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OBJECTION OF 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 
TO OFFICE OF CONSUMER ADVOCATE’S 

MOTION FOR REHEARING 
 

 Pursuant to Rule Puc 203.07 (e), Public Service Company of New Hampshire 

(“PSNH”) hereby objects to the Office of Consumer Advocate’s (“OCA”) “Motion for 

Rehearing of Order No. 25,021” (the “OCA Motion for Rehearing”) dated November 4, 

2009.  The bases for this objection are that the OCA Motion for Rehearing (i) fails to 

state good reason for such rehearing as required by RSA 541:3 and (ii) fails to 

demonstrate that the decision or order complained of is unlawful or unreasonable as 

required by RSA 541:4.   

 

In support of this objection, PSNH states the following: 

 

 1.  In the OCA Motion for Rehearing, OCA argues that rehearing is warranted 

because the Commission has allegedly failed to find that PSNH’s financing request is 

consistent with the public good.  In particular, the OCA claims that the provision in RSA 

369:1 which reads, “approval shall extend to the amount of the issue authorized and the 

purpose or purposes to which the securities or the proceeds thereof are to be applied, and 

shall be subject to such reasonable terms and conditions as the commission may find to 

be necessary in the public interest;” requires the Commission to review in detail each and 

every capital expenditure for which a utility might use the proceeds of a financing that is 

subject to RSA Chapter 369 approval.  Such a reading of the law is incorrect and would 

lead to absurd results which would prevent this state’s utilities from rendering safe and 

reliable service in an economic manner. 
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2. The OCA Motion for Rehearing revisits for at least the third time issues that were 

already considered by the Commission.  The very same arguments contained in the OCA 

Motion for Rehearing were presented in the April 10, 2009 “Brief of the Office of 

Consumer Advocate” concerning the scope of the review required in this case, and again 

during the hearing in this docket held on August 11, 2009.  Transcript of, pp. 60-64, 67.  

Indeed, several significant substantive portions of the OCA Motion for Rehearing are 

taken substantially verbatim from the OCA’s earlier April 10 Brief.  Hence, the 

Commission has already twice before dealt with the issues contained in the OCA Motion 

for Rehearing: first in the “Order Defining Scope of the Proceeding” (Order No. 24,979 

dated June 19, 2009); and second in the “Order Approving Petition” (Order No. 25,021 

dated October 5, 2009).   

 

3. In Order No. 25,021 (the “Order,”) the Commission expressly noted the 

arguments made by OCA during the August 11, 2009 hearing, which have been repeated 

in the OCA Motion for Rehearing.  In the Order, the Commission acknowledged the 

statutory requirements set forth in RSA Chapter 369 for review and approval of a utility’s 

financing application.  Order at 11.  The Commission expressly noted that it had a duty to 

consider the purpose or purposes to which the proceeds are to be applied – the very issue 

complained of in the OCA Motion for Rehearing.  Id. 

 

4. The Order expressly discusses the Commission’s findings regarding this issue: 

We have reviewed the filing and determine that it is consistent with the 
public good to authorize PSNH to issue long-term financing for the 
reasons set forth in its petition, namely, to refinance existing short-term 
debt, finance anticipated capital expenditures and pay for issuance costs. 
Based upon the record, PSNH incurs short-term debt to fund working 
capital needs and pay capital expenditures, periodically issues long-term 
debt, and receives equity contributions from and makes dividend payments 
to its parent, NU, thereby allowing PSNH to maintain an appropriate 
capital structure. Further, identification of the various capital projects to be 
undertaken with these funds for the distribution, transmission and 
generation segments of PSNH’s business supports a finding that the  

2



 
-3- 

purposes, uses or objectives of the financing are reasonably required by 
PSNH to discharge its obligations as an electric utility. See Ex. 3 at 8-19 

 
Id. at 12. 

 

5.   The OCA Motion for Rehearing relies upon the Supreme Court’s decision in 

Appeal of Easton, 125 N.H. 205, 211 (1984).  In Easton, the court noted that “the PUC 

has a duty to determine whether, under all the circumstances, the financing is in the 

public good-a determination which includes considerations beyond the terms of the 

proposed borrowing.”  The Easton decision does not require the Commission to conduct 

an item-by-item review of each-and-every capital expenditure for which the proceeds of a 

utility financing may be used.   

 

6.  One of the best summaries of the Commission’s responsibility under Chapter 369 

appears in the court’s decision in Appeal of Conservation Law Foundation of New 

England, Inc.: 

The scope of the commission's responsibility rests upon the mandate of 
RSA 369:1 and :4, which require the commission's approval for the 
issuance of a utility's securities and which condition the granting of that 
approval on a finding that the amount and objects of the proposed 
financing will be in the “public good,” id., as being “reasonable taking all 
interests into consideration.” Grafton Etc. Co. v. State, 77 N.H. 539, 542, 
94 A. 193, 195 (1915). Thus, in Appeal of Easton, 125 N.H. at 205, 480 
A.2d at 88, we followed longstanding law in holding that a financing in 
the public good must be one “reasonably to be permitted under all the 
circumstances of the case.” **658 Id. at 212, 480 A.2d at 91 (quoting 
Grafton, supra, 77 N.H. at 540, 94 A. at 194). Accordingly, we 
emphasized that the express statutory concern for the public good 
comprises more than the terms and conditions of the financing itself and 
we held that the commission was obligated to determine whether the 
object of the financing was reasonably required for use in discharging a 
utility company's obligation, which is to provide safe and reliable service, 
id., 125 N.H. at 211, 480 A.2d at 90. Moreover, we specifically decided 
that the commission was obliged to determine whether the company's 
plans to accomplish that object were economically justified when 
measured against any adequate alternatives; and whether the capitalization 
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 resulting from the utility company's plans would be supportable. Id. at 
212-13, 480 A.2d at 91. 
 

Appeal of Conservation Law Foundation of New England, Inc.  127 N.H. 606, 614 

(1986). 

 
7. In Order No. 25,021, the Commission completely complied with all the 

requirements set forth by the court in Appeal of CLF. 

 

8. OCA asserts that the Commission failed to conduct an analysis of whether 

PSNH’s planned uses of the financing requested are economically justified compared to 

other options available.  OCA suggests that Easton may require project-specific financing 

applications in order for the requisite Commission review to be properly accomplished.  

A review of the contents of Hearing Exhibit 3 (which the Commission references in its 

Order at 12 and which is attached hereto as Attachment 1) demonstrates that the OCA’s 

suggestion is neither reasonable nor workable.  Exhibit 3 includes over 300 separate line 

items describing matters within PSNH’s construction budget for which the proceeds of 

the financing are intended to be used.  The filing of 300 individual “project financing” 

applications in order to determine whether PSNH’s planned use of the proceeds of the 

financing requested is economically justified compared to other options available would 

overwhelm the Commission as it deals with hundreds of dockets, within each of which 

OCA would have the Commission compare each capital expenditure with other options 

that may be available; would be more costly to PSNH’s customers; and would prevent 

PSNH from efficiently and swiftly accessing the capital markets.  The Commission had 

an adequate record before it and relied upon information in sufficient detail for it to 

perform its duty concerning this issue, including the testimony presented and the various 

exhibits entered into the record at hearing, when it approved PSNH’s financing 

application.  

 

9. Pursuant to RSA 541:3, the Commission may grant a rehearing when the motion 

states good reason for such relief.  Good reason may be shown by identifying specific 

matters that were either "overlooked or mistakenly conceived" by the deciding tribunal.  
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See Dumais v. State, 118, N.H. 309, 311 (1978) and Public Service Co. of New 

Hampshire, Docket No. DE 08-077, Order No. 24,982 (June 25, 2009), slip op. at 7.  As 

the OCA Motion for Rehearing asserts issues which have already been considered and 

ruled upon by the Commission twice before in this proceeding, it fails to raise specific 

matters that were either "overlooked or mistakenly conceived".  In addition, a successful 

motion does not merely reassert prior arguments and request a different outcome.  See 

Connecticut Valley Electric Co., 88 NH PUC 355, 356 (2003) and Public Service Co. of 

New Hampshire, Docket No. DE 07-108, Order No. 24,966 (May 1, 2009), slip op. at 5.  

As the OCA Motion for Rehearing reasserts prior arguments for the third time in this 

proceeding, requesting a different outcome than it received on the prior two occasions, its 

motion should be denied. 

 

 WHEREFORE, OCA has failed to state good reason for granting rehearing as 

required by RSA 541:3 and also failed to demonstrate that the decision or order 

complained of is unlawful or unreasonable as required by RSA 541:4; hence, PSNH 

respectfully requests that the Commission expeditiously deny OCA’s Motion for 

Rehearing. 

 

Respectfully submitted this 5th day of November, 2009. 
 
 
PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 
 
 
 
By:_____________________________________ 

Robert A. Bersak 
Assistant Secretary and Assistant General Counsel 
Bersara@PSNH.com 
 
Catherine E. Shively 
Senior Counsel 
Shivece@PSNH.com 
 
Public Service Company of New Hampshire 
780 N. Commercial Street 
Manchester, NH 03101-1134 
603-634-3355  
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I certify that on this 5th day of November, 2009,  
I caused PSNH’s Objection to Motion for Rehearing 

to be served pursuant to N.H. Code Admin. Rule Puc 203.11  
on the following service list: 

 
Executive.Director@puc.nh.gov 

alexandra.blackmore@us.ngrid.com 
desbiam@psnh.com 
eatongm@nu.com 
hallsr@psnh.com 

Ken.E.Traum@oca.nh.gov 
kkraushaar@clf.org 

matthews@gcglaw.com 
Meredith.A.Hatfield@oca.nh.gov 

mhoffer@clf.org 
nolinka@nu.com 

shivece@psnh.com 
theresa.burns@us.ngrid.com 

 

 

 
PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 
 
 
 
By:_____________________________________ 

Robert A. Bersak 
Assistant Secretary and Assistant General Counsel 
Public Service Company of New Hampshire 
780 N. Commercial Street 
Manchester, NH 03101-1134 
603-634-3355  
Bersara@PSNH.com 
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Attachment 1 

 

Hearing Exhibit 3 
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Docket No. DE 09-033 Data Request NSTF-01 Q-STAFF-017 Printed 11/04/2009 06:53:28 PM  Page 1 of 1

Filed on: 04/03/2009
Public Service Company of New Hampshire Data Request NSTF-01
Docket No. DE 09-033 Dated: 03/27/2009

Q-STAFF-017
Page 1 of 1

Witness: Randy A. Shoop
Request from: New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission Staff

Question:
Please explain why PSNH uses a more general approach to long-term debt financing rather than an 
approach of using project-specific financings.

Response:
PSNH, along with the majority of regulated utilities, uses a more general approach to long-term debt 
financing because the use of proceeds, terms and conditions, covenants and structure are not uniquely 
identifiable to a specific project or end-use which would be more restrictive.  Additionally, the investor 
base for general utility debt is much different (resulting in more attractive pricing and structures for utility 
debt) than the investor base for project specific financing.
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Workpaper #1 Docket No. DE 09-033
Incremental Cost Impact of the $150M FMB Data Request OCA-01

on Energy Service Rates Q-OCA-010
Page 2 of 4

(in $s)

2009

Average Rate Base in $s A 384,115,727$         Budget

Incremental incr(decr) in weighted average cost of capital B 0.04% From W/P # 2
Increase/decrease in revenue requirements in $s A * B = C 163,610$                

Sales in kWh D 7,963,325,000        Budget

Impact on Energy Service rate (per kWh) C/D = E 0.00002$                
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Workpaper #2
Incremental Cost Impact of the $150M FMB 

(000's)

[A] [B] [C] [D] [E] [F]
Embedded

Capitalization Cost/ Weighted Avg. Tax Gross-up Tax-Adjusted
Weighted Average Cost of Capital Balance-LTD Percentage Return [B] * [C] [D]/ [1-TR] Return

Per budget, incl New Issue $150M FMB
Capitalization---
Net Debt 757,455                   51.85% 5.43% 2.82% N/A 2.82%
Equity 703,403                   48.15% 9.81% 4.72% 7.94% 7.94%
Total 1,460,858                100.00% 7.54% 10.76%

Per budget, excl New Issue $150M FMB
Capitalization---
Net Debt per W/P #3 608,751                   51.85% 5.35% 2.77% N/A 2.77%
Equity 565,310                   48.15% 9.81% 4.72% 7.94% 7.94%
Total 1,174,061                100.00% 7.50% 10.71%

Difference in the WACC To W/P #1 0.04%

Notes:  This adjustment assumes that PSNH would adjust its equity contributions to meet targeted debt/equity levels. 
The tax rate used for the tax gross-up is the statutory tax rate-- 40.525%
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Workpaper #3
Calculation of Embedded LTD Costs Excluding the $150M FMB 

(000's)

1.  Calculation -Effective interest rate for $150M New Issue (NI)

[A] [B] [C] [D] [E] [F] [G] [H]
Issuance Net Balance Annual Nominal Ann. Int. Exp. Total Ann. Int.Exp. Eff. Int. Rate

Amount Expense [A] + [B] Amor Issuance Int Rate (1) [A] X [E] [D] + [F] [G]/[C]

150,000                            (1,296)                                 148,704                                 130                                 6.78% 10,170                      10,300                                 6.93%

2.  Calculation -Budgeted interest costs excluding NI costs

[A] [B] [A] * [B] = [C] [D] =1 [G] above [C] - [D] = [E]
Net Avg. LTD Embed Cost % Calc Int Cost Less: NI Int. Exp Adj. Int. Cost

757,455                            5.66% 42,854                                   10,300                            32,555                      

3.  Calculation -Budgeted net average LTD excluding $150M NI 

[A] [B] =1 [C] above [A] - [B] = [C]
Net Avg. LTD NI Net Balance Adj. Net Avg. LTD

757,455                            148,704                               608,751                                 

4.  Calculation -Embedded cost of LTD excluding $150M NI 

[A] =2 [E] above [B] =3 [C] above [A]/[B] = [C]
Adj. Int. Cost Adj. Net Avg. LTD Adj. Embed Cost %

32,555                              608,751                               5.35% To W/P #2

P
S

N
H

 D
ocket N

o. D
E

 09-033
D

ata R
equest O

C
A

-01
D

ated 3/27/2009
Q

-O
C

A
-010

P
age 4 of 4

11



Public Service Company of New Hampshire Data Request OCA SET 1
Docket No. DE 09-033 Dated: 03/27/2009

Q-NOCA SET 1-010
Page 1 of 4

Witness: Stephen R. Hall, Randy A. Shoop
Request from: Office of Consumer Advocate

Question:
What is the estimated rate impact on Energy Service for 2010, 2011, 2012, and 2013 if these financings 
are approved? Please provide the relevant work papers. 

Response:
PSNH calculated the incremental impact of the $150 million FMB issue on the Energy Service (ES) rate 
for 2009 and determined that the cost of the financing would be immaterial (approximately two 
one-thousandths of a cent per kWh).  The cost of the bond issue would have a similar immaterial impact 
on future years' ES rates assuming PSNH's capital structure remains the same.  

Please see the attached workpapers.

12



13



14



Public Service Company of New Hampshire Data Request OCA SET 1
Docket No. DE 09-033 Dated: 03/27/2009

Q-NOCA SET 1-006
Page 1 of 3

Witness: Randy A. Shoop
Request from: Office of Consumer Advocate

Question:
In its cover letter with its filing the company requests approval in order to close the transaction by June 30, 
2009. Why does the company need to close on or before June 30, 2009? What would the impact be of a 
delay in approval? What would the impact be if only the long term debt approval was delayed? How long 
could PSNH proceed with its normal business operations and planned capital expenditures from a cash 
flow prospective without some additional financing approval? Please provide the cash flow analysis 
supporting your response and specify all assumptions. 

Response:
a. Why does the company need to close on or before June  30, 2009?  

The June 30, 2009 date is consistent with PSNH’s 2009 Budget. 

 b. What would the impact be of a delay in approval ?  
As shown in the table on page 2 attached, if the long-term debt of $150 million as requested is 

postponed to the third quarter of 2009, PSNH’s end-of-month short-term debt balances are expected to 
be approaching (but not exceeding) the current limit based on 10% of Net Plant.  However, intra-month 
peaks and the possibility of unforeseen and unpredictable events could cause PSNH's short-term debt 
needs to exceed its short-term debt limit and that is why the Company is requesting additional short-term 
debt authority.

c. What would the impact be if only the long term debt approval was delayed ?  
As shown in the table on page 3 attached, if the long-term debt of $150 million as requested is 

postponed to the fourth quarter of 2009, PSNH’s end-of-month short-term debt balances are expected to 
exceed the current limit based on 10% of Net Plant in November and December 2009.  Even with the 
requested additional $60 million in short-term debt authority, intra-month peaks and the possibility of 
unforeseen and unpredictable events could cause PSNH's short-term debt needs to exceed its short-term 
debt limit.

d. How long could PSNH proceed with its normal business operations and planned capital  
expenditures from a cash flow prospective without some additional financing approval ?  Please provide 
the cash flow analysis supporting your response and specify all assumptions .

Please refer to responses in (b) and (c) above.
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Public Service Company of New Hampshire Data Request OCA SET 1
Docket No. DE 09-033 Dated: 03/27/2009

Q-NOCA SET 1-005
Page 1 of 1

Witness: Randy A. Shoop
Request from: Office of Consumer Advocate

Question:
On p. 7 of Mr. Shoop’s testimony he states that the company “proposes to issue and sell up to $150 
million” in long term debt. What are the purposes or uses of the long term debt? Please describe the uses 
and associated amounts of long term debt allocated to each of those uses. 

Response:
The proceeds of the issuance of $150 million in new long-term debt will be used for refinancing our 
short-term debt previously incurred in the ordinary course of business, which includes financing capital 
expenditures for the transmission, distribution and generation businesses, and funding working capital, 
including the possibility of unforeseen or unpredictable events such as emergency storm restoration.
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Public Service Company of New Hampshire Data Request OCA SET 1
Docket No. DE 09-033 Dated: 03/27/2009

Q-NOCA SET 1-002
Page 1 of 13

Witness: Randy A. Shoop
Request from: Office of Consumer Advocate

Question:
On p. 6 of Mr. Shoop’s testimony he refers to the company’s “growing capital expenditure program.”  
Please describe in detail this program and what projects are included within the program. 

Response:
The attached spreadsheet details the capital program for 2009, which was previously filed with the 
Commission on February 27, 2009 pursuant to Order No. 23,122 under Docket No. IR 90-218, NU/PSNH 
Monitoring Docket.
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Docket No. DE 09-033 Data Request OCA SET 1 Q-NOCA SET 1-001 Printed 11/04/2009 06:55:47 PM  Page 1 of 1

Filed on: 04/03/2009
Public Service Company of New Hampshire Data Request OCA SET 1
Docket No. DE 09-033 Dated: 03/27/2009

Q-NOCA SET 1-001
Page 1 of 1

Witness: Randy A. Shoop
Request from: Office of Consumer Advocate

Question:
On p. 5 of Mr. Shoop’s testimony he states that PSNH’s short term debt limit is $139 million (as of 
12/31/08), and he states that the company seeks authority to increase that limit by “an additional 
fixed amount of $60 million.”  Please describe the purposes or uses of the additional short term 
debt. Is PSNH proposing an end date for the additional $60 million of STD approval? If so, what is 
it? 

Response:
PSNH will utilize additional short-term debt capacity for the same purposes as the existing authority which 
includes financing capital expenditures for the transmission, distribution and generation businesses, and 
funding working capital, including the possibility of unforeseen or unpredictable events such as 
emergency storm restoration.

PSNH is not proposing an end date for the additional $60 million of short-term debt approval.  However, 
the Company will revisit this limit at the time of the next long-term debt authority request.
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Docket No. DE 09-033 Data Request OCA -02 Q-OCA-007 Printed 11/04/2009 06:55:03 PM  Page 1 of 2

Filed on: 04/24/2009
Public Service Company of New Hampshire Data Request OCA -02
Docket No. DE 09-033 Dated: 04/17/2009

Q-OCA-007
Page 1 of 2

Witness: William H. Smagula, Steve Johnson S.D.MGR, Randy A. Shoop
Request from: Office of Consumer Advocate

Question:
The response to OCA 1-002 includes the Construction budget for 2009. The following questions 
relate to that budget:
 
a) Why is line item 2060, Enhanced Tree Trimming of $2,000,002, included in the Capital 

budget?
b) Please explain line item 2076, Cable TV projects annual of $128,613?
c)  Why is line item 2101, GIS Automated Mapping of $1,000,014, included? 
d) Why is line item 2124, Customer Service Requirements of $112,352, included?
e) Line items 2145 and 2146 in Schedule 5 refers to Contingent or Unbudgeted projects. Please 

explain the process required to get a project approved and included in Schedules 1-4 versus 
approved under Schedule 5? Please also itemize and explain line 2145 “Provision for 
Unbudgeted Information Technology Projects.”

f) Please provide additional detail for line items 5016-5018, Replacement of Large Equipment 
Annual at Merrimack, Schiller, and Newington Stations respectively. 

g) Please provide additional detail for line items 5019 through 5026, related to “Capital Annual” 
for various plants and other items.

h) Line 5031 lists “Purchase Front-end Loader and Dump Truck, Merrimack” at a cost of 
$900,000. Please explain why these two pieces of equipment cost this much, and whether 
PSNH used an RFP process to seek the lowest cost for this equipment. Are these 
replacements or new equipment required for a particular project? 

i) Please explain how line item 6001, to Install Phase Shifting Transformer and Breaker at Saco 
Valley S/S Conway for $9,651,078 is cost effective.

j) Please explain why it is necessary to spend $2,350,036 for line item 6050, for Transmission 
ESCC Information Technology Annual.

k) Please explain why it is necessary to spend $1,300,092 for line item 6061, to Construct New 
Direct Current Line Hydro Quebec to New Hampshire. 

Response:
a) Preventative and corrective vegetation management activities are maintenance expense, 

while Enhanced Tree Trimming (ETT) is a separate and distinct program and is deemed a 
capital expense.  ETT costs are considered to represent a substantial addition to existing 
overhead distribution line investment.

b) The Cable TV projects annual is for work on PSNH's distribution facilities that is needed to be 
performed by PSNH to accomodate cable television attachments to distribution poles and that 
work is not reimburseable to PSNH.

c) PSNH has an ongoing study team investigating the use of GIS systems and technology.  This 
line item represents the cost of a pilot program if the company were to adopt a GIS initiative.  
Expansion of GIS beyond a pilot would be substantial in time and cost. 

d) This item is included to fund the Customer System (C2) new functionality in support of 
regulatory requirements and customer experience enhancements.

e) PSNH's capital committee reviews and approves contingent or unbudgeted capital projects 
based on business need.  The "Provision for Unbudgeted Information Technology Projects" is 
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Docket No. DE 09-033 Data Request OCA -02 Q-OCA-007 Printed 11/04/2009 06:55:03 PM  Page 2 of 2

included because the capital committee may approve and allocate contingent budget funds to
respond to unforeseen IT projects required to support business needs. 

f) The Construction Budget category "Replacement of Large Equipment - Annual" is for projects 
that are estimated to cost more than $50,000 per project.  If there is more than one project for 
a station, they are grouped together by station.  This category of budget is for projects which 
are required for safe, reliable and efficient operation.

g) The Construction Budget category "Capital Annual" is for projects that are estimated to cost 
under $50,000 per project.  If there is more than one project for a station, they are grouped 
together by station.  Some examples of projects in this category are:  replacement of 
Continuous Emission Monitoring probes, replacement of a battery charger, eel passage 
modifications, instrument and control replacements, window replacements, installation of a 
vehicle barrier, replacement of laboratory equipment, and replacement over current relays.

h) The Front-end Loader and Dump Truck for Merrimack Station are two large pieces of new 
equipment to replace existing rental equipment.  The equipment is needed for reliable 
operation of the two units.  They are critical to bunkering coal into the station during periods 
where wet snow or rain make bulldozing or pushing the coal undesirable due to potential wet 
coal equipment problems which can result in unit outages.  Moving coal to the reclaim hopper 
for conveyance to silos is done with a wheeled front-end loader and an articulated dump truck 
to minimize reliability problems caused by wet fuel.  This bunkering practice began a few 
years ago with resultant unit reliability improvements.  PSNH will comply with standard 
NUSCO purchasing guidelines in the procurement of these items.

i) This project is a transmission project under the jurisdiction of the FERC.  The project will 
improve East - West power transfers.  The ISO-New England has already approved the 
technical merits of the project and is currently assessing other aspects of the project.

j) In 2009, there is a need to upgrade the ESCC Energy Management System. 

k) This is for initial design and planning for a potential HVDC connection to Canada.
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Docket No. DE 09-033 Data Request OCA-03 Q-OCA-03-001 Printed 11/04/2009 06:54:22 PM  Page 1 of 1

Filed on: 08/06/2009
Public Service Company of New Hampshire Data Request OCA-03
Docket No. DE 09-033 Dated: 07/09/2009

Q-OCA-03-001
Page 1 of 1

Witness: Randy A. Shoop
Request from: Office of Consumer Advocate

Question:
Please refer to the response to OCA 1-002.
a. Which of the listed projects are related to the scrubber?
b. Which of the listed projects are not related to the scrubber, but which may be funded through the 
proposed financing? 

Response:
a.  The item listed on page 7, line 5001, "Wet Flue Gas Desulphurization System, Merrimack" is the 
scrubber project.  No other projects are related to the scrubber. 

b.  PSNH does not engage in project specific financing.  As indicated in PSNH's response to 
q-NOCA-Set 1-008, it is not practical for PSNH to identify specific long-term debt proceeds that 
would be used to fund specific capital expenditures.  PSNH uses the NU system money pool to the 
extent available to manage its' working capital requirements and also has access to a revolving 
credit facility if NH System money pool funds are unavailable.  PSNH expects to use the proceeds 
from the planned $150 million issuance to repay its short-term debt balances under the NU system 
money pool and revolving credit facility.

On a daily basis, PSNH manages its working capital by balancing receipts with disbursements.  O)n 
the receipts side, PSNH receives millions of dollars in the form of revenues from customers.  PSNH 
uses this cash to pay its ongoing costs of doing business including but not limited to expenditures 
for items  such as fuel; phone bills; waste disposal and office supplies; capital expenditures for 
items such as poles, wires, transformers, and generation station equipment; employee salaries and 
expenses; interest expense; insurance  costs and federal and state taxes.  When  cash balances 
are greater than requirements, PSNH generally pay's down short-term debt balances as 
appropriate.  

If long-term debt proceeds were to be larger than the amount of current NU System money pool and 
revolving credit facility balances, PSNH would invest these excess funds in the NU System money 
pool, where it can both be used by other NU System companies and earn interest for the benefit of 
PSNH.   All amounts received and paid are accounted for in accordance with Generally Accepted 
Accounting Principles (GAAP) and the FERC Uniform System of Accounts.  However, there is no 
practical way for PSNH to track a specific dollar received to a specific dollar paid out.  Therefore, it 
is not possible for PSNH to identify the long-term debt proceeds with specific capital expenditures. 
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