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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA

July 18, 2024

The Honorable Arlene Ashton
Administrative Law Judge

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

Re:  Petition of PPL Electric Utilities Corporation for a Waiver of the Distribution
System Improvement Charge Cap of 5% of Billed Revenues / Docket No.: P-2024-
3048732

Dear Judge Ashton:

Enclosed please find the Direct Testimony of Mark D. Ewen, labelled OSBA Statement
No. 1 and associated Exhibits IEc-1, 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)
Mark D. Ewen

Parties of Record


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

BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

Petition of PPL Electric Utilities
Corporation for a Waiver of the
Distribution System Improvement

Charge Cap of 5% of Billed Revenues

Docket No.: P-2024-3048732

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 Arlene Ashton
Administrative Law Judge

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
801 Market Street, Suite 4063
Philadelphia, PA 19107
aashton@pa.gov

Erin L. Gannon, Esquire
Emily A. Farren, Esquire
Office of Consumer Advocate
555 Walnut Street, 5th Floor
Harrisburg, PA 17101
EGannon@paoca.org
EFarren@paoca.org

Kimberly A. Klock, Esquire
Michael J. Shafer, Esquire
PPL Services Corporation

645 Hamilton Street, Suite 700
Allentown, PA 18101
kklock@pplweb.com
mjshafer@pplweb.com

Allison Kaster, Esquire

Chief Prosecutor

Bureau of Investigation & Enforcement
400 North Street

Commonwealth Keystone Building
Harrisburg, PA 17120

akaster@pa.gov

David B. MacGregor, Esquire
Post & Schell, P.C.

17 North Second Street

12th Floor

Harrisburg, PA 17101-1601
dmacgregor@postschell.com

Devin T. Ryan, Esquire
Post & Schell, P.C.

One Oxford Centre

301 Grant Street, Suite 3010
Pittsburgh, PA 15219
dryan@postschell.com
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Adeolu A. Bakare, Esquire
Rebecca Kimmel, Esquire
McNees Wallace & Nurick LLC
100 Pine Street

Harrisburg, PA 17108-1166
abakare@mcneeslaw.com
rkimmel@mcneeslaw.com

DATE: July 18, 2024 /s/ Sharon E. Webb

Sharon E. Webb
Assistant Small Business Advocate
Attorney 1.D. No. 73995
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	DIRECT TESTIMONY OF MARK D. EWEN
	Q. Mr. Ewen, please state your name and briefly describe your qualifications.
	Q.  Please describe your assignment in this matter.
	Q. Please explain what the Company proposes with respect to its DSIC.
	Q.  What is the legal standard for a waiver to the 5 percent limit on the DSIC?
	Q. How do you interpret this language?
	Q.  What is OSBA’s position with respect to the Company’s waiver request?
	Q. If the Commission adopts the OSBA’s position, is a waiver justified?
	Q.  How does PPL Electric justify the waiver request in this proceeding?
	A. The Company represents that “a higher DSIC cap is necessary to ensure and maintain adequate, efficient, safe, reliable, and reasonable service for the benefit of PPL Electric’s customers”, citing 66 Pa. C.S. § 1501 and 66 Pa. C.S. § 1358(a)(1).0F  ...
	Q.  Please comment on the Company’s rationale that the 5 percent cap is insufficient to recover all DSIC-eligible costs and investments in LTIIP projects?
	A. From my non-legal perspective, I do not agree that this argument should justify a waiver. If simply exceeding the cap is sufficient justification for a waiver, there is no point to including the cap as a basic consumer protection within the legisla...
	Q.  Please comment on the Company’s rationale that increasing the DSIC cap will have only a modest impact on ratepayers.
	Q. Please comment on the Company’s rationale that increasing the cap will avoid costs of frequent base rates proceeds?
	Q. Based on your review, what do you recommend with respect to the Company’s proposed DSIC cap waiver?
	Q. Does this conclude your direct testimony?


