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CAUSE-PA Statement 2-SR, Ben Havumaki

PREPARED SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF BEN HAVUMAKI

. Introduction
Q: Please state your name, occupation, and business address?
A: My name is Ben Havumaki. | am a Principal Associate at Synapse Energy
Economics (Synapse), located at 485 Massachusetts Avenue #3, Cambridge, MA 02139.
Q: For whom are you testifying in this proceeding?
A: | am testifying on behalf of the Coalition for Affordable Utility Services and Energy
Efficiency in Pennsylvania (CAUSE-PA).
Q: Have you previously submitted testimony in this proceeding?
A Yes. | submitted direct testimony in this proceeding, CAUSE-PA Statement 2.
Q: What is the purpose of your surrebuttal testimony?
A My surrebuttal responds to the rebuttal testimony of PPL witness Joseph Lookup'
on new large load customer issues. | first address Mr. Lookup’s statements concerning
cost socialization, cost shifting, and the reliability impacts of new large load customers —
topics covered in my direct testimony — and later, | respond to modifications to the
Company’s proposed treatment of new large load customers set forth in Mr. Lookup’s
rebuttal testimony. The absence of comment on any particular aspect of Mr. Lookup’s
rebuttal testimony or that of any other party submitting rebuttal testimony should not be

understood to signal agreement with it.

1 PPL Electric St. 16-R.
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CAUSE-PA Statement 2-SR, Ben Havumaki
Il. Response to Mr. Lookup’s Rebuttal on Socialization of Upgrade Costs for
New Large Load Customers

Q: Which aspects of your direct testimony does Mr. Lookup respond to in his
rebuttal?
A: PPL witness Joseph Lookup responds to several elements from my direct
testimony. He addresses my recommendation that new large load customers pay for all
transmission upgrades through contributions in aid of construction (CIAC).? He responds
to concerns that | raised about affordability impacts of new large loads driving up
wholesale generation and capacity costs.® Mr. Lookup also responds to potential reliability
impacts of large loads,* my recommendation for a separate rate class for large load
customers,® and my recommendation that large load customers contribute to universal
service costs through the Universal Service Rider.®
Q: How does Mr. Lookup respond to the arguments made by you and other
intervenors against socializing transmission upgrade costs from new large load
customers?
A: Mr. Lookup reaffirms the Company's intention to socialize all upgrades to the bulk
power system and any other upgrades that are determined by the Company to provide
broader grid benefits.” Mr. Lookup suggests that | and other intervenors are
‘underestimating the potential for new large load customers to create a "win-win" for

existing customers” in conferring both reliability and rate reduction benefits.®2 Mr. Lookup

2 PPL Electric St. No. 16-R at 8-11, 15.
31d. at 7.

4 |d. at 19-20.

51]d. at 25.

¢ld.

71d. at 9.

81d. at 3.
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CAUSE-PA Statement 2-SR, Ben Havumaki

asserts that | and other intervenors are asking the Commission to exceed its authority
and “dictate the terms of transmission ratemaking,” when this regulatory authority properly
resides with FERC.® He suggests that since the Company is already subject to oversight
from FERC, intervenor concerns about the lack of oversight regarding socialization are
unfounded.®

Q: Are you “underestimating” the benefits of new large load customers?

A: No. Mr. Lookup suggests that | do not understand the benefits that could result
from these customers. This is incorrect. My concern is about the considerable uncertainty
surrounding whether and when these potential benefits will actually materialize. The
Company is asking its customers to participate in an experiment at scale, testing whether
a doubling of total load will result in reliable service at meaningfully lower rates. The
Company does not know what the upgrade costs to accommodate these large load
customers will be, and the Company does not know what the reliability implications will
be. My recommendations are about risk management, and they reflect core principles
that are geared toward ensuring that new large load customers actually deliver benefits
to the wider grid and to the existing customer base.

Q: Please describe the principles that you have considered in this case.

A: | have followed two simple principles. The first principle is that large load customers
should be responsible both for covering their marginal costs and for contributing to
embedded costs. The second principle is that other customers should be protected from

undue financial and operational risks associated with new large load customers.

Id. at 10.
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CAUSE-PA Statement 2-SR, Ben Havumaki

Q: Why is it important for new large load customers to cover their marginal
costs and contribute to embedded costs?

A: Because this is the only way that they will exert downward pressure on rates. If
new large load customers cover only their marginal costs (i.e., the costs of associated
upgrades), then rates will not fall, all else equal. If new large load customers do not even
cover their marginal costs, then all else equal, rates will rise.

Q: Could socializing upgrade costs contravene these principles?

A: Yes. If the Company is permitted to socialize the costs of transmission upgrades
associated with new large load customers, then there will be no assurance that new large
load customers will both cover their marginal costs and contribute to embedded costs of
the existing transmission system from which they receive service. In other words, there
will be a risk that new large load customers will actually cause rates to increase on all
customers. While Mr. Lookup provides projections of rate reductions in his rebuttal
testimony, these are merely projections and not assurances.

Q: Would the Company’s proposal ensure that new large load customers cover
their marginal costs?

A: No. The Company's socialization and revenue-guarantee scheme cannot assure
that new large load customers will cover their marginal costs because the revenue
guarantee only covers the capital costs of socialized upgrades, not the Company's return
on those upgrades.’? In other words, the Company’s proposed treatment would not even

guard against rate increases caused by new large load customers.

11 PPL Electric St. No. 16-R at 3.
1214, at 14.
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CAUSE-PA Statement 2-SR, Ben Havumaki

Q: How would you respond to the Company’s assurances that new large load
customers will cover their marginal costs?

A: The Company offers what it asserts are various assurances that new large load
customers will not increase rates on other customers as a result of the socialized cost of
transmission system upgrades. For example, Mr. Lookup states about concerns that
these customers will not cover their marginal costs, “[w]hat is more likely is that once a
new large load customer begins taking service it will continue to take service for decades.
Given how the FERC Formula Rate is allocated, it is far more likely that the new large
load customers will pay for the socialized upgrades several times over. In the event that
the new large load customer terminates early, the minimum load guarantee will be used
to lower rate base which will essentially have the effect of CIAC on rates.”"?

Mr. Lookup’s statement, quoted above, warrants a couple of clarifications. First,
the minimum load guarantee has no bearing on whether a customer covers its marginal
costs even if it stays on the system past the minimum contract term. Second, if a customer
terminates early and the minimum load guarantee and exit fee are utilized to reduce rate
base, there is still no assurance that the exiting large load customer will have covered the
costs imposed on the system to date through revenues already provided. Socialized
upgrade costs associated with this customer might raise rates, even if only temporarily.
Q: What conclusions do you draw from the considerable uncertainty relating to
rate and reliability impacts from new large load customers?

A: | conclude that the purported "win-win" could end up being simply a loss if service

quality declines and rates do not meaningfully fall as PPL projects. PPL acts as if its

13 PPL Electric St. No. 16-R at 14.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

CAUSE-PA Statement 2-SR, Ben Havumaki

projections are certainties, but they are not. There is a lot of uncertainty in the future of
data center development and my suggestions in direct are meant to protect ratepayers
from the worst outcomes associated with these uncertainties. Even if rates do not
increase over the long term, transitory rate increases combined with minimal long-term
rate reductions would represent a poor outcome for customers who bear the financial risk
of this experiment. PPL is essentially asking its low income customers to bear the risk of
these investments that may or may not pan out. My proposals would require the data
centers to bear that risk and is a more appropriate tradeoff.

Q: Are Mr. Lookup’s concerns about PUC jurisdictional authority valid?

A: The jurisdictional issues surrounding transmission ratemaking are complex, and
the substantive legal matters that Mr. Lookup has raised will be addressed by counsel for
CAUSE-PA through briefing. While | am not a lawyer, | believe that Mr. Lookup is
significantly oversimplifying things by asserting that the decision to socialize transmission
costs is entirely between the Company and FERC. By extension, Mr. Lookup is
suggesting that the Commission would be overstepping its authority if it were to
implement the model large load tariff’'s ratemaking standards as requirements.’

Q: Does the Company have any discretion over which costs to socialize?

A: Of course it does, and the Company’s own position confirms this fact. The
Company states its intention to evaluate investments on a “case-by-case” basis to assess
whether they will yield benefits to the wider grid and whether their costs should therefore

be socialized.®

4 PPL Electric St. 16-R at 16: 1-14.

5 PPL response to CAUSE-PA 1V-23, attached hereto at Appendix A-SR. See also PPL response to
CAUSE-PA XV-4.a., attached hereto at Appendix A-SR (“PPL Electric makes the determination of
whether transmission investments should be paid for by the customer or included in rate base. These

6
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Q: Please restate your recommendation on cost socialization for transmission
upgrades.
A: To ensure that new large load customers cover their marginal costs and contribute

to embedded costs, and to provide reasonable protection against risk to other customers,
| maintain my recommendation from direct testimony that the Company require CIAC for
all system upgrades associated with large load customers.'® | also maintain my
recommendations from direct testimony addressing customer protections, should the
Commission be inclined to permit any socialization of large load customer-driven upgrade
costs. Specifically, if the Commission permits socialization, it should only do so if the
interconnecting customer is not expected to receive greater than 50 percent of the
benefits of new facility construction, and then only if the Commission establishes a clear,
transparent, and objective methodology for how to measure and assess benefits that
would actually occur and which are not based on speculation. These benefits should
include improved affordability, enhanced reliability, and expanded capacity. The
Commission should also require that the Company impose its proposed revenue
guarantees and security requirements, including a revenue guarantee that would cover

the Company’s return on the rate-based investment.!”

decisions are subject to FERC oversight and must comply with FERC regulations, decisions, and
policies.”).

6 CAUSE-PA St. No. 2 at 12-16.

7 CAUSE-PA St. No. 2 at 17-19.
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lll. Response to PPL’s Updated Proposal for New Large Load Customers

Q: Please describe the updates to PPL’s proposal regarding large load
customers contained within Mr. Lookup’s rebuttal testimony.
A: In rebuttal, Mr. Lookup proposes several modifications to the Company’s original
proposal. First, PPL states it is “not opposed” to creating a separate rate class for
customers with peak demands in excess of 100 MW.'8 Second, PPL proposes extending
the minimum contract term for large load ESAs to 10 years, with an 80% minimum load
guarantee for the first five years and 50% for the second five years, plus an exit fee equal
to the remaining minimum load guarantee obligation.™ Third, PPL agrees to clarify that
minimum load guarantee payments received in the event of customer default will be
credited to transmission rate base, which would lower the rate base and reduce the
Company's return.?® Fourth, PPL proposes a voluntary interruptible service option that
would reduce the minimum load guarantee to 60% for the first five years and 30% for the
second five years.?! Finally, PPL indicates that it would agree to create an LP-6 rate class,
and that it would allocate $10 million of USR costs annually to the class.??

Q: What is your general reaction to these updates?
A: | find that these updates are generally customer protective and move PPL’s
proposal in the right direction. Specifically, | am supportive of the Company’s proposal
increasing the minimum contract term length and to create a new rate class for certain

large load customers. However, | still believe that it is imperative that new large load

8 PPL Electric St. No. 16-R at 5.
91d. at 19.
20 |d. at 13.
211d, at 21.
22 |d. at 25.
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customers be required to cover the costs of all associated system upgrades through
CIAC. Even with the longer proposed minimum contract term and exit fee provisions,

there is no assurance that new large load customers will drive down transmission rates

overall.
Q: Do you have any other specific responses to PPL’s updates?
A: Yes. While | appreciate PPL’s agreement on the creation of a new LP-6 class, |

maintain my recommendation from direct testimony that the threshold for inclusion in this
class should be 50 MW, consistent with the Commission’s model tariff. Mr. Lookup
suggests an alternative, higher threshold, providing the following explanation: “PPL
Electric chose the 100 MW threshold because that is a customer that is large enough to
have the impact on the generation and capacity markets that the other parties have raised
concerns about. By segregating these customers in a separate rate class, the Company
can apply terms and conditions to these customers to address their unique
characteristics. It was also important to the Company to not capture any existing LP-5
customers, which the 100 MW threshold accomplishes.”?3

While | agree that a 100 MW customer is large enough to impact generation and
capacity markets, a 50 MW customer would still be a major addition to PPL’s system. |
understand that PPL currently has just one customer with a peak load between 50 MW
and 100 MW.?* Establishing the minimum threshold for LP-6 based on this single
customer’s load is not sensible from a ratemaking perspective. Therefore, | recommend

that all customers with peak loads at or above 50 MW be assigned to the new LP-6 rate

23 PPL response to CAUSE-PA XV-2, attached hereto at Appendix A-SR.
24 PPL response to CAUSE-PA IV-26, Attachment 1, attached hereto at Appendix A-SR.

9
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class. This approach is reasonable, and as | explained in direct testimony, it is consistent

with the Commission’s proposed model large load tariff.25

VIl. Summary of Recommendations

Q: Do you maintain all of your recommendations from direct testimony?

A: Yes. | have not altered any of the initial recommendations put forward in direct
testimony.

Q: Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony?

A: Yes.

25 CAUSE-PA St. No. 2 at 21.
10
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Appendix A-SR

Cited Discovery Responses

Interrogatories of CAUSE-PA to PPL

PPL response to CAUSE-PA [V-23.

PPL response to CAUSE-PA 1V-26, Attachment 1.
PPL response to CAUSE-PA XV-2.

PPL response to CAUSE-PA XV-4.a.



WITNESS: Joseph Lookup

PPL Electric Utilities Corporation

Response to the Set IV Data Requests of the

Coalition for Affordable Utility Services and Energy Efficiency in Pennsylvania

CAUSE-PA IV-23

PPL Electric
Response

(CAUSE-PA)
Dated October 22, 2025
Docket No. R-2025-3057164

Refer to PPL Elec. Utilities St. No. 14 (Olsen) at 9-10. What
factors will the Company use to determine whether certain line
extensions for LP-5 customers “...will provide reliability or other
benefits to the Company’s transmission system”?

PPL Electric serves customers taking service at 69 kV and above
at its LP-5 rate class. LP-5 customers are required to pay for the
costs of the upgrades necessary to serve their load under the
existing Rule 4(C)(4) of the Company’s retail electric tariff.
However, certain upgrades benefit other PPL Electric customers
and/or the transmission grid. The costs of these upgrades may
be excluded from the interconnecting customer’s obligation and
added to PPL Electric’s transmission rate base.

At a minimum, the customer’s direct connection cost is the sole
responsibility of the connecting customer. More specifically, the
transmission lines sourced from PPL Electric’s
substation/switchyard that terminate into the customer’'s
substation is the customer’s responsibility. All other upgrades,
including PPL Electric substations/switchyards, will be evaluated
on a case-by-case basis to determine if they provide benefits to
other customers and/or the transmission grid. Examples of
benefits to other customers that would cause an upgrade to be
included in transmission rates includes, but is not limited to:

e Added system reliability;

e Increased capacity/lower congestion;

e Improved asset condition of existing facilities;

e Service to multiple transmission customers and/or retail

feeders;

e Increased resiliency and operational flexibility; or

Expanded capacity for new generation flow and
interconnections.



WITNESS: Charles R. Schram

PPL Electric Utilities Corporation
Response to the Set IV Data Requests of the
Coalition for Affordable Utility Services and Energy Efficiency in Pennsylvania
(CAUSE-PA)
Dated October 22, 2025
Docket No. R-2025-3057164

CAUSE-PA IV-26 For each of the customers identified in response to each of the
subparts of CAUSE-PA 4-25, please identify the number of
class LP-5 customers with a peak load of:

a) Less than 5 MW;

b) More than 5 MW but less than 10MW;
c) More than 10 MW but less than 20MW;
d) More than 20 MW but less than 50MW;
e) More than 50MW but less than 75MW;
f) More than 75 MW but less than 100MW;
g) More than 100MW.

Please provide this data in a live Excel spreadsheet.

PPL Electric See CAUSE-PA IV-26 Attachment 1.
Response



Docket No. R-2025-3057164
CAUSE-PA IV-26 - Attachment 1

CAUSE-PA IV-26 Pagelofl
Year Month LP5 Customers
CAUSE-PA 1V-25. a) 2025 6 162
a) Less than 5 MW 80
b) More than 5 MW but less than 10MW 37
¢) More than 10 MW but less than 20MW 27
d) More than 20 MW but less than 50MW 16
e) More than 50 MW but less than 75MW 1
f) More than 75 MW but less than 100MW 0
g) More than 100MW 1
CAUSE-PA IV-25. b) 2026 6 162
a) Less than 5 MW 75
b) More than 5 MW but less than 10MW 38
c) More than 10 MW but less than 20MW 27
d) More than 20 MW but less than 50MW 20
e) More than 50 MW but less than 75MW 1
f) More than 75 MW but less than 100MW 0
g) More than 100MW 1
CAUSE-PA IV-25. ¢) 2027 6 171
a) Less than 5 MW 75
b) More than 5 MW but less than 10MW 37
¢) More than 10 MW but less than 20MW 30
d) More than 20 MW but less than 50MW 24
e) More than 50 MW but less than 75MW 1
f) More than 75 MW but less than 100MW 0
g) More than 100MW 4
CAUSE-PA IV-25. d) 2028 6 172
a) Less than 5 MW 76
b) More than 5 MW but less than 10MW 36
c) More than 10 MW but less than 20MW 27
d) More than 20 MW but less than 50MW 17
e) More than 50 MW but less than 75MW 2
f) More than 75 MW but less than 100MW 2

g) More than 100MW 12



WITNESS: Joseph Lookup

PPL Electric Utilities Corporation

Response to the Set XV Data Requests of the

Coalition for Affordable Utility Services and Energy Efficiency in Pennsylvania

CAUSE-PA XV-2

PPL Electric
Response

(CAUSE-PA)
Dated January 28, 2026
Docket No. R-2025-3057164

Refer to Lookup Rebuttal Testimony (PPL Electric Statement
No. 16-R), p. 5 stating “PPL Electric is not opposed to creating
a rate class for customers with peak demands in excess of 100
MW.” Refer also to Lookup Rebuttal Testimony p. 29 stating
“Create a new LP-6 rate class for customers with peak
demands of 75 MW and above.”

a. Please explain the basis for the threshold for customer
assignment to the new LP-6 rate class.

The reference to 75 MW in Mr. Lookup’s rebuttal testimony was
a typo that has been corrected in an errata filing.

PPL Electric chose the 100 MW threshold because that is a
customer that is large enough to have the impact on the
generation and capacity markets that the other parties have
raised concerns about. By segregating these customers in a
separate rate class, the Company can apply terms and
conditions to these customers to address their unique
characteristics. It was also important to the Company to not
capture any existing LP-5 customers, which the 100 MW
threshold accomplishes.



WITNESS: Joseph Lookup

PPL Electric Utilities Corporation
Response to the Set XV Data Requests of the

Coalition for Affordable Utility Services and Energy Efficiency in Pennsylvania

CAUSE-PA XV-4

PPL Electric
Response

(CAUSE-PA)
Dated January 28, 2026
Docket No. R-2025-3057164

Refer to Lookup Rebuttal Testimony (PPL Electric Statement
No. 16-R), p. 10 stating “No. PPL Electric is following FERC
precedent in socializing network upgrades that benefit other
customers. The other parties’ recommendations are asking the
PUC to exceed its jurisdictional authority and dictate the terms
of transmission ratemaking.”

a. Please clarify whether the Company believes that it has any
discretion over whether to place new transmission
investments into its FERC regulated transmission rate base.

b. If the Company believes that it possesses any discretion
whatsoever over whether to place new transmission
investments into the FERC regulated transmission rate
base, then please explain the specific circumstances in
which it is entitled to choose to directly recover the costs of
a new transmission addition rather than placing it into
transmission rate base.

c. Isitthe Company’s opinion that the standards for cost
socialization proposed in the model large load tariff would
amount to the PUC exceeding its jurisdictional authority and
dictate the terms of transmission ratemaking?

a. PPL Electric makes the determination of whether
transmission investments should be paid for by the
customer or included in rate base. These decisions are
subject to FERC oversight and must comply with FERC
regulations, decisions, and policies.

b. PPL Electric disagrees with the use of the term discretion.
Rather, the Company has the ability to make determinations
on what is included in transmission rate base subject to
FERC oversight. PPL Electric makes these determinations
in accordance with its internal policy that has been provided
at OCA VIII-9 Attachment 1.



WITNESS: Joseph Lookup

c. Yes. PPL Electric raised these concerns in its comments
filed at Docket No. M-2025-3054271.
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