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considered, and we looked at what was the best for the interests of the
Granite State. It was truly a collaborative effort in the truest sense.

The House Science, Technology and Energy Committee, of which I am vice-
chair, held a full-day hearing for the bill in Reps’ Hall, where we heard
overwhelming support for the bill. Especially in terms of a New Hampshire
RPS; there wasn’t anyone who spoke against having an RPS in the state.
The Committee voted 14 to 1, Ought to Pass, and then the House passed it,
253 to 37, which we were all very, very pleased with.

And, also, since New Hampshire is the only state in New England not yet to
have an RPS, we had the benefit of reviewing other states’ RPS plans and
looking at what was working, what wasn’t working, and structuring our bill
to try to make it as best as we can for the future, for now and the future. We
also had the economic analysis which was a great help, and you’ll hear more
about that later.

The RPS, what is it? Simply stated, it requires the state’s electricity
providers to offer a specific percentage of their energy from renewable energy
sources. And the providers qualify for RECs, or renewable energy
certificates, for each megawatt hour generated from renewable sources. This
is where we hope to see a big incentive to our existing renewable sources so
that they can be players in the regional market, and also to incent newcomers
to come develop renewable facilities in the state. This is a regional market
program, administered by ISO-New England, which tracks each megawatt of
energy generated onto the electrical grid and issues the certificate. The
certificates can be sold to other entities that cannot meet their renewable
requirement. V

So our proposed RPS program starts at a baseline percentage of renewables
required, starting in 2008, and goes out to 2025, going up in percent where
we reach almost 24 percent of our energy coming from renewable. And by
including a broad selection of renewable sources, such as wind, solar,
geothermal, biomass, hydroelectric and others, as eligible for RE Cs, the New

V Hampshire RPS maximizes our natural resources, giving parity to our

existing sources by incenting management to add incremental capacity. And,
again, just as important, we hope this will encourage new projects to be built.
Personally, I have been getting calls from people out of state, really
interested in this and wondering what’s happening with the bill.

In conclusion, I hope that you will support HB873 and allow New H~mpslij~e
to join the regional RPS market and ensure tha~Granite-S.taters will have
the benefit of increased use of clean, renewable energy, will have good jobs
coming with this, and tax revenue. Joining the House in its Ought-to-Pass
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vote for the RPS is a vote for economic development, energy security and
reduced dependene on imported fuels, a hedge against rising and volatile
energy costs, and a reduction of greenhouse gas emissions in our state.
Thank you.

Senator Margaret Wood Hassan, D. 23: Questions. Senator Barnes.

Senator John S. Barnes,.Jr., D. 17: Thank you, Madam Chair. The other
New England states have this, is that correct?

Representative Suzanne Ha~y~y: Yes.

Senator John S. Barnes, Jr., D. 17: Could you tell me what their build-out
year is, what’s

Representative Suzanne Harvey: Oh, I think each one is different. Every
state customizes, number one, what they ... what they will accept as a
renewable energy for credit, and also customizes the percentages, when they
start and where they end, and at what year. So they’re all different.

Senator John S. Barnes, Jr., D. 17: Thank you.

Senator Margaret Wood Hassan, D. 23: Any further questions. Seeing
none, thank you both for your testimony.

Representative Suzanne Harvey: Thank you.

(Please see written testimony of Representative Harvey attached
hereto as Attachment #1.)

Senator Margaret. Wood Hassan, D. 23: And I think while they come back
up, Joanne Morin and Bob Scott from DES.

Mr. Robert Scott, Director, Air Resources Division, NH Department of
Environmental Services: Good morning -, ah, excuse me, good afternoon.
My name is Bob Scott, I’m the director of the Air Resources Division with the
New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services. I have some
information being passed out, and, Senator Barnes, we have a graphic that
shows exactly, I think, what you just asked that will answer your question
directly.

Senator John S. Barnes, Jr., D. 17: Thank you very much. .
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Director Robert Scott: Very briefly, and again I know we’re on a very quick
time schedule here, so I’ll try to hit some highlights that maybe haven’t been
hit as much on an RPS, Renewable Portfolio Standard. A couple things that I
think you all know this from other hearings: obviously, New Hampshire is
well placed for renewables, biomass, hydro, wind, tidal; there’s a lot of things
going on that can be, and should be, I think, the New Hampshire advantage.
Fuel diversities, as you’re aware, is a large concern in making sure we have a
good energy portfolio. This goes towards that goal. Energy independence,
which has been mentioned, is extremely important. Our estimate is that
New Hampshire, in excess of $500 million, or half a billion dollars a year, go
outside or offshore for fossil fuels. That’s a lot of money that could potentially
be reinvested in the state with a program like Renewable Portfolio
Standards. I want to pose that question.

Also, another good advantage, other than certainly -- and I apologize for not
mentioning this, the Department of Environmental Services, clearly clean
air, as the air director, is one of my goals, and this is what we think helps a
lot in this direction. Also, on climate change. You’ve heard a lot about
climate change; this is a real tangible thing we can do, right now, to help
address climate change; renewable energy sources that are in this bill, all are
climate-neutral, yet produ:ce power rather than adding to the climate issue
with greenhouse gases.

Similarly, this bill -- I have called it in the House an “insurance policy.” Why
I say that is, this is a hedge; the more renewable energy you have in your
portfolio as a state, the less susceptible you are to changes in fossil fuels,
whether it’s foreign issues, whether it’s a war or crises in other parts of the
globe, or a natural disaster like a “Katrina.” So I have characterized this in
the past, and I think it still is a fitting characterization, that an RPS is like
an insurance company (sic): yes, it willcost you something, just like an
insurance policy does; but it also, the reason why you pay into an insurance
policy js that you have a good feeling that you’re going to save money in the
long term by insuring against these type of fluctuations. And that’s exactly
what this does.

We do have UNH here, and Ross Gittell, and he’ll elaborate on that. Briefly,
again, I know this has been discussed, that the program itself would set a
percentage of all power sold in New Hampshire would have to meet the
standards for renewable energy, and this would ratchet up in time. Given
that as power goes on the grid, it’s a regional grid, and you can’t know where
this electron came from; there’s a separate system called a “renewable energy
credit,” or a “REC” you’ll hear discussed that is the cdn~.rnodity that’s sold.
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The New Hampshire version of this RPS -- again, there’s 23 other states that
have done this already -- looks at not only incentivizing new renewable
projects, but the thought was to also make sure that existing renewable
energy providers here in the state are viable, also. There didn’t seem much
sense in incenting new development if the old development doing the same
thing goes away.

This is not a free ride. For biomass plants, and again, I can talk about air
pollution, New Hampshire has strict particulate matter and NOx controls
that are required in order to certify for the New Hampshire program. And,
similarly, even for the hydroelectric facilities that qualify, there’s
requirements for fish ladders. So these are expenditures, and there’s a
requirement for these sources to go above and beyond what they normally
perhaps would be required.

As I mentioned, the KEG market is a regional market. And with that, other
states, facilities in other states, may be able to qualify and purchase New
Hampshire credits. Similarly, (indiscernible) right now, Whitefield Power &
Light in Whitefield, New Hampshire, and the new Northern Wood Project in,
at Portsmouth, the old Schiller Station, both are selling into other states’
markets right now. But that’s where, again, what we tried to do, this bill has
by some been criticized being: gee, this is a little complicated. Well, one of
the reasons. is the bill attempts to strike a balance: on one level we want more
renewable energy for all the reasons I just discussed; on the other hand, we
want to direct as much as possible, keeping interstate commerce re.gulations
in mind, to direct these same funds to New Hampshire where possible. So
with that, we have different classes, different categories, and, yes, frankly,
this complicates the bill a little bit, but the intention is to have New
Hampshire money, as much as possible, go into New Hampshire facilities.
And that’s the balance. As a free-market economist -- and I won’t speak for
Ross Gittell who will speak soon here -- generally, they would say no barriers
whatsoever and let the market do its thing. But there’s the tension right
there; and that’s why the bill is a little bit more complicated than some might
suggest.

To assure again, that we get the percentages right, how we do this right, as
mentioned, there are three required review periods where the Public Utilities
Commission is required to open a docket and look at the program and make
sure it’s doing what we expect it to do; make sure the percentages are correct,.
make sure the prices make sense for, New Hamp.shireç the costs, if there are
any, or the benefits. And that’s required at three different times: 2011, 2018
and 2025; and they’re required to make recommendations to the General
Court. And it’s our hope to be -- again, we know this is probably not perfect,
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we want to move ahead; we spent a lot of time on this, and this is our hope to,
okay, if we do need to make a correction, there’s a mechanism in place.

A couple other minor points. A lot of the comments we received over th.e past
two years while working on this type of bill include some comments that long-
term purchase power agreements could be a benefit to the ratepayers, so in
this bill there’s not a requirement, but there’s ability for the voluntary use of
long-term contracts. So this is removing a potential regulatory barrier,
letting those who wish to enter into these contracts do that. Again, it’s not.a
requirement.

Similarly, there are many who have commented that thermal energy from
renewable sources, where are they, where are they in this mix? We agree
that’s an important part of this; the concern is, however, that’s a very
complicated part of this, and so the response was to put in here extra
language to require a study to look at that, very thing. So, again, how much
can you do in one bill. Those are some of the major comments that have been
done.

As has been mentioned, this is going on two years’ worth of effort. Last year
there was SB 314 for a renewable portfolio bill; we literally had dozens of
stakehoider organizations involved, all supporting this bill. So, in summary,
again, I think not only-- clearly, again we’r~ the environmental agency, this
bill is good for the environment; it really can be good for the New Hampshire
economy, and I think that’s -- given the world situation, our energy situation,
those are important considerations.

In the packages that you have’, again, are our testimony letter; we also have
handouts of the report. that UNH worked at our request, looking at the
economics of an RPS. In the House last year, one of the House members and
committee, in committee, made the comment: gee, this is good, I’m hearing a
lot of environmental and conservation groups saying RPS is good for New
Hampshire, I’d really like an economist to tell me this is good for New
Hampshire; and I said, you know, you’re right. So over the summer we
worked with UNH and he was able to do this study which he’ll talk about
soon.

Also in your handout is a -- in 2002 there was a study on the economics of
Renev~able Portfolio Standards in the low-grade wood. products industry by
Eric Kingsley, and I gave you just the executive summary, along with, on the
bottom there’s a web site, also, so if anybody wants to see the full report. But
that also bears out that financially this makes sense for New’ Hampshire.
And, finally, I’ve done most the talking, but Joanne ‘Morin here on ~y s~aff
has been the brains of the outfit, as has been mentioned, and certainly within
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the constraints of time we have a handout with some of the highlights of the
bill, again, kind of summarizing it, but we can answer any detailed questions
that you have. I don’t want to cut your questions short; I just want to move
along for time. So, with that, I’ll end my comments, but certainly we’re here
for questions. And, again, we would like to bring the UNH professors to talk
about the economics.

Senator Martha Fuller Clark, D. 24: I do have a question for Joanne Morin,
and that is, could you briefly share with us what were some of the changes
that were made in the House amendment?

Ms. Joanne Morin, New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services:
The changes that were made were that the percentage for new renewables
was increased over time; the percentage had stopped at 2015, it was moved
up a little bit sooner, I think by one year, and increasing out to 2025,
balanced by PUC reviews to see how the cost of RECs are going and see if
this working in the way we thought it would, economically, so that we feel we
have sort of a mechanism if it doesn’t work as predicted.

Other major, we did add two more PUC reviews as well; people really thought
that was a good mechanism to keep tabs on the bill and be able to adjust it
over time. The purchase power agreements are long-term contracts that Bob
Scott mentioned. The provision to allow those on a voluntary basi~ was
added to the bill. In the bill that was passed . . . the bill that was passed last
year out of the Senate. Committee because it didn’t get amended in the
House, there were discussions of further amendments, a municipal solid
waste was one of the qualifying renewable energy resources, and that is no
longer in the bifi, after House discussion.

There was some slight refining of the hydroelectric category, making sure
that there’s adequate fish passage and language to that effect. There was a.
slight modification to Class II on the solar replacement; it used to say
replacement of electric hot water with either the solar or biomass. renewable
resources. We were supportive, actually, of having that, the biomass
renewable resources for replacing electric hot water, but there was a problem
with that in that there is, um, outdoor wood boilers are becoming an issue
and may be an issue for the State, they’re uncontrolled. Bob Scott can speak
to it better than I can. DES has a concern with how we’re going to regulate
those, and this might have been interpreted to give actually an incentive to
outdoor wood burners and we need to deal with that before we get this into
this bill. So we needed to take it out for now, because of that potentjal,
unintended consequence. V V
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We adjusted the alternative compliance payments. As you know, how you
comply with this bill is either by buying RECs on the market; if RECs are not
available because of a maximum price, the electric supplier can pay into an
alternative compliance payment; it’s basically a price cap on this, it’s very
common in RPS bills. And we wanted to -- we’re trying to make a regional
market and so we just matched our payments for new renewables to the
Massachusetts market to make them more fluid and joint regional market
that seems to be driving the prices as the mass market. But those are very
slight adjustments.

And then, Bob Scott also spoke to the thermal study committee, and the
thermal energy is energy to produce heat, if you’re not familiar with that
term. So, wood-pellet stoves for heating is the part that we’d like to try to get
some incentive on the thermal side; in other words, producing heat with
renewables. This is an electric Renewable Portfolio Standard for that study
committee. So those are the main changes.

Senator Martha Fuller Clark, D. 24: Are there other questions for either
Bob Scott or Joanne Morin? Senator Odell.

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8: Thank you, Madam Chair. Tell me a little bit
about the fish ladders, and how important that is, and ... whether or not
we’ve addressed the right kind of fish and things in this, I’ve heard we might
not have, and --

(Laughter.)

Ms. Joanne Morin: I’ll try. We might have to defer to stakeholders. But
the idea being that we were -- the concept behind it is to incent those
hydroelectric facilities that are more at risk of not being able to. compete
economically because they have additional requirements or that they’re just
very small, so that the economics are more difficult. So, and also there’s a
push-and-pull on hydro; you know, you know, some people think any hydro
electric is very positive renewable energy. There are some that feel that
there’s a environmental tradeoff in terms of impacts to streams and fishways
and fish and so forth.

So what this says is that the ones that would get this RPS additional
incentive would be ones that actually have both fish ladders for wild fish to
migrate up and downstream. The word that was used would include things
like migrating eels as well as things like salmon that spawn ~ps~reàm, as
opposed to eels that live upstream and go to the ocean to breed. So it’s trying
to do joint, as I understand it, and a stakeholder may have to -- I’m not an
expert, but that’s I think the layman’s explanation.
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Director Robert Scott: “Dianadromous” (laughing).

Ms. Joanne Morin: Diana ..., yeah. Which would include both the eels
and the salmon; in other words, both the eels that need to come down and the
salmon that need to come up to spawn.

Director Robert Scott: So the language now allows free flow of fish going
both ways, basically.

Ms. Joanne Morin: Both ways. So we believe these to be the most -- you
know, that’s a lot of investment for a small dam, and those to warrant an
economic incentive.

Senator Martha Fuller Clark, D. 24: Yes, follow-up.

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8: How do we get to the five megawatts, we’re
talking about hydro; who’s included or who’s not included?

Ms. Joanne Morin: We looked at that, it includes a large -- I don’t have the
percentage off the top of my head; we did look at New Hampshire’s facilities,
we believe it includes a large percentage, you know, greater than three
quarters of the facilities in New Hampshire. There are some large facilities
in New Hampshire that would not be included. And we also feel there is
relatively smaller competition from the other states at that level, so that’s
one consideration. Kind of a little bit of a favoring New Hampshire facilities.

Is it a scientific number, five versus six or seven? No. I can’t say that it is. A
little bit more of a level of magnitude in terms of being a very small number
that everyone was comfortable with that tried to bring in as many small
hydro projects in New Hampshire.

Director Robert Scott: And, again, as 1 mentioned, we were trying to tailor
this as much as possible to Ne~ Hampshire; that overall we’re worried about
-- there’s a concern that perhaps Quebec Hydro plants could just -- we’d
basically be sending all our money to Quebec, and we didn’t think that was
such a good idea, so we were setting a limit, basically.

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8: Thank you. Thank you, Madam Chair.

(Please see above-referenced NH Department of Environme7ntal
Services packet attached hereto as Attachment #2.)
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Date: February 14, 2006
Time: 3:55 P.M.
Room: LOBRM 102

The Senate Committee on Energy and Economic Development held a
hearing on the following:

SB 314—FN-L establishing minimum renewable standards for energy
portfolios.

Members of Committee present: Senator Odell
Senator Letourneau
Senator Boyce
Senator Bragdon
Senator Burling

The Chair, Senator Bob Odell, opened the hearing on SB 314-FN-L by
calling upon the prime sponsor, Senator Fuller Clark to introduce the
legislation.

Senator Martha Fuller Clark, D. 24: Thank you.

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8: Good afternoon.

Senator Martha Fuller Clark, D. 24: Thank you, very much, Senator
Odell and members of the Committee. For the record, I’m Senator
Martha Fuller Clark. I represent District 24, the City of Portsmouth and
the surrounding seven communities. I’m here today as the prime
sponsor for SB 314, which is to establish minimal renewable portfolio
standards for the State of New Hampshire.

And before I begin, I just want to make sure that you have in front of
you, it is not the official copy because as you’re well aware, this hearing
was moved up a week. But we do have this version; It says, ~amèrided
02/14/06, and I have additional copies here, they’re redlined, if you.
would like them. .. . .

Please see Senator Martha Fuller Clark’s Amended Legislation, dated
2-14-06, attached hereto and referred to as Attachment #1.
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Senator Martha Fuller Clark, D. 24; No. And I’ll tell you why. I think
it has to do with the fact that all the other states already have their
renewable energy standards in place. We’ve seen some companies here
in New Hampshire going to Massachusetts, and going to Connecticut to
be able to take advantage of those certificates, rather than making it
happen here within the state. And, I think, given the scenario of the last
six months, which we might not have predicted a year ago, then it makes
sense to be able to move ahead as quickly as possible to allow all of these
different renewable energy sources to have a crack at the support that
this legislation would provide. And I think you’re going to hear from a
number of very innovative businesses and industries today, and the
soOner that we could serve them; I think it will be better for the New
Hampshire economy, better for the job market, and better our diversity of
energy and of the cost process.

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8: Any other questions? Senator Letourneau.

Senator Robert J. Letourneau, D. 19: Just one. Thank you, Senator..
Who wrote this language?

Senator Martha Fuller Clark, D. 24: Who wrote this language? Urn,
well, it was put together by Joanne Morin and Bob Scott in DES. But we
also had, along the way, we’ve probably had three or four or five different
work sessions and we have had different stakeholders suggest language.
A lot of it was taken from Rhode Island, some taken from New Jersey,
some taken from Connecticut, folded in to create the bill that you have
before you today.

Senator RobertJ. Letourneau, D. 19: Thank you, very much.

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8: Thank you, very much. Any other questions?
Seeing none, thank you.

Senator Martha Fuller Clark, D. 24: You’re very welcome. Thank you.

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8: I’m just going to go down the list of
legislatures. Senator John Gallus has signed in, in favor, but does not
wish to speak. Senator Bragdon has signed in, in favor, but does not
wish to speak. Representative Susan Harvey has signed in, in favor, but
does not wish to speak, and Representative Larry Ross is here, and has
signed in, in favor, but does not wish to speak And I’ll call upon Alice
Chamberlin from the Governor’s office. She will speak in favor, of the
legislation. Good afternoon.

Alice Chamberlin, Governor’s Office: ‘Good afternoon. Thank you
Senator, and members of the Committee. Before I read a letter from the
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JIB 873-FN-LOCAL - AS JNTRODUC. i

2007 SESSION
07-0208
06/04

HOUSE BILL 873-FN-LOCAL

AN ACT establishing minimum renewable standards for energy portfolios.

SPONSORS: Rep. Harvey, Hills 21; Rep. Phinizy, SuM 5; Rep. Borden, Rock 18; Rep. J. Garrity,
Rock 6; Sen. Fuller Clark, Dist 24; Sen. Bragdon, Dist 11

001 MI’VI’EE: Science, Technology and Energy

ANALYSIS

This bill:

I. Establishes minimum electric renewable portfolio standards.

II. Requires the commission to make reports to the general court.

• XII. Requires the use of renewable energy certificates.

IV. Establishes a commission to study minimum renewable standards for energy portfolios.

Explanation: Matter added to current law appears in bold italics.
Matter removed from current law appears [in~racket& and. struckthrough.]
Matter which is either (a) all new or (b) repealed and reenacted appears in regular type.
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STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE

In the Year of Our Lord Two Thousand Seven

AN ACT establishing minimum renewable standards for energy portfolios.

Be it Enacted by the Senate and House ofRepresentatives in General Court convened:

1 1 New Chapter; Electric Renewable Portfolio Standard. Amend RSA by inserting after chapter

2 362-E the following new chapter:

3 CHAPTER 362-F

4 ELECTRIC RENEWABLE PORTFOLIO STANDARD

5 362-F:1 Purpose. The general court finds that renewable energy generation technologies can

6 provide fuel diversity to the state and New England generation supply through use of local

7 renewable fuels and resources that serve to displace and thereby lower regional dependence on fossil

8 fuels. •This has the potential to lower and stabilize future energy costs b~y reducing exposure to rising

9 and volatile fossil fuel prices. The use of renewable energy technologies and fuels can also help to

10 keep energy and investment dollars in the state to benefit our own economy. In addition, employing

1]. low emission forms of such technologies can’ reduce the amount of greenhouse gases, nitrogen oxides,

12 and particulate matter emissions transported into New Hampshire and also generated in the state,

13 thereby improving air quality, public health, and mitigating against the risks of climate change. It

14 is therefore in the •public interest to stimulate investment in low emission renewable energy

15 generation technologies in New England and, in particular, New Hampshire, whether at new or

16 existing facilities.

17 362-F:2 Definitions. In this chapter:

18 I. “Biomass fuels” means plant-derived fuel including clean and untreated wood such as

19 brush, stumps, lumber ends and trimmings, wood pallets, bark, wo~d chips or pellets, shavings,

20 sawdust and slash, agricultural crops, biogas, or liquid biofuels, but shall exclude any materials

21 derived in whole or in,part from construction and demolition debris.

22 IL “Certificate” means the record that identifies and represents each megawatt-hour

23 generated by a renewable energy generating source under RSA 362-F:6.

24 III. “Commission” means public utilities commission.

25 IV. “Customer-sited source” means a source that is interconnected on the end-use customer’s

26 site of the retail electricity meter in such a manner that it, displaces all or part of the metered

27 consumption of the end-use customer.

28 V. “Default service” means electricity supply that is available to retail customers who are

29 otherwise without an electricity supplier as delined in RSA 374-F:2, I-a.

30 VI. “Department” means the department of environmental services.
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