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1 I. INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE OF REPLY TESTIMONY (Northern and

2 National Grid NH)

3 Qualifications of Angela Li

4 Q. Please state your name, position business address, and professional

5 background for the record.

6 A. My name is Angela Li. My business address is 40 Sylvan Road, Waltham,

7 Massachusetts. I am employed by National Grid as a Senior Analyst within the Policy and

8 Evaluation group in Energy Efficiency Products, which includes responsibility for EnergyNorth

9 Natural Gas, Inc. d/b/a National Grid NH’s energy efficiency programs. Previously I worked in

10 the New Product Development group for National Grid and at Arthur D. Little as a Management

11 Consultant. I hold a Bachelor of Arts Degree in Biology and Economics from Wellesley College

12 and a Masters in Business Administration from Babson College.

13

14 Qualifications of Brian Kearney

15 Q. Please state your name, position, business address, and professional

16 background for the record.

17 A. My name is Brian Kearney. My business address is 40 Sylvan Road, Waltham,

18 Massachusetts. I am employed by National Grid as a Manager of Residential Energy Efficiency

19 programs for National Grid NH. Prior to my current position, I managed the Energy Star Homes

20 program for all jurisdictions in which National Grid does business. From 2005 to the time of

21 KeySpan’s acquisition by National Grid, I worked for KeySpan in its Residential gas conversion

22 services for both new and existing homes. I hold a Bachelor of Arts degree from St. Lawrence

23 University.
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1

2 Qualifications of Thomas Palma

3 Q. Please state your name, position, and business address for the record.

4 A. My name is Thomas Palma, Esq. I am the Manager of Distributed Energy

5 Resources, Planning and Design, for Unitil Service Corp. My business address is 325 West

6 Road, Portsmouth, New Hampshire 03801.

7 Q. What are your background and qualifications?

8 A. I have been employed by Unitil Service Corp. since November, 2009. As part of

9 my responsibilities, I perform work for Northern Utilities, Inc.’s (“Northern” or the “Company”)

10 and Unitil Energy Systems, Inc.’s (“Unitil” or “UES”) energy efficiency programs. Previously I

11 worked for the New Hampshire Electric Cooperative. During my career I have gained extensive

12 knowledge of renewable energy systems and energy efficiency systems. I have created

13 renewable energy programs and researched renewable energy and energy efficiency

14 technologies. I have also managed projects regarding the below-mentioned topics. I hold a

15 Bachelor of Science Degree in Mechanical Engineering from the University of Massachusetts,

16 Amherst and a Juris Doctorate Degree from Suffolk University. I am also a member of the

17 Massachusetts Bar.

18 I have also been active in leadership roles in various organizations including the New

19 Hampshire Sustainable Energy Association, the Northeast Sustainable Energy Association, and

20 the Cooperative Research Network.

21

22

23
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1 Q. Have you previously testified before the Commission?

2 A. Yes. I testified on March 2, 2010 in Docket DE 09-137: Investment in and Rate

3 Recovery of Distributed Energy Resources and on July 13, 2010 in Docket DG 09-053: Request

4 to Modify Energy Efficiency Components.

5 Purpose of Testimony

6 Q. What is the purpose of your testimony?

7 A. The purpose of our rebuttal testimony is to respond to some issues that have been

8 raised in the testimony submitted by James Cunningham and Al-Azad Iqbal on behalf of

9 Commission Staff, the testimony submitted by Stephen Eckberg on behalf of the Office of

10 Consumer Advocate (“OCA”), as well as some issues that have arisen during the discovery

11 phase of this proceeding.

12 The issues we will address in this testimony include:

13 • .Methodology used to determine annual savings (both);

14 • The percentage of total budget allocated to Home Energy Assistance (both);

15 • The Home Performance with Energy Star Program (both);

16 • Administration of the Home Performance with Energy Star Program (National Grid NH);

17 • Issuance of Requests for Production (both)

18 • Performance Incentive design (both);

19 • Application of the GDS Study to Northern’s Proposal (Northern);

20 • The Energy Star Homes Program (Northern); and

21 e National Grid NH’s Residential Energy Efficiency Reporting (National Grid NH).
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1 II. METHODOLOGY USED TO DETERMINE ANNUAL SAVINGS (Northern and

2 National Grid NH)

3 Q. Please describe the methodology used by Staff in their direct testimony to

4 calculate the 2011 gas companies’ annual savings goal.

5 A. Staff took the 2011 budget for each energy efficiency program and divided the

6 budget by the 2009 actual dollars spent per participant to calculate the number of participants

7 projected for the 2011 programs. Staff then multiplied this number of participants by the actual

8 MMBtu savings per participant in 2009 to calculate a hypothetical MMBtu total savings goal for

9 2011.

10 Q. Do you have any concerns about application of this methodology?

11 A. Yes. First, we support the view regarding Staff’s methodology that is stated in the

12 rebuttal testimony submitted by Angela Li, Carol Woods, Thomas R. Belair, and Thomas Palma

13 (together, the “Electric Utilities Testimony”) in this docket. The gas utilities perform an analysis

14 of savings goals similar to the Electric Utilities which includes an analysis of trends in cost per

15 MMBtu saved, increases in measure costs, changes in measure life, energy code changes, federal

16 guidelines, and measure mix. We believe that this is the most accurate way to calculate savings

17 goals associated with the gas energy efficiency programs.

18 Second, Staff’s analysis does not take into account certain circumstances which occurred

19 in 2009. For example, Northern was able to offer an incentive for a large multi-family project

20 that had an unusually low dollar spent per MMBtu saved. This skewed the data making the 2009

21 actual dollar per participant spent lower than it would have been without this project, thus

22 increasing the 2011 savings goal.
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1 In addition, the Staffs calculation relies heavily on only one calendar year instead of

2 normalizing the data across several years. Perhaps most importantly, Staffs analysis does not

3 take into account any changes in the operations of the energy efficiency programs. It does not

4 consider factors such as increased costs of materials and labor, gas prices, changes in ownership

5 of the companies, and weather, all of which affect projected savings. It also does not consider

6 changes in the calculation of average MMBtu. As explained in the Electric Utilities Testimony,

7 over the years, the utilities have adjusted the savings associated with particular measures, as

8 more information has become available regarding actual savings. In that case, the MMBtus

9 saved associated with a measure could decrease, but through no fault of the utilities. Instead, as

10 described in the Electric Utilities Testimony, the decrease in estimated savings is due to data

11 based analysis of the work performed, which provides the most accurate analysis of what those

12 savings will be.

13 III. PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL BUDGET ALLOCATED TO THE HOME ENERGY

14 ASSISTANCE (“HEA”) PROGRAM (Northern and National Grid NH)

15 Q. What percentage of the total energy efficiency budget is set aside for the low

16 income HEA program by Northern and National Grid?

17 A. In his testimony, Mr. Eckberg raised questions about whether the gas utilities

18 should raise the percentage of funds used for the low income programs to meet the percentages

19 applied by the electric utilities. There has been no formula approved by the Commission

20 regarding the percentage of budget for income eligible customers of the gas utilities. However,

21 the gas utilities have worked to increase both the amount of funds available to the Home Energy

22 Assistance program, and the percent of total funds available to that program.
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1 Northern has raised its Income Eligible budget from $81,427 in 2010 (twelve month) to

2 $110,000 in 2011 and $130,000 in 2012 as filed. In 2011 and 2012, the percentage of Northern’s

3 energy efficiency funds dedicated to the HEA program is 13%

4 National Grid NH has raised its Income Eligible budget from $635,997 in 2010 (twelve

5 month) to $730,895 in 2011 and $773,062 in 2012. In 2011 and 2012, the percentage of

6 National Grid NH’s energy efficiency funds dedicated to the HEA program is 11.5%.

7 The gas utilities look forward to continuing to work with the parties in this docket and in

8 future dockets to find ways to serve the needs of New Hampshire’s low income population in a

9 way that is equitable to all ratepayers.

10 Q. Reference OCA pages 24— 27. Do you agree with the OCA’s position for

11 increased funding of the Income Eligible Program?

12
13 A. National Grid NH does not support the position that a larger percentage of the energy

14 efficiency dollars should be allocated to the gas low income budget in the interest of more

15 closely aligning the electric and gas EE programs. The low income budget was developed from

16 the bottom up meaning that the demand and need for low income gas customers is reviewed and

17 a reasonable budget is developed. The proposed budget for 2011 is $100,000 greater than the

18 2010 budget. National Grid NH believes this increase allows for deeper installation of energy

19 efficiency measures within a customer’s residence.

20
21 Further, gas low income funding should not be allocated at the same level as electric low

22 income funding due to equity parity. All customers are electric customers. The funding of the

23 low-income sector is funded proportionately by both residential and commercial and industrial

24 customers based on usage. Therefore, the distribution between commercial & industrial versus
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1 residential funding closely matches the general population. Gas, however, is a chosen heating

2 source and the distribution between residential and commercial & industrial customers may not

3 map to the overall population. Therefore, by increasing funding to gas customers, there may be

4 an inequitable burden placed on one sector versus the other which is not consistent with how low

5 income funds have been derived in the past.

6 Q. What is your conclusion regarding raising the total budget to accommodate

7 an HEA budget at 14.5% of the total budget?

8 A. The gas utilities believe that the amount of funds allocated to low income

9 customers in the 2011-2012 budgets are sufficient to meet existing need given the balancing of

10 the equities at issue.

11 IV. THE HOME PERFORMANCE WITH ENERGY STAR PROGRAM (Northern

12 and National Grid)

13 Q. Do you have a response to the Staff, OCA and OEP’s testimony regarding

14 the Home Performance with Energy Star (“HPWES”) program?

15 A. Yes. With respect to concerns regarding administration and design of the

16 HPWES programs, we agree with the Electric Utilities Testimony, and support a decrease of the

17 rebate levels from 75% to 50% in response to concerns that the rebate levels for the HPWES

18 program were too high.

19 IV. THE HOME PERFORMANCE WITH ENERGY STAR PROGRAM (National

20 Grid)

21 Q. In its testimony, OEP states that there are inconsistencies in National Grid NH’s

22 HPwES program and that National Grid NH should change its program to align with the

23 CORE utilities. What is the Company’s view on that issue?
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2 A. National Grid agrees that there are differences in the structure of its HPwES program

3 from other CORE utilities such as differing incentive levels to participating customers.

4 Currently, National Grids HPwES program rebate differs in regards to offering customers air

5 sealing and no charge to the customer (average value$600) during the audit. This has been view

6 as a successful program design based on the amount of energy savings achieved along with the

7 removal of an additional barrier to move forward on the weatherization component.

8 The reason for this is based primarily on the Company’s desire to align its delivery model

9 across all its service territories in order to achieve operational efficiencies. The Company would

10 be willing to modify its proposed HPwES program for 2011-2012 by incorporating the Home

11 Heating Index (HHI) as a gateway to participation, utilizing common statewide software for the

12 single family program, implementing a $100 audit fee and incorporating air sealing into the

13 $4,000 weatherization incentive. With these changes, National Grid’s HPwES program would

14 be consistent with those of the other CORE utilities.

15
16 Q. In his testimony, Mr. Hill recommends that the Commission “open the market”

17 to all vendors. How does this recommendation comport with the way in which National

18 Grid NH administer its audit services for its HPwES program?

19 A. National Grid NH uses a lead vendor to ensure consistent and equitable program

20 design to all of its customers receiving services for its HPwES program. This vendor provides

21 services across all of National Grid’s service territories (of which New Hampshire is the

22 smallest), which ensures consistency in the provision of services to customers and creates

23 economies of scale. By using one vendor, the Company is able to provide these services

24 efficiently because it is able to minimize its costs to hire and oversee the work of the vendor. If
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1 the Company were to “open the market” to all vendors as Mr. Hill suggests, it would incur

2 increased costs to provide these services to customers.

3
4 V. ISSUANCE OF REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION (“RFPS”) (Northern and

5 National Grid)

6 Q. Do you have any response to the OCA’s testimony regarding issuance of

7 RFPs?

8 A. Yes. With respect to OCA’s recommendation that RFPs be issued publically and

9 be available on the utility’s website as well as through public notices, we agree with the Electric

10 Utilities Testimony. As described in the Electric Utilities Testimony, the gas utilities will, to the

11 extent possible, disseminate requests for shows of interest publically.

12 VI. PERFORMANCE INCENTIVE DESIGN (Northern and National Grid NH)

13 Q. Do you have any response to the Staff and OCA’s testimony regarding the

14 design of the Performance Incentive?

15 A. Yes. With respect to design of the performance incentive, and application of

16 “actual” costs to the performance incentive calculation, we agree with the Electric Utilities

17 Testimony. The Gas Utilities believe that relying upon actual costs, instead of “budgeted” costs

18 to determine the Performance Incentive will assure that the performance incentive cannot be

19 earned twice, for example on funds which are carried over from year-to-year.
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1 VII. APPLICATION OF THE GDS STUDY TO NORTHERN’S PROPOSAL

2 (Northern)

3 Q. In its direct testimony, the Office of Consumer Advocate discusses the GDS

4 Study and the application of the GDS study to Northern’s proposal. How did Northern

5 utilize the GDS study in its planning for its August 2, 2010 filing?

6 A. In data request Staff 2-47, which is attached to Mr. Eckberg’s testimony, Northern

7 stated that it did not use the GDS Study in its budgetary planning for 2011 and 2012. However,

8 that does not mean that the ODS Study was not used in developing Northern Utilities’ proposal

9 for the 2011 and 2012 energy efficiency programs.

10 After experiencing great demand for energy efficiency services during the 2009 program

11 year, Northern Utilities decided to request a significantly increased budget for 2011 over prior

12 years’ efficiency budgets, and is now projecting to increase its energy efficiency charge from

13 $0.01850 per therm to $0.03400 per therm. This will allow for an increased budget and allows

14 for the associated savings.

15 In preparation for the 2011-2012 filing, Northern analyzed the GDS Study and

16 determined that it would have to raise its energy efficiency charge to $0.06800 per therm to meet

17 the annual costs in the GDS Study. The table below shows that meeting this energy efficiency

18 charge would require an increase to the average customer of $36.93 per year, and a total energy

19 efficiency cost of $50.71 per year. This increase equates to a 267.9% increase over the pre

20 November 1, 2010 energy efficiency cost.
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5 It is important, in determining the right level of spending for energy efficiency programs

6 for a given company or set of customers, to avoid large increases at any one time. Ramping up

7 rates too quickly could have negative impacts on customer bills, and relying on the GDS Study

8 alone to set rates would ignore this concern.

9 However, in developing its programs, the Company did consider statements in the GDS

10 Study that indicated non-electric Heating Equipment make up a large portion of potential savings

11 for Natural Gas customers in choosing proposed programs, and has proposed programs which

12 seek to benefit from these savings.

# of
# of Meters 21,669 Therms 16,143,774

Required

Increase

Usage

therms

EE
Charge

Increase
EE

Charge EE Cost
*

Annual

Increase
*

A~ - 745 - $0.01850 $13.78 - -

B. - 745 $0.01600 $0.03400 $25.33 $11.55 83.8%
C. $550,000.00 745 $0.03407 $0.06807 $50.71 $36.93 267.9%

Percent

Increase
*

2

3

4

Gas Annual Percent
Rate Cost Increase

A. $l.46690 $1,092.84 -

B. $l.48240 $1,104.39 1.1%
C. $1.51647 $1,129.77 3.4%

Where:
A. Current natural gas rate with 2010 EE

charge
B. Current natural gas rate with the

estimated 2011 EE charge
C. Current natural gas rate with the

estimated 2011 EE charge plus the
GDS Study increase
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1 For example, Tables 54 and 55 in the GDS Study list the Commercial Non-Electric

2 Savings Potential by Measure for Existing Construction and New Construction, respectively.

3 The Company offers prescriptive incentives for three of the top five opportunities listed by GDS.

4 The Company offers incentives for most the top 20 measures listed, provided they are cost

5 effective. For example, one opportunity listed in both tables is the 92% AFUE Furnace. This

6 measure has been eliminated from the Company’s prescriptive offering in 2011 since it is not

7 cost-effective, however, the Company does offer incentives for 94% AFUE furnaces. Also, the

8 Company does not incentivize normal maintenance, like filter replacement, which is listed as an

9 opportunity in both tables. Another opportunity found in both tables is ozone commercial

10 laundry systems. The company has incentivized this measure in the past, but has found

11 conflicting savings information.

12 In conclusion, it is incorrect to conclude that the GDS Study was not used at all by the

13 Company in developing its plan for the 2011-20 12 year. While the Study was not relied upon to

14 set the initial budget and rates for Northern customers, it was in fact, considered as described

15 above.

16 Q. If the GDS Study increase was implemented, what would be the disparity

17 between energy efficiency charges for Northern customers versus Unitil customers?

18 A. One consideration regarding the gas energy efficiency rate is the increased

19 disparity between electric service ratepayers and gas customers. All customers use electricity — a

20 far smaller number use natural gas. As the following table shows the energy efficiency cost for

21 Northern Customers would be $40.83 more or 413% more than the same average cost for an

22 electric customer. See the table below. Under the rates which have been approved by the

23 Commission, there is already a discrepancy between the energy efficiency costs to electric
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1 customers versus the costs to gas customers. Relying on the GDS Study alone will magnify this

2 discrepancy.

3 TABLE 2

Usages Annual EE Annual
Units Rate Cost Charge EE Cost

UESAverageCustomer 6,589 $0.1680 $1,107 $0.0015 $9.88
NUAverageCustomer 745 $1.5165 $1,130 $0.0681 $50.71

Delta $40.83
Gas Percent Higher than
Electric 413%

4

5 VII. ENERGY STAR HOMES PROGRAM (Northern)

6 Q. Why did Northern decide not to offer an Energy Star Homes program in its

7 filing?

8 A. Northern decided not to request approval for the Energy Star Homes program in

9 2011 and 2012 for the following reasons:

10 (1) New home starts are slow due to the current economic climate. Currently,

11 Northern has no builders or homeowners interested in this program for 2011 project

12 completions.

13 (2) All Northern customers can participate in their electric company’s ENERGY

14 STAR Homes Program; thus, they can still be served if building a new home.

15 (3) Northern has had an overwhelming response to its Residential High Efficiency

16 Heating, Water Heating and Controls Program (Gas Networks) and its Home

17 Performance with ENERGY STAR Program in the 2009 program year and both

18 programs had to be closed early. Northern projects the same overwhelming interest in
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1 2011 and 2012 and accordingly budgeted all its non-income eligible residential funding

2 into these two programs.

3 Q. If Northern implemented an Energy Star Homes program, as suggested by

4 the Office of Consumer Advocate, what impact on rates and energy efficiency charges

5 would this have on Northern customers?

6 A. The Company believes that including an Energy Star program by reallocating

7 funds from the residential Gas Networks program and the HPwES program would adversely

8 affect those programs as these programs have been oversubscribed in the past. The only other

9 option is to raise the energy efficiency charge. As discussed earlier, the Company is concerned

10 about raising the energy efficiency charge too quickly for its customers especially during the

11 difficult economic climate locally and nationally.

12 In addition, deploying and funding energy efficiency programs for natural gas consumers,

13 while not correspondingly deploying and funding energy efficiency programs for oil heat

14 consumers, may result in two very negative consequences. First, doing so discriminates between

15 two sets of consumers by providing benefits to the natural gas consumers that are not offered to

16 equivalently situated oil heat consumers. Second, and perhaps more significantly, imposing a

17 natural gas efficiency charge while not simultaneously imposing an oil heat efficiency charge

18 introduces a pricing distortion that will tend, over time, to encourage oil consumption and

19 discourage natural gas consumption. Increasing the gas energy efficiency charge too quickly

20 could have the effect of escalating such a migration.

21 The 2010 energy efficiency charge was $0.0 180 per therm and it is estimated to be

22 $0.034 per therm in 2011, an 84% increase. The Company believes $75,000 would be sufficient

23 to administer an Energy Star Homes program, if such a program were mandated. To increase
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1 energy efficiency funding by $75,000, the average customer’s bill would have to increase $15.01

2 per customer per year, for a total increase of 109%. The below table outlines the pre-Nov. 1,

3 2010 energy efficiency cost, the energy efficiency cost as filed, and the energy efficiency cost

4 from the Energy Star Homes program.

5 TABLE 3

EE
Required Usage Charge Annual Percent
Increase therms Increase EE Charge EE Cost Increase Increase

* * *

A. - 745 - $0.01850 $13.78 - -

B. - 745 $0.01600 $0.03400 $25.33 $11.55 83.8%
C. $75,000.00 745 $0.00465 $0.03865 $28.79 $15.01 108.9%

Gas Annual Perce
Where:

Rate Cost Incre~ A. Current natural gas rate with 2010 EE charge

— B. Estimated 201 1 EE charge
A~ $1.46690 $1,092.84 - C. Estimated 2011 EE charge plus the Energy Star
B. $1.48240 $1,104.39 1.1°/ Homes increase
C. $1.48705 $1,107.85 1.4°/

8 Q. If Northern implemented an Energy Star Homes program, what would be

9 the disparity between energy efficiency charges for Northern customers versus Unitil

10 customers?

11 A. The following table compares the average Northern customer to the average

12 Unitil customer if rates were raised for an Energy Star Homes program. The average Northern

13 customer would pay $18.91 more than the average Unitil customer, which is 191% higher.

14 Importantly, such an increase would raise the energy efficiency charge for Northern Customers

15 to nearly 2.5% of their total bill, while the portion of a UES customer’s energy efficiency costs

16 are only 0.9%.

6

7
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EEas
Usage Annual Annual Percent

EE EE of
Units Rate Cost Charge Cost Bill

UES Average Customer 6,589 $0.1680 $1,107 $0.0015 $9.88 0.902%
NU Average Customer 745 $1.4870 $1,108 $0.0386 $28.79 2.598%

Delta $18.91
Gas Percent Higher than
Electric 191%

2

3 Q. What is your recommendation regarding the Energy Star Homes program?

4 A, The Company recommends that it be permitted not to offer an Energy Star Homes

5 program. Entities within its service territory will be eligible for Energy Star Homes via their

6 electric provider.

7 IX. National Grid NH’s Residential Energy Efficiency Reporting (National Grid NH)

8 Q. Reference OCA page 27. Can you explain National Grid NH’s Residential

9 Energy Efficiency Reporting?

10
11 A. National Grid NH’s Energy Efficiency Program actual collections and expenses,

12 as well as forecasted expenditures, are presented monthly to the Commission for the Residential

13 Heating and Non-Heating classes, Commercial and Industrial classes, and combined residential

14 and commercial and industrial classes. The September 2010 National Grid NH Monthly Energy

15 Efficiency Report is presented in Schedule 1. In this report, the Company is projecting to be

16 overspent at the end of 2010. As described in the response to Staff 1-12 (attached as Exhibit

17 SRE-7 page 49), any under or overspending from one year will be resolved in the energy

18 efficiency factor. OCA refers to the bottom up approach for gas energy efficiency collections on

1
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1 page 25 of its testimony. OCA pages 50-53, SRE-7 and SRE-8 present National Grid’s electric

2 energy efficiency fund balance which is calculated independently of the gas reporting.

3 Q. Do you agree with the OCA’s concern about the reporting structure?

4 A. No. National Grid NH’s reporting provides monthly information to the Commission

5 about over and under spending. Any variation from the forecast is made in collections the

6 following year.

7

8 VI. CONCLUSION

9 Q. Does that complete your testimony?

10 A. Yes.

705575_i
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EnergyNorth Natural Gas Inc. dlbla National Grid NH
Energy Efficiency Programs

For Residential Heating (R-3( and Non-Heating (R-1) Classes
May 1,2010- April30, 2011

May - October 2010 Monthly Report

Totals
can_eon I, jo_cnn 16,910) 59,378,747 8,375,732

Residential Non Healing Therm Sales
Residential Healing Therm Sales
C&l Thetm Sales
Total Therm,

Low-income Program Budget
PAYS Feasilibity Study Budget

Total Shared Budget

Residential Program Budgnt
Residential Ptogram Incentive
Total Residential Program Budget

Jan 1,2010
000.31,2010

1,051,312
57,302.228
92.474.443

150,020,102

Jan 1,2010
000.31,2018

$ 635,997

S 635,997

5 1,939,128
5 145,230
S 2,085,366

38%
6t%

noons

Shared Enyanses A6ooation to Rn8ldnntiol 0 246,059
Shared Eayenoes Allocation to COl 369.938
Tot~i Alluocted Shared Eopenses S 639,997

Total Residential including allocation 01 Shared I
Total Ccl (including aliocahon ot Shared Sud9et(
Total Budget

2,331,426

55,266,699

Page t nfl

Rnaidential Actual Poreoasted
Beginning I3SM Forecasted DSM Ending Anerage Interest Interest @ Ending Bal. Residential Residential

Actual or Balenne Rate DON DON Eapondltares Baleen, Balance Monthly Federal Federal Rasarne Plus Interest Therm Therm 001
Month Fer000sl (Ovar)l6nder Per Therm Coilecllen, Eoponditaroa Rasidestlat Low4noome iOverllUndar )Oner)lunder Prime Rate Prime Rate i000r)londer Sates Sates Days

May Actual (1,017,242) 1*0,04661 (IAS.69S) 694,268 371,331 68,102 (7t8,5S4) (867,8731 2.25% 12,3961 (720,900) 3,689,942 3.019,211 31
Juno Actaal (720,900) (00.0466) (62.124) t94,255 t3S,876 304 (671,644) (696.372) 3.25% )t,860) (673,704) 1,849,958 1,762,309 30
July Aotoal (673,704) (00.04661 (62,3771 194,280 379.088 23,026 (333,967) (503.636) 3.25% (1.3911 (335.398) 1,349,637 1.338,555 31
Augusl Aotaol (335,358) (00.04661 (50.606) t94,285 t75.694 0 (210,370) 1272.664) 3.20% (753) (211.123) 1,190.474 1.005,964 31
September Actoal (21t,t23( (10.0466) (54,508) t94,28S 78,605 15,600 (171,225) (tst,174( 3,20% (511) (171.736) 1.300,391 1,t69,693 30
October Fcnecasl (t7t,736( (55,5456) (91.179) 194,285 S 5 (68,630) (t25,1R3( 0 (68,630) 1,956,634 5 31
November Fctecaul (68,6301 (80.04661 (197,401) 194,285 5 5 (71,745) (70.187) 0 (71,7451 4,236,072 5 30
December10 Furecanl (71,745) (00.0466) 1294.496) 194.265 5 5 (t7t,955) (121,600) 0 )t7t,900( 6,3t9,600 5 31
January11 Fcrocunt (t7t,955) (80.0466) (549,135) 0 0 5 )72l,S91) (446,523) 0 (721,091) It,784,520 5 31
February FOrRca0l )72t,59t) (80.0466) (499,726) 0 S 5 (1.220,817) (970,904) 0 )t,220,817) 10,723,744 5 28
March Ponncanl (1,220,817) (55.04661 (413.169) 5 5 5 (1,633,986) (1,427,402) 5 (1.633,986) 8,866,291 5 31
April11 Ponncanl (1,633,986) (00.0486) 1284,816) 0 0 5 (1,918,802) 11,776,394) S (1.918,802) 6,ltt,933 5 30

Ogt~~g~ Róèlde~,tlál Nonheatlng Conservation Chàrge;~
iffectlveNaveorbàr2006-OctobèrSBlO r . ~

Bnginning Balance 5452,678

Program Budget Nov 2649- Oct 2010 $ 2,275,604
Pto)ected intetest (06,562)
Ptojected Budget with tn)erest $ 2,721,750

Total Charges 5 2,721,750
Projected Therm Sales 58,353,540
Residential Rate 00.0466
Total Charges with Interest 2,721,750
Projected Therm Sates 56,353,540
9osldeelial Rate 50.8466

• Filed Aaggst 31, 2009(8 DG 69-162, upprened by the Commission in Order No. 28,032 dated October29, 2009
Cnmmerclai/industrial Program Budget $ 2,411.290
Commerdutltnduslrial Program incentiue 5 106,045
Total Commercialllndustrial Program gadget $ 2,565,33S

Total Program gadget 5,286,699

Mar/hI0 Repwr On-rOds: Ons SInaI 0 Non.6eoI 11/00/2010



EnergyNorlh Natural Gas, Inc. dlbia National Grid NH P030203
Energy Efficiency Programs

For Commercialftndustrial Classes
May 1,2010-April 30, 2011

May - Oclober 2010 Mosth(y Report

Forecasted
Actaai Commerciaii Cnmmorcial/

Beginning DSM Forecasted DSM Ending Acerogo Interest Interest @ Ending Bal. Industrial Industrial
Actual or Balance Role OSM OSM Enpendllaree Balance Balance Monthly Federal Federal R050rne Plus Interest Therm Therm eel

Month Forecast (Over)lUndnr Pot Therm Colleolions Eupesditarus Com-Ind Low-income )Oner)ltinder (Over)lUnder Prime Rate Prime Rate (Ovnr)!Under Solos Sales J~$y8.

May Actual (1,521,1301 150.0250) 141503) 246273 82708 90.275 (1,489,730) (1,505.430) 3.25% (4,155) (1,493,885) 6.415,202 5,663319 31
June Actaal (1.493,880) (50.8250) (100,307) 246.273 46.243 403 (1,555,047) (1,524,716) 3.25% (4,073) (1,559,6I9) 4,841,323 4,332,251 30
July Actual (1,559619) (50.6250) (92,859) 246,273 86,534 30,522 (1,535,422) (1,547.521) 3.25% (4.272) (1.539,694) 3,759,005 3,714,352 31
August Actual (1,539,694) (50.0200) (85,420) 240,273 59,778 0 (1,565,335) (1,552,515) 3.25% (4,285) (1,569,621) 3,492,908 3,416,015 31
Sapiumber Actual (1,569,621) (50.0250) (93,022) 246,273 126.230 20,944 (1.515,468) (1,542,646) 3.20% (4,120) (1,519,509) 3.913,470 3,720,879 30
Octobrr Forecast (1,519,589) (00.0250) 1110,504) 246.273 0 c (1,383,820) (1.451.785) 0.00% 0 (1,383,820) 4,420,t52 0 31
November Forecast (1,383,820) (00.0250) (181,873) 246.273 0 8 (1,319,420) (1.351,620) 0.00% 0 (1.319,420) 7,274,929 0 30
December10 Forecast (1,319,420) (50.0250) (237,279) 246,273 0 0 (1,310,427) (1,314,924) 0.00% 0 (1,310,427) 9.491,159 0 31
January11 Fornoasi (1.310.427) (50.0250) (386,606) 0 0 0 (1.697.033) (1.503,730) 0.00% 0 (1.697,033) 10.464.220 0 31
February FOrooust (1,697.033) (00.0250) (366,273) 0 0 0 (2.063.306) (1,880,169) 0.00% 0 (2.063,306) 14,600,032 0 20
March Forecast (2,063,306) (50.0250) (317,314) 0 0 0 (2,380,620) (2,221,963) 0.00% 0 2,380,620) 12,692,550 0 31
April 11 Forocast (2.380,620) J~99~~L (252,012) 0 0 (2,632,632) (2.506.626) 0.08% — (2,632,632) 10,080.479 0 30

Totals 00.0044 (82.373.002) 81,970,182 8401,493 5142,144 (520,906) 96.495,409 20,847,626

~
~

Beginning Balance (2008,011)
Ptogram Budget 2,033,874.42
Projected Intorusi (17,548.31)
Program Budget oAth interest $2,308,318

lotul Charges $2,388,318
Proiected Therm Sales 02,474,643
C&l Rate 80.0250
Total Charges with Interest $2,300,310
Projected Therm Sales 92,474,843
Tomllnd Rule $00250
Com/ind Rate trum Prior Proorums (I) $08800
‘Dombinnd Comllnd Rate 08.0256

Flied August 31, 2009 in DG 89-162, appr000d by the Commission is Order No. 26,032 dated Oclober 29, 2009

Umildi 8npmr nO.rOcis CO,n.irrt rr/onI2oro



Enor~yNorIh Nohrn.l Coo, mo. d)bla ?‘18lioool Gold MI
boorgy Eio18ooy ogromo

For Rooidonhiot (6-I & 6-3) rod Co mood tndoori,d C’bo.oooo

Moy 12010- April 30,2011
Moy - Oolobor 2010 Mo.dldv Rrporo

Aolo,ol
tio~iooing DSM Forroo.olrd [OSM Eodiog Aoorogo Inlorooo ttaorooo 9 Ending fbi. Foroomord

Aooood or tiolonoo 11,40 DSM DSM ISdoono Ilolonoo Moothly Fodrr,d Fodorod Rrorrlr P100 1,000-on) Thrn,o Thoro. C oP
MoooIh Forroooo )Ovor0Uodrr For Thoroo CoIIrot)oo~ Expoodiloroo Roobir000t Corn-lod Low-Inoooor Told lOorriluodor )Ovor)/tindor Frinor Rob Poimo Rob (Oorr)/tindor Sotro Solo.

Moy AolooI (2.538,372) nO (202,270) 440,550 571,33) 02.706 50,377 6)2,4)0 (2,200,234) (2,373,303) 3.29% (6.991) (2.2)4.785) 10.105.145 0,682.530 3)
boo Anlool (2,2)4.705) nO (190.431 440,550 130.876 46.243 706 177.025 (2,227.39)) (2.221.000) 3.29% (3.933) (2.233.324) 6,09)200 6,094.570 30
loby Aoboo) (2.253,324) 0~ (155.236) 440,590 379.080 06.534 53,540 519.170 (1.069.309) (2,05)357) 3.25% (9.662) (1.675.092) 5)08.449 9,092.907 3)
Aogool AoOool (1,075,052) r1o (136,026) 440.550 175,594 59.770 (I 255.372 (1.775.705) (1.825,379) 3.29% (5,039) (1.700,744) 4.609.462 4,502779 3)
Sop)ov~bnr Adool (1.780.744) nO (147.530) 440,550 76.005 I 26,290 36,744 24.500 ((.606.694) (1.773.7)0) 3.20% (4631) 11,692.325) 5.2)3.86) 4,890,572 30
0000boo F~ooo0 (1,691,325) 0~ (201,695) 440,590 II 0 0 0 (1,452.451)) (1,571,007) 0.00% 0 (1,452,450) 6.370.706 0 31
No,nmbno Foonoonl (1.452.450) ,/~ (379,274) 440.556 0 0 0 0 (1,591,166) (1.42)906) 0.00% 0 (1.391.16(0 1,511.00) 0 30
Doormbro 0 P00000,) (1.391.166) nO (331.775) 440,590 0 0 0 0 11,402,362) (1,436,774) 0.00% 0 (1.482.382) 15.910.609 0 3)
J0044oy II Poroooo, (1,482,302) ,O (935.741) 9 0 0 0 0 (2.4)8.123) 11.950.253) 0.00% 0 (2.410.123) 27.240.240 0 3)
Fnbooooy P0000001 (2.4)8)23) nO (865.999) 0 0 0 II 0 (3.294.123) (2,851,123) 0.00% 0 (3.264.123) 25.374.676 0 28
MOrOh F000000l (3,204,123) ,O (730.483) 0 (I 0 0 0 14.0)4.606) (3,649,564) 0.00% 0 (4.0)4.606) 21.558.04) 0 3)
Op,)1 II Forrooo (4,9)4,600) 0.0 (936,828) 0 1 II 0 0 (4.551.434) (4.293.020) 0.90% 0 (4.551.434) 16.192.4)2 0 30

TrIo), (65,093,294) 93,524,4(6 51.135.404 6471.493 9249.376 5)786,363 )S27.810) 155.875.156 29.223.378

.osldrntIalR3&R-3dC&IcoUooa~
tdno3ilovèoo~Ioer 2009~0oiIobor 2010 ~

Bogdviog 0,boooo (S33.333(
P00gb,,, Oudgol 5,109.328.62
P0oju~1od 18)0-ron) (24,827.49)
Progouoo Budgnl wilh 10101001 5,830,068

Total Chorgru 55,094,199

‘lolol Choogro 0,118, Intrrout 5,030,000

Approved by the Commission in Order No. 25,032 dated October 29, 2009 in DO 09-162.

Poor 3 o(3

lAo.MhIy Repool 09.10,40 ToO) 11/99/2080



Q. Please state your name and spell your last name for the record.

Q. Where are you employed?

Q. What position do you hold?

Q. Did you prefile testimony regarding electric programs in this docket?

A. Yes — On November 15, 2010, I submitted prefiled rebuttal testimony on electric
energy efficiency programs on behalf of Unitil Energy Systems Inc. This
testimony was submitted with representatives of the other 3 NH electric
companies.

Q. Did you prefile testimony regarding gas programs in this docket?

On November 15, 2010, I also submitted prefiled rebuttal testimony regarding gas
energy efficiency programs on behalf ofNorthern Utilities. This testimony was
submitted jointly with Angeli Li and Brian Kearney, representatives of National
Grid.

On November 19, 2010, I submitted revised prefiled rebuttal testimony on behalf
of Northern Utilities along with Angela Li and Brian Kearney.

Q. Is this document the November 19th revised prefiled rebuttal testimony to
which you just referred?

Ask that it be marked for identification

Q. Do you have any corrections or updates to your revised rebuttal testimony?

Yes. I have prepared a redlined version of that revised rebuttal testimony which
shows the changes. I have entitled it Second Revised Rebuttal Testimony.

Q. Is this document the Second Revised Rebuttal Testimony to which you just
referred?



Ask that it be marked for identification.

Q. Could you briefly explain the changes to your prefiled testimony that are
reflected in the redlined document that has just been marked for
identification as Exhibit X?

I. I used the wrong underlying assumption for costs in the GDS Technical Potential
study, originally I thought it was the utility cost when it is was actually the
installed cost

2. For the GDS study, I wanted to recognize two levels of EE potential: the
potentially obtainable and the maximum achievable cost effective

3. For the electric SBC, we changed the amount to the more conservative 1.8 mils in
anticipation of the change for July 1.

4. I took this opportunity to clarify some wording

Q. If I were to ask you the same questions under oath today as those contained
in your prefiled rebuttal testimony on electric energy efficiency programs
contained in Exhibit X and your second revised prefiled rebuttal testimony
on gas energy efficiency programs contained in Exhibit X would your
answers be the same as those contained the two Exhibits I just referred to?

Mr. Palma is available for cross examination.


