
The Narragansett Electric Company  
d/b/a Rhode Island Energy 

APPLICATION FOR APPROVAL 
OF A CHANGE IN ELECTRIC AND  
GAS BASE DISTRIBUTION RATES

Rebuttal Testimony of:

David Moreira

Topics: Gas Line Extension Policy and  
EVSE Rate 

Book 6 of 20

May 11, 2026 

Submitted to:     
Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission 
Docket No. 25-45-GE 

Submitted by:  



R
eb

u
tta

l T
estim

o
n

y
o

f

D
a

vid
 M

o
reira



THE NARRAGANSETT ELECTRIC COMPANY 
        d/b/a RHODE ISLAND ENERGY 

RIPUC Docket No. 25-45-GE 
Rebuttal Testimony 

Witness:  Moreira 
              

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PRE-FILED REBUTTAL TESTIMONY 
 
 

OF 
 
 

DAVID MOREIRA 
 

Topics: Gas Line Extension Policy and  
EVSE Rate 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

May 11, 2026 
 

RIE-95

1



THE NARRAGANSETT ELECTRIC COMPANY 
d/b/a RHODE ISLAND ENERGY 

RIPUC Docket No. 25-45-GE 
Rebuttal Testimony 

Witness:  Moreira 

   
 

 

SUMMARY 

 
David Moreira is the Company’s Director, Customer Programs and Connections, Rhode Island. 

His rebuttal testimony presents the Company’s position in response to arguments advanced in the 

direct testimony of Benjamin Butterworth on behalf of the Rhode Island Attorney General and 

Michael Jay Walsh, Ph.D. on behalf of the Conservation Law Foundation. Mr. Moreira explains 

that the Company’s gas line extension policy is fit for purpose, reflects policy and market 

conditions affecting gas use, and is consistent with Rhode Island’s Act on Climate. 
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I. Introduction and Qualifications  1 

Q. Please state your full name and business address.   2 

A. My name is David Moreira, and my business address is 280 Melrose Street, Providence, 3 

Rhode Island 02907. 4 

 5 

Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity?   6 

A. I am employed by Rhode Island Energy, which is a subsidiary of PPL, as Director, 7 

Customer Programs and Connections, Rhode Island. In this role, I lead the teams 8 

responsible for the strategy and execution of the Company’s programs. In Connections, I 9 

lead the electric and gas teams responsible for service initiation and end‑to‑end project 10 

management throughout the construction lifecycle. 11 

 12 

Q. Please describe your professional background and experience. 13 

A. I received a Bachelor of Science degree in Electrical and Computer Engineering from 14 

Northeastern University, with a minor in Power Control Systems. I began my career with 15 

the Company in October 2001, at which time the Company was controlled by National 16 

Grid USA. I was initially employed as an Operations Engineer in the Engineering 17 

Department, where my responsibilities included electric project design, load relief 18 

analysis, and feeder conversions. I subsequently advanced through a series of roles, with 19 

increasing responsibility, within Customer Operations, including positions supporting gas 20 

and electric connections, key account management, and energy efficiency. My experience 21 

also includes regional leadership roles with National Grid overseeing energy efficiency 22 
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programs across New England and New York, culminating in my role as Director of 1 

Large Customer Sales for the New England and New York regions. Following the 2 

Acquisition, I continued with the Company as part of Rhode Island Energy and assumed 3 

the role of Head of Customer Programs and Connections effective May 25, 2022. Prior to 4 

initially joining the Company in 2001, I worked as a site supervisor for civil engineering 5 

firms in Rhode Island, with responsibilities focused on surveying, duct and drainage 6 

design, and highway drainage systems. 7 

 8 

Q. Have you previously testified before the Commission? 9 

A. Yes. I testified before the Commission in Docket Nos. 22-33-EE and 23-35-EE related to 10 

the 2023 and 2024-2026 Energy Efficiency Plans, as well as in Docket No. 4846, 2019 11 

Distribution Adjustment Clause Filing, on the subject of the 2018 Advanced Gas 12 

Technologies Program.  13 

 14 

II. Purpose and Organization of Rebuttal Testimony 15 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony?   16 

A. The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to present the Company’s position in response to 17 

arguments and positions advanced in the direct testimony of Benjamin Butterworth on 18 

behalf of the Rhode Island Attorney General (“RIAG”) and Michael Jay Walsh, Ph.D. on 19 

behalf of the Conservation Law Foundation (“CLF”). Specifically, I address their claims 20 

that the Company’s gas line extension policy is not fit for purpose because the economic 21 

test used to calculate extension allowances overstates expected revenues from customers 22 
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and understates contributions in aid of construction (“CIAC”), does not reflect policy and 1 

market conditions affecting gas use, and is inconsistent with Rhode Island’s Act on 2 

Climate.  3 

 4 

Q. How is your rebuttal testimony organized?  5 

A. Section I of my rebuttal testimony provides an introduction and background information. 6 

Section II discusses the purpose and organization of my rebuttal testimony. Section III 7 

expands on the Company’s current gas line extension policy and its appropriateness as it 8 

relates to current market conditions. Section IV explains that the gas line extension policy 9 

does not subsidize natural gas or create an incentive for natural gas over other energy 10 

sources. Section V argues that this general rate case docket is not the appropriate 11 

proceeding in which to consider systematic changes to gas line extension policy. Section 12 

VI explains that Dr. Walsh’s and Mr. Butterworth’s recommendations would exacerbate 13 

affordability issues for the Company’s customers. Section VII is the conclusion. 14 

 15 

III. The Company’s Line Extension Policy and Economic Test are Appropriate and “Fit 16 

for Purpose”  17 

Q. Dr. Walsh claims that the Company’s current gas line extension policy and line 18 

extension economic test are no longer appropriate or “fit for purpose.” Does the 19 

Company agree with this claim?   20 

A. No. The Company disagrees with Dr. Walsh’s criticism of the Company’s gas line 21 

extension policy and line extension economic test. The Natural Gas Service and Main 22 
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Extension Policy under RIPUC NG-GAS-No. 101B, Section 8 is appropriate and should 1 

not be modified at this time. At its core, Rhode Island Energy’s gas line extension policy 2 

reflects the long-standing principle that customers who cause costs should bear those 3 

costs, while customers who do not benefit from costs should not subsidize them. In 4 

practice this means that: 5 

 Existing customers have already paid for the embedded gas distribution system 6 

through rates; 7 

 New line extensions represent incremental investments driven by incremental 8 

customers; and 9 

 Without Contribution in Aid of Construction (“CIAC”) parameters, those 10 

incremental costs would be socialized, shifting financial risk from new customers 11 

to existing customers. 12 

Rhode Island Energy’s gas line extension policy strikes an appropriate balance by:  13 

 Providing line extension allowances based on expected system revenues from new 14 

customers; and 15 

 Requiring a CIAC payment only when projected revenues are insufficient to 16 

justify the investment over the defined economic life. 17 

 18 

Q. Please describe the Company’s line extension policy as well as how the line extension 19 

economic test is utilized.  20 

A. For gas customers, RIPUC RIE-GAS-No. 101, Section 8 directs the Company to 21 

determine the customer’s CIAC payment. This process is applied to service and main line 22 
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extension projects to determine if the customer’s net present value of revenues does or 1 

does not exceed the project costs for connecting the new gas service. If it does not, then 2 

the customer must make a CIAC payment as a condition of connecting to the system to 3 

cover the difference between project costs and revenues. CIAC payments in Rhode Island 4 

are designed to protect existing gas customers by requiring new customers to pay the 5 

upfront costs of extending gas lines. This policy ensures that new expansions do not 6 

increase base distribution rates for existing ratepayers.  7 

 8 

Q. Dr. Walsh asserts that the line extension economic test shifts the financial risk of 9 

new connections to existing customers. What is your response to this assertion?   10 

A. The CIAC policy was developed with the express intent of protecting existing customers 11 

from financial risk attributable to new customers by leveraging the following 12 

mechanisms: 13 

 Cost Allocation: CIAC requires new customers to pay a portion—or sometimes 14 

all—of the costs to build new gas infrastructure. This prevents “cross-15 

subsidization,” where existing customers pay for the expansion of services they 16 

do not use. 17 

 Net Present Value (“NPV”) Methodology: Rhode Island Energy uses an NPV 18 

methodology, as regulated by the Commission, to evaluate whether a new line 19 

extension will result in incremental costs to existing customers. If the long-term 20 

revenue from a new customer does not cover the expansion cost, the applicant 21 

must make a CIAC payment. 22 
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 Rate Base Protection: By ensuring that the incremental cost to rate base is zero, 1 

CIAC payments avoid rate increases associated with new gas service connections 2 

for all customers. 3 

 Alternative Financing: When it is determined that a proposed line extension will 4 

result in incremental costs to existing customers, the Company requires the 5 

requesting customer to provide a CIAC payment to cover the difference between 6 

the cost to connect and the estimated revenues to be collected from the customer, 7 

thus ensuring that the new connection does not increase existing ratepayer bills. 8 

 9 

Q. Do any parameters in the gas consumption, cost, and financial inputs to the Gas Bill 10 

& Margin Calculator (“GBC”) and RI-G Contribution in Aid of Construction 11 

model requiring updating to reflect current conditions?  12 

A. Yes, certain gas consumption, cost, and financial inputs and assumptions established 13 

through the 2017 Rate Case do not reflect current conditions. For example, since that 14 

period inflation has increased significantly, resulting in materially higher construction 15 

costs (e.g., materials, labor, etc.). However, the long-standing principle that customers 16 

who cause costs should bear those costs, while customers who do not benefit should not 17 

subsidize them, remains reflected in the GBC and CIAC model today.  18 
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Q. Will these parameters be updated at the conclusion of this docket to reflect current 1 

conditions? 2 

A. Yes, upon the conclusion of this rate case the Company will update all parameters with 3 

relevant values. 4 

 5 

IV. The Company’s Line Extension Policy Does Not Create a Subsidy that Promotes 6 

Gas Over Other Heating Fuels 7 

Q. Dr. Walsh argues that the Company’s line extension allowance functions as a 8 

subsidy that directly promotes gas system expansion. How do you respond? 9 

A. The Company has a statutory obligation to provide safe and reliable service to all 10 

customers who request it, subject to applicable tariffs and regulatory requirements. This 11 

obligation is service‑driven and reactive in nature, not discretionary or promotional. 12 

Accordingly, the Company disagrees with Dr. Walsh’s assertion that it is seeking to 13 

expand or promote growth of its gas distribution system as a business strategy. The 14 

Company does not actively recruit new gas customers, does not market gas service to 15 

introduce new connections, and does not pursue system expansion for growth-related or 16 

revenue-driven purposes. Rather, any extensions of gas service occur solely in response 17 

to customer-initiated requests and are evaluated and constructed in accordance with 18 

Commission‑approved tariffs, cost responsibility requirements, and prudency standards. 19 
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Q. Is Dr. Walsh’s comparison of an allowance that “eliminates the upfront cost of a gas 1 

connection while the electric alternatives require full customer investment” a 2 

legitimate comparison? 3 

A. It is not. Dr. Walsh’s comparison ignores any potential connection cost or allowance 4 

incurred or received by a new residential customer connecting to the electric system, as 5 

determined by the Company’s Electric Line Extension Policy.1 In practice, the up-front 6 

cost to a new residential customer to connect to either the gas or electric distribution 7 

system is typically zero dollars as a result of line extension allowances being available 8 

under both the gas and electric line extension policies.  9 

 10 

V. The Rate Case is Not the Appropriate Forum for Considering Potential Reforms to 11 

the Companyʼs Line Extension Policy 12 

Q. At a high level, is the Company’s gas line extension policy consistent with the Act on 13 

Climate and Future of Gas Docket findings to date?  14 

A. The Company is committed to being a strong partner in achieving the Act on Climate 15 

mandates by 2050. The Company supports, and has been actively engaged in, the efforts 16 

to develop regulatory frameworks and strategies for implementing the Act on Climate 17 

requirements with respect to the gas distribution system through the Commission-18 

initiated Docket No. 22-01-NG (the “Future of Gas Docket”) and the 2025 Climate 19 

Action Strategy led by the Executive Climate Change Coordinating Council (“EC4”). At 20 

 
1 R.I.P.U.C. No. 2243, Policy 1, Line Extension Policy for Individual Residential Customers.  
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the same time, the Company has an obligation to provide safe and reliable gas service to 1 

its customers and must view the State’s decarbonization objectives through this lens. The 2 

Company attempts this by making investment and operational decisions related to the gas 3 

business that maintain the Company’s focus on safety and reliability while providing 4 

flexibility to respond to evolving regulatory, policy, and market conditions, including the 5 

Act on Climate.  6 

 7 

At present, the Company has an obligation to extend service to new natural gas customers 8 

upon customer request. Notably, the State’s strategies for achieving the Act on Climate 9 

mandates continue to evolve and mature. A climate policy strategy that preserves 10 

customer choice for reliable and affordable natural gas service along with flexibility for 11 

the future is thus compatible with the Act on Climate. 12 

 13 

Likewise, the Future of Gas docket continues to examine approaches to the gas system 14 

and has not issued any final conclusions. As Dr. Walsh noted in his testimony, the Future 15 

of Gas Docket’s Technical Analysis Report (“Technical Report”) modeled multiple 16 

scenarios designed to meet the requirements of the Act on Climate.2 The “Continued Use 17 

of Gas” scenario – a scenario that includes significant energy efficiency, electrification, 18 

and continued utilization of and investment in the gas distribution system – results in the 19 

lowest overall costs for customers regardless of whether they remain on the gas system or 20 

 
2 Michael J. Walsh, Pre-Filed Direct Testimony, Docket No. 25-45-GE, Exhibit MJW-2. 

RIE-95

12



THE NARRAGANSETT ELECTRIC COMPANY 
d/b/a RHODE ISLAND ENERGY 

RIPUC Docket No. 25-45-GE 
Witness:  Moreira 

Page 10 of 13 
   

 

 

convert to electric-based heating systems and appliances. The Technical Report’s findings 1 

demonstrate that continued investment in, and even growth of, the gas system can be 2 

compatible with achieving the Act on Climate mandates. It would be premature for the 3 

Company to overhaul its approach to gas line expenses before the issues raised in the 4 

Future of Gas docket have been resolved. 5 

 6 

Q. Is this base rate case the appropriate proceeding for addressing the potential 7 

reforms to the Company’s line extension policy posed by Dr. Walsh and 8 

Mr. Butterworth? 9 

A. The Future of Gas Docket is the appropriate docket to address concerns raised by Mr. 10 

Butterworth and Dr. Walsh in their direct testimonies pertaining to reforming the 11 

Company’s natural gas line extension policy. The recommendations posed by Mr. 12 

Butterworth and Dr. Walsh are premature and preempt the Commission’s forthcoming 13 

guidance in Future of Gas docket on the underlying issue of the future of the natural gas 14 

distribution system in light of the policy goals of the Act on Climate. Ongoing dialogue 15 

and debate on Future of Gas docket topics – including how gas line extensions and new 16 

connections are treated – should continue within the Future of Gas docket; consideration 17 

of these issues within the general rate case Docket No. 25-45-GE is both inappropriate 18 

and ill-timed. This is consistent with the regulatory approach being taken in 19 

Massachusetts, where potential gas line extensions reforms are being evaluated in the 20 

Commonwealth’s own future of gas proceeding, M.A. D.P.U. 20-80.  21 
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VI. Dr. Walsh’s Recommendations Would Further Exacerbate the Energy Affordability 1 

Challenges Faced by Rhode Islanders 2 

Q. Is Dr. Walsh’s proposal to eliminate the gas line extension allowance consistent with 3 

what the Company has seen with respect to gas customer growth and consumption?  4 

A. Customers continue to use and want natural gas as a cost-effective option for their energy 5 

needs. Creating an additional barrier to accessing gas service runs counter to clear 6 

customer preferences and would exacerbate the affordability challenge facing many 7 

Rhode Islanders. Additionally, policies and programs aimed at facilitating achievement of 8 

the mandated net carbon emissions reductions in the Act on Climate through equipment 9 

and building efficiency have not had a noticeable impact thus far on total gas demand or 10 

gas customer growth.3 For example, there remains significant uncertainty regarding the 11 

timing and magnitude of adoption with respect to heat pumps and any associated impact 12 

on total gas demand, particularly on the coldest days of the year, or gas customer growth. 13 

The Company’s analysis of the Clean Heat Rhode Island (“CHRI”) program also shows 14 

no changes to expected gas demand. Fewer than half of CHRI fund recipients have 15 

displaced natural gas heating with air-source heat pumps, and only about a quarter of 16 

those customers fully displaced natural gas heating. In design temperatures, the majority 17 

of CHRI fund recipients that have historically used natural gas will continue to 18 

significantly, if not entirely, use natural gas for heating.4 Additionally, the cumulative 19 

number of natural gas customers receiving CHRI funds represents only 0.7 percent of the 20 

 
3 Timothy A. Jones Direct Pre-Filed Testimony, Docket No. 25-22-NG, Page 15.  
4 Id. 
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Company’s residential customer base.5 As a result, the Company forecasts continued 1 

growth in natural gas demand.6  2 

 3 

Q. If adopted, would Dr. Walsh’s recommendations “level the playing field” for 4 

customers with respect to natural gas and electric heating options?  5 

A. No. Dr. Walsh’s proposal seeks to – artificially – achieve parity between the economics of 6 

heating with natural gas versus electric heat pumps by departing from a long-accepted 7 

and principled approach for allocating capital costs associated with new gas connections, 8 

one which is completely symmetric with the Company’s electric line extension cost 9 

allocation method. The outcome of CLF’s position would not “level the playing field” 10 

between gas and electric heating but instead impose a cost increase on customers wanting 11 

to join the gas system by eliminating the extension allowance while retaining the electric 12 

line extension allowance.  13 

 14 

Further, the cost of connecting to the gas or electric system has never been a determining 15 

factor between heating choices because most residential gas and electric connections are 16 

covered by allowances. The relevant price signals are the upfront and operating costs of 17 

the respective heating systems, which are wholly unrelated to electric or gas line 18 

extension allowances. It is inappropriate to try and bridge the roughly $19,000 gap 19 

between the average upfront cost of a cold-climate heat pump compared to a new, 20 

 
5 Id. 
6 Timothy A. Jones Pre-Filed Direct Testimony, Docket No. 25-45-GE, Schedules TAJ-17, 18 & 19. 
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efficient natural gas furnace7 by ratcheting up gas line extension costs by jettisoning long-1 

standing cost causation principles and allocation methods. The only certain outcome of 2 

eliminating the gas line extension allowance will be to make what is the lowest cost 3 

heating option to many, if not most, customers more expensive – it does not guarantee 4 

heat pump adoption, and it could even motivate the retention or installation of more oil 5 

heating systems, increasing emissions.  6 

 7 

VII. Conclusion 8 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 9 

A. Yes, it does. 10 

 
7 Rhode Island 2025 Climate Action Strategy Report, RI Executive Climate Change Coordinating Council, 
December 2025, Page 24. 
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