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I. Introduction  1 
 2 

Carmine Iacuone 3 
 4 

Q. Please state your name and full business address 5 
 6 

A. Carmine Iacuone 7 
 Holliston Sand Company, Inc. 8 
 77 Tifft Road 9 
 North Smithfield, RI 02896  10 
 11 
Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 12 
 13 
A. Holliston Sand Company, Inc. as the  General Manager   14 
 15 
Q. Please describe your background and professional experience. 16 
 17 
A. Rutgers University – New Brunswick, BS Electrical Engineering 18 
Engineering / Management positions at AT&T Local Services, LOCATE 19 
Cablevision, and Northcoast Communications 20 
 21 
Q. Have you previously testified before the RI PUC or other regulatory                           22 
commissions?  23 
 24 
A. Numerous state and local regulatory commissions in NY, NJ, MD, DC as related 25 
to Std C95 standard which defines safety limits for the protection of persons against 26 
adverse health effects from exposure to electric, magnetic and electromagnetic fields in 27 
the frequency range of 0 Hz to 300 GHz. 28 
 29 

II.   Purpose and structure of testimony  30 
 31 
Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 32 
 33 
A. To provide background on Holliston Sand Company Inc., and the process and 34 
assumptions HSCI went through prior to constructing a solar project behind the meter at 35 
our facility.   36 
 37 
Q. Who is HSCI, and what drove them to install solar behind their meter?  38 

 39 
A. Holliston is a Rhode Island Veteran owned corporation. The owner is a life-long 40 
resident of North Smithfield and a steward of the environment.  HSCI is a leading 41 
manufacturer of a high-quality mineral processed to conform to ANSI, ASTM and 42 
AWWA and Certified by NSF 61 Standards. HSCI owns and maintains three hundred 43 
acres of land and two hundred acres of the Slatersville Reservoir including several dams 44 
installed during the Slater Mills Industrial era. This complex operation requires 45 
coordination with EPA, RIDEM and DOL.  Raw material is mined, washed, sorted, 46 
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blended, dried and packaged. HSCI serves a global community in many diverse 1 
industrial, commercial and municipal sectors including but not limited to filtration, 2 
manufacturing, construction, environment and recreation. HSCI employs thirty-eight 3 
people in its North Smithfield plant in positions such as administration, quality, 4 
production, material operations, fabrication and general maintenance.  Infrastructure 5 
investments enable HSCI to evolve with the needs of society while also remaining cost 6 
effective. Participating in the global Green initiative has always been a focus for HSCI. 7 
On-going use of the National Grid (now RIE) energy efficiency programs resulted in the 8 
conversion of numerous motor starters to variable frequency drives, high efficiency air 9 
compressors and pumps.  10 
 11 
In 2007 the owner of HSCI filed an application for Slatersville Hydro LLC with the best 12 
intentions of developing a 800KW hydroelectric power plant on DAM 43 located in the 13 
Slatersville Reservoir. The system was to utilize two existing sluice gates to channel 14 
water into the generator system similar to the method used during the industrial 15 
revolution to channel water via penstocks. The Rhode Island Office of Energy Resources 16 
considered this project one of the best Green Energy projects in Rhode. The Economic 17 
Development Commission agreed and offered a zero-interest loan and grant to be used 18 
for system construction. Soft costs of over $400K mounted over the following six years 19 
as FERC, EPA, RIDEM, Fish and Wildlife requirements and or restrictions forced a 20 
withdrawal of our exemption to a permit.  21 

 22 

Despite the negative experience, HSCI chose to take advantage of the net metering tariff 23 
as it was designed to provide a significant incentive to advance the State’s clean energy 24 
goals and developed a 990 KW solar generation facility in 2022 to offset its carbon 25 
footprint while also maintaining its competitive relevance in this market.  The system 26 
cost was approximately $2.5 million with an additional $240,000 for metering, recloser, 27 
air-break switch, 3 poles and installing ground fault protection at transformer #1 in the 28 
Woonsocket substation charged by National Grid 29 
 30 

Q. Did HSCI qualify for net-metering? 31 

A. Yes, as our three (3) year average use prior to submitting an interconnection 32 
application in late 2019, was 1,804,000 kwhs. At the time NG allowed a customer to 33 
increase their use by 10% in anticipation of possible future growth. The array was then 34 
designed to generate 1,900,000 kWhs as 110% times the average 3 year usage was 35 
1,980,000 kWhs per year. The array has generated between 1,750,000 to 1,900,000 kWhs 36 
per year since it went on-line in March of 2022 with the output varying due to weather, 37 
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equipment issues, and utility side power interruptions.  1 
 2 

Q. What was the basis for the investment by HSCI?  3 

A. Their installer sized the proposed system to meet HSCI’s three year average use 4 
with some limited growth. Using this design criteria the project was assumed to be able to 5 
reduce their annual billings to near zero. HSCI has not achieved a near zero electric bill as 6 
it still pays $80-$100k per year in electric billings even though the design was as per the 7 
net metering requirements at the time. 8 

  9 

Q. How does this affect HSCI?  10 

 11 
A. Needless to say it has significantly affected the actual savings of the project and 12 
placed additional costs that have to be passed along to its customers and hampering its 13 
ability to remain relevant in its field of business.  14 
 15 
Q. How will the proposed tariff change affect HSCI? 16 
 17 
A. The tariff change will dramatically reduce the value of excess net metering 18 
credits, presently resulting in substantial increased costs.  19 

 20 
Q. Does the complete your testimony? 21 

 22 
A. Yes. 23 

 24 
 25 
III.  Introduction 26 

 27 
Timothy R Roughan 28 

 29 
Q. Please state your name and full business address 30 

 31 
A. My name is Timothy R. Roughan, and my business address is 61 Quaboag St., 32 
Brookfield, MA 01506 33 
 34 
Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity?  35 

 36 
A.  I am the owner of RoughanCo, LLC and began work as an energy consultant for 37 
clients like HSCI consulting on energy related matters starting in early 2023. 38 
 39 
Q.  Please describe your background and professional experience. 40 

 41 
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A. I graduated with a BSME in 1982 from WPI, then worked for National Grid or its 1 
predecessors for 40 years before retiring in 2022. My last 20 years at National Grid was 2 
as a Director specializing in all things related to distributed generation (DG) from 3 
technical interconnection matters to working with legislators, regulators, and stakeholders 4 
on various subsidy programs in RI, MA, NY, and NH. Prior to the regulatory work, I 5 
worked extensively with commercial, industrial, and institutional customers on rate 6 
analyses, energy efficiency projects, power quality investigations, and maximizing 7 
savings opportunities in other ways.  8 
 9 
Q.  Have you previously testified before the RI PUC or other regulatory 10 
commissions?  11 
  12 
A.  Yes, at the FERC small generator interconnection proceedings in 2002-04, then at 13 
the NH PUC (before NG sold it off), the NYPSC, the MA DPU, and the RI PUC on all 14 
matters dealing with DG, including net-metering legislation and the resulting tariffs.  15 
 16 

IV.  Purpose and structure of testimony 17 
 18 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 19 
 20 

A. The purpose of my testimony is two-fold:  21 
 22 
1) the financial impact of changing the level of reimbursement for net metering after 23 
HSCI’s significant 2021-22 investment in a behind the meter 990 kW AC solar array at 24 
their facility in N. Smithfield, RI done to further the renewable energy goals of the State 25 
of RI. 26 

 27 
2) the value proposition behind the meter solar generation and the impact that high fixed 28 
charges on demand (kW)/energy (kWh) rates (e.g., G-02, G-32) charged to medium and 29 
large commercial and industrial customers have on net metering projects. In addition, why 30 
those differences are grounds to allow the Commission to interpret the under-lying net 31 
metering legislation in the net metering tariff to make a simple interpretive change as to 32 
whether excess net metering credit reconciliations are conducted, or how a reconciliation 33 
would be conducted for those customers on kW/kWh rates so that these customers have a 34 
similar ability for savings as all other customers currently have.      35 

 36 
Q. What other factor affects HSCI? 37 

 38 
A. The decision in docket 23-05 EL specifying the use of a volumetric reconciliation 39 
for excess net metering credits partially caused by the lack of any true behind the meter 40 
projects at medium and large commercial and industrial customers in the case. The case 41 
appears to have been viewed primarily in the context of virtual net metering or for 42 
customers billed on energy only (kWh) rates like the A-16 or C-06 rates.  43 
 44 
Q. What impact does looking at energy only billed customers have? 45 
 46 
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A. For virtually all customers, their only thoughts about how electric utilities bill 1 
them is how it is done at their homes, which is energy (kWh) only billing with a small 2 
customer charge – the A-16 rate  Legislators are customers as well and, unless they are 3 
well versed in all types of electric utility billing, they would simply assume all customers 4 
are billed the same. This likely led to legislators using only this reference to billing in 5 
their drafting of net metering legislation. Without knowledge of different types of billing, 6 
i.e., demand (kW)/energy (kWh) billing they would have no idea the impact the language 7 
in their legislation could have on customers billed in this way. 8 
 9 
Q. Do you believe legislators would have wanted all customers to have the same 10 
benefits from net metering?   11 

 12 
A.         Yes. To further the State’s clean energy goals, they would have wanted all customers 13 
who invested their own money in renewable energy projects to be able to have similar level 14 
of savings with net metering. It is hard to imagine they would have knowingly allowed 15 
some customers to be penalized by virtue of how they are billed.  16 
 17 
Q. In what way did the language in the net metering legislation and docket 23-05 18 
somehow penalize one class of customers over another? 19 
 20 
A. The consistent use of the terms ‘use’ and ‘consumption’ in the language seems to 21 
clearly show that only kWh billing takes place for all customers classes. As part of the 22 
report of docket 23-05 (pages 99-100), there is hypothetical discussion with the 23 
Commission and a witness where the result is that ‘use’ or ‘consumption’ refers to kWhs. 24 
This understanding of the term as kWh only appears to have provided the rationale for a 25 
volumetric (kWh) reconciliation process used by RIE. There is no specific reference to kW 26 
billing in the legislation. However, for medium or large commercial and industrial 27 
customers, their ‘use’ or ‘consumption’ is very clearly both kWhs and kWs as that is how 28 
their billing on the G-02 or G-32 works, but no reference to how to credit kW consumption 29 
was ever offered. The likely reasoning is that legislators simply did not know it existed, or 30 
assumed the use of the terms ‘use’ and ‘consumption’ was meant to cover all billing issues 31 
associated with an electric bill.  32 
 33 
Q. How did this lack of true behind the meter projects at medium and large 34 
commercial and industrial customers entities affect the case? 35 
 36 
A. From the report on docket 23-05 EL, it does not appear any customers on 37 
kW/kWh rates were represented in the proceeding. This lack of representation on how 38 
kW/kWh rates are calculated and how the net metering tariff interacts with these 39 
customers was never discussed.  40 
 41 
Q. How does reconciliation process affect virtual net metering projects? 42 
 43 
A. A properly managed virtual net metering project can always find other off-takers 44 
to completely eliminate excess net metering credits. A true behind the meter customer 45 
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with only one service account can not find off-takers to provide this same ability to not be 1 
affected by a volumetric excess net metering reconciliation process.  2 

 3 
Q. When would a volumetric reconciliation be a valid solution to valuing excess net         4 
metering credits?  5 
 6 
A. As docket 23-05 order described any project under 25 kW would not be reconciled 7 
since there would be far too many to do for the value assumed to be had from the exercise. 8 
But for customers with projects over 25 kWs on a kWh only rate with minimal fixed 9 
charges (C-06), a volumetric reconciliation could appear to be the proper approach as the 10 
fixed charges are a very small portion of the electric bill as long as the estimated generation 11 
is less than or equal to their 3 year average on-site use.  Customers on these rates generating 12 
the same number of kwhs as use results in significant savings as the billing for kWh use 13 
can be 97-99% of a monthly electric bill. On the C-06 rate, the fixed charges amount to 14 
just under $16 per month, or less than $200 per year.  15 
 16 
In addition, an off-taker from a virtual net metering project receives a flat credit on their 17 
electric bill no matter if the off-taker has kWh, or kW/kWh rates. It is based on the higher 18 
net metering credit value from the C-06 rate than the lower net metering credit value a 19 
customer on the G-02 or G-32 rate receives. For off takers with kW/kWh rates, this flat 20 
credit is used to offset the entire electric bill, including fixed and demand charges on their 21 
electric accounts. 22 

 23 
Q. When would a volumetric reconciliation not be a valid solution to valuing excess 24 
net metering credits?  25 

 26 
A. For true behind the meter customers on kW/kWh rates with high fixed and demand 27 
charges, the billing for kWh use can be as little as 60-70% of the total monthly electric bill. 28 
Recall that for the G-32 rate, the billing kW is based on the highest 15 min peak kW (or 29 
90% kVA) between 8am and 9pm (this varies by an hour between seasons), and a 75% 30 
ratchet on any previous billing kW over the past 11 months. For the G-02 rate, there is no 31 
time differentiated window, but the other parameters apply as they do on the G-32 rate. 32 
Due to this, avoiding a peak demand with solar is extraordinarily difficult. It would require 33 
the customer to limit their on-site use to only occur when the solar plant is operating and 34 
only use up to amount the solar plant is producing at various times during the day. A 990 35 
kW array does not generate 990 kWs except for an hour or so per day when the sun is out 36 
at approximately 1230-130 pm. At 8am, it will only be producing 50-100 kWs. An 37 
operation like HSCI cannot limit their on-site use in this way as it would make the company 38 
financially infeasible. An off-taker on a kW/kWh rate from a virtual net metering project 39 
does not have to worry about scheduling their use to the real-time solar generation, they 40 
simply receive a flat credit on their bill.   41 

 42 
Q. Didn’t we assume that legislators would have wanted all customers to be able to 43 
receive similar benefits when taking net metering service?  44 

 45 
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A. Yes, all customers should have an equal opportunity when working to assist the 1 
State with its clean energy goals to be able to garner similar percentage savings on their 2 
electric bills. Simply put, a volumetric reconciliation process does not allow the same 3 
benefit as customers on a kWh only rate, or a virtual net metering off taker receives, as a 4 
customer on a kW/kWh rate with high fixed charges.  5 

 6 
Q. What other values do behind the meter projects at customers on kW/kWh rates 7 
provide to the State and utility customers as compared to behind the meter projects at 8 
customers on kWh only rates? 9 

 10 
A. There are at least two. 1) The sheer size of an individual project. Customers on 11 
kW/kWh rates are larger than customers on kWh only rates  both in terms of size of their 12 
electric bills, and size of their facilities. Due to this, they can build larger projects and allow 13 
the State to reach their clean energy goals faster. In addition, they provide some level of 14 
load relief, and possible deferral of future upgrades on existing utility circuits. 2) The 15 
average from Feb 2025 to Jan 2026 for net metering credits paid to customers on kW/kWh 16 
rates has been approximately 13c/kWh, while the average from Feb 2025 to Jan 2026 for 17 
net metering credits paid to customers on kWh only rates has been  approximately 20c-18 
22c/kWh, for a 7c-9c/kWh, or 35% to 40% lower that all customers have to pay through 19 
the net metering recovery surcharge.  20 
  21 
Q.  What other values do behind the meter projects at customers on kW/kWH rates 22 
provide to the State and utility customers as compared to virtual net meter projects? 23 
 24 
A. There are at least 2. 1) An off-taker from a virtual net-metered project is paid at the 25 
higher credit of 20c/kWh as the project is on the C06 rate as the project has no imported 26 
kWhs billed and the C-06 rate is the applicable rate for little to no use on a commercial 27 
customer. 2) Due to the sheer size of the projects (5-10 MW each, and at times more 28 
multiple 10 MW projects), they pay for required significant upgrades to the local 29 
distribution (and if large enough, transmission) system. In many cases, behind the meter 30 
customers with projects no larger than their typical peak loads on site require minimal to 31 
no costs to increase the capacity on the distribution system. They likely still incur some 32 
costs (i.e., metering, system protection, etc.) as HSCI did when they paid $240,000 to 33 
interconnect the project.  34 

 35 
Q. What solutions could resolve this inequity between kWh only and virtual net 36 
metered customers, and kW/kWh customers.  37 

 38 
A. There are two options. The first is, as was agreed to for the projects of 25 kWs or 39 
smaller which are exempt from the reconciliation process as the possible value of 40 
reconciling thousands of customers would likely be minimal compared to the costs 41 
involved, simply exempting all true behind the meter customers with projects of 1 MW or 42 
less from the process. The response to HSCI’s DR 1-3 to RIE clearly states this as the 43 
reconciliation of 72 customers only garnered $277,000 without knowing the cost it took 44 
RIE to conduct the process.  45 
 46 
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The second is a monetary reconciliation process to allow similar value stream opportunities 1 
for all customers.  2 

 3 
Q.  How would a monetary reconciliation process work, and who should be eligible for 4 
such a process?  5 

 6 
A. Instead of comparing kWh use on-site to generated kWhs on site, one would simply 7 
look at the customers electric bill at the end of each calendar year. Again, for the layperson, 8 
‘use’ or ‘consumption’ is the dollar amount of their electric bill, not kWhs. If the bill is 9 
negative, the customer would forfeit that value going forward and their bill would be reset 10 
to zero. Another option would be to back into the excess kWhs the negative balance 11 
represents through the current weighted average pricing approach and cash out the 12 
remaining credit on the bill to the customer. In either case, the customer’s electric bill is 13 
reset to zero for the new calendar year. In addition, going forward, the three year average 14 
use would be allowed to be three average electric bill in dollars to be fair to the true behind 15 
the meter kWh/kW customers. Any customer with behind the meter generation on a 16 
kW/kWh rate (G-02, G-32) would be eligible.   As stated previously, HSCI still pays 17 
substantial electric bills that is used to pay for the on-going upkeep of  18 
the distribution system.   19 
 20 
Q. Does the Commission have the ability to allow a change that has been suggested 21 
above? 22 
 23 
A. Yes, the language in the legislation clearly states: “The commission shall have the 24 
authority to make determinations as to the applicability of this credit to specific generation 25 
facilities to the extent there is any uncertainty or disagreement.” In addition, the 26 
Commission has always been able to interpret legislation that is not clear to make sure the 27 
intent of the legislation is followed but written in a way that allows a tariff to be more easily 28 
administered by the utility, more easily understood by eligible customers for such a tariff, 29 
and fair to all customers.  30 
 31 
Q. Does the complete your testimony? 32 

 33 
A. Yes. 34 


