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 1 P R O C E E D I N G 

 2 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  We will open the

 3 hearing in Docket DE 12-097.  This is a generic d ocket for

 4 electric and gas utilities, to explore a number o f

 5 programs that were addressed in a prior Commissio n docket,

 6 in Order Number 25,256, in 2011, we stated that w e would

 7 open a generic docket to explore whether purchase  of

 8 receivables, customer referral, and electronic in terface

 9 program should be implemented in New Hampshire to  support

10 customer choice and energy supply, for both resid ential

11 electric utility customers, smaller commercial el ectric,

12 and gas utility customers.  And, the Retail Energ y Supply

13 Association submitted a request April 16th, 2012,  asking

14 us to open the docket that we had spoken of befor e, get it

15 going as soon as possible.  And, an Order of Noti ce was

16 issued in response to that, on May 3rd, 2012.

17 Let's take appearances, and then we'll

18 talk about the various things that we need to add ress this

19 morning.

20 MR. RODIER:  Good morning, madam

21 Chairman.  Jim Rodier, for PNE Energy Supply.

22 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  Good morning.

23 MR. BERSAK:  Good morning,

24 Commissioners.  Robert Bersak, for Public Service  Company
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 1 of New Hampshire.  Accompanying me here today are

 2 Mr. Steve Hall and Heather Arvanitis, from the Ra tes and

 3 Regulatory section of PSNH.  And, I also have wit h me

 4 Elizabeth Gray, a student summer associate with u s from

 5 UNH School of Law.  

 6 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  Good morning.

 7 Welcome.  

 8 MS. MIRANDA:  Good morning.  Joey Lee

 9 Miranda, from Robinson & Cole, on behalf of the R etail

10 Energy Supply Association.

11 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  Good morning.

12 MR. CAMERINO:  Steve Camerino, from

13 McLane, Graf, Raulerson & Middleton, on behalf of  Granite

14 State Electric Company and EnergyNorth Natural Ga s.

15 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  Mr. Patch.

16 MR. PATCH:  Good morning.  Doug Patch,

17 from Orr & Reno, on behalf of TransCanada.  And, also here

18 from TransCanada today are Stuart Ormsbee, who is  the

19 Manager of Power Marketing, and Erin O'Dea, legal  counsel.

20 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  Good morning.

21 Welcome.

22 MR. EPLER:  Good morning.  Gary Epler,

23 appearing on behalf of Unitil Energy Systems, Inc ., and

24 Northern Utilities.  With me this morning is Todd  Bohan, a
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 1 Senior Energy Analyst.  Thank you.

 2 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  Good morning.

 3 MS. HOLLENBERG:  Good morning,

 4 Commissioners.  Rorie Hollenberg, Donna McFarland , and

 5 Stephen Eckberg, here for the Office of Consumer Advocate.

 6 MS. AMIDON:  Good morning.  Suzanne

 7 Amidon, for Commission Staff.  And, to my far lef t is my

 8 co-counsel, Alex Speidel; to his right is Steve F rink, who

 9 is an Analyst in the Gas Division; and to my left  is

10 George McCluskey, an Analyst with the Electric Di vision.

11 Good morning.

12 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  Good morning.  Has

13 anyone else got skipped over there or is that eve ryone?  

14 (No verbal response) 

15 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  All right.  We, in

16 the Order of Notice, we named the electric and ga s

17 utilities as mandatory parties.  So, we do not ha ve any

18 intervention requests on their part because of th at.  We

19 do have intervention requests from four entities:   The

20 Retail Energy Supply Association, TransCanada Pow er

21 Marketing, PNE Energy Supply, and North American Power &

22 Gas.  Three of those entities are here.  I think there's

23 no one here from North American Power & Gas, is t hat

24 correct?
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 1 (No verbal response)  

 2 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  Are there any other

 3 parties seeking intervention?

 4 (No verbal response)  

 5 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  We also have a

 6 notice from the Consumer Advocate stating that th ey intend

 7 to participate.  Are there any objections to the requests

 8 to intervene?  Because this is a generic docket, I'll tell

 9 you our inclination is to be fairly broad in our analysis

10 of intervention requests.  But, if there are any

11 objections, we'd like to hear them now?

12 (No verbal response)  

13 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  All right.  Seeing

14 none.  Then, I think the next thing to do is, in any

15 prehearing conference, we always take preliminary

16 statements of the parties on the docket as they c urrently

17 understand it to be.  In this case, we want to ad d to that

18 something we requested in a letter that was issue d on May

19 18th in another docket and was copied to the serv ice list

20 in this docket.  So, I hope everyone's aware of t his.  We

21 had received a filing from PNE to make certain ta riff

22 changes to Public Service Company's distribution tariffs.

23 And, they, I'm reading from the letter here, it s ays

24 specifically PNE seeks to "eliminate PSNH's Selec tion
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 1 Charge", "Billing and Payment Charge", and "Colle ction

 2 Services Charge".  These charges related to the p rovision

 3 of services for competitive electric suppliers.  Because

 4 these seemed somewhat similar, although not by an y means

 5 identical to the issues that were raised by the R ESA

 6 request to open the docket, we ask the parties to  think

 7 about whether it would be appropriate to roll the  matters

 8 raised by PNE in docket 12-093 into this docket, or keep

 9 them as two separate proceedings.  And, so, we as k people

10 at this morning's prehearing conference to addres s whether

11 to expand the scope of this docket, to include th e matters

12 addressed in PNE's petition.

13 So, I hope people had a chance to think

14 about that and have -- are there positions on the  request

15 -- on the suggestion that we had, not a request b y Mr.

16 Rodier, but the suggestion that we had that perha ps they

17 were appropriately rolled together or really ough t to be

18 staying separate.  And, we don't come at it with any

19 particular view.  I just wondered, is it more eff icient to

20 combine all of them into one or keep them as two separate

21 proceedings?  So, I don't know if there's any par ticular

22 order here.  There's no one who is the moving par ty, but

23 just we'll throw it to anyone who would like to a ddress

24 it?  Mr. Rodier.
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 1 MR. RODIER:  Thank you.  I think,

 2 talking about docket 12-093, that's the PNE filin g, and

 3 12-097, is they call it the "RESA filing" or the "POR

 4 filing", this is, from what I recall, entirely

 5 coincidental.  That both of these were filed with  the

 6 Commission about the same point in time.  They bo th have

 7 to do with market enhancements for small customer s.

 8 The PNE filing is sort of addition by

 9 subtraction.  We would like to reduce or eliminat e three

10 charges that the Chairwoman just read into the re cord.

11 The Selection Charge, the Billing and Payment Cha rge, the

12 Collection Services Charge.  For example, the Sel ection

13 Charge, if PNE signs up Mrs. Malmquist from Dubuq ue Street

14 in Manchester and enrolls her, that's done throug h

15 electronic data interchanges.  It's all totally a utomated.

16 There's no human involvement whatsoever.  The cha rge is

17 $5.00.  Does that cost $5.00?  

18 Additionally, I don't want to get into

19 the merits of this, but just to give an introduct ion.

20 Additionally, none of PSNH's affiliates, includin g NSTAR,

21 have these charges.  And, I don't think Unitil do es, Grid

22 doesn't.  So, I felt that that would be a great p lace to

23 start.  

24 Our -- PNE's concern is really a
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 1 practical one.  I felt that this was a sort of a clean

 2 shot and we could get it done pretty quick.  The concern

 3 that PNE would have with consolidation, if any co ncern,

 4 would be getting drawn into the maw here of anoth er

 5 18-month proceeding that would just grind on.  An d, that's

 6 no reflection on the Commission whatsoever.  It j ust

 7 happens to be what happens with due process.  If people

 8 have issues, it takes a long time to resolve it.

 9 So, it's that -- our position is that

10 simple.  And, if the Commission is inclined -- an d, so,

11 it's really a practical concern.  If the Commissi on is

12 inclined to combine them, then, if there was a po ssibility

13 that maybe, if this started, you know, we could a sk for an

14 interlocutory order at some point, if it looks li ke POR is

15 going to go on for another year or whatever, then  I think

16 we'd probably be okay.  We'd be fine with consoli dation.

17 Thank you very much.

18 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  But, Mr. Rodier, if

19 you had your druthers, you'd keep them separate?

20 MR. RODIER:  Well, that's right.

21 Because, of course, that would mean that we might  have to

22 pay for the publication and the court reporter, s o -- but,

23 seriously, I guess we would do that, we'd like to  keep

24 them separate and have a nice, clean rocket docke t.
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 1 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  All right.  Thank

 2 you.  Other comments on the question of expanding  the

 3 scope of this docket?  Mr. --

 4 (Chairman and Commissioners conferring.) 

 5 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  Mr. Patch?

 6 MR. PATCH:  Thank you.  I think

 7 TransCanada, really, I mean, we understand Mr. Ro dier's

 8 point.  I think we started out under the premise that we

 9 would generally support, because we think there a re

10 similar issues raised in both, but we understand

11 Mr. Rodier's point about the possibility at least  of the

12 POR docket dragging on for some period of time.  So, given

13 that, I think it's really up to the Commission to  decide

14 what the best way is to proceed.

15 I think a concept of an interlocutory,

16 some way of trying to address those issues discre tely and

17 more quickly, I think would make some sense.  But , I

18 guess, overall, I'd say we probably don't have a firm

19 position on it.  But we recognize the similaritie s that

20 are raised by both dockets.

21 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  Other comments?  Ms.

22 Amidon.

23 MS. AMIDON:  Thank you.  Staff has

24 reviewed it.  And, at this time, while we take no  position
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 1 on the merits of the request for relief that PNE has made,

 2 we think it's appropriate to consider those issue s in

 3 connection with this docket to determine whether those

 4 tariffs actually have a negative effect on custom er

 5 choice.  So, we would be inclined to recommend th at the

 6 Commission consider those issues with the POR, el ectronic

 7 interchange, and customer referral issues in this

 8 proceeding.

 9 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  All right.  Mr.

10 Bersak.

11 MR. BERSAK:  Thank you, madam Chairman.

12 We appreciate the opportunity to voice our opinio n on this

13 matter.  This docket, as we sit here today, is ki nd of a

14 melange of generic issues that face both gas and electric

15 distribution utilities.  Certainly, there is some

16 significant policy issues that need to be discuss ed and

17 talked about with respect to "how do we implement

18 restructuring and competition for both gas and el ectric

19 industries?"  But we also will be touching on, yo u know,

20 potential rulemakings, because there are things i n the

21 existing rules and things that, if this policy wo uld be

22 put in place, will require rulemakings.  The thin gs that

23 PNE has filed in the 12-093 docket touch upon tar iffed

24 rates, cost of service matters, revenue requireme nt.  So,
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 1 you know, we really are across the gamut of what this

 2 Commission does, from investigations, to rulemaki ngs, and

 3 adjudicative proceedings.  

 4 Clearly, the issues are very similar.

 5 And, for that reason, I think that's why the Comm ission

 6 thought it would appropriate to put the matters t ogether.

 7 However, they are also very different, in that, y ou know,

 8 when you were talking about, in the case of the 1 2-093

 9 docket, a ratemaking process pretty much, one tha t changes

10 the underlying fundamentals of our cost of servic e

11 ratemaking, our distribution ratemaking, and reop ens that

12 process on a single-issue ratemaking basis.  

13 We filed our Motion to Dismiss that

14 petition.  We were very clear and very detailed i n what

15 our reasons were, why we felt that that petition should be

16 dismissed.  I think that that petition should be

17 dismissed.  And, instead, a generic version of th ose

18 issues should be dealt with in the current procee ding.

19 Thank you.

20 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  So, just so I

21 understand, when you say "the specific petition M r. Rodier

22 filed should be dismissed in the other docket", b ut, at

23 the same time, "generic issues that would include  the

24 matters he raised in his petition would be approp riate in
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 1 this docket"?

 2 MR. BERSAK:  I believe, to the extent

 3 that we're dealing with matters that affect how t he

 4 competitive marketing to gas/electric companies i s

 5 accomplished in this state, that putting them alt ogether

 6 would make a lot more regulatory sense.  But, hav ing, as

 7 part of this docket, a ratemaking proceeding invo lving

 8 only PSNH and involving parts of our existing tar iff,

 9 would really expand this docket in too many direc tions at

10 the same time.

11 MR. RODIER:  May I just quickly respond?

12 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  Well, we'll -- 

13 MR. RODIER:  Okay.  Thank you.  

14 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  -- get around to

15 you.  

16 MR. RODIER:  Thank you.

17 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  You will have a

18 chance.  Thank you.  All right.  Other parties?

19 Ms. Miranda.

20 MS. MIRANDA:  Thank you.  The Retail

21 Energy Supply Association would actually support

22 consolidating the two proceedings together.  Alth ough, the

23 issue was raised specifically with respect to PSN H, and

24 specifically identified charges.  When I read 10-  -- the
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 1 order in 10-160, one of the issues I believe that  will be

 2 addressed as part of these retail market enhancem ents or

 3 potential retail market enhancements is "who pays  for them

 4 and how?"  And, so, to the extent there are those  types of

 5 issues, they could impose costs on retail supplie rs and/or

 6 on the ratepayers, depending on where that comes out.

 7 And, this is just one of those additional charges  that

 8 could -- or, at least could be looked at in the c ourse of

 9 this proceeding as well.  Thank you.

10 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  All right.  Mr.

11 Camerino.

12 MR. CAMERINO:  Thank you.  I think Mr.

13 Bersak's comments point out really the concern th at

14 Granite State Electric and EnergyNorth would have , which

15 is just getting a better definition around what t he scope

16 of this proceeding is, whether or not the Commiss ion

17 chooses to consolidate.  As I understand the dock et that

18 was opened in response to Mr. Rodier's petition, it

19 relates to some specific fees that are charged by  PSNH.

20 And, obviously, with regard to PSNH's charges, ot her

21 utilities presumably would not have a view on tha t and

22 would not need to be involved in that.

23 If, on the other hand, the issue is, you

24 know, "what types, conceptually, of fees and char ges are
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 1 appropriate?"  And, then, the next step, of cours e, "what

 2 is the level of those fees and charges, if they a re

 3 appropriate?"  

 4 The other utilities, I can't speak for

 5 Unitil, but certainly for Granite State and Energ yNorth,

 6 we would want to know up front that those are iss ues in

 7 this proceeding.  You might say, "Well, isn't tha t

 8 obvious?"  Right now, the question is posed as to  PSNH

 9 charges.  The Order of Notice in this case doesn' t give

10 any indication that the fees and charges of other

11 utilities might be the subject of discussion.  An d, I

12 don't posit that as a procedural problem.  I just  think we

13 would like some clarity in an order coming out of  this

14 hearing today, are the fees and charges of the ot her

15 utilities, besides PSNH, also at issue, and to wh at

16 extent?  Meaning, do we need to be doing cost of service

17 studies, which is, obviously, a very significant

18 undertaking, to figure out whether there are cost s

19 associated with those services?  And, obviously, then,

20 wouldn't want charges that are charged today chan ged

21 without looking at the total revenue requirement of the

22 utility.  

23 So, I hear, for example, Mr. Rodier say,

24 and he may be correct, that "PSNH provides a cert ain
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 1 service and there's no cost" -- or, "has a certai n charge,

 2 but there's no cost behind that charge."  I have no basis

 3 to know whether that's true.  And, if there were other

 4 charges, say, of Granite State or EnergyNorth tha t were at

 5 issue in this case, before we had a discussion of  whether

 6 those charges should exist, I'd want to know "are  there

 7 costs behind them?"  

 8 So, I think we're looking for some

 9 clarity, if the two dockets are consolidated.  Do es

10 "consolidation" mean we're looking at PSNH's rate s and

11 charges?  Or, does it mean, we're looking at thes e charges

12 that come about because of the competitive market  in a

13 generic sense to see which one should continue on ?  Thank

14 you.

15 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  Thank you.  Let me

16 follow on that just a moment.  It occurs to me th at,

17 whether these two dockets are consolidated or not ,

18 following on your thinking, that there are probab ly a

19 number of things beyond the three specified items  that

20 were addressed in the original migration docket a nd the

21 subject of this Order of Notice, that may come up  as being

22 significant in the development of competitive mar kets and

23 customer choice.  And, the way we've structured i t so far

24 is to deal with three particular programs that, n ot just
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 1 the general notion of customers and competitive c hoice.

 2 So, this is the right time to have that kind of

 3 discussion, sort of, we're at the very start.  Sh ould we

 4 make it a broader inquiry?  That these are three examples

 5 of programs that are -- you've said are worthy of  further

 6 development and consideration, but there may be o ther

 7 things as well, and should we broaden this to tak e on all

 8 of the things that people think may be helpful or  a

 9 barrier to customer choice?  Or, leave that for y et

10 another proceeding?  And, if anyone has a view on  that,

11 whether you've spoken already or not, I'd be inte rested in

12 hearing that?  Ms. Miranda.

13 MS. MIRANDA:  Thank you.  The Retail

14 Energy Supply Association, in its letter, in fact , said,

15 in addition to the three things that were enumera ted in

16 the order in 10-160, that it would like the oppor tunity to

17 explore other retail market enhancements, or alte rnatives

18 to an increased participation among small custome rs, the

19 mass market customers, small commercial and resid ential

20 customers.  For instance, one of the issues that we would

21 like to potentially have considered as part of th is docket

22 is an exploration of supplier consolidated billin g.  That

23 is, the supplier actually bills both the supplier  charges

24 and the transmission and distribution charges, as  an
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 1 alternative that could be available to customers.   It

 2 allows for additional flexibility in offering cus tomers

 3 products, and it also offers some additional bill ing

 4 options, because, traditionally, the utilities ha ve

 5 embedded costs in programming and IT that, in ord er to

 6 make changes to allow for some of these more inno vative

 7 projects to be billed to customers would require them to

 8 invest money, that would either be paid for by ra tepayers

 9 or someone perhaps participating in whatever prog ram they

10 were working on.  So, that is one of -- for insta nce, one

11 other example of an enhancement that the Retail E nergy

12 Supply Association would like considered as part of this

13 docket.  There may be others that come up.

14 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  All right.  Thank

15 you.  Any other thoughts in how broadly you think  this

16 docket should run?

17 MR. PATCH:  Just to note for the record

18 that TransCanada supports what RESA suggested.  Y ou know,

19 it may, in fact, be broader than the three areas that are

20 outlined in the Commission's Order of Notice, and  the 160

21 order that gave rise to this.

22 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  Ms. Amidon?  

23 MS. AMIDON:  Staff agrees with that as

24 well.  We believe that, you know, the scope shoul d include
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 1 an examination of elements that may negatively im pact or

 2 affect customer choice and the enhancements to th e retail

 3 market that Attorney Miranda mentioned.

 4 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  Any other comments?

 5 (No verbal response) 

 6 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  Mr. Rodier, I know

 7 you wanted to respond to something Mr. Camerino w as

 8 addressing.  Is that still --

 9 MR. RODIER:  Yes, a couple of things.

10 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  Yes.

11 MR. RODIER:  What I was probably going

12 to say is, I think was covered.  But I guess ther e's two

13 things.  I hope I can remember the two things.  F irst of

14 all, the three charges are only with respect to P SNH,

15 because they're the only one that has them.  Okay ?  So, to

16 some extent that makes this, it's like "non-gener ic", I

17 guess.  But that probably isn't a barrier to putt ing it

18 into a consolidated proceeding.

19 So, number two was the point you raised,

20 madam Chairman, about "broadening the scope of 12 -097".

21 And, what I wanted to say is there are other issu es that

22 PNE could have brought up and would have brought in the

23 12-093 petition, it just went for the low-hanging  fruit,

24 the ones that we felt were really easy to quickly  take
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 1 care of.  

 2 But there are others.  For example, let

 3 me give you a generic issue.  This is all about

 4 consolidated billing, okay?  These issues are now  arising

 5 because, in the past, it was just large customers , and the

 6 suppliers have been sending out their own bill.  If you go

 7 to consolidating billing, you go through PSNH.  T here is

 8 space on the bill for a message.  Can a competiti ve

 9 supplier use part of that space for their own mes sage?

10 No.  So, I would bring that up in a generic docke t.

11 That's just an example.  

12 Another thing would be PSNH's webpage.

13 If you look at their affiliates, you know, it's r eally

14 easy to find "choose a supplier" or "competitive supply".

15 Try finding it on PSNH's webpage.  It's not easy.   I found

16 it, but you've got to go to "site map", and try t o find it

17 that way, okay?  

18 So, this seemed pretty simple.  I mean,

19 that would be another example of -- that doesn't seem like

20 a big deal.  But, you know, customers are really --

21 residential customers are now really looking for

22 information on what their options are.  And, I do n't think

23 they're getting it from Public Service.  They're getting

24 it from Resident Power and they're getting it fro m PNE.
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 1 Thank you.

 2 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  So, is your

 3 recommendation that the 12-097 docket be broader in scope?

 4 MR. RODIER:  Yes.

 5 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  To include all

 6 things that relate to customer choice and competi tive --

 7 enhanced competitive energy supply?

 8 MR. RODIER:  Yes.  I concur with the

 9 other suppliers.

10 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  All right.  Any

11 other comments/recommendations?

12 (No verbal response) 

13 (Chairman and Commissioners conferring.) 

14 CMSR. SCOTT:  I guess I'll ask the group

15 here.  One question I had working from the other side for

16 consolidation or not consolidation is, are there any

17 parties that would want to be involved as interve nors in

18 12-093, and not 12-097, or vice versa, if they we ren't

19 combined?  I mean, my question I guess is, are we  talking

20 the same universe of parties or are there discret e

21 entities involved with these?  And, that's for th e

22 audience here.

23 MR. CAMERINO:  Well, if 12-093 had

24 existed separately, Granite State Electric and En ergyNorth
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 1 would not be intervening in this docket.  And, we  have not

 2 filed a petition to intervene in that proceeding.   Thank

 3 you.

 4 MS. MIRANDA:  The Retail Energy Supply

 5 Association has not intervened in 12-093.  But we  also

 6 received the order of notice or the notice that i t might

 7 be consolidated here.  I have not spoken to RESA about

 8 whether they would intervene in 12-093, but they' re

 9 supportive of having it consolidated into this do cket.

10 CMSR. SCOTT:  Thank you.

11 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  Commissioner

12 Harrington.

13 CMSR. HARRINGTON:  Yes.  A question for

14 Mr. Camerino.  You said that you "wouldn't be inv olved in

15 12-093."  Now, is that because it specifically li sts

16 Public Service charges only or is it because of - - let me

17 start with that.  Is that the reason?

18 MR. CAMERINO:  That's correct.

19 CMSR. HARRINGTON:  Okay.  And, do you

20 agree with Mr. Rodier that those charges, your ut ility

21 does not have those charges to competitive suppli ers or

22 you just don't know at this time?

23 MR. CAMERINO:  I personally don't know

24 with sufficient certainty.  I would have the same  concern
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 1 I was articulating to the Chairman earlier, which  is,

 2 could a docket like that expand to look at other charges

 3 as well?  And, so, to be frank, it's the kind of docket

 4 where my clients would probably be monitoring it from a

 5 distance, in order to make sure that something un expected

 6 didn't happen.  And, that was my point about noti ce.

 7 Making sure that we were aware, if the subject ma tter was

 8 broadening at some point beyond just PSNH's charg es.  

 9 CMSR. HARRINGTON:  Okay.  Thank you.

10 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  I think the

11 competing goals here are to find a way to make th e 12-097

12 docket as useful as it can be, and not force us t o go

13 through docket after docket after docket, as peop le come

14 up with new programs they hadn't thought of befor e or

15 didn't even exist, you know, one month, but come into

16 existence the next month.  It's more efficient to  pull

17 them together, except, if it becomes so sprawling  that

18 you're never sure quite what it is you're dealing  with,

19 and never sure when you have an end point on the matters

20 at hand.  We end up sometimes making things more

21 complicated than they should be and it ends up no t being

22 very efficient.

23 So, I don't know if the parties could

24 reach agreement on a proposed scope of issues tha t, if 097
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 1 were broadened to be more than just the three nam ed

 2 programs that were identified in the 10-160 docke t, what

 3 those additional items would be or whether just s ort of a

 4 generic language about "and other similar program s",

 5 whether that's too open-ended to give people full

 6 understanding of where they're going and put some  kind of

 7 restraints on the docket, so it doesn't just spir al out of

 8 control.  

 9 And, I think -- I appreciate

10 Mr. Camerino's comments, because I think that -- that I

11 had not thought of before, that it's wholly separ ate from

12 the question of whether the specific PSNH PNE fil ing in

13 093 should be consolidated.  I think we do also h ave to

14 figure out, is this 097 docket going to be strict ly

15 limited to these three programs or to more things  that are

16 similar, but significant?  

17 We will take all of that under

18 advisement and issue an order.  But, if the parti es have

19 any recommendations that you can discuss after th is, and

20 want to make any agreed upon recommendation on sc ope, or

21 if there are any further details that you want to  give to

22 us to think about the scope of this docket, separ ate and

23 apart from the question of the PNE petition, we w ould

24 certainly be interested in looking at it.  
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 1 I understand there is a technical

 2 session scheduled to continue today, is that righ t?

 3 MS. AMIDON:  That's correct, madam

 4 Chairman.  And, we certainly can take up the issu e of

 5 whether we can develop an agreed upon scope of th e

 6 proceeding that we can submit with the report on the

 7 technical session.

 8 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  All right.

 9 CMSR. HARRINGTON:  It may also be

10 helpful, if you do, you know, tend to limit the s cope and

11 exclude certain issues, as to where you think the y should

12 go, which docket would be best, because these iss ues

13 aren't going to go away.  We're going to have to address

14 them all someplace.  Just I share the Chairman's concerns

15 that we don't want to have something so huge that  we never

16 come to a conclusion.

17 MS. AMIDON:  Okay.  Thank you.  We'll

18 take that direction.

19 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  All right.  Anything

20 further?  

21 (No verbal response) 

22 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  Seeing nothing, we

23 will take all this under advisement, and we'll aw ait any

24 filings that you may be able to make after a tech nical
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 1 session.  Ms. Amidon, yes.

 2 MS. AMIDON:  Yes.  I just wanted to make

 3 one observation, regarding the fact that this doc ket

 4 affects both the electric and the natural gas uti lities.

 5 And, one question that the Staff has is whether t he POR,

 6 the other mechanisms would promote retail competi tion for

 7 small natural gas customers.  Staff points out th at

 8 residential customers are prohibited from purchas ing

 9 natural gas from competitive suppliers, and manda tory

10 capacity assignment also limit the opportunities for the

11 small C&I natural gas customers.  

12 So, consequently, it's uncertain at this

13 point whether the POR and these other mechanisms would

14 enhance retail competition for small natural gas

15 customers.  And, we just wanted the Commission to

16 understand that at this point, because that may a ffect how

17 the investigation proceeds, and whether we will c ontinue

18 working on those issues, or just move to electric  only.

19 Certainly, Staff will use this proceeding to deve lop a

20 position on this issue and a recommendation for t he

21 Commission.

22 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  Thank you.  And,

23 thank you for reminding me that we skipped over - - I

24 skipped over one of the primary things that we ex pected to
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 1 do, we got caught up in the other scoping questio ns, and

 2 that's preliminary statements of the parties on t he docket

 3 itself.  So, if parties can give us their underst anding of

 4 the issues that are at play that they think are

 5 significant, or, as Ms. Amidon points out, maybe some ways

 6 in which they think some of this, the matters bro ught up

 7 are not appropriate or shouldn't be considered as  applying

 8 to both natural gas and electric services, that w ould be

 9 interesting.

10 Mr. -- Why don't we assume all the

11 interventions will be granted.  The interventions  are all

12 granted.

13 (Laughter.) 

14 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  And, so, Mr. Rodier,

15 comments on the preliminary position on the Docke t 12-097

16 issues themselves?

17 MR. RODIER:  Nothing further.

18 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  All right.

19 Mr. Bersak?

20 MR. BERSAK:  Thanks again, madam

21 Chairman.  When the state moved to a restructured

22 competitive paradigm for the electric industry in  the

23 state, the Legislature found that market forces c an now

24 play the principal role in organizing electric su pply to
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 1 all customers, instead of monopoly regulation.  A nd, it

 2 was our understanding that, when the Legislature did this,

 3 that they were going to allow the competitive mar ket

 4 forces, where unregulated entities had the risks and the

 5 rewards of participating in that marketplace, to supplant

 6 the monopoly traditional role that utility suppli ers had

 7 played.

 8 It appears to be the intent in this

 9 docket to undo some of that.  To take some of tho se risks

10 that the Legislature thought that the competitive  market

11 players should bear, and went along with the rewa rds that

12 they could earn, and instead to place those risks  back

13 onto the utility and/or its customers.  For examp le, in

14 the purchase of receivables, you know, the suppli ers seem

15 to have indicated that they don't really want to deal with

16 that risk for smaller customers.  It's not worth their

17 while.  So, what they want to do is to place that  risk

18 either on the utility or onto society as a whole,  but with

19 nothing that impacts the rewards that they can ea rn, nor

20 nothing that impacts the rewards that the utility  can

21 earn, but they divest themselves of that risk of

22 uncollectibles.

23 The Commission has recognized the

24 difference between the services that unregulated
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 1 competitive suppliers provide and those that are supplied

 2 by the regulated utilities in this state, you kno w, and as

 3 part of the Commission's rules.  The Commission's  rules

 4 prohibit regulated electric utilities from termin ating

 5 service to customers on the basis that they faile d to pay

 6 a competitive supplier's bill.  So, there's a dif ference

 7 between the cost of service, regulated distributi on

 8 entities and the competitive suppliers.

 9 PSNH is somewhat unique amongst the

10 utilities that are here today, because we've alre ady had

11 the opportunity to be heard on these issues in Do cket

12 10-160.  We've already filed testimony.  We've al ready

13 briefed some of these issues.  

14 In addition, the issues in the other

15 docket, 10 -- 12-093, as I stated earlier, we've already

16 filed a Motion to Dismiss on, based upon a failur e to

17 comply with the Commission's rules and single-iss ue

18 ratemaking.

19 If the Commission changed its policy in

20 some of these underlying issues, whether it's don e in the

21 context of a particular docket involving PSNH and  its

22 tariffed rates, or in a generic docket, we'll als o have to

23 consider "how does that impact the revenue requir ement

24 that this Commission has set that are part of a r ate case
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 1 settlement?"  

 2 You know, should the matters be dealt

 3 with generically, but will implementation have to  await a

 4 distribution rate case so as not to upset the rev enue

 5 requirements and the give-and-take that exists in  at least

 6 PSNH's existing delivery service rate settlement?   

 7 We're interested in working with the

 8 parties here today and hearing what the other par ties have

 9 to say.  And, obviously, we're -- you know, we wi ll do

10 whatever the Commission deems to be the appropria te course

11 of action.

12 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  Thank you.

13 Ms. Miranda?

14 MS. MIRANDA:  Thank you.  The Retail

15 Energy Supply Association was an active participa nt in

16 Docket 10-160, which led to this proceeding.  It did file

17 testimony that lays out its positions generally w ith

18 respect to purchase of receivables, customer refe rral

19 programs, and electronic data interchange.  

20 I will just, in response to Attorney

21 Bersak's comments, indicate that he keeps talking  about

22 "risks" and "shifting of risks", from the retail suppliers

23 over to the ratepayers or to the electric distrib ution

24 companies.  And, in particular, talks about purch ase of
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 1 receivables.  I guess, first, I'll start with, I haven't

 2 heard any reasons why electronic data exchange ru les that

 3 would allow for further access to customer data s hifts

 4 risk.  I haven't heard anything about why a custo mer

 5 referral program shifts risk.  Of course, I just brought

 6 up supplier consolidated billings, so he hasn't h ad time

 7 to think about whether or not that shifts risk.  

 8 But, with respect to the purchase of

 9 receivables program, typically, utilities who do not want

10 a purchase of receivables program implemented arg ue that

11 there will be a ton of risks to customers.  And t hat, as a

12 result, their rates will go up, and the customers  will

13 bear the risk of supplier uncollectibles.  

14 However, residential and small

15 commercial customers aren't switching at a very

16 significant rate to competitive suppliers right n ow.  So,

17 that risk is already with the customer base.  And , most of

18 the time suppliers are offering prices that are l ower than

19 what the distribution companies would offer.  The refore,

20 the amount of the uncollectible actually goes dow n.  In

21 addition, the suppliers pay a percentage to have those

22 receivables purchased.  So, those risks that are raised

23 are not accurate, to indicate that the ratepayer costs

24 would actually go up as a result of implementing purchase
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 1 of receivables or that there would be a unfair sh ifting of

 2 risks from suppliers over to the rate base -- or,  the

 3 ratepayers.  Thank you.

 4 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  Thank you.  Mr.

 5 Camerino.

 6 MR. CAMERINO:  Thank you.  As the

 7 Commission and many of the parties are aware, lat e

 8 yesterday the Commission issued an order -- 

 9 (Court reporter interruption.) 

10 MR. CAMERINO:  As the Commission and

11 many of the parties are aware, the Commission yes terday

12 issued an order approving the transfer of ownersh ip of

13 Granite State Electric and EnergyNorth.  And, in light of

14 that, and the fact that that transfer is likely t o occur

15 shortly after the 30-day rehearing period expires , I think

16 that we would like to first hear the proposals of  the

17 other parties and get a sense of the scope of the

18 proceeding.  And, so, at this point, neither Gran ite State

19 nor EnergyNorth takes a position.  Thank you.

20 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  Thank you.  Mr.

21 Patch.

22 MR. PATCH:  TransCanada was also a full

23 intervenor in the DE 10-160 docket.  And, in that  docket,

24 as the Commission noted in the order that it issu ed on
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 1 July of 2011, TransCanada had said that it would be a good

 2 idea for the Commission to "explore the use of a POR

 3 program, customer referral, and electronic interf ace as

 4 suggested by Constellation, to spur the developme nt of a

 5 market for small customers".  So, I think that so rt of

 6 summarizes the position that TransCanada has in t his

 7 docket.

 8 The other thing that I would point out

 9 that was brought up in that docket is, PSNH affil iates, at

10 least in Connecticut, already have a POR program in

11 effect.  And, in Connecticut, I believe the perce ntage of

12 residential customers that participate in the mar ket is

13 very high, somewhere in the range of 40 percent.  And, so,

14 that was an issue that was raised in the migratio n docket

15 that I think is an important one for the Commissi on to

16 keep in mind.  

17 It is also my understanding that there

18 is at least a docket open in Massachusetts that h as been

19 going on for some time that TransCanada has parti cipated

20 in that raises a number of similar issues.  And, I think

21 Massachusetts is on a track ahead of New Hampshir e to

22 implement a POR program, obviously, with another PSNH

23 affiliate, Western Mass. Electric Company, involv ed in

24 that.  So, I just think those are important.
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 1 So, generally, you know, TransCanada

 2 thinks it's a good idea that these programs be pu rsued,

 3 and that the market for small customers be develo ped, so

 4 they can take advantage of the competitive market .

 5 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  Thank you.

 6 Mr. Epler?

 7 MR. EPLER:  Yes.  Thank you, Chairman

 8 Ignatius.  Several points.  As Mr. Patch, Attorne y Patch

 9 just indicated, there is a docket open in Massach usetts at

10 this time, and Unitil and Northern's sister affil iate,

11 Fitchburg Gas & Electric Company is a participant  in that.

12 And, there are very many similar issues, so certa inly

13 there may be some things that can be learned from

14 exploring the -- what's developed in those docket s,

15 including in some of the Commission orders out of

16 Massachusetts.

17 A couple of things.  As the Staff

18 attorney indicated, on the gas side, Northern doe s not

19 currently bill on behalf of its suppliers.  And, as

20 indicated, residential gas customers do not have retail

21 choice.  And, Northern and its retail gas supplie rs are

22 not set up to conduct EDI, electronic data interc hange

23 transactions.  So, it's not clear whether extensi on of

24 these programs on the gas side would be beneficia l at this
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 1 point without a number of further developments on  the gas

 2 side.

 3 On the electric side, just trying to

 4 raise these issues without really taking any posi tion, I

 5 think determining really what the costs and the r isks are

 6 of the various proposals, or, in fact, whether or  not

 7 there are costs or risks, I think will be really

 8 essential.  And, then, certainly ensuring that th e

 9 appropriate parties bear those costs under --

10 (Court reporter interruption.) 

11 MR. EPLER:  Whether -- ensuring that the

12 appropriate parties bear those costs would be an essential

13 element of this docket.  

14 There is a particular unique situation

15 with respect to both Unitil and in Northern that we'd like

16 to bring to the Commission's attention.  Currentl y, our

17 Customer Information System is kind of at the end  of its

18 useful life, particularly in terms of all the mor e recent

19 technological challenges and new programs it's be en asked

20 to perform or accommodate.  And, so, the Company has made

21 a decision, on behalf of all its utility affiliat es, to

22 replace its CIS system.  And, we have begun that process.

23 We actually issued an RFP this past Friday to acc omplish

24 that.  
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 1 And, so, what this means practically is

 2 that, while we certainly want to be engaged in de veloping

 3 these issues, in terms of practical implication, it would

 4 be very difficult for the Company to implement an y of

 5 these changes for a certain time horizon while it 's in the

 6 process of changing its CIS system.  Our intentio n is to

 7 have a CIS system in place that can accommodate t hese

 8 types of changes.  Again, you know, we would want  to

 9 explore if there are any additional costs, once t hat's in

10 place and so on.  But that is our intent and that  is part

11 of the RFP that we issued.

12 And, just to give a time frame, our IT

13 Department informs us that it's probably a two-ye ar

14 process from start to finish in terms of replacin g the CIS

15 system.  So, we are -- and, we are at the very be ginning

16 of that process.  And, we'd be happy to explore w hat we're

17 doing in more detail with the parties in subseque nt

18 technical sessions and respond to any other data requests

19 on that issue.  Thank you.

20 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  Thank you.  Ms.

21 Hollenberg.

22 MS. HOLLENBERG:  Thank you.  The Office

23 of Consumer Advocate does not have a position on the

24 issues in this case or in the other case, to the extent
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 1 that the Commission would consolidate that case w ith this

 2 one.  Thank you.

 3 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  All right.  Ms.

 4 Amidon, anything further than your prior comments ?

 5 MS. AMIDON:  No.

 6 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  All right.  Unless

 7 there's anything further then?

 8 (No verbal response)  

 9 CHAIRMAN IGNATIUS:  I think this time

10 it's for real, that we have done the things that we needed

11 to do this morning.  Now, it falls to you to work  out, see

12 if there is any ability to propose greater clarit y on

13 scope, any appropriate expansions that you think should be

14 made to the docket.  And, when we receive anythin g that we

15 do receive, in terms of schedule or scope recomme ndations,

16 we'll consider all of that, as well as the possib le

17 consolidation with the PNE docket.  And, we will hold all

18 of that under advisement until we receive a respo nse from

19 the parties and the Staff.  So, thank you.  We st and

20 adjourned.

21 (Whereupon the prehearing conference 

22 ended at 10:57 a.m., and a technical 

23 session was held thereafter.) 

24
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