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I. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 1 

Q. Ms. Menard, please state your name, position, and business address. 2 

A. My name is Erica L. Menard, and my title is Senior Director, Rates and Regulatory 3 

Affairs.  My business address is 15 Buttrick Road, Londonderry, New Hampshire.   4 

Q. By whom are you employed and in what position? 5 

A. I am employed by Liberty Utilities Service Corp. (“LUSC”).  LUSC provides local utility 6 

management, shared services, and support to Liberty Utilities (EnergyNorth Natural Gas) 7 

Corp. d/b/a Liberty (“Liberty” or “the Company”) and its regulated water, wastewater, 8 

natural gas, and electric utility affiliates.   9 

Q. Mr. Therrien, please state your name, position, and business address 10 

A. My name is Gregg H. Therrien, and my title is Vice President with Concentric Energy 11 

Advisors (“Concentric”).  My business address is 293 Boston Post Road West, Suite 500, 12 

Marlborough Massachusetts. 13 

Q. By whom are you employed and in what position? 14 

A. I am employed by Concentric Energy Advisors, Inc., providing financial and economic 15 

advisory services to many and various energy and utility clients across North America.  16 

Concentric’s regulatory, economic, and market analysis services include utility 17 

ratemaking and regulatory advisory services; energy market assessments; market entry 18 

and exit analysis; corporate and business unit strategy development; demand forecasting; 19 

resource planning; and energy contract negotiations.  20 
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Q. On whose behalf are you testifying today? 1 

A. We are testifying on behalf of Liberty. 2 

Q. Have you previously testified in regulatory proceedings before the New Hampshire 3 

Public Utilities Commission (“NHPUC” or the “Commission”)? 4 

A. Yes, we have. 5 

Q. Have you previously submitted testimony in this proceeding? 6 

A. (Menard) Yes, I previously submitted direct testimony as a part of the Company’s initial 7 

filing on July 5, 2022.  My educational background, professional background, and 8 

qualifications are contained in the prior testimony. 9 

(Therrien) No, I have not previously submitted testimony in this proceeding, however, I 10 

have been previously involved with the underlying proceedings upon which this 11 

proceeding is based. 12 

Q. Mr. Therrien, please describe your professional background and qualifications. 13 

A. My professional qualifications and experience include regulatory strategy and financial 14 

rate case expertise on behalf of regulated and unregulated entities in the natural gas, 15 

electric, and water industries.  Since joining Concentric in 2016, I have performed a 16 

multitude of consulting engagements including expert testimony on the subjects of 17 

allocated cost of service, rate design, rate consolidation, alternative rate plans, 18 

decoupling, revenue requirements, and natural gas infrastructure replacement programs.  19 
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Prior to entering consulting, I held previous leadership level positions at Connecticut 1 

Natural Gas Corporation and its affiliated companies for over 19 years, including 2 

Director, Gas Construction at Connecticut Natural Gas and The Southern Connecticut 3 

Gas Company and Director, Regulatory & Tariffs at UIL Holdings, Inc.  My education 4 

includes an M.B.A. from the University of Connecticut and a B.S. in Finance from 5 

Bryant University.  My full curriculum vitae is included as Attachment GHT-1. 6 

II. PURPOSE OF THE TESTIMONY AND SUMMARY OF REQUEST 7 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 8 

A. Our testimony provides rebuttal of the recommendations made in the testimony submitted 9 

on behalf of the New Hampshire Department of Energy (“DOE”) by Faisal Deen Arif, 10 

Director of Gas in the DOE Regulatory Division, and Mark Thompson, president of 11 

Forefront Economics Inc. (the “DOE Testimony”).  12 

Q. What does the DOE recommend? 13 

A. The DOE recommends that the Commission should: (1) disallow Liberty’s claim to 14 

recover $4,023,830 from the first two Decoupling Years 2018/2019 and 2019/2020; and 15 

(2) require the Company to return to customers $2,152,105 in over-collections in R-4 16 

discount it collected through recoupment during July 1, 2017, to October 31, 2018.  17 

Q. Is there a meritorious basis for the DOE’s recommendation? 18 

A. No, there is not.  DOE states that Liberty’s claim to recover $4,023,830 should be denied 19 

because Liberty was compensated twice for the R-4 low-income discount, first through 20 
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the Residential Low Income Assistance Program (“RLIAP”) component of the Local 1 

Distribution Adjustment Clause1 (“LDAC”), and second through the revenue deficiency 2 

calculation in the 2017 rate case, Docket No. DG 17-048.    3 

In that regard, DOE claims that the Company over-recovered $2,152,105 because the 4 

Company’s distribution base revenue requirement compensated Liberty for the $1.6 5 

million of the R-4 discount during the temporary rate period from July 1, 2017, to 6 

October 31, 2018.   7 

Q. Do you agree with the DOE recommendations? 8 

A. No, we do not.  The Company’s request to recover $4,023,830 from the first two 9 

decoupling years is correct and appropriate.  Further, the instant docket pertains 10 

specifically to the reconciliation of the Company’s revenue decoupling compliance 11 

filings, which is well-supported through the direct testimony of Erica L Menard.2  12 

Although arguably outside the scope of this case, the Company will show that it was not 13 

compensated twice for the R-4 low-income discount; nor did it over-recover 14 

Commission-approved revenues for its temporary, permanent, or permanent step rates.  15 

Q. Did either of you participate in Docket No. DG 17-048? 16 

A. (Menard) No, I did not. 17 

 
1  Note in Tariff 10, the LDAC was defined as the Local Delivery Adjustment Clause.  The current tariff 
defines the LDAC as the Local Delivery Adjustment Charge. 
2  Direct testimony of Erica L. Menard, “Revenue Decoupling Adjustment Factor” Docket No. DG 22-041 
filed July 5, 2022. 
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(Therrien) Yes, I provided testimony on various topics in that rate case and was involved 1 

in the discussions that led to the review, approval and implementation of the decoupling 2 

mechanism. 3 

III. SUMMARY OF LIBERTY’S REBUTTAL ARGUMENTS 4 

Q. Please summarize your rebuttal arguments. 5 

A. Our rebuttal arguments are as follows: 6 

The petition in this docket asks the Commission to review the Revenue Decoupling 7 

Mechanism (“RDM”) reconciliation period calculations.  Through the proceedings and 8 

discussions to develop the RDM tariff, various changes were made to the RDM tariff to 9 

address issues unrelated to the “mismatch” problem causing the Company’s under-10 

collection of decoupling revenues.  As a result of these changes, ambiguity was 11 

inadvertently embedded in the tariff language – specifically, in relation to the benchmark 12 

revenues to be used (rate class R-3 versus rate class R-4) for the purpose of reconciling 13 

allowed versus actual revenues for rate class R-4.  This ambiguity in tariff language 14 

resulted in issues with the reconciliation calculation.  Any corrections (either way) to the 15 

RDM reconciliation should be made in this proceeding. The right thing to do is to correct 16 

both the tariff (which was done as part of the subsequent rate case, Docket No. DG 20-17 

105) and to reimburse the Company for the incorrectly refunded amount (which is 18 

requested here). 19 
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Although DOE acknowledges the tariff language issue and the mismatch in the 1 

Company’s decoupling calculations, DOE nevertheless improperly asserts that Liberty 2 

does not have a valid claim.  3 

Contrary to DOE’s assertion, base rates were properly calculated correctly using the 4 

Commission’s approved revenue requirement for temporary, permanent, and permanent 5 

step rates.  6 

IV. BACKGROUND AND SUMMARY OF THE COMPANY’S REQUEST 7 

Q. Please briefly describe Liberty’s revenue under-collection claim and its correlation 8 

to the RDM. 9 

A. Liberty’s RDM tariff establishes benchmark base revenue per-customer (“RPC”) targets 10 

for each rate class, which are referred to as the “allowed” revenue targets.  In the annual 11 

RDM reconciliation, the allowed revenue target for each rate class is compared to the 12 

actual revenues collected from customers in each respective rate class.  The difference 13 

between allowed revenue targets and actual revenues collected is refunded to, or 14 

collected from, customers through the Revenue Decoupling Adjustment Factor 15 

(“RDAF”) component of the annual LDAC rate.3  Through the RDM reconciliation 16 

process, the Commission ensures that the Company obtained recovery of the total 17 

authorized revenue, no more and no less.  Any over-or-under collection would then be 18 

 
3 Menard Direct Testimony at 1290-1296. 
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recovered prospectively, based on the Commission’s findings and reconciliation 1 

proceeding order. 2 

As described in Ms. Menard’s initial testimony, it is imperative that the allowed revenue 3 

targets and the actual revenues collected are stated on a comparative basis for each rate 4 

class, e.g., R-3 revenue targets are compared to R-3 actual revenues, so that the 5 

differential between the allowed revenue target and actual revenues collected is truly the 6 

amount that should be refunded to customers, or recovered back from customers, as part 7 

of the annual RDM reconciliation.  Assuring that this differential is correctly identified is 8 

necessary to assure that the Company is collecting the authorized revenue requirement, 9 

no more or no less.   10 

However, it was discovered that the reconciliation of revenues for the R-4 low-income 11 

class suffered from a mismatch embedded in the tariff between the allowed revenue 12 

target (which was based on the discounted rates), and the actual revenues collected 13 

(which was based on non-discounted rates).  This improper comparison of the allowed 14 

revenue targets (discounted) to the actual revenues collected (non-discounted) yielded a 15 

refund to customers although no refund was due.  This happened because the discounted 16 

revenue targets were naturally lower than the non-discounted revenues collected for the 17 

R-4 rate class, indicating that a refund was due to customers when – in fact – the allowed18 

revenue targets were fundamentally out of alignment with the computation of actual 19 

revenues collected due to the mis-matched rates used in the calculation.  During the 20 

period that the mismatch was unresolved, the Company, following the then-approved 21 
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tariff language, issued refunds to customers as indicated by the RDM reconciliation 1 

process, totaling $4,023,830 over a two-year period from 2018 to 2020.  Subsequently, in 2 

in next rate case, DG 20-105, the mismatch in the Company’s RDM tariff was corrected, 3 

and the Commission approved the revised RDM tariff.  4 

V. COMPANY REBUTTAL DETAILED ARGUMENTS 5 

A. The ambiguous tariff language was established through6 
negotiations with Commission Staff and the Office of the7 
Consumer Advocate during the rate case adopting the RDAF8 
tariff, and as a result followed by the Company in its9 
reconciliation calculations, arriving at the anomalous shortfall.10 
The resulting necessary correction has been identified,11 
quantified and should be approved for collection by the12 
Commission.13 

Q. Why should the Commission approve the Company’s request for collection of 14 

$4,023,830? 15 

A. This docket is a reconciliation docket.  By its nature, a reconciliation docket is a 16 

regulatory proceeding designed to confirm that the rates and charges implemented by the 17 

Company specific to the reconciliation mechanism are accurate and produced just and 18 

reasonable rates.  The Company has shown through its direct testimony in this 19 

reconciliation docket that there was a mismatch in its decoupling calculation over two 20 

concurrent decoupling periods, resulting in an over-refund of $4,023,830.  The 21 

underlying tariff language (the source of the mismatch) has since been corrected.  If the 22 

adjustment were in the other direction (i.e., an over-collection by the Company) then the 23 
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Company would refund that amount to customers.  Therefore, the Commission should 1 

approve the identified correction in this RDM reconciliation proceeding. 2 

B. DOE acknowledges the tariff language issue and the mismatch3 
in the Company’s decoupling calculations, yet asserts that4 
Liberty does not have a valid claim.5 

Q. Did the DOE witnesses acknowledge the tariff calculation mismatch? 6 

A. Yes, the DOE witnesses acknowledged that “there is a mismatch between the discounted7 

revenues Liberty actually received under the R-4 rate schedule and the revenues the8 

Company was required to calculate at the full R-3 rates for purposes of decoupling.  The9 

difference between these two calculations equals the discount provided to the R-410 

customers (the R-4 discount).”411 

Q. Why then, did the DOE witnesses assert that Liberty’s claim is invalid? 12 

A. Here the DOE witnesses made a hard departure from the limited scope of this 13 

reconciliation proceeding.5  Given their acknowledgement of the mismatch, they instead 14 

seek to depart from the reconciliation process of this docket and introduce out-of-scope 15 

arguments pertaining to the base rate proceeding in Docket No. 17-048.  They argue that 16 

the acknowledged under-collection through the RDM should not be corrected (i.e., 17 

4 DOE Testimony, Bates 000008 lines 1-4. 
5 The Commission’s order of notice in this docket states: “The filing presents, inter alia, the following issues: 

whether Liberty is entitled to recover amounts refunded from 2018 through 2020 pursuant to its application of an 
approved RDM tariff in effect at the time the refunds were made; and whether Liberty has appropriately 
calculated the amounts it claimed were improperly refunded to customers through the RDM from 2018 through 
2020.  Accordingly, an adjudicative proceeding will be convened to address these issues.”  Commencement of 
Adjudicative Proceeding and Notice of Hearing, September 9, 2022, at page 3. 
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“Liberty does not have a valid claim”)6 because, in their view, base rates were set 1 

incorrectly. 2 

Q. Has DOE previously asserted this incorrect claim that the low-income discount was 3 

being over-recovered (through base rates) during the Docket No. 17-048 4 

proceeding? 5 

A. No, it has not.  DOE has not ever recommended or suggested that the Company 6 

understated its net operating income by not including $1,638,828 from RLIAP during the 7 

course of the base rate proceeding.  If the Company had attempted to include $1,638,828 8 

in RLIAP in its operating income, it would have needed to remove RLIAP from the 9 

LDAC in its entirety.  Instead, the Company treated RLIAP as it has in past proceedings 10 

as a cost recovered outside of base rates.  This claim is meritless. 11 

C. Base rates, and therefore the recoupment calculation, were 12 
calculated correctly based on the Commission’s approved 13 
revenue requirement for temporary, permanent, and 14 
permanent step rates. 15 

Q. Please summarize DOE’s base rate argument. 16 

A. DOE claims that Liberty over-collected $2,152,105 in base rates from July 1, 2017, to 17 

October 31, 2018 (the 16 months prior to the first decoupling year).7  DOE asserts that 18 

 
6  DOE Testimony, Bates 000008, line 5. 
7  DOE Testimony, Bates 000008 lines 14-16. 
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the Company incorrectly accounted for Rate R-4 discounts in its revenue requirement 1 

calculation. 2 

Q. Does the Company agree with this assertion? 3 

A. No, absolutely not.  The Commission in Docket DG 17-048 established temporary rates 4 

pursuant to a settlement agreement.  In the Temporary Rates Settlement Agreement8 the 5 

Company was allowed to recover an annual distribution service increase of $6,750,000 6 

effective for service rendered July 1, 2017.  Attachment 1 to the Temporary Rates 7 

Settlement Agreement clearly shows that the agreed-upon increase to base rates would be 8 

implemented through an across-the-board increase of 9.56% to all firm rate classes 9 

(including, of course, Rates R-3 and R-4).  No other changes in rates were made as a 10 

result of the Temporary Rates Settlement Agreement.  The Settling Parties agreed that the 11 

rates resulting from the Temporary Rates Settlement Agreement were just and 12 

reasonable. (Temporary Rates Settlement Agreement, at page 2.)  In addition, DOE’s 13 

current claim regarding an alleged over-collection, which was calculated in an overly 14 

simplistic and faulty manner, inappropriately extended by six months the ten-month 15 

period of recoupment between the implementation of temporary rates (July 1, 2017) and 16 

the implementation of permanent rates (May 1, 2018).  17 

 
8  “Settlement Agreement Regarding Temporary Rates,” Docket No. DG 17-048, June 2, 2017, Exhibit 2. 

014

Docket No. DG 22-041 
Exhibit 5



Liberty Utilities (EnergyNorth Natural Gas) Corp. d/b/a Liberty 
Joint Rebuttal Testimony 

Docket No. DG 22-041 
May 23, 2023 
Page 12 of 17 

 

 

Q. Did the Company change its rate design or rate recovery mechanisms during this 1 

time? 2 

A. No.  Base rates continued to recover base rate revenues and the LDAC recovered 3 

reconciled rate revenues, including the RLIAP. 4 

Q. Given the simplicity of the temporary rate across-the-board increase, did the 5 

Company overcharge customers during the temporary rate period? 6 

A. No, it did not. 7 

Q. Temporary rates are subject to full reconciliation to permanent rates in accordance 8 

with RSA 378:29.  Were permanent rates calculated correctly? 9 

A. Yes.   10 

Q. Please explain. 11 

A. The final decision on Docket No. DG 17-048 resulted in a permanent base rate increase 12 

of $8,060,117 effective May 1, 2018.  Order No. 26,122 at 55 (Apr. 27, 2018).  This base 13 

rate increase did not cover the cost associated with providing a low-income discount to 14 

customers.  As noted above, the cost to provide the low-income discount is recovered 15 

separately through the RLIAP component of the LDAC, which is not a base rate.  16 

Furthermore, it would be inappropriate to have included the R-4 low-income discount in 17 

the base-rate revenue deficiency.  The Company has never included recovery of the R-4 18 

low-income discount as part of its base rate revenue requirement, nor does DOE make 19 

any attempt to make such a demonstration.  Instead, the Company has always 20 
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consistently recovered the low-income discount through a reconciling mechanism outside 1 

of base rates.   2 

Q. Please respond to DOE’s claim that some of the revenues for serving R-4 customers 3 

were excluded from base rates (i.e., the low-income discount), while the full cost of 4 

serving R-4 customers was included in base rates? 5 

A. DOE misunderstands how the Company recovers the cost of the low-income discount.  6 

The Company does not recover the full cost of serving low-income customers through 7 

base rates.  This is because the Company provides these customers with a discount to 8 

their service rate.  The difference between the amount the Company recovers in base 9 

rates from low-income customers and the amount it costs the Company to serve these 10 

customers is provided in a factor recovered outside of base rates, i.e., the RLIAP 11 

embedded in the LDAC.  As stated above, the Company’s permanent base rate increase 12 

of $8,060,117 in Docket No. DG 17-048 did not cover the cost associated with providing 13 

a low-income discount to customers.  DOE claims, “the revenue requirement calculation, 14 

thus, compensated Liberty for the R-4 discount.9”  If the RLIAP discount was added to 15 

actual revenues, then the Company would have recovered the RLIAP discount twice, 16 

once through a distribution rate increase and second through LDAC rates.  This did not 17 

occur, nor has DOE offered any valid evidence showing that outcome to have occurred. 18 

 
9 Arif-Thompson Direct Testimony at 14, line 2 
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Q. Was the step rate adjustment incorporated correctly into base rates? 1 

A. Yes.  The step rate adjustment was a further revenue adjustment allowance for base rate 2 

revenue requirements and approved by the Commission.  Order No. 26,122 at 55. The 3 

change in base rates for the step adjustment did not alter the relationship between base 4 

rates and the LDAC (or the embedded RLIAP). 5 

Q. Given that permanent rates and permanent step rates were calculated correctly, is 6 

an adjustment to the temporary rates, as advocated by DOE, warranted? 7 

A. No, it is not. Temporary rates were appropriately reconciled pursuant to RSA 378:29 in 8 

the establishment of permanent rates.  As stated earlier, the recoupment period for the 9 

reconciliation of permanent and temporary rates was only 10 months, not 16 months as 10 

DOE has testified.  The recoupment amount in Docket No. DG 17-048 was reviewed and 11 

modified extensively during the hearing process and during the subsequent six-month 12 

rehearing process.  The recoupment amount was complicated by factors such as income 13 

tax rate reductions due to the intervening Tax Cuts and Jobs Act of 2017, and revisions to 14 

other first-time adjustments such as the introduction of a year-end customer count 15 

adjustment.  As a result of those complicating factors, the recoupment amount was 16 

heavily scrutinized by the participants in Docket No. DG 17-048, including, then-17 

Commission Staff, was supported by the parties, and was approved by the Commission.10   18 

 
10  See Order No. 26,149 (June 22, 2018) (granting rehearing); Order No. 26,156 (July 10, 2018) (granting 
request for clarification); and Order No. 26,187 (Nov. 2, 2018) (“resolv[ing] all pending issues raised on 
rehearing”). 
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Q. Please respond to DOE’s claim that Liberty added the R-4 discount twice for rate 1 

design. 2 

A. DOE misunderstands how the Company uses the revenue requirement to establish rates 3 

for rate design purposes.  DOE referenced Liberty’s rate design model, RATES-5, and 4 

claimed that the R-4 discount of $1,614,079 is added a second time.  As described in 5 

Attachment 8 to the DOE testimony, at Bates 000423-000424, rates are set in three steps: 6 

• First, the “cost of service” is determined through a review of the Company’s 7 

proposed revenue requirement.  The proposed revenue requirement reflects the 8 

total (representative) cost of serving all customers.  The rate that a low-income 9 

customer will actually pay is irrelevant to this analysis.  10 

• Second, the allocated cost of service study (“ACOSS”) figures out the 11 

proportional cost responsibility of each customer class, with all customers 12 

included in one customer class or another.  In this step, 100% of the cost to serve 13 

low-income customers (and all other customers) are accurately reflected in the 14 

revenue requirement and the ACOSS because the purpose of the study is to figure 15 

out how the approved revenue requirement should be divvied up across all 16 

customer classes, in accordance with cost causation principles.  The rate that a 17 

low-income customer will actually pay is irrelevant to this analysis.  18 

• Third, tariffed rates are then designed to recover the revenue requirement in 19 

accordance with the cost-causation principles established through the ACOSS.  20 

For low-income customers, the tariffed rate will be the residential rate that 21 
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recovers 100% of the proportional responsibility for the approved revenue 1 

requirement, discounted by the amount of the low-income discount.  In this step, 2 

RLIAP revenues are incorporated into the revenue calculation so that tariffed 3 

distribution rates plus the RLIAP revenues will produce recovery of 100% of the 4 

allowed revenue requirement, all else remaining equal.  As part of that rate design 5 

process, the new RLIAP revenue amount is determined and removed from the 6 

determination of base distribution rates, with the RLIAP amount to be recovered 7 

100% through the RLIAP factor of the LDAC.  DOE’s analysis reflects a 8 

misunderstanding of this ratemaking process. 9 

VI. CONCLUSION 10 

Q. Please summarize your rebuttal testimony. 11 

A. Our rebuttal testimony responds to DOE’s claims that Liberty was compensated twice for 12 

the RLIAP, once through base distribution rates and a second time through the RLIAP 13 

component of the LDAC rate.  This assertion, as shown above and throughout the course 14 

of the Company’s testimony in this proceeding, is demonstrably false. 15 

The Company also responds to DOE’s claim that the Company over-collected the RLIAP 16 

discount through its recoupment calculation over a sixteen-month period, therefore 17 

claiming the Company should refund $2,152,105 plus interest.  The DOE did not dispute 18 

the mismatch in the tariff language and supports Liberty’s claim that a mismatch in the 19 

calculation of benchmark revenue per customer and actual revenues exists, supporting the 20 

Company’s claim that by following the tariff as the Company did in its calculation of the 21 
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RDAF in decoupling years 1 and 2, the Company did in fact return $4,023,830, which it 1 

should have been entitled to recover but for the mis-match, and which it is appropriate to 2 

seek recovery for in this proceeding. 3 

Q. Does this complete your testimony? 4 

A. Yes, it does. 5 
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 Market analysis for international clients

 M&A due diligence (regulatory and financial)

 Gas and Electric distribution alternative rate plan analysis

 Economic Development and large customer tariff development
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 Decoupling and Rate Design expert witness testimony for a New England Gas LDC

 Revenue Requirements witness for an electric distribution company

 Regulatory rate strategies for a vertically integrated electric utility

 Testified on behalf of a New England gas LDC on the subjects of decoupling, capital trackers

and rate design

 Developed an Alternative Rate Plan for a New England gas LDC

 Rate comparison study for the Government of Alberta, Canada

 Established a cost of service-based pricing model for a 10MW fuel cell developer

 Power procurement consultancy for a New England investor-owned water utility

 Rates comparisons for U.S. electric and gas distribution utilities

Mr. Therrien provides regulatory strategy and financial rate case expertise to regulated and 

unregulated entities in the natural gas, electric, and water industries. Since joining Concentric 

in 2016, Mr. Therrien has performed a multitude of consulting engagements including expert 

testimony on the subjects of allocated cost of service, rate design, rate consolidation, 

alternative rate plans, decoupling, revenue requirements, and natural gas infrastructure 

replacement programs.  Other engagements include merger and acquisition due diligence, 

electric power plant retirement analysis (including securitization), billing system and rate 

mechanism audits, natural gas storage rate analysis, solar/renewable project evaluation, line 

extension policies, power procurement advisory services, interstate pipeline rate settlement 

assistance and tariff writing and administration.  

Prior to entering consulting Mr. Therrien held previous leadership level positions at Connecticut 

Natural Gas Corporation and its affiliated companies for over 19 years. He formerly served as 

Director, Gas Construction at Connecticut Natural Gas and The Southern Connecticut Gas 

Company and Director, Regulatory & Tariffs at UIL Holdings, Inc. 

Mr. Therrien holds an M.B.A. from the University of Connecticut, a B.S. in Finance from Bryant 

University, and is certified Project Management Professional (PMP). 
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 Revenue requirements and tariff review of a gas storage facility 

 Rate consolidation analysis for gas and water distribution companies 

 Renewable project financial evaluation 

 Review of natural gas company regulatory and operational performance in response to a 

commission Show Cause Order 

 Led an investigation of billing errors related to a municipal electric, gas, water, and refuse 

utility in support of a class action lawsuit investigation 

 Assessed the impact of and strategy to comply with the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act (“TCJA”) 

 Reviewed and recommended changes to electric line extension policies 

 Evaluated Renewable Natural Gas (“RNG”) investments as part of buy-side due diligence 

 Modeled alternative time of use (“TOU”) tariff structures in support of a utility customer’s 

evaluation of a large customer potential electric system bypass 

 Provided regulatory assistance and strategy to a market broker in a state utility investigation 

of Consumer Choice Aggregation 

 Assisted in the development of a lead/lag study for a Southwestern electric utility 

 Part of a team that developed a multi-year rate plan regulatory strategy for a Mid-Atlantic 

natural gas utility 

 Co-authored a RNG white paper for a Southern U.S. natural gas company 

 Authored a report on behalf of a major U.S. interstate pipeline in support of an ongoing 

FERC settlement proceeding 

 Prepared extensive rate analyses in support of electric transmission and generation project 

development and acquisition 

 Developed a rate design model, performed rate analysis, drafted position papers and data 

responses for an international electric utility 

Regulatory Affairs 

 Led the preparation, filing, discovery and implementation of several rate cases 

 Designed rates and prepared testimony, and served as the primary rate design witness 

 Prepared, testified, and implemented revenue requirement rate mechanisms for new 

customer growth and pipeline replacement programs 

 Prepared gas Integrated Resource Plans 

 Prepared assessment of forecast methodology and forecast accuracy of gas demands 

 Prepared validation of sales forecast and analysis of declining use per customer 

 Proposed, testified, and implemented Connecticut’s first gas decoupling mechanism 

 Key contributor in settlement negotiations for rate cases and other litigated regulatory 

matters, including the LDC gas expansion plan 

 Prepared testimony and exhibits for bi-annual Purchased Gas Adjustment proceedings 

 Prepared biennial Gas LDC Demand and Supply filings 

 Prepared testimony and new program tariffs in support of gas unbundling 
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 PG. 3 

Business Strategy and Operations 

 Led a gas construction organization, leveraging project management practices to plan and 

execute a $100M annual capital budget 

 Responsible for RFP development and bid selection of five-year contracts of local, regional 

and national gas construction and restoration contractors representing approximately 

seventy work crews 

 Developed and implemented a tablet-based QA/QC inspection program 

 Developed annual sales and revenue operating budgets 

 Developed rate of return new customer acquisition model 

 Guided several process improvement teams 

 Successfully negotiated contracts with large cogeneration users avoiding system bypass and 

obtaining regulatory approval 

PROFESSIONAL HISTORY 

Concentric Energy Advisors, Inc. (2016 – Present) 

Vice President (2022-Present) 

Assistant Vice President (2016-2021) 

AVANGRID and affiliated companies (2016) 

Connecticut Natural Gas and The Southern Connecticut Gas Company (2014 – 2016) 

Director, Gas Construction 

UIL Holdings, Inc. (2010 – 2014) 

Director, Regulatory & Tariffs 

Iberdrola S.A. / Energy East Corporation / Connecticut Natural Gas and The Southern 

Connecticut Gas Company (2001 – 2010) 

Director, Regulatory & Pricing / Director, Pricing & Analysis 

Connecticut Natural Gas Corporation (1997 – 2001) 

Manager, Pricing 

United Technologies, Inc. – Pratt & Whitney 

Turbo Power & Marine Systems (1996 – 1997) 

Manager, Financial Planning & Analysis 

Pratt & Whitney Aircraft 

Business Unit Cell Leader, Overhaul & Repair / Manufacturing – turbine airfoils (1994 – 1996) 

Financial Analyst, Commercial Engine Business (1987 – 1994) 

EDUCATION 

University of Connecticut 

M.B.A., Concentration in Finance, 1993 
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 PG. 4 

Bryant University (College) 

B.S., Finance, 1987 

PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS 

American Gas Association 

Guild of Gas Managers 

Northeast Gas Association 

Project Management Institute 

CERTIFICATIONS 

Certified Project Management Professional (PMP) 

LEADERSHIP 

Connecticut Economic Resource Center (CERC) 

Member, Board of Directors 2008 – 2011 

Treasurer, 2011 – 2016 

Connecticut Power and Energy Society (CPES) 

Treasurer and Director 2022 - present 

Secretary and Director  2018 – 2022 

Member, Board of Directors 2017 – 2018 

AGA Executive Leadership Development Program – 2012 
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SPONSOR DATE CASE/APPLICANT DOCKET 

/CASE NO. 

SUBJECT 

Connecticut Public Utilities Regulatory Authority 

United Illuminating 

Company 

2023 United Illuminating 

Company Application for 

a rate increase 

Docket No. 

22-08-08 
Rate design, Economic 

Development rate 

NuPower, LLC 2022 PURA – review of combined 

heat and power projection 

solicitation.  

Docket No. 

18-08-

14RE01 

Cost of Service analysis for a 

regulated fuel cell project, as 

amended 

The Connecticut 

Water Company 

2021 The Connecticut Water 

Company 

20-12-30 Allocated Cost of Service, Rate 

Design and Rate 

Consolidation 

NuPower, LLC 2019 PURA – review of combined 

heat and power projection 

solicitation.  

Docket No. 

18-08-14 
Cost of Service analysis for a 

regulated fuel cell project 

Yankee Gas Services 

(Eversource Energy) 

2018 Yankee Gas Services DBA 

Eversource Energy – amend 

rate schedules. 

Docket No. 

18-05-10 

Distribution Rate Case 
Rate design, decoupling, and 

capital trackers 

Connecticut Natural 

Gas Corporation & 

Southern Connecticut 

Gas Company 

2016 Connecticut Natural Gas 
Corporation & Southern 
Connecticut Gas Company - 
OCC successfully advocated 
that the 
gas utilities should not be 

allowed to recover certain 

expenses 

Docket No. 

16-04-10 
State of Connecticut LDC Gas 
Expansion Plan: System 
Expansion Reconciliation 
Capital Expenditures, System 

Improvement/Reinforcement 

Projects 

Connecticut Natural 

Gas Corporation & 

Southern Connecticut 

Gas Company 

2014 
Connecticut Natural Gas 

Corporation & Southern 

Connecticut Gas Company 

Docket No. 

13-06-

02RE01 

State of Connecticut LDC Gas 
Expansion Plan 
Settlement Agreement 

Connecticut Natural 

Gas Corporation & 

Southern Connecticut 

Gas Company 

2013 Connecticut Natural Gas 

Corporation & Southern 

Connecticut Gas Company 

Docket No. 

13-06-02 

State of Connecticut LDC Gas 
Expansion Plan 
Rates, Hurdle Rate analysis, 

Demand forecast, Rate 

Mechanism 

Connecticut Natural 

Gas Corporation 

2013 Connecticut Natural Gas 

Corporation 
Docket No. 

13-06-08 

Distribution Rate Case 
Revenue Requirements, Cost 

of Service, Rate Design, 

Demand Forecast, and 

Forecasted Revenues; 

Decoupling, DIMP and System 

Expansion Reconciliation 

Rate Mechanisms, Tariffs 
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PG. 6 

SPONSOR DATE CASE/APPLICANT DOCKET 

/CASE NO. 

SUBJECT 

The Southern 

Connecticut Gas 

Company 

2013 The Southern Connecticut 

Gas Company 
Docket No. 

99-10-

25RE01 

Firm Transportation Service 
Agreement and Gas Exchange 
Agreement 
 - Review of Revenue 

Requirement Allocation 

Connecticut Natural 

Gas Corporation & 

Southern Connecticut 

Gas Company 

2011 Connecticut Natural Gas 

Corporation & Southern 

Connecticut Gas Company 

Docket No.  

08-12-

06RE02, 08-

12-07RE02 

Settlement Agreement RE: 

Resolve Stayed Decisions and 

Orders from Appealed CNG 

and SCG Rate Cases, and 

resolve SCG overearnings  

The Southern 

Connecticut Gas 

Company 

2011 DPUC review Overearnings 

for SCG 
Docket No. 

10-12-17 

Just and Reasonable Rates – 

Potential Overearnings 

Investigation 

Georgia Public Service Commission 

Liberty Utilities Georgia 

d/b/a/ Peachtree 

Natural Gas 

2020 Liberty Utilities Corp. Docket 42959 
Distribution Rate Case Allocated 

Cost of Service and Rate Design 

Illinois Commerce Commission 

The Peoples Gas Light & 

Coke Company 
2017 ICC vs The Peoples Gas Light 

& Coke Company 
Docket No. 16-

0376 
Gas Distribution Aging 

Infrastructure Peer Utility 

Benchmark Study, Affordability 

Maine Public Utilities Commission 

Emera, Maine 2017 Request for approval of rate 

change Emera 
Docket No. 

2017-00198 
Electric Distribution Revenue 

Requirements 

Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities 

Berkshire Gas Company 2022 The Berkshire Gas Company 
filed a petition with the 
Department of Public 
Utilities for an increase in 
gas distribution rates. 

D.P.U. 22-20 Weather Normalization, Rate 

Design and Bill Impacts 

Boston Gas Company 

d/b/a National Grid 
2020 Boston Gas Company D.P.U. 20-120 Allocated Cost of Service, Rate 

Design and Rate Consolidation 

Berkshire Gas Company 2018 The Berkshire Gas Company 
filed a petition with the 
Department of Public 
Utilities for an increase in 
gas distribution rates. 

D.P.U. 18-40 Rate Design, Decoupling and 

Performance-Based Ratemaking 

New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission 

Liberty Utilities – New 

Hampshire 

d/b/a/ Granite State 
Electric 

2022 Request for Approval of 

Revenue Decoupling 

Adjustment 

DE 22-052 Revenue Decoupling - 

Compliance 
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SPONSOR DATE CASE/APPLICANT DOCKET 

/CASE NO. 

SUBJECT 

Liberty Utilities – New 
Hampshire 
d/b/a/ Granite State 

Electric 

2019 Granite State Electric - 

Petition for Permanent and 

Temporary Rates 

DE 19-064 Revenue Decoupling 

Pennichuck Water 

Works 
2018 Pennichuck Water Works, 

Inc. – Rate Proceeding 
DG 19-084 Allocated Cost of Service 

Liberty Utilities – New 
Hampshire 
d/b/a/ EnergyNorth 

Natural Gas 

2017 Liberty Distribution Service 

Rate Case – Request for 

change in rates 

DG 17-048 Revenue Decoupling 
Rate Design 
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