
 
COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 

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

 

 
July 9, 2025 

 
E-FILED 
 
Matthew L. Homsher, Secretary 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 
Commonwealth Keystone Building 
400 North Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17120 
 
Re: Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission v. UGI Utilities, Inc. – Gas Division / 

Docket No. R-2024-3052716 
 
Dear Secretary Homsher: 
 
 Enclosed for filing please find the Statement of the Office Of Small Business Advocate in 
Support of the Joint Petition for Approval of Settlement of All Issues, on behalf of the Office of 
Small Business Advocate (“OSBA”), in the above-referenced 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/ Steven C. Gray 
       

Steven C. Gray 
      Senior Attorney 

Assistant Small Business Advocate 
      Attorney ID No. 77538 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Enclosures 
cc: Neal Townsend 
 Kevin Higgins 

Parties of Record 

http://www.osba.pa.gov/
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BEFORE THE 
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 

 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 
 
                                v. 
 
UGI Utilities, Inc. – Gas Division 

: 
: 
: 
: 
:  

 
Docket Nos. R-2024-3052716 
                        

 
______________________________________________________ 

 
STATEMENT OF 

THE OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS ADVOCATE 
IN SUPPORT OF THE 

JOINT PETITION FOR APPROVAL OF 
SETTLEMENT OF ALL ISSUES 

________________________________________________________ 
 

 
I. Introduction 

 The Small Business Advocate is authorized and directed to represent the interests of the 

small business consumers of utility services in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania under the 

provisions of the Small Business Advocate Act, Act 181 of 1988, 73 P.S. §§ 399.41 - 399.50.  

Pursuant to that statutory authority, the Office of Small Business Advocate (“OSBA”) filed a 

complaint in response to Supplement No. 55 to UGI Gas Tariff - Pa. P.U.C. Nos. 7 and 7S which 

were filed by UGI Utilities, Inc. – Gas Division (“UGI” or the “Company”) with the 

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (“Commission”) on January 27, 2025. 

 The OSBA actively participated in the negotiations that led to the proposed settlement 

and is a signatory to the Joint Petition for Approval of Settlement of All Issues (“Joint Petition”).  

The Joint Petition resolves the issues raised by this office in this proceeding. Therefore, the 

OSBA submits this statement in support of the Joint Petition. 
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II. The Commission’s Policy on Settlements 

 Section 5.231(a) of the Commission’s regulations, 52 Pa. Code § 5.231(a) (Formal 

Proceedings; Hearings; Settlement and Stipulations; Offers of Settlement) states, as follows: 

It is the policy of the Commission to encourage settlements. 
 

 Similarly, Section 69.401 of the Commission’s regulations, 52 Pa. Code § 69.104 

(Settlement Guidelines and Procedures for Major Rate Cases – Statement of Policy; General) 

states, as follows: 

In the Commission’s judgment, the results achieved from a 
negotiated settlement or stipulation, or both, in which the 
interested parties have had an opportunity to participate are often 
preferable to those achieved at the conclusion of a fully litigated 
proceeding. 
 

III. The Joint Petition is in the Public Interest of UGI’s Small Business Customers 

 B. Revenue Allocation 

 In his Direct Testimony, OSBA witness Neal Townsend observed that UGI filed a class 

cost of service study (“COSS”) which allocated demand costs based upon the Average & Excess 

(“A&E”) methodology.1 UGI’s A&E COSS resulted in Rate R (residential) receiving 23.1% 

distribution cost-based rate increase while Rate N (small commercial and industrial) would be 

receiving a 17.5% cost-based rate increase. These rate increases are in comparison to a system 

average increase of 14.4%.2 

 Mr. Townsend, after reviewing the Company’s COSS methodology, concluded that the 

methodology and resulting revenue allocation were reasonable.3 

 
1 OSBA Statement No. 1, at 4. 
2 OSBA Statement No. 1, at 5. These percentages are based upon excluding natural gas costs, as this is a 
distribution-rates only case. 
3 OSBA Statement No. 1, at 5. 
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 In his Rebuttal Testimony, Mr. Townsend addressed the COSS proposed by the Office of 

Consumer Advocate (“OCA”). Specifically, the OCA proposed the use of the Peak & Average 

(“P&A”) methodology instead of UGI’s A&E methodology. The OCA’s COSS resulted in Rate 

R receiving a 20.2% cost-based increase in distribution rates while Rate N would receive an 

8.1% cost-based increase. These proposed distribution rate increases are once again in 

comparison to a system average increase of 14.4%.4 

 When considering the results of the two COSS methodologies, two things stand out. First, 

the Rate R class merits a larger than system average increase under both the A&E and P&A 

methodologies. Second, Rate N merits an above system average increase under the A&E COSS, 

but a below system average increase under the P&A COSS. 

 The Joint Petition proposes a revenue allocation that is a compromise between the two 

different COSS methodologies.5 As set forth in Appendix B, the system average increase is 

6.2%.6 To be consistent with the results from the A&E and P&A COSS’s, Rate R will be 

receiving an above system average increase of 7.1%. Furthermore, as a compromise between the 

disparate results of the two COSS’s, Rate N will receive the system average increase of 6.2%.7  

 The OSBA supports the revenue allocation set forth in the Joint Petition. Depending 

upon the outcome if this case was fully litigated, Rate N would have either received an above 

average distribution rate increase using the A&E COSS, or a below-average increase using the 

P&A COSS. With all due respect to the Commission, it is never certain what a final, litigated 

outcome on cost of service and revenue allocation will be.8 Consequently, the OSBA 

 
4 OSBA Statement No. 1-R, at 3. 
5 Joint Petition, Appendix B, at 1. Note that Appendix B includes natural gas costs in its calculations. 
6 This percentage corresponds to the settlement overall distribution revenue increase of $69,499,336. 
7 Joint Petition, Appendix B, at 1. 
8 See Opinion and Order, Docket No. 2022-3031211 (Order entered December 8, 2022) at 107, fn. 30 (“We note 
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respectfully submits that taking what is essentially the midpoint between the two COSS results 

for the purpose of revenue allocation is a just and reasonable outcome in this proceeding for Rate 

N. 

 

IV. Conclusion 

  Therefore, for the reasons set forth in the Joint Petition, as well as the factors that 

are enumerated in this statement, the OSBA supports the proposed Joint Petition and respectfully 

requests that the ALJ and the Commission approve the Joint Petition in its entirety. 

 
      Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
      /s/ Steven C. Gray 

Steven C. Gray 
Senior Attorney 
Assistant Small Business Advocate 
Attorney ID No. 77538 

 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
Office of Small Business Advocate 
Forum Place 
555 Walnut Street, 1st Floor 
Harrisburg, PA  17101 
 
 
Dated:  July 9, 2025 
 

 
that even in cases in which the revenue allocation methodology is litigated, a determination regarding which 
ACCOSS should be used should be determined on a case-by-case basis. We have observed that ‘the inherent 
distinctions between utilities and rate cases may result in different methodologies to be reasonable for different 
reasons. In other words, the best-suited ACCOSS may depend on the circumstances of the situation on a case-by-
case basis.’”) 
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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 Charece Collins 
Administrative Law Judge 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 
Commonwealth Keystone Building 
400 North Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17120 
charcollin@pa.gov 
 
Scott B. Granger, Esquire 
Bureau of Investigation & Enforcement 
400 North Street 
Commonwealth Keystone Building 
Harrisburg, PA  17120 
sgranger@pa.gov  
 
Christy Appleby, Esquire 
Jacob Guthrie, Esquire 
Katherine Kennedy, Esquire 
Office of Consumer Advocate 
555 Walnut Street 
5th Floor, Forum Place 
Harrisburg, PA 17101 
cappleby@paoca.org  
jguthrie@paoca.org  
kkennedy@paoca.org 
 
 
 
 
 

The Honorable Mark A. Hoyer  
Administrative Law Judge 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 
Piatt Place 
301 Fifth Avenue, Suite 220 
Pittsburgh, PA 15222 
mhoyer@pa.gov  
 
Michael S. Swerling, Esquire  
Lindsay A. Berkstresser, Esquire  
UGI Corporation  
500 North Gulph Road 
King of Prussia, PA 19406  
swerlingm@ugicorp.com  
berkstresserl@ugicorp.com  
 
David B. MacGregor, Esquire  
Garrett P. Lent, Esquire  
Post & Schell, P.C.  
17 North Second Street, 12th Floor  
Harrisburg, PA 17101-1601  
dmacgregor@postschell.com  
glent@postschell.com  
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Devin T. Ryan, Esquire  
Alice A. Wade, Esquire 
Post & Schell, P.C.  
One Oxford Centre  
301 Grant Street, Suite 3010  
Pittsburgh, PA 15219  
dryan@postschell.com  
alice.wade@postschell.com  
 
John W. Sweet, Esquire 
Ria M. Pereira, Esquire 
Elizabeth R. Marx, Esquire 
Lauren Berman, Esquire 
Pennsylvania Utility Law Project 
118 Locust Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17101 
PULP@pautilitylawproject.org 
 
Joseph L. Vullo, Esquire  
Burke Vullo Reilly Roberts 
1460 Wyoming Avenue  
Forty Fort, PA 18704 
jlvullo@bvrrlaw.com  
 
Todd S. Stewart, Esquire 
HMS Legal LLP  
501 Corporate Circle, Suite 302 
Harrisburg, PA 17110 
tsstewart@hmslegal.com  

Charis Mincavage, Esquire 
Matthew L. Garber, Esquire 
McNees Wallace & Nurick, LLC 
100 Pine Street 
P. O. Box 1166 
Harrisburg, PA 17108-1166 
cmincavage@mcneeslaw.com  
mgarber@mcneeslaw.com 
 
Morgan L. Bigelow, Esquire 
Lubin Enoch & Bustamante P.C.  
349 North 4th Avenue 
Phoenix, AZ 85003 
morgan@leblawyers.com  
 
Mark E. Belland, Esquire  
O’Brien Belland & Bushinsky, LLC 
509 South Lenola Road, Building  
Moorestown, NJ 08057 
mbelland@obbblaw.com 
 
Joseph Kubas  
3427 Logan Street  
Camp Hill, PA 17011  
Jkubas25@gmail.com 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
Date:  July 9, 2025     /s/ Steven C. Gray    
       Steven C. Gray 

Senior Attorney 
       Assistant Small Business Advocate 
       Attorney ID No. 77538 
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