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SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF GREGORY L. BOOTH, PE 1 

 2 

I. INTRODUCTION 3 

Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND THE BUSINESS ADDRESS OF YOUR 4 

EMPLOYER. 5 

A. My name is Gregory L. Booth. My company is Gregory L. Booth, PLLC (“Booth, PLLC”), 6 

mailing address 14460 Falls of Neuse Road, Suite 149-110, Raleigh, North Carolina 27614. 7 

Q. ON WHOSE BEHALF ARE YOU TESTIFYING IN THIS MATTER? 8 

A. I am testifying on behalf of the Rhode Island Division of Public Utilities and Carriers 9 

(“Division”). 10 

Q. HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY FILED TESTIMONY IN THIS DOCKET? 11 

A. Yes. My Direct Testimony was filed on April 10, 2024. 12 
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II. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY 1 

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THIS SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY?  2 

A. The purpose of my surrebuttal testimony is to respond to the rebuttal testimony of the 3 

Company witnesses Mr. Constable and Mr. Wiesner filed on May 7, 2024.  4 

Q. DO YOU INTEND TO ADDRESS EACH DISAGREEMENT WITH THESE 5 

WITNESSES’ TESTIMONIES IN DETAIL?  6 

A. No. I stand behind my Direct Testimony and will not rehash every obvious disagreement. 7 

I intend to address the areas in which the Company has attempted to introduce confusion 8 

or otherwise misrepresented the position of the Division regarding Area Studies,  the Long-9 

Range Plan, and past ISR Plans.  10 
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III. AREA STUDY, LONG-RANGE PLAN AND ISR PLAN  1 

Q. THE COMPANY DISCUSSED THE AREA STUDY AND LONG-RANGE PLAN 2 

NUMEROUS TIMES THROUGHOUT ITS REBUTTAL TESTIMONY 3 

CONCLUDING ON PAGE 20, LINES 10-11, THAT THE AREA STUDY AND 4 

LONG-RANGE PLAN PROCESSES HAVE BEEN VETTED. DO YOU CONCUR 5 

WITH THAT CHARACTERIZATION?  6 

A. I do not. First, the Division and Company are still in the process of discussing the Long-7 

Range Plan that was first submitted by the Company in its FY 2025 ISR Plan filing, and a 8 

conclusion has not been reached.  Second, the Area Studies, including for Tiverton, have 9 

always been considered by the Division as stressing the system to create a vision of the 10 

future based on highest loading stress and solutions for that worst case. The intent is to 11 

avoid incorporation of ISR Plan projects that would result in early obsolesce. Also, the 12 

Area Studies provide the Division and the Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission 13 

(“Commission”) a longer view of capital project needs to better balance reliability and 14 

contingency needs with ratepayer affordability. The use of the term vetted or any other 15 

suggestion of approval of Area Study projects is a mischaracterization of the use of those 16 

studies. Many projects in the Area Studies are either not completed as proposed or 17 

significantly delayed beyond the dates specified in the Area Study. 18 

Q. THE COMPANY SPECIFICALLY ASSERTS THAT THE DIVISION 19 

PREVIOUSLY REVIEWED THE TIVERTON AREA STUDY AND ALSO 20 

SUPPORTED THE INCLUSION OF THE TIVERTON 33F6 FEEDER IN THE FY 21 

2024 AND FY 2025 ISR PLAN FILINGS.  DO THESE STATEMENTS SUGGEST 22 
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THAT THE DIVISION APPROVED ADVANCING THE TIVERTON PROJECT 1 

AS THE COMPANY CURRENTLY PROPOSES?  2 

A. No. The Company’s statements attempt to frame the Division’s review of the Area Study 3 

and participation in ISR Plan processes as full support for advancing the Tiverton project 4 

beginning with the FY 2024 ISR Plan. This is an inaccurate characterization for several 5 

reasons. First, the Company presents its Area Studies to the Division for preliminary review 6 

prior to finalization. This is a high-level review of engineering models, system issues, and 7 

potential solutions, and the Company produces the full study at a later date. The Division’s 8 

review of an Area Study is not an approval to advance any identified projects at a pre-9 

determined timeframe. Actual system conditions and needs are the main driver in 10 

determining the optimal project implementation schedule. The schedule can be impacted 11 

by other factors such as unforeseen delays, capital budget constraints, or unrealized load 12 

growth or loss. Second, the Company’s reference to any Area Study project, such as 13 

Tiverton in the FY 2024 ISR Plan, does not constitute Division endorsement for full 14 

advancement. The Division may concur with preliminary engineering and planning 15 

budgets, as it did for Company proposed (non-DG) Tiverton work in the FY 2025 ISR 16 

Plan, but project implementation must, at minimum, be justified by actual system needs. 17 

As I have repeatedly emphasized, those system needs do not exist in the Tiverton area at 18 

this time and more than likely will not develop until 10 or more years in the future. 19 

Q. HOW WOULD YOU CHARACTERIZE THE TIVERTON CIRCUIT 33F6 IF THE 20 

GREEN DG INTERCONNECTION DID NOT REQUIRE THE CIRCUIT?  21 

A. The Tiverton Circuit 33F6 would be a reliability and contingency driven project. RIE 22 

admits, on page 15 of its Joint Rebuttal Testimony, load levels are low in 2023. RIE 23 
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provides many proposed reliability and contingency projects which are either deferred by 1 

agreement for affordability reasons, or are rejected by the Commission. For example, the 2 

Commission rejected RIE’s massive grid modernization capital spending in the FY 2024 3 

ISR Plan and also a significant investment for reclosers in the FY 2025 ISR Plan, both of 4 

which address contingency and reliability impacts. My opinion is the Division would not 5 

have supported the Tiverton Circuit 33F6 if it were not for the Green DG interconnection. 6 

There were other priorities that would have been more essential to be resolved before 7 

Tiverton.  8 

Q. ARE THERE OTHER FACTORS TO CONSIDER IN THE COMPANY’S 9 

INTERPRETATION OF THE DIVISION’S SUPPORT TO INCLUDE TIVERTON 10 

IN ISR PLAN FILINGS? 11 

A. Yes. The Division’s review and concurrence to fully advance Tiverton in the FY 2025 ISR 12 

Plan could not have reasonably been reached since the Company inextricably linked 13 

Tiverton to a DG project. It was not until the Company filed this Petition, which was during 14 

the later stages of the FY 2025 ISR Plan review, that the intersection of both projects could 15 

be fully explored. Leading up to the Petition filing, the Division was told and believed that 16 

Tiverton Circuit 33F6 was necessary to interconnect a DG project (Green Development). 17 

There was added circuit work that would optimize the Company’s use of the 33F6 to 18 

enhance reliably, provide for a contingency solution in the event of other Tiverton circuit 19 

outage, and provide thermal and voltage solutions if and when load growth created those 20 

circuit issues. The Division did not accept a new Tiverton 33F6 circuit absent the Green 21 

interconnection requirement. A closer examination of this Petition then raised multiple 22 

issues for the Division, including the need to advance the entire Tiverton project now 23 
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versus what would be required absent the DG interconnection. The complications of the 1 

DG reimbursement and related matters were acknowledged during the FY 2025 ISR Plan 2 

review. Ultimately, the capital associated with the Green DG interconnection was not 3 

incorporated into the FY 2025 ISR Plan but rather set aside awaiting a decision on the 4 

Petitions. Those projected capital costs have neither been supported by the Division nor 5 

approved in the FY 2025 ISR Plan by the Commission. Although the Division separately 6 

concurred with a FY 2025 ISR Plan budget for preliminary planning for Tiverton work 7 

proposed by the Company, the Commission’s decision in this matter could also affect that 8 

budget and future proposals. 9 

Q.  SHOULD YOUR REANALYSIS OF THE TIVERTON AREA STUDY BE 10 

DISMISSED AS THE COMPANY RECOMMENDS?  11 

A. I continue to support my original testimony and absolutely do not agree that my findings 12 

should be dismissed. My assessment continues to be that from an engineering and ISR Plan 13 

perspective, it is more likely than not that the 33F6 circuit addition to solve the voltage, 14 

load and reliability issues identified by the Company in its Area Study will not be 15 

incorporated into an ISR Plan for 10 years and possibly even longer. The Company’s 16 

position that I have attempted to find lower load levels to support my findings is wrong. 17 

Actual feeder loads are declining compared to the Area Study forecasts yet the Company 18 

has not considered this trend. The Company rightfully points out that the Division or Mr. 19 

Booth should not be involved in the nuances of forecasting, but fails to go one step further 20 

by accepting the burden of proof to clearly show that actual system conditions are aligned 21 

with forecasts, thus requiring the proposed capital improvement. My suggestions to 22 

consider lower cost alternatives to alleviate isolated reliability issues stands as well. With 23 
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overall lower load projections, the need for a new circuit at over $15 million is certainly 1 

premature. Deferral, particularly for the extended portion that is not associated with the 2 

DG project, does not obviate smaller scale solutions to address issues that do not require 3 

the entire feeder. This is not a misinterpretation of Area Study recommendations, but rather 4 

a more prudent investment strategy for less critical projects. 5 

Q.  WHAT IS YOUR RESPONSE TO THE COMPANY’S ASSERTION THAT YOU 6 

ARBITRARILY DISMISSED CONTINGENCY CONCERNS?  7 

A. It remains my opinion that the N-1 or contingency load at risk would be lower relative to 8 

the time the Tiverton Area Study was performed. The Company rejects this finding 9 

claiming that I have conducted no contingency analysis directly to verify my statement. A 10 

simple causation principle supports my view. Load at risk is directly attributed to the level 11 

of feeder loading. If load is lower, load at risk would be lower. Under the circumstances, 12 

the Company should be preparing an updated evaluation, particularly since some feeders 13 

are indicating loading nearly 20% below the level used in the Area Study. I also maintain 14 

that the Company is overemphasizing the potential contingency load at risk issues as 15 

justification for project timing. Predictions are not reality and the Company must realize 16 

that fact.  17 

Q.  THE COMPANY BELIEVES THE NEEDS AND SOLUTION IDENTIFIED 18 

THROUGH THE TIVERTON AREA STUDY REMAIN VALID, BUT ALSO 19 

CONCEDES THAT IF CIRCUMSTANCES CHANGED SINCE THE TIVERTON 20 

AREA STUDY, THE COMPANY WOULD HONOR ANY ACCELERATED 21 

MODIFICATIONS EVEN IF THE ULTIMATE “NEED” PROVES TO BE LATER 22 
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THAN PREVIOUSLY FORECASTED IN THE 5-YEAR CAPITAL PLAN. ARE 1 

YOU CONCERNED WITH THE COMPANY’S POSITION?  2 

A. Absolutely. The Company fails to recognize that needs identified in the Area Study were 3 

modeled with loads that stressed the system. The actual loading is far lower than forecasted 4 

and those collective needs simply have not developed to the level that warrants full scale 5 

resolution in the near term. More concerning is the fact that the Company has committed 6 

to accelerating the Tiverton project regardless of the timing of the need, and is petitioning 7 

for a cost sharing arrangement with complete disregard of the Tariff language.   8 

Q.  HAS THE COMPANY VALIDATED ITS PROPOSAL TO PROCEED WITH 9 

EXTENDING THE TIVERTON CIRCUIT 33F6 BEYOND THE DG 10 

INTERCONNECTION POINT?   11 

A. The Company has not produced adequate support to justify proceeding with the line 12 

extension at this time. While there is not a specific standard guiding the validation, the 13 

Division at minimum would expect the Company to follow its own recommendations set 14 

forth in its last approved 2021-2023 System Reliability Procurement (“SRP”) Three Year 15 

Plan submitted in Docket No. 5080. Within the SRP Plan, the Company outlines the 16 

process to evaluate non-wires alternatives against traditional wires solutions. The 17 

Company states that “If a wires solution is the best option, and if actual load growth 18 

continues at a rate where the wires investment is still needed (emphasis added), then that 19 

wires investment is fully developed and incorporated into a future Electric Infrastructure, 20 

Safety and Reliability Plan (Electric ISR Plan)1.” The Company has not demonstrated that 21 

the actual load growth has continued at a rate where the Tiverton line extension is needed. 22 

 
1 Docket 5080-System Reliability Procurement 2021-2023 Three-Year Plan, Bates page 46. 
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In fact, the converse has occurred, and load has decreased which pushes the need date well 1 

into the future. 2 

Q. WITHOUT GETTING TOO TECHNICAL, COULD YOU EXPLAIN YOUR 3 

CYME MODEL ASSESSMENT?  4 

A. Yes. We first reviewed the CYME model provided near the end of 2023 associated with 5 

the FY 2025 ISR Plan, and one of the Tiverton circuits indicated low voltage issues which 6 

could be easily resolved by shifting load from one feeder wire (referenced as a phase) to 7 

another toward the end of the circuit. This model had a total feeder load of 35,217 kW. The 8 

later model provided for Tiverton in the Petition had a total feeder load of 36,647 kW. That 9 

would be a worse case potential of 2035 load. The later CYME model with greater load 10 

levels indicated a circuit with low voltage. Again, this could be resolved by shifting some 11 

load to another phase, creating a more balanced system. A separate circuit had already been 12 

balanced and showed no low voltage. The CYME models provided showed no thermal 13 

issues. What this analysis indicates is that the voltage levels on the Tiverton circuits could 14 

be maintained within service standard requirements through low-cost solutions, mitigating 15 

the need for costly system upgrades as proposed by the Company. Therefore, the Tiverton 16 

Circuit 33F6 is a reliability and contingency solution which would not be advanced now in 17 

an ISR Plan absent the Green DG interconnection. 18 

Q. WOULD YOU AGREE THAT, ABSENT THE DG INTERCONNECTION, THE 19 

COMPANY WOULD BE EXPECTED TO COMPLETE A BENEFIT-COST 20 

ANALYSIS FOLLOWING THE PUC DOCKET 4600A GUIDANCE DOCUMENT? 21 

A. Yes, considering the Tiverton Project absent the DG interconnection is a significant cost 22 

to enhance reliability and provide for some level of contingency. There  needs to be a clear 23 
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economic justification, which currently does not exist, in order to even begin consideration 1 

of such a capital intense project absent the requirement for DG interconnection.  2 
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IV. CONCLUSION 1 

Q. HAS ANY OF THE REBUTTAL TESTIMONY FILED BY THE PETITIONERS 2 

ALTERED ANY OF YOUR PREVIOUS TESTIMONY OPINIONS? 3 

A. The Petitioners rebuttal testimony has not presented any new positions or materials which 4 

would cause me to alter my previous testimony, opinions or recommendations.  5 

Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 6 

A. Yes. 7 
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AFFIDAVIT OF GREGORY L. BOOTH, PE 

 

 

Gregory L. Booth, does hereby depose and say as follows:   

 I, Gregory L. Booth, on behalf of the Rhode Island Division of Public Utilities and Carriers, 

certify that testimony, including information responses, which bear my name was prepared by me 

or under my supervision and is true and accurate to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

 

Signed under the penalties of perjury this the    21st     day of        May       , 2024. 

 

 

 

 
    Gregory L. Booth 
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