/21 10:00 64,174          2,050        44,788        
3/4/21 10:00 68,963          2,789        48,926        
3/5/21 10:00 63,090          3,310        49,544        
3/6/21 10:00 63,823          3,211        49,262        
3/7/21 10:00 73,638          3,100        50,254        
3/8/21 10:00 60,567          2,970        47,418        
3/9/21 10:00 49,053          1,991        39,257        

3/10/21 10:00 34,266          2,210        36,652        
3/11/21 10:00 47,482          2,021        32,764        
3/12/21 10:00 63,984          1,519        38,410        
3/13/21 10:00 80,474          2,089        39,518        
3/14/21 10:00 81,771          2,169        43,701        
3/15/21 10:00 60,042          2,761        47,965        
3/16/21 10:00 50,712          3,190        46,674        
3/17/21 10:00 72,398          2,511        43,332        
3/18/21 10:00 68,021          2,450        43,757        
3/19/21 10:00 60,273          3,119        46,162        
3/20/21 10:00 51,523          2,740        41,645        
3/21/21 10:00 50,648          1,951        40,216        
3/22/21 10:00 41,335          2,271        39,595        
3/23/21 10:00 43,891          1,740        38,808        
3/24/21 10:00 30,912          1,880        37,444        
3/25/21 10:00 22,897          1,901        37,284        
3/26/21 10:00 21,405          1,880        31,829        
3/27/21 10:00 36,943          1,391        24,822        
3/28/21 10:00 47,570          2,078        30,531        
3/29/21 10:00 38,313          2,140        42,782        
3/30/21 10:00 37,338          1,821        41,065        
3/31/21 10:00 72,110          1,479        41,346        
11/1/21 10:00 37,470          2,179        37,362        
11/2/21 10:00 30,817          2,162        40,902        
11/3/21 10:00 40,318          2,457        40,919        
11/4/21 10:00 41,874          2,472        41,366        
11/5/21 10:00 42,241          2,211        41,092        



11/6/21 10:00 21,405          1,951        42,235        
11/7/21 10:00 6,837            1,871        37,845        
11/8/21 10:00 5,083            1,560        35,383        
11/9/21 10:00 18,086          1,291        35,481        

11/10/21 10:00 12,037          1,490        37,261        
11/11/21 10:00 23,622          1,340        36,269        
11/12/21 10:00 30,549          1,609        37,114        
11/13/21 10:00 53,837          2,149        40,133        
11/14/21 10:00 49,729          2,140        40,651        
11/15/21 10:00 47,191          2,289        42,903        
11/16/21 10:00 30,274          2,669        42,393        
11/17/21 10:00 39,796          2,213        33,126        
11/18/21 10:00 52,533          1,738        36,952        
11/19/21 10:00 45,784          2,719        45,683        
11/20/21 10:00 35,489          2,613        44,633        
11/21/21 10:00 60,962          2,279        43,214        
11/22/21 10:00 54,973          2,528        46,399        
11/23/21 10:00 53,330          2,990        49,260        
11/24/21 10:00 38,035          2,762        46,896        
11/25/21 10:00 60,895          2,091        43,850        
11/26/21 10:00 71,248          2,311        47,592        
11/27/21 10:00 45,034          2,879        47,291        
11/28/21 10:00 52,045          2,958        46,408        
11/29/21 10:00 47,559          2,782        49,593        
11/30/21 10:00 49,382          2,909        47,855        
12/1/21 10:00 42,306          2,581        45,217        
12/2/21 10:00 36,793          2,341        43,228        
12/3/21 10:00 34,257          2,349        45,170        
12/4/21 10:00 34,650          2,830        44,924        
12/5/21 10:00 35,389          2,263        44,153        
12/6/21 10:00 48,731          2,387        44,836        
12/7/21 10:00 50,465          2,890        48,759        
12/8/21 10:00 51,437          3,099        50,280        
12/9/21 10:00 24,971          3,092        49,203        

12/10/21 10:00 20,247          2,481        44,702        
12/11/21 10:00 33,688          2,260        39,689        
12/12/21 10:00 25,154          2,818        45,290        
12/13/21 10:00 27,388          2,643        43,725        
12/14/21 10:00 14,558          2,139        43,578        
12/15/21 10:00 14,862          1,621        39,814        
12/16/21 10:00 14,639          1,671        39,632        
12/17/21 10:00 22,291          1,969        41,166        
12/18/21 10:00 59,544          2,200        39,289        
12/19/21 10:00 60,470          2,639        49,206        
12/20/21 10:00 56,039          2,630        52,709        
12/21/21 10:00 62,119          2,928        50,217        
12/22/21 10:00 52,237          3,310        50,767        



12/23/21 10:00 22,174          3,251        52,060        
12/24/21 10:00 15,507          2,711        47,805        
12/25/21 10:00 39,240          2,599        41,930        
12/26/21 10:00 32,937          2,461        45,107        
12/27/21 10:00 31,629          2,920        49,588        
12/28/21 10:00 35,847          2,719        46,593        
12/29/21 10:00 39,226          2,640        44,343        
12/30/21 10:00 31,802          2,621        44,034        
12/31/21 10:00 3,710            1,972        42,725        

1/1/22 10:00 43,886          1,869        40,678        
1/2/22 10:00 96,060          2,376        43,836        
1/3/22 10:00 77,529          3,389        58,486        
1/4/22 10:00 65,644          3,053        52,250        
1/5/22 10:00 67,286          2,469        47,902        
1/6/22 10:00 88,673          2,790        49,693        
1/7/22 10:00 78,473          3,327        43,497        
1/8/22 10:00 60,890          3,311        52,983        
1/9/22 10:00 87,085          3,091        49,524        

1/10/22 10:00 99,251          3,517        50,570        
1/11/22 10:00 70,943          3,931        48,446        
1/12/22 10:00 60,458          3,023        49,294        
1/13/22 10:00 77,354          2,610        46,452        
1/14/22 10:00 100,822        3,247        50,776        
1/15/22 10:00 85,801          3,771        50,309        
1/16/22 10:00 83,246          3,400        50,954        
1/17/22 10:00 77,347          3,780        50,261        
1/18/22 10:00 48,966          3,301        46,293        
1/19/22 10:00 92,914          2,922        44,701        
1/20/22 10:00 114,480        3,645        43,547        
1/21/22 10:00 88,350          4,090        42,717        
1/22/22 10:00 72,467          3,831        49,546        
1/23/22 10:00 58,528          3,241        49,321        
1/24/22 10:00 75,330          3,312        41,434        
1/25/22 10:00 94,494          2,770        35,743        
1/26/22 10:00 89,300          2,999        52,610        
1/27/22 10:00 81,270          3,209        50,770        
1/28/22 10:00 106,738        3,608        51,618        
1/29/22 10:00 104,342        4,260        47,753        
1/30/22 10:00 92,254          3,921        46,581        
1/31/22 10:00 84,474          3,800        46,621        
2/1/22 10:00 59,710          3,601        50,118        
2/2/22 10:00 27,882          3,193        42,479        
2/3/22 10:00 60,976          2,310        37,956        
2/4/22 10:00 90,020          3,557        46,187        
2/5/22 10:00 77,490          3,779        50,385        
2/6/22 10:00 64,953          3,461        45,265        
2/7/22 10:00 67,233          3,020        43,750        



2/8/22 10:00 48,659          3,274        45,727        
2/9/22 10:00 43,698          2,758        40,039        

2/10/22 10:00 27,064          2,879        38,692        
2/11/22 10:00 37,186          2,363        35,979        
2/12/22 10:00 85,903          2,467        38,226        
2/13/22 10:00 96,840          3,548        47,543        
2/14/22 10:00 86,456          3,860        54,285        
2/15/22 10:00 47,530          3,433        50,396        
2/16/22 10:00 9,595            2,303        44,771        
2/17/22 10:00 191                2,017        40,458        
2/18/22 10:00 38,617          3,080        48,991        
2/19/22 10:00 45,840          3,747        52,105        
2/20/22 10:00 -                 3,043        51,448        
2/21/22 10:00 -                 2,699        45,617        
2/22/22 10:00 13,587          2,313        40,923        
2/23/22 10:00 55,919          2,736        44,935        
2/24/22 10:00 61,673          3,369        51,245        
2/25/22 10:00 64,919          3,440        49,912        
2/26/22 10:00 49,968          3,491        50,882        
2/27/22 10:00 65,408          3,270        48,270        
2/28/22 10:00 62,400          3,112        51,111        
3/1/22 10:00 54,842          2,550        44,726        
3/2/22 10:00 59,305          2,829        43,824        
3/3/22 10:00 79,230          3,318        49,508        
3/4/22 10:00 50,939          3,461        50,223        
3/5/22 10:00 35,094          2,971        42,105        
3/6/22 10:00 14,551          2,083        37,689        
3/7/22 10:00 56,545          1,928        39,856        
3/8/22 10:00 65,403          2,548        43,096        
3/9/22 10:00 41,137          3,231        46,100        

3/10/22 10:00 52,158          3,000        43,981        
3/11/22 10:00 83,737          2,569        41,133        
3/12/22 10:00 79,554          3,747        52,314        
3/13/22 10:00 45,504          3,563        52,362        
3/14/22 10:00 43,801          2,733        43,207        
3/15/22 10:00 36,449          1,890        39,113        
3/16/22 10:00 41,855          1,409        38,258        
3/17/22 10:00 12,415          1,801        38,779        
3/18/22 10:00 17,291          2,131        37,492        
3/19/22 10:00 45,776          1,990        36,520        
3/20/22 10:00 44,873          2,258        39,730        
3/21/22 10:00 42,738          2,181        39,675        
3/22/22 10:00 41,727          2,419        40,879        
3/23/22 10:00 39,796          2,443        41,234        
3/24/22 10:00 54,213          2,687        40,684        
3/25/22 10:00 44,098          2,241        39,040        
3/26/22 10:00 63,169          2,788        41,356        



3/27/22 10:00 86,676          3,468        48,090        
3/28/22 10:00 71,915          3,849        51,705        
3/29/22 10:00 45,402          3,411        48,969        
3/30/22 10:00 31,120          2,843        42,839        
3/31/22 10:00 72,630          2,389        37,561        
11/1/22 10:00 -                 1,447        34,624        
11/2/22 10:00 -                 1,879        34,784        
11/3/22 10:00 -                 1,961        35,142        
11/4/22 10:00 3,327            1,162        34,795        
11/5/22 10:00 -                 1,689        38,132        
11/6/22 10:00 4,007            1,660        36,625        
11/7/22 10:00 9,440            1,541        38,026        
11/8/22 10:00 5,773            1,589        40,236        
11/9/22 10:00 255                1,850        38,876        

11/10/22 10:00 21,899          1,241        36,428        
11/11/22 10:00 28,818          991           36,095        
11/12/22 10:00 36,789          1,156        35,671        
11/13/22 10:00 50,040          2,199        38,460        
11/14/22 10:00 41,994          2,819        43,284        
11/15/22 10:00 43,753          2,580        43,083        
11/16/22 10:00 56,895          2,601        43,952        
11/17/22 10:00 66,726          2,379        46,877        
11/18/22 10:00 57,506          2,649        45,588        
11/19/22 10:00 68,754          2,899        45,557        
11/20/22 10:00 65,682          3,183        49,218        
11/21/22 10:00 46,976          2,649        46,827        
11/22/22 10:00 44,684          2,441        43,828        
11/23/22 10:00 51,653          2,477        41,465        
11/24/22 10:00 45,721          2,712        40,973        
11/25/22 10:00 36,352          2,778        41,578        
11/26/22 10:00 42,651          2,861        40,906        
11/27/22 10:00 49,947          2,463        39,872        
11/28/22 10:00 39,635          2,308        42,058        
11/29/22 10:00 54,169          2,441        42,918        
11/30/22 10:00 68,516          2,409        43,823        
12/1/22 10:00 45,558          2,650        46,958        
12/2/22 10:00 36,810          2,442        42,866        
12/3/22 10:00 47,116          2,647        41,985        
12/4/22 10:00 48,313          3,211        45,851        
12/5/22 10:00 36,792          2,492        44,979        
12/6/22 10:00 47,296          2,081        38,684        
12/7/22 10:00 53,822          2,299        37,545        
12/8/22 10:00 56,097          2,678        41,112        
12/9/22 10:00 52,784          2,799        44,182        

12/10/22 10:00 48,008          2,593        44,713        
12/11/22 10:00 66,772          2,580        44,745        
12/12/22 10:00 72,579          2,709        48,004        



12/13/22 10:00 67,315          3,269        48,990        
12/14/22 10:00 42,376          3,349        48,343        
12/15/22 10:00 41,953          2,963        45,348        
12/16/22 10:00 52,759          2,241        44,054        
12/17/22 10:00 70,173          2,547        44,458        
12/18/22 10:00 71,720          2,930        47,272        
12/19/22 10:00 70,835          2,901        50,050        
12/20/22 10:00 64,459          2,840        48,563        
12/21/22 10:00 49,701          2,770        46,940        
12/22/22 10:00 95,774          2,171        42,515        
12/23/22 10:00 90,352          3,614        44,644        
12/24/22 10:00 84,880          3,812        43,049        
12/25/22 10:00 83,987          3,123        50,024        
12/26/22 10:00 77,661          3,210        47,459        
12/27/22 10:00 53,331          3,049        47,579        
12/28/22 10:00 53,173          3,409        45,771        
12/29/22 10:00 36,863          3,401        43,935        
12/30/22 10:00 47,812          2,821        40,400        
12/31/22 10:00 47,647          2,519        39,907        

1/1/23 10:00 32,176          2,930        40,573        
1/2/23 10:00 46,375          2,422        40,930        
1/3/23 10:00 36,721          2,501        39,968        
1/4/23 10:00 49,025          2,220        36,545        
1/5/23 10:00 64,938          2,470        39,419        
1/6/23 10:00 72,514          3,250        43,920        
1/7/23 10:00 73,332          2,980        44,293        
1/8/23 10:00 73,869          3,340        44,756        
1/9/23 10:00 70,546          3,440        45,769        

1/10/23 10:00 65,932          3,100        45,671        
1/11/23 10:00 54,718          3,390        45,251        
1/12/23 10:00 70,985          3,170        40,887        
1/13/23 10:00 86,405          3,330        44,462        
1/14/23 10:00 79,421          3,870        48,570        
1/15/23 10:00 63,809          3,650        48,327        
1/16/23 10:00 54,981          2,920        45,738        
1/17/23 10:00 34,903          3,090        43,522        
1/18/23 10:00 48,634          2,500        42,741        
1/19/23 10:00 57,169          3,097        44,072        
1/20/23 10:00 66,793          3,280        44,390        
1/21/23 10:00 46,255          3,150        45,258        
1/22/23 10:00 61,777          3,230        45,261        
1/23/23 10:00 66,966          3,240        46,374        
1/24/23 10:00 61,844          3,380        45,663        
1/25/23 10:00 62,570          3,270        43,899        
1/26/23 10:00 63,554          3,420        45,450        
1/27/23 10:00 54,188          2,900        46,367        
1/28/23 10:00 50,353          2,670        43,127        



1/29/23 10:00 50,274          2,740        43,364        
1/30/23 10:00 59,104          2,950        42,712        
1/31/23 10:00 74,536          2,770        47,001        
2/1/23 10:00 72,291          2,600        49,961        
2/2/23 10:00 94,340          3,280        48,109        
2/3/23 10:00 84,494          3,620        53,658        
2/4/23 10:00 37,301          3,350        53,557        
2/5/23 10:00 46,707          2,490        45,426        
2/6/23 10:00 52,742          3,220        46,246        
2/7/23 10:00 53,225          3,480        45,104        
2/8/23 10:00 44,774          3,270        39,659        
2/9/23 10:00 53,877          2,980        39,788        

2/10/23 10:00 53,147          3,180        40,632        
2/11/23 10:00 57,916          3,071        44,348        
2/12/23 10:00 52,789          3,060        44,356        
2/13/23 10:00 46,799          2,950        42,187        
2/14/23 10:00 34,255          3,110        41,696        
2/15/23 10:00 15,925          2,610        38,595        
2/16/23 10:00 48,256          2,670        39,544        
2/17/23 10:00 51,359          2,610        44,326        
2/18/23 10:00 27,232          2,640        46,836        
2/19/23 10:00 44,850          2,320        41,337        
2/20/23 10:00 42,368          2,260        40,242        
2/21/23 10:00 41,259          2,620        41,810        
2/22/23 10:00 39,190          3,010        44,041        
2/23/23 10:00 55,592          2,850        39,085        
2/24/23 10:00 71,202          3,110        47,374        
2/25/23 10:00 38,179          3,410        49,431        
2/26/23 10:00 50,204          3,218        44,761        
2/27/23 10:00 55,580          3,260        44,873        
2/28/23 10:00 27,465          3,370        43,559        
3/1/23 10:00 29,570          3,200        43,963        
3/2/23 10:00 37,210          2,870        43,069        
3/3/23 10:00 59,748          2,301        43,694        
3/4/23 10:00 54,056          2,679        43,682        
3/5/23 10:00 51,109          2,851        43,501        
3/6/23 10:00 72,630          2,350        41,438        
3/7/23 10:00 52,536          2,640        42,500        
3/8/23 10:00 56,434          2,570        46,324        
3/9/23 10:00 55,633          2,291        45,453        

3/10/23 10:00 57,690          2,440        45,502        
3/11/23 10:00 45,702          2,480        45,390        
3/12/23 10:00 47,229          2,460        46,627        
3/13/23 10:00 61,366          2,510        45,702        
3/14/23 10:00 60,860          3,000        47,965        
3/15/23 10:00 62,529          2,730        46,885        
3/16/23 10:00 34,051          2,360        43,811        



3/17/23 10:00 32,507          2,240        41,896        
3/18/23 10:00 60,194          2,260        45,332        
3/19/23 10:00 34,771          2,880        48,518        



EXHIBIT JC-4 
  



 

Philadelphia Gas Works  
Case Name: GCR 23  

Docket No(s): R-2023-3038069  
  

Response to Discovery Request: OCA Set I-4   
Date of Response: 3/13/2023 

Response Provided By: Florian Teme 
 

Question: 
Please provide a detailed supply and requirements schedule for PGW’s 2022-2023 projected 
design day of 685,131 Mcf (Tab 12). The schedule should include deliveries to the Company by 
pipeline contract, and sales and transportation customer requirements by class/service 
classification. 

  
Attachments: 1 
OCA_Set_I_4_OCA Set I-4.pdf 

 
Response:
 
PGW’s design day is 0°F.  PGW models a 2°F peak day and attached is the forecast DTH 
requirements and sources for a 2°F day. 
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Philadelphia Gas Works  
Case Name: GCR 23  

Docket No(s): R-2023-3038069  
  

Response to Discovery Request: OCA Set I-4   
Date of Response: 3/13/2023 

Response Provided By: Florian Teme 
 

Question: 
Please provide a detailed supply and requirements schedule for PGW’s 2022-2023 projected 
design day of 685,131 Mcf (Tab 12). The schedule should include deliveries to the Company by 
pipeline contract, and sales and transportation customer requirements by class/service 
classification. 

  
Attachments: 1 
OCA_Set_I_4_OCA Set I-4.pdf 

 
Response:
 
PGW’s design day is 0°F.  PGW models a 2°F peak day and attached is the forecast DTH 
requirements and sources for a 2°F day. 
 

 
  



OCA-Set I-4

Requirements

Firm 580,246                     
Cogen 1,146                         
Firm Transportation 96,996                       
LNG Sales 58                              
Total Requirements 678,445                     

Supply

Pipeline Gas

Williams Pipeline Company 125,780                     
Texas Eastern 119,282                     
Firm Transportation 33,514                       
Total Pipeline Gas 278,576                     

Storage Withdrawals

WSS        28,619                       
S 2        5,191                         
GSS-TR     61,567                       
SS1 A      44,505                       
SS1 B      21,030                       
GSS-TE      34,047                       
Total Storage Withdrawals 194,959                     

LNG Withdrawals

Richmond 214,536                     
Passyunk 183                            
Total LNG Withdrawals 214,719                     

Total Gas Supply 688,254                     

Fuels

Pipeline 5,194                         
Storage 1,164                         
LNG 3,451                         
Total Fuel Deductions 9,808                         

Delivered Supply 678,445                     

FY 2024 Forecasted Peak Day: 2 Degrees F. (63 DD)

All Volumes in (Dth)



EXHIBIT JC-6 
  



 

 Philadelphia Gas Works  
Case Name: GCR 23  

Docket No(s): R-2023-3038069  
  

Response to Discovery Request: Vicinity Set II-2   
Date of Response: 3/30/2023 

Response Provided By: Ryan Reeves 
 

Question: 
List the ten coldest days each heating season for 2018-19, 2019-20, 2020-21, 2021-22. On each 
day provide the total customer consumption and the total delivery capacity. 

  
Attachments: 1 
Vicinity_Set_II_2_Vicinity Set II-2.pdf 

 
Response:
 
Please see attached spreadsheet.   The clarification on the information provided, the column 
labeled, “Total Customer Consumption (in Mcf)”, is the volume of gas that flowed through 
PGW’s distribution system to its customers.  The column labeled, “Total Delivery Capacity (in 
Dth)”, is the firm rights of pipeline capacity PGW contracts from Transco and Texas Eastern.  
PGW pays for these rights year-round and is recovered in the GCR.   
 
This number (Total Delivery Capacity) does not include capacity on the pipelines owned by 
customers or deliveries made to PGW’s city gates by IT choice suppliers.   

 
  



Date Total Customer Consumption Total Delivery Capacity
1/13/2019 499,890                                            302,001                              
1/20/2019 543,386                                            302,001                              
1/21/2019 665,010                                            302,001                              
1/22/2019 535,664                                            302,001                              
1/30/2019 642,798                                            302,001                              
1/31/2019 667,011                                            302,001                              

2/1/2019 641,028                                            302,001                              
2/2/2019 523,603                                            302,001                              
3/5/2019 501,408                                            302,001                              
3/6/2019 545,587                                            302,001                              

12/18/2019 489,693                                            302,001                              
12/19/2019 516,312                                            302,001                              
12/20/2019 471,460                                            302,001                              

1/8/2020 463,075                                            302,001                              
1/17/2020 484,623                                            302,001                              
1/19/2020 439,887                                            302,001                              
1/20/2020 506,845                                            302,001                              
1/21/2020 478,904                                            302,001                              
2/14/2020 502,500                                            302,001                              
2/15/2020 464,236                                            302,001                              
1/28/2021 509,523                                            302,001                              
1/29/2021 552,959                                            302,001                              
1/30/2021 480,643                                            302,001                              
1/31/2021 506,601                                            302,001                              

2/8/2021 480,954                                            302,001                              
2/11/2021 480,427                                            302,001                              
2/12/2021 487,222                                            302,001                              
2/13/2021 487,169                                            302,001                              
2/18/2021 490,090                                            302,001                              
2/20/2021 488,948                                            302,001                              
1/10/2022 505,212                                            302,001                              
1/11/2022 542,190                                            302,001                              
1/15/2022 581,637                                            302,001                              
1/21/2022 559,451                                            302,001                              
1/22/2022 508,776                                            302,001                              
1/26/2022 525,952                                            302,001                              
1/29/2022 587,386                                            302,001                              
1/30/2022 538,066                                            302,001                              

2/5/2022 514,012                                            302,001                              
2/14/2022 529,071                                            302,001                              



EXHIBIT JC-7 



 Philadelphia Gas Works  
Case Name: GCR 23  

Docket No(s): R-2023-3038069  

Response to Discovery Request: IE Set I-25  

Date of Response: 3/13/2023 

Response Provided By: Florian Teme

Question: 

Reference the peak day send-out for the winter of 2021-2022 shown on Item 53.64(c)12, 

Schedule 1. Provide a breakdown of the source of supply and volumes from each supply used to 

provide the following volumes on their respective peak days as shown:  

A. 531,582 Mcf on January 29, 2022; 

B. 490,112 Mcf on January 30, 2022; 

C. 454,674 Mcf on January 31, 2022. 

Attachments: 1 

IE_Set_I_25_IE Set 1-25.pdf 

Response:

Please see the attached Excel spreadsheet. 



IE Set 1-25

Winter Average Hi Low Total Firm Cogen LBS BPS GTS IT GRAYSFERRY

Peak Season Date Temp. Temp. Temp. Sendout (mcfs) Sendout Sendout Sendout Sendout Sendout Sendout Sendout (mcfs)

2017- 2018 Jan 5 15 19 10 625,642 547,239 44 0 0 0 78,359 20,030

2017 - 2018 Jan 6 13 16 8 639,043 565,130 44 0 0 0 73,869 36,380

2017- 2018 Jan 7 20 27 9 582,222 516,455 44 0 0 0 65,723 38,850

2018 - 2019 Jan 30 16 37 7 584,172 500,209 43 0 0 0 83,920 53,916

2018 - 2019 Jan 31 17 20 11 609,241 522,948 43 0 0 0 86,250 47,420

2018 - 2019 Feb 1 18 25 15 586,904 503,748 43 0 0 0 83,113 52,759

2019- 2020 Dec 18 31 42 23 435,785 374,997 45 0 0 0 60,743 52,320

2019- 2020 Dec 19 30 33 25 461,382 398,876 45 0 0 0 62,461 51,357

2019- 2020 Dec 20 33 37 29 417,993 362,084 45 0 0 0 55,864 51,897

2020- 2021 Jan 28 29 36 25 455,995 397,133 45 0 0 0 58,817 51,780

2020- 2021 Jan 29 26 31 22 495,584 435,311 45 0 0 0 60,228 55,038

2020- 2021 Jan 30 32 36 27 426,177 372,796 45 0 0 0 53,336 52,584

2021- 2022 Jan 29 16 24 11 531,582 474,039 42 0 0 0 57,501 47,589

2021- 2022 Jan 30 23 27 17 490,112 434,209 42 0 0 0 55,861 46,917

2021- 2022 Jan 31 27 34 23 454,674 397,965 42 0 0 0 56,667 46,939

3 DAY PEAK ANALYSIS
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Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND ON WHOSE BEHALF YOU ARE 1 

TESTIFYING. 2 

A. I am James L. Crist, President of Lumen Group, Inc. a consulting firm focused on 3 

regulatory and market issues.  I presented direct testimony and am now presenting 4 

surrebuttal testimony on behalf of Grays Ferry Cogeneration Partnership (“Grays Ferry”) 5 

and Vicinity Energy Philadelphia, Inc. (“VEPI”) (collectively “Vicinity”). 6 

  7 

I.  ISSUES 8 

Q. WHAT ARE THE ISSUES YOU WILL DISCUSS IN THIS TESTIMONY? 9 

A. Specifically, in my surrebuttal testimony I will: 10 

1. Address claims made by Company witness Mr. Reeves.     11 

2. Address comments and observations by OSBA witness Mr. Knecht.  12 

3. Propose a mechanism for PGW to provide Philadelphia Lateral capacity during the 13 

winter to Grays Ferry on an ongoing basis.  This will provide benefits to PGWs 14 

end-user customers and reduce their costs of purchased gas.  15 

 16 

Q. MR. REEVES CLAIMS PGW LACKS CAPACITY TO MEET ITS DESIGN DAY 17 

NEEDS AND THEREFORE CANNOT RELEASE CAPACITY TO GRAYS 18 

FERRY.  DOES PGW LACK SUFFICIENT CAPACITY?   19 

A. Mr. Reeves makes several arguments in his rebuttal testimony, but does not dispute the 20 

principal and only critical fact that for the past 25 years all of the gas that was supplied to 21 

Grays Ferry flowed down the Philadelphia Lateral and through the dedicated four-mile 22 

high pressure line to Grays Ferry.  Mr. Reeves took issue with my testimony because I 23 
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made the point that PGW has had significant resources to provide winter capacity on the 24 

Philadelphia Lateral to flow high-pressure gas to Grays Ferry.  Mr. Reeves opines that I 25 

should have used PGW’s design day and not the actual peak day that has actually occurred, 26 

but that does not refute that fact that PGW has delivered gas through the lateral to Grays 27 

Ferry for 25 years without interruption and can do so going forward.  Despite Mr. Reeves 28 

stating that 11 of 18 scenarios of his failure analysis, which I will address in detail, would 29 

have resulted in interruption of firm service, not once in 25 years was PGW’s capacity need 30 

been great enough to cause PGW to recall or otherwise refuse to provide the 21,000 Dth of 31 

Alternative Receipt Service that allows gas to flow on the Philadelphia Lateral using 32 

PGW’s capacity. 33 

 34 

Q. MR. REEVES CLAIMS THE CAPACITY ON THE PHILADELPHIA LATERAL 35 

THAT IS FULLY HELD BY PGW IS FULLY UTILIZED AND PGW WOULD NOT 36 

BE ABLE TO RELEASE ANY CAPACITY TO GRAYS FERRY.  HOW DO YOU 37 

ADDRESS HIS ASSERTION? 38 

A. In the winter, Grays Ferry’s gas is transported down the Philadelphia Lateral using 35,000 39 

Dth/day of capacity held by Grays Ferry and 21,000 Dth/day of capacity held by PGW.  I 40 

am simply pointing out that the exact same 21,000 Dth/day could be released to Grays 41 

Ferry directly, rather than held by PGW and released to Grays Ferry indirectly.  If Grays 42 

Ferry would cease operations entirely, then PGW would be left holding 21,000 Dth/day of 43 

capacity that would then be excess, which exposes PGW’s GCR customers to financial 44 

risk. 45 

 46 
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Q. IS THE CAPACITY ON THE PHILADELPHIA LATERAL THE ONLY SUPPLY 47 

RESOURCE PGW HAS TO MEET CUSTOMERS’ NEEDS? 48 

A. No.  The Philadelphia Lateral capacity in question is just one of many interstate pipeline 49 

gate stations at which PGW has firm capacity at their disposal.  In this GCR filing, Mr. 50 

Reeves has explained that PGW has off system gas storage, and two LNG facilities that are 51 

on PGW’s distribution system.  He points out that a significant portion of PGW’s peak day 52 

needs are supplied by the storage and LNG gas.  He then made the non-logical leap that 53 

because PGW cannot supply its peak day needs using only Transco and TETCO pipeline 54 

capacity, that is proof the PGW cannot afford to release any capacity to Grays Ferry.  His 55 

claim is without merit.  Most local distribution utilities operating in the cold regions of the 56 

country such as Pennsylvania, rely on a combination of gas supplied through interstate 57 

pipeline capacity and storage and LNG that is available in the market area.  It is not 58 

uncommon that gas customers’ needs cannot be met solely by pipeline capacity.  PGW has 59 

demonstrated that it has sufficient supply resources to supply its customers and Grays Ferry 60 

and if the capacity it uses were released to Grays Ferry, PGW would still have enough 61 

capacity to meet its other customers’ needs.  62 

 63 

Q. WHAT ATTRIBUTE OF RELEASE CAPACITY DOES MR. REEVES 64 

INCORPORATE INTO THE OTHER CAPACITY RELEASES UNDERTAKEN 65 

BY PGW? 66 

A. Mr. Reeves explained that such releases are recallable, meaning that if there were factors 67 

that impaired PGW’s ability to meet its customers’ needs using its remaining pipeline 68 

capacity, gas storage, and on-system LNG that it could recall the release capacity and use 69 
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that to meet customer needs.  Grays Ferry would be agreeable to such a condition under 70 

similar terms as were in effect for the past 25 years.   71 

 72 

Q. WHAT DOES PGW RECEIVE AS COMPENSATION WHEN IT RELEASES 73 

CAPACITY? 74 

A. I requested such data from PGW and Mr. Reeves provided it as the response to data request 75 

Set II-7.  I took his data and summarized it to a more readable format.  I then calculated 76 

the actual average rate that PGW has received for release capacity, and that rate is 77 

$0.35/Dth.  I provided the summary and calculation as the reply to the OSBA data request 78 

Set I-4. (Attached as Exhibit JC-8).  I also have attached Mr. Reeves’ data response as 79 

Exhibit JC-9.  It is clear that releasing capacity to Grays Ferry on a year-round basis 80 

provides superior benefits to PGW’s GCR customers.  The current maximum tariff rate is 81 

$0.80/Dth/day, which means there is a fairly wide gap between what PGW earns today and 82 

what it might earn on a regular basis if it were to release the capacity on a year-round basis. 83 

 84 

Q. HOW DO YOU ADDRESS THE ONE EXAMPLE OF CAPACITY RELEASE 85 

REVENUES THAT MR. REEVES PRESENTED? 86 

A. In his rebuttal testimony, Mr. Reeves cites one example of a capacity release during the 87 

past winter.  Despite the fact that I had issued a data request (Exhibit JC-9) for all capacity 88 

release data on the Philadelphia Lateral, Mr. Reeves did not provide an update to his 89 

response that provided the data he discussed.  None the less, he is cherry picking from his 90 

past six years of data for the one example that was an attractive release of capacity.  If I 91 

estimate using the numbers he presented in his testimony, for as of this point writing this 92 
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testimony I still have not received the updated data, I calculate that the release period was 93 

about 151 days.  Mr. Reeves got lucky in securing a 151 day winter release as examination 94 

of the data he provided from 2018 through 2022 shows that most of his winter releases are 95 

only for one month.  His example is not representative.  To provide a more evenly balanced 96 

analysis of the value of release capacity on the Philadelphia Lateral, I divided the total 97 

revenue received over the five-year period that Mr. Reeves had provided in discovery, and 98 

it is $2.5 million/year.  I would expect this amount to be less than what could be realized 99 

through the 365-day release I am proposing, which could, depending on demand, produce 100 

substantially in excess of that amount. 101 

 102 

Q. SHOULD PGW BE IN THE ARBITRAGE BUSINESS? 103 

A. By holding on to the 21,000 Dth/day of Philadelphia Lateral capacity and hoping that he 104 

will be able to maximize revenue by attempting to release such capacity on a short-term 105 

basis creates risk for PGW’s GCR customers.  As the actual evidence has shown, Mr. 106 

Reeves has realized only $0.35/Dth for the capacity he has released on the Philadelphia 107 

Lateral.  While forecasting the future success of Mr. Reeves’ venture is difficult, it likely 108 

will not vary significantly from his past performance.  Hoping that he can exploit short-109 

term trends in the Philadelphia Lateral capacity market is a riskier action than agreeing to 110 

a dependable long-term release to a substantial customer.  Such a release to Grays Ferry 111 

eliminates risk.  112 

 113 

 114 
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Q. MR. REEVES OPINES THAT RELEASING CAPACITY TO GRAYS FERRY 115 

COULD RESULT IN SYSTEM FAILURES.  IS HIS CONCERN ACCURATE? 116 

A. No, his concerns are inflated and unsupported by the data.  Mr. Reeves provides a summary 117 

of a design day failure analysis that shows the possible consequences to the PGW system 118 

under a variety of scenarios.  Such scenarios include extremely cold weather, unavailability 119 

of a gate station or a gas main, or of one of the two LNG facilities.  He presents a summary 120 

table that shows in 11 of the 18 scenarios, the only solution would be a curtailment of firm 121 

customers.  Mr. Reeves’ portrayal of this outcome is greatly exaggerated.  First, his analysis 122 

ignores the fact that in 7 of his 18 scenarios there was no risk at all to system GCR 123 

customers.  Continuing to examine the 11 scenarios that did result in a curtailment, I note 124 

that Mr. Reeves has presented this data previously, in the complaint case (C-2021-125 

3029259).  At the time I observed that he failed to provide a critical piece of information, 126 

namely the probability that each of the scenarios would occur.  Since he is presenting the 127 

same study again, and presenting it without the lacking probability data, I can conclude 128 

one of two things.  Either he does not have the data, which would make his Summary of 129 

Failure Study incomplete and therefore should be ignored, or he has the data, and does not 130 

like that it may show an extremely low probability of those 11 scenarios occurring, making 131 

his point trivial.  The fact that the gas supplied under the ARS agreement that flows on the 132 

Philadelphia Lateral using capacity held by PGW has never been recalled in 25 years surely 133 

shows the exaggeration. 134 

 135 

 136 

 137 
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Q. HAVE YOU BEEN PERMITTED TO VIEW MR. REEVES’ STUDY? 138 

A. No.  The Company has refused to send it to me, claiming that it is Confidential System 139 

Information.  It is impractical to travel to the Company’s Philadelphia office to view the 140 

document in the short timetable of this proceeding. Therefore, I cannot verify the claims 141 

made by Mr. Reeves are not misleading. 142 

 143 

Q. HOW DOES MAKING RELEASE CAPACITY RECALLABLE ADDRESS MR. 144 

REEVES CONCERNS BASED ON HIS SUMMARY OF FAILURE STUDY? 145 

A. It makes those concerns disappear, as stated by Mr. Reeves, “Assuming PGW’s current 146 

operations and pipeline capacity rights, PGW passes all the failure scenarios. (Exhibit 147 

RER-1R, page 1). 148 

 149 

Q. HOW DO YOU RESPOND TO OSBA WITNESS MR. KNECHT’S CONCERNS? 150 

A. Mr. Knecht believes as I do and stated, “Mr. Crist’s argument that PGW has not needed 151 

that capacity for 25 years is certainly credible evidence that PGW has had excess capacity 152 

in the past” (OSBA Statement 1-R, 5:21-22).  Mr. Knecht expresses concerns about the 153 

future as I offered no analysis to that effect, however, that fact that Grays Ferry is willing 154 

to agree to a recallable capacity release addresses such concerns, for it places any risk onto 155 

Grays Ferry and not on the backs of PGW’s GCR customers.  Mr. Knecht stated, “Mr. Crist 156 

does not indicate whether he is proposing that the capacity be released on a recallable or 157 

non-recallable basis.  However, as Mr. Crist proposes that Grays Ferry pay the full tariff 158 

rate for the capacity, I have assumed that he proposes a non-recallable release.” (id, p. 5, 159 
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footnote 6).  My proposal to have capacity released on a recallable basis satisfies Mr. 160 

Knecht’s concern. 161 

 162 

II. SUMMARY 163 

Q. WHAT IS THE SUMMARY OF YOUR SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 164 

A. 1.  For the past 25 years, high pressure gas has flowed down the Philadelphia Lateral 165 

and through the dedicated four-mile line to Grays Ferry using a combination of capacity 166 

owned by Grays Ferry and PGW, and at no time during that period were any PGW 167 

customers, including Grays Ferry interrupted.  PGW has sufficient capacity to continue 168 

release the needed winter capacity to Grays Ferry. 169 

 2.  Grays Ferry is agreeable to Mr. Reeves’ condition that released capacity be 170 

recallable as it has been for the last 25 years.  This takes any concern that PGC customers 171 

will be at risk if capacity is released to Grays Ferry.  172 

 3.  Data provided showing the Philadelphia Lateral capacity release revenues have 173 

averaged $0.35/Dth show that releasing capacity to Grays Ferry at any amount greater than 174 

that would provide an immediate ratepayer benefit.  175 

 176 

Q. WHAT IS YOUR RECOMMENDATION? 177 

A. PGW should release 21,000 Dth/day of capacity to Grays Ferry on a year-round basis at a 178 

fair market rate.  Such capacity can be recallable under similar terms that have been in 179 

effect for 25 years.  Alternatively, the same agreement could be accomplished via an Asset 180 

Management Agreement (AMA) if that were deemed more appropriate.  This will benefit 181 

the residential and commercial GCR customers of PGW. 182 
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Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 183 

A. Yes.   184 

 185 



EXHIBIT JC2 
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 Philadelphia Gas Works  
Case Name:  GRAYS FERRY COGENERATION PARTNERSHIP  

Docket No(s): C-2021-3029259

Response to Discovery Request: 1-2  Date 

of Response: 1/28/2022 Response 

Provided By: Joseph Hawkinson

Question: 

Provide annual maintenance documents since the placement into service of the four-mile line. 

Indicate actual maintenance task, date, and cost. 

Attachments: 0 

Response:

The Company does not maintain annual maintenance records by main.  However, the cost of 

service allocates $995,000 of mains and maintenance of mains expenses in Accounts 874 and 

887. 



EXHIBIT JC5  
 

REDACTED 
  



EXHIBIT JC6 
  



Philadelphia Gas Works 
Case Name: GCR 23 

Docket No(s): R-2023-3038069

Response to Discovery Request: Vicinity Set II-7
Date of Response: 4/6/2023

Response Provided By: Ryan Reeves

Question:
For the period from 2018 through 2022, identify capacity release revenues resulting from 
capacity on the Philadelphia Lateral. Provide data on all transactions including but not limited to 
date, party, amount of capacity, expense PGW had paid for capacity, and revenue received for 
capacity.

Attachments: 2
Vicinity_Set_II_7_Philly Lateral Releases 2018-2022.pdf
Vicinity_Set_II_7_VIC II-7 - TETCO Rates.pdf

Response:

Please see attached spread sheet and .pdf.  PGW provided all the releases, contract numbers, 
volume, dates, offer number, award #, winning party, and revenues from the release.  PGW has 
included the tariff pages from Texas Eastern during this time frame as well.



1) Company: Texla Energy
Contact: Mark Conely
Contract #800233 (STX 24" - M3)

Rate: $0.081
Term: April 1, 2018 - October 31, 2018
Offer #: 081806
Award #: 085717
Revenue: $52,002.00

2) Company: Tenaska Gas Storage
Contact: Scott Prophit
Contract #800233

Rate: $0.115
Term: April 1, 2018 - October 31, 2018
Offer #: 081800
Award #: 085723
Revenue: $386,573.88

3) Company: Colonial Energy
Contact: James Toczyl
Contract #800514

Rate: $0.097
Term: April 1, 2018 - April 30, 2018
Offer #: 082051
Award #: 085919
Revenue: $ 52,380.00

4) Company: Colonial Energy
Contact: James Toczyl
Contract #800515

Rate: $0.051
Term: April 1, 2018 - April 30, 2018
Offer #: 082050
Award #: 085920
Revenue: $ 27,540.00

Tetco



6) Company: Castleton Commodities Merchant Trading
Contact: Walker Weston
Contract #800233

Rate: $1.60
Term: November 1, 2018 - March 31, 2019
Offer #: 084871
Award #: 088625
Revenue: $ 3,795,052.80

6) Company: J Aron & Co
Contact: 
Contract #800514

Rate: $0.15
Term: October 1, 2018 - October 31, 2018
Offer #: 085187
Award #: 088906
Revenue: $ 83,700.00

7) Company: J Aron & Co
Contact: 
Contract #800515

Rate: $0.15
Term: October 1, 2018 - October 31, 2018
Offer #: 085188
Award #: 088905 
Revenue: $ 83,700.00



1) Company: Colonial Energy
Contact: James Toczyl
Contract #800233
STX 30" - M3 (Philadelphia Lateral Included)

Rate: $0.054
Term: April 1, 2019 - October 31, 2019
Offer #: 088818
Award #: 092211
Revenue: $181,521.65

3) Company: Colonial Energy
Contact: James Toczyl
Contract #800514

3,000 DTH WLA; 6,000 DTH ELA; 9,000 DTH M1-M3 (on 30")
Rate: $0.041
Term: April 1, 2019 - April 30, 2019
Offer #: 088775
Award #: 092221
Revenue: $22,140

4) Company: Sequent
Contact: John Turnbo
Contract #800515

3,000 DTH WLA; 6,000 DTH ELA; 9,000 DTH M1-M3 (on 30")
Rate: $0.032
Term: April 1, 2019 - April 30, 2019
Offer #: 088778
Award #: 092220
Revenue: $17,280.00

Tetco



5) Company: Sequent
Contact: John Turnbo
Contract #800514

3,000 DTH WLA; 6,000 DTH ELA; 9,000 DTH M1-M3 (on 30")
Rate: $0.0475
Term: October 1, 2019 - October 31, 2019
Offer #: 091710
Award #: 094930
Revenue: $26,505.00

6) Company: Sequent
Contact: John Turnbo
Contract #800515

3,000 DTH WLA; 6,000 DTH ELA; 9,000 DTH M1-M3 (on 30")
Rate: $0.05
Term: October 1, 2019 - October 31, 2019
Offer #: 091712
Award #: 094929
Revenue: $27,900.00

8) Company: PBF Energy
Contact: Alan King
Contract #800233
M3 30" - M3 30" 

Rate: $0.25
Term: November 1, 2019 - March 31, 2020
Offer #: 091831
Award #: 095037
Revenue: $592,977.00



Tetco

1) Company: Sequent
Contact: John Turnbo
Contract #800514

3,000 DTH WLA; 6,000 DTH ELA; 9,000 DTH M1-M3 (on 30")
Rate: $0.032
Term: April 1, 2020 - April 30, 2020
Offer #: 095431
Award #: 098359
Revenue: $17,280.00

2) Company: Colonial Energy
Contact: Cary Bender
Contract #800515

3,000 DTH WLA; 6,000 DTH ELA; 9,000 DTH M1-M3 (on 30")
Rate: $0.03
Term: April 1, 2020 - April 30, 2020
Offer #: 095432
Award #: 098358
Revenue: $16,200.00

5) Company: Vitol
Contact: Matt Monday
Contract #800514

3,000 DTH WLA; 6,000 DTH ELA; 9,000 DTH M1-M3 (on 30")
Rate: $0.095
Term: October 1, 2020 - October 301 2020
Offer #: 098785
Award #: 101481
Revenue: $53,010.00



6) Company: Spotlight Energy
Contact: Matt Steinberg
Contract #800515

3,000 DTH WLA; 6,000 DTH ELA; 9,000 DTH M1-M3 (on 30")
Rate: $0.101
Term: October 1, 2020 - October 301 2020
Offer #: 098786
Award #: 101480
Revenue: $56,358

7) Company: Spotlgiht Energy
Contact: Matt Steinberg
Contract #800233
STX 30" - M3 30" (Philadelphia Lateral Included)

Rate: $1.01
Term: November 1, 2020- March 31, 2021
Offer #: 098783
Award #: 101483
Revenue: $2,395,627.08



Tetco

1) Company: Vitol
Contact: Matt Monday
Contract #800514

3,000 DTH WLA; 6,000 DTH ELA; 9,000 DTH M1-M3 (on 30")
Rate: $0.08
Term: April 1, 2021 - April 30, 2021
Offer #: 102415
Award #: 104900
Revenue: $43,200

2) Company: Vitol
Contact: Matt Monday
Contract #800515

3,000 DTH WLA; 6,000 DTH ELA; 9,000 DTH M1-M3 (on 30")
Rate: $0.08
Term: April 1, 2021 - April 30, 2021
Offer #: 102416
Award #: 104899 
Revenue: $43,200

3) Company: Vitol
Contact: Matt Monday
Contract #800233
STX 30" - M3 30" (Philadelphia Lateral Included)

Rate: $0.05
Term: April 1, 2021 - October 31, 2021
Offer #: 102420
Award #: 104897
Revenue: $192,423



5) Company: Twin Eagle
Contact: Angie LeBlanc
Contract #800514

3,000 DTH WLA; 6,000 DTH ELA; 9,000 DTH M1-M3 (on 30")
Rate: $0.031
Term: October 1, 2021 - October 31, 2021
Offer #: 105314
Award #: 107762
Revenue: $17,298

6) Company: Castleton
Contact: Jack Pellegrin
Contract #800515

3,000 DTH WLA; 6,000 DTH ELA; 9,000 DTH M1-M3 (on 30")
Rate: $0.061
Term: October 1, 2021 - October 31, 2021
Offer #: 105288
Award #: 107556
Revenue: $34,038

7) Company: Castleton
Contact: Jack Pellegrin
Contract #800233
STX 30" - M3 30" (Philadelphia Lateral Included)

Rate: $1.691
Term: November 1, 2021 - March 31, 2022
Offer #: 105289
Award #: 107555
Revenue: $4,010,896.43



Tetco

1) Company: Twin Eagle
Contact: Marc Tronzo
Contract #800514

3,000 DTH WLA; 6,000 DTH ELA; 9,000 DTH M1-M3 (on 30")
Rate: $0.061
Term: April 1, 2022 - April 30, 2022
Offer #: 108957
Award #: 110981
Revenue: $32,940

2) Company: Vitol
Contact: Matt Monday
Contract #800515

3,000 DTH WLA; 6,000 DTH ELA; 9,000 DTH M1-M3 (on 30")
Rate: $0.06
Term: April 1, 2022 - April 30, 2022
Offer #: 108961
Award #: 110978
Revenue: $32,400

3) Company: Tenaska Gas Storage
Contact: Greig Whitney
Contract #800233
STX 30" - M3 30" (Philadelphia Lateral Included)

Rate: $0.105
Term: April 1, 2022 - October 31, 2022
Offer #: 108959
Award #: 110980
Revenue: $352,958.76



6) Company: Paulsboro Refining
Contact: Alan King
Contract #800233
M3 30" - M3 30" 

Rate: $0.10
Term: November 1, 2022 - March 31, 2023
Offer #: 112510
Award #: 114365
Revenue: $237,190.80

8) Company: Twin Eagle
Contact: Angie LeBlanc
Contract #800514

3,000 DTH WLA; 6,000 DTH ELA; 9,000 DTH M1-M3 (on 30")
Rate: $0.046
Term: October 1, 2022 - October 31, 2022
Offer #: 112650
Award #: 114445
Revenue: $25,668

9) Company: Twin Eagle
Contact: Angie LeBlanc
Contract #800515

3,000 DTH WLA; 6,000 DTH ELA; 9,000 DTH M1-M3 (on 30")
Rate: $0.046
Term: October 1, 2022 - October 31, 2022
Offer #: 112653
Award #: 114444
Revenue: $25,668



EXHIBIT JC-7 
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No. of Customers No. of Annual Bills Annual Deliveries 
(mcf)

Monthly 
Cust. 

Charge

Delivery 
Charge

Merchant 
Function 
Charge 
(MCF)

Gas 
Procurement 

Charge (GPC)

Gas Cost 
Rate (GCR)

Universal 
Service 

Surcharge

Other Post 
Employment 

Benefits 
(OPEB) 

Surcharge

Efficiency 
Cost 

Recovery 
Surcharge

Distribution 
System 

Improvement 
Charge (DSIC)

Cust. Charge 
Revenue

Delivery 
Charge 

Revenue

Merchant 
Function 
Charge 
(MCF) 

Revenue

Gas 
Procurement 

Charge (GPC) 
Revenue

Total Full Base 
Rate Revenue

Gas Cost 
Rate 

Revenue

Univ. 
Service 

Surcharge 
Revenue

Other Post 
Employment 

Benefits 
(OPEB) 
Revenue

Efficiency 
Cost 

Recovery 
Surcharge 
Revenue

Distribution 
System 

Improvement 
Charge-DSIC 

Revenue

Total Full 
Tariff 

Revenue

1 Non-Heating:
2 Residential 12,860 154,325 327,215 $14.90 $7.2955 $0.2732 $0.0400 $7.5459 $1.7786 $0.3367 $0.0193 0.0750$             2,299 2,387 89 13 4,789 2,469 582 110 6 404 8,361
3 Residential-Senior 248 2,976 6,004 $14.90 $7.2955 $0.2732 $0.0400 $7.5459 $1.7786 $0.3367 $0.0193 0.0750$             44 44 2 0 90 45 11 2 0 8 156
4 Commercial 3,209 38,503 909,717 $25.35 $5.1908 $0.0687 $0.0400 $7.5459 $1.7786 $0.3367 $0.0194 0.0750$             976 4,722 62 36 5,797 6,865 1,618 306 18 573 15,177
5 Industrial 90 1,085 92,252 $75.90 $5.1668 $0.0317 $0.0400 $7.5459 $1.7786 $0.3367 $0.0025 0.0750$             82 477 3 4 566 696 164 31 0 57 1,514
6 Municipal/MS 240 2,880 211,257 $25.35 $4.7765 -$            $0.0400 $7.5459 $1.7786 $0.3367 0.0750$             73 1,009 0 8 1,091 1,594 376 71 0 115 3,246
7 NGV 2 24 1,785 $35.00 $1.2833 -$            $0.0400 $7.5459 $1.7786 $0.3367 0.0750$             1 2 0 0 3 13 3 1 0 1 21
8 Total Non-Heat Firm 16,649 199,793 1,548,231 3,476 8,641 156 62 12,336 # 11,683 2,754 521 24 1,156 28,474
9

10 Heating:
11 Residential 442832 5,313,988 31,688,029 $14.90 $7.2955 $0.2732 $0.0400 $7.5459 $1.7786 $0.3367 $0.0193 0.0750$             79,178 231,180 8,657 1,268 320,283 239,115 56,360 10,669 612 28,350 655,389
12 Residential-Senior 5642 67,698 465,766 $14.90 $7.2955 $0.2732 $0.0400 $7.5459 $1.7786 $0.3367 $0.0193 0.0750$             1,009 3,398 127 19 4,553 3,515 828 157 9 405 9,466
13 Commercial 18366 220,389 5,842,292 $25.35 $5.1908 $0.0687 $0.0400 $7.5459 $1.7786 $0.3367 $0.0194 0.0750$             5,587 30,326 401 234 36,548 44,085 10,391 1,967 113 3,629 96,734
14 Industrial 359 4,307 349,376 $75.90 $5.1668 $0.0317 $0.0400 $7.5459 $1.7786 $0.3367 $0.0025 0.0750$             327 1,805 11 14 2,157 2,636 621 118 1 215 5,749
15 Municipal/MS 606 7,272 705,218 $25.35 $4.7765 -$            $0.0400 $7.5459 $1.7786 $0.3367 0.0750$             184 3,368 0 28 3,581 5,322 1,254 237 0 378 10,773
16 PHA Rate 8 1035 12,420 418,601 $25.35 $5.4534 $0.0400 $7.5459 $1.7786 $0.3367 $0.0194 0.0750$             315 2,283 0 17 2,614 3,159 745 141 8 262 6,929
17 PHA/GS 1947 23,364 166,172 $14.90 $6.5393 $0.2732 $0.0400 $7.5459 $1.7786 $0.3367 $0.0193 0.0750$             348 1,087 45 7 1,487 1,254 296 56 3 134 3,230
18 PHA/GS- Senior 13 156 1,188 $14.90 $6.5393 $0.2732 $0.0400 $7.5459 $1.7786 $0.3367 $0.0193 0.0750$             2 8 0 0 10 9 2 0 0 1 23
19 Total Heat Firm 470,800 5,649,594 39,636,642 86,951 273,455 9,243 1,585 371,234 # 299,094 70,498 13,346 746 33,375 788,292

20 Total Heat & Non-Heat Firm 487,449 5,849,387 41,184,873 90,427 282,096 9,399 1,647 383,569 # 310,777 73,251 13,867 770 34,531 816,766

21
22 Firm Transport
23 Non-Heating:
24 Residential 1,090 13,075 34,440 $14.90 $7.2955 -$            -$                $1.7786 $0.3367 $0.0193 0.0750$             195 251 0 0 446 0 61 12 1 39 559
25 Commercial 553 6,631 442,942 $25.35 $5.1908 -$            -$                $1.7786 $0.3367 $0.0194 0.0750$             168 2,299 0 0 2,467 0 788 149 9 256 3,669
26 Industrial 37 440 158,092 $75.90 $5.1668 -$            -$                $1.7786 $0.3367 $0.0025 0.0750$             33 817 0 0 850 0 281 53 0 89 1,274
27 Municipal/MS 2 24 772 $25.35 $4.7765 -$            -$                $1.7786 $0.3367 0.0750$             1 4 0 0 4 0 1 0 0 0 6
28 NGV 1 12 18,337 $35.00 $1.2833 -$            -$                $1.7786 $0.3367 0.0750$             0 24 0 24 0 33 6 0 5 67
29 Total Non Heat FT 1,682 20,182 654,583 397,338 3,394,531 0 0 3,792 1,164 220 10 389 5,575
30
31 Heating:
32 Residential 25,534 306,408 2,302,690 $14.90 $7.2955 -$            -$                $1.7786 $0.3367 $0.0193 0.0750$             4,565 16,799 0 0 21,365 0 4,096 775 44 1,971 28,251
33 Commercial 2,552 30,628 3,122,912 $25.35 $5.1908 -$            -$                $1.7786 $0.3367 $0.0194 0.0750$             776 16,210 0 0 16,987 0 5,554 1,051 61 1,774 25,427
34 Industrial 86 1,028 245,570 $75.90 $5.1668 -$            -$                $1.7786 $0.3367 $0.0025 0.0750$             78 1,269 0 0 1,347 0 437 83 1 140 2,007
35 Municipal/MS 15 180 40,276 $25.35 $4.7765 -$            -$                $1.7786 $0.3367 0.0750$             5 192 0 0 197 0 72 14 0 21 303
36 PHA/GS 185 2,220 18,045 $14.90 $6.5393 -$            -$                $1.7786 $0.3367 $0.0193 0.0750$             33 118 0 0 151 0 32 6 0 14 204
37 Total Heat FT 28,372 340,464 5,729,492 5,458 34,589 0 0 40,046 10,190 1,929 106 3,920 56,192
38 Total FT 30,054 360,646 6,384,075 5,855 37,983 0 0 43,838 11,355 2,150 116 4,309 61,768
39
40 Total Interrutpible Sales 2 24 395,979 9 306 306
41 Total PGW (Sales & FT) 517,505 6,210,057 47,964,926 96,290 320,080 9,399 1,647 427,713 310,777 84,606 16,016 886 38,840 878,839
42 GTS/IT Revenue 13,902 13,902
43 BUS 36 432 2,370                   161 12 0 0 173 173
44 TED 3 36 21,966                 9 51 2 1 63 63
45 NGS 1 12 21,973                 5 60 2 1 68 68
46 WNA Revenue
47 LNG Sales Margin 20,000 76 76
48 Total Full Tariff Revenue 96,465 320,204 9,402 1,649 441,995 893,121

Philadelphia Gas Works
FY 24

Base Rate Revenue at Current Rates
FY 2023-2024 Current PUC Approved Tariff Rates Amounts in $000s



No. of Customers No. of Annual Bills Annual Deliveries 
(mcf)

Monthly Cust. 
Charge

Delivery 
Charge

Merchant 
Function 
Charge 
(MCF)

Gas 
Procurement 

Charge (GPC)

Gas Cost 
Rate (GCR)

Universal 
Service 

Surcharge

Other Post 
Employment 

Benefits 
(OPEB) 

Surcharge

Efficiency Cost 
Recovery 
Surcharge

Distribution 
System 

Improvement 
Charge (DSIC)

Cust. Charge 
Revenue

Delivery Charge 
Revenue

Merchant 
Function 
Charge 
(MCF) 

Revenue

Gas 
Procurement 

Charge (GPC) 
Revenue

Total Full Base 
Rate Revenue

Gas Cost 
Rate 

Revenue

Univ. Service 
Surcharge 
Revenue

Other Post 
Employment 

Benefits 
(OPEB) 
Revenue

Efficiency 
Cost 

Recovery 
Surcharge 
Revenue

Distribution 
System 

Improvement 
Charge-DSIC 

Revenue

Total Full 
Tariff Revenue

1 Non-Heating:
2 Residential 12,860 154,325 327,215 $19.50 $8.2611 $0.3982 $0.0400 $7.5459 $1.5665 $0.2676 $0.0193 0.0750$              3,009 2,703 130 13 5,856 2,469 513 88 6 474 9,405
3 Residential-Senior 248 2,976 6,004 $19.50 $8.2611 $0.3982 $0.0400 $7.5459 $1.5665 $0.2676 $0.0193 0.0750$              58 50 2 0 110 45 9 2 0 9 176
4 Commercial 3,209 38,503 909,717 $34.00 $5.9169 $0.1062 $0.0400 $7.5459 $1.5665 $0.2676 $0.0091 0.0750$              1,309 5,383 97 36 6,825 6,865 1,425 243 8 628 15,994
5 Industrial 90 1,085 92,252 $100.00 $6.0521 $0.0275 $0.0400 $7.5459 $1.5665 $0.2676 $0.0025 0.0750$              109 558 3 4 673 696 145 25 0 63 1,601
6 Municipal/MS 240 2,880 211,257 $34.00 $6.0976 $0.0400 $7.5459 $1.5665 $0.2676 0.0750$              98 1,288 0 8 1,395 1,594 331 57 0 133 3,509
7 NGV 2 24 1,785 $46.50 $1.6510 -$             $0.0400 $7.5459 $1.5665 $0.2676 0.0750$              1 3 0 0 4 13 3 0 0 1 21
8 Total Non-Heat Firm 16,649 199,793 1,548,231 4,584 9,985 232 62 14,863 # 11,683 2,425 414 15 1,307 30,707
9

10 Heating:
11 Residential 442832 5,313,988 31,688,029 $19.50 $8.2611 $0.3982 $0.0400 $7.5459 $1.5665 $0.2676 $0.0193 0.0750$              103,623 261,778 12,618 1,268 379,286 239,115 49,639 8,480 612 31,810 708,940
12 Residential-Senior 5642 67,698 465,766 $19.50 $8.2611 $0.3982 $0.0400 $7.5459 $1.5665 $0.2676 $0.0193 0.0750$              1,320 3,848 185 19 5,372 3,515 730 125 9 452 10,202
13 Commercial 18366 220,389 5,842,292 $34.00 $5.9169 $0.1062 $0.0400 $7.5459 $1.5665 $0.2676 $0.0091 0.0750$              7,493 34,568 621 234 42,916 44,085 9,152 1,563 53 3,962 101,732
14 Industrial 359 4,307 349,376 $100.00 $6.0521 $0.0275 $0.0400 $7.5459 $1.5665 $0.2676 $0.0025 0.0750$              431 2,114 10 14 2,569 2,636 547 93 1 239 6,086
15 Municipal/MS 606 7,272 705,218 $34.00 $6.0976 -$             $0.0400 $7.5459 $1.5665 $0.2676 0.0750$              247 4,300 0 28 4,576 5,322 1,105 189 0 438 11,629
16 PHA Rate 8 1035 12,420 418,601 $34.00 $6.0047 $0.0400 $7.5459 $1.5665 $0.2676 $0.0091 0.0750$              422 2,514 0 17 2,953 3,159 656 112 4 278 7,161
17 PHA/GS 1947 23,364 166,172 $19.50 $7.7984 $0.3982 $0.0400 $7.5459 $1.5665 $0.2676 $0.0193 0.0750$              456 1,296 66 7 1,824 1,254 260 44 3 154 3,541
18 PHA/GS- Senior 13 156 1,188 $19.50 $7.7984 $0.3982 $0.0400 $7.5459 $1.5665 $0.2676 $0.0193 0.0750$              3 9 0 0 13 9 2 0 0 1 25
19 Total Heat Firm 470,800 5,649,594 39,636,642 113,995 310,427 13,500 1,585 439,508 # 299,094 62,090 10,607 682 37,335 849,315

20 Total Heat & Non-Heat Firm 487,449 5,849,387 41,184,873 118,579 320,412 13,732 1,647 454,371 # 310,777 64,515 11,021 697 38,642 880,022
21
22 Firm Transport
23 Non-Heating:
24 Residential 1,090 13,075 34,440 $19.50 $8.2611 -$             -$                $1.5665 $0.2676 $0.0193 0.0750$              255 285 0 0 539 0 54 9 1 45 649
25 Commercial 553 6,631 442,942 $34.00 $5.9169 -$             -$                $1.5665 $0.2676 $0.0091 0.0750$              225 2,621 0 0 2,846 0 694 119 4 275 3,937
26 Industrial 37 440 158,092 $100.00 $6.0521 -$             -$                $1.5665 $0.2676 $0.0025 0.0750$              44 957 0 0 1,001 0 248 42 0 97 1,388
27 Municipal/MS 2 24 772 $34.00 $6.0976 -$             -$                $1.5665 $0.2676 0.0750$              1 5 0 0 6 0 1 0 0 1 7
28 NGV 1 12 18,337 $46.50 $1.6510 -$             -$                $1.5665 $0.2676 0.0750$              1 30 0 31 0 29 5 0 5 69
29 Total Non Heat FT 1,682 20,182 654,583 525,791 3,897,128 0 0 4,423 1,025 175 5 422 6,051
30
31 Heating:
32 Residential 25,534 306,408 2,302,690 $19.50 $8.2611 -$             -$                $1.5665 $0.2676 $0.0193 0.0750$              5,975 19,023 0 0 24,998 0 3,607 616 44 2,195 31,460
33 Commercial 2,552 30,628 3,122,912 $34.00 $5.9169 -$             -$                $1.5665 $0.2676 $0.0091 0.0750$              1,041 18,478 0 0 19,519 0 4,892 836 28 1,896 27,171
34 Industrial 86 1,028 245,570 $100.00 $6.0521 -$             -$                $1.5665 $0.2676 $0.0025 0.0750$              103 1,486 0 0 1,589 0 385 66 1 153 2,193
35 Municipal/MS 15 180 40,276 $34.00 $6.0976 -$             -$                $1.5665 $0.2676 0.0750$              6 246 0 0 252 0 63 11 0 24 350
36 PHA/GS 185 2,220 18,045 $19.50 $7.7984 -$             -$                $1.5665 $0.2676 $0.0193 0.0750$              43 141 0 0 184 0 28 5 0 16 234
37 Total Heat FT 28,372 340,464 5,729,492 7,169 39,373 0 0 46,542 8,975 1,533 74 4,284 61,408
38 Total FT 30,054 360,646 6,384,075 7,694 43,270 0 0 50,965 10,001 1,708 79 4,706 67,459
39
40 Total Interrutpible Sales 2 24 395,979 9 306 306
41 Total PGW (Sales & FT) 517,505 6,210,057 47,964,926 126,282 363,683 13,732 1,647 505,641 310,777 74,516 12,729 775 43,348 947,786
42 IT Revenue 16,516 16,516
43 GS-XLT ARS 1 12 3,768,722             1.05$                3,957 3,957 0 0 0 0 3,957
44 GS-XLT Transportation 1 12 12,286,916           2,200$              0.11$                1.5665$       0.2676$         0.0091$            0.0750$            26 1,295 1,321 19,247 3,288 112 1,798 25,766
45 BUS 36 432 2,370                    161 12 0 0 173 173
46 TED 3 36 21,966                  9 51 2 1 63 63
47 NGS 1 12 21,973                  5 60 2 1 68 68
48 WNA Revenue
49 LNG Sales Margin 20,000 76 76
50 Total Full Tariff Revenue 126,484 369,059 13,735 1,649 527,816 310,777 93,763 16,017 887 45,146 994,406

Proposed Increase 85,820

Philadelphia Gas Works
FY 24

Base Rate Revenue at Proposed Rates
FY 2023-2024 Amounts in $000sProposed Rates
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1 

Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND ON WHOSE BEHALF YOU ARE 1 

TESTIFYING. 2 

A. I am James L. Crist, President of Lumen Group, Inc. a consulting firm focused on 3 

regulatory and market issues.  I am presenting rebuttal testimony on behalf of Grays Ferry 4 

Cogeneration Partnership (“Grays Ferry”) and Vicinity Energy Philadelphia, Inc. (“VEPI”) 5 

(collectively “Vicinity”).  I also presented direct testimony in this proceeding. 6 

 7 

I.  ISSUES 8 

Q. WHAT ARE THE ISSUES YOU WILL DISCUSS IN THIS REBUTTAL 9 

TESTIMONY? 10 

A. I am going to reiterate and reinforce a major point that I have made in my direct testimony 11 

in this case and in the 1307(f) case, that the determination of the proper transportation rate 12 

for the deliveries of gas through the high pressure four mile line is a base rate case issue, 13 

and the gas swap during the winter months known as Alternative Receipt Service (“ARS”) 14 

is a gas supply issue.  I will address comments that OSBA witness Mr. Knecht, and OCA 15 

witness Mr. Watkins, made concerning ARS, and specifically address how pricing of ARS 16 

should be based on market pricing, which can be volatile.   17 

 The quality of service will be addressed to make it clear that Vicinity has a considerable 18 

amount of on-site oil storage which enable it to accept interruptions in its service and are 19 

agreeable to the same terms and conditions it has operated under for the past twenty-five 20 

years.  I will address the comments of Mr. Knecht, Mr. Watkins, and PICGUG witness Ms. 21 

LaConte, with respect to this matter. 22 
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 Given that the outcome of the Complaint case did not resolve the contract issues of Vicinity 1 

and PGW, Vicinity has been forced to proceed with its plans to construct a direct 2 

connection to TETCO bypassing PGW.  I will discuss that very real possibility to make 3 

sure that parties are aware of the proper treatment of the surcharges that PGW has proposed 4 

Vicinity be assessed. Imposition of those surcharges will influence the economic 5 

attractiveness of the bypass.  Mr. Knecht has proposed alternative surcharge amounts 6 

which are also unmerited and should not be assessed.  Here, the new surcharges that have 7 

never before been assessed to Vicinity should not be applied as the Company proposed. 8 

Mr. Knecht also suggests an alternative, but it should also be ignored for the same reasons 9 

that the Company’s request should be denied.   10 

 I will explain why the scaleback proposal of Mr. Cline is not in line with accepted cost of 11 

service principals, nor is his proposal to recover PGW’s requested ARS charges in this and 12 

in future rate proceedings.  13 

 14 

Q. WHAT MUST BE DETERMINED IN THIS BASE RATE CASE REGARDING 15 

THE TRANSPORTATION RATE CHARGED TO VICINITY? 16 

A. Mr. Knecht submitted his CCOSS and Mr. Knecht and I agree that the delivery of gas 17 

through the dedicated four-mile line is a distribution rate issue, and that the ARS gas swap 18 

is a gas supply issue. It is important to clearly explain that Vicinity’s appropriate 19 

distribution rate should be based on direct allocation of costs that Vicinity causes.  20 

Motivated by the Final Order in the Complaint case, PGW has appropriately altered its 21 

approach and acknowledged that all of the gas Vicinity uses flows through the dedicated 22 
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four-mile line.  It has been proven that Vicinity’s payments of $10.5 million in 1996, along 1 

with the volumetric charges Vicinity has paid for each Mcf of gas transported since 1996 2 

(over $25.5 million since 1996), and the annual maintenance payments of $180,000 more 3 

than cover the cost of the line and ongoing maintenance.  Ms. Heppenstall’s CCOSS 4 

calculated a transportation rate that still included inappropriate allocations of other PGW 5 

low pressure distribution system costs.   In the case of a dedicated line such as the four-6 

mile high pressure line that only serves Vicinity, the proper CCOSS treatment is direct 7 

allocation of expenses.  Expenses including pipeline maintenance should be only those 8 

expenses incurred for preventive maintenance and repair on the four-mile line, and not an 9 

allocation of expenses incurred in the separate low pressure distribution system 10 

maintenance, because that low pressure system is not used to serve Vicinity.  When I 11 

removed the improperly allocated low pressure distribution expenses from Ms. 12 

Heppenstall’s allocation, using her CCOSS model the calculated transportation rate was 13 

$0.0415/Mcf.  At the annual throughput of 12,233,787 Mcf the revenue produced is 14 

$507,702, a sizable amount that should cover not only routine maintenance, with the 15 

surplus available for capital improvements when eventually necessary.   16 

 17 

Q. WHAT IS THE SIGNIFICANT DETERMINATION THAT MUST BE MADE 18 

CONCERNING ARS? 19 

A. Both Mr. Knecht and Mr. Watkins discussed ARS in their direct testimony.  In both the 20 

complaint case and the 1307(f) case I thoroughly described ARS and the mechanics of the 21 

gas swap used to effectuate ARS.  Simply put, PGW, who holds contracts for an abundance 22 

of TETCO Philadelphia Lateral capacity, uses that capacity in the winter months to 23 
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transport gas for Vicinity to the meter 73060, located at the interconnection of the four-1 

mile line and the Philadelphia Lateral.  In the summer months PGW releases some 2 

Philadelphia Lateral capacity to Vicinity.  In this case PGW again has claimed that ARS 3 

uses the low pressure distribution system1 but such claims continue to lack credibility.  4 

PGW’s Mr. Teme in his description of ARS admits it is a gas swap or displacement 5 

service.2  It is not disputed that all the gas used by Vicinity flows through the high pressure 6 

four-mile line, and in fact could not flow through the low pressure distribution system.  7 

This is recognized by several witnesses.   8 

 OSBA witness Mr. Knecht recognized such in the Complaint case, and again in his direct 9 

testimony in this proceeding he asserts: 10 

“The Company’s proposed allocation of costs related to Alternative Receipt 11 
Service (“ARS”) to GFCP (and affiliates) improperly confuses base rates 12 
with gas supply costs.  PGW incurs no base rates costs associated with ARS, 13 
as the ARS swap mechanism does not affect the physical flows on its 14 
distribution system, nor does it affect PGW’s distribution system planning. 15 
(OSBA Statement No. 1, 5:17-21) 16 

 17 

 OCA witness, Mr. Watkins, made the observation that Vicinity’s need to meet its winter 18 

month needs through ARS is not caused by distribution system issues but instead is a 19 

capacity limitation on the interstate pipeline (TETCO).  When discussing ARS, Mr. 20 

Watkins states: 21 

 22 
 23 
 24 
 25 

 

1 In her supplemental testimony Ms. Heppenstall states, “ARS volumes, which are GFCP/VEPI’s volumes that use 
and benefit from PGW’s distribution system” PGW St. No. 5-SD, 3:12-13. 
2 In his supplemental testimony Mr. Teme states, “Alternative Receipt Service (“ARS”) is a continuation of the 
displacement service that PGW has provided to GFCP/VEPI for the last twenty-five years PGW St. No. 6-SD, 4:3-4. 
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Q.  IS THERE A POTENTIAL SOLUTION TO THIS 1 
CONTROVERSY? 2 

 3 
A. In my view, there is.  In reality, GFCP’s inability to meet its peak 4 

load requirements are not the result of any PGW inadequate physical 5 
capacity on the two dedicated distribution lines that serve GFCP 6 
from Gate Station 060, but rather, are the result of GFCP not being 7 
able to secure enough gas supply from an interstate pipeline. 8 
Therefore, GFCP must rely upon PGW’s interstate pipeline 9 
entitlements to satisfy its peak load requirements.  In other words, 10 
this problem is not directly associated with any distribution capacity 11 
constraints on the PGW system, but rather, interstate pipeline 12 
supply.  In this regard, interstate pipeline demand (firm capacity 13 
rights) costs are recovered in the GCR mechanism such that it would 14 
seem that a possible solution would be for PGW to release 21,000 15 
Dth per day of TETCO capacity at Gate Station 060, on a recallable 16 
basis, to GFCP at market rates.  In this way, PGW may not need its 17 
full capacity rights at Gate Station 060 except for on extremely cold 18 
days (in which the capacity release to GFCP could be recalled).” 19 
(OCA Statement No. 3, 4:4-16) 20 

 21 
 Mr. Watkins recognizes that Vicinity’s winter capacity limitation that is remedied using 22 

ARS could be solved by a PGW recallable release of 21,000 Dth/day of TETCO capacity 23 

to Vicinity at market rates.  He observes that I proposed exactly that in the 1307(f) case.  24 

In this case, because this is a base rate case, my recommendation addressed ARS as a 25 

tariffed service that should be priced at market rate, with the correct market rate being M-26 

3 to M-3 Philadelphia Lateral capacity.  Alternatively, recallable capacity release still is a 27 

solution should the Commission wish to select that.   28 

 Even PGW’s Director of Gas Supply, Transportation and Control, Mr. Reeves admitted 29 

under cross-examination in the 1307(f) case that none of the gas Vicinity delivers to PGW 30 
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at Skippack, referred to as location “O34”, is actually consumed by Vicinity at its facility, 1 

referred to as location “O6”3.  The exchange between Mr. Stewart and Mr. Reeves:  2 

Q.  So you described the ARS service as Grays Ferry delivering gas to 3 
Skippack and PGW delivering a light(sic) quantity to the 4 
Philadelphia lateral for Grays Ferry.  5 

Has any of the gas that Grays Ferry ever delivered to Skippack been 6 
physically consumed by Grays Ferry?   7 

A.  The ARS agreement process was structured in a way that Grays 8 
Ferry would provide gas to PGW on the Skippack lateral, so that 9 
PGW's distribution and PGW distribution system could take that 10 
volume, so PGW could handle - could push the volume to Grays 11 
Ferry at O6.  So the physical molecule from O34 does not come 12 
through O6, if that answers your question. (Tr. at 67) emphasis 13 
added. 14 

 In his testimony in this case, Mr. Knecht summarizes his position concerning ARS: 15 

I disagree with the Company’s proposed costing treatment of ARS as if it 16 
involved delivering gas from its receipt from the Tetco Skippack Lateral to 17 
the cogeneration plant. Except in rare circumstances, gas is delivered to 18 
GFCP/VEPI via dedicated mains from the Philadelphia Lateral. PGW does 19 
not size its distribution system to provide gas flows to GFCP/VEPI across 20 
its system. The ARS is a gas supply arrangement, and it should be priced as 21 
such. The price for the ARS service should reflect the relative value of 22 
GFCP/VEPI obtaining service through the Philadelphia Lateral compared 23 
to its cost of delivering to the Skippack Lateral.  (OSBA Statement No. 1, 24 
37:12-19) 25 

 Without a doubt, ARS is a gas swap service that does not flow gas through the PGW low 26 

pressure delivery system.  It is a gas swap arrangement, and its value should be determined 27 

by the market price of capacity on the Philadelphia Lateral.  28 

 29 

 30 

 

3 The TETCO delivery point known as Skippack is meter 70034.  The TETCO delivery point on the Philadelphia 
Lateral to the four-mile line that delivers to Vicinity is meter 73060. 
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Q. WHAT PORTION OF TETCO CAPACITY DOES VICINTY REQUIRE? 1 

A. In the past, PGW released the entire long-haul capacity path (Western Louisiana to M-3 2 

including the Philadelphia Lateral) to Vicinity.  Because Vicinity has obtained capacity it 3 

needs up to the Philadelphia Lateral, the only segment of capacity it requires from PGW 4 

would be the release of Philadelphia Lateral capacity.  Such capacity should be priced at 5 

market rates, but to be clear, the market rate that must be used is the market rate for just 6 

the Philadelphia Lateral segment, and not the market rate for long-haul capacity back to 7 

TETCO zone M-2 or beyond.  8 

 9 

Q. HOW ARE PGW’s COSTS OF THE PHILADELPHIA LATERAL CAPACITY 10 

RECOVERED? 11 

A. They are recovered in PGW’s annual 1307(f) filing, and I agree with OCA’s Mr. Watkins 12 

observation that the revenues that PGW would receive from Vicinity should be credited to 13 

the GCR.  This is not what PGW proposed. Instead PGW proposed that only 75% of the 14 

revenues be credited to the GCR.  Mr. Watkins also states his concern, “As a result, this 15 

would result in a windfall to PGW at the expense of its GCR (sales) customers.” Id. 5:22-16 

23. 17 

 Both of the two solutions to the ARS issue (recallable capacity release at market rates, or 18 

ARS provided at market rates) incorporate the use of Philadelphia Lateral capacity that is 19 

paid for by GCR customers and as such all the revenues received from the use of that 20 

capacity should be credited to the GCR.   21 
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Q. SHOULD VICINITY’S PAYMENTS FOR ARS BE CREDITED TO PGW’S BASE 1 

RATES? 2 

A. No.  ARS is a gas supply service.  It does not matter which method (recallable capacity 3 

release, or the ARS gas swap) the Commission wishes to direct PGW to provide Vicinity 4 

the capacity it needs.  It is proven and accepted by both OCA’s Mr. Watkins and OSBA’s 5 

Mr. Knecht that the capacity used to supply Vicinity (in excess of Vicinity’s own capacity) 6 

is PGW’s capacity on the Philadelphia Lateral.  That capacity is paid for by PGW’s GCR 7 

customers and any payment that Vicinity would make to PGW should be credited to the 8 

GCR, and not to base rates.   9 

 10 

Q. WHAT IS THE CORRECT AMOUNT THAT VICINITY SHOULD PAY PGW FOR 11 

ARS? 12 

A. The examples that I have provided in the Complaint case and the 1307(f) case may have 13 

caused confusion as the amounts vary depending upon the actual capacity path, and the 14 

market at the time.  I have consistently stated that the maximum rate Vicinity should pay 15 

PGW is the TETCO tariff rate.  Mr. Reeves testified in the 1307(f) case that the tariff 16 

maximum determined in the TETCO rate case decided in December 2022 was $0.61/Dth-17 

day.  That rate is for TETCO capacity from Western Louisiana to M-3 and includes the 18 

Philadelphia Lateral capacity as the Philadelphia lateral is located in M-3.  To simplify the 19 

request of Vicinity, I have explained that all Vicinity requires from PGW is the final piece 20 

of capacity from the location where the Philadelphia Lateral branches off of the TETCO 21 

mainline (known as Eagle) and down to meter 73060.  Mr. Reeves provided evidence that 22 
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the recent market value of that piece of capacity is $0.105/Dth-day.  PGW may segment its 1 

capacity release to provide Vicinity with the piece it needs, and then release the upstream 2 

segment to others.  3 

 I provided this explanation so that it is clear that I am not claiming that Vicinity will pay 4 

$6.132 million for transportation service.  Mr. Watkins discussed this in his direct 5 

testimony and compared that to the $5.2 million that PGW proposed be collected from 6 

Vicinity for all three services (transportation, ARS, sales) collectively, and then concluded 7 

that an apparent solution was at hand.  By doing so, Mr. Watkins was mixing distribution 8 

rates with gas cost rates.  Vicinity should pay $0.0415/Mcf for transportation service and 9 

the market rate for ARS service, with the most recent documented market rate for 10 

Philadelphia Lateral capacity being $0.105/Dth. 11 

 12 

Q. WHAT DATA DOES PGW USE TO DESIGN AND CONSTRUCT ITS 13 

DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM? 14 

A. PGW uses the customer’s connect load, not the annual throughput, as the data it collects 15 

from new customers to conduct the necessary engineering work to determine line sizing. 16 

PGW confirms that its distribution system is sized to meet customers’ design day demands. 17 

(PICGUG-I-3).  Understanding that PGW does not use annual throughput in any way in 18 

the design of its distribution system is critical because the fundamental concept of a 19 

CCOSS is that costs will be assigned based on cost causation.  Adhering to established cost 20 

of service principles, the distribution cost allocations must be based on customer peak 21 

demands, not annual throughput or average demands. 22 
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Q. WHAT ISSUES DO YOU HAVE WITH THE CCOSS PERFORMED BY MR. 1 

KNECHT? 2 

A. Mr. Knecht reviews the Company’s CCOSS which used the Average & Excess (“A&E”) 3 

method to allocate costs.  A close examination of that method, which has been used in the 4 

past, shows that it does not adhere to cost causation principles, for it bases the major 5 

component of its allocation on average demand, or annual throughput.  It is well established 6 

and proven by PGW data responses in this proceeding that average demand is not used in 7 

the design of its distribution system.  Mr. Knecht recommends using the Customer/Demand 8 

CCOSS method.  That method uses two main data elements: the number of customers, and 9 

the peak demands of those customers.  I agree with Mr. Knecht on the selection of the 10 

Customer/Demand CCOSS method.   11 

 12 

Q. HOW DO YOU ADDRESS THE SURCHARGES MR. KNECHT PROPOSED TO 13 

ASSIGN TO VICINITY?  14 

A. I explained in my direct testimony why none of the surcharges (USEC, ECRS, OPEB, 15 

DSIC) should be added to Vicinity, as Vicinity is not currently subject to them, the addition 16 

of surcharges violates the cost causation principle, and bypass customers are exempt from 17 

surcharges.  Mr. Knecht in his discussion of proposed Rate GS-XLT, explains “it is not 18 

appropriate to apply the OPEB Surcharge to this class.” Id. 35:25-26. 19 

 Mr. Knecht also explains that the ECRS should not be applied to Vicinity, stating, “As Rate 20 

GS-XLT is a separate (and very different) rate class, and because I know of no energy 21 
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conservation programs being provided to the GS-XLT customer, I recommend that the 1 

ECR be set at zero for this class.” .Id. 36:12-15. 2 

 Mr. Knecht did propose to assign USEC charges to Vicinity, and for reasons discussed in 3 

my direct testimony and summarized above, his proposal should be rejected.  He also 4 

proposes assignment of DSIC (Distribution System Improvement Charge) charges, and 5 

those charges would be wholly inappropriate as I have established, and Mr. Knecht has 6 

agreed, that Vicinity does not use the low pressure distribution system of PGW, which the 7 

DSIC recovers.  Surcharges to improve a distribution system that Vicinity does not use 8 

should be rejected.  9 

 10 

Q. HOW DID THE COMPANY PROPOSE TO ADDRESS INTERUPTIBLE 11 

CUSTOMERS IN ITS CCOSS? 12 

A. PGW treats the interruptible customers that are served under Rate IT, essentially as firm 13 

customers.  This is not consistent with cost causation principles.  Rate IT customers have 14 

agreed to very distinct and stringent requirements stated in the Company’s tariff.   15 

 16 

Q. WHAT ASPECTS OF THE TREATMENT OF INTERRUPTIBLE CUSTOMERS 17 

RATES DO NOT ADHERE TO COST OF SERVICE PRINCIPALS?  18 

A. A customer may elect to be Interruptible provided it has capability to actually withstand a 19 

gas supply interruption to its facility.  PGW’s tariff specifically describes the requirement 20 

for a customer to be interruptible: 21 
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In order to qualify for interruptible daily Transportation Service under this 1 
Rate Schedule, a Customer must: (1) have installed and operable alternate 2 
fuel equipment, including appropriate fuel storage capacity, capable of 3 
displacing the daily quantity of Gas subject to curtailment or interruption; 4 
or (2) or in the alternative demonstrate to the Company’s sole satisfaction 5 
the ability to manage its business without the use of Gas during periods of 6 
curtailment or interruption.   (PGW Gas Tariff – Pa P.U.C. No. 2, Original 7 
Pg. No. 112) 8 
 9 
 10 

Q. WHAT INVESTMENTS HAS VICINITY UNDERTAKEN TO ENSURE IT IS 11 

CAPABLE OF OPERATING IF INTERRUPTED?  12 

A. Vicinity has installed oil storage that greatly exceeds PGW’s requirement and can operate 13 

for 20 days in the winter using oil stored on site.  If not operating under cold weather 14 

conditions, Vicinity can operate 30 days using oil stored on site.  Additional fuel oil 15 

deliveries during any period of interruption would extend that capacity and such deliveries 16 

are routine. 17 

 18 

Q. WHAT ASPECTS OF THE TREATMENT OF INTERRUPTIBLE CUSTOMERS 19 

RATES DO NOT ADHERE TO COST OF SERVICE PRINCIPALS?  20 

A. Interruptible customers should not be allocated mains costs just like mains costs allocations 21 

of firm service customers for Rate IT customers do not impose identical costs on 22 

distribution customers.  The rationale offered was that the Rate IT customers are essentially 23 

firm service customers for the purposes of mains cost allocation, as they have not been 24 

interrupted for many years.  This is a ridiculous rationale.  Rate IT customers have made 25 

substantial investment in their physical plant to enable them to withstand an interruption.  26 

PGW’s tariff demands such.  PGW’s tariff does not allow a random customer that notices 27 

the lower Rate IT to simply switch to that customer class without demonstrating it first has 28 
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the capability of withstanding interruption.  The lower rates charged to a Rate IT customer 1 

take into consideration the capability offered by the Rate IT customer that PGW would 2 

surely call on in events of extreme weather or unplanned system failure, if needed to 3 

continue reliable service to the majority of PGW’s other customers that are firm service 4 

customers.   5 

 Having Rate IT customers can be thought of as having an insurance policy that protects 6 

firm customers from interruptions.  Although it is not needed often, when it is needed it 7 

would prove to be extremely valuable as it would be the one thing that keeps PGW from 8 

having to curtail service to customers involuntarily. PGW incorrectly claims that those 9 

customers are essentially firm service customers for the purposes of mains cost allocation, 10 

as they have not been interrupted for many years, but this treatment completely overlooks 11 

the critical role that an interruptible customer fulfills. Such an insurance policy does have 12 

a “cost” provided as a rate that is discounted to be lower than the firm service rate.  To 13 

ignore the potential benefit that could be provided by Rate IT customers simply because 14 

PGW has not been in a situation where it had to call on Rate IT customers to interrupt is 15 

similar to me deciding to not pay my automotive insurance premium because I have gone 16 

years without having an accident.  Insurance is bought to protect against financial losses 17 

due to catastrophic occurrences.  You must pay the cost of insurance even during those 18 

periods when accidents, catastrophic or not, did not occur.  I pay my auto insurance 19 

premium every year, and when I make it through the year without having an accident, I 20 

cannot call the insurance company and demand my money back.  Instead, I am grateful 21 

that I did not have to use my insurance.    22 
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A reversal of roles makes it clear that PGW’s cavalier treatment of its Rate IT customers 1 

is inappropriate.  Instead of the current situation where PGW treats Rate IT customers 2 

similar to firm customers, consider the reverse.  Envision an extremely cold weather month 3 

and there is an equipment failure that places PGW’s distribution system at risk of not 4 

maintaining pressure and delivering enough gas to its firm customers to enable them to 5 

operate their furnaces, and PGW notifies its Rate IT customers that they must interrupt.  If 6 

the IT customers would respond with “meh….you think of me similar to a firm customer, 7 

so I will behave like a firm customer and not cut my usage.”  PGW, and its truly firm 8 

customers, would be furious.  Indeed, the Commission would be furious.  9 

 10 

Q. CAN PGW SIMPLY INTERRUPT AN INTERRUPTIBLE CUSTOMER AT 11 

RANDOM, FOR NO REASON? 12 

A. Although a review of the tariff might scare a customer into thinking so because the 13 

language states, “at the Company’s sole discretion”, a complete reading of the tariff 14 

provides the rationale that the Company would use to require a customer to interrupt: 15 

“The Company may curtail (reduce) or interrupt deliveries to the Customer 16 
whenever, at the Company’s sole discretion, it determines that the available 17 
capacity in all or a portion of its system is projected to be insufficient to 18 
meet the requirements of all Customers or in the event a NGS fails to meet 19 
delivery obligations.  Although the Company will endeavor to provide as 20 
much notice as is reasonable and practical, the Customer shall maintain the 21 
ability to curtail or interrupt usage upon eight hours’ notice.  In the event of 22 
a system emergency, upon notice by the Company, the Customer shall use 23 
its best efforts to curtail or interrupt usage upon less than eight hours’ notice. 24 
(Gas Tariff- Pa P.U.C. No. 2, Original Pg. No. 112). 25 

There must be a verifiable concern that the capacity or a portion of capacity is projected to 26 

be insufficient to meet customer requirements, or a Natural Gas Supplier fails to deliver, 27 
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or there is a system emergency.  These are reasonable conditions, and providing eight 1 

hours’ notice is a reasonable timeframe.   2 

If needed under such critical conditions, Vicinity can switch from natural gas to oil with at 3 

most, a four-hour notice. 4 

 5 

Q. WHAT ISSUES DO YOU HAVE WITH THE REVENUE ALLOCATION 6 

PROPOSED BY MR. WATKINS? 7 

A. Mr. Watkins confuses base rate distribution revenues with gas cost revenues, and it is not 8 

difficult to see why he is mixing the two concepts.  He opines that Vicinity would willingly 9 

pay $6.132 million for capacity release (an example Mr. Watkins lifts from my direct 10 

testimony in the 1307(f) case) and uses this to leap to the conclusion that Vicinity would 11 

find it agreeable to pay the increase of $3.957 million proposed by Mr. Teme4.  There have 12 

been changes to the capacity release value, which I will summarize here.  The $6.132 13 

million that Mr. Watkins refers to was my example of the value of 21,000 Dth/day of 14 

release capacity that Vicinity needs, valued on a 365-day release, priced at the TETCO 15 

tariff maximum price in TETCO’s 2022 rate filing of $0.80/Dth-day5.  As Mr. Reeves 16 

testified in the 1307(f) case, TETCO’s filing was finalized at $0.61/Dth-day, making the 17 

value of the capacity $4.675 million6.  Because this is for release capacity it is not a 18 

distribution rate, but instead is a gas cost component.  To be clear, Vicinity does not find 19 

 

4 Mr. Teme’s PGW St. No. 6-SD, 6:14. The calculation of $3.957 is based on Mr. Reeves PGW St. No. 8, 7:17.  
3,768,722 Mcf x $1.05/Dth = $3,957,158, however this must be corrected for the conversion of Mcf to DTh.  Using 
the factor of 1.043 Dth/Mcf gives $4,127,315.  
5 21,000 Dth/day x 365 days x $0.80/Dth = $6.132 million. 
6 Tr at 49-50. 21,000 Dth/day x 365 days x $0.61/Dth = $4.675 million. 
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an increase of $3.957 million in distribution rates agreeable.  With the new information 1 

provided by Ms. Heppenstall in this case, that the proposed distribution rate for Vicinity of 2 

$0.1054/mcf contained a number of distribution system allocations totaling $511,000, 3 

when removed determines a rate of $0.0415/Mcf. 4 

 5 

Q. WHY HAVE THE AMOUNTS FOR THE VALUE OF ARS CHANGED FROM 6 

THOSE IN THE COMPLAINT AND 1307(f) CASES? 7 

A. It is because there are two components of the value of capacity used to provide ARS that 8 

require additional clarity.  The first component is the capacity path.  Simply put, a longer 9 

capacity path provides access to cheaper gas, therefore has greater value.  In the Complaint 10 

and 1307(f) cases PGW’s data responses on capacity releases on the Philadelphia Lateral 11 

cited release capacity not just from M-3 to meter 73060 but included capacity back to M-12 

2 or Western Louisiana.  Under cross-examination in the 1307(f) case Mr. Reeves admitted 13 

that the high value of release capacity was for long haul capacity that would not deliver to 14 

the Philadelphia Lateral.7  Additionally, PGW provided data on the recent winter release 15 

capacity on the Philadelphia Lateral that was $0.105/Dth-day.  This did not include more 16 

valuable long-haul capacity.  That $0.105/Dth-day is the best representation of the value 17 

of the capacity that Vicinity needs. 18 

 

7 Tr. at 71: Q. Let's talk about that release. It's on page 14. You say you released 18,708 dekatherms per day on 
TETCO, I believe, for $3.25.   
A. Correct, with the -.   
Q. That capacity doesn't deliver to the Philadelphia lateral, does it?   
A. I believe in these releases we segmented them, yes.  
Q. So you agree it does not end up on the Philadelphia lateral? 
A. No, not this release. 
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 The second component of the value of ARS is based on market rates, and the market 1 

changes.  The current value of $0.105/Dth-day may be different in the winter of 2023-24, 2 

and that would be the appropriate amount for Vicinity to pay in 2023-24.   3 

 4 

Q. WHAT IS WRONG WITH MR. CLINE’S RECOMMENDATION REGARDING 5 

REVENUE ALLOCATION TO VICINITY? 6 

A. Without any explanation or basis for his recommendation, Mr. Cline opines that he believes 7 

that Grays Ferry should be allocated the $5.2 million that PGW proposed, and that the 8 

remaining $4.9 million be eliminated in future rate cases (presumably by increasing 9 

Vicinity’s rates more).  I have already explained that base rate charges are distinct and 10 

separate from capacity charges for ARS, and that such charges must be recovered in a GCR 11 

case, not a base rate case.  Mr. Cline’s proposal that an additional $4.9 million of revenue, 12 

which would be for ARS, is totally inappropriate for several reasons.  First, ARS is a gas 13 

swap that involves the use of PGW’s Philadelphia Lateral capacity, and such a swap should 14 

be transacted at market rates, most recently $0.105/Dth-day.  Mr. Cline offered no evidence 15 

to support the future value ($4.9 million) of release capacity for he has no way to predict 16 

such.  His opinion should be disregarded.    17 

 18 

Q. WHAT DID MR. CLINE RECOMMEND REGARDING CUSTOMER CHARGE 19 

INCREASES? 20 

A. Mr. Cline supports PGW’s proposed increases of 31-34% to customer charges, however 21 

he does not mention the proposed increase to Vicinity’s customer charge from $250 to 22 
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$1100/meter, a 440% increase.  Had Mr. Cline applied his own rationale of limiting 1 

customer charge increases to a maximum of 34%, he would have limited Vicinity’s charge 2 

to $335/meter.  I noted in my direct testimony that PGW submitted no evidence supporting 3 

increases to Vicinity’s customer charge and therefore it should remain at the current 4 

amount of $250/month.  5 

 6 

Q. WHAT IS WRONG WITH MR. CLINE’S PROPOSAL ON REVENUE 7 

SCALEBACK? 8 

A. Mr. Cline proposed that the first $7 million of any revenue scaleback be applied first to the 9 

residential class.  Given that PGW requested an $85.824 million increase, and based on 10 

previous and recent Commission decisions on base rate case revenue increases it is unlikely 11 

that if this case were fully litigated that PGW would receive the entire $85.824 million 12 

requested.  It is highly likely that PGW would receive a lesser amount than requested, at 13 

least by $7 million, and Mr. Cline’s scaleback recommendation is extremely unfair and 14 

biased, without any rationale provided. I have participated in many base rate case 15 

settlement discussions in Pennsylvania, and based on my experience I would also predict 16 

that if a settlement were reached it would be a notably lesser amount and having the first 17 

$7 million of decrease allocated to the residential class is extremely unlikely.  This violates 18 

basic principles of cost-of-service ratemaking as it would result in an extreme benefit to 19 

the residential class that is not based at all on a CCOSS but Mr. Cline’s personal desire to 20 

benefit residential customers.  His recommendation should be denied, and any scaleback 21 

should be applied uniformly across the allocations to each customer class.  22 
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Q. WHAT DID MS. LACONTE’S TESTIMONY RECOMMEND CONCERNING THE 1 

OVERALL INCREASE PGW SHOULD APPLY TO INTERRUPTIBLE 2 

CUSTOMERS? 3 

A. Philadelphia Industrial and Commercial Gas Users Group (“PICGUG”) witness Ms. 4 

LaConte expressed concerns that PGW is proposing a 22.7% increase to Rate IT and 5 

observed that is over 1.35 times the proposed system average increase of 16.28%, which 6 

she feels is unreasonable for the Rate IT customers.  However, she took no position 7 

regarding PGW’s proposed rate for Vicinity.8  She then stated that “If, contrary to my 8 

findings above, the Commission approves PGW’s CCOSS, then the increase to Rate IT 9 

should not exceed the approved system average increase.”9 Considering that I have 10 

explained why I have recommended that Vicinity can continue to be an interruptible 11 

customer due to its considerable investment in on-site oil storage, Ms. LaConte’s 12 

recommendation should apply to Vicinity.  I have provided significant and substantial 13 

evidence that PGW’s proposed increase to Vicinity’s distribution rate should be rejected, 14 

and in fact lowered.  In no case should Vicinity’s rate change exceed the approved system 15 

average increase of PGW.   16 

  17 

 

8 PICGUG Statement No. 1, 25:11 
9 PICGUG Statement No. 1, 30:5-6 
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III. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 1 

Q. WHAT IS THE SUMMARY OF YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 2 

A. 1. I have clearly explained that distribution services that deliver gas through the 3 

dedicated high pressure four-mile line, and ARS services using capacity on the 4 

Philadelphia Lateral are two entirely different services. 5 

2. Rates for distribution services should be based on direct allocation of costs of the 6 

four-mile line.  By removing allocated costs of PGW’s low pressure distribution system 7 

the appropriate delivery rate is $0.0415/Mcf. 8 

3. Rates for ARS service must be based on the market value of capacity.  I have 9 

provided various examples of the market value of release capacity with the most recent 10 

date available from Mr. Reeves for Philadelphia Lateral capacity of $0.0105/Dth-day. 11 

4. Work continues on the bypass line.  Because I am familiar with other LDC bypass 12 

examples, I was convinced during the Complaint case that bypass is technically and 13 

financially feasible.  Now that actual competitive bids have been received and the project 14 

has progressed further, those considerations, along with the other reasons I proved that 15 

explain that surcharges proposed are not appropriate and should not be assessed.   16 

 17 

Q.  DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 18 

A. Yes.   19 
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Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND ON WHOSE BEHALF YOU ARE 1 

TESTIFYING. 2 

A. I am James L. Crist, President of Lumen Group, Inc. a consulting firm focused on 3 

regulatory and market issues.  I am presenting surrebuttal testimony on behalf of Grays 4 

Ferry Cogeneration Partnership (“Grays Ferry”) and Vicinity Energy Philadelphia, Inc. 5 

(“VEPI”) (collectively “Vicinity”).  I also presented direct and rebuttal testimony in this 6 

proceeding. 7 

 8 

I.  ISSUES 9 

Q. WHAT ARE THE ISSUES YOU WILL DISCUSS IN THIS SURREBUTTAL 10 

TESTIMONY? 11 

A. I will address comments and opinions presented in the rebuttal testimony of OCA witness 12 

Mr. Watkins, OSBA witness Mr. Knecht, and PGW witnesses Ms. Heppenstall, Mr. 13 

Reeves, and Mr. Teme.  The topics that I will address are the proper cost of Alternative 14 

Receipt Service (“ARS”) and overall revenue allocation of PGW’s desired revenue 15 

requirement.   16 

 I will provide additional clarification and explanation about my two main points, that have 17 

been consistent throughout the three regulatory proceedings (the Complaint case,1 the 18 

1307(f) case2, and this base rate case) that (1) distribution costs for the 12.2 bcf/yr. of high 19 

 

1 Grays Ferry Cogeneration Partnership and Vicinity Energy Philadelphia v. Philadelphia Gas Works; Docket No. 
C-2021-3029259. 
2 Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, et al v. Philadelphia Gas Works, Docket Nos. R-2023-3038069, C-2023-
3038722. 
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pressure gas should be based on direct allocation, and (2) provision of capacity to Vicinity 1 

is a gas cost issue that should be priced at the market price for the desired capacity.  The 2 

testimony of some other witnesses mistakenly used the examples of the value I provided 3 

for capacity and stated those as base rate costs, and that is entirely wrong.  Capacity costs 4 

are a gas cost, not a base rate cost, and must be determined based on the market. 5 

 6 

Q. WHAT IS THE APPROPRIATE DELIVERY RATE FOR VICINITY, AND HOW 7 

HAS IT CHANGED AS ADDITIONAL INFORMATION HAS BECOME 8 

AVAILABLE? 9 

A. The appropriate rate for the gas delivered through the dedicated high pressure line is 10 

$0.0397/Dth as discussed in my direct testimony in this case.  Because the gas is delivered 11 

to Vicinity at 400 psig through the dedicated high pressure, four-mile pipeline that Vicinity 12 

paid for beginning in 1996, the distribution rate cost should be based on direct allocation.  13 

Simply put, the costs of installing and maintaining the four-mile line are the costs Vicinity 14 

did and should continue to pay.  In the Complaint case, Ms. Heppenstall presented a 15 

CCOSS that improperly allocated significant costs of PGW’s low pressure distribution 16 

system, which Vicinity does not use.  Using Ms. Heppenstall’s CCOSS model from the 17 

Complaint Case and removing the ARS volumes resulted in a greatly reduced rate for the 18 

delivery of high pressure gas, but that rate still included improperly allocated operation and 19 

maintenance costs of the low pressure distribution system. I was clear in my 20 

recommendation and stated that the maximum rate determined when the ARS volumes 21 

were removed from Ms. Heppenstall’s model from the Complaint Case was $0.212/Dth.  22 

In my testimony I stated: 23 
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“I emphasize that $0.212 per Dth is a maximum amount, calculated by Ms. 1 
Heppenstall’s own model once the model reflects the reality that ARS flows 2 
gas down the four-mile dedicated pipeline and not through PGW’s 3 
distribution system.  It is noted that this amount includes allocations of 4 
maintenance costs and labor cost that exceed the amounts that would be 5 
determined by direct assignment.  Therefore, this represents a maximum 6 
rate that should be applied to all the gas delivered to Grays Ferry through 7 
the high pressure four-mile line, in absence of a proper direct assignment of 8 
Grays Ferry costs.” Emphasis added (Statement JC-1SR, 16:4-11) 9 

 10 

Several witnesses in this case have cited the $0.212/Dth and claimed that is an amount I 11 

stated should be charged.  That is not true.  It was purely a calculation based on the correc-12 

tion of a manifest error in Ms. Heppenstall’s Complaint Case CCOSS and represented a 13 

maximum under PGW’s own analysis before the removal of low pressure distribution sys-14 

tem O&M costs.   15 

In this case, Ms. Heppenstall improved her CCOSS and removed the ARS volumes from 16 

the allocation of the distribution rate calculation, which resulted in her revised rate 17 

calculation of $0.105/Dth.  In my direct testimony I identified low pressure distribution 18 

O&M costs that Ms. Heppenstall allocated to Vicinity.  I itemized those costs and removed 19 

them from Ms. Heppenstall’s CCOSS model and the result was a distribution rate of 20 

$0.0397/Dth.  PGW is disappointed that when CCOSS data is improved to more accurately 21 

reflect cost causation, the calculated cost for Vicinity drops, but that result is not surprising.  22 

Vicinity paid for the line beginning in 1996, paid the distribution rate of $1.1 million 23 

annually, and has annually contributed an amount for O&M, most recently $180,000 in 24 
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2022.  Those O&M payments represent a revenue stream over 25 years, yet when asked to 1 

identify any O&M work done on the four-mile line, PGW could not.3 2 

My position has been consistent throughout the three proceedings, that the cost Vicinity 3 

should pay for distribution service of gas transportation on the four mile line should be 4 

those costs that are a direct allocation of the four-mile line.  They should not include allo-5 

cated costs of the low pressure distribution system.   6 

 7 

Q. HOW DO YOU ADDRESS COMMENTS IN MS. HEPPENSTALL’S REBUTTAL 8 

TESTIMONY CONCERNING THE DISTRIBUTION RATE? 9 

A. On page 9 of her rebuttal testimony, Ms. Heppenstall said that because Vicinity has a spe-10 

cial contract that “the cost of service analysis was not used or relied on” but previous PGW 11 

witnesses, including Ms. Heppenstall, have provided sworn testimony that the proper treat-12 

ment of Vicinity in a CCOSS does not allocate low pressure distribution system costs to 13 

Vicinity.  Ms. Heppenstall’s current reversal of position should be ignored. 14 

 On page 10, Ms. Heppenstall testifies that, “as the cost of this pipeline was contributed by 15 

GFCP/VEPI, there is no asset to directly assign.” Id.10:7-8.  Ms. Heppenstall is incorrect, 16 

as there is a cost to directly assign, and that cost is zero, because Vicinity paid for the 17 

pipeline originally.  18 

 

3 Exhibit JC 3.1 in the Complaint case was the Response to Discovery Request I-2, Provide annual maintenance 
documents since the placement into service of the four-mile line.  Indicate actual maintenance task, date, and cost.  
PGW’s response was “The Company does not maintain annual maintenance records by main….” 
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Continuing on page 10, Ms. Heppenstall contradicts herself and appears to agree with me, 1 

saying, “The purpose of the cost of service study is to equitably assign costs across all 2 

customer classes. The ideal scenario would be to directly assign costs to each customer 3 

based on the costs to serve that individual customer.” Id. 10:13-15.  Despite this statement, 4 

Ms. Heppenstall proceeded to allocate costs of the low pressure distribution system to 5 

Vicinity and said, “These distribution expenses, of which the Company has only allocated 6 

$784,000 or 0.79% to GFCP/VEPI, are expenses needed to operate and maintain the entire 7 

distribution system, not just the low pressure system, as Mr. Crist is implying.  These 8 

expenses, as they are joint and common costs needed to operate the system,” emphasis 9 

added id.11:2-5.  10 

I made my adjustments of her revised CCOSS by removing those low pressure distribution 11 

system O&M costs.  That is also the explanation that addresses Ms. Heppenstall’s 12 

observation that in the Complaint case when her CCOSS was adjusted by removing just 13 

the ARS volumes that changed the maximum rate to $0.212/Dth, and now that Ms. 14 

Heppenstall has further improved her CCOSS to separate out the ARS volumes for the 15 

determination of the distribution rate, she lowered her recommendation to $0.105/Dth, and 16 

when I then removed the low pressure distribution system O&M cost allocation it 17 

decreased the Vicinity distribution rate further.  This should not be a surprise to Ms. 18 

Heppenstall.   19 

Ms. Heppenstall maintains on page 12, that just because Vicinity can be interruptible they 20 

should not receive any true cost benefit because PGW has not interrupted any interruptible 21 

customers in a very long time.  In my Rebuttal testimony, I addressed the merits and value 22 
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of having interruptible customers and explained that having such a risk management 1 

capability of being interruptible comes with a cost, even when not used.  Ms. Heppenstall’s 2 

statements that categorize interruptible customers the same as firm customers, deny the 3 

premise that interruptible customers provide value, similar to an insurance policy, and just 4 

like an insurance policy, you must pay the premium even when you do not have coverable 5 

claims – ever. Risk management tools such as having interruptible customers as a 6 

component of system capacity planning provide a real benefit and such tools have a real 7 

value.   8 

On page 12, Ms. Heppenstall raises the PGW position that if it were not for its low pressure 9 

distribution system, Vicinity would not have access to ARS volumes.  I will address this 10 

mistaken claim later in this testimony when I address the capacity issue.   11 

 12 

Q. HOW DO YOU ADDRESS COMMENTS IN MR. TEME’S REBUTTAL TESTI-13 

MONY CONCERNING GRADUALISM? 14 

A. Reviewing Mr. Teme’s endorsement and encouragement of gradualism as he stated, “It is 15 

important to evaluate the total bill impact when considering the concepts of rate shock and 16 

gradualism.  The percentage increase in customer charge, alone, will not result in rate shock 17 

if the total bill increase is still reasonable and affordable for customers.” PGW St. No. 6-18 

R, 12:7-8.  In his supplemental direct testimony Mr. Teme proposed an increase of 19 

Vicinity’s rates from $1.129 million/yr. to $5.279 million/yr. PGW St. No. 6-SD, 2:23.  His 20 

proposal to increase Vicinity’s rates by 460% is not a demonstration of gradualism.  I 21 

observed previously that PGW’s proposed increase of Vicinity’s monthly customer charge 22 

from $250/meter to $1,100/meter was unsubstantiated without any proof of costs, and that 23 
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also is not an example of gradualism.  Based on gradualism alone, which Mr. Teme 1 

professes to believe in, the PGW increase to Vicinity should be rejected.   2 

 3 

Q. HAVE YOU CHANGED YOUR POSITION ON ISSUES AS MR. TEME AL-4 

LEGED? 5 

A. No, but as I obtained additional information through discovery requests of PGW, I have 6 

clarified my recommendations based on the evidence. For each of the topics presented by 7 

Mr. Teme I will explain the additional information and how that has honed my position. 8 

 9 

Q. WHAT CLARIFICATION CAN YOU PROVIDE REGARDING VICINITY BEING 10 

AN INTERRUPTIBLE CUSTOMER? 11 

 Regarding the interruptibility capability of Vicinity, I have desired to preserve the quality 12 

of service that Vicinity has had since 1996.  In that contract it was described by PGW as 13 

“firm, non-interruptible Local Gas Transportation Service to the Facility for up to 50,000 14 

Dekatherms per Day” (Contract at 22).  Since Vicinity’s peaking needs are 56,000 Dth/day 15 

its service was never firm for its entire need, as the final 6,000 Dth/day are not firm.  16 

Logically those peaking needs occur during the winter when temperatures are extremely 17 

cold, as Vicinity operates the thermal distribution system that serves downtown 18 

Philadelphia.  In addition to not being firm to satisfy peaking needs, there are conditions 19 

that give PGW the right to interrupt “on any Day, up to a maximum of fifteen (15) Days 20 

per Agreement Year, on which the forecasted mean temperature for the greater 21 

Philadelphia metropolitan area, is forecasted by the National Weather Service to be twenty-22 

five degrees Fahrenheit (25°) or less” (Contract at 30-31).  Fifteen days per year is a huge 23 
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amount of interruptibility, so the service conditions were never truly firm.  Examining the 1 

PGW tariff conditions for Interruptible service show it described as, “service will be 2 

offered to interruptible Customers, who can in the sole judgment of the Company, manage 3 

its business without the use of Gas during periods of curtailment or interruption.”  (Gas 4 

Tariff- Pa P.U.C. No. 2 Original Pg. No. 111) so the tariff is less detailed than Vicinity’s 5 

Contract in describing the conditions that subject a customer to interruption.   6 

 The tariff actually specifies the physical requirements necessary to be considered as an 7 

interruptible customer:  8 

INTERRUPTIBLE CAPABILITY 9 

In order to qualify for interruptible daily Transportation Service under this Rate 10 
Schedule, a Customer must: ( 1) have installed and operable alternate fuel 11 
equipment, including appropriate fuel storage capacity, capable of displacing the 12 
daily quantity of Gas subject to curtailment or interruption; or (2) or in the 13 
alternative demonstrate to the Company's sole satisfaction the ability to manage its 14 
business without the use of Gas during periods of curtailment or interruption. 15 

During cross examination in the 1307(f) Case, Attorney Stewart attempted to obtain 16 

clarification from Mr. Reeves regarding the protocol that PGW uses when deciding upon 17 

recalling capacity it has released because of cold weather conditions.  That exchange was:  18 

ATTORNEY STEWART: I asked -the question I asked is do they have a protocol 19 
for when they recall capacity or do they just do it as a, let's call it a game day 20 
decision. I mean, is there - do they have an actual set of rules or requirements that 21 
they follow when they do this?  I’m just asking how it happens, the decision making 22 
process.  23 

ATTORNEY KENNARD: Thank you for that clarification.  24 

THE WITNESS: We evaluate the upcoming weather. PGW is a 90 percent 25 
residential heating customer basis. So a lot of our load is dependent on weather.  26 
We will evaluate the upcoming weather and the upcoming needs of our customers.  27 
Comparing that with where our gas portfolio stands, where our storages stand, our 28 
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LT storages stand.  And we'll take a look and determine whether it makes sense to 1 
recall the capacity or if we can balance off of our other assets. (Tr.at 75-76). 2 

If PGW did recall capacity from customers, that would mean interrupting them.  PGW has 3 

stated, and other parties have observed, that in recent years customers have not been 4 

interrupted, however the absence of PGW interrupting a customer, does not make that 5 

customer “firm.”  It simply means that during periods of cold weather PGW was able to 6 

satisfy the needs of its customers using the entirety of its gas portfolio assets.  Vicinity’s 7 

contractual obligation to accept up to 15 days per year of interruption, and its contractual 8 

agreement to not have firm service for 6,000 Dth/day (the difference between its peak of 9 

56,000 Dth/day and 50,000 Dth/day provided in the Contract) by the definition used by 10 

PGW means the appropriate description of the service to Vicinity is “interruptible.”  I am 11 

simply recognizing that.  I have consistently said that Vicinity would accept contract terms 12 

similar to those it has had for the past 25 years, meaning that it is agreeable to the 13 

interruptible language found in PGW’s tariff. 14 

 15 

Q. HOW DO YOU RESPOND TO MR. TEME’S COMMENTS REGADING 16 

BIOFUEL? 17 

A. Because bio fuel is usually more expensive than natural gas, fuel switching is usually only 18 

done for gas interruptions, testing, and any time gas prices rise above the oil price.  The 19 

low volumes in these recent months only illustrates that gas was not expensive in 20 

comparison, nor interrupted.  21 

 22 
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Q. ARE MR. TEME’S COMMENTS ABOUT VICINITY’S PERFORMANCE AS A 1 

POWER GENERATOR RELEVANT? 2 

A. Although Mr. Teme attempts to provide some type of business analysis regarding 3 

Vicinity’s role as a power generator (id. at 22) his comments are not relevant.  Vicinity’s 4 

power generation business is not the subject of this regulatory proceeding.  It is an 5 

unregulated power supplier, and makes business decisions, including risk management 6 

decisions on a daily basis.  The business decision it made in 1996 was to agree to the 7 

interruptibility provisions of the Contract and is confident in its decision now to be subject 8 

to similar terms. 9 

 10 

Q. ARE MR. TEME’S COMMENTS ABOUT VICINITY’S PERFORMANCE AS A 11 

UTILITY STEAM PROVIDER RELEVANT? 12 

A. Mr. Teme attempts to create fear about Vicinity’s ability to provide reliable steam service 13 

are not relevant.  Vicinity has operated its regulated thermal distribution system for 36 14 

years and had no fuel related interruptions.  Vicinity has millions of gallons of oil and 15 

biofuel on site and millions of gallons of additional oil storage capacity and have recently 16 

provided discovery responses to PGW regarding Vicinity’s oil back up capabilities.  Mr. 17 

Teme’s comment that there are no documents (id 22:12-13) is misleading.  I will be crystal 18 

clear- Vicinity has significant oil storage capability and is confident in its business decision 19 

and would agree to terms that are substantially similar to those in the 1996 Contract.  20 

PGW’s description of interruptibility in its tariff actually pose less business risk to Vicinity 21 

than the terms in the 1996 Contract.    22 
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Q. ARE MR. TEME’S CLAIMS THAT VICINITY DOES NOT QUALIFY TO BE 1 

CONSIDERED INTERRUPTIBLE VALID? 2 

A. I have provided significant evidence that Vicinity has oil storage and is capable of 3 

operating its facility for 70 days in the summer, 30 days in the winter, and 20 days at peak, 4 

and that is without replenishment of its oil stores.  With oil deliveries that can occur daily, 5 

facility operations might continue indefinitely.  Mr. Teme’s rebuttal testimony that Vicinity 6 

must “demonstrate to the Company’s sole satisfaction the ability to manage its business 7 

without the use of gas during periods of curtailment or interruption” should be satisfied by 8 

the fact that Vicinity has significant oil storage, and that Vicinity is stating it can comply 9 

with the terms of PGW’s interruptible tariff.  Mr. Teme or his colleagues are invited to 10 

inspect Vicinity’s tank farm, and discuss interruption scenarios with Vicinity operation 11 

personnel.  It is unclear why Mr. Teme is so focused on this, considering that PGW has not 12 

needed to interrupt customers in many years, and that Mr. Reeves has testified that PGW 13 

has significant assets to provide reliable gas delivery, and I do not disagree with that. In 14 

the 1307(f) case I provided evidence that PGW is surplus with delivery assets and 15 

recommended that it release some of its abundant capacity to Vicinity, yet now Mr. Teme 16 

is worried that Vicinity might not be able to interrupt its operations if called upon by PGW.  17 

Mr. Teme’s concerns have been addressed and need not be considered further. 18 

 19 

Q. HOW DO YOU ADDRESS MR. TEME’S POSITION CONCERNING THE USEC 20 

SURCHARGE? 21 

A. I provided rationale in my direct testimony explaining that Vicinity has never been subject 22 

to surcharges, and applying such surcharges now is not appropriate.  Mr. Knecht disagreed 23 
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with me regarding the Universal Service and Energy Conservation (“USEC”) surcharge, 1 

not because of cost causation, for he agrees with me that in all other regulated gas and 2 

electric utilities in Pennsylvania, such charges are borne by the customers in the class that 3 

is actually eligible to participate in and receive benefits.  However, because the small 4 

business customers that Mr. Knecht represents are subject to USEC, he believes that 5 

Vicinity should also be subject to it.  I have explained in this testimony that Vicinity has 6 

operated under terms and conditions since 1996 that allow it to be interrupted, even more 7 

so than customers served under PGW’s interruptible transportation rate.  Going forward, 8 

Vicinity is capable of continuing in that manner, and should be exempt from USEC.  Mr. 9 

Knecht’s logic of applying USEC to Vicinity is that “misery loves company.”  Just because 10 

customer classes other than residential (the only class that can participate in programs 11 

funded by the USEC) have been subject to USEC historically, does not make it right, as it 12 

violates cost causation principles.  In his direct testimony Mr. Knecht pointed out the 13 

absurdity of PGW’s proposed $19.2 million USEC surcharge to Vicinity, which was based 14 

on total throughput, and proposes an alternative amount of $290,000, and Mr. Teme stated 15 

that he would support that amount.  While this is obviously more advantageous to Vicinity 16 

than the original $19.2 million that was in the Company’s revenue allocation, it still 17 

violates cost causation principles, and gradualism.  The starting point for Vicinity is the 18 

amount it is currently being charged for distribution services, which is $1.1. million/yr.  19 

Just adding a USEC amount of $290,000 would be an increase of 26%, which clearly is an 20 

increase that is excessive and I would believe that if such an increase were assigned to the 21 

small business class that Mr. Knecht favors, that he would object for the same reason I am.   22 

 23 
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Q. WHAT IS YOUR RESPONSE TO MR. PEACH’S OPINION REGARDING 1 

APPLYING THE USEC SURCHARE TO VICINITY? 2 

A. Mr. Peach’s testimony regarding Vicinity begins by recalling treatment of USEC’s 3 

applicability to classes other than the residential class that can participate in USEC 4 

programs.  I have already explained that such treatment violates cost causation and the 5 

assessment of the original $19.2 million requested or the $290,000 amount Mr. Teme 6 

presented in his rebuttal testimony would impose an extraordinary burden on Vicinity.  He 7 

continues by stating that the USEC should apply to Vicinity even if its service is 8 

interruptible, “in my opinion it is reasonable public policy to require a large customer to 9 

contribute to helping to cover the costs of PGW’s low-income programs regardless of the 10 

specific status of their service.” (PGW St. No. 9-R, 36:7-9).  He then contradicts himself 11 

stating, “the Interruptible Transportation class has been exempted from contributing to 12 

universal service costs since before PGW came under PUC jurisdiction.  I do not believe it 13 

would be reasonable to modify that status in this proceeding.” (id.36:13-16).  The 14 

Interruptible Transportation customers that Mr. Peach desires to be exempt from USEC, 15 

are also large customers.  16 

 Mr. Peach adds that if Vicinity is not subject to the USEC surcharge that it “would also 17 

place an even heavier burden for these costs on residential customers” (id.37:12-13), 18 

however this analysis is incorrect as Vicinity has never been subject to the USEC surcharge 19 

and such costs have always been borne by residential customers.  The impact that should 20 

concern Mr. Peach is the impact on residential customers if Vicinity were to cease to be a 21 

customer of PGW, and the millions of dollars of Vicinity’s annual payments ended.  That 22 
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would cause a substantial burden on not only residential customers, but all of PGW’s 1 

customers. 2 

 3 

Q. HOW DO YOU ADDRESS MR. TEME’S POSITION CONCERNING THE 4 

EFFECIENCY COST RECOVERY SURCHARGE? 5 

A. Mr. Teme still proposes to collect the Efficiency Cost Recovery (“ECR”) surcharge amount 6 

of $112,000/yr. from Vicinity. I have explained that interruptible customers are not 7 

assessed the ECR and therefore Vicinity should be exempt.  Additionally, adding to the 8 

gradualism argument I presented in the discussion of the USEC surcharge, I will now 9 

include this amount to illustrate that Vicinity’s annual cost would increase from $1.1 10 

million to $1.5 million, so now the increase is 36%, which further violates the gradualism 11 

principal.  If the Commission determines that any cost surcharge should be assessed then 12 

it should restrict the use of those funds to the customer class that is providing the surcharge, 13 

namely the Rate GC-XLT class, of which Vicinity is the only member.  Such treatment is 14 

done for Act 129 conservation and energy efficiency programs and can be applied here.   15 

 16 

Q. HOW DO YOU ADDRESS MR. TEME’S POSITION CONCERNING THE OTHER 17 

POST EMPLOYMENT BENEFIT SURCHARGE? 18 

A. Mr. Teme still proposes to collect the OPEB surcharge amount of $3,288,000/yr. from 19 

Vicinity, which dwarfs Vicinity’s current aggregate distribution costs of $1.1 million/yr.  20 

Clearly this violates gradualism.  Mr. Knecht disagrees with PGW’s desire and states, “it 21 

is not appropriate to apply the OPEB Surcharge to this class” (id. 35:25-26).  Repeating 22 
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the same gradualism illustration I provided previously, adding an additional $3.2 million 1 

to Vicinity clearly violates gradualism, and should be rejected.   2 

 3 

Q. HOW DO YOU ADDRESS MR. TEME’S POSITION CONCERNING THE 4 

OTHER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT CHARGE? 5 

A. Mr. Teme still proposes to collect the DSIC surcharge amount of $1,780,000/yr. from 6 

Vicinity, which also dwarfs Vicinity’s current distribution rate of $1.1 million/yr.  Clearly 7 

this violates gradualism.  Mr. Knecht proposes $150,000.  If he would acknowledge that 8 

Vicinity is interruptible, he would have proposed nothing, recognizing the competitive 9 

nature of Vicinity.  Assessing a DSIC surcharge to Vicinity is wholly inappropriate because 10 

Vicinity does not use the low pressure distribution system.  PGW’s DSIC charges are based 11 

on the replacement of aged distribution mains, therefore this again violates cost causation 12 

principles as Vicinity should not be assessed costs of the low pressure distribution system.  13 

There is no plan or need for replacement of the four mile line.  DSIC simply does not apply 14 

here.   15 

 16 

Q. WHAT IS THE SUMMARY OF YOUR POSITION REGARDING 17 

ASSESSMENTOF SURCHARGES?  18 

A. PGW is striving to increase costs to Vicinity as much as possible. It must be recognized 19 

that as a potential bypass customer, by definition Vicinity is competitively situated.  20 

Whether the rate to Vicinity increased due to an increase in the transportation rate, or 21 

surcharges, regardless of the use of those surcharges, it all impacts the total amount that 22 
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Vicinity will be facing, and as that amount increases it becomes increasingly attractive to 1 

continue with the bypass line construction.  Surcharges should not be assessed.   2 

 3 

Q. WHAT PREVIOUS COMMISSION ORDERS ADDRESSED WAIVER OF 4 

SURCHARGES IN COMPETITIVE BYPASS SITUATIONS? 5 

A. In 2005, during the Gas Wars era in western Pennsylvania, Commission Orders issued 6 

clarified the circumstances where rate discounting was a reasonable and desirable action, 7 

that would preserve customer load on the local gas utility.  The Commission recognized 8 

that doing so benefits all customers of the local distribution company (“LDC”).   9 

 The Order in the 2005 Peoples Gas 1307(f) case4 stated: 10 

we believe that there are circumstances in which it may be reasonable to 11 
require captive PGC customers to bear the costs of discounted or waived 12 
gas delivery related charges incurred to retain throughput. The 13 
circumstances may include instances in which a customer may obtain 14 
service by direct bypass, receive service through facilities which could not 15 
produce the system average retainage (company use/ unaccounted for gas) 16 
percentage, a competitive offer from a non-jurisdictional entity, economic 17 
development and job retention and instances where there is a bona fide 18 
competitive offer from an alternative energy source.  In such circumstances, 19 
the utility should maintain the burden of proof and it should also be 20 
demonstrated that the existing customer charges recover, at a minimum, the 21 
marginal costs of providing transportation service, so as to ensure a 22 
contribution to fixed costs.  This list is not exhaustive.  Because the 23 
aforementioned examples are not exhaustive, we believe that the 24 
Commission may entertain other instances in which the utility prudently 25 
exercised its discretion. 26 
 27 

The Order in the 2005 Equitable Gas 1307(f) case5 stated: 28 

There are circumstances in which it may be reasonable to require captive 29 
PGC customers to bear the costs of discounted or waived gas delivery-30 
related charges incurred to retain throughput.  Those circumstances may 31 
include instances in which a customer may obtain service by direct bypass, 32 

 

4 R-00050267 
5 R-00050272 
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receive service through facilities which could not produce the system 1 
average retainage (company use, unaccounted for gas) percentage, a 2 
competitive offer from a non-jurisdictional entity, economic development 3 
and job retention, and instances where there is bona fide competitive offer 4 
from an alternative energy source.  In such circumstances, it should also be 5 
demonstrated that the existing customer charges recover, at a minimum, the 6 
marginal costs of providing transportation service, so as to ensure a 7 
contribution to fixed costs.  Because this list is not exhaustive, it is prudent 8 
that the Commission should entertain other instances in which the utility 9 
properly exercised its discretion. 10 
 11 

 The Commission is clear and consistent in its understanding that loss of an LDC customer 12 

to bypass disadvantages the remaining customers of the LDC.  In this proceeding, PGW is 13 

facing the loss its largest customer, and the millions of dollars of annual revenue 14 

contributed by that customer.  I have recommended a reasonable rate based on the cost of 15 

service to Vicinity through the dedicated four-mile pipeline, which Vicinity paid for in 16 

1996.  Attempts to add additional charges and surcharges, which Vicinity has never been 17 

subject to, should be rejected, and doing so would be consistent with the prior Commission 18 

rulings in such competitive situations.  19 

 20 

Q. MR. TEME CONTINUES TO PROPOSE THAT THE METERING CHARGE FOR 21 

VICINITY SHOULD BE INCREASED 440%.  WHAT RATIONALE DOES HE 22 

CITE? 23 

A. He explains that a meter replacement was done in 2018.  Utilities replace meters regularly 24 

as part of routine maintenance, and I have established that Vicinity has paid an annual 25 

maintenance charge since 1996, that increases yearly and more recently was $180,000 in 26 

2022.  Mr. Teme claims that the ongoing annual cost of maintaining the meters is 27 

$64,003.07.  The two meters install are ultrasonic meters, which are an appropriate 28 

equipment choice for a customer of Vicinity’s size.  Such meters typically undergo an 29 
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annual maintenance inspection, which consists of removing the meter, examining it for an 1 

internal wear, and verifying that the external controls and telemetry are in proper working 2 

order.   3 

While a typical cost for such a routine inspection and maintenance might be a few thousand 4 

dollars, there is no way that it should be $64,003, so I requested the maintenance records 5 

to determine what the problem was.  The Company’s response to Set IV-2 is included as 6 

Exhibit JC-9 and stated, “The meters are field inspected and maintained approximately 30 7 

times per year.”  This set off a red flag with me as a meter inspection frequency of 30 times 8 

per year is excessive, so I followed up with a request for the maintenance logs, which the 9 

Company provided under a CONFIDENTIAL classification, therefore, I am including 10 

them as CONFIDENTIAL Exhibit JC-10, which consists of the maintenance records of 11 

both the 8” and 12” meters.  Examination of the records show in general terms that the 12 

excessive number of maintenance calls were to remedy problems with the telemetering 13 

system.  Table JC-1 shows the frequency by year for the maintenance call. 14 

Table JC-1 Meter Maintenance Calls 
 8" 12"  

2023 3 2  
2022 9 5  
2021 26 24  
2020 8 7  
2019 19 11  
2018 18 18  

 83 67  
 15 

Data in Table JC-1 show that the 8” meter has had more maintenance problems than the 16 

12” meter.  A review of the Confidential maintenance logs shows that the calls on the 12” 17 

meter were on the same date and time as the 8” meter, which makes sense.  Total calls over 18 
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the past 5 ½ years is 150, but only 83 visits since both meters were serviced during one 1 

visit.  Data in the table show that in the 2021 and 2022 the maintenance call frequency has 2 

declined, so Mr. Teme’s $64,003 average maintenance cost is significantly overstated.  3 

Examination of the Confidential maintenance logs show that the most recent maintenance 4 

call was June 9, 2023, and was to investigate the inoperative telemetering equipment, so 5 

after six years PGW still has not figured out how to get the meters working properly on 6 

their largest customer.  For these reasons, I find that Mr. Teme’s claim that the annual 7 

maintenance cost of $64,003 is not just and reasonable.  His desire to increase the current 8 

$250/meter/month, which is already the highest monthly meter charge in the PGW tariff, 9 

to $1,100/meter/month, an increase of 440%, is based on the Company’s inability to 10 

properly operate the telemetering equipment and must be rejected.  11 

 12 

Q. WHAT IS MR. TEME’S POSITION ON VICINITY’S BYPASS LINE PROJECT? 13 

A. Mr. Teme is not convinced that a bypass line is a credible project.  Considering that the 14 

project bid documents that contain the specific route, engineering details, permitting plans 15 

and financial data are highly confidential and therefore Mr. Teme himself, or any other 16 

PGW employee, has not seen the documents, I understand his position.  The multiple 17 

responses to the engineering bid solicitation were submitted as the response to OCA Set 18 

IV-1, therefore, may be examined by the non-PGW parties that have executed the 19 

appropriate non-disclosure agreement and of those parties, none have expressed doubts in 20 

rebuttal testimony regarding the possibility of the bypass line construction.  Obviously, the 21 

ALJs and Commission can review those documents.  One such document is attached to my 22 

direct testimony as Highly Confidential Exhibit JC-5.  I have attached a summary showing 23 
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the expected costs as HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL Exhibit JC-11.  I will provide as much 1 

non-confidential descriptive information as possible now.  The bypass line total cost 2 

estimate, which includes contingency, permitting, tie in to TETCO, engineering, site 3 

supervision, and bond expense bring the project total to $26.7 million.  Mr. Teme is 4 

certainly able to conduct his own financial analysis and in doing so will see that the rates 5 

and surcharge amounts PGW has proposed make this project financially attractive.  Neither 6 

Mr. Teme nor I were involved in the negotiations that led to the 1996 Contract, but history 7 

can be an excellent predictor of the future.  Vicinity had the engineering, permitting, right 8 

of way acquisition and FERC approvals completed, and would have constructed the bypass 9 

line had it not reached the agreement with PGW expressed in the 1996 Contract.  This is 10 

not the time for Mr. Teme to engage in a game of chicken with Vicinity. It is clear that 11 

Vicinity has gone about as far in the process as it can go before actually ordering the 12 

construction to begin, the determination of which hinges on the outcome of this proceeding. 13 

 14 

Q. WHAT IS YOUR RESPONSE TO MR. REEVES’ POSITION ON HIS DEPART-15 

MENT’S COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH PROVIDING ARS? 16 

A. In my direct testimony I review the duties listed in the detailed job descriptions of the three 17 

employees that Mr. Reeves stated were involved with and responsible for the routine 18 

provisioning of ARS.  Mr. Reeves explained that even though the job descriptions for the 19 

staff employees in his department do not specifically cite ARS as a component of their job 20 

functions, none the less, those employees conduct several tasks related to the provision of 21 

ARS: 22 

 23 
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“PGW personnel have to procure the gas, schedule the nominations for the 1 
gas, monitor the gas flow on interstate pipeline (and makes adjustments if 2 
needed), and then account for the gas at the end of the month. PGW is also 3 
a recipient of gas which requires PGW personnel to monitor the incoming 4 
gas supply, and account for all the gas to make sure the volumes appropri-5 
ately match.” (PGW St. 8-R). 6 
 7 

 While I do not disagree that such job functions are reasonable in provision of ARS, they 8 

are the same job functions that the three employees do on a daily basis for every transpor-9 

tation customer.  I would expect the PGW’s gas nomination process and associated moni-10 

toring is computerized and the inclusion of Vicinity volumes, whether it is 21,000 Dth in 11 

a day 100 Dth in a day, does not create a noticeable or measurable amount of work.  As 12 

such, any labor costs connected with the provision of ARS should be allocated on a per-13 

customer basis, not on a volumetric basis.  Such costs are de minimis.  14 

 15 

Q. MR. REEVES OPINES THAT YOUR EDITS OF THE BALANCING AND LOST 16 

AND UNACCOUNTED FOR SECTION OF THE PROPOSED TARIFF GS-XLT 17 

ARE NOT NECESSARY.  HOW DO YOU ADDRESS THAT? 18 

A. Mr. Reeves believes my modifications are not necessary because the proposed tariff 19 

includes language that states the condition may “at the Company’s discretion be waived or 20 

revised as appropriate.”  He raises possible future scenarios of adding another customer 21 

served off of meter 73060.  His concern, no matter how unlikely, is valid.  He has sworn 22 

not to subject Vicinity to balancing provisions and LUF charges under the current operation 23 

and because he stated as such, I would agree that if things change there may be reason to 24 

modify it to deal appropriately with the operational concerns that may arise.  However, this 25 

would be a unique situation and given the contentious history of the PGW-Vicinity 26 

relationship I am not comfortable “trusting” PGW into the future on this point.  I 27 
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recommend that if operational conditions change as Mr. Reeves has described, that the 1 

Company and Vicinity be required to meet and develop a satisfactory modification that 2 

reflects the actual balancing or LUF services provided by the Company.  3 

 4 

Q. MR. REEVES DISAGREES WITH YOUR DESCRIPTION OF ARS AS A GAS 5 

“SWAP”.  WHAT IS YOUR RESPONSE? 6 

A. ARS can be confusing to understand and Mr. Reeves chooses to refer to ARS as a “dis-7 

placement transaction.”  I am happy to use his wording but that does not change the sub-8 

stance of what occurs when the gas that is delivered to Vicinity through the four mile line.  9 

To make that happen, Vicinity delivers a like quantity of gas to Skippack and PGW delivers 10 

gas down the Philadelphia Lateral to meter 73060 and through the four mile line.  11 

 Mr. Reeves’ testimony continues with explanations that I debate.  While I explained that 12 

Vicinity delivers gas to Skippack and PGW delivers gas to meter 73060 he complains that 13 

“Mr. Crist focus is on the physical flow of gas” (PGW St. 8-R 6:18).  I focus on the physical 14 

flow of gas because cost causation principles demand such.  He complains that ARS is 15 

strictly an accommodation requested by Vicinity and PGW allows Vicinity to use PGW’s 16 

capacity rights to deliver gas on the Philadelphia Lateral, and that there is no benefit to 17 

PGW from the ARS arrangement.  The benefit to PGW began in 1996, when through the 18 

result of negotiation PGW and Vicinity reached agreement for PGW to allow the use of its 19 

capacity on the Philadelphia Lateral in exchange for Vicinity abandoning its plans to 20 

construct a bypass pipeline.  In addition to the $1.1 million annually that Vicinity paid to 21 

PGW for transportation service, for 25 years PGW received large payments for the release 22 

capacity of 36,000 Dth/day in the summer, when it did not require such an amount.  In 23 
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2022 those payments totaled $2.3 million.  Those are the financial benefits.  In terms of 1 

public awareness, PGW retained its largest customer and avoided the embarrassment of 2 

that customer constructing a bypass line.  Current actions by PGW have put that at risk, as 3 

PGW has done nothing in the three regulatory proceedings to encourage Vicinity to remain 4 

a customer of PGW.   5 

 6 

Q. WHAT CAPACITY CONTRACTS DOES PGW USE TO PROVIDE SERVICE TO 7 

VICINITY? 8 

A. The contracts that PGW uses to supply Philadelphia Lateral capacity to Vicinity are 9 

TETCO #800514 and #800515, and I have attached the relevant pages that show the con-10 

tract path and delivery points as Exhibit JC-12.  Examination of both contracts show that 11 

they provide M1 to M3 capacity and can deliver up to 18,000 Dth/day to meters 70030 and 12 

73060 (the meter at the city gate of the four mile pipe).  Both of these contracts began in 13 

February, 1996, at the beginning of service to Vicinity. 14 

 15 

Q. WHAT IS YOUR POSITION REGARDING THE VALUE OF CAPACITY 16 

VICINITY NEEDS TO DELIVER GAS TO METER 73060 ON THE 17 

PHILADELPHIA LATERAL? 18 

A. My position has been and remains that the price of capacity that Vicinity needs should be 19 

the market price, regardless if that capacity is provided through PGW’s ARS or if PGW 20 

simply releases the capacity on a recallable basis.  As additional data requested was 21 

supplied it became clear that the market value of capacity can vary considerably, and a 22 

significant determinant of value is the contract path of the capacity.   23 
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Q. WHAT IS THE EXPLANATION OF THE DIFFERENT VALUES OF RELEASE 1 

CAPACITY AND ARS THAT YOU HAVE CITED IN PREVIOUS TESTIMONY? 2 

A. I introduced the example of PGW releasing capacity to Vicinity at the filed TETCO tariff 3 

maximum of $0.80/Dth-day for all 21,000 Dth that PGW supplies, and the simple 4 

arithmetic calculates the annual cost ($0.80 x 365 x 21,000) at $6.1 million.  The release 5 

of that capacity that has a delivery path of M1 to M3, and to meter 73060 would provide 6 

Vicinity access to low cost Marcellus shale gas in M-2, and that would provide value to 7 

Vicinity.  PGW provided evidence in the 1307(f) case of the total capacity releases for the 8 

period 2018 through 2022 and that average value was $0.35/Dth-day.  That data proves the 9 

market rate for the M1 to M3 release capacity is $0.35/Dth-day.  When I requested an 10 

update of the data to include release capacity contract through this past winter, the response 11 

included the winter (11/1/22-3/1/23) release of capacity to the Paulsboro Refinery and the 12 

capacity path was M3 to delivery on the Philadelphia Lateral using contact #800233 and 13 

the market value was $0.10/Dth-day.  That may seem like a low amount to Mr. Reeves, but 14 

it must be recognized that the capacity path is only M-3 so it does not allow access to the 15 

low cost Marcellus gas available in M-2.  That value is the most recent true market value 16 

of segment of capacity that Vicinity needs. 17 

 18 

Q. WHAT IS YOUR EXPLANATION OF THE REASON THE VALUE OF 19 

PHILADELPIA LATERAL CAPACITY IS $0.10/DTH-DAY? 20 

A. It is the straightforward reason that any price is low, that there is not much demand for that 21 

capacity on the Philadelphia Lateral.  There are two major industrial size customers, 22 

Vicinity and the Paulsboro Refinery.  I continue to emphasize that $0.10/Dth-day is a 23 
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market rate, and as such it can increase or decrease.  Mr. Reeves was critical of my 1 

illustration that the Philadelphia Lateral capacity was only worth $0.10/Dth-day and stated, 2 

“more likely, GFCP/VEPI have again changed their theory of the case yet again to try to 3 

obtain an advantageous, subsidized rate.  Now that PGW has agreed to use a capacity 4 

pricing model for ARS, the value has dropped considerably.”  Id 10:11-14.  5 

 He shows his frustration with the low price he received from the Paulsboro Refinery by 6 

claiming, “The underlying argument that $0.10 paid by Paulboro [sic] Refinery is a market 7 

based rate is incorrect.  There is currently no competitive market for the Philadelphia 8 

Lateral.  There are not enough customers seeking capacity on the Philadelphia Lateral in 9 

the secondary market to constitute a competitive market or to create a competitive price.  I 10 

believe that there are only two potential customers in the market for Philadelphia Lateral 11 

specific releases of capacity – GFCP/VEPI and Paulsboro Refining.” Id. 13:6-11.  Mr. 12 

Reeves may lament that $0.10 is not a market based rate but the fact that he (the seller) and 13 

Paulsboro Refinery (the buyer) agreed to that price illustrates by its very existence that it 14 

is a market based rate.  It is a thinly traded market and the price that Mr. Reeves wished 15 

for was obviously higher than $0.10, but that’s how the market works.  Mr. Reeves rejected 16 

my concept I presented in the 1307(f) case, that PGW release the capacity to Vicinity at 17 

the tariff maximum price, and now complains when I observe that Philadelphia Lateral 18 

capacity should be provided to Vicinity at the $0.10 market price.  Mr. Reeves solution 19 

would to be have Vicinity continue to subsidize his GCR customers, as they have done for 20 

25 years, by charging Vicinity greater than the market price.  Vicinity paid those prices for 21 

release capacity as it was a term in the 1996 contract and over the years provided subsidies 22 

to the GCR, most recently $2.3 million in 2023. 23 
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Q. MR. REEVES COMPLAINS THAT VICINITY DID NOT BID ON THE 1 

PHILADELPHIA LATERAL CAPACITY THIS PAST WINTER.  WHY NOT? 2 

A. He complains:  3 

“bidding is not something GFCP/VEPI ha[ve] historically attempted to 4 
address their capacity shortfall.” PGW Exh. RER-2R (GCR Case). Since 5 
GFCP/VEPI do not bid on capacity, it is impossible to determine a market-6 
based rate. One customer’s bid does not set the market. By refusing to bid, 7 
GFCP/VEPI have prevented a competitive market price from emerging. For 8 
this reason, PGW has suggested that the maximum price for ARS be set at 9 
the market price for all TECO (sic) releases, not just the Philadelphia 10 
Lateral.”  PGW St. 8-R, 13: 12-18 11 

 I found this piece of misleading testimony particularly amusing.  Vicinity has its winter 12 

capacity needs met through ARS.  There is no need or reason that Vicinity would bid for 13 

capacity, since PGW already provides delivery of gas to Vicinity under the Contract 14 

provisions of ARS and Release Capacity. 15 

 However, do not be distracted by Mr. Reeves complaint, and miss the real windfall he is 16 

trying to create when he states in the next line, “For this reason, PGW has suggested that 17 

the maximum price for ARS be set at the market price for all TECO [sic] releases, not just 18 

the Philadelphia Lateral.”  As a reminder, the market price of just the Philadelphia Lateral 19 

capacity release is $0.10/Dth-day, and the market price calculated based on all capacity 20 

releases that include the Philadelphia Lateral during the period of 2018-2022 is $0.345/Dth-21 

day, and the market price for all TETCO releases is higher, but I do not know how much 22 

higher as Mr. Reeves did not supply comprehensive data, just his one big fish of $3.25/Dth-23 

day.  Mr. Reeves’ attempt to extract a subsidy from Vicinity must be ignored.  It is vitally 24 

important to understand that all of Mr. Reeve’s referenced transactions, with the sole 25 
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exception of the $0.10 Paulsboro Refinery release, include the full contract path including 1 

access to the inexpensive Marcellus shale gas in zone M-2. 2 

 3 

Q. HOW DOES MR. REEVES CONTRADICT HIMSELF REGARDING THE VALUE 4 

OF TETCO MAINLINE CAPACITY? 5 

A. When explaining that if PGW would segment the capacity, meaning break up the capacity 6 

path and sell it in pieces (the Philadelphia Lateral piece to Vicinity, and offer the long-haul 7 

piece in the capacity release market) Mr. Reeves complains: 8 

Having secured rights through the constrained and bottlenecked 9 
Philadelphia Lateral, Mr. Crist, with no support, assures the Commission 10 
and the parties that PGW can find a use for the now stranded portion of its 11 
capacity (i.e., WLA to Eagle). Id. 12:18-20. 12 
 13 

This is the same Mr. Reeves that bragged about releasing long-haul capacity in his 1307(f) 14 
testimony:   15 
 16 

“this past winter, PGW released 18,708 per day on TETCO at a price of 17 
$3.25 per Dth, far in excess of the tariffed TECO [sic] rate.  Therefore, PGW 18 
was able to generate approximately $9.2 million dollars in revenues for the 19 
benefit of its customers.  If PGW were forced to accept GFCP/VEPI’s offer 20 
of a long-term release at a rate equal to TETCO’s tariff, the value of which 21 
Mr. Crist calculates to be approximately $6.1 million, PGW’s ratepayers 22 
would be losing well over $3 million annually.”  1307(f) case St. No. 2R, 23 
14:10-15. 24 
 25 

Mr. Reeves had to confess under cross examination by Mr. Stewart that the high $3.25 26 

price he was bragging about did not include capacity on the Philadelphia Lateral, therefore 27 

was not applicable to Vicinity: 28 

Q. Let's talk about that release. It's on page 14. You say you released 18,708 29 
dekatherms per day on TETCO, I believe, for $3.25.  30 

A. Correct, with the -.  31 
Q. That capacity doesn't deliver to the Philadelphia lateral, does it?   32 
A. I believe in these releases we segmented them, yes.  33 
Q. So you agree it does not end up on the Philadelphia lateral?  34 
A. No, not this release.  35 
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(Tr. at 71). 1 
 2 

On one hand Mr. Reeves laments that if the TETCO capacity is segmented and the 3 

Philadelphia Lateral piece is released to Vicinity, then he will be stuck with the long-haul 4 

piece and not able to find a market, and on the other hand he brags that just this winter he 5 

released a piece of long-haul segmented capacity for $3.25, far in excess of the tariffed 6 

rate.  Mr. Reeves testimony when discussing ARS and capacity pricing is deliberately 7 

misleading, and his comments should be considered with a healthy dose of skepticism.  Mr. 8 

Reeves repeats the same contradiction later in his testimony and attempts a second time to 9 

mischaracterize the value of capacity: 10 

“GFCP/VEPI’s position that it would prefer to only contract for the use of 11 
TETCO capacity from Eagle to the 060 city gate is self-serving and imposes 12 
risks on our other customers.  All of PGW’s pipelines contracts are long 13 
haul contracts that begin at the supply areas to market areas on Texas 14 
Eastern, principally Louisiana and Texas and end at metered connections 15 
with PGW.  PGW cannot use capacity that ends at Eagle, since the particular 16 
TETCO facility does not connect with PGW’s system. In other words, 17 
GFCP/VEPI are asking that PGW breakup one or more of its long haul 18 
contracts to serve GFCP/VEPI, using the most valuable segment.  PGW’s 19 
customers pay for the underlying capacity costs of these contracts through 20 
the GCR. By offering $0.10 per DTH to use the most valuable portion of 21 
our TETCO capacity contract, GFCP/VEPI’s proposal leaves our customers 22 
on the hook for making up the difference.  This would force PGW’s GCR 23 
customers to bear the cost of the capacity without a way to receive gas.  24 
While Mr. Crist points out that PGW could release the rest of the capacity 25 
to the market to generate revenue for the GCR customers, the capacity 26 
market is 100% a market price with no guarantees.  This proposal would 27 
shift all of the market risk from GFCP/VEPI and force PGW’s GCR 28 
customers to bear that risk. PGW’s other customers would bear the risk of 29 
under recovering the cost associated with the stranded portion in the 30 
secondary market, since PGW cannot use it for system sales.” 31 
Id 13:22-14:15 32 

 33 

Several corrections are needed here. 34 
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1. Contracting the segment of capacity from Eagle to meter 73060, the Philadelphia 1 

Lateral, will reduce risks to PGW’s GCR customers as this segment has little value 2 

($0.10/Dth-day) 3 

2.  Long-haul capacity that will bring gas from Louisiana and Texas, and zone M-2 4 

where low cost Marcellus gas is located up to zone M-3 is desirable capacity.  Mr. Reeves 5 

released such capacity last winter for $3.25/Dth-day. 6 

3.  GCR customers do pay for PGW’s excess capacity, which I had proposed be 7 

released at tariff rates to Vicinity during the 1307(f) case, a proposal that Mr. Reeves 8 

rejected, yet now claims that releasing long-haul capacity would shift market risk to GCR 9 

customers. Those customers already bear the cost, and PGW recovers that cost from them 10 

through the GCR.  By releasing it, there is an opportunity to create additional value (Mr. 11 

Reeves $3.25 deal for example). 12 

4.  If you want to eliminate the risk that GCR customers bear then release the entire 13 

delivery path at TETCO tariff rates to Vicinity. 14 

  15 

Q. WHO IS SUBSIDIZING WHOM? 16 

A. For one last time, Mr. Reeves’ statement that “the continued provisioning of ARS and the 17 

discontinuance of the fact that the current payment of $54,000 for ARS imposes a huge 18 

subsidy burden on PGW’s other ratepayers.” (Id.17:10-12) is false and the reverse of what 19 

has occurred over the past 25 years.  The $54,000 ARS payment was one of two 20 

components of payments for ARS.  The other component was the required 21,000 Dth/day 21 

of summertime capacity which Vicinity did not entirely need, and which Vicinity paid $2.3 22 
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million in 2022.  Vicinity has been subsidizing the GCR customers, not the other way 1 

around. 2 

 3 

 Q. IS PGW’S REQUESTED INCREASE TO VICINITY’S RATE REASONABLE? 4 

A. It is not at all reasonable.  Table JC-2 shows the total of the increase requested including 5 

the ARS and four surcharges as filed which total $29.7 million, and as revised by Mr. Teme 6 

in his rebuttal testimony, which he adjusted his requested amount for USEC, resulting in a 7 

revised increase of $10.7 million.  Clearly PGW’s requested amount is far beyond what 8 

could be considered reasonable and should be denied, consistent with the detailed 9 

recommendations I have provided in my testimony.  10 

 11 

 12 

 13 

 14 

 15 

II. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 16 

Q. WHAT IS THE SUMMARY OF YOUR SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 17 

A. At the beginning of my direct testimony in this case I cited the four items in the 18 

Commission’s decision in the Complaint case that were to be addressed in this proceeding. 19 

I will review them again, with a summary of how they have been addressed. 20 

Table JC-2 Requested Rate Increase
Filed Revised

GS-XLT 1,295,176 1,295,176
ARS 3,957,000 3,957,000
USEC 19,247,000 290,000
ECR 3,288,000 3,288,000
OPEB 112,000 112,000
DSIC 1,798,000 1,798,000
Total 29,697,176 10,740,176
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a) the proper rate class for Grays Ferry Cogeneration Partnership and 1 
Vicinity Energy Philadelphia, Inc., including, if necessary, whether a 2 
special rate class is appropriate. 3 
 4 

I have demonstrated that PGW’s largest customer operates within four miles of the TETCO 5 

Philadelphia Lateral, and has initiated plans including engineering design and contractor 6 

bid solicitation to construct a bypass line and cease being a PGW customer.  This 7 

undoubtably qualifies Vicinity for a special rate, and PGW has proposed a special rate class 8 

tariff, and I have edited that tariff with appropriate changes based on cost causation.  9 

b) the appropriate methodology and evidence necessary to apply the 10 
methodology, to determine Philadelphia Gas Works’ actual cost of service 11 
for Grays Ferry Cogeneration Partnership and Vicinity Energy 12 
Philadelphia, Inc. 13 

 14 
I have provided evidence from past PGW rate cases that demonstrates the appropriate 15 

CCOSS method, which is direct cost allocation, and does not include an allocation of 16 

PGW’s low pressure distribution system expenses to Vicinity.   17 

c) consideration and resolution of the question of whether and, if so, to what 18 
extent Philadelphia Gas Works’ transportation service to Grays Ferry 19 
Cogeneration Partnership and Vicinity Energy Philadelphia, Inc., utilizes 20 
PGW’s low pressure distribution system, and if so, what impact does such 21 
use have upon the Philadelphia Gas Work’s actual cost of service and the 22 
resulting “just and reasonable” rate for Grays Ferry Cogeneration 23 
Partnership and Vicinity Energy Philadelphia, Inc. 24 

 25 

Vicinity does not use PGW's low pressure distribution system and distribution service 26 

provided to Vicinity has no impact on PGW's other customers.  Using PGW’s CCOSS 27 

model as a starting point I removed low pressure distribution system O&M costs from the 28 

allocations to the proposed Vicinity rate.  29 

d) consideration and resolution of the question whether Philadelphia Gas 30 
Works should be held to its prior position in base rate proceedings that 31 
Grays Ferry Cogeneration Partnership and Vicinity Energy Philadelphia, 32 
Inc., do not utilize Philadelphia Gas Works’ distribution system. 33 



Vicinity Statement No. 1-SR 

32 

 1 
At the commencement of this case, PGW had finally conceded that Vicinity does not use 2 

its low pressure distribution system and removed some, but not all, low pressure 3 

distribution cost allocations from its determination of Vicinity’s transportation rate.   I 4 

identified and removed several low pressure cost allocation items, consistent with the 5 

opinions stated by PGW’s CCOSS witnesses in its four previous base rate cases. 6 

 7 

Q. DID ADDRESSING THOSE FOUR ITEMS RESOLVE ALL THE ISSUES 8 

CONNECTED WITH PROVIDING JUST AND REASONABLE RATES TO 9 

VICINITY? 10 

A. No.  While it was necessary to thoroughly address the four items cited in the Commission’s 11 

Order, there were additional items that are required to provide the correct rate and tariff 12 

language for Vicinity.  I made adjustments to PGW’s CCOSS calculation of the distribution 13 

transportation rate, and I made edits to the proposed GS-XLT tariff that will result in a fair, 14 

just and reasonable cost-based rate for Vicinity.  15 

 I explained that Vicinity continues to pursue the construction of a bypass line and provided 16 

highly confidential data responses detailing contractor bids.  There should be no doubt that 17 

Vicinity’s bypass line is a financially viable project.  Bypass customers are competitive 18 

and as such exempt from each of the surcharges that PGW wishes to assess.  Addition of 19 

any surcharges increases the financial incentive for Vicinity to bypass the PGW system.  20 

 I provided significant data regarding the value of PGW’s capacity that Vicinity uses to 21 

meet its gas supply needs in winter and summer.  Such needs can be met by the 22 
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modification of ARS or capacity release as discussed in this case as well as the 1307(f) 1 

case. 2 

 3 

Q. WHAT ARE THE KEY RATE COMPONENTS OF A JUST AND REASONABLE 4 

RATE FOR VICINITY? 5 

A. The transportation rate should be $0.0397/Dth.  Capacity can be provided to Vicinity 6 

through ARS at a market price, and the most recent market price data is $0.10/Dth-day for 7 

M-3 and Philadelphia Lateral capacity and is $0.345/Dth-day for long-haul capacity that 8 

delivers to meter 73060 on the Philadelphia Lateral. 9 

 10 

Q. WHAT IS YOUR RECOMMENDATION? 11 

A. I recommend that the Commission accept the pricing and evidence that I have provided, 12 

and that PGW be directed to modify proposed rate GS-XLT for Vicinity reflecting those 13 

terms.  A serious attempt should be made to retain the patronage of Vicinity as a customer 14 

of PGW.  Failure on PGW’s part to do so will disadvantage all of its customers though the 15 

loss of distribution system revenues and will disadvantage GCR customers through loss of 16 

revenues from ARS or capacity release.  In no case should the cost increase to Vicinity 17 

exceed the overall percentage revenue increase awarded to PGW.   18 

 19 

Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 20 

A. Yes.   21 
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Philadelphia Gas Works  
Case Name: R-2023-3037933  

Docket No(s): 2023 BRC Rate Case 

Response to Discovery Request: VIC-04-VIC-04-FT-2  
Date of Response: 5/25/2023 

Response Provided By: Joseph Hawkinson 

Question: 

Identify the make and model of the two installed meters at GFCP/VEPI. Provide details about the 
installation date(s), original cost of meters, and any maintenance that has been performed on the 
meters.  

Attachments: 0 

Response:

The two meters installed in 2018 are: 

- TSP1264PSF10, TWINSONIC PLUS FLOW METER, 12",
ANSI 600, SCH. 40, 6+2 PATH, RETRACTABLE 200KHZ TRANSDUCERS, CLASS
I, DIV I, GROUP C & D WITH METERMOUNTED PRESSURE &TEMPERATURE
SENSORS.INCLUDES COMPLETE REDUNDANCY, Q. SONIC PLUS

- QSP0864PSF10, Q.SONIC-Plus Flow Meter, 8", ANSI 600, Sch.40, 6-
Path, retractable 200kHz transducers, Class I, Div I, Group C & D with meter mounted
temperature and pressure sensors. Meter mounted 18-30 VDC electronics complete with
(2) Serial Ports (RS 232/485 configurable), (1) Ethernet port, (2) Frequency Outputs, (2)
digital outputs, and (2) analog outputs.

The meters are field inspected and maintained approximately 30 times per year. 
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BEFORE THE 

PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 
Grays Ferry Cogeneration Partnership and 
Vicinity Energy Philadelphia, Inc. 

v. 

Philadelphia Gas Works 

Docket os. R-2023-3037933 
C-2023-3038727

VERIFICATIO OF 

JAMES L. CRIST 

I, James L. C1ist, hereby verify the following facts: 

1) I am the Principle of the Lumen Group, Inc. My business address is 4226 Yannouth

Drive, Suite 101, Allison Park, Pennsylvania 1510 l; 

2) I have been retained by Grays Feny Cogeneration Partnership and Vicinity Energy

Philadelphia to provide testimony in the above captioned matter; 

3) I prepared Vicinity Statement No. 1, Appendix 1 along with Exhibits JC-1 through JC-

8, which is my Direct Testimony and Exhibits; 

4) I prepared Vicinity Statement o. 1-R, which is my Rebuttal Testimony; and,

5) I prepared Vicinity Statement No. I-SR and Exhibits JC-9 through JC-12, which is my

SmTebuttal Testimony and Exhibits. 

6) Vicinity Statements No. I, o. 1-R and I -SR, and the accompanying Exhibits, were

prepared by me or under my supervision, are true and correct to the best of my knowledge, information, 

and belief, and if a hearing were held today and I were asked the same questions, my answers would 



be the same as contained in each of my Statements. I understand that my statements are made subject 

to the penalties of 18 Pa.C.S. § 4904 (relating to unswom falsification to authorities). 

DATED: 

2 

President, The Lumen Group, Inc. 
4227 Yarmouth Drive, Suite 101 
Allison Park, Pennsylvania, 1510 I 
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    Exhibit JC-1.2 Project Book from Docket C-2021-3029259
    Exhibit JC-1.3 Surrebuttal Testimony and Exhibits of James L. Crist from Docket C-2021-3029259
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