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PREFILED DIRECT TESTIMONY OF 

EDMUND RYAN 

ON BEHALF OF GREEN MOUNTAIN POWER 

Introduction 

Q1. Please state your name, address, and occupation. 1 

A1. My name is Edmund Ryan, and I am employed by Green Mountain Power as Controller. 2 

Q2. Please describe your educational and business background. 3 

A2. I received a master’s degree in Business Administration in 1992 from the University of 4 

Vermont.  I also hold a Bachelor of Arts degree from Castleton State College with a 5 

concentration in Accounting and have successfully passed the Vermont Certified Public 6 

Accountant and Certified Internal Auditor exams.  I have worked in the accounting field 7 

for over 30 years. 8 

Q3. Have you previously testified before the Public Utility Commission (“Commission” 9 

or “PUC”)? 10 

A3. Yes, I have provided testimony before the Commission in Docket Nos. 5701/5724, 5863, 11 

6120, 6300, 7162, 7191, 7210, 7612, 7660, 7770, 8190, 17-3112-INV, 18-0974-TF, 18-12 

1633-PET, 20-0276-PET, 19-3537-TF, and 19-3167-TF.  I have also presented testimony 13 

before the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission on behalf of Central Vermont 14 

Public Service Corporation’s (“CVPS”) former New Hampshire subsidiary, Connecticut 15 

Valley Electric Company (“CVEC”), in Docket DR 20 96-170, a petition for an increase 16 

in base rates by CVEC. 17 
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Q4. What is the purpose of your testimony in this case? 1 

A4. The purpose of my testimony is to describe the narrow modifications GMP is proposing 2 

to the collection and return periods for the quarterly Power Supply and Retail Revenue 3 

Adjustor (“Power Supply/Revenue Adjustor”) and the Exogenous Major Storm Adjustor 4 

(“Major Storm Adjuster”) under GMP’s MYRP, for purposes of providing greater rate 5 

stability for customers.  In addition to these permanent modifications, I also explain a 6 

one-time modification GMP is seeking to allow any nominal revenue sufficiency after 7 

review of FY21 base rates to flow through quarterly adjustments as an offset, rather than 8 

through base rates.  If these changes are approved, customers will see no change in base 9 

rates in FY21 and will see reduced future collections associated with these owed 10 

adjustors.  11 

Q5. To start, can you briefly explain GMP’s current Multi-Year Regulation Plan and 12 

how the quarterly adjustors work under the Plan?  13 

A5. Yes.  As the Commission is aware, GMP is currently operating under an MYRP approved 14 

by the Commission in Case No. 18-1633-PET on May 24, 2019.  The Plan was 15 

authorized under 30 V.S.A 218d following two traditional rate cases and a year-long 16 

review.  It establishes the process by which GMP will set rates for three years, 17 

commencing with the current 2020 Fiscal Year (“FY”).  The Plan combines a clear and 18 

transparent approach to lock a large percentage of costs for customers over its life, 19 

subject to certain exceptions, with reasonable mechanisms to track and adjust other 20 

variable costs.  The Plan therefore balances the desire for certainty in anticipated costs 21 

with the need for flexibility to confront the rapidly changing energy landscape.   22 
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To help accomplish these goals, the Plan includes several adjustor mechanisms, 1 

which are designed to track and true up costs associated with certain ongoing expenses 2 

necessary to provide service for customers.  These adjustors include, among others, the 3 

Power Supply/Revenue Adjustor and the Major Storms Adjustor.1  The Power 4 

Supply/Revenue Adjustor is designed to address power costs, taking into account changes 5 

in net power and transmission related costs, together with variances in retail sale volumes 6 

over each quarter.  GMP absorbs any Power Supply/Revenue Adjustor changes within an 7 

established “efficiency band,” plus 10% of any additional variance in Component B 8 

expenses, and then returns or collects remaining variances on a quarterly basis.  The 9 

Major Storms Adjustor tracks storm recovery costs for larger weather events, defined as 10 

storms requiring more than $1.2M in response expenses.  Presently, those costs are 11 

collected on a quarterly basis after GMP absorbs the first $1.2 million in annual Major 12 

Storm costs.  13 

These adjustors are currently measured quarterly, and reports on each adjustor are 14 

filed 30 days after the close of each quarter.  See MYRP at Section V(A) (Power 15 

Supply/Revenue) and V(B) (Exogenous Major Storm Changes).  The Power 16 

Supply/Revenue Adjustor automatically goes into effect in the second quarter following 17 

the measurement period, and the Major Storms Adjustor also goes into effect in the 18 

second quarter following the measurement period, unless otherwise ordered by the 19 

                                                 

1 The Plan also includes a Non-Storm Exogenous Change Adjustor, an Earning Sharing Adjustment Mechanism, a 
Merger Savings Adjustor, a Rate Smoothing Adjustor, and an Emerald Ash Borer Adjustor.  GMP is not proposing 
any changes to these adjustment mechanisms.  



Case No. 20-____-PET 
Petition to Modify GMP’s Multi-Year Regulation Plan 

Prefiled Direct Testimony of Edmund Ryan 
June 1, 2020 
Page 5 of 18 

 
Commission.  As presently designed, the default is that the total adjustment for each 1 

quarterly measurement period is returned or collected over a single quarter.  2 

 In this Petition GMP proposes to adjust the collection basis for the Power 3 

Supply/Revenue Adjustor and the Major Storms Adjustor to allow netting of the two 4 

adjustors; to change customers’ bills only when two consecutive quarterly net 5 

adjustments go in the same direction, collection or return; and to extend the 6 

return/collection periods by amortizing over twelve months rather than a quarter.  These 7 

changes will provide for fewer and more stable rate adjustments for customers over the 8 

course of the Plan. 9 

Q6. Can you summarize why GMP is proposing to change the adjustor return/collection 10 

period at this stage, and how the revised approach will work?  11 

A6. Yes.  In short, we are seeking this change to learn from what we have seen this fiscal year 12 

and to address circumstances that were not anticipated at the time the MYRP was 13 

designed and approved.  This is particularly important at this time, in order to provide 14 

customers greater rate stability in the face of the unexpected severe economic disruption 15 

caused by the current COVID-19 pandemic.   16 

GMP originally proposed the quarterly adjustment approach to provide lower 17 

stacked customer costs and quicker return or recovery over a shorter time period tied 18 

more closely to the triggering market or weather events.  This approach promised to 19 

reduce the lag between cost variances and true ups, to communicate to customers more 20 

effectively why recent events are causing bill adjustments, and to help address the 21 

significant stacking of costs observed under prior plans, which typically used annual 22 
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measurement and collection periods.  As outlined in Mr. Doug Smith’s testimony in the 1 

MYRP proceeding, GMP’s proposal was based on an analysis of historical adjustor data, 2 

to determine the potential scale of adjustments under the proposed quarterly approach.  3 

See Smith Prefiled Testimony at 42–43 (Case No. 18-1633-PET).   4 

This analysis did not attempt to net Major Storm costs, which have continued to 5 

be significant and more frequent, nor did it take into account the significant economic 6 

challenges and potential market turmoil our customers are now confronting in the current 7 

crisis.  While the concept of more moderate, but shorter-term, collections over a single 8 

quarter made sense at the time in response to the difficulties with the annual tracking we 9 

had previously seen, our brief experience this fiscal year coupled with the current 10 

economic circumstances makes us realize that separate quarterly adjustments for these 11 

items is not in customers’ best interests.   12 

As we have already seen in the first two reported quarters under the Plan, 13 

implementation of these separate regular quarterly adjustments can be extremely 14 

challenging.  The first quarterly adjustments (measurement period Q1 of FY2020 with a 15 

Q3 of FY2020 collection period) were caused by $4.6M in Major Storm costs (after GMP 16 

absorbed an additional $1.2M of Major Storm costs) and a relatively modest variance in 17 

Power Supply and Revenue forecasts of approximately $711,000, along with stacked 18 

prior power supply adjustments approved under expired plans of $1.26M (called the “Net 19 

Power Adjustor” in the Q1 FY2020 filing, Case No. 20-0399-TF).  In total, the Q1 20 

adjustments were approximately $5.4M (not including the Net Power Adjustor, which 21 

was proposed to be collected over a multi-year period). 22 
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These adjustments were due to go into effect April 1, 2020—just after Governor 1 

Scott’s Stay Home, Stay Safe order went into effect—and would have resulted in 2 

significant collection right at the time that customers—both business and residential— 3 

were experiencing the early impacts of the COVID-19 crisis.  GMP immediately took 4 

several steps to help customers, including a requested deferral of the first FY20 quarterly 5 

adjustors as well as the Net Power Adjustor.  The Commission granted that request on 6 

March 30, 2020 in Case No. 20-0399-TF.   7 

At the end of April, GMP reported the results of the second quarter of FY20, as 8 

required by the Plan.  This winter saw historically low power costs (primarily due to 9 

warmer weather, although the end of the quarter in March was also influenced by the 10 

developing pandemic), along with a one-time reimbursement from VELCO, due to a 11 

change in their depreciation schedules.  These conditions created a fairly substantial 12 

balance to return to customers—very close to being opposite of the result of the prior 13 

quarter.  This provided an opportunity to offset a significant portion of the deferred Q1 14 

customer collection; however, the present design of the MYRP does not allow for a 15 

netting of these offsetting adjustor amounts.  GMP moved for a temporary modification 16 

to the MYRP to authorize this offset (and defer the remainder).  The Department 17 

supported the motion, and the Commission approved the request on May 29, 2020.  See 18 

PUC Order on GMP Motion to Modify MYRP, Case No. 20-0399-TF (May 29, 2020). 19 

The modifications proposed in this Petition are informed by these experiences as 20 

well as by our understanding that the COVID-19 pandemic is likely to lead to equal or 21 

greater quarterly volatility in power costs and retails sales moving forward.  While we 22 
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have refreshed our power supply and revenue forecasts in the 2021 base rate filing that 1 

has been filed simultaneously with this Petition, that forecast—developed early in the 2 

COVID-19 crisis—does not and cannot accurately reflect the potential scenarios in load 3 

and cost variability we may see in the next several months, with a severe economic 4 

downturn of uncertain duration underway and a possibly surging and retreating virus.  5 

Q7. Can you give an overview of the solution GMP proposes to address these concerns? 6 

A7. As always, GMP’s goal is to provide as much rate stability as possible for customers, 7 

while limiting stacking costs into the future.  Taking what we have seen this year and 8 

these unexpected new circumstances into account, we believe there are a few narrow, 9 

common-sense modifications to the Plan that can help reduce the impact of volatility and 10 

provide better outcomes for customers.  These proposed changes focus on how and when 11 

variances are returned or collected.   12 

We still believe that measuring, calculating, and reporting Power Supply/Revenue 13 

Adjustor and Major Storms Adjustor variances on a quarterly basis is the right approach 14 

for timely and transparent communications of actual costs.  We do not propose to change 15 

our quarterly reporting.  However, we propose to implement adjustments only when the 16 

quarterly net variance of the Power Supply/Revenue Adjustor and the Major Storms 17 

Adjustor moves in the same direction—collection or return—for two quarters in a row.   18 

As described further below, on a quarterly basis, both adjustors will be netted 19 

against one another, and whenever the net quarterly balance for two successive quarters 20 

are in the same direction, a customer bill change will occur based upon the net adjustment 21 

through the end of the prior quarter, with the current quarter net balance being carried 22 



Case No. 20-____-PET 
Petition to Modify GMP’s Multi-Year Regulation Plan 

Prefiled Direct Testimony of Edmund Ryan 
June 1, 2020 
Page 9 of 18 

 
forward to the next quarter.  GMP will then use a 12-month collection or return period, 1 

instead of a quarterly period, providing for smaller, smoother, and less frequent 2 

adjustments for customers compared to the present approach.    3 

Q8. Can you explain GMP’s proposed modification in more detail?  4 

A8. Yes.  GMP’s revised approach would work as follows:  5 

 Step #1: As noted above, the quarterly measurement and reporting period for 6 

adjustors will stay the same.  GMP will calculate the Power Supply/Revenue 7 

Adjustor and the Major Storms Adjustor using the same methodology established 8 

in the Plan.  The results of these calculations will be reported in the same manner 9 

presently required by the Plan, namely 30 days after the end of each measurement 10 

period.    11 

 Step #2: The resulting quarterly Power Supply/Revenue Adjustor and the Major 12 

Storms Adjustor amounts will be netted into a single net quarterly adjustment.  13 

Since the two adjustors are being netted, it will no longer be possible to return or 14 

collect the Power Supply/Revenue Adjustor on a $/per kWh basis and the Major 15 

Storms Adjustor as a revenue surcharge percentage.  GMP is proposing to apply a 16 

revenue surcharge percentage to return or collect this net adjustor because the rate 17 

change is uniform across all customers in all rate classes and changes can be more 18 

clearly communicated to customers in terms of overall bill impact, a goal the 19 

Commission has indicated it prefers compared to the variable impacts caused by 20 

$/per kWh adjustments.  Power Supply/Revenue Adjustor variances will still be 21 

calculated and reported in the same manner each quarter, and the efficiency band 22 
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for this adjustor will be applied using the same methodology presently authorized 1 

under the Plan.2  2 

 Step #3: While the measurement and reporting period will remain the same, GMP 3 

will only implement a return or collection of the net quarterly adjustments 4 

determined in Step #2 if the quarterly net adjustment goes in the same direction 5 

for two quarters in a row.  When the current measurement quarter goes in the 6 

opposite direction from the prior quarter, the amounts for the two quarters will be 7 

netted against each other, and this net amount will be carried forward into the next 8 

quarter, booked as a regulatory asset or liability.  This amount will be held until 9 

the net quarterly adjustment goes in the same direction for two quarters in a row, 10 

at which point collection or return would commence for net quarterly adjustors 11 

deferred to the end of the prior measurement quarter.  12 

 Step #4: When a return or collection is implemented, the amount to be returned or 13 

collected will be amortized over a 12-month basis, not over a quarter as currently 14 

required under the Plan, and will go into effect on a bills-rendered basis beginning 15 

the second quarter after the triggering event quarter.   16 

                                                 

2 GMP will continue to exclude street lighting from any surcharge collections or returns associated with the Power 
Supply/Revenue Adjustor per the MYRP, by first calculating the Major Storm related costs assigned to this class 
prior to any netting, and then subtracting that amount from the revenue adjustment for all other customers.  
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Q9. Please provide an example of how this proposed new approach will work. 1 

A9. I have prepared Exhibit GMP-ER-1 as an example of how this proposed new approach 2 

will work.  The numbers contained in this example are for illustrative purposes only.  3 

Key points to consider as you review this exhibit are: 4 

 The Net Quarterly Adjustment for quarters Q1Y1 (cell F1), Q2Y1 (cell F2), and 5 

Q3Y1 (cell F3) do not go in the same direction for two consecutive quarters so 6 

the Net Quarterly Adjustment amounts are netted and carried forward (column 7 

G). 8 

 The Net Quarterly Adjustment for quarters Q3Y1 (cell F3) and Q4Y1 (cell F4) 9 

both go in the same direction triggering the recovery of the cumulative Net 10 

Quarterly Adjustments as of Q3Y1 (cell G3). 11 

 The Net Quarterly Adjustment for quarters Q4Y1 (cell F4) and Q1Y2 (cell F5) 12 

both go in the same direction triggering the recovery of cumulative Net 13 

Quarterly Adjustments as of Q4Y1 (cell G4) 14 

 The Net Quarterly Adjustment for quarters Q1Y2 (cell F5), Q2Y2 (cell F6), 15 

Q3Y2 (cell F7), and Q4Y2 (cell F8) do not go in the same direction for two 16 

consecutive quarters so the Net Quarterly Adjustment amounts are netted and 17 

carried forward (column G). 18 

At the end of the Plan, any net deferred balances not yet collected/returned to customers 19 

using this methodology will be addressed in a future regulation plan or rate filing. 20 
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Q10. Has GMP analyzed the impact of this potential approach, and if so, how does it 1 

compare to the current approach in the MYRP? 2 

A10. Yes, GMP evaluated the impact of this proposed approach by modeling several potential 3 

scenarios.  This modeling was informed by past experience in adjustor variances.  We 4 

used it to analyze the potential timing and scale of adjustments under both the existing 5 

method and our proposed modified approach.  As shown on Exhibit GMP-ER-2, this 6 

modeling indicates there will be smoother returns, less stacking of costs, less frequent 7 

adjustments, and better overall outcomes for customers under the modified adjustor 8 

approach compared to the current MYRP method.  This rate stability is particularly 9 

important with the recent COVID-19 impacts Vermonters are facing, which as noted 10 

above, will likely lead to greater volatility in quarterly adjustments if changes are not 11 

made to the current design.  12 

Q11. Did GMP consider any other alternative approaches for these adjustors?  If so, can 13 

you explain those alternatives and why they were not selected? 14 

A11. Yes.  GMP recognizes there is a range of potential options for handling the collection and 15 

return of these adjustments but believes the approach proposed in this Petition is best for 16 

customers under the current economic conditions.  GMP considered a number of different 17 

approaches as part of our analysis, looking for the best way to provide greater rate 18 

stability for customers in the current economic crisis, while limiting the risk of stacked 19 

costs, which could lead to greater rate changes in the future.  The alternatives GMP 20 

considered include: 21 
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 12-month review and return/collection periods for both adjustors, similar to prior 1 

regulation plans.  GMP does not believe this approach would be in our customers’ 2 

best interest.  Past experience with annual adjustments saw significant stacked 3 

costs for customers, and while the frequency of adjustment was lower, the overall 4 

annual changes were high and were not stable, resulting in the need to seek 5 

different amortization periods and exceptions to avoid poor customer outcomes.  6 

GMP is still carrying adjustor balances from prior plans because of the potential 7 

impact of implementing large single annual adjustments.  8 

 Measure and implement adjustors quarterly, as required under the Plan, using a 9 

rolling 12-month amortization period for returns/collections without adjustor 10 

offsets.  Modeling indicated that this approach would result in more frequent bill 11 

changes compared to the proposed solution, which would allow netting of 12 

offsetting amounts before any adjustment is made to customer bills.  Although the 13 

proposed solution could also create increasing regulatory balances in the event 14 

that quarters fluctuate back and forth between collection and return without full 15 

offsets, in practice this is unlikely to occur because Major Storms create only 16 

costs and never a return adjustment, thus creating a bias towards collections. 17 

 Given the fact that Major Storms only create collections, never returns, GMP also 18 

considered only revising the Power Supply/Revenue Adjustor collection period.  19 

This approach does not allow for netting the variances between the two adjustors 20 

and therefore would not address the overall customer impact issues.  It would be 21 

better for customers to allow netting of opposite adjustments to reduce the overall 22 
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scale and number of necessary adjustments under the Plan.  While the proposed 1 

approach does require converting the Power Supply/Revenue Adjustor to a 2 

common unit to allow netting, customers stand to benefit from this conversion 3 

through a simple and clear price signal on bills as opposed to competing adjustors 4 

expressed in different units creating variable customer impacts based upon class 5 

and usage.  Further, the differences between the basis of collection are minimal.3 6 

 Set a cap on the total amount collected or returned in any single period to avoid 7 

any significant one-time impact.  This has the potential to limit the overall impact 8 

in any quarter, but also risks building a larger uncollected amount with collections 9 

above the cap, thus stacking costs for future recovery periods.  Establishing the 10 

amount of the cap would also be hard to do prospectively, particularly in current 11 

changing economic conditions.  Overall, we felt the likelihood of any large one-12 

time collection is likely better addressed by allowing the proposed netting 13 

mechanism, in conjunction with the proposed 12-month amortization period in 14 

GMP’s proposed modification, without the need for a separate cap. 15 

On balance, after considering these different approaches, we believe the proposed 16 

approach will result in the best outcomes for customers over the term of the Plan.  GMP 17 

discussed the proposed approach, and various alternatives with the Department prior to 18 

filing.  We understand that the Department directionally supports finding a revised 19 

                                                 

3 See Exhibit GMP-ER-2 (noting difference between revenue surcharge approach versus per kWh approach).   
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approach to provide smoother rate adjustments for customers but may wish to further 1 

consider other possible approaches. 2 

Q12. Has GMP prepared a redline version of the Plan which shows the specific proposed 3 

changes? 4 

A12. Yes.   See Exhibit GMP-ER-3 (Redlined MYRP).  As noted in the exhibit, minor 5 

changes are needed in Section V of the Plan to update the description of the adjustors, 6 

and in Section VI to describe the return and collection process for these adjustors.  We 7 

have also slightly reorganized paragraphs in Section V and IV, so that Section V of the 8 

Plan describes all of adjustors and the relevant reporting/filing periods for each adjustor, 9 

and Section IV describes the approach for implementing any return or collection of the 10 

net Power Supply/Revenue and Major Storm adjustors.  If the Commission approves the 11 

proposed changes, GMP will filed an updated version of the Plan reflecting these 12 

changes, along with other minor changes in Attachment 5, which summarizes how the 13 

Power Supply/Revenue Adjustor is calculated, and Attachment 8 of the Plan which 14 

summarizes MYRP filing deadlines, in order to align these attachments with the final 15 

approved approach. 16 

Q13. Does the proposed revision to the adjustor return and collection periods impact the 17 

Commission’s conclusion in its May 24, 2019 Order that the MYRP satisfies all of 18 

the criteria for regulation plans under 30 V.S.A. § 218d? 19 

A13. No, it does not.  Rather, the revisions support the Commission’s conclusion that the Plan 20 

meets these criteria.  All of the key components of the MYRP the Commission referenced 21 
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in its original Order approving the MYRP under 30 V.S.A. § 218d—including, among 1 

other things, the fixed components of the Plan, the innovative programs, all adjustors, and 2 

the revenue sharing mechanism—will remain unchanged, with the exception of the 3 

method of collecting or returning any variances under the Power Supply/Revenue 4 

Adjustor and the Major Storms Adjustor.  See PUC Order of May 24, 2019, Case No. 18-5 

1633-PET.  With respect to these two adjustors, GMP’s proposal maintains the overall 6 

structure, measurement, and variance calculation methodologies for both adjustors as 7 

they relate to the Commission’s conclusions under the relevant criteria, and retains the 8 

balance of risk between GMP and customers.  This includes maintaining the efficiency 9 

band in the Power Supply/Revenue Adjustor and the $1.2 million annual deductible in the 10 

Major Storms Adjustor, which are acknowledged as important for ensuring least cost 11 

services and just and reasonable rates.  Overall, the changes proposed here will only 12 

further benefit customers by shifting somewhat more risk to GMP to carry regulatory 13 

balances, while providing more stable rates for customers over the course of the Plan 14 

compared to the current proposal.    15 

Q14. How will GMP handle customer notices related to the quarterly adjustments? 16 

A14. Consistent with the requirements of the Plan, GMP will provide customer notice of any 17 

adjustments under the Plan 30 days prior to implementation of any adjustments on 18 

customer bills.  The communication of changes associated with the adjustors will be 19 

simplified because the total amount can now be expressed in a single percentage change, 20 

rather than including separate descriptions for the Power Supply/ Revenue Adjustor 21 

(expressed on a kWh basis) and the Major Storms Adjustor (expressed on a revenue 22 
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surcharge basis).4  The dollar impact associated with each of these individual adjustors 1 

can still be distinguished on the notice, but a total combined percentage change now can 2 

give customers greater clarity on the exact change they will see on their bill.  While the 3 

two-quarter procedure proposed by GMP is somewhat more complex than other possible 4 

methods, it has the benefit of creating fewer possible collection periods and therefore 5 

fewer customer bill changes triggering notice.  If the Commission approves the proposed 6 

Plan modification, GMP proposes to file an example customer notice of these net 7 

adjustments as a compliance filing, so that the form of the notice is uniform and can be 8 

implemented quickly when a return or collection of the net adjustor is triggered. 9 

Q15. When would GMP propose to implement these requested changes? 10 

A15. If approved by the Commission, GMP would seek to implement the proposed changes 11 

starting with the third quarter (Q3) adjustors for Fiscal Year 2020, slated for reporting 12 

July 30, 2020, and collection or return starting October 1, 2020.  GMP therefore 13 

respectfully requests that the Commission establish a schedule which would allow for 14 

implementation of the revised adjustor mechanism by October 1, 2020.   15 

                                                 

4 This avoids the need for a representative example which provided an estimate for an average residential customer 
with a bill of a certain amount, which the Commission prefers to provide clarity for customers but has the effect, 
under the current Plan, of creating confusion when customers review their individual bills because of the different 
bases of collection/return and the variable impacts of the per kWh charge based upon customer usage. 
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Q16. You mentioned that GMP is also seeking approval to allow use of a small revenue 1 

sufficiency that would otherwise create a downward adjustment in the FY21 base 2 

rate to offset other adjustor collections for customers.  Can you please explain that 3 

waiver further? 4 

A16. Yes.  As outlined in GMP’s FY21 Annual Base Rate Filing, also filed June 1, 2020 in a 5 

separate tariff matter, GMP currently anticipates a revenue sufficiency in FY21 of 6 

approximately $346,000.  GMP proposes in this Petition that any final revenue 7 

sufficiency associated with the FY21 base rate filing, once the amount is finalized after 8 

review by the Department and approval by the Commission, be utilized to offset owed 9 

quarterly adjustments rather than flowing to base rates, in order to create greater bill 10 

stability and avoid the complexity of creating a very small base rate adjustment at the 11 

same time quarterly collections would be implemented.  This would result in customers 12 

seeing no base rate change at all in FY21, and at the same time would reduce total owed 13 

collections.  This approach is beneficial for customers because it is straightforward, 14 

promotes rate stability, and helps address stacked costs that otherwise would require 15 

collection.  GMP therefore respectfully requests that the Commission authorize the use of 16 

any revenue sufficiency found in the FY21 Annual Base Rate Filing to offset owed 17 

adjustors rather than flow to base rates, which would require waiver of Sections V and VI 18 

of the Plan for purposes of this one-time adjustment.  19 

Q17. Does this conclude your testimony? 20 

A17. Yes, at this time. 21 


