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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF BENJAMIN BUTTERWORTH 

 

I. Executive Summary 1 

Benjamin Butterworth is the Director of Climate, Energy and Equity Analysis at Acadia Center. 2 

He is testifying in this docket on behalf of the Rhode Island Attorney General regarding The 3 

Narragansett Electric Company d/b/a/ Rhode Island Energy’s (Rhode Island Energy, RIE, the 4 

Company) Application for Approval of a Change in Electric and Gas Base Distribution Rates. 5 

He testifies to provide information to the Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission (PUC or 6 

Commission) demonstrating how actions taken by the Company to grow its gas distribution system 7 

do not sufficiently demonstrate alignment with the 2021 Act on Climate (Act on Climate or the 8 

Act) to be found prudent and to provide guidance on how the Company can, moving forward, more 9 

successfully align its planning processes with the requirements of the Act and reduce ratepayer 10 

costs on both infrastructure and fuel. 11 

This testimony provides substantial analysis, based on review of related proceedings, identifying 12 

various pathways and scenarios by which the gas distribution system could align with the mandates 13 

of the Act as well as the related risks and costs to ratepayers of action or inaction. The Company 14 

seems to have chosen inaction, as RIE does not identify any existing method by which it could 15 

reach the requirements of the Act, nor does it seem to have implemented any processes for 16 

incorporating reasonable analytical consideration of the Act into its capital planning. The 17 

testimony highlights that the Company does not provide adequate evidence of alignment with the 18 

Act when describing its non-Infrastructure, Safety, and Reliability Plan (ISR Plan) gas distribution 19 

capital spending for those capital expenditures to reasonably be found prudent. The testimony then 20 

identifies several mechanisms that the Commission could require to proactively align the 21 

Company’s planning processes with the Act and reduce ratepayer costs, primarily integrated gas-22 

electric planning and the elimination of RIE’s gas distribution service and main extension 23 

allowances policies.  24 

II. Introduction and Qualifications 25 

Q: Please state your name, title, and employer.  26 
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A: My name is Benjamin (Ben) P. Butterworth. I am the Director of Climate, Energy, and Equity 1 

Analysis at Acadia Center.  2 

Q: Please describe Acadia Center. 3 

A: Acadia Center is a nonprofit 501(c)(3) policy advocacy organization with over 25 years of 4 

experience dedicated to advancing transformative clean energy solutions that promote a livable 5 

climate and a more equitable economy at the state, regional and community levels primarily in the 6 

northeastern U.S. and eastern Canada. This includes decades of work in Rhode Island. Through 7 

rigorous data analysis and strategic partnerships, Acadia Center helps pursue a consumer- and 8 

community-centered vision for the region’s evolving energy systems. By collaborating with 9 

stakeholders, government, business, and communities, Acadia Center pursues ambitious but 10 

pragmatic strategies to ensure an inclusive and sustainable energy future for all. 11 

Q: Please summarize your professional and educational experience.  12 

A: Since 2021, I have served as the Director of Climate, Energy, and Equity Analysis at Acadia 13 

Center. My work includes managing and conducting research and technical analysis in support of 14 

Acadia Center’s initiatives and state implementation efforts. My work in this role touches on a 15 

number of areas, including energy efficiency, thermal decarbonization, alternative fuels, gas 16 

system transition planning, greenhouse gas quantification, energy cost drivers, and 17 

decarbonization scenario analysis. Before joining Acadia Center, I worked for over seven years as 18 

an energy and climate policy consultant, including as a Senior Associate at Cadmus and as a Senior 19 

Consultant at DNV. Across both roles, I worked with local and state governments and other clients 20 

to solve a wide array of complex energy and climate policy issues. I hold a Master of 21 

Environmental Management degree with a focus on energy and climate policy from the Yale 22 

School of the Environment and a Bachelor of Science with Honors in Environmental Science from 23 

Trinity College (Hartford, CT). A Curricula Vitae is included as Attachment RIAG-BB-1-1.  24 

Q: Have you previously testified before the Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission or been 25 

otherwise involved in related proceedings?  26 

A: I have not previously testified before the Rhode Island PUC, however I represent Acadia Center 27 

in Docket No. 22-01-NG, the Commission’s Investigation Into the Future of the Regulated Gas 28 
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Distribution Business in Rhode Island in Light of the Act on Climate (Future of Gas Proceeding, 1 

FOG Proceeding), where I have served as a member of both the investigation’s Stakeholder 2 

Committee and the investigation’s Technical Working Group. I also presented to the PUC at the 3 

Future of Gas Investigation Technical Conference in February 2023.  4 

I also worked, in collaboration with the Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management, 5 

to develop a customized scenario using the Rhode Island Energy Policy Simulator to provide high-6 

level decarbonization analysis based on a select set of key actions identified in the 2022 Climate 7 

Update. The scenario approximated the potential of these actions to assist the achievement of 8 

Rhode Island’s overarching climate mandates under the Act on Climate.  9 

Q: Have you previously testified in front of any other state’s Public Utilities Commission or 10 

been involved in any other related proceedings?  11 

A: Yes, I provided direct testimony to the Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities (DPU) in 12 

the 2022 proceeding: Petition of Liberty Utilities (New England Natural Gas Company) Corp. 13 

d/b/a Liberty for Review and Approval of an Agreement to Purchase Renewable Natural Gas from 14 

Fall River RNG LLC and of the Liberty RNG Program (D.P.U. 22-32). I represented Acadia Center 15 

as a member of the Massachusetts Non-Pipes Alternative (NPA) Framework Working Group and 16 

Technical Subcommittee, established by the DPU. I also represented Acadia Center as a member 17 

of the Massachusetts Hydrogen Advisory Group established by the Massachusetts Department of 18 

Energy Resources (DOER) and the Massachusetts Clean Energy Center (CEC). I was also deeply 19 

involved in the Massachusetts D.P.U. 20-80 “Future of Gas” proceeding, where I served as lead 20 

author for Acadia Center on multiple sets of written comments focused on reviewing, analyzing, 21 

and critiquing analysis conducted by the local distribution companies’ consultant related to 22 

decarbonization pathways for the gas system in Massachusetts. In Connecticut, I represented 23 

Acadia Center as a member of the Hydrogen Task Force Uses Working Group, which was created 24 

pursuant to Special Act. No 22.-8.  25 

Q: On whose behalf are you testifying today? 26 

A: I am testifying on behalf of the Rhode Island Attorney General’s Office.  27 

III. Purpose and Organization 28 
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Q: Please describe the purpose of your testimony. 1 

A: The purpose of my testimony is to highlight that Rhode Island Energy did not provide sufficient 2 

evidence in its direct testimony to allow the Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission to 3 

reasonably affirm that the Company’s non-ISR Plan, gas distribution system-related capital 4 

recovery requests are consistent with Rhode Island’s Act on Climate, and therefore to highlight 5 

costs that should not be passed on to ratepayers. My testimony critiques the apparent lack of 6 

consideration for the Act in the Company’s planning processes, as well as the limited evidence it 7 

produces in that regard. I provide details on analysis done in several relevant venues to demonstrate 8 

that, by aligning its actions now with the Act on Climate, the Company could substantially reduce 9 

the costs it will face to bring its system into compliance with the Act, costs which could ultimately 10 

be borne by its ratepayers. I also make several recommendations as to actions the Commission 11 

could take directly or could order the Company to take going forward that would better ensure the 12 

Commission starts the next RIE general rate case with an adequate baseline of evidence of 13 

accordance with the Act on Climate.  14 

Q: Please describe the organization of your testimony. 15 

A: My testimony is organized into seven sections. Section I summarizes the entirety of my 16 

testimony. Section II describes my personal qualifications to provide testimony on this matter. 17 

Section III identifies the purpose of my testimony and the manner in which my testimony is 18 

organized.  19 

Section IV describes the Act on Climate and the requirements thereof; the Future of Gas 20 

proceeding that the Commission opened in response to the Act and the analysis done and findings 21 

made in documents produced therein; and the Rhode Island 2025 Climate Action Strategy (2025 22 

Climate Strategy) and the analysis done and findings made therein. It then describes the ways in 23 

which RIE, according to its testimony, has not aligned or planned to align the actions of its gas 24 

distribution operations with the Act on Climate. It concurrently identifies the reasons I do not 25 

believe the Company has provided sufficient evidence of accordance with the Act for the 26 

Commission to find its non-ISR, gas distribution-related capital costs prudent. 27 

Sections V and VI describe recommendations by which the Commission could order the Company 28 

to align its future actions with the Act on Climate and support my two primary recommendations: 29 
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Incorporating integrated gas-electric planning and eliminating gas service and main extension 1 

allowances. Section VII provides a conclusion to my testimony. 2 

IV. The Act on Climate and the Company’s Accordance Thereof 3 

Q: Please describe the requirements of the Act on Climate. What has the state of Rhode 4 

Island done to integrate the Act on Climate into its regulatory and planning framework? 5 

A: The 2021 Act on Climate established in R.I. Gen. Laws § 42-6.2 enforceable statutory statewide 6 

greenhouse gas reduction mandates: 45% below 1990 levels by 2030, 80% below 1990 levels by 7 

2040, and achievement of “net-zero” greenhouse gas emissions by 2050.  8 

In light of the emissions reduction mandate, Docket No. 22-01-NG, the Commission’s Future of 9 

Gas Proceeding, was opened in June 2022. The purpose of the docket is to examine the extent to 10 

which the requirements of the Act impact the conduct, regulation, ratemaking, and the future of 11 

gas supply and gas distribution within Rhode Island, including “identif[ying] goals for the future 12 

of the gas system in light of the Act.”1 The Rhode Island Investigation into the Future of the 13 

Regulated Gas Distribution Business Technical Analysis Report (FOG Technical Report) was 14 

published by Energy + Environmental Economics (E3) in April 2024.2  A draft outline of the Rhode 15 

Island Future of Gas Final Report was circulated to stakeholders via email in September of 2024, 16 

but to date, neither a draft or final report have been publicly released. 17 

Pursuant to the Act, the Executive Climate Change Coordinating Council (EC4) developed a plan 18 

that is informed by public comment and includes strategies and policies to meet the Act’s targets. 19 

This plan is known as the Rhode Island 2025 Climate Action Strategy (2025 Climate Strategy). 20 

The 2025 Climate Strategy was finalized and adopted in December 2025.  21 

Q: What is your interpretation of the E3 Future of Gas Technical Report Scenario 22 

Analysis?     23 

 
1 In re Investigation into the Future of the Regulated Gas Distribution Business in Rhode Island in Light of the Act 
on Climate, Docket No. 22-01-NG, Notice of Commencement of Docket, at 1 (R.I. Pub. Utils. Comm'n June 9, 
2022), https://ripuc.ri.gov/sites/g/files/xkgbur841/files/2022-08/22-01-NG-Notice_6-9-22.pdf 
2 Energy + Environmental Economics, Rhode Island Investigation into the Future of the Regulated Gas Distribution 
Business: Technical Analysis Report. April 2024, RI P.U.C. Docket No. 22-01-NG 
https://apexanalytics.egnyte.com/fl/04TdzqfvbL#folder-
link/Future%20of%20Gas%20Documents/Reports?p=46286d24-f7f2-4d79-a551-6be19cf4bfb5  
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A: In his testimony in Docket 24-55-NG, Dr. Michael J. Walsh of Groundwork Data described 1 

“three complementing forces” disrupting the gas system in response to being asked about his 2 

interpretation of the Future of Gas Technical Report Scenario Analysis.3 I broadly concur with Dr. 3 

Walsh’s assessment and discuss the three forces he identified below in detail.   4 

The first force, and most relevant to this docket, is that, according to E3’s analysis, the gas revenue 5 

requirement is modeled to increase approximately 60% from 2025 to 2050 under the reference 6 

scenario,4 which “estimate[s] the path the state is on with respect to energy and GHG emissions 7 

before layering on additional actions needed to meet the GHG targets…in the Act.”5  8 

The second force articulated by the Future of Gas Technical Report is that compliance with the Act 9 

will result in a customer shift away from gas and, in some scenarios, a supply shift to alternative 10 

fuels (e.g. biomethane) or alternative fuel blends. Reduced customer counts will increase fixed 11 

system costs for remaining customers, and shifts to alternative fuels will place upward price 12 

pressure on gas commodity costs. E3 used a set of marginal abatement costs across all renewable 13 

fuels to represent a compliance cost for the use of renewable fuels over time and found that “…the 14 

cost trajectories increase from $150/MT in 2023 to $600/MT in 2050 for the low trajectory and 15 

$450/MT to $1,000/MT for the high trajectory in the same time frame.”6  This should be interpreted 16 

to mean that, as expensive renewable fuels are blended in, gas commodity costs would increase 17 

dramatically over the compliance period, even at the lower-bound.  18 

The third force is increasing competition from non-gas alternatives delivering energy services to 19 

customers that are currently met by gas today. For example, energy efficiency and heating system 20 

electrification increase consumer value by enhancing comfort and providing space cooling. At 21 

price parity, a customer should not prefer gas for heat over other alternatives, and every modeled 22 

scenario found that residential monthly energy bills for customers that heat exclusively with 23 

 
3 Testimony of Michael J. Walsh of Groundwork Data Before the Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission on 
Behalf of the Conservation Law Foundation, February 7, 2025, at 23-24 
https://ripuc.ri.gov/sites/g/files/xkgbur841/files/2025-02/24-55-NG%20CLF-
1_Testimony%20of%20Michael%20Walsh.pdf 
4 FOG Technical Report, Figure 32, at 62 
5 FOG Technical Report at 29 
6 Energy + Environmental Economics, Rhode Island Investigation into the Future of the Regulated Gas Distribution 
Business: Technical Analysis Appendix A, at 36. April 2024, RI P.U.C. Docket No. 22-01-NG 
https://apexanalytics.egnyte.com/fl/04TdzqfvbL#folder-
link/Future%20of%20Gas%20Documents/Reports?p=46286d24-f7f2-4d79-a551-6be19cf4bfb5  
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natural gas will exceed monthly energy bills for customers that heat exclusively with electricity 1 

within the next 8 years.7   2 

A universal theme across all scenarios examined by E3 is that growing costs (of both the gas 3 

distribution system and gas supply) are concentrated on a reduced customer base as ratepayers exit 4 

the gas system. While the speed at which this dynamic will unfold hinges on a number of factors, 5 

including future policy decisions and the actual pace and scale of gas system departures, all 6 

scenarios analyzed by E3 show a steady decrease in both gas affordability and the overall value 7 

proposition of gas.8 The value proposition of electrification to customers extends beyond the pure 8 

cost of energy. For example, as noted in the FOG Technical Report, research shows a connection 9 

between the use of indoor gas stoves for cooking and an increased risk of asthma among children.9 10 

In contrast, electric induction stoves have been shown to reduce indoor nitrogen oxide air 11 

pollution, a known health hazard, by more than 50 percent.10  12 

The FOG Technical Report analysis underscores a fundamental shift in the gas system. The past 13 

several decades were marked by consistent expansion of the gas system and relatively cheap gas. 14 

However, the future of the gas distribution system, in light of the Act on Climate, is marked by a 15 

declining customer base and declining gas throughput coupled with high levels of investment in 16 

the gas system.  This is a recipe for spiraling costs and unaffordable rates. As the FOG Technical 17 

Report describes, this confluence of events “…could create equity issues as low-income customers 18 

are less likely to be able to afford electrification and are left on the gas system.”11 19 

Q: Please describe the risks and costs facing the gas distribution system identified based on 20 

your review of E3’s Future of Gas Technical Report. 21 

A: The report reveals that the gas system is facing risks on multiple fronts that will drive severe 22 

affordability challenges. These risks include, but are not limited to, risks associated with customer 23 

departures, declining throughput, cost of renewable fuels, availability of renewable fuels, and 24 

 
7 FOG Technical Report, Figure 60, at 96 
8 Id. 
9 FOG Technical Report, at 100  
10 Daouda et al., Out of Gas, In with Justice: Findings from a Gas-to-Induction Pilot in Low-Income Housing in 
NYC, 116 Energy Rsch. & Soc. Sci. 103662 (2024). 
11 FOG Technical Report, at 91 
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uncertain emissions benefits of renewable fuels. Given these dynamics, continued investment in 1 

the gas system creates substantial stranded asset risk.  2 

The report also highlights how continued reliance on the gas distribution system at anywhere near 3 

current consumption levels is incompatible with statutory emission limits established by the Act 4 

on Climate. Without active management, declining gas consumption has the potential to lead to 5 

significant operational, financial, and safety risks to the state’s gas system, which, if left 6 

unaddressed until late in the compliance period, will substantially increase costs to gas customers. 7 

Q: Explain what E3’s Future of Gas Technical Report found was the least expensive pathway 8 

scenario. 9 

A: The analysis evaluated six decarbonization pathway scenarios (“scenarios”) out to 2050 that 10 

would comply with Act on Climate requirements and applied five sensitivities to all scenarios, 11 

resulting in 30 unique model/sensitivity run combinations. Using these sensitivity parameters, E3 12 

calculated the incremental total resource cost of scenarios relative to the reference case, isolated 13 

by sensitivity parameter. Of the 30 unique combinations analyzed, the Hybrid Electrification with 14 

Delivered Fuels Backup Scenario with the Managed Transition (Hybrid Delivered Fuels Scenario) 15 

sensitivity was determined to have the lowest Net Present Value (NPV) total resource cost: $13.4 16 

billion ($2023) relative to the Reference scenario.12 17 

The Hybrid Delivered Fuels Scenario sees a ~93% decline in total gas distribution system 18 

throughput (both conventional natural gas and renewable natural gas combined) from 2025 to 19 

2050, including a 100% decline in gas throughput to residential customers,13 and the total number 20 

of customers remaining on the gas distribution system in 2050 in this scenario is less than 1,000 21 

users.14 In the Hybrid Delivered Fuels scenario, 100% of homes in the state have electric heating 22 

in some arrangement by 2050.15 Similarly, in the commercial sector, the Hybrid Delivered Fuels 23 

scenario shows no commercial customers using natural gas heating equipment by 2050, indicating 24 

 
12 FOG Technical Report, Table 11, at 87 
13 FOG Technical Report at 59 
14 This datapoint was presented by E3 in slide 51 of Technical Analysis Draft Results on February 13, 2024. A 
similar graph showing total number of customers remaining on the gas system by scenario was not presented in the 
E3 Final Report or Technical Appendix, but customer numbers should be similar in the final analysis based on 
communication with E3 at Stakeholder Committee meetings. 
15 FOG Technical Report at 49 
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the remaining customer on the gas system in this scenario by 2050 are categorized as industrial 1 

customers.16  2 

Q: How might this least expensive scenario impact the Company’s gas operations 3 

organization and its customers? 4 

A: The FOG Technical Report summarizes the customer cost impacts and stranded asset risk under 5 

scenarios with high levels of customer departures from the gas system (including the least-6 

expensive Hybrid Delivered Fuels Scenario). Such scenarios with high levels of customer 7 

departures lead to untenable long-term gas delivery rates as escalating gas system costs are 8 

recovered over a dwindling gas customer base. A managed transition, in which electrification 9 

projects would occur in a targeted, neighborhood-scale manner and avoid some level of gas system 10 

reinvestment costs (e.g. main replacements) can reduce long-term gas customer rates to some 11 

extent. Based on analysis in the FOG Technical Report, this managed transition has the potential 12 

to reduce the total unrecovered rate base in 2050 to $1.5 billion, opposed to the estimated $2.6 13 

billion total unrecovered rate base in an unmanaged transition.17 It bears emphasizing that the E3 14 

Report finds that long-term customer rates will increase so precipitously that it anticipates 15 

customers will simply not be able to pay, and that billions of dollars of gas system rate base may 16 

potentially go unrecovered. This would be a catastrophic result.  17 

Q: Please describe key takeaways from the Rhode Island 2025 Climate Action Strategy 18 

modeling regarding the overall trajectory of the gas distribution system out to 2050?    19 

A: For development of the 2025 Climate Strategy modeling, the EC4 used the same consultant, 20 

E3, that produced the FOG Technical Report. The 2025 Climate Strategy modeled a single scenario 21 

for achieving the statutory enforceable statewide greenhouse gas reduction mandates, referred to 22 

as the “Act on Climate scenario.” This Act on Climate scenario includes additional actions that 23 

would need to be taken for Rhode Island to achieve its enforceable climate targets, including 24 

“…ambitious adoption of heat pumps in residential and commercial building; and electrification 25 

of 70% of industrial fossil demand…”18 It continues, “…widespread building and industry 26 

electrification leads to natural gas throughput (i.e., volume) declining by about 90% between 2025 27 

 
16 FOG Technical Report at 50 
17 FOG Technical Report at 110  
18 2025 Climate Strategy at 15 
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and 2050, with all remaining gas demand in 2050 being supplied by biogenic renewable natural 1 

gas.”19  It was directly communicated by E3 to stakeholders during the development of the 2025 2 

Climate Strategy that the overall trajectory of the gas distribution system out to 2050 depicted in 3 

the Act on Climate Scenario was aligned with E3’s understanding of the PUC’s perspective at the 4 

time the scenario was developed.20 5 

Additionally, the 2025 Climate Strategy emphasizes that “[r]eaching Act on Climate targets 6 

will…require a transition of all building end uses away from fossil fuel-based equipment and 7 

toward decarbonized technologies.”21 This finding is separate from the specific scenario analyzed.  8 

 Q: Based on your analysis of the Future of Gas Technical Report and 2025 Climate Strategy, 9 

are there concerns about Renewable Natural Gas and Hydrogen as potential alternatives to 10 

natural gas? 11 

A: Yes, there is a significant level of risk associated with building decarbonization strategies that 12 

rely on alternative fuels as a substitute for natural gas. These risks are discussed in detail in the 13 

FOG Technical Report and include the cost, availability, and uncertain emissions benefits of 14 

alternative fuels.22 These large uncertainties should preclude alternative fuels from reasonably 15 

being relied upon as a significant part of any building decarbonization strategy. 16 

The 2025 Climate Strategy’s Act on Climate scenario does not rely on RNG as a core gas system 17 

decarbonization strategy and does not discuss hydrogen as a potential gas system decarbonization 18 

strategy. Hydrogen is only discussed in the context of medium- and heavy-duty vehicle 19 

decarbonization.23 The Act on Climate Scenario not prioritizing blending of limited clean hydrogen 20 

supply into the gas distribution system is in alignment with the Department of Energy’s U.S. 21 

 
19 2025 Climate Strategy at 72 
20 For example, during the October 31, 2025 “RI Climate Action Strategy and Comprehensive Climate Action Plan: 
Pathways to Decarbonization Public Webinar” stakeholder meeting, it was stated by the E3 team, at the 52:50 
timestamp of the recording, while presenting on this topic that, “We do expect that this would be aligned with the 
forthcoming Rhode Island PUC paper on the future of gas, and so we’re looking forward to seeing more from that 
study that can… explain how we would…mitigate impacts on the gas system over this transition, rather.” 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1XDs1-Si7m7t8LEZG1VoNRmujwZG1BVDv/view 
21 2025 Climate Strategy at 70 
22 FOG Technical Report at 105 
23 2025 Climate Strategy at 56 
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National Clean Hydrogen Strategy and Roadmap (“Hydrogen Strategy”).24 The Hydrogen Strategy 1 

contains a section titled “Target Strategic, High-Impact Uses of Clean Hydrogen” in which it 2 

discusses nine specific high impacts uses of hydrogen (e.g. hydrogen for medium- and heavy-duty 3 

trucks) in detail, but blending of hydrogen into the gas distribution system to provide heating for 4 

residential and commercial customers is not mentioned once. 25 5 

In the Act on Climate scenario, the peak volume of RNG being delivered through the gas system 6 

for any year over the 2025-2050 timespan, which is 3.7 TBtu of RNG in 2049, represents only 7 

9.5% of total current natural gas distribution demand in the state (39.1 TBtu). 26 Forecasted supply 8 

growth of RNG is too slow and too small to meaningfully supplant current natural gas consumption 9 

in time to comply with Act on Climate requirements, and RNG is expected to remain prohibitively 10 

and non-competitively expensive for decades.27 It appears to me that this treatment of RNG and 11 

hydrogen in the Act on Climate scenario is an additional reflection of the uncertainty surrounding 12 

cost, availability, and uncertain emissions benefit of these alternative fuels I discussed above.  13 

Q: How does Rhode Island Energy discuss alternative fuels throughout its testimony? 14 

A: The Company provides testimony from its President J. Gregory Cornet. Mr. Cornet’s testimony 15 

states, “Our view is that we must remain steadfast in our focus on not only exploring pathways 16 

that may include strategic electrification, renewable natural gas, and emerging low-carbon fuels 17 

such as hydrogen, but also continuing to invest in the safety and environmental impact mitigation 18 

of our existing, aging gas infrastructure.”28 The Company also provides testimony from Michele 19 

V. Leone, Vice President – Gas Operations. Ms. Leone’s testimony states, “The company supports 20 

electrification as a central strategic component of the State’s decarbonization policy, but the 21 

continued availability of natural gas is essential to maintaining energy reliability and affordability 22 

for Rhode Islanders. The Company thus believes a holistic approach to energy resources will 23 

 
24 U.S. Department of Energy, 2023. U.S. National Clean Hydrogen Strategy and Roadmap. 
https://www.hydrogen.energy.gov/docs/hydrogenprogramlibraries/pdfs/us-national-clean-hydrogen-strategy-
roadmap.pdf?sfvrsn=c425b44f_5 
25 Ibid., at 29-35 
26 RI CAS Economy-Wide Modeling Results (Updated 12-14-25), “Natural Gas Throughput” worksheet, 
https://climatechange.ri.gov/media/2216/download?language=en 
27 Decarbonizing Buildings in Maryland, Md. Comm’n on Climate Change (Sept. 21, 2020), 
https://mde.maryland.gov/programs/air/ClimateChange/MCCC/Documents/MWG_Buildings%20Ad%20Hoc%20G
roup/Decarbonizing%20Buildings%20in%20Maryland.pdf. 
28 RIE-1 at 19 
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provide the most benefit to customers during this transition.”29 It is not clear to what extent the 1 

Company intends for this “holistic approach” to rely on RNG and hydrogen based on the testimony 2 

provided. 3 

While the Company does not address the specifics of its plans for alternative fuels in the instant 4 

docket, in its Fiscal Year (FY) 2027 Gas ISR Plan the Company mentions having  5 

“started a feasibility study in FY 2026 concerning the potential for a hydrogen blending 6 

project within the Company’s service territory…intended to identify costs, benefits and 7 

obstacles to hydrogen blending as a means of reducing the GHG emissions associated with 8 

both the gas distribution system and customer end uses.”30  9 

As the Commission must consider the Act on Climate in its review of the Company’s investments 10 

and rates, it is not clear why there should be no mention in this docket of these plans. There is a 11 

large risk to ratepayers that experimentation with any alternative fuels will be both expensive and 12 

unfruitful at either the pilot level or in more systemic implementation. That already substantial risk 13 

is higher for hydrogen, particularly given that the FOG Technical Report did not include blending 14 

of hydrogen into the gas distribution system in any of the scenarios analyzed.31 This includes the 15 

Continued Use of Gas scenario, which modeled an approximate 15% increase in the total number 16 

of customers connected to the gas system by 205032 and an approximate 45% decline in total gas 17 

distribution system throughput.33 The FOG Technical Report only considers the use of dedicated 18 

hydrogen (as opposed to distribution system blending) for specific industrial subsectors, stating, 19 

“[i]ndustries that are harder to decarbonize, such as the chemical and metals-based industry as well 20 

other manufacturing processes using high temperature heat, leave a role for pipeline gas and see 21 

increased adoption of dedicated hydrogen.”34  22 

 
29 RIE-5 at 169-170 
30 Proposed FY 2027 Gas Infrastructure, Safety, and Reliability Plan, Docket No. 25-55-NG, The Narragansett 
Electric Co. d/b/a Rhode Island Energy (R.I. Pub. Utils. Comm'n Dec. 22, 2025), Direct Testimony of Laeyeng 
Hunt, at 26. https://ripuc.ri.gov/sites/g/files/xkgbur841/files/2025-12/25-55-NG%20-%20Book%201%20-
%20Gas%20ISR%20FY%202027%20-%20Testimony%20%26%20Plan%20-%20PUC%2012-22-2025.pdf 
31 FOG Technical Report, Figure 27, at 58 
32 FOG Technical Report, Figure 29, at 60 
33 FOG Technical Report, Figure 28, at 59 
34 FOG Technical Report at 110 
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Q: Do Mr. Cornet’s and Ms. Leone’s statements accurately reflect the costs to ratepayers of 1 

moving the system to RNG and hydrogen blending? 2 

A: No, neither statement grapples with the incredibly high level of risk, and associated costs to 3 

ratepayers, of building decarbonization strategies that rely on blending RNG or hydrogen into the 4 

gas distribution system, which is highly problematic. Neither the FOG Technical Report nor the 5 

2025 Climate Strategy considered the blending of hydrogen into the gas distribution system in any 6 

scenario due to that high level of risk. The FOG Technical Report repeatedly highlights the risk of 7 

building decarbonization strategies reliant on RNG blending and the 2025 Climate Strategy Act 8 

on Climate Scenario does not consider RNG a core building sector decarbonization strategy, as 9 

discussed in greater detail above.  10 

Q: Please describe how the Company accounted for the Act on Climate in testimony on its 11 

gas operations organization?  12 

A: Witnesses throughout the Company’s testimony do mention the Act on Climate, but there is no 13 

comprehensive description of any planning done to attempt to align the Company’s actions with 14 

the requirements of the law.  While capital spending may largely be considered in the Company’s 15 

ISR Plans, the Company’s testimony lacks description of planning processes, managerial decision-16 

making, or general consideration regarding minimizing stranded asset risk and avoiding substantial 17 

future increases in rates associated with swiftly bringing the state into compliance in future years.  18 

The targets identified in the Act on Climate are clear and enforceable, and the Commission has 19 

previously held that, “[w]hile that investigation is on-going, the Commission is mindful that 20 

minimizing the potential, future undepreciated value of the gas system may mitigate inequitable 21 

cost shifts.”35 As this rate case establishes the revenue requirement the Company will be operating 22 

under for an unknown period, the rates set here can hardly be called just and reasonable if the 23 

Company provides no clearly identified steps it has taken or intends to take to align with the Act—24 

particularly given the increasing costs of compliance for additional years of delay. This lack of 25 

 
35 In re Narragansett Electric Co. d/b/a Rhode Island Energy Gas Infrastructure, Safety, & Reliability Plan FY 2025, 
Docket No. 23-49-NG, Order No. 25228, at 33. (R.I. Pub. Utils. Comm'n Mar. 26, 2024) (written order issued Jan. 8, 
2025) 
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evidence substantially impedes the Commission’s evaluation of the Company’s decision-making 1 

and investments in consideration of the Act. 2 

Rather, throughout the Company’s Direct Testimony, references to ‘considering’ the Act on 3 

Climate are made and then followed by non-committal statements like: “the Company considered 4 

benefits…” and “[t]he Company explored opportunities…” and “[t]he Company also evaluated 5 

options.”36 The Company did not, however, provide details of the costs or benefits of its 6 

investments that, in light of the Act on Climate, would be necessary for the Commission to 7 

adequately perform a prudency evaluation. While I do not necessarily advocate for following the 8 

Hybrid Delivered Fuels Scenario, it bears consideration that it was both the least expensive path 9 

E3 identified and would require a dramatic reduction in gas usage, as noted above. 37,38   10 

It is noteworthy that Ms. Leone states that “[i]n mid-2025, [the Company] formed the Electric and 11 

Gas Work Management and the Electric and Gas Investment Management and Planning 12 

departments,” however there is no description here of what these departments have accomplished 13 

or are intended to accomplish beyond that they “allow for [the] sharing of best practices, cross-14 

training, standardization, and creation of new synergies for both gas and electric distribution 15 

operations.”39 Ms. Leone also describes a process where gas and electric engineers were brought 16 

together to develop “quantifiable technical criteria for evaluating gas segment decommissioning 17 

to identify areas on the distribution system where non-pipe solutions might be feasible,” but 18 

similarly, there are no examples in the testimony of “non-pipe solutions”, hereafter referred to as 19 

NPAs, actually being evaluated.40  20 

Q: Can the Company’s investments be considered prudent without adequate consideration 21 

of potential impacts resulting from the Act on Climate? 22 

A: The PUC is obligated to consider the Act on Climate in its prudence review; as such, the 23 

Company’s lack of specific evidence with respect to its consideration of the Act on Climate 24 

substantially impedes the PUC’s ability to comply with the Act.   25 

 
36 RIE-8, Pre-Filed Direct Testimony of Witness Camara at 99 
37 FOG Technical Report, Table 11, at 87 
38 FOG Technical Report, Figure 27, at 58 
39 RIE-5, Pre-Filed Direct Testimony of Witness Leone at 161-162 
40 Id. 
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As Docket 22-01-NG remains ongoing, the Company should utilize a high degree of caution when 1 

considering its investments under such uncertainty. According to the Company’s response to the 2 

Division of Public Utilities and Carriers (DPUC) Data Request 8-18 concerning investments made 3 

outside of the ISR planning process, the total costs of the leak-prone pipe projects and the 4 

reinforcement projects Witness Leone describes come to $52,604,010, though this figure does not 5 

include $6,957,270 spent on projects categorized as Outside the ISR Public Works, which, based 6 

on project descriptions, are at least partially associated with mitigating leak-prone pipe.41 If the 7 

additional categories of expenditures listed in the response to the data request are included (i.e., 8 

Meter Purchase Blankets and Growth/Customer), categories that Ms. Leone does not address in 9 

her testimony, the total cost of gas infrastructure investments made separately from the ISR Plan 10 

process grows to $157,452,920.42 All capital expenditures that the Commission has not yet 11 

adjudicated through the ISR Plans should be evaluated with this stranded cost risk in mind, 12 

including the gas reinforcement work and the leak-prone pipe replacement projects Ms. Leone 13 

notes in her testimony. 14 

The Commission should seriously consider whether disallowances are appropriate with respect to 15 

non-ISR gas infrastructure investments given the stranded asset risk created by not planning 16 

towards the Act.   17 

Q: Are there particular investments that appear to have been imprudently made?  18 

A: Yes. The Company’s proposed revenue requirement increase contains a limited number of 19 

specified capital projects. On the gas distribution side, Ms. Leone does identify that the Company 20 

is seeking recovery for 19 out of 38 proactive leak-prone pipe (LPP) replacement projects 21 

advanced outside of the FY 2026 ISR Plan and an unidentified number of gas system reinforcement 22 

projects.43 23 

 The reinforcement projects, as well as the LPP replacement projects that Ms. Leone states “had 24 

risk scores lower than both the average and median risk scores as compared to the entirety of the 25 

 
41 See RIE Response to Division Data Request 8-18, RIPUC Docket No. 25-45-GE (Mar. 16, 2026). 
42 Id. 
43 See RIE-5, Pre-Filed Direct Testimony of Witness Leone at 181-6 
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FY 2026 ISR,” appear to be the only examples of gas distribution infrastructure included in the 1 

instant docket not previously recognized in Gas ISR Dockets.44  2 

As the Company continues to increase spending on the gas distribution system, it is worth noting 3 

a finding from the Illinois Commerce Commission: “The Commission agrees…that there is cross-4 

over between leak-prone pipe retirement prioritization issues and NPAs.”45 Though the bulk of the 5 

Company’s LPP projects are recovered through the Company’s Gas ISR Plan, the Company seeks 6 

recovery here for 19 projects “[b]ecause the Company determined that these projects 7 

were…necessary to maintain safe and reliable service over the short and long term[.]”46 However, 8 

the Company litigated its ISR Plan budgets at the Commission, and the Commission did not 9 

approve a soft budget cap large enough to include these projects.  10 

In its Decision in the FY 2026 Gas ISR Plan, Docket 24-55-NG, the Commission states: “The 11 

Company must exercise judgement to determine the riskiest main to be prioritized given the 12 

availability of the Company’s financial and other resources. In its review of the Gas ISR Plan, the 13 

Commission must determine whether the budget proposed and the resulting impact on rates relate 14 

to projects reasonably needed to maintain a safe and reliable system over the short and long 15 

term.”47 The Company was given a soft budget cap under which it was intended to prioritize its 16 

limited resources, yet rather than looking for ways to stay under that cap, by evaluating and 17 

incorporating less expensive, non-replacement alternatives such as NPAs—which may 18 

substantially reduce overall ratepayer costs by mitigating the risk of over-indexing on gas system 19 

upgrades and expansion in the face of legally enforceable statute requiring the system to undergo 20 

major changes—or removing an equivalent dollar cost of least-risky projects from the plan, the 21 

Company determined that LPP replacement projects that were less risky than the median and the 22 

average project in its FY 26 Gas ISR Plan were needed, and it is now seeking recovery outside the 23 

ISR Plan that created the budgetary limit. The cost of LPP replacement projects appears to be either 24 

$2,747,500 or $374,160 depending on how the projects are categorized,48 and there are additional 25 

 
44 Id. at 184 
45 Peoples Gas, ICC Docket No. 24-0081, Final Order, at 205 
46 RIE-5 at 184 
47 Narragansett Electric Co., Docket No. 24-55-NG, Order No. 25485, at 17 
48 In the Company’s response to Division Data Request 8-18, Line 19 discusses a project that is categorized as a 
Public Works project, however the project description identifies the goal of the project as remediating leak-prone 
pipe. The distinction in categorization appears to be somewhat porous, with respect to addressing leak-prone pipe. 
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projects with a total cost of $4,583,930 listed under the category of Outside the ISR Public Works 1 

that are potentially associated with addressing leak-prone pipe to some degree, though this is not 2 

made clear.49 Such projects seem to disregard both the Commission’s direction to prioritize limited 3 

resources as well as the growing stranded asset risk the Company is well aware it currently operates 4 

under, given the context of the Future of Gas Proceeding and the 2025 Climate Strategy.  5 

This does not appear to be prudent management.   6 

Ms. Leone also identifies in her testimony that the Company seeks recovery for gas reinforcement 7 

work, providing two examples of gas reinforcement work that the Company has done since its last 8 

rate case.50 The response to DPUC Data request 8-18 identified that these were two of several 9 

proactive reinforcement projects included for cost recovery. Significantly, NPAs to reduce gas 10 

demand can be cost-effective alternative solutions to the reinforcement work that Ms. Leone 11 

describes because the purpose of reinforcement is often to raise pressure: if demand on a pipe is 12 

lessened, the pressure increases.51 But if there is no evaluation of the costs and benefits of specific 13 

projects or any alternatives, then there is no basis to know whether the Company is overspending 14 

or not, particularly in the face of the stranded asset risk and associated customer cost implications 15 

I keep returning to. The Commission should be skeptical of any investments in gas infrastructure 16 

in light of the Act on Climate, and the lack of consideration of alternative solutions here appears 17 

to be imprudent. 18 

Q: How do you recommend the Company sufficiently demonstrate it has met the prudence 19 

standard taking the Act on Climate into account? 20 

A: I propose several methods by which the Company can work towards demonstrating in future 21 

ratemaking proceedings that it is making prudent investments and managerial decisions, taking 22 

into account the Act on Climate. They are as follows:  23 

 
49 See RIE Response to Division Data Request 8-18 
50 RIE-5 at 181-3. 
51 See Petition of N.Y. State Elec. & Gas Corp. for Authorization to Construct a Natural Gas Compressor Pilot 
Project in Tompkins County, Case No. 17-G-0432, Order Approving Petition for Non-Pipe Alternative Projects, with 
Modifications (N.Y. Pub. Serv. Comm'n June 21, 2021), in which the New York Public Service Commission 
approved a portfolio of NPAs to resolve a low pressure issue on New York State Electric & Gas Corporation’s gas 
distribution system in order to avoid a more costly infrastructure upgrade.  
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 Integrated gas-electric planning: Coordinated planning across the gas and electric 1 

operations organizations of the Company can co-optimize expenditures to create a least-2 

cost system that provides the same services to customers as both systems undergo 3 

significant transformations necessary to decarbonize the building sector in compliance with 4 

the Act. The Company’s nascent Segment Decommissioning Framework or the 5 

incorporation of an NPA analysis framework into planning are two examples of processes 6 

that could be included in integrated gas-electric planning.   7 

 Elimination of service and main extension allowances: The Company’s current Service and 8 

Main Extension Policies Tariff provides for ratepayer funded subsidies to connect new gas 9 

customers onto the system. In a gas transition scenario, which the Act on Climate 10 

functionally requires (as the Future of Gas Technical Report and the 2025 Climate Strategy 11 

contemplate), existing gas ratepayers no longer reduce their long-term costs by spreading 12 

fixed costs over more therms, rather they increase their long-term costs by paying upfront 13 

for additional future stranded assets.       14 

The longer the Company waits to make a serious effort at compliance, the higher the overall system 15 

costs will be, and the risk of significant and inequitable stranded costs being borne by a decreasing 16 

pool of gas customers continues to rise. Integrated gas-electric planning, which may include pipe 17 

segment decommissioning or an NPA framework, and the elimination of service and main 18 

extension allowances, also referred to as Line Extension Allowances (LEAs), should, in the instant 19 

docket, be formalized, with goals and benchmarks for future Company planning established. The 20 

nexus to rates and the revenue requirement is strong: Without specified intention, this coordination, 21 

which cuts against the incentive to prefer additional capital expenditures, will be rudderless and 22 

unable to successfully defray the potential $2.6B unrecovered rate base in 2050 that was modeled 23 

by E3 in the Future of Gas Technical Report that is careening towards RIE’s ratepayers.52   24 

V. Instituting Integrated Gas-Electric Planning 25 

Q: What are your recommendations in brief? 26 

 
52 FOG Technical Report at 111 
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A: I recommend the Commission require the Company to incorporate forward-looking integrated 1 

gas-electric planning into its existing planning processes. Holistic system planning can minimize 2 

energy delivery costs to ratepayers, particularly under the constraints of a decarbonizing gas 3 

system. As a joint gas-electric utility with wholly contained energy distribution territories, RIE has 4 

several advantages that raise the value of integrated gas-electric planning.  5 

Q: Could you describe the concept of integrated gas-electric planning? 6 

A: Integrated gas-electric planning, which I will refer to interchangeably as integrated energy 7 

planning, is the intentional consolidation, in part or in whole, of gas and electric delivery planning 8 

processes into a single, joint energy delivery planning process that intends to holistically maximize 9 

the efficiency and value of the energy delivery system while under the constraint of reducing 10 

greenhouse gas emissions to allow compliance with Rhode Island statue.  11 

Q: Is integrated gas-electric planning required in other states? 12 

A: According to a Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory Report on integrated gas-electric 13 

planning (LBNL Planning Report), regulators in California, Colorado and New York have 14 

identified integrated energy planning as a requirement for utilities under their jurisdictions that 15 

have significant overlapping gas and electric territories.53 At least one utility in Washington has 16 

also been required by statute to begin integrated energy planning.54 Both Minnesota and 17 

Massachusetts’ utility regulators are also requiring their utilities to begin coordinating on 18 

integrated energy planning.55 19 

Q: What makes Rhode Island Energy uniquely set to benefit from integrated energy 20 

planning? 21 

A: RIE is a dual fuel utility with gas and electric operations housed within the same corporate 22 

entity, unlike many other dual fuel utilities which are under the same corporate ownership but 23 

separately housed. Additionally, the Company’s gas service territory is entirely contained within 24 

 
53 Mark LeBel, Ronny Sandoval, Natalie Mims Frick & Jeff Deason, Opportunities for Integrating Electric and Gas 
Planning, Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory (Jan. 6, 2025), at 9-10 https://eta-
publications.lbl.gov/sites/default/files/2025-
01/opportunity_integrate_electric_gas_planning_20241223_final_2025jan06.pdf.  
54 Id. at 12 
55 Climate Compliance Plans, D.P.U. 25-40 through 25-44/45, Direct Testimony of Dean M. Murphy & David P. 
Littell on behalf of Mass. Office of the Att'y Gen. at 70. (Mass. Dep't of Pub. Utils. Nov. 17, 2025) 
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its electric service territory, unlike many other dual fuel utilities in other states. Both of these 1 

fortunate circumstances ease RIE’s path to effective integrated energy planning while also 2 

illuminating the significant cost containment that could come from a holistic approach to energy 3 

provision, particularly as the Commission determines how the Company should best comport with 4 

the Act on Climate.  5 

It appears from Ms. Leone’s testimony, cited above, that some of the work to build a base from 6 

which the Company can engage in integrated gas-electric planning has been built by creating 7 

Electric and Gas Work and Investment Management departments.56 That the Company has begun 8 

some inter-operating organization coordination is encouraging, but the departments still appear to 9 

be working in an environment of distinct functions split by gas and electric service.57  10 

Q: What are the benefits of integrated gas-electric planning?  11 

A: According to the LBNL Planning Report, the benefits of integrated gas-electric planning 12 

include: lower overall energy system costs, improved reliability and resilience for the overall 13 

energy system, more transparency and improved trust in utility decision-making, improved equity 14 

in decision-making and cost allocation, reduced administrative burden both inside and outside the 15 

organization, and more cost-effective compliance with regulations.58  16 

Though these benefits are generally stated, in the context of the Company’s conforming its 17 

decision-making with the Act on Climate and the findings of the Future of Gas Technical Report, 18 

these process benefits will be critical to systematically drive down the costs of the building 19 

decarbonization transition. It is also worth emphasizing that integrated energy planning reduces 20 

administrative burden on the PUC and stakeholders by cutting down on duplicative processes 21 

across the gas and electric operational organizations. 22 

Q: Are there challenges to integrated energy planning? 23 

A: Yes, there are challenges any time systems in operation must change.   24 

Q: Can you speak to some of the challenges? 25 

 
56 RIE-5 at 161-162 
57 See Id. at 156-57 
58 LeBel et al., Opportunities for Integrating Electric and Gas Planning, at 11  
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A: As I have explained above, gas and electric planning processes have been built siloed because 1 

there was previously no need to do otherwise. Fundamentally, gas planning does not currently 2 

account for electric system costs and vice versa, reducing total system cost-effectiveness.59  3 

The challenges to integrated energy planning are potentially substantial. Engineering coordination 4 

between the two operations organizations, including sharing critical system and customer 5 

information, is a process barrier. To illustrate: “a gas utility‘s lack of visibility into electric system 6 

headroom makes it difficult to judge whether electrification is a viable alternative to gas system 7 

investments.”60 Organizational siloing has been found to inhibit efficiency in operations across 8 

siloes in utilities, and addressing this is likely to require significant organizational leadership.61 9 

Relatedly, reconciling the uncoordinated assumptions and data inputs that the gas and the electric 10 

operations organizations respectively use in their modelling will be a challenge, but aligning 11 

planning forecasts and assumptions would be critical. It is important also that both the gas and 12 

electric operational organizations recognize that the electric operational organization will shift to 13 

become the primary engine of system growth and allot responsibility accordingly, as “[g]as 14 

throughput declines between 45-95% across scenarios, primarily as a result of efficiency and 15 

electrification.”62  16 

These are tasks easier said than done, however the barriers are worth overcoming to gain the 17 

efficiency, cost and emissions reductions benefits unlocked by integrated energy planning, 18 

particularly in the current affordability crisis and under the emissions reductions requirement in 19 

statute and considered in the Commission’s Future of Gas proceeding. 20 

Q: What are your recommendations with respect to how RIE should incorporate integrated 21 

gas-electric planning into its processes? 22 

A: Coordinated and comprehensive planning between the electric and gas operations organizations 23 

is needed to facilitate the statutorily mandated energy transition and provide least cost energy 24 

 
59 Id. at 13 
60 Id. at 12 
61 Gary Dell, Breaking Organizational Silos: Removing Barriers to Exceptional Performance, 97 J. Am. Water 
Works Ass'n 58 (2005), https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1551-8833.2005.tb10902.x 
62 FOG Technical Report at 6 
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services to the Company’s customers. Evaluation of any proposed investments must take place in 1 

the context of the joint electric and gas system planning.  2 

I recommend the PUC require the Company to begin designing a process for integrated gas-electric 3 

planning, as both the gas and electric operations organizations continue to indicate a need for 4 

continued and increasing investment without adequately evaluating the cost-saving benefits of 5 

planning integration.  6 

The consolidation of departments on both the gas and electric sides under the Company’s new 7 

ownership indicates that there is leadership-level cognizance of the value of breaking down siloes 8 

in improving efficiency of operations.63,64  A similar move to consolidate energy planning as a joint 9 

gas-electric functionality would not just magnify the benefits Ms. Leone lists (i.e., “streamlined 10 

processes, enhanced planning integration, more efficient and effective communications, and 11 

deeper collaboration across departments”), but would also bring the Company closer to compliance 12 

with the decarbonization requirements of the Act on Climate at a lower cost to ratepayers.  13 

To help internalize the Act on Climate into its decision-making, the Company should integrate its 14 

operational organizations such that the gas side is providing regular feedback to the electric side 15 

regarding where additional electric load is forecasted to appear due to beneficial electrification of 16 

gas system load, and the electric side is providing regular feedback to the gas side about where 17 

electric distribution system headroom is increasing, potentially enabling additional NPAs. Then, 18 

the two organizations should coordinate to manage the system needs of that electrification. This 19 

could include establishing and managing an NPA framework and plan, and utilizing the Segment 20 

Decommissioning Framework as it is ultimately approved.  21 

Operationally, this should involve coordinated data exchange, including overlapping mapping of 22 

current system needs and forecasted system needs, to provide a locational and a temporal basis for 23 

planning. The Commission must know both where any overlapping benefits are and when they 24 

might appear in order to determine that investments are prudently made in accordance with the 25 

Act on Climate.  This mapping should be done in the context of the Future of Gas Docket. 26 

 
63 RIE-5 at 160 
64 RIE-4, Pre-Filed Direct Testimony of Witness Castro at 112 
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Advance notice from integrated energy planning of increasing electric load is critical for the 1 

Company to be able to plan for a least cost system. Without this holistic view into system planning, 2 

the Company will be forced to rely more heavily on reactive electrical upgrades to accommodate 3 

beneficial electrification while also continuing to grow its dual energy system, increasing stranded 4 

asset risk and associated costs to ratepayers. Indeed, according to the Future of Gas Technical 5 

Report: “if RIE could avoid up to 50% of capital replacements through targeted electrification, 6 

annual costs of the system could be reduced by up to 35% by 2050, while reducing potentially 7 

unrecovered rate base to $1.5 billion.”65 This $1.5B figure under the managed transition is in 8 

comparison to the total modeled unrecovered rate base in 2050 of $2.6B in the “unmanaged” 9 

transition.66  10 

VI. Elimination of Line Extension Allowances 11 

Q: Describe your recommendation in brief. 12 

A: I recommend the Commission order the Company to revise its Service and Main Extension 13 

Policy Tariff Sheets to eliminate ratepayer subsidies for new customer connections unless the 14 

customer can show there is no technically feasible available alternative source of energy.  15 

Q: Can you describe Narragansett Gas’ current Line Extension allowance Policy? 16 

A: Book 18 of RIE’s Direct Case contains the marked tariff for Narragansett Gas, Section 8 of 17 

which pertains to Service and Main Extension Policy. In brief, the Company currently will install 18 

a service or a main to provide natural gas service to a new customer at no cost to the customer, 19 

unless the Company finds that the “estimated revenue derived from gas service at the applicable 20 

rates will be insufficient to warrant such expenditures,” in which case, “the Company will require 21 

the Customer to pay the whole or part of such expenditures.”67 To determine the cost to the 22 

customer, the Company will perform a cash flow and NPV analysis.68 This mechanism is 23 

substantially similar for all customers, even though there are multiple Schedules in the Tariff 24 

covering this topic. 25 

 
65 FOG Technical Report at 8 
66 FOG Technical Report, at 111  
67 RIE-17, Section 8, Schedule A, Sheet 3 
68 Id.  
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In order to provide connection of service at no cost to the connecting customer, the Company 1 

spreads the cost of the connection over the rest of its customer base, borrowing from current 2 

customers on the basis that the new connection will pay for itself over its lifetime and spread some 3 

portion of the fixed costs of the system over additional therms, which benefits ratepayers under a 4 

system growth scenario. RIE’s Service and Main Extension Policy allows new customers to be 5 

connected via subsidies from existing customers. These types of policies are widely referred to as 6 

Line Extension Allowances (LEAs).  7 

Several states have performed studies and found that ratepayers annually pay millions or hundreds 8 

of millions of dollars in LEAs.69 Analyses done in neighboring New York70 and Massachusetts71 9 

found that line extension allowances cost ratepayers respectively $200 million and $160 million 10 

annually, though Rhode Island is both geographically and demographically smaller than its 11 

neighbors.  12 

Q: Can you provide more details on what you recommend in the alternative? 13 

A: While the Company includes some revisions to its Gas Service and Main Extension Policy in 14 

Book 18, they are largely administrative and do not alter the underlying subsidies. It is clear from 15 

the limited set of revisions proposed that the Company has not grappled with the costs of 16 

continuing its current policy while also reasonably planning for the Act on Climate. The argument 17 

for ratepayer subsidized LEAs is much degraded under a framework of managed gas transition 18 

and co-optimized gas and electric rates that aims to wind down the gas system to comply with the 19 

Act on Climate.72   20 

In a decreasing gas use environment, as is needed to comply with the Act on Climate, gas 21 

ratepayers are not better off spreading the fixed system costs to more therms by adding customers.  22 

The underlying rationale for this approach requires an assumption of long-term value to existing 23 

customers. If that long-term value is no longer applicable—which, given the requirements of the 24 

 
69 Mike Henchen & Joe Dammel, Cutting These Subsidies Could Save States Millions of Dollars, Rocky Mountain 
Inst. (Aug. 27, 2025), https://rmi.org/cutting-gas-system-subsidies-could-save-states-millions-of-dollars/ 
70 Rocky Mountain Institute, New York Spends Millions on Subsidized Gas Line Extensions (Dec. 2022), 
https://rmi.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/12/new_york_subsidized_gasline_extensions.pdf 
71 Michael J. Walsh, Pipeline Extension Allowances and the Future of Gas in Massachusetts, Technical Comment of 
Conservation Law Foundation, Environmental Defense Fund, and Sierra Club, D.P.U. 20-80 (Mass. Dep't of Pub. 
Utils. Oct. 7, 2024) 
72 Future of Gas Technical Report, Table 11, page 87 
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Act on Climate, it is not—then continuing these ratepayer-backed subsidies is both irresponsible 1 

and imprudent.   2 

I recommend that the Narragansett Gas Tariff Section 8, Schedules A through C be additionally 3 

revised to eliminate the estimated revenue test entirely. Rather, the connecting customer should be 4 

obligated to pay the cost of the connection regardless of potential for Company revenue, unless 5 

the customer can provide an affirmative demonstration that there is no technically feasible 6 

alternative energy source for the customer’s particular circumstance. For reference, the MA DPU 7 

released an Interlocutory Order on Policies and Practices for Line Extension Allowances (LEAs) 8 

and Contributions in Aid of Construction For Gas Local Distribution Companies that similarly 9 

found: “…each [gas utility] shall require a customer seeking an extension for new gas service to 10 

pay for the entire cost of connecting to the existing distribution system, unless such customer can 11 

demonstrate that it has no technically feasible alternative to the use of natural gas, including 12 

electrification.”73 Such a change immediately reduces costs to the Company’s existing ratepayers 13 

by eliminating the broad-based subsidization of growing Rhode Island’s gas system while aligning 14 

RIE’s incentives more closely with the Act on Climate.  15 

Similar revisions to LEA policies have been legislatively or regulatorily adopted across the 16 

country, sometimes including limited exceptions under which LEAs may still be appropriate.74   17 

VII. Conclusion 18 

 
73 Investigation by the Dep't of Pub. Utilities on its Own Motion into the Role of Gas Local Distribution Cos. as the 
Commonwealth Achieves its Target 2050 Climate Goals, D.P.U. 20-80-E, Interlocutory Order on Policies and 
Practices for Line Extension Allowances and Contributions in Aid of Construction for Gas Local Distribution 
Companies (Mass. Dep't of Pub. Utilities Aug. 8, 2025) at 17 
74 Colorado and New York adopted legislation directing the elimination of line extension allowances. See An Act 
Concerning the Public Utilities Commission's Regulation of Energy Utilities, S.B. 23-291, 74th Gen. Assemb., 1st 
Reg. Sess. (Colo. 2023) (codified at Colo. Rev. Stat. §§ 40-2-139, 40-3-102.5, 40-3-114, 40-3-120, 40-3-121, 40-
3.2-104.3 to -104.6 (2023)); An Act to Amend the Public Service Law, in Relation to the Provision of Gas Service to 
New Customers, A. 8888, 2025-2026 Reg. Sess. (N.Y. 2025). Regulators in California, Washington, and Oregon 
eliminated or largely eliminated LEAs. See Order Instituting Rulemaking Regarding Building Decarbonization, 
Rulemaking 19-01-011, Decision 23-12-037 (Cal. Pub. Utils. Comm'n Dec. 21, 2023); Wash. Utils. & Transp. 
Comm'n, State Regulators Approve New Rates for Cascade Natural Gas (2025), 
https://www.utc.wa.gov/news/2025/state-regulators-approve-new-rates-cascade-natural-gas; In the Matter of Avista 
Corp., dba Avista Utilities, Request for a General Rate Revision, Docket No. UG 461, Order No. 23-384 (Or. Pub. 
Utils. Comm'n Oct. 26, 2023). In Maryland and Massachusetts, regulators have indicated they intend to largely 
eliminate LEAs in ongoing proceedings. See Petition of the Office of People's Counsel for Near-Term, Priority 
Actions and Comprehensive, Long-Term Planning for Maryland's Gas Cos., Case No. 9707, Order No. 91683 (Md. 
Pub. Serv. Comm'n June 13, 2025); D.P.U. 20-80-E, Interlocutory Order (Mass. Dep't Pub. Utils.). 
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Q: Please summarize your testimony and provide a succinct assessment of the Company’s 1 

consideration of the Act on Climate. 2 

A:   The necessary transition of the gas distribution system will be costly, but certain pathways to 3 

compliance are more costly than others. In particular, the transition will become more costly the 4 

longer it is delayed. The Company failed to demonstrate that its gas distribution-related capital 5 

expenses outside of the ISR Plan process are at all aligned with the Act on Climate, which the 6 

Commission must consider in determining prudence. 7 

To begin harmonizing the Company’s processes with the Act on Climate, I recommend the 8 

Commission seriously consider whether disallowances are appropriate with respect to the 9 

Company’s non-ISR Plan gas infrastructure work. I also recommend the Commission order RIE 10 

to incorporate integrated gas-electric planning, which may include some level of NPA evaluation 11 

or application of the Segment Decommissioning Framework, once approved by the Commission, 12 

and to eliminate the Company’s current reliance on Service and Main Extension Allowances for 13 

subsidizing new customer attachment to, and thus the continued unexamined growth of, the gas 14 

distribution system.   15 
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Benjamin P. Butterworth 
bbutterworth@acadiacenter.org 

_________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
 
Director, Climate, Energy and Equity Analysis  
 Acadia Center, Boston, MA                                               Jul. 2021 – present  

 Lead Acadia Center’s Climate, Energy and Equity Analysis Initiative that leverages research, 
data, and analysis to inform and articulate the organization’s policy positions on a wide 
array of energy topics including energy efficiency, thermal decarbonization, alternative fuels, 
gas system transition planning, greenhouse gas quantification, and decarbonization scenario 
analysis.   

 Serve as lead for the organization’s Regional Beyond Gas Initiative, a role that includes 
technical review, critique, and analysis of modeling studies investigating decarbonization 
pathways for the natural gas transmission and distribution system in the northeast (e.g., RI 
PUC docket 22-01-NG, MA DPU docket 20-80).  

 Directly connect technical analysis to advocacy work through internal collaboration with 
Acadia Center’s state-level Directors, external collaboration with peer environmental 
advocacy organizations, delivery of oral and written testimony in various public forums, and 
development of public-facing reports and briefs.  

 
Senior Associate 
 Cadmus Group, Boston, MA                       Feb. 2020 – Mar. 2021 

 Develop strategy and policy solutions to diverse range of climate and energy challenges for 
state and local governments, businesses, and nonprofits. 

 Provide technical guidance on areas including building decarbonization, transportation 
electrification, greenhouse gas quantification, renewable energy procurement, scenario 
analysis, and mitigation impact potential. 

 
Senior Consultant 
 DNV, Medford, MA                         Oct. 2014 – Feb. 2020 

 Provided energy and climate policy technical assistance to local government, corporate, and 
community choice aggregation clients, including development and evaluation of state and 
municipal energy policies  
 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
EDUCATION 
 
Yale School of Forestry and Environmental Studies, New Haven, CT 

 Master of Environmental Management, focus area of Energy and Climate Policy, May 2014 
Trinity College, Hartford, CT 

 B.S. with Honors in Environmental Science, May 2008 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
SELECT PROJECT EXPERIENCE 
 

 Rhode Island PUC 22-01-NG “Future of Gas Proceeding”: Represented Acadia Center in 
the PUC’s “Future of Gas” Investigation, where I served as a member of both the 
investigation’s Stakeholder Committee and the investigation’s Technical Working Group. I 
presented to the PUC at the “Future of Gas” Investigation Technical Conference in February 
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2023. I also served as lead author of several sets of detailed comments during the Future of 
Gas stakeholder process, including:  

 March 2024 comments on RI FOG Technical Analysis Draft Results: 
https://acadiacenter.org/resource/acadia-center-comments-in-response-to-rhode-
island-future-of-gas-technical-analysis-draft-results/ 

 October 2024 comments on RI FOG Policy Report Outline: 
https://acadiacenter.org/resource/acadia-center-comments-in-response-to-rhode-
island-future-of-gas-policy-report-outline/ 

 August 2023 comments on RI FOG Scenario Design Proposal: 
https://acadiacenter.org/resource/acadia-center-provides-comments-and-
recommendations-on-the-rhode-island-future-of-gas-scenario-design-proposal/ 
 

 Massachusetts DPU 20-80 “Future of Gas” Proceeding: Served as technical lead for Acadia 
Center responsible for reviewing, analyzing, and critiquing analysis conducted by the local 
distribution companies’ consultant related to decarbonization pathways for the gas system 
in Massachusetts. Analysis and comments focused on a wide variety of modeling 
assumptions related to cost, supply, and technical feasibility of transitioning to a system 
heavily reliant on alternative fuels including hydrogen, renewable natural gas (RNG), and 
synthetic natural gas (SNG). Served as lead author on several rounds of technical comments 
directed at both the LDCs’ consultants and the Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities, 
including:  

 May 2022 comments on MA FOG Alternative Regulatory Proposals: 
https://acadiacenter.org/resource/acadia-center-comments-on-alternative-regulatory-
proposals-in-dpu-20-80-future-of-gas/ 

 October 2022 final comments on MA FOG: https://acadiacenter.org/resource/acadia-
centers-final-comments-in-dpu-20-80-future-of-gas/ 
 

 Rhode Island 2025 Climate Strategy: I represented Acadia Center at a number of 
stakeholder meetings during the developmental phases of the 2025 Rhode Island Climate 
Strategy and served as lead author on December 2025 comments responding to the final 
draft version of the plan provided to stakeholders: 
https://acadiacenter.org/resource/comments-on-rhode-islands-2025-climate-action-
strategy-executive-summary/ 
 

 Rhode Island 2022 Climate Update: In collaboration with the Rhode Island Department of 
Environmental Management, I developed a customized scenario using the Rhode Island 
Energy Policy Simulator to provide high-level decarbonization analysis based on a select set 
of key actions identified in the 2022 Climate Update and approximate the potential of these 
actions to assist the state in achieving Rhode Island’s overarching climate mandates 
established by the Act on Climate: https://acadiacenter.wpenginepowered.com/wp-
content/uploads/2023/02/RI_EPS_ResearchNote_2_2_23_Final_V2.pdf 
 

 MA DPU 22-32 Petition of Liberty Utilities Corp. for Review and Approval of an 
Agreement to Purchase Renewable Natural Gas from Fall River RNG LLC and of the 
Liberty RNG Program: Provided July 2022 direct testimony to the Massachusetts DPU 
covering topics,  including flaws in the Future of Gas analysis, alternative uses of landfill gas, 
the benefits of using landfill gas in a combined heat and power arrangement: 
https://fileservice.eea.comacloud.net/V3.1.0/FileService.Api/file/geiijcce?zDuH+x+3bnDIva
02aVq/VMEmiDhMBXK0ednWT8WFP5Ok9v9pxUxyG6LkaCeWBSjqbmMlNqhcSkxPf0qUr1g
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ASPKrYE1qejvebf677PtCVStUdHoHpEGELGLGjR+ZpYgt 
 

 Massachusetts Non-Pipes Alternative (NPA) Framework: I represented Acadia Center as 
a member of the NPA Framework Working Group and Technical Subcommittee, including 
serving as lead author of February 2024 comments responding to the Draft NPA Framework 
developed by the local distribution companies: https://acadiacenter.org/resource/acadia-
center-comments-in-response-to-massachusetts-draft-non-gas-pipeline-alternatives-npa-
framework/ 
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