
 
COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 

Office of Small Business Advocate 
Forum Place 555 Walnut Street, 1st Floor I Harrisburg, PA 17101 717.783.2525 I Fax 717.783.2831 I www.osba.pa.gov 

 

July 12, 2024 
 
 
The Honorable Mary D. Long 
Administrative Law Judge 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 
Piatt Place, Suite 220 
201 Fifth Avenue 
Pittsburgh, PA 15222 
 

 
The Honorable John Coogan  
Administrative Law Judge 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 
400 North Street 
Commonwealth Keystone Building 
Harrisburg, PA 17120

 
Re: Petition of Duquesne Light Company for approval of a Default Service Plan for the 

Period June 1, 2025 through May 31, 2029 / Docket No: P-2024-3048592 

 
Dear Presiding Judges: 
 
 Enclosed please find the Direct Testimony of Robert D. Knecht, labelled OSBA 
Statement No. 1 and associated Exhibits RDK-1 through RDK-3, on behalf of the Office of 
Small Business Advocate (“OSBA”), in the above-captioned proceeding.   
 
 Copies will be served on all known parties in this proceeding, as indicated on the attached 
Certificate of Service. 
 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 
       

 
Sincerely, 

 
       /s/ Sharon E. Webb 

       Sharon E. Webb 
Assistant Small Business Advocate 

       Attorney ID No. 73995 
 

 
 
 
Enclosures 
cc: PA PUC, Secretary Rosemary Chiavetta (Cover Letter & Certificate of Service only) 

Robert D. Knecht 
Parties of Record  

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


 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I hereby certify that true and correct copies of the foregoing have been served via email 
(unless otherwise noted below) upon the following persons, in accordance with the requirements 
of 52 Pa. Code § 1.54 (relating to service by a participant). 
 
The Honorable Mary D. Long 
Administrative Law Judge 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 
Piatt Place, Suite 220 
201 Fifth Avenue 
Pittsburgh, PA 15222 
malong@pa.gov 
 

The Honorable John Coogan  
Administrative Law Judge 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 
400 North Street 
Commonwealth Keystone Building 
Harrisburg, PA 17120 
jcoogan@pa.gov

Allison Kaster, Esquire 
Director 
Bureau of Investigation & Enforcement 
400 North Street 
Commonwealth Keystone Building 
Harrisburg, PA  17120 
akaster@pa.gov 
 
Christy M. Appleby, Esquire 
Emily Farren, Esquire 
Office of Consumer Advocate   
555 Walnut Street 
Forum Place, 5th Floor 
Harrisburg, PA 17101 
CAppleby@paoca.org  
EFarren@paoca.org   
 
 
 
 
 
 

Anthony D. Kanagy, Esquire 
Nicholas A. Stobbe, Esquire 
Post & Scell, P.C. 
17 North Second Street, 12th Floor 
Harrisburg PA 17101-1601 
akanagy@postschell.com    
nstobbe@postschell.com 
 
Lisa L. Grimenstein, Esquire 
Duquesne Light Company 
411 Seventh Avenue 
Pittsburgh, PA 15219 
lgrimenstein@duqlight.com 
 
Elizabeth J. Sher, Esquire 
Day Pitney LLP 
One Jefferson Road  
Parsippany, NJ 07054-2891 
esher@daypitney.com  
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John F. Lushis, Jr., Esquire 
NORRIS McLAUGHLIN, P.A. 
515 W. Hamilton Street, Suite 502 
Allentown, PA 18101 
jlushis@norris-law.com  

Karen O. Moury, Esquire 
Deanne M. O’Dell, Esquire 
Eckert Seamans Cherin & Mellott, LLC 
213 Market St., 8th Floor 
Harrisburg, PA 17101 
kmoury@eckertseamans.com  
dodell@eckertseamans.com  

Lauren M. Burge, Esquire 
Eckert Seamans Cherin & Mellott, LLC 
600 Grant Street, 44th Floor 
Pittsburgh, PA 15219 
lburge@eckertseamans.com  

Elizabeth R. Marx, Esquire 
John Sweet, Esquire 
Ria Pereira, Esquire 
Lauren N. Berman, Esquire 
Pennsylvania Utility Law Project 
118 Locust Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17101 
pulp@pautilitylawproject.org

DATE:  July 12, 2024  /s/ Sharon E. Webb 
Sharon E. Webb 
Assistant Small Business Advocate 
Attorney I.D. No. 73995 

mailto:jlushis@norris-law.com
mailto:kmoury@eckertseamans.com
mailto:dodell@eckertseamans.com
mailto:lburge@eckertseamans.com
mailto:pulp@pautilitylawproject.org

	OSBA Rebuttal Testimony 071024.pdf
	ADP3904.tmp
	BEFORE THE
	PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
	Rebuttal Testimony and Exhibit of
	ROBERT D. KNECHT
	On Behalf of the
	Pennsylvania Office of Small Business Advocate
	Topics:
	Cost Allocation
	Revenue Allocation
	Rate Design
	Date Served:   July 10, 2024
	REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF ROBERT D. KNECHT
	1. Witness Identification and Summary of Conclusions
	Q.  Mr. Knecht, please state your name and briefly describe your qualifications.
	Q. What is the purpose of this rebuttal testimony?
	2. Response to Mr. Watkins
	Q. Please summarize the changes Mr. Watkins proposes to the Company’s filed allocated cost of service study (“ACOSS”).0F
	Q. What are Mr. Watkins’ key arguments with respect to distribution plant cost classification?
	Q. Do you agree with Mr. Watkins?
	Q. Turning to your first point, what other factors justify including a customer component in the classification of joint-use distribution plant?
	Q. Turning to your second disagreement, why do you conclude that Mr. Watkins’ customer density analysis is insufficient for evaluating the relative density of different classes of customers?
	Q. Are there economies for serving small businesses that are not reflected in traditional utility customer classification analyses?
	Q. Mr. Watkins observes that there is a trend in the industry to expanding the use of higher voltage “primary” system assets and reduced use of secondary system assets.  What are the implications of this trend for cost allocation?
	Q. At the end of the day, does Mr. Watkins’ “100 Percent Demand” approach result in an allocation of joint-use plant that is consistent with peak demand allocators?
	Q. What are the implications of Mr. Watkins’ proposed revenue allocation?
	4. Response to Mr. Cline
	Q. To what aspects of Mr. Cline’s direct testimony are you responding?
	Q. In your direct testimony, you did not oppose the Company’s proposed increases to the customer charges for the GM and GMH classes.   Why did you reach a different conclusion than Mr. Cline?
	Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony?

	ADP54E5.tmp
	BEFORE THE
	PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
	Rebuttal Testimony and Exhibit of
	ROBERT D. KNECHT
	On Behalf of the
	Pennsylvania Office of Small Business Advocate
	Topics:
	Cost Allocation
	Revenue Allocation
	Rate Design
	Date Served:   July 10, 2024
	REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF ROBERT D. KNECHT
	1. Witness Identification
	Q.  Mr. Knecht, please state your name and briefly describe your qualifications.
	Q. What is the purpose of this rebuttal testimony?
	2. Response to Mr. Watkins
	Q. Please summarize the changes Mr. Watkins proposes to the Company’s filed allocated cost of service study (“ACOSS”).0F
	Q. What are Mr. Watkins’ key arguments with respect to distribution plant cost classification?
	Q. Do you agree with Mr. Watkins?
	Q. Turning to your first point, what other factors justify including a customer component in the classification of joint-use distribution plant?
	Q. Turning to your second disagreement, why do you conclude that Mr. Watkins’ customer density analysis is insufficient for evaluating the relative density of different classes of customers?
	Q. Are there economies for serving small businesses that are not reflected in traditional utility customer classification analyses?
	Q. At page 16 of his direct testimony, Mr. Watkins observes that there is a trend in the industry to expanding the use of higher voltage “primary” system assets and reduced use of secondary system assets.  What are the implications of this trend for c...
	Q. At the end of the day, does Mr. Watkins’ “100 Percent Demand” approach result in an allocation of joint-use plant that is consistent with peak demand allocators?
	Q. What are the implications of Mr. Watkins’ proposed revenue allocation?
	4. Response to Mr. Cline
	Q. To what aspects of Mr. Cline’s direct testimony are you responding?
	Q. In your direct testimony, you did not oppose the Company’s proposed increases to the customer charges for the GM and GMH classes.   Why did you reach a different conclusion than Mr. Cline?
	Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony?

	ADP1306.tmp
	BEFORE THE
	PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
	Rebuttal Testimony and Exhibit of
	ROBERT D. KNECHT
	On Behalf of the
	Pennsylvania Office of Small Business Advocate
	Topics:
	Cost Allocation
	Revenue Allocation
	Rate Design
	Date Served:   July 10, 2024
	REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF ROBERT D. KNECHT
	1. Witness Identification
	Q.  Mr. Knecht, please state your name and briefly describe your qualifications.
	Q. What is the purpose of this rebuttal testimony?
	2. Response to Mr. Watkins
	Q. Please summarize the changes Mr. Watkins proposes to the Company’s filed allocated cost of service study (“ACOSS”).0F
	Q. What are Mr. Watkins’ key arguments with respect to distribution plant cost classification?
	Q. Do you agree with Mr. Watkins?
	Q. Turning to your first point, what other factors justify including a customer component in the classification of joint-use distribution plant?
	Q. Turning to your second disagreement, why do you conclude that Mr. Watkins’ customer density analysis is insufficient for evaluating the relative density of different classes of customers?
	Q. Are there economies for serving small businesses that are not reflected in traditional utility customer classification analyses?
	Q. At page 16 of his direct testimony, Mr. Watkins observes that there is a trend in the industry to expanding the use of higher voltage “primary” system assets and reduced use of secondary system assets.  What are the implications of this trend for c...
	Q. At the end of the day, does Mr. Watkins’ “100 Percent Demand” approach result in an allocation of joint-use plant that is consistent with peak demand allocators?
	Q. What are the implications of Mr. Watkins’ proposed revenue allocation?
	Q. Do you agree with Mr. Watkins’ proposed revenue allocation?
	4. Response to Mr. Cline
	Q. To what aspects of Mr. Cline’s direct testimony are you responding?
	Q. In your direct testimony, you did not oppose the Company’s proposed increases to the customer charges for the GM and GMH classes.   Why did you reach a different conclusion than Mr. Cline?
	Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony?


	ADPD7D0.tmp
	BEFORE THE
	PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
	Direct Testimony and Exhibits of
	ROBERT D. KNECHT
	On Behalf of the
	Pennsylvania Office of Small Business Advocate
	Topics:
	Historical Pricing and Shopping Trends
	DLC Commercial Class Procurement Method
	Other Default Service Issues
	Date Served: July 12, 2024
	DIRECT TESTIMONY OF ROBERT D. KNECHT
	1. Introduction
	Q.  Please state your name and briefly describe your qualifications.
	Q. What is the purpose of this testimony?
	Q. Please provide an overview of the Company’s current default service offerings.
	2. Historical Trends
	Q. Please summarize the history of the Company’s DS charges.
	Q. How have DLC’s default service prices tracked against market prices?
	Q. Please summarize the shopping trends for the Companies’ Small C&I and Medium C&I customers.
	3. C&I Default Service Procurement
	Q. Please identify the salient features of the Company’s proposal to procure default supplies for C&I customers who do not opt for competitive electric supply.
	Q. Please comment on the Company’s proposal to retain the 50/50 12/24-month FPFR contracting approach for Small C&I customers.
	Q. Please comment on the Company’s proposal to modify the procurement approach for Medium C&I customers.
	Q. Please comment on the Company’s EV-TOU option.
	Q.  Please comment on the Company’s Green Tariff option.
	4. Other Default Service Issues
	Q. Please comment on the purchase of receivables (“PoR”) program for DLC’s default service plan.
	Q. Please comment on the implications of net metering for DLC’s default service plan.
	Q. Please comment on the issues associated with the transition of customers out of the Standard Offer Program (“SOP”) at the end of the one-year SOP term.
	Q. Does this conclude your direct testimony?
	BEFORE THE
	PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

	ADPF823.tmp
	BEFORE THE
	PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
	Direct Testimony and Exhibits of
	ROBERT D. KNECHT
	On Behalf of the
	Pennsylvania Office of Small Business Advocate
	Topics:
	Historical Pricing and Shopping Trends
	DLC Commercial Class Procurement Method
	Other Default Service Issues
	Date Served: July 12, 2024
	DIRECT TESTIMONY OF ROBERT D. KNECHT
	1. Introduction
	Q.  Please state your name and briefly describe your qualifications.
	Q. What is the purpose of this testimony?
	Q. Please provide an overview of the Company’s current default service offerings.
	2. Historical Trends
	Q. Please summarize the history of the Company’s DS charges.
	Q. How have DLC’s default service prices tracked against market prices?
	Q. Please summarize the shopping trends for the Companies’ Small C&I and Medium C&I customers.
	3. C&I Default Service Procurement
	Q. Please identify the salient features of the Company’s proposal to procure default supplies for C&I customers who do not opt for competitive electric supply.
	Q. Please comment on the Company’s proposal to retain the 50/50 12/24-month FPFR contracting approach for Small C&I customers.
	Q. Please comment on the Company’s proposal to modify the procurement approach for Medium C&I customers.
	Q. Please comment on the Company’s EV-TOU option.
	Q.  Please comment on the Company’s Green Tariff option.
	4. Other Default Service Issues
	Q. Please comment on the purchase of receivables (“PoR”) program for DLC’s default service plan.
	Q. Please comment on the implications of net metering for DLC’s default service plan.
	Q. Please comment on the issues associated with the transition of customers out of the Standard Offer Program (“SOP”) at the end of the one-year SOP term.
	Q. Does this conclude your direct testimony?
	BEFORE THE
	PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION




