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 1 P R O C E E D I N G 

 2 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  Okay.  Good morning.

 3 We'll open the hearing in Docket DE 11-016.  On

 4 September 15, 2011, Granite State Electric Compan y filed a

 5 notice of its proposed Default Service rates for the small

 6 customer group for the period November 1, 2011 th rough

 7 April 30, 2012.  A secretarial letter was issued on

 8 September 19 setting the hearing for this morning .  

 9 So, can we take appearances please.  

10 MS. PAK:  Good morning, Commissioners.

11 Jinjue Pak, of the McLane law firm, on behalf of Granite

12 State Electric Company, doing business as Nationa l Grid.

13 We me today is the Company's witness, Margaret Ja nzen,

14 also present are James Ruebenacker and Mike Pini from

15 National Grid, as well as Bob Campbell, from Libe rty

16 Energy Utilities Company.  Thank you.

17 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  Good morning.

18 MR. RUEBENACKER:  Good morning.

19 MS. HATFIELD:  Good morning,

20 Commissioners.  Meredith Hatfield, for the Office  of

21 Consumer Advocate, on behalf of residential ratep ayers,

22 and with me is Donna McFarland.  

23 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  Good morning.

24 MS. AMIDON:  Good morning.  Suzanne
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 1 Amidon, for Commission Staff.  With me today is G rant

 2 Siwinski, an Analyst in our Electric Division.

 3 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  Okay.  Ms. Pak, are you

 4 ready to proceed?

 5 MS. PAK:  I am.  Thank you.  As a

 6 preliminary matter, the Company would like to pro pose to

 7 mark for identification its redacted Default Serv ice

 8 filing, dated September 19th, 2011, as "Exhibit 6 ".  It is

 9 the bound volume with the blue cover.  The Compan y would

10 also propose to mark for identification its confi dential

11 Default Service filing, dated September 19th, 201 1, as

12 "Exhibit 7".  It is the bound volume with the red  cover.

13 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  Okay.  So marked.

14 (The documents, as described, were 

15 herewith marked as Exhibit 6 and  

16 Exhibit 7, respectively, for 

17 identification.) 

18 MS. PAK:  And, the Company also filed a

19 Motion for a Protective -- a Motion for Protectiv e Order

20 and Confidential Treatment regarding its confiden tial

21 filing.

22 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  Is there any objection

23 to the Motion for Confidentiality?

24 (No verbal response)  
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 1 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  All right.  Please

 2 proceed.  

 3 MS. PAK:  Thank you.  The Company calls

 4 Margaret Janzen.

 5 (Whereupon Margaret M. Janzen was duly 

 6 sworn and cautioned by the Court 

 7 Reporter.) 

 8 MS. PAK:  Good morning.

 9 WITNESS JANZEN:  Good morning.

10 MARGARET M. JANZEN, SWORN 

11  DIRECT EXAMINATION 

12 BY MS. PAK: 

13 Q. Can you please state your full name for the rec ord?

14 A. Yes.  My name is Margaret M. Janzen.

15 Q. By whom are you employed?

16 A. National Grid.

17 Q. And, what is your position at National Grid?

18 A. I'm the Director of Wholesale Electric Supply a t

19 National Grid.

20 Q. What do your job responsibilities include?

21 A. They include overseeing the procurement of defa ult

22 service for Granite State Electric Company, in ad dition

23 to other U.S. utilities.

24 Q. How long have you held that position?
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                     [WITNESS:  Janzen]
     7

 1 A. I've had that since March 2008.

 2 Q. Thank you.  Do you have before you the document s marked

 3 as "Exhibits 6" and "7"?

 4 A. Yes, I do.

 5 Q. Are you familiar with these exhibits?

 6 A. Yes, I am.

 7 Q. Can you please identify for the record what Exh ibit 6

 8 is?

 9 A. Exhibit 6 is the testimony and schedules prepar ed under

10 my direction for the Default Service period begin ning

11 November 1st, 2011.

12 Q. And, for the record, can you please also identi fy what

13 is marked as "Exhibit 7"?

14 A. That is the same copy that is the confidential version

15 for that same period.

16 Q. Okay.  And, were these exhibits prepared by you  or

17 under your direction?

18 A. They were prepared under my direction.

19 Q. Great.  Do you have any corrections today to yo ur

20 written testimony or any of its accompanying sche dules?

21 A. Yes.  Actually, I have two typographical correc tions.

22 On Bates stamp Page 111, which is Schedule MMJ-8,  in

23 the notes at the bottom of the page, Note 15, tha t

24 should be "Schedule MMJ-2", not "6".
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 1 The second correction is on Bates stamp

 2 Page 3.  On Line 21, the second word there should  be

 3 the number "1993", not "1989".  That's it.

 4 Q. Okay.  Other than these two corrections, do you  have

 5 any other corrections to your written testimony a nd

 6 schedules?

 7 A. No, I do not.

 8 Q. If I were to ask you the questions contained in  your

 9 written testimony today, would your answers be th e

10 same, with the exception of the two corrections y ou

11 just mentioned?

12 A. Yes.

13 MS. PAK:  Thank you.  The witness is

14 available for cross-examination.

15 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  Thank you.

16 Ms. Hatfield.

17 MS. HATFIELD:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

18 Good morning, Ms. Janzen.

19 WITNESS JANZEN:  Good morning.

20 CROSS-EXAMINATION 

21 BY MS. HATFIELD: 

22 Q. What is the proposed Default Energy Service rat e for

23 the Small Customer class beginning on November 1s t?

24 A. The Small Customer Group proposed Default Servi ce rate
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 1 is in Schedule MMJ-8.  And, the rate is indicated  on

 2 Line 16.  And, it -- I'm sorry, that is the -- in

 3 November, it starts on November 1st, and ranges f rom

 4 $0.06724 per kilowatt-hour, starting in November.

 5 Q. And, we can find that number also on Page 13 of  your

 6 testimony, that's on Bates Page 15, on Line 13?

 7 A. Yes.  On Bates stamp Page 16, the residential r ate for

 8 the period is -- I'm sorry, I was looking at the bill

 9 impacts.

10 Q. I believe it's on Bates Page 15, at Line 13.

11 A. Oh, thank you.  Yes.

12 Q. And, that's the 7.746 cents per kilowatt-hour?

13 A. Yes.  That, to clarify, that's the rate for the  entire

14 period, yes.

15 Q. And, then, you describe the bill impacts on the  next

16 page?

17 A. Yes.

18 Q. Could you please turn to Page 5, Bates Page 5 o f your

19 testimony.  On that page, there's a section title d

20 "Bidding Process", is that right?

21 A. That's correct.

22 Q. And, if we turn the page, at the top of the nex t page,

23 that's Bates Page 6, you discuss a "joint request  for

24 proposals".  Do you see that?

                  {DE 11-016}  {09-21-11}



                     [WITNESS:  Janzen]
    10

 1 A. That, yes.

 2 Q. And, you describe the joint RFP for three Natio nal Grid

 3 electric companies?

 4 A. That's correct.

 5 Q. What are the three companies?

 6 A. It's, in addition to Granite State Electric, th ere's

 7 Massachusetts Electric Company and Nantucket Elec tric

 8 Company.

 9 Q. Does the Company believe that Granite State Ele ctric

10 customers benefit, in terms of pricing, by the Co mpany

11 issuing a joint RFP?

12 A. In terms of a benefit to Granite State customer s, there

13 is a convenience for the bidders, in terms of hav ing a

14 large RFP with several blocks.  But the Company w ould

15 not anticipate any issues if there was a separate  RFP

16 for Granite State Electric, separate from those o ther

17 two companies.

18 Q. Thank you.  You have a schedule attached to you r

19 testimony on bill impacts, is that correct?

20 A. Yes.  The bill impact schedule is MMJ-9.

21 Q. So, if we turn to Bates Page 113, we could see the bill

22 impacts on the residential customers?

23 A. That is correct.

24 Q. And, we can see that there is roughly an 8 perc ent
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 1 increase as a result of the new energy service ra te?

 2 A. Yes.  That approximately 8 percent increase, th at is

 3 for both a typical customer usage of 500

 4 kilowatt-hours, in addition to the average for th e last

 5 12 months for a residential customer, which happe n to

 6 be 672 kilowatt-hours.

 7 Q. And, if we turn to the last page of your filing , which

 8 is Bates Page 132, you have provided a "Customer

 9 Migration Report", is that correct?

10 A. That is correct.

11 Q. And, if we look at the lower part of the table you've

12 provided, you show the percentage of each custome r

13 class that has migrated, is that right?

14 A. That is correct.

15 Q. And, if I'm reading this correctly, as a percen tage of

16 kilowatt-hours, Class G-1 shows that 65 percent o f

17 those sales have migrated?

18 A. Yes.  That is correct.

19 Q. And, if we look at the number of customers, it is

20 42 percent?

21 A. Yes.  That is correct.

22 MS. HATFIELD:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

23 I have nothing further.

24 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  Thank you.  Ms. Amidon.
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 1 MS. AMIDON:  Thank you.  Good morning.

 2 WITNESS JANZEN:  Good morning.

 3 BY MS. AMIDON: 

 4 Q. You provided a brief summary of the rate impact s for

 5 the small customer group.  Would you explain the range

 6 of impacts on the Large Customer Group?

 7 A. Yes.  The bill impacts for the Large Customer G roup

 8 have a range of 11.7 percent to 14.3 percent incr ease,

 9 as compared to the three-month period ending

10 October 2011.

11 Q. I notice in your testimony, when you discuss th e bid

12 process in this instance, and give me a moment to  find

13 it, you -- I believe is at Page Bates stamp 8 of your

14 testimony, you discuss a situation where the lowe st

15 bidder for the Large Customer Group and the Small

16 Customer Group, a single entity, had placed a

17 restriction on the bid.  Could you explain that

18 restriction and how the Company decided to deal w ith

19 that?

20 A. Yes.  In this instance, there was a bidder that  had

21 submitted the lowest bid for both blocks, the lar ge and

22 the small.  And, if I could turn your attention t o

23 Schedule MMJ-2, on Bates stamp 85.

24 Q. Excuse me.  Is that in the public version or

                  {DE 11-016}  {09-21-11}
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 1 confidential version?

 2 A. Yes, that's in the confidential, I'm sorry.  I' ll speak

 3 to it.  When the Company evaluated what the -- wh at

 4 would be in the best interest for what would be t he

 5 lowest cost overall for the customers, awarding - - we

 6 looked at the two scenarios, whether the restrict ion of

 7 this bidder, they would only take one block, so w e had

 8 to take one of their lowest pricing, and then giv e it

 9 to the second highest bidder for the second block .

10 When we evaluated both ways in the schedule marke d

11 "confidential", it indicated that there was indee d a

12 savings to the customers, and that's the way that  the

13 Company awarded the bid.

14 Q. And, so, if the Commission wanted to understand  what

15 you did, it's on Bates stamp 55 of the confidenti al

16 exhibit, if I'm correct, Exhibit 7.  And, if you look

17 at the redacted piece there, the redacted informa tion

18 that follows the block at the first paragraph, it

19 refers to the different blocks of power for the N ew

20 Hampshire group, is that correct?

21 A. That is correct.

22 Q. And, Block P is which group?

23 A. Block P is the Large Group.

24 Q. Correct.  And, Block I then is -- I mean, excus e me,
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 1 strike that.  Block Q is the Small Customers?

 2 A. That is correct.

 3 Q. Okay.  And, if the Commission needs further

 4 clarification, I'm sure the witness can answer th is in

 5 a confidential portion of the transcript, if you need

 6 further clarification on what decision the Compan y

 7 made.  I was hoping that this would make it clear .

 8 Now, with respect to the Large Customer

 9 Group, the Staff noticed that the contract contai n

10 different prices than the exhibit which calculate d the

11 Default Service rate.  And, when I refer to the

12 "contract", that is in the confidential exhibit,

13 Schedule MMJ-4.  And, if you look at the first pa ge of

14 that exhibit, which is identified as Bates stamp 95,

15 and look at the third paragraph or the third numb ered

16 paragraph of that agreement, it indicates what th e rate

17 is for each month in this three-month block, is t hat

18 correct?

19 A. That is correct.

20 Q. However, if you look at MMJ-7, which is the cal culation

21 of the Default Service rate for the Large Custome r

22 Group, Line 4 indicates a different price per

23 megawatt-hour than in the contract, is that corre ct?

24 A. That is correct.
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 1 Q. Could you explain the reason for the difference s?

 2 A. Yes.  The form of the confirm, the confirmation , which

 3 is Schedule MMJ-4, that pricing includes the full

 4 requirements obligations for the power supply, in

 5 addition to being awarded in a contract price, th e RPS

 6 adder.  So, that bidder had submitted competitive

 7 pricing, which is on Bates stamp 108.  What we're

 8 reflecting here is separate separately, on Line N umber

 9 4, the wholesale contract price is solely the ful l

10 requirements service piece of the contract price.   And,

11 then, the adder is shown separately on Page 8 [Line

12 8?].  So, if you were to convert the RPS adder to

13 megawatt-hours added to the wholesale contract pr ice,

14 that does indeed match back to the confirmation p rice

15 in Exhibit 4 [Schedule MMJ-4? ].

16 Q. Okay.  Pardon me.  What would you subtract then  from

17 the contract numbers to derive the wholesale pric e that

18 appears on Page 108?

19 A. In the evaluation of the bids, when the bids we re

20 submitted, the full requirements pricing for Defa ult

21 Service is priced separately from RPS adders.  So , in

22 Schedule MMJ-2, there are, in the exhibits to tha t

23 schedule, in the evaluations that are marked

24 "confidential", there are the separate evaluation s of
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 1 both pieces of that, of those bids.  And, on --

 2 Q. Could I help you?

 3 A. Yes, please.

 4 Q. Okay.  I think what you're saying is, and corre ct me if

 5 I'm wrong, if you go to Page 108, Bates stamp 108 , and

 6 you add Column -- I mean, Row Number 8, to Row Nu mber

 7 4, if it was converted to kilowatt-hours -- or, s trike

 8 that.  I have it reversed.  If you took converted  to

 9 megawatt-hours the number that's presented at Row

10 Number 8, and add it to the megawatt-hour number at

11 Line Number 4, then you reach the total, which ap pears

12 in the contract?  Is that fair to say?

13 A. Yes.  

14 Q. Okay.

15 A. That's a good explanation.

16 MS. AMIDON:  I apologize if that was a

17 confusing explanation for the Commission.

18 BY MS. AMIDON: 

19 Q. I have just one final question, which is always  my

20 favorite question, which is "What is the current status

21 of replacing the meter at the Tewksbury location? "

22 A. The Tewksbury project proceeds, and is on sched ule to

23 be -- for its completion date at the end of the y ear.

24 And, the Company will be submitting an update at the
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 1 end of the month on that project.

 2 MS. AMIDON:  Okay.  That concludes my

 3 questions.  Thank you.

 4 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  Thank you.

 5 CMSR. IGNATIUS:  Thank you.  Good

 6 morning, Ms. Janzen.

 7 WITNESS JANZEN:  Good morning.

 8 BY CMSR. IGNATIUS: 

 9 Q. I'd like a little more detail on a question tha t

10 Ms. Hatfield asked you, about benefits that may h ave

11 been there in the past with the joint RFP for the

12 multiple affiliates, and whether there would be a ny

13 loss of benefits if you were to go to a single RF P just

14 for National Grid.  I mean, it wasn't exactly her

15 question, but that's what I'd like to explore.  A re

16 there benefits to ratepayers of doing it on a joi nt

17 basis?

18 A. Any explicit benefit to ratepayers would be dif ficult

19 to quantify specifically.  Administratively, it w as

20 very convenient for National Grid to conduct thes e

21 similar New England solicitations at the same tim e, so

22 the -- in terms of doing things efficiently, and that

23 was a benefit.  I had indicated there may have be en a

24 convenience for suppliers in the New England spac e to
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 1 submit their bids altogether, you know, in one la rge

 2 RFP.

 3 However, as we look at how the RFPs have

 4 worked in the past, there would be no indication,  going

 5 forward in the future, if Granite State Electric was

 6 conducted separately from the other two utilities , that

 7 there wouldn't be any issues in terms of being ab le to

 8 get competitive pricing.  That we wouldn't see an y

 9 issues arising in terms of getting access to the

10 suppliers, in terms of getting competitive pricin g.  We

11 would not see that as an issue.

12 Q. All right.  Good.  Thank you.  I also had a que stion

13 about a document that was a separate sheet in our

14 packets, and I'm not sure if it's part of Exhibit  7.

15 It's "Confidential Summary of Bids" regarding the  RPS

16 compliance?

17 A. Yes.  This was filed with the Commission, this summary

18 of our most recent RFP for RPS compliance.  And, on

19 this page is all the details of the bids that we

20 received and the awards that the Company was able  to

21 competitively award.

22 CMSR. IGNATIUS:  Mr. Chairman, I don't

23 know if it's already part of Exhibit 7 and doesn' t need to

24 be marked.  It's just loose in mine, maybe we sho uld mark
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 1 it as an additional exhibit?  And, Ms. Pak, maybe  you can

 2 help?

 3 MS. PAK:  Yes, if I may, Commissioners.

 4 The RFP summary was actually submitted to Commiss ion Staff

 5 and provided as an attachment to the Company's Mo tion for

 6 Protective Treatment.

 7 CMSR. IGNATIUS:  Okay.

 8 MS. PAK:  But we would have no issues

 9 with offering it into the record as an exhibit, b ecause we

10 did provide a redacted version as well.

11 CMSR. IGNATIUS:  All right.  Well, that

12 would be probably best then, if it was marked as

13 "Exhibit 8".

14 BY CMSR. IGNATIUS: 

15 Q. And, Ms. Janzen, I don't want to get into anyth ing

16 confidential, I just want to ask some general

17 questions.  So, without the names of the bidders and

18 without the prices.  I was struck with the range of

19 bids within each of the classes.  And, I assume, am I

20 right, these bids mean these are companies that a re

21 offering RECs at a certain price?

22 A. That is correct.

23 Q. And, there's a pretty big range in the two clas ses

24 where you had multiple bidders.  Is that unusual to see
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 1 or is that the norm that you see that kind of a s pread?

 2 A. We're speaking of the RPS bids, right?

 3 Q. Yes.

 4 A. Yes.  Yes.  We have seen a rather wider range o f bid

 5 prices for RPS as we will compare to a range of b ids on

 6 the Default Service portion of it.  And, I think it has

 7 to do with the nature of the market.  It is less

 8 liquid, in terms of the units, the RECs that are

 9 priced.  So, yes, this is not unusual to see a ra nge

10 regarding the RPS bid.

11 Q. All right.  And, in your testimony, it was at P age 55,

12 there's a term that struck me, and I confess it's

13 probably been in every one of these documents and  I've

14 never noticed it before.  At the very bottom of

15 Page 55, and this is not a confidential term, it says

16 that "National Grid will attempt to procure these

17 requirements", meaning "REC requirements", "throu gh

18 separate solicitations at a later date or by an A CP to

19 the Massachusetts Clean Energy Center."  Does tha t mean

20 that, for New Hampshire-based RPS obligations, yo u

21 might demonstrate compliance by paying an ACP to

22 Massachusetts?

23 A. No.  To clarify, I apologize if that's not clea r, that

24 would be solely for the obligations, the RPS
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 1 obligations in the State of Massachusetts.  That has

 2 nothing to do with the New Hampshire RPS obligati ons.

 3 In Massachusetts, the ACP is submitted to that

 4 Massachusetts Clean Energy Center.  So, to clarif y,

 5 this statement does not -- would not apply to New

 6 Hampshire, only Massachusetts.

 7 CMSR. IGNATIUS:  Good.  Thank you.  My

 8 only other question is about the degree of protec tion

 9 requested, that's probably better directed to Ms.  Pak.

10 So, I think I have nothing else.  Thank you.

11 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  Anything on redirect,

12 Ms. Pak?

13 MS. PAK:  Yes, Commissioners.

14 REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

15 BY MS. PAK: 

16 Q. Ms. Janzen, when you were explaining the bid

17 restriction during the cross-examination, when yo u --

18 you had mentioned that "the lowest bid went to th e

19 Large Customer Group", and by "second highest bid der",

20 did you actually mean "second lowest bidder bid" went

21 to the other block, which would be the Small Cust omer

22 Group?

23 A. Yes.  That's what I meant.  The "second lowest" , thank

24 you.
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 1 MS. PAK:  Thank you.  And, with regard

 2 to the Summary RFP -- or "Summary of Bids" for th e RPS

 3 exhibit, may I clarify.  The redacted version of that

 4 summary, if I could propose that it be identified  or

 5 marked for identification as "Exhibit 8", and the

 6 confidential version of that RPS Bid Summary be m arked for

 7 identification as "Exhibit 9"?

 8 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  Okay.  That's so marked.

 9 (The documents, as described, were 

10 herewith marked as Exhibit 8 and  

11 Exhibit 9, respectively, for 

12 identification.) 

13 MS. PAK:  Thank you.

14 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  Is there anything --

15 CMSR. IGNATIUS:  Before we wrap up, let

16 me ask the question I had about confidentiality o f

17 Ms. Pak.  If you look at your Pages 95 and 96 in

18 Exhibit 7, the confidential terms are grayed out,  in

19 conformance with our interim rule.  And, I was st ruck

20 with, on Page 95, there are a couple of numbers t hat seem

21 legitimately in need of protection, everything el se on

22 that page that's marked off didn't seem to me to be

23 confidential.  I'll make sure you have the page f irst,

24 before I go on.
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 1 MS. PAK:  Thank you.  Are you referring

 2 to the text or the titles within the charts?

 3 CMSR. IGNATIUS:  The titles, really, the

 4 headings and the information within those, it see med to

 5 me, of those two blocks, it was really only the l ast three

 6 numbers that were worthy of protection.  And, it' s not

 7 particularly interesting, but the other ones are,  but

 8 they're not confidential terms?

 9 MS. PAK:  Right.

10 CMSR. IGNATIUS:  And, then, if you go to

11 the next page, that whole grayed out area, really , the

12 whole half of the page, looks to me just to be de finitions

13 and identifying information, but nothing that is about

14 pricing or load obligation numbers that I can see .  And,

15 I'm wondering why that, all of 96 that you've blo cked off,

16 needs to be protected?

17 MS. PAK:  They were terms that we had

18 previously thought required confidential treatmen t.  But,

19 as you pointed out, they do look like defined ter ms that

20 could be part of the public record.  If I could j ust

21 confer with the Company to make sure that there i sn't

22 something I'm misstating?

23 CMSR. IGNATIUS:  Please do.  Thank you.

24 MS. PAK:  Thank you.
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 1 (Atty. Pak conferring with Mr. 

 2 Ruebenacker.) 

 3 MS. PAK:  Thank you, Commissioners.

 4 After conferring with the Company, the reason for  the

 5 redactions is based on Paragraph 9, on Bates stam p 98.

 6 The Company had negotiated with its suppliers to afford

 7 Articles 2, 3, 4, 5, and 8 of the Confirmation as

 8 confidential terms.  And, that was initially the reason

 9 for our sort of wholesale redactions.  But, to th e extent

10 the Commission believes we need to limit those re dactions,

11 I'm happy to do so.

12 CMSR. IGNATIUS:  Well, that's helpful.

13 I hadn't noticed that.  And, to the extent there might be

14 something in Section 4, Article 4 -- or 5, actual ly, 5, I

15 guess, where there is some math being done and so mebody

16 could figure out something about your load obliga tion

17 based on the numbers here, I can understand why i t would

18 need to be protected, and I'm not asking that it be made

19 public.

20 My reading of it doesn't get me there,

21 though.  It looks more like it's really just pull ed from

22 statutes.  So, maybe you can double check, make s ure that

23 there isn't something in there that's more intere sting

24 than it would appear?
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 1 MS. PAK:  Sure.

 2 CMSR. IGNATIUS:  And, if it really is

 3 just the restatement of the statutory obligations , have it

 4 removed from the "protected" category.

 5 MS. PAK:  Okay.  I will.

 6 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  Ms. Hatfield?

 7 MS. HATFIELD:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

 8 There was something that Ms. Pak asked in redirec t and the

 9 witness answered that confused me, and I was wond ering if

10 I could just follow up?

11 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  So, this is unrelated to

12 this confidentiality issue?

13 MS. HATFIELD:  Yes, it is.

14 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  Okay.  All right.

15 RECROSS-EXAMINATION 

16 BY MS. HATFIELD: 

17 Q. I believe that Ms. Pak, when she asked the clar ifying

18 question about the bid restriction and how the Co mpany

19 made the determination to choose the lowest bidde r, I

20 believe she stated that "the lowest bid went to t he

21 Large Customer class".  And, my understanding fro m the

22 filing was that the lowest bid actually went to t he

23 Small Customer class.  And, I was wondering if th e

24 witness could just clarify that?
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 1 A. Yes.  I'll clarify.  The supplier that was bein g

 2 evaluated had submitted the lowest bid for both t he

 3 largest and the small.  And, when the Company eva luated

 4 what was the lowest overall cost, that lowest bid der

 5 was awarded the Small Customer Group, to be clear .

 6 That they were -- they submitted the lowest bid o n

 7 both, but it was the Small Group, the Small Custo mer

 8 Group that they were awarded.  And, the Large the n went

 9 to the next lowest bidder.  Sorry for the confusi on.

10 MS. HATFIELD:  Thank you very much?

11 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  Is there anything

12 further for Ms. Janzen?  

13 (No verbal response) 

14 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  Hearing nothing, then

15 you're excused.  Thank you.

16 Anything further before opportunity for

17 closings?

18 (No verbal response) 

19 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  Hearing nothing, then,

20 Ms. Hatfield.

21 MS. HATFIELD:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

22 The OCA has no objection to the Company's filing.   We

23 appreciate the Company's work over the last few y ears to

24 have public and confidential versions of their fi ling that
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 1 have the same pagination and the same layout, tha t's been

 2 extremely helpful to the very short time frame th at we

 3 have to review the filings.  

 4 And, we appreciate Commissioner

 5 Ignatius's careful review of the Company's redact ions,

 6 especially with respect to Pages 95 and 96 and 97  that

 7 were just discussed.  And, we wouldn't object if the

 8 Company made those changes just going forward int o the

 9 future.  Thank you.

10 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  Thank you.  Ms. Amidon.

11 MS. AMIDON:  Thank you.  Staff has

12 reviewed the filing and has determined that Natio nal Grid

13 followed the solicitation and bid evaluation proc ess

14 approved by the Commission in Order Number 24,577  for

15 Default Service supply for its Large and Small Cu stomer

16 Groups.  And, we believe that the resulting rates  are

17 market-based.  So, therefore, we recommend that t he

18 Commission approve the Petition.  

19 And, we have no objection to the Motion

20 for Confidential Treatment, in that it requests

21 confidential treatment for information that the C ommission

22 has granted in the past in prior Default Service

23 proceedings.  However, we do appreciate the conti nuing

24 vigilance and evaluation of whether such informat ion is
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 1 entitled to confidential treatment.

 2 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  Thank you.

 3 (Chairman Getz and Commissioner Ignatius 

 4 conferring.) 

 5 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  With respect to the

 6 redactions on -- is it Pages 95 and 96, I think r edacting

 7 them going forward is sufficient.  I don't think you need

 8 to make a correction for this filing.

 9 And, with that, Ms. Pak.

10 MS. PAK:  Thank you, Commissioners.  As

11 shown in the written testimony, as well as the Ex hibits 6

12 and 7, the Company demonstrated, going with Staff ,

13 Ms. Amidon, the Company demonstrated that it comp lied with

14 the solicitation and competitive procurement proc ess in

15 accordance with the Commission's prior orders.  B ids were

16 widely distributed and evaluated based on the pri ce, as

17 well as qualitative factors.  For this reason, th e Company

18 respectfully submits that the proposed Default Se rvice

19 rates are reasonable and just, and would request that the

20 Commission approve the proposed rates and issue a n order,

21 if possible, by September 27th.

22 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  Okay.

23 MS. PAK:  Thank you.

24 CHAIRMAN GETZ:  Thank you.  Then, we'll
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 1 close the hearing and take the matter under advis ement.

 2 (Whereupon the hearing ended at 9:42 

 3 a.m.) 
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