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 1 P R O C E E D I N G 

 2 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  Okay.  Good morning,

 3 everyone.  We'll open the hearing in Docket DE 10 -326.  On

 4 December 10, 2010, National Grid filed a proposed  tariff

 5 revision to its Outdoor Lighting Service Rate M, for

 6 effect with service rendered on and after January  1, 2011.

 7 Filing was made pursuant to RSA 9-E:4, which requ ires the

 8 establishment of requirements for electric utilit y rates

 9 for partial night use of outdoor lighting systems .  We

10 issued an order on January 7 suspending the tarif f and

11 scheduling the hearing for this morning.

12 I'll note for the record that there have

13 been a number of public comments that have been f iled, and

14 they're in the docketbook and can be found on our  website.

15 And, I also note that the affidavit of publicatio n has

16 been submitted by the Company.  

17 So, with that, appearances please.

18 MS. KNOWLTON:  Good morning, Chairman.

19 My name is Sarah Knowlton.  I'm with the law firm  of

20 McLane, Graf, Raulerson & Middleton.  I'm here to day on

21 behalf of Granite State Electric Company, which d oes

22 business as National Grid.  And, with me today fr om the

23 Company is the Company's witness John Walter, and  next to

24 Mr. Walter is Ms. Lloyd, from the Company's Rates
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 1 Division.

 2 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  Good morning.

 3 MS. AMIDON:  Good morning, Mr. Chairman.

 4 Suzanne Amidon, for Commission Staff, and with me  today is

 5 Al Azad Iqbal, an Analyst with the Electric Divis ion.

 6 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  Okay.  Good morning.

 7 MS. AMIDON:  And, just as a procedural

 8 point, I don't -- Mr. -- Is it "Kulbacki"?

 9 MR. KULBACKI:  That's pretty good.  

10 MS. AMIDON:  -- with the Town of Hanover

11 is here.  And, I know he has -- he may have some comments.

12 And, the Company has indicated that, if Mr. Kulba cki has

13 some questions, they're willing to have their wit ness

14 answer them as well.  So, I just thought I would mention

15 that for your information.

16 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  Okay.  Thank you.  Well,

17 are you ready to proceed?

18 MS. KNOWLTON:  Yes.  And, one more

19 procedural matter.  I would like to request that the

20 Company's filing, which is the prefiled "Direct T estimony

21 of John E. Walter", be marked for identification as

22 "Exhibit 1".

23 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  So marked.  

24 (The document, as described, was 
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 1 herewith marked as Exhibit 1 for 

 2 identification.) 

 3 MS. KNOWLTON:  And, I've provided

 4 copies.  It's the same document that was filed.  It's just

 5 Bates stamped, and it has "Exhibit 1" in the uppe r

 6 right-hand corner.  So, thank you.  The Company c alls John

 7 Walter.

 8 (Whereupon John E. Walter was duly sworn 

 9 and cautioned by the Court Reporter.) 

10 JOHN E. WALTER, SWORN 

11  DIRECT EXAMINATION 

12 BY MS. KNOWLTON: 

13 Q. Good morning, Mr. Walter.

14 A. Good morning.

15 Q. Would you please state your full name for the r ecord.

16 A. John E Walter.

17 Q. By whom are you provided?

18 A. National Grid.

19 Q. What is your job with National Grid?

20 A. I'm the Manager Outdoor Lighting for the Compan y.

21 Q. How long have you held that position?

22 A. Approximately eleven years.

23 Q. And, would you give a general description of yo ur job

24 duties?
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 1 A. My duties are that I am responsible for regulat ory

 2 strategy associated with outdoor lighting, the

 3 implementation of the tariffs associated with tha t in

 4 all our service territories, policies, procedures , and

 5 the information systems that manage the inventory  and

 6 billing.

 7 Q. Would you briefly describe your educational bac kground?

 8 A. I have a Bachelor's and a Master's in Engineeri ng,

 9 Civil Engineering, and an MBA from the University  of

10 Buffalo.

11 Q. Thank you.  Are you familiar with the document that's

12 been marked for identification as "Exhibit 1", wh ich is

13 the prefiled direct testimony?

14 A. I am familiar with that.

15 Q. Was that prepared by you or under your directio n?  

16 A. It was.

17 Q. Do you have any corrections to that testimony?

18 A. I do.  On the Seventh Revised Page 60, under "O ther

19 Charges", there's a reference to --

20 Q. And, just one, actually, if I could slow you do wn one

21 minute, because we did give a Bates stamped copy.   And,

22 I think that's Page 19 on the Bates stamped copy.

23 A. Okay.  Thank you.

24 MS. KNOWLTON:  I'm going to -- actually,
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 1 if I hand the witness the Bates stamped version.

 2 BY THE WITNESS: 

 3 A. So, to begin again, Page 19 of the exhibit, und er

 4 "Other Charges", Seventh Revised Page 60, referen ce to

 5 "RSA 9-D:4", should be "RSA 9-E:4".  The situatio n was

 6 that it was -- the legislation identified it as " D",

 7 but, ultimately, the document was codified under the

 8 Chapter 9-E.  

 9 BY MS. KNOWLTON: 

10 Q. If I were to ask you today the questions that a re

11 contained in your testimony, would the answers be  the

12 same, subject to the correction that you just mad e?

13 A. They would.

14 MS. KNOWLTON:  Thank you.  I'll make the

15 witness available for cross-examination, unless t he

16 Chairman would like me to conduct further examina tion of

17 him?

18 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  No, I think that's fine.

19 Ms. Amidon.

20 MS. AMIDON:  Yes.  Thank you.

21 CROSS-EXAMINATION 

22 BY MS. AMIDON: 

23 Q. If I understand correctly -- good morning, by t he way.

24 A. Good morning.
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 1 Q. This tariff was filed pursuant to legislation t hat was

 2 passed here in the State of New Hampshire, is tha t

 3 correct?

 4 A. That is correct.

 5 Q. And, could you briefly describe what -- how the  Company

 6 complies with that legislation with its tariff?

 7 A. The basis of the legislation, as the Company to ok it,

 8 was that it was an energy efficiency legislation,

 9 looking for the partial operation of streetlights  to

10 be, in effect, turned off at some portion of the night

11 to save the energy portion of the billing for the

12 energy saved.  The only other element was to iden tify

13 and utilize certain luminaires that meets specifi c

14 criteria, and we're also adopting that.  The gene ric

15 term is to use a "fully shielded" or "full cutoff "

16 luminaire.

17 Q. Thank you.  And, I know that the Staff served s ome

18 discovery on the Company.  And, one of the questi ons

19 was, it involved the charge the Company would mak e for

20 the service of coming out and changing over the l ight,

21 is that correct?

22 A. That's correct.

23 Q. And, as I understand it, in discovery, the Staf f asked

24 "would this same charge", and I'm going to trust my
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 1 memory and say it was roughly $150, "would that s ame

 2 charge apply or could it be -- or could the servi ce be

 3 provided at less cost, with a scheduled -- on a

 4 scheduled maintenance of the fixture?"  Do you re call

 5 that?

 6 A. I do recall that.

 7 Q. Okay.  And, the Company -- could you tell us wh at the

 8 Company's response was to that or the adjustment the

 9 Company was willing to make regarding changing ov er the

10 lights on scheduled maintenance?

11 A. The situation would be that, as this service is  above

12 and beyond the normal maintenance that's incorpor ated

13 with our current rates, if the customer desires t he

14 application of this part-night device being insta lled

15 on an existing light, that would otherwise not re quire

16 the Company to partake in visiting that light, th en we

17 would charge the -- what we were referring to as a

18 "service charge" of the $150 as a flat rate charg e per

19 light.

20 What the Company would like to propose

21 as part of the request of Staff was that, for tho se

22 lights where the Company will or has a request to  go

23 and perform other routine maintenance, such as an

24 outage at that light, what we would propose is to  just
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 1 charge the incremental cost of the device from wh at is

 2 already out there to what this new device would i ncur.

 3 The same would also be true for new installs that  the

 4 customer would desire, if they so elected to, fro m its

 5 initiation, put in a part-night service, it would  be

 6 the full cost of that installation, plus just the

 7 incremental charge for that.

 8 Q. And, as I understand it, the Company is willing  to

 9 amend its tariff, assuming that the Commission ap proves

10 this filing, to reflect the changes that you just

11 mentioned, is that right?

12 A. That is correct.

13 Q. And, other than an outage, are there any other

14 scheduled maintenance where a customer could take

15 advantage of the lower costs of installation?

16 A. In a situation where the customer would have, a s I

17 would phrase it, a "standing order" for all light s to

18 be changed to this Part-Night Option, for any cau se

19 that the Company would go there for any other ser vices

20 as part of our normal tariff, then we would perfo rm

21 this for that incremental charge.

22 MS. AMIDON:  Okay.  That concludes our

23 cross-examination.  Thank you.

24 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  Thank you.  Sir, did you
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 1 have any questions?

 2 MR. KULBACKI:  Yes.  My name is Pete

 3 Kulbacki.  I'm with the Town of Hanover.  

 4 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  It might be easier just

 5 to speak into the microphone.

 6 MR. KULBACKI:  Sure.  I have a letter I

 7 wanted to give you a copy of.  I've made extra co pies.

 8 MS. AMIDON:  Why don't you give them to

 9 me, I'll hand them out.

10 MR. KULBACKI:  Sure.

11 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  And, it's "Peter

12 Kulbacki"?

13 MR. KULBACKI:  Yes, it is.

14 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  I note that we have at

15 least one e-mail from a Lyn Swett Miller, who is the Chair

16 of the Sustainable Hanover Committee.

17 MR. KULBACKI:  Yes.

18 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  Is that affiliated --

19 MR. KULBACKI:  She's a -- I'm a

20 recruited member of that committee as well.

21 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  Okay.

22 MR. KULBACKI:  This letter is from Julia

23 Griffin, and it really summarizes some of the con cerns the

24 Town had.  And, some have been addressed as well already.
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 1 One was the one you just talked about, incrementa l cost

 2 charge, which is just doing extra work, which is something

 3 we supported.  We support the idea of the changeo ver, the

 4 part-night technology is something that we think is a good

 5 first step.  What we'd like to see considered, on e is how

 6 the charge is made, the $150 charge.  In the orig inal

 7 tariff, I haven't seen any subsequent paperwork o n that,

 8 is that it's paid for during the next billing cyc le.  

 9 The concern we have is that, if we were

10 to change our lights over, which we have a consid erable

11 number of lights that we are considering changing  over, we

12 would almost have to double our budget in a given  year to

13 try to do that.  And, if there's some way that co uld be

14 spread out over time, we have no problem with the  rate,

15 but it's just how compact and how it affects our budget.

16 It represents about the wages of two employees.  So, our

17 choice would be to lay a couple people off to cha nge the

18 lights, but that's not something we would like to  do.  

19 And, we'd also like to see some pursuit

20 of some additional look at LED technology or some  other

21 technology that can have some additional energy s avings.

22 We did have some experience with some of our neig hboring

23 communities in Vermont, where Green Mountain Powe r offers

24 LED lighting.  Not sure of the fixtures or any de tails,
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 1 but they do have a tariff in the State of Vermont  Public

 2 Utilities Commission.  So, they do have an abilit y to do

 3 some other technology, and that's what -- we'd li ke to see

 4 that considered either now or at some point in th e near

 5 future.

 6 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  Okay.  Thank you.  Well,

 7 I have a few questions for Mr. Walter.  

 8 BY CHAIRMAN GETZ: 

 9 Q. I guess, one, following up on one of the points

10 Mr. Kulbacki has made, on Page 6 of your testimon y says

11 that, on Line 2, "National Grid will process the

12 requests on an as-received basis."  And, "work or ders

13 will be created for each individual light specifi ed for

14 an operation option change."  So, do I take it fr om --

15 then, if I understand Mr. Kulbacki's concern, is they

16 don't want to do everything at once, they would l ike to

17 do some subset of lights, I guess, every year.

18 MR. KULBACKI:  Ideally, we would like to

19 do them all at once, but we just don't have the b udget to

20 do them all at once.  That's the concern.

21 BY CHAIRMAN GETZ: 

22 Q. So, I mean, that approach works under the tarif f, is

23 that fair?

24 A. The situation there was -- that was represented  in
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 1 testimony identified that, different than other

 2 utilities have implemented, what we're looking to  do

 3 is, as requested by the municipality, we would th en

 4 write a specific order for the specific light to be

 5 adjusted.  Once that work order is then completed , our

 6 billing system would automatically charge the fix ed

 7 unit price associated with that change, and that would

 8 show up as an adjustment on their bill.  It would

 9 summarize, if we did multiple units, it would jus t

10 tally that service charge on the bill for them du ring

11 that bill period.  So, it really is driven by the  work

12 accomplished, which is different than the other

13 utilities, which actually charge it as a fee up f ront.

14 So, that's what we would do.  

15 Q. Well, that's in the timing of the billing.

16 A. Right.

17 Q. But, I mean, it basically reacts to their selec tion of

18 which lights to be changed over and when?

19 A. That's correct.

20 Q. Okay.  Let me try to make sure I understand a l ittle

21 bit about the technology.  So, a crew will go out  to a

22 pole and install a new device.  But is that a -- is it

23 a timing that's set for the whole year?  I mean, how

24 does it react through the year between, you know,  dusk
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 1 and dawn?  Is it photosensitive?  Is a computer c hip

 2 timed and --

 3 A. It's actually -- I'm sorry, sir.  It's actually  both.

 4 It's the photosensor identifies ambient daylight or

 5 darkness, and it actually -- then the chip takes over

 6 and does two things.  It's both managing the cont rol of

 7 the light for that evening cycle, but also recogn izes

 8 the occurrence of what occurred the night before.   So,

 9 the operation of the device that we're proposing is

10 that it will turn on at dusk, it will operate unt il one

11 half of the dusk-to-dawn period measured the nigh t

12 before, divides that in half, turns the light off  at

13 that time.  The light will remain off for five an d a

14 half hours.  And, if there is -- if the ambient l ight

15 level is still dark enough to cause the light to turn

16 on, in the morning hours, it will turn back on, u ntil

17 such time as dawn occurs and the light will then turn

18 off.

19 The Company's position is that that

20 short amount of time in the early morning hours m ay be

21 helpful to the safety and well-being of the gener al

22 public in the winter months, when you could have school

23 children waiting at a bus stop or people going to  work.

24 Q. And, you've said that, I guess with the -- "the
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 1 Company's...will notify customers the" -- I guess  it's

 2 on Page 5, Line 20, and following, that "municipa l

 3 account managers will notify municipal customers of the

 4 availability of [this option]."  Has that already

 5 happened or that would happen after the tariff is

 6 approved?  What's the status of that?

 7 A. The plan would be that, after the tariff is app roved,

 8 and specifically with the changes being proposed even

 9 here today, with the incremental cost adjustment,  all

10 of that would be incorporated, and then communica tions

11 initially written to the municipalities to identi fy

12 them all, and then a follow-up with the account

13 managers to those customers that have inquiries t o

14 implement this.

15 Q. And, is this something that National Grid uses in other

16 jurisdictions, this approach?

17 A. It is not.  This is the only service territory where we

18 offer the -- or plan to offer the Part-Night Opti on.

19 Q. What happens if -- is there the flexibility to do

20 something different in different towns, whether i t's a

21 five and a half hour or no turn on before dawn?  I

22 assume that gets pretty complicated?

23 A. It does get complicated.  However, part of the creation

24 of the rate structure and the strategy that we
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 1 developed was to identify the burning hours for t he

 2 Part-Night Option, which in the tariff is defined  as

 3 "2,448 hours".  That value incorporates a device that

 4 we're proposing here today.  In the event that th ere

 5 would be another device or an option that a custo mer

 6 would desire that would differ from the operating  model

 7 that I defined earlier, the potential would be th at we

 8 could provide that as a different device, but sti ll

 9 charge them under this flat rate of the 2,448 hou rs,

10 burning hours.  The situation creates basically a

11 threshold for Part-Night Service, which is simila r but

12 different to the threshold created for Dusk-to-Da wn

13 Service.

14 Q. And, I guess the reason I asked about other

15 jurisdictions and what contact has been made so f ar is

16 just the concern that, what if you get other opti ons or

17 other requests, and how difficult that is and how

18 likely that is that variations on a theme will be

19 sought on a town-by-town basis?

20 A. You're correct that the requests by the custome r base

21 will be great.  Everybody wants what they want.  So, it

22 creates almost a variable situation.  The legisla tion

23 here in New Hampshire actually identified it as a

24 "Part-Night Option", and not a "Midnight Option",
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 1 midnight being 12 a.m.  So, we were able to deal with

 2 that.  And, the complexity internally for the Com pany

 3 managing different devices associated with that

 4 variability to what the customer wants does creat e a

 5 huge billing and stocking problem for the operati on of

 6 those lights going forward.

 7 Q. So, this is your attempt at trying to balance t he costs

 8 to the customers and to the -- and to come up wit h an

 9 option that seems to address the statute and what  you

10 expect to be a reasonable effort to have the -- t o

11 satisfy the dark sky concerns and the cost saving s for

12 the Part-Night Option?  Is that fair?

13 A. Yes, sir.  Everything you've said is.  It's the

14 blending and trying to balance all of that.

15 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  Okay.  Anything else?

16 MS. KNOWLTON:  May I -- I want to, if I

17 may do very limited redirect of Mr. Walter.  I wo uld like

18 for him to address the issue raised by the Town o f Hanover

19 regarding the availability of LED lighting, and w hy the

20 Company didn't include that offering in its propo sed

21 tariff.  

22 REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

23 BY MS. KNOWLTON: 

24 Q. So, if you could address that please, Mr. Walte r.
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 1 A. National Grid is, of course, very aware of the new

 2 technologies that are being proposed for outdoor

 3 lighting.  LEDs are the technology that is most

 4 marketed.  However, there are actually other

 5 technologies that are being developed.  So, we're

 6 cognizant of all of those developments as they pu sh

 7 forward, and I'm sure the general public will be made

 8 more aware of those in the near future.

 9 The situation with LEDs specifically is

10 that the efficiency or lumins per watt is on par or

11 equal to the current high-intensity discharge

12 technology that the Company presently uses.  With in

13 that high-intensity discharge technology, we have  the

14 high-pressure sodium lamps, which provide the amb er or

15 yellow light.  And, then, there is, of course, me rcury

16 vapor and metal halide are the other technologies

17 available in streetlighting.

18 So, from an efficiency standpoint,

19 they're equal, however, everybody views the LEDs as

20 being energy efficient.  And, the issue is that t he

21 marketing is such that, when an LED luminaire is

22 procured by a customer, the marketer will be sell ing

23 you one that produces less lumins, therefore usin g less

24 energy than what is currently in service today.
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 1 The situation, why people tend to like

 2 the LED, it produces a white light, and the human  eye

 3 reacts better to white light for color recognitio n and

 4 visual acuity.  So, people will say they can see better

 5 with the white light, even though the amount of l umin

 6 output is less.

 7 So, although slightly long-winded, and I

 8 apologize for that, there is a sense of energy

 9 efficiency gained, but the customer needs to reco gnize

10 they're getting less product, lumins, for the pri ce.

11 Q. But can you explain why the Company didn't prop ose the

12 LEDs?  Are there issues associated with that from  the

13 Company's perspective?  

14 A. So, in addition to the efficiency issue, from a

15 technology perspective, and the Company looks at things

16 in a very long time frame, as we would establish a rate

17 and a billing structure and to move forward.  And , the

18 assets that we tend to put in the field we antici pate

19 to last for quite a long time, by which the rates  then

20 capture those costs.  

21 First of all, from a technology

22 standpoint, there are no industry standards.  The y're

23 being developed, but there are no industry standa rds

24 for manufacturers to make like kind products.  Ag ain,
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 1 as I mentioned before, there's multiple technolog ies in

 2 the solid state arena; LED, OLED, and plasma.  Th e LED

 3 quality of the light-emitting diode itself varies .

 4 And, there's issues associated with binning, whic h is

 5 to group like kind light-emitting diodes, so that  you

 6 get the same light output in the technology or th e

 7 luminaire.  You have driver technology that varie s.

 8 That's the electrical -- the electrical component  that

 9 makes the light operate.

10 Most significant to all of this is the

11 thermal management that is required within that.  LEDs

12 generate an awful lot of heat that has to be expe lled

13 from the luminaire.  And, everybody has a differe nt

14 process by which that occurs.  That's a direct

15 relationship to the life that you can expect from  a

16 luminaire.

17 Surge protection associated with solid

18 state technology on what is our distribution syst em,

19 which is -- tends to be somewhat of an older syst em.

20 Environmental issues associated with that solid s tate

21 technology being in an open environment, weather

22 conditions, and things such as insects and other

23 circumstances that occur out there, vibration.

24 And, the failure measurement for what
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 1 defines the failure of a luminaire, as is today, with

 2 the HID technology, the lamp will fail and it wil l not

 3 light.  In LEDs, where you have multiple LEDs tha t

 4 generate the light output, you can have some of t hose

 5 individual LEDs fail and still creating light out put.

 6 There's no way to really determine or measure wha t

 7 achieves that light depreciation at the level whi ch the

 8 industry recognizes as failure.

 9 There's unknowns in life.  Everything

10 that's been defined by the marketers today is

11 analytical.  They're extrapolations of escalated in

12 situ or in-service testing within a laboratory, a nd

13 then they extrapolate them out to 100,000 hours o r

14 more.  So, all of those conditions create an aspe ct of

15 uncertainty for the utility in adopting that

16 technology.

17 Then, we would roll into the issue of

18 cost.  The cost of the technology is somewhere on  the

19 order of four to ten times what we currently pay for

20 the existing technology.  So, from a facility

21 perspective, we would anticipate our rates greatl y

22 increasing to capture that facility charge.  This  is

23 even considering the potential for reduced mainte nance,

24 because you still have a bell curve associated wi th
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 1 premature failures and other types of conditions.

 2 The other element to all of this is

 3 that, where the current technology is very stable , this

 4 technology turns over approximately every 18 mont hs.

 5 So, the energy efficiency, the technology of the

 6 luminaires, everything that goes into the new LED

 7 luminaires will actually change significantly, su ch

 8 that we would be forced to re-evaluate and re-fil e on

 9 about an 18-month or 24-month period just to keep  in

10 step.

11 In general, a regulated, analytical rate

12 model that we presently have for the current tech nology

13 is unsustainable in its application for the new

14 technology.  So, as much as we keep an eye on the

15 technology and hope for some stabilization of tha t,

16 we're also looking at the rate structure model th at we

17 want to use to move forward.

18 So, in addition to the technology

19 element, we also recognize what's happening withi n the

20 industry associated with the hours of operation.

21 That's what this new tariff offering is for the

22 Part-Night.  And, the new LED or solid state ligh ting

23 technology offers the potential for dimming, simi lar to

24 what you would experience in your home.  So, you end up
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 1 with three variables, when it comes to ratemaking , both

 2 in product, hours of operation, and then the dimm ing

 3 capability, and it doesn't really allow for an

 4 analytical rate model that we currently use.

 5 MS. KNOWLTON:  I have nothing further

 6 for Mr. Walter.

 7 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  Thank you.  Anything

 8 further for Mr. Walter?

 9 MS. AMIDON:  No.

10 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  Then, hearing nothing,

11 you're excused.  Thank you.

12 WITNESS WALTER:  Thank you.

13 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  Is there any objection

14 to striking the identification and admitting the exhibit

15 into evidence?

16 (No verbal response) 

17 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  Hearing no objection, it

18 will be admitted into evidence.  We'll give an op portunity

19 for closing statements.  I'll start with you,

20 Mr. Kulbacki.  You've now had the opportunity to read

21 Ms. Griffin's letter with the specific request.  But, if

22 there's anything else you'd like to say, this wou ld be

23 your opportunity?  

24 MR. KULBACKI:  I really -- I covered the
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 1 substance, really, summarized it, and our desire to

 2 continue to look at LED.  We are doing LED in our

 3 lighting.  We have Energy -- a grant from Office of Energy

 4 & Planning for the State of New Hampshire to repl ace our

 5 streetlights on Main Street with LED, to change f rom

 6 high-pressure sodium.  We are also changing bridg e lights

 7 as well.  We have -- we have neighboring communit ies in

 8 Vermont who have LEDs, and it's offered through a  tariff

 9 to -- at Green Mountain Power, so there is other tariffs

10 out there that meet some standards.  I'm not sure  exactly

11 what they use for lighting, but they do have a ta riff and

12 the ability to have LED installed.  And, the curr ent $150

13 charge, if it's charged at the time of service, w e won't

14 be able to afford to make use of this, that Part- Night,

15 because of the upfront costs.  And, that's a big concern

16 of ours.  And, we really want to use it, but havi ng an

17 upfront cost that almost doubles our streetlight budget

18 for one year is not something we can do.

19 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  What does Hanover do

20 with respect to its own streetlighting, in terms of

21 part-night options?

22 MR. KULBACKI:  We don't have part-night

23 yet.  I'm sure it will be requested as we get int o these a

24 little bit more.  Our first step was to try to lo ok at the
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 1 LED technology, because we have a number of peopl e working

 2 in the surrounding communities who have seen them  used in

 3 streetlights and other areas.  So, that was our f irst

 4 step.  And, we will be looking at the Part-Night,  because

 5 it's something we welcome.  It's just that the up front

 6 cost of changing all the ones we'd like to change  is out

 7 of our -- really out of what we can afford at thi s point.

 8 If it were spread over time, then we would jump a t the

 9 opportunity.

10 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  Thank you.  Ms. Amidon.

11 MS. AMIDON:  Thank you.  Staff has

12 reviewed the filing.  And, with the change that w e

13 referred to in my examination of Mr. Walter regar ding the

14 incremental cost for installing the device where it's

15 associated with other maintenance or work on the fixture,

16 we support the filing of the Company and look for ward to

17 seeing the revised tariff, assuming the Commissio n grants

18 its approval to the filing.

19 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  Thank you.

20 Ms. Knowlton.

21 MS. KNOWLTON:  Thank you.  As Mr. Walter

22 indicated, the Company is agreeable to include in  a final

23 compliance tariff the incremental change that he described

24 in his testimony.
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 1 As a general matter, the Company

 2 believes that the tariff that it has submitted, s ubject to

 3 that one change with regard to the incremental co st, when

 4 it's already going out into the field and servici ng a

 5 particular light to install a part-night device o n a light

 6 for the incremental cost is -- the tariff would b e just

 7 and reasonable.  The price under the tariff is ad equately

 8 explained in Mr. Walter's testimony.  And, I thin k is in

 9 the general ballpark of the types of charges that  are

10 charged by other utilities.  The Town's letter re fers to

11 the tariffed rate of Public Service of New Hampsh ire,

12 which is $163 per streetlight; the Company here i s

13 proposing 150.

14 So, I think, overall, the rate is just

15 and reasonable.  And, I think the tariff, as it's

16 proposed, complies with the dictates of the statu te.  And,

17 we would ask that, subject to the one change desc ribed by

18 Mr. Walter, that it be approved.

19 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  All right.  Thank you.

20 Then, we'll close the hearing and take the matter  under

21 advisement.

22 (Whereupon the hearing ended at 10:34 

23 a.m.) 

24
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