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Please state your name and business address.

My name is Nickolas Stavropoulos. My business address is 52 Second Avenue,

Waltham, MA 02451.

Did you prefile testimony in this case?

Yes. On February 25, 2008, I submitted direct testimony in support of Energy

North Natural Gas, Inc. d/b/a National Grid NH's ("National Grid" or the

"Company") request for a rate increase.

Overview

What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony?

The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to respond to issues raised by the Staff of the

New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission in their October 31, 2008 testimony,

including the overall impact of their testimony on the Company's request for a rate

increase and its ability to earn a reasonable return, concerns regarding the Staff s

recommendation to decrease the level of depreciation included in rates, the pension

and OPEB reconciling mechanism proposed by the Company, the need to allow the

Company to recover a reasonable portion of its advertising and promotional expense,

and the need to address the Company's proposed changes to its main extension policy

in this docket. I have limited my testimony to the most significant areas of concern,

although I must say that the Company made a real effort to limit its initial request for

rate relief to one that it believed the Commission would find to be extremely

reasonable and moderate.

Are there any areas of particular concern that you feel warrant particular
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attention from the Commission?

There are two issues that are likely to cause real concern in the investment

community if the Commission does not provide the Company with adequate relief.

One is the return on equity that the Commission decides to authorize, particularly in

light of the highly volatile nature of the equity market and the significant tightening

of the credit market that has taken hold in recent months and shows no sign of abating

in any significant way. Second is the level of depreciation that is included in rates, in

light of the level of capital spending that the Company has undertaken and is

continuing to implement. These are areas that investors tend to pay close attention to

and send a strong signal of regulatory support or lack thereof.

What is the overall import of the Staff's position in this case?

The Staff s position, if adopted by the Commission, would effectively deny the

Company any rate relief in this case. As explained in my direct testimony, the

Company has not sought an increase in its base rates since 1993, despite experiencing

inflation of nearly 50% during that period as well as declining average use per

customer as a result of customer conservation and energy efficiency improvements to

homes and natural gas heating equipment. During that same time, the Company's

customers have benefited from the Company's efforts to manage costs, achieve

efficiencies in its operations through two significant mergers, and invest new capital

in the system to expand the Company's customer base wisely and enhance system

reliability.

As shown on Attachment NS-2, since its last rate increase in 1993 the Company's

operations and maintenance expense has increased on a nominal basis by
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