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Request: 

Reference Bates 000005, line 18 through Bates 000006, line 6. Please provide the dates 
Innovative Alternatives, INC. (IAI) was first made aware of a) the Company’s changes to its 
planning criteria, and b) the Company’s plan to move to a four-year vegetation management 
cycle. 

 

Response: 

a) IAI became aware that the LU planning criteria had changed through the LU response to 
Staff 4-3 on 8/5/16. 

b) IAI became aware that LU was proposing a 4-year vegetation management cycle in late 
June or very early July when it reviewed the direct testimony of Christian Brouillard. 
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DE 16-383 Liberty Utilities (Granite State Electric) Rate Case 
OCA Responses to LU Set 1 

 
   
Date Request Received: 01/06/17  Date of Response: 01/20/17 
Request Number: LU 1-16        Page 1 of 1 
Witness: James Brennan  
Data Request: 
 
You recommend Performance Based Regulation (PBR) in your testimony, but you do not 
elaborate on how PBR should be designed, nor provide analysis that PBR is most appropriate for 
a utility in NH.  Please describe the PBR design that you believe the Company should be using to 
recover costs associated with distribution plant assets and explain why NH should move to PBR 
rather than traditional rate making.  
 
Response:  
 
My testimony does mention reliability as one potential metric (reference Bates Page 151, Line 
19).  Note that the Company has suggested a relationship between capital expenditures and 
reliability in both prefiled written testimony and in verbal statements made during technical 
sessions. The design of a PBR for the Company’s future capital expenditures is beyond the scope 
of my testimony and is likely beyond the scope of this proceeding.  I have referenced a Lawrence 
Berkley National Labs (LBNL) resource in footnote 25 at Bates Page 152 that discusses the topic 
of PBR in great detail. 
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