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Re Fuel Adjustment Charge

Intervenors: Public Service Company of New Hampshire, Legislative Utility Consumers
Council, Community Action Program, Concord Electric Company, Exeter and Hampton Electric
Company, Granite State Electric Company, Connecticut Valley Electric Company, Inc., New
Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc., Littleton Water and Light Department, and Woodsville
Water and Light Department et al.

DR 80-46, Tenth Supplemental Order No. 14,650
66 NH PUC 1
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 2, 1981
ORDER approving increases in several electric utilities' fuel adjustment clauses.

1. RATES, 8§ 303 — Use of another utility's estimates.

[N.H.] Where a utility's estimates were considered to be extraordinarily high, the utility's fuel
adjustment charges were lowered to reflect the estimates of another utility whose figures were
found to be prudent. p. 2.

2. RATES, § 303 — Effect of conservation.

[N.H.] Since fuel adjustments are affected directly by conservation, the commission adopted
a 2.1 per cent growth in sales to reflect increase conservation and for use in calculation of an
electric utility's fuel adjustment clause. p. 3.

APPEARANCES: for Public Service Company of New Hampshire, Eaton W. Tarbell, and Philip
Ayers; for the Legislative Utility Consumers' Council. William Shaine; for Community Action
Program, Gerald Eaton; for the New Hampshire College and University Counsel, Henry Monroe;
for Concord Electric Company and Exeter and Hampton Electric Company, Warren
Nighswander; for Granite State Electric Company, Philip Cahill.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Report

The Public Service Company of New Hampshire (PSNH) originally filed a request for a fuel
adjustment charge (FAC) of $0.0291 per kilowatt-hour. On December 17, 1980, this was revised
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to $0.0289 per kilowatt-hour. The commission conducted an extensive investigation which
culminated in many hours of hearings. Adding to the length of the proceeding was the
commission's concern that this was the highest fuel adjustment clause ever requested by the
company and would effect customer's bills during the highest usage time of the year. These
issues were the subject of extensive analysis, testimony, and heightened interest by the
commission in these matters.

Prior to the hearing, the PUC finance staff conducted a selective audit of Public Service
Company's fuel costs as related to the FAC. Among other things, they reviewed the reconciling
adjustment relating to the July-September, 1980,
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quarter and were satisfied that the company was handling it correctly.

The commission's finance staff reviewed the oil prices being paid by 48 utilities in 14 states
including Public Service Company of New Hampshire and New England Power Company. The
staff also reviewed PSNH's oil contract and purchases pursuant to the contract. As a result of the
aforementioned audit, Mr. Traum of the finance department, presented direct testimony related to
four areas of concern:

1. The financial results of delaying the scheduled outage of Merrimack Unit 2 from March I,
1981, to either later in March or April 1, 1981.

2. Using a different sales growth projection than PSNH's estimate of approximately 4.1 per
cent.

3. Calculating the fuel adjustment for each month of the quarter separately with
corresponding escalation.

4. Examination of the price being paid by PSNH vis-a-vis other utilities on the eastern coast.

The review by staff reveals that there has indeed been a dramatic increase in the price of oil
over the past few months. The jump in price, both in dollars and percentages, was adequately
shown to have occurred to all 48 utilities examined.

The major factor in this month's dramatic increase is the aforementioned increase in the price
of oil. The actions taken by OPEC, the acceleration of decontrol of price and the Iran-Iraq
conflict have all contributed to the increase experienced by all utilities. However, these factors
must be individually examined together with others so as to arrive at just and reasonable
estimates for fuel adjustment purposes.

[1] The commission is concerned with the wide differential in price estimates given by
PSNH and New England Power (Granite State Electric). Below is a comparison of these
estimates.

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]
NEPCOPSNH
January $35.65 $33.11

February $37.86 $34.34
March $40.06 $34.84
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New England Power's estimates which are 15 per cent higher than PSNH's have no
justification in the record. New England Power Company is presently appealing the
commission's decision in the Small Power Producers case. In that decision the commission used
various estimates to arrive at an avoided cost rate. One of the estimates included an estimate as
to the price of oil throughout 1981. The commission estimated that at PSNH's Newington station
the price would be $35. 17. New England Power Company contends on appeal that (1) their
prices for oil will always be lower than PSNH's because they can burn oil with a higher sulfur
content than PSNH and (2) that their fuel costs will never reflect oil at $35 a barrel or fuel cost in
mills of 6.1 cents.

Yet NEPCO, through its sister subsidiary is stating that both of those allegations are
incorrect. New England Power Company simply cannot argue completely opposite view points
before this commission.

Our staff analysis of 48 utilities reveals that: (1) PSNH is prudently purchasing oil and that
they are doing better than the industry as a whole. (2) New England Power Company is not
prudently purchasing oil in comparison to the utility industry generally. (3) In comparing
NEPCO vis-a-vis other utilities that buy oil with higher sulfur content, NEPCO's estimates are
extraordinarily high.

Consequently, the commission will use PSNH estimates as prudent for this quarter and lower
Granite State's fuel adjustment clause to reflect PSNH's estimates adjusted for the ability to
purchase higher sulfur oil. This results in a drop from
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$0.0487 to $0.0437 in Granite State Electric's filing.

Public Service Company of New Hampshire and the two utilities that buy all of their power
from PSNH (Concord Electric and Exeter and Hampton Electric) have relied upon a scheduled
outage of Merrimack Il starting March 1, 1981. The commission staff recommends that the
schedule outage should be delayed three weeks because of the high usage in this quarter and the
dramatic increase in the price of oil. The commission agrees and will therefore make the
appropriate adjustments in the calculations submitted by the three utilities. Substituting coal
generation for the forecasted oil generation results in a 27 cents per 100 kilowatt-hours drop in
PSNH's charge per month and a 28 cents per 100 kilowatt-hours in the other two utilities.

Staff also noted that PSNH's sales estimate was high in comparison to their experience over
the last year. Staff submitted various sales forecasts for the commission's consideration.

[2] In today's economics fuel adjustments are higher or lower in direct relationship to the
effect of conservation. The commission believes that there will be greater conservation than that
forecasted by PSNH. Rather than a 4.1 per cent growth, the commission finds that a 2.1 per cent
growth in sales is more accurate. This estimate is confirmed by the estimates submitted by the
other utilities which are lower than PSNH's. If consumers conserve to a larger extent a credit will
occur in the next succeeding quarter. If they do not, there will be an additional increase. This
adjustment will reduce the fuel adjustment submission by PSNH by three cents per 100
kilowatt-hours. our order will issue accordingly.
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Supplemental Order
Upon consideration of the foregoing report, which is made a part hereof; it is hereby

Ordered, that Public Service Company of New Hampshire's Seventh and Eighth Revised
Pages 23 and 24 to its tariff, NHPUC No.24 — Electricity, are hereby rejected; and it is

Further ordered, that as a consequence of the attached report, Public Service Company of
New Hampshire (PSNH) should file revised tariff pages to recover $00259 per kilowatt-hour for
the months of January, February, and March, 1981; and it as

Further ordered, that Concord Electric 69th Revised Page 15-A to its tariff, NHPUC No.6 —
Electricity, reflecting a $0.0312 per kilowatt-hour charge is rejected; and it is

Further ordered, that as a consequence Concord should file revised tariff pages to recover
$0.0284 per kilowatt-hour; and it is

Further ordered, that Exeter and Hampton Electric Company tariff, NHPUC No. 14 —
Electricity, Sixth Revised Page 19-A, providing for a fuel adjustment rate of $0.0299 per
kilowatt-hour for the first quarter of 1981 is hereby rejected; and it is

Further ordered, that as a consequence Exeter and Hampton Electric Company should file
revised tariff pages to recover $0.0271 per kilowatt-hour; and it is

Further ordered, that Granite State Electric Company tariff, NHPUC No. 8 — Electricity,
76th Revised Page No. 15-A, providing for a fuel adjustment rate of $0.0487 per kilowatt-hour
for the first quarter of 1981 is hereby rejected; and it is

Further ordered, that as a consequence Granite State Electric Company should file revised
tariff pages to recover $0.0437 per kilowatt-hour; and it is

Further ordered, that 45th Revised Page 18 of Connecticut Valley Electric Company, Inc.,
tariff, NHPUC No. 4 —
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Electricity, providing for the monthly fuel surcharge credit of six cents per 100
kilowatt-hours for the month of January, 1981, be, and hereby is, permitted to become effective
January 1, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that 12th Revised Page 17 of New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.,
tariff, NHPUC No. 9 — Electricity, providing for the monthly fuel surcharge of $2.96 per 100
kilowatt-hours for the month of January, 1981, net of refunds and adjustments, be, and hereby is,
permitted to become effective January 1, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that 84th Revised Page 6 of Littleton Water and Light Department tariff,
NHPUC No. 1 — Electricity, providing for the monthly fuel surcharge of $2.48 per 100
kilowatt-hours for the month of January, 1981, be, and hereby is, permitted to become effective
January 1, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that 50th Revised Page 10-B of Woodsville Water and Light Department
tariff, NHPUC No. 3 — Electricity, providing for the monthly fuel surcharge credit of seven
cents per 100 kilowatt-hours for the month of January, 1981, be, and hereby is, permitted to
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become effective January 1, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that 28th Revised Page 11 of the Municipal Electric Department of
Wolfeboro tariff, NHPUC No. 5 — Electricity, providing for the monthly fuel surcharge of $3.16
per 100 kilowatt-hours for the month of January, 1981, be, and hereby is, permitted to become
effective January 1, 1981.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this second day of January,
1981.

NH.PUC*01/05/81*[78790]*66 NH PUC 4*Granite State Electric Company

[Go to End of 78790]

Re Granite State Electric Company
DR 77-63, Seventh Supplemental Order No. 14,649
66 NH PUC 4
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 5, 1981
ORDER directing refund of overcollected revenues.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Supplemental Order

Whereas, commission Order No. 13, 849 directed that the Granite State Electric Company
file " ... a plan for refund of the revenues related to the incorrect inclusion of customer deposits
and customer advance in rate base ... "'; and

Whereas, on December 17, 1980, the company did file such plan for refund, said plan
proposing a one-time credit to customers of the "D" and "D-2" classes in the amount of $0.00479
and $0.01919 per kilowatt-hour respectively; and

Whereas, the commission finds such calculations accurate and the credit proposed in the
public good; it is

Ordered, that Granite State Electric company be, and hereby is, to credit each "D" class by
$0.00479 per kilowatt-hour and each "D-2" sale by $0.01919 during the billing cycle of January,
1981; and it is

Further ordered, that each customer receiving said refund credits be provided,
Page 4

by the most economical means, an explanation certified copies of which to be filed with the
commission; and it is
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Further ordered, that Granite State Electric Company maintain an accurate accounting of said
refund, reporting results to the commission no later than March 1, 1981.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this fifth day of January,
1981.

NH.PUC*01/06/81*[78791]*66 NH PUC 5*New England Telephone and Telegraph Company

[Go to End of 78791]

Re New England Telephone and Telegraph Company
DR 80-23, Eighth Supplemental Order No. 14,653
66 NH PUC 5
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 6, 1981
ORDER accepting a telephone company's filed tariffs.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Supplemental Order

Whereas, on December 15, 1981, this commission directed New England Telephone and
Telegraph Company to implement the provisions of report and Order No. 14,614 ([1980] 65 NH
PUC 629), providing for certain credits and charges; and

Whereas, on December 30, 1980, the company, in compliance with that order, filed:

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

Supplement No. 18 ffective 1/17/81
Supplement No. 14 Effective 4/27/81
Part 11 — Local, Section 1, Second Revised Page 2A Effective 1/13/81
53rd Revised Page 3 Effective 1/13/81
Part 1V — WATS, 17th Revised Page 4 Effective 1/17/81
18th Revised Page 4 Effective 7/8/81

To its tariff, NHPUC No. 70; and

Whereas, upon investigation we are satisfied that the filing conforms to the directives of the
commission and is in the public interest; it is

Ordered, that the above listed tariff pages be, and hereby are, allowed to become effective as
of the dates shown; and it is

Further ordered, that a one-time publication of the results of this filing be made in a manner
which will reasonably assure customer understanding of the filing.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this sixth day of January,
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NH.PUC*01/06/81*[78792]*66 NH PUC 6*Public Service Company of New Hampshire

[Go to End of 78792]

Re Public Service Company of New Hampshire
DR 79-187 Phase 11, 46th Supplemental Order No. 14,654
66 NH PUC 6
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 6, 1981
ORDER setting schedule for hearing and cross-examination of prefiled testimony.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Supplemental Order

Whereas, the commission on June 30, 1980, made clear its desire to hear all testimony
prefiled in this docket; and

Whereas, all data required to be filed under § 133 of PURPA by November 1, 1980, has been
received by all present parties in this case; it is

Ordered, that the commission will set forth the following schedule for hearing prefiled
testimony and cross-examination thereof;
[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

January 26, 1981 10:00 A_M. George Sterzinger for
Community Action
Program (CAP)

January 29, 1981 10:00 A_M. Fred Wells for
NHPA

February 6, 1981 10:00 A.M. Charles W. King and
Stephen G. Sinwek
for BIA;

and it is

Further ordered, that Public Service Company of New Hampshire will file its testimony on
the rate-making standards of § I11 of PURPA and shall include such cost of service studies as
pertinent to rate structures proposed thereto, mindful of the commission's orders in Phase I, by
February 6, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that Public Service Company of New Hampshire shall file its testimony
concerning remaining disputes regarding the fuel adjustment clause by February 6, 1981; and it
IS

Further ordered, that persons wishing to appear as limited or full parties in this case make
such desires known to the commission on or before January 26, 1981; and it is
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Further ordered, that all parties will be permitted to submit supplemental testimony which
shall be filed by March 20, 1981.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this sixth day of January,
1981.

[Go to End of 78793]

Re Union Telephone Company
DR 81-4, Order No. 14,655
66 NH PUC 7
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 7, 1981
ORDER granting an extension of telephone service.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Order

Whereas, Union Telephone Company, a utility operating under the jurisdiction of this
commission, by a petition filed on December 30, 1980, seeks authority, pursuant to RSA 374:26,
as amended, to extend its lines and service into a limited area in the town of Strafford; and

Whereas, the petitioner submits that the area in question will be served under its regularly
filed tariff; and

Whereas, New England Telephone and Telegraph Company has waived its franchise rights in
this limited area; and

Whereas, after investigation and consideration, this commission is satisfied that the granting
of the petition will be for the public good; it is

Ordered, that permission be, and hereby is, granted to Union Telephone Company to do
business as a telephone utility in a limited area in the town of Strafford, said area outlined on a
map on file in the office of this commission, and for that purpose to construct and maintain the
necessary lines and apparatus; and it is

Further ordered, that revised exchange area maps, reflecting the change herein authorized be
filed by both companies within thirty days of the date hereof.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this seventh day of January,
1981.
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Re Locke Lake Water Company, Inc.
DR 80-198, Supplemental Order No. 14,657
66 NH PUC 7
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 9, 1981
PETITION for rate increase and temporary rates; granted with modification.

1. PAYMENT, 8§ 19 — Change of billing period.

[N.H.] A request to change a water utility's billing from arrears to advance was denied,;
however to improve cash flow the company was allowed to bill quarterly. p. 8.

2. RETURN, 8§ 26 — Reflection of operational losses.

[N.H.] Especially where a utility has not sought a recent rate increase, cumulative loss from
operations should be reflected in the calculation
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of the cost of capital. p. 8.
3. RATES, § 120.1 — Midyear data.

[N.H.] The average rate base for a utility was calculated by use of midyear data in addition to
beginning and end-of-test year data. .Pg p. 8.

4. EXPENSES, 8§ 81 — Radio telephone charges.

[N.H.] Fifteen per cent of the radio service charges associated with a mobile unit were
allocated to a small water company, the commission used the same percentage claimed by the
company for mileage expense. p. 9.

5. DEPRECIATION, § 7 — Customer contributed property.

[N.H.] Depreciation on plant paid for through customer's contributions in aid of construction
was denied since in effect it was similar to rate base treatment for construction work in progress,
which is not permitted in New Hampshire. p. 11.

6. EXPENSES, § 89 — Surcharge — Two-year period.

[N.H.] Rate case expenses were permitted to be surcharged by a water company over a
two-year period. p. 11.
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APPEARANCES: Dom S. D'Ambruoso, for the petitioner.
BY THE COMMISSION:
Report

On September 10, 1980, the Locke Lake Water Company, Inc., a New Hampshire
corporation engaged in the supply of water in Barnstead, New Hampshire, filed certain revisions
to its tariff, NHPUC No. 1 — Water, seeking authority for an increase in rates pursuant to RSA
378:29 and for temporary rates.

The commission suspended the rate increase pending investigation and noticed a hearing for
October 23, 1980. Prior to that hearing the commission finance staff conducted an audit of the
company and data requests were sent and responded to.

On October 23, 1980, a hearing was held on the company's request for temporary rates. on
November 21, 1980, a hearing was held on the company's re quest for permanent rates.

At the October 23, 1980, hearing, the company requested temporary rates for service
rendered on or after September 10, 1980, the date it originally filed for a rate increase.

[1] In addition, the company requested it be allowed to change its billing from arrears to
advance. The commission does not feel that the company has sufficiently proven that (1) billing
has been in arrears since the granting of the company's franchise, (2) the financial effect of a
one-shot double billing to customers is in the customers' best interest, (3) the company did not
adjust its working capital request, and (4) the commission feels an argument can be made that
billing should be for service provided; as rate base is for fixed assets in service, not construction
work in progress.

The commission, therefore, denies the company's request from billing in arrears to in
advance, but will allow the company to bill quarterly. This should improve the company's cash
flow while enabling the customers to spread their payments more evenly throughout the year.

Cost of Capital

[2] The company in its revised Exh 1 showed a calculation of the cost of capital to be 12 per
cent. This calculation did not include the cumulative loss from operations which the commission
believes should have been included, especially in light of the fact that the company has not
requested a rate increase since 1969.

The company in its Exh 5 corrected this and requested a cost of capital of 12 per cent. The
commission will accept the company's requested rate for purposes of this case.

Rate Base
[3] The company requested a rate base
Page 8

of $141,066 in its revised Exh 1. This was computed using beginning and end of test-year
figures. Since data is also available for December 31, 1979, the midpoint of the test year, the
commission feels utilization of the additional point will give a more accurate picture of assets
used to serve ratepayers in the test year. Rate base was revised again in Exh 5 to $177,760 due to
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a recalculation of the depreciation reserve on a retroactive basis, which is inconsistent with the
company's filings with this commission and the Internal Revenue Service. Therefore, the
commission will not accept the rate base calculated in Exh 5.

The rate base we will accept is calculated as follows:

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]
June 30, 1979Dec. 31, 1979June 30, 1980 Average

Gross Plant $411,054 $411,053 $417,792 $413,300
Less: Construction Work

in Progress - - -
Less: Depreciation Reserve 90,004 94,819 99,803

Less: Contributions for

Construction 186,664 186,664 186,664

Net Plant in Service $134,386 $129,570 $131,325 $131,760
Deferred Taxes - - - -

1TX - - - -
Customer Deposits - - - -
Materials and Supplies - - - -
Four Months Operation

and Maintenance $ 8,565
Working Capital $ 8,565
Average Rate Base $140,325

Operation and Maintenance Expense

[4] The company showed test-year O&M expenses of $25,694 pro formed to $41,134, then
revised to $36,103 in Exh 5, p. 2. The commission accepts all of the adjustments except: rent,
telephone, and repairs and maintenance.

The filing proposed that two-thirds of the office space occupied by Locke Associates, and
therefore the rent, should be allocated to Locke Lake Water Company, Inc. During
cross-examination, it was revealed that three full-time and two part-time employees work out of
the aforementioned office space. of these, 20 per cent of Mr. Locke's time and 33.3 per cent of
Ms. Belhumeur's time were allocated to the water company in this filing. Based on this, the
commission feels an allocation of one-fourth of the rent to the water company is more
appropriate, and our order will so issue. The difference is $2,284.

Telephone

The water company seeks to charge 33.5 per cent of the Locke Associates telephone expense
to the water company. Locke Associates is a real estate sales and development company that also
shares these telephone lines with N.H. Earth Mechanics, Inc., a general contracting company
owned by Mr. Locke. The business telephone maintained in Barnstead and that in Concord are
both listed to Locke Associates and N.H. Earth Mechanics, Inc. The water company is not listed.

We cannot accept that telephones listed to, and used by, a real estate sales office and a
general contractor, can be allocated at 33.34 per cent to a small water company, and would set
the allocation

Page 9
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for maintaining the telephone at Barn-stead and at Concord and the answering service
charges at 20 per cent, which is the alleged per cent of Mr. Locke's time that is allocated to the
water company for administration, financing problems, and purchasing of materials and supplies.
The radio service charge, which we assume represents a mobile radio in Mr. Locke's car, would
be allocated at 15 per cent, which is the per cent alleged by the company for Mr. Locke's mileage
expense.

The charge or expense for telephone service would then be:

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

Basic Monthly Charge — Concord and Barnstead $154.80
Answering Service — Monthly 45.0

$199.80 at 20% = $39.96 199.80
Radio Service — Monthly $ 34.00

$34 at 15% = $5.10
or $39.96 + $5.10 = $45.06 x 12 months = $541 per year

Repairs and Maintenance

The company, in response to data request, provided a breakdown of its pro formed repairs
and maintenance expense. The commission, after analyzing the transcripts in this case, has a
number of concerns with the company's accounting and their particular effects on this
adjustment. The company in the past had been expensing items which should have been
capitalized and not retiring from the books assets which had been physically retired. This shall
be corrected on an ongoing basis and all assets which are still on the books of account, but have
been physically retired, shall be retired from the books, with any undepreciated balance
amortized over an agreed upon length of time.

In arriving at the pro forma repair and maintenance figure of $12,820, the company provided
a breakdown which only totaled $12,620, so the commission will use that as a starting point.
Secondly, the figure included amounts for two pumps, an air compressor, and related labor
which should be capitalized. This amounts to $4,523, thereby reducing the accepted pro forma
repairs and maintenance expense to $8,097.

The company submitted petitioner's Exh 6 which is their estimate of this pro formed expense.
If we accept the premise that there will be 15 "breaks"” in company mains during the twelve
months ending June 30, 1981, we must also take exception to some of the material the company
would include in this account. Most water main breaks that will occur from frost action would be
repairable with pipe repair clamps or dresser couplings. With this as a basis, we would then
allow for 15, plus two spare, couplings. Using the water company prices:

10 — 2-inch at $13.50 each = $135.00 7 — 4-inch at $64 each = $448

As we have stated, most breaks can be repaired with clamps or couplings, and because of this
we do not accept the estimate of 500 feet of 1-1/4 inches galvanized pipe or 100 feet of four inch
PVC pipe. We would allow 50 feet of each at the company estimated prices:

50 feet — 1 1/4-inch Galvanized pipe at $1.68 per foot = $ 84 50 feet — 4-inch PVC
pipe at $2,30 per foot = $115
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We also take exception with the company's estimate of $12 per hour labor charge to clean
pump houses, etc. We would allow $6 per hour as a maximum or: 20 hrs. at $6 = $120.

With these adjustments, the repair and maintenance expense becomes $6,813.
Depreciation on Contributions in Aid of Construction

[5] Through cross-examination by staff, it was shown that the company is collecting
depreciation on plant which was paid for through customer's contributions in aid of construction.
In effect, this means the customer is being asked to pay for the same asset twice, and that is
unjust and unreasonable.

If the argument is advanced that the depreciation expense is being used to build up a reserve
to eventually replace the asset when retired, the result would be a concept similar to CWIP,
which is illegal in New Hampshire. The commission will therefore disallow in the future
depreciation on that portion of fixed assets contributed by customers. The amount is $3,733 as
shown on the company's Exh 5, revised depreciation schedule, p. 3 of 4.

We also take exception to the company's practice of depreciating water storage tanks over a
20-year life and recommend the median life of forty-five years as shown in the NARUC bulletin
"Depreciation Practices for Small Water Utilities.” This will result in a reduction of the annual
depreciation expense as follows:

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]
Total Tank Investment

$12,071 at 20 years/5% =
$12,071 at 45 years/2.2% =

Reduction in annual
depreciation expense

Electricity

We will accept the company's estimate for increased cost of electricity because of rising fuel
costs as reflected in the fuel adjustment of all electric bills, however, we note that this estimate is
pro formed using costs incurred during July, August, and September which are the peak months
experienced by most water utilities.

Taxes

The company originally filed for pro formed FIT expense $2,143 and $1,458 of other taxes.
The commission accepts the other taxes, but disagrees with the FIT expense. The reason for the
disagreement is that the company should have a sufficient carry forward of past losses to zero
out the pro formed tax expense of $2,143. This amount was withdrawn in the company's Exh 5,
and replaced with a figure of $1,710 for New Hampshire Business Profits Tax. The commission
accepts this figure.

Rate Case Expense
[6] The company has requested that its rate case expense be surcharged over a two-year
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period. This is acceptable to the commission, but the amount submitted to the commission
detailing the costs to be included in the surcharge for its approval are not. Attorney
D'Ambruoso’s statement for legal services rendered includes amounts for affiliate contracts. The
commission feels these should be considered ordinary legal expenses, not rate case ones, and
will, therefore, exclude 3.5 hours or $210 from his statement, reducing such to $3,675.50. The
account-ant's bill was for $2,039.50. The commission feels that this expense would have been
substantially reduced had the company's accounting records been in better shape prior to the rate
case and commission audit and will, therefore, only allow 75 per cent of the bill to be included as

rate case expenses. In summation, the

Page 11

commission will allow $5,187 to be surcharged over two years.

Revenue Requirement

Taking all of the previous changes into account, the commission will accept a revenue

requirement calculated as follows:

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

Approved Rate Base $140,32.5
Times Requested Rate of Return x .12
Required Net Operating Income $ 16,839
Plus Repairs and Maintenance 6,813
Plus Electricity 11,090
Plus Water Testing 120

Plus Management Fee 10,160
Plus Postage 300

Plus Office Supplies 500

Plus Insurance 327

Plus Licenses and Permits 20

Plus Telephone 541

Plus Rent (3,654 = 2,284) 1,370
Plus Auto Expenses 900

Plus Depreciation (9,800 - 3,733 = 338) 5,729
Plus Other Taxes 1,458
Plus Federal Income Taxes -0-

Plus New Hampshire

Business Profits Taxes 1,710
Revenue Requirement $57,877

Rate Schedule

Staff presented testimony in support of a two-part rate schedule that would include a
minimum charge to recover the fixed charges on the water company's investment and a user
portion to recover the remaining operating costs plus a return on investment. We will accept
staffs recommendation on the basis that the water company plant is constructed to serve each

connected customer and certain fixed costs or charges such as taxes, depreciation, insurance, and
interest on borrowed funds, continue over the life of this plant whether the connected customer
makes any immediate use of such plant or not.

Staff also proposed a simplified fixture rate schedule and a change to a quarterly billing
cycle. This schedule, and quarterly billing shall become effective at the next scheduled billing —
i.e., April 1, 1981 — and shall be set as follows:
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[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]
Rates Quarterly

Kitchen Sink $10.75
Lavatory 5.40
Each Additional 2.75
Toilet .40
Each Additional 2.75

2
5
2
5
Each Additional 2.75
2
5
1

Bath or Shower .40
Sillcock .75
Washing Machine 40

Dishwasher 6.75

Annual Filing
Pool — Small $35.00
Pool — Large 70.00

Minimum Charge

This charge shall be applied against each lot on which a structure exists that is connected to
the water company mains and shall be in addition to the above fixture rates. When a customer
has requested a temporary discontinuance of service from the company, and the company
curbcock has been closed, only the minimum charge will apply. Our order will issue accordingly.

Supplemental Order
Upon consideration of the foregoing report, which is made a part hereof; it is

Ordered, that the revisions to its tariff, NHPUC No. 1 — Water, as filed by Locke Lake
Water Company, Inc., on September 10, 1980, which revisions were suspended by commission
Order No. 14,518 dated October 7, 1980 (65 NH PUC 475), be, and hereby are, rejected; and it is

Further ordered, that in accordance with the revenues authorized by this report and order,
Locke Lake Water Company, Inc., shall file new tariff pages, in accordance with this
commission's tariff filing rules, setting forth therein, rates designed as specific in this report and
designed to produce annual gross revenues of $57,877; and it is

Further ordered, that these revised
Page 12

tariff pages shall be filed to become effective with all service rendered on or after April 1,
1981; and it is

Further ordered, that Locke Lake Water Company, Inc., give public notice of these new rates
by the inclusion of a bill insert with the April 1, 1981, billing.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this ninth day of January,
1981.

NH.PUC*01/12/81*[78795]*66 NH PUC 13*Pittsfield Aqueduct Company, Inc.

[Go to End of 78795]
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Re Pittsfield Aqueduct Company, Inc.
Intervenor: Legislative Utility Consumers' Council
DR 80-125, Order No. 14,660
66 NH PUC 13
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 12, 1981
PETITION for a rate increase; granted with an allowed attrition factor.

1. DEPRECIATION, § 24 — Assets purchased in test year.

[N.H.] The commission adjusted a water utility's depreciation expense and rate base to
reflect its denial of one full year's depreciation on fixed assets added during the test year; instead,
an average of one-half of the annual depreciation rate was applied to those additions. p. 14.

2. DEPRECIATION, § 7 — Customer contributed assets.

[N.H.] Depreciation on assets paid for by customer contributed capital was denied since it
was inequitable to ask customers to pay twice for the same asset. p. 14.

3. RETURN, § 26.4 — Cost of common equity.

[N.H.] A water utility with above average equity and interest coverage ratios was granted a
12 per cent return on equity, part of the granted return reflected the commission's inquiry into the
company's management and operational efficiencies. p. 15.

4. RETURN, § 35 — Attrition allowance — Earnings story.

[N.H.] Based upon a water utility's historical earnings history a 0.6 per cent attrition
allowance was granted; the utility had requested 0.9 per cent. p. 17.

5. RATES, 8 604 — Water company — Meter installation plan.

[N.H.] A water utility was ordered to implement a plan for meter installation since the
commission was of opinion that metered service was more equitable. p. 17.

6. RATES, 8 596 — Water company — System design justifies flat rate.

[N.H.] A declining block rate for metered water service was denied; the commission's recent
experience with other water utilities' cost-of-service studies, and the fact that pumps were not
required to render service, justified the commission's order of a flat rate for all usage over a
minimum charge. p. 18.

7. PAYMENT, § 20 — Billing period — Size of bill.

[N.H.] With the size of water bills increasing, the commission ordered that such bills should
be rendered at least on a quarterly basis. p. 19.

8. SERVICE, 8§ 210 — Water company — Extension of main — Customer costs.
© Public Utilities Reports, Inc., 2008 16



PURbase

[N.H.] For each customer requesting water service, the commission determined that a water
utility economically could extend the main, only 25 feet at its own expense; when extensions
were made under a deposit agreement, the commission determined that any connection made
during the useful life of a customer paid extension should be subject to the computation. p. 19.

APPEARANCES: Cedric H. Dustin, Jr., president, for the petitioner; Gerald
Page 13

Lynch for the Legislative Utility Consumers' Council (LUCC).
BY THE COMMISSION:
Report

On May 29, 1980, Pittsfield Aqueduct Company, Inc. filed certain revisions to its tariff,
NHPUC No.4 — Water, providing for an increase in permanent rates of S51,213. On June 27,
1980, the commission issued its Order No.14,305 suspending the rate request pending
investigation. On September 3, 1980, an order of notice was issued setting the matter for hearing.

On November 6, 1980, a duly noticed hearing was held at the commission's offices in
Concord. Prior to the hearing, the PUC finance staff conducted an audit of the company, data
requests were sent, and the company upon prefiling its testimony and exhibits reduced its request
to $34,238.

Rate Base

The company in its Exh 11 calculated a beginning and end-of-year average rate base of
$378,396. Since there are no other dates on which similar data is available, the commission will
accept the beginning and end-of-year average.

Based on the cross-examination by the commission staff, several changes must be made to
Exh 11: (1) Based on the PUC finance staffs audit, it was revealed that a contribution in aid of
construction received from Globe Manufacturing Company was accounted for incorrectly. To
adjust, the December 31, 1979, figures for contributions in aid of construction and materials and
supplies should be increased by $713. This results in zero net change in rate base. (2) The figure
shown on Exh 11 for materials and supplies as of December 31, 1979, was incorrectly $500
higher than shown on the source data. The result of this correction is to reduce rate base by $250
to $378,146.

The commission will reduce rate base to $378,146 to reflect this adjustment.
Depreciation
The company requested $7,181, unproformed, to cover the test year's depreciation expense.

[1] The company in 1979 took a full year's depreciation on fixed assets added during the
year. An average of one-half of the annual depreciation rate should have been applied to those
additions, and the commission hereby informs the company that it must comply in the future.

For 1979 data, an adjustment should be made to decrease the year's depreciation expense;
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and accumulated depreciation reserve, which would increase the rate base. The two are partially
offsetting, but should be recognized. The decrease in depreciation expense is $531, while the rate
base with this adjustment goes up by one-half of the amount, or from $378,146 as shown above
to $378,412.

[2] The commission is also concerned that depreciation is charged on assets purchased with
contributed capital. This is unjust and inequitable in that it asks customers to pay twice for the
same asset.

The correction of this practice, which the company will do in the future, is again twofold.
First, the depreciation expense for the test year, 1979, should be reduced by 1.5 per cent

[Equation below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]
$7,264
460,769

or $105 to $6,545. Secondly, the average depreciation reserves decreases and the rate base
increases by one-half of the reduced depreciation expense. This results in a rate base of
$378,465.

Test-year Expenses

The company used actual test-year expenses, pro formed for additional taxes related to
increased revenue expected

Page 14

from an updating of customer fixture counts.

The commission will accept the figures as submitted except for bad debt expense, and certain
tax calculations.

For the few years leading up to the test year, there was no write-off of bad debt expense, but
$1,491 was expensed in the test year. The commission will only allow one-third of that amount,
or $497, as a reasonable ongoing annual bad debt expense level.

With regard to taxes, cross-examination revealed errors in the company's calculations in Exh
6. These were corrected by the company through revised Exhs 4, 6, and 7.

The commission staff also revealed that income taxes on nonoperating income were allocated
above the line. In our view, this is inconsistent and will be corrected. The federal income tax
(FIT) and New Hampshire Business Profits Tax (NHBPT) related to this income was $88 in the
test year.

Summarizing these and previous adjustments yields the following revised revenue
deductions:
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[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

Operation and Maintenance

Expense $28,245 - 994 $27,251
Depreciation 7,181 - 531 - 105 6,545
Amortization 555 - 555
Federal Income Tax 1,218 58 1,160
New Hampshire
Business Profits Tax 2,071 30 ======= 2,041
Other 12,149 - 12,149

$49,701
New Hampshire Business Profits Tax
Adjustment of ($994 + 531 + 105) x 0.08 + 130
Federal Income Tax
Adjustment of ($994 + 531 + 105 - 130) x 0.17 + 255

$50,086

Cost of Capital

[3] The company requested a cost of capital of 13.3 per cent based on 9 per cent for
long-term debt (LTD), 14 per cent for short-term debt (STD), and 15 per cent for equity.

The commission will accept the rates for LTD and STD, with notice taken of our comments
later in this report.

As to the 15 per cent rate requested on equity, the company witness had no empirical studies
or analyses to justify this figure. The commission recognizing the company's capital structure is
very thick in equity (66.5 per cent) and that it has had no trouble in the past with coverage ratios.

The commission in determining a proper return on common equity has traditionally relied
upon the criteria set forth by the United States Supreme Court. In the case of Bluefield Water
Works & Improv. Co. v West Virginia Pub. Service Commission, 262 US 679, 692, 693,
PUR1923D 11, 67 L Ed 1176, 43 S Ct 675, the court ruled that:

"A public utility is entitled to such rates as will permit it to earn a return on the value of the
property which it employs for the convenience of the public equal to that generally being made
at the same time and in the same general part of the country on investments in other business
undertaking which are attended by corresponding risks and uncertainties; but it has no
constitutional right to profits such as are realized or anticipated in highly profitable enterprises or
speculative ventures. The return should be reasonably sufficient to assure confidence in the
financial soundness of the utility and should be adequate, under efficient and economical
management, to maintain and support its credit and enable it to raise

Page 15

the money necessary for the proper discharge of its public duties. A rate of return may be
reasonable at one time and become too high or too low by changes affecting opportunities for
investment, the money market, and business conditions generally."”

The court elaborated further in Federal Power Commission v Hope Nat. Gas Co. (1944) 320
US 591, 603, 51 PUR NS 193, 88 L Ed 333, 64 S Ct 281:
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"The rate-making process under the (Natural Gas) Act — i.e., the fixing of 'just and
reasonable’ rates — involves a balancing of the investor and the consumer interests. Thus we
stated in the Natural Gas Pipeline Company of America case that 'regulation does not insure that
the business shall produce net revenues.' (315 US 575, 590, 42 PUR NS 129 86 L Ed 1037, 62 S
Ct 736.) But such considerations aside, the investor interest has a legitimate concern with the
financial integrity of the company whose rates are being regulated. From the investor or
company point of view, it is important that there be enough revenue not only for operating
expenses but also for the capital costs of the business. These include service on the debt and
dividends on the stock ... . By that standard the return to the equity owner should be
commensurate with returns on investments in other enterprises having corresponding risks. That
return, moreover, should be sufficient to assure confidence in the financial integrity of the
enterprise, so as to maintain its credit and to attract capital.”

Two of the risk measures which this commission has found reliable are: (1) equity ratios; and
(2) interest coverage ratios. Re Pennichuck Water Works (1979) 64 NH PUC 206, 211.

Where a utility has used less common equity to finance assets, it has thereby assumed greater
financial risk than other utilities or industry composites. In contrast, if a utility has a large equity
percentage in its capital structure, it is less risky. Pittsfield has a higher equity ratio than other
New Hampshire water utilities. A review of our files also reveals that Pittsfield exceeds the
national average for water companies and, in fact, their ratio is above that of all 22 water
companies monitored by the National Association of Water Companies (NAWC).

The commission has also relied upon interest coverage ratios as a measurement of risk. Re
Pennichuck Water Works (1979) 64 NH PUC 206, 212. In the Pennichuck decision, the
commission found Pennichuck’s coverage ratio after taxes to be 2.59. Pittsfield has a coverage
ratio of 3.80, or significantly above those of water utilities as well as utilities in general.
Consequently, as to this risk measurement, Pittsfield is again significantly less risky.

In determining a proper return on common equity, Bluefield requires consideration of a
proper return pursuant to “efficient and economical management." The commission is concerned
with the apparent lack of safeguards or checks in the company's financial operations. For
instance, the company treasurer loaned the company short-term funds without approval of the
board of directors. The approval was given subsequent to the loan along with a reprimand.

An audit by the commission staff uncovered numerous errors in billing, holding customer
deposits after the customers were off the system, crediting the materials and supplies account
instead of contributions in aid of construction, etc.

The commission feels the company's board of directors should act to correct all the errors
looking backward as well as forward, but they also were negligent in their duties by not being
more aware of the company's activities prior to the commission's audit. Based upon the
aforementioned factors, the commission finds

Page 16

12 per cent as a proper return on common equity for this utility.
The cost of capital is determined as follows based on Exh 12:

© Public Utilities Reports, Inc., 2008 20



PURbase

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

AmountCost RateCost of CapitalTotal Cost Rage

Long-term Debt $109,073 9.0% $ 9,817
Short-term Debt 25,000 14.0 3,500
Equity 266,568 12.0 31,988

$400,641 $45,305 11.31%

Attrition Allowance

[4] The company is requesting a 0.90 per cent or 90 basis points for attrition, but has not
provided an empirical study to support the request.

The commission recognizes: the company, as well as the whole economy, is facing double
digit inflation; the company is not requesting any pro forma expense adjustments other than
those which are tax related; and the company is not anticipating much growth in the number of
its customers.

On the other hand, the commission recognizes that many of the company's costs, — i.e.,
depreciation — are fixed; that the town of Pittsfield's property tax rate has declined; and that the
company has not been before this commission for a rate increase since 1975.

The last increase granted by the commission was for all service rendered on or after October
1, 1975, and included a 12 per cent overall rate of return, no allowance for attrition, and 12.5 per
cent on equity. Based on commission records, the company earned 11.92 per cent return on
average common equity in 1976 and 11.26 per cent in 1977. This equates to an average erosion
of approximately 0.6 per cent in equity earnings over the first two years of the last increase. The
commission will use 0.6 per cent as an attrition allowance on equity, which raises the overall
cost of capital from 11.31 per cent to 11.71 per cent calculated as follows:

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

Long-term Debt $109,073 9.0% $ 9,817
Short-term Debt 25,000 14.0 3,500
Equity and Attrition
266,568 12.6 33,58811.71%
$400,641 $46,905

Revenue Requirement
The commission calculated the additional revenue required as follows:

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

Approved Rate Base $378,465
Approved Cost of Capital x 11.71%
Including Attrition

Required Net Operating Income $ 44,318
Required Net Operating Income 44,318
Less: Adjusted Test-year

Operating Income - 31,067
Additional Operating Income $ 13,251
Required

Tax Effect (New Hampshire Business
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Profits Tax and Federal

Income Tax) 4,664
Additional Revenue Required $ 17,915
Adjusted Test-year Operating

Revenue $81,153
Adjusted Test-year Operating

Deduction 50,086

Adjusted Test-year Operating
Income $31,067

Meters
[5] It is staff's position that metered
Page 17

billing is the only fair and logical way to obtain revenues for utility service provided. For
many years, this commission’s rules or standards for water utilities has stated:

"Page 7, § 5a.

"*Note: It is the policy of the commission that all nondomestic sales shall be metered, and
ultimately domestic sales also."

Pittsfield's tariff section that speaks to meters has contained a provision that: " ... meters will
be installed in accordance with the provisions of a plan filed as part of this tariff, ... ." Company
testimony in this case has been that no plan exists for further meter installations, that no
residential customers are metered, and that it sees no need for metering them. We totally disagree
with the company's position and recommend that an orderly plan for continuing meter
installations be formulated and promptly initiated and that this commission be furnished such a
plan by April 1, 1981.

PUC Rules and Regulations

Cross-examination of company officials indicated a general unawareness of this
commission's rules and regulations for water utilities. Subsequent to the hearings in this case,
two copies of the rules were provided to Pittsfield, and we will expect compliance and the filing
of all specified reports as required in the future. The following specific areas should be
addressed:

a. Rule 22 e. Hydrant inspection and flushing.

b. Rule 22 f. Valve inspection.

c. Rule 25 b. Quantity of water produced from source of supply.
d. Rule 26. System map.

Further, this commission is vitally interested in the treatment finally approved for the surface
water supply at Pittsfield and will expect to be so notified in accordance with Rule 9b.

Unmetered Rate Schedule

The existing unmetered rate schedule for general service should be simplified as
recommended by staff, which would include the elimination of:
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— Additional set tubs or nonautomatic washers;
— Additional boilers;
— Other faucets or fixtures and additional faucets or fixtures.

Any billing that may have occurred under these headings should be included in the remaining
categories of the rate schedule.

Metered Rate Schedule

[6] The existing, and proposed, metered rate schedule is of a declining block design with a
wide variance between the first and last blocks. The company has no cost study in support of
such a design. In recent decisions — i.e., Hanover and Manchester Water Works — this
commission has approved or directed the flattening of the declining block rates as a result of cost
studies performed by consultants and staff. It is our belief that future studies and usage data will
show that in most cases, a flat metered rate schedule will be justified and, in fact, is now justified
in many cases. In the instant case, the system is of a gravity feed design; i.e.: the system pressure
is a result of the gravity head created by the elevation of the source of supply. Since there are no
pumps involved in the distribution of the supply, there is little reason to support a lesser charge
as usage increases as in a declining block rate.

Pittsfield is directed to refile its metered rate schedule in accordance with the
Page 18

revenue requirements as determined in this report and order, and designed with a flat rate for
all usage over the minimum charge of 500 cubic feet per quarter. This filing should be made by
April 1, 1981.

Minimum Charge

The minimum charge as existing and proposed is the same for metered or unmetered service.
The water company investment is clearly greater in a metered service, and it is our conclusion
that this charge should be redesigned to reflect such additional investment.

Billing

[7] All major water companies in New Hampshire bill quarterly in contrast to Pittsfield's

semiannual billing. We believe that with the ever-increasing size of the water utility bill, it
should be rendered at least quarterly.

Fire Protection

The hearing in this case produced considerable discussion relating to the fire protection
capabilities of Pittsfield and action the company has taken since the last evaluation done by the
Insurance Services Office of New Hampshire in 1982. The I1SO, upon request, evaluates the total
fire-fighting capability of a municipality and the results have a direct influence in the rates
charged for fire insurance.

The 1972 report cited problem areas within the water company such as:
(1) Lack of consumption records;
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(2) Less than adequate fire flows;
(3) Undersized inadequate pipe;
(4) No valve inspection program.

Upon questioning, company witnesses testified that some of these problem areas had been
corrected or eliminated. If such is the case, the company should seek a further evaluation by 1SO.

Line Extension Plan

[8] The present plan provides that the company will extend the main 100 feet at its expense,
for each customer requesting an extension. In recent decisions involving Hampton, and Hanover
Water Works, this commission has demonstrated that economically the water company can allow
only 25 feet per customer. The same test applied to Pittsfield's operating data for the past three
years also produced 25 feet as the maximum distance.

The plan also provides that when an extension is made under the deposit agreement, that
such deposit will be subject to recomputation of additional customers are connected during a
period of ten years following the original agreement. It is our opinion that any connection made
during the useful life of such customer paid extension should be subject to recomputation and
refunds as necessary.

Our order will issue accordingly.
Order
Upon consideration of the foregoing report, which is made a part hereof; it is hereby

Ordered, that the revisions to its tariff, NHPUC No. 4 — Water, as filed by Pittsfield
Agueduct Company, Inc., on May 29, 1980, which revisions were suspended by commission
Order No. 14,305 dated June 27, 1980, be, and hereby are, rejected; and it is

Further ordered, that in accordance with the increase in revenues authorized by this report
and order, Pittsfield Aqueduct Company, Inc., shall file new tariff pages setting forth therein
rates designed to produce an annual increase in gross revenues of $17,915; and it is

Further ordered, that these revised tariff pages shall reflect a minimum charge that accounts
for the difference in
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the company's investment in a metered and unmetered service; and it is

Further ordered, that the unmetered general service rate structure shall be restructured as
noted in this report; and it is

Further ordered, that beginning with the scheduled billing at July 1, 1981, Pittsfield shall
commence quarterly billing of its general service customers; and it is

Further ordered, that Pittsfield shall refile its main pipe extension plan to include only 25 feet
as the distance the company will extend the main at its expense for each petitioning customer;
and it is

Further ordered, that the main pipe extension plan shall provide that at any time an additional
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customer is connected to an extension made under a deposit agreement, that the deposit shall be
recomputed and refunds made to the original depositer; and it is

Further ordered, that these revised tariff pages shall be filed to become effective with all
current bills rendered on or after July 1, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that Pittsfield Aqueduct Company, Inc., give public notice of these new
rates by publishing the same in a newspaper having general circulation in the territory served.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twelfth day of January,
1981.

NH.PUC*01/13/81*[78796]*66 NH PUC 20*Wolfeboro Municipal Electric Department

[Go to End of 78796]

Re Wolfeboro Municipal Electric Department
IE 14,976, Supplemental Order No. 14,661
66 NH PUC 20
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 13, 1981
ORDER providing for customer refunds plus accrued interest.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Supplemental Order

Whereas, Wolfeboro Municipal Electric Department received moneys from the Public
Service Company of New Hampshire as a refund of fuel adjustment costs paid that company and
recovered by surcharge of customers during the period March, 1976, through March, 1977; and

Whereas, credit of said moneys to the affected customers of the department was deferred by
this commission pending completion of the PSNH appeal process; and

Whereas, said appeal process being completed, such moneys which had been retained by the
department in interest bearing accounts are now available for refund; and

Whereas, the department has maintained records of kilowatt-hour consumption of each
customer affected by the 1976-77 surcharge of $0.00155 per kilowatt-hour; it is

Ordered, that the Municipal Electric Department of Wolfeboro credit each
Page 20

affected customer during the billing cycle of February, 1981, his/her share of the surcharge
paid plus any accrued interest thereon; and it is
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Further ordered, that every attempt be made to locate former customers also affected by this
1976-77 surcharge and once located, to refund to these customers by check that amount due; and
itis

Further ordered, that moneys unclaimed from former customers who could not be located by
April 30, 1981, be used as an offset to the June, 1981, fuel adjustment charge; and it is

Further ordered, that any credit or refund check be accompanied by a full explanation of the
credit/refund. A copy of said explanations shall be filed with this commmission.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this thirteenth day of
January, 1981.

NH.PUC*01/14/81*[78797]*66 NH PUC 21*Boston and Maine Railroad

[Go to End of 78797]

Re Boston and Maine Railroad
DT 80-261, Supplemental Order No. 14,664
66 NH PUC 21
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 14, 1981
ORDER providing for improvement of a crossing and assessment of associated costs.

1. CROSSINGS, § 61 — Allocation of improvement costs.

[N.H.] Three criteria must be evaluated in determining the proper allocation of railroad
crossing improvement costs between a railroad and a municipality: (1) whether the railroad or
the highway was first constructed, (2) nature and volume of highway traffic, and (3) railroad
traffic. p. 22.

2. CROSSINGS, § 65 — Improved crossing — Burden of upkeep.

[N.H.] The commission imposed the maintenance costs of an improved crossing upon a
railroad; statutory law required railroads to maintain all grade crossings. p. 23.

APPEARANCES: John Pendleton for the Boston and Maine Railroad.
BY THE COMMISSION:
Report

On December 22, 1980, the commission initiated this docket pursuant to a a request by the
city of Manchester to have additional protection at the West Mitchell Street crossing. The
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commission held a duly noticed public hearing in Manchester, New Hampshire, on January 2,
1981, at which time the commission heard the comments of an audience composed of 125
residents of the city of Manchester.

At that hearing, two formal witnesses were presented from the commission's staff. The first
witness, Winslow Melvin, provided the commission with a detailed
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history of the creation of the crossing and the evidence that have shaped the protection at that
crossing through the years. The commission's assistant transportation director, Walter King,
presented for the commission's evaluation a verbal description of the crossing, together with
pictures, and diagrams. In addition, Mr. King discussed the commission's efforts to monitor the
compliance with the existing stop signs at the crossing. At the conclusion of his presentation, Mr.
King proposed that automatic flashing lights and gates be installed at the West Mitchell Street
crossing. The comments from the mayor of the city of Manchester, the aldermen, and the
residents of the surrounding community supported the staff's recommendation. No one appeared
in opposition to the staff's presentation.

The commission in deciding whether or not additional protection is needed at the crossing is
governed by New Hampshire RSA 373:1, :10, and 374:1. If a finding is made that the public
safety requires additional protection at a given crossing, the commission is then provided the
authority to apportion those costs between the railroad and the municipality in accordance with
the standards set forth in RSA 373:3. In analyzing whether or not to require additional protection
at this crossing, the commission must examine the adequacy of existing protection at the
crossing. Since the crossing provides a clear view of both tracks from either direction, there can
be no suggestion that additional clearing or elevation of the crossing will improve the safety
protection factor. The existing warning signs at the crossing are in compliance with commission
standards. Consequently, the only additional protection that can be given the crossing is through
the installation of automatic flashing lights and/or gates.

The commission staff recommends that there should be an installation of automatic flashing
lights and gates. The commission, based upon an analysis of the evidence, the comments of the
public and numerous visits to the site, finds that automatic flashing lights and gates should be
installed. The commission believes that the dramatic increase in vehicular traffic necessitates a
greater level of protection. In addition, the fact that 25 per cent of the traffic over the crossing
fails to properly honor the existing stop signs further substantiates the need for greater
protection.

[1] The question of cost allocation has been cast in terms of relative benefit by both the
railroad and the public. Both have sought to convince the commission that either the city or the
railroad will enjoy a greater relative benefit from greater protection at the crossing.

Revised Statutes Annotated 378:3 does not contain the standard of "relative benefit." While
the predecessor statute enacted in 1937 and repealed in 1951 did contain a provision requiring
apportionment of cost "in accordance with the relative benefit to be derived,"” the legislative
history of the existing statute suggests no implication of intent to retain the "relative benefit"
criterion of the former statute. Boston & Main Corp. v New Hampshire (1969) 109 NH 547, 549.
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The existing statute contains three criteria to be evaluated in determining the proper
allocation between a railroad and a municipality. The first standard requires a determination of
whether the railroad or the highway was first constructed. The testimony of witness Melvin,
together with the reports and orders of the commission, clearly establish that the railroad existed
first. Re City of Manchester (1943) 25 NH PSC 141. The West Mitchell Street crossing was
established pursuant to a request by the city of Manchester to open a crossing at this particular
location. Furthermore, the establishment of this crossing was followed by the
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closing of another crossing except for the maintenance of a pedestrian crossing. The costs of
closing the prior crossing and the maintenance of the pedestrian crossing were assessed to the
Boston and Maine Railroad in 1943. Re Boston & Maine Railroad (1943) 25 NH PUC 145.

The second criteria is an evaluation of the nature and volume of highway traffic. The
commission records reveal that at the time of the creation of the crossing, the amount of
vehicular traffic was relatively minor. The Priority Index of the Association of American
Railroads reveals estimates up to 150 vehicles a day. However, the commission staff report
reveals that traffic has increased to in excess of 400 vehicles a day.

The final criteria is an examination of the railroad traffic at the crossing. In 1943, when the
city of Manchester requested this crossing to be established, train traffic was substantially in
excess of that present today. Railroad service consisted of milk trains, freight trains, and six to
eight passenger trains a day. During the period from 1943 to 1981, train traffic followed a
consistently downward trend.

Based upon an analysis of the foregoing standards, the commission finds that due to the fact
that the city of Manchester originally requested the establishment of the crossing and where
further highway or road traffic has increased dramatically, the costs of installation at the crossing
should be allocated to the city of Manchester.

The commission has received varying estimates on the cost of installation. The most recent
estimate based on two sets of lights and gates totaled $93,775. The commission believes that one
additional protective device should be required; a third set of lights. The southeast corner of the
crossing is the first portion of the crossing for people coming from the east and proceeding in a
westerly direction. Because of the decline down to the crossing, the commission finds that an
additional set of lights should be installed in the southeast quadrant. This double set of lights on
the eastern side of the crossing will provide a greater degree of safety than the proposed one set
of lights. This additional equipment should add approximately $2,000 to the total cost estimate.

[2] Boston and Maine contends that the city of Manchester should be responsible for the
$3,000 to $5,000 of annual maintenance expense. The commission does not agree. Revised
Statutes Annotated 373:10 clearly requires the railroad to maintain all grade crossings. Boston &
Maine Corp. v City of Manchester (1969) 109 NH 521. The Boston and Maine Railroad will be
required to maintain this revised crossing and incur the annual $3,000 to $5,000 maintenance
costs.

Our order will issue accordingly.

© Public Utilities Reports, Inc., 2008 28



PURbase

Supplemental Order
Upon consideration of the foregoing report, which is made a part hereof; it is

Ordered, that the Boston and Maine Railroad install automatic flashing lights and gates at the
West Mitchell Street crossing, Manchester, New Hampshire; and it is

Further ordered, that the cost of installation of these additional protective devices be
allocated to the city of Manchester; and it is

Further ordered, that the cost of maintaining the crossing on a yearly basis be allocated to the
Boston and Maine Railroad.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this fourteenth day of
January, 1981.

NH.PUC*01/19/81*[78798]*66 NH PUC 24*Wolfeboro Municipal Electric Department

[Go to End of 78798]

Re Wolfeboro Municipal Electric Department
Intervenors: Legislative Utility Consumers' Council
DR 80-181, Supplemental Order No. 14,671
66 NH PUC 24
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 19, 1981
PETITION for a rate increase; granted.

RATES, § 276 — Flat rate versus declining blocks — Conservation.

[N.H] A utility was ordered to flatten its rates; the utility's reliance on oil-fired generation,
coupled with the increasing cost of oil, justified the elimination of declining block rates in order
to foster conservation.

APPEARANCES: Dennis Bean for the petitioner; Gerald Lynch, for the Legislative Utility
Consumers' Council (LUCC).

BY THE COMMISSION:
Report

By petition, filed August 1, 1980, the Wolfeboro Municipal Electric Department, a public
utility engaged in the business of supplying electric service in the state of New Hampshire,

© Public Utilities Reports, Inc., 2008 29



PURbase

insofar as it provides service outside its municipal boundaries, seeks approval of its tariff,
NHPUC No. 6 — Electricity, providing for a fold-in of the present purchase power surcharge of
$0.0023 per kilowatt-hour and $0.0045 per kilowatt-hour, plus an increase in rates of $96,794
(9.2 per cent), to be effective September 1, 1980.

On August 21, 1980, the commission issued order No. 14,444 (65 NH PUC 390) suspending
the filing pending investigation and hearing thereon. On November 7, 1980, the commission
issued an order of notice setting a hearing for December 3, 1980, at 10:00 A.M. on December 3,
1980, a hearing was held at the commission offices.

Wolfeboro filed a rate study report which included three separate steps: a billing analysis, a
financial analysis, and the proposed structuring of the new rates. The 1977 cost-of-service study
was used for the study which was submitted. The study claims that system characteristics have
not changed since that last analysis. The study recommends changes in the tariff which will: (1)
roll the existing purchased power surcharges into the basic rates; (2) cover the increased costs of
operation; and (3) change the form of the rate structure. Significant in the Wolfeboro proposal
are the adoption of a customer charge and the reduction of energy blocks.

During cross-examination of Albert E. Hodsdon, a consulting engineer, the witness testified
that the new rate design would tend to flatten the rates. Mr. Hodsdon testified that Wolfeboro felt
that the new rate structure was a step toward flat rates; however, it was felt that the proposed
variance between regular domestic customers and domestic heat customers
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could be eliminated in the next rate case.

The filed rates include the roll-in of the 1978 and 1980 purchased power surcharges in the
amounts of $61,399, or $0.0023 per kilowatt-hour; and $107,066, or $0.0045 per kilowatt-hour.
The increase requested in addition to the surcharge roll-in is $96,794, or an increase of 9.2 per
cent over the rates presently in effect. The 1979 results of operations show a loss of $13,900, and
the pro forma income statement estimates a surplus of $5,748.

The pro forma expenses of Wolfeboro have been increased from $1,434,507 to $1,579,500,
or an increase of $144,993. Purchased energy increases in the amount of approximately
$119,000 are included in the increase. Nonoperating income has been reduced to reflect the
repayment of the Public Service Company of New Hampshire refund. Cross-examination by
staff pointed out that after 1980 the outstanding debt would be retired, resulting in an ongoing
reduction of $18,063. Wolfeboro witness Malcolm Horton, Jr. stated that the reduced debt
payment would act as an offset to reasonable increases in expenses that would take place in the
future. The commission will accept the pro forma expenses as filed, with one exception —
revenues will be reduced by $1,660 in accordance with the rate structure changes below.

The proposed rates are partially rejected. The commission has taken steps to flatten rates in
an attempt to foster conservation. Re Exeter & Hampton Electric Co. (1980) 65 NH PUC 209.
Wolfeboro's cost-of-service study is three years out of date and cannot be relied upon as
reasonable. Wolfeboro's testimony was that they would flatten rates at the time of their next
filing. The commission does not find any rationale to support the delay of this implementation.
The commission has noted that any increased usage in New Hampshire will be satisfied by

© Public Utilities Reports, Inc., 2008 30



PURbase

further reliance upon oil-fired generation. Since the price of oil is increasing dramatically, there

is little, if any, justification for rewarding increased usage by providing a discount. The

cost-of-service considerations have dramatically changed since 1977, and the commission is

obligated to reflect these in the rates. Wolfeboro will submit revised tariff pages to provide for a

uniform rate for all kilowatt-hour sales in the following rate classes, as outline below.
[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

1979 Proposed Approved EstimatedRevenue

Rate Class Kwh Sales Revenue* Rate Revenue* Variance
Domestic 9,602,697 $340,060 $0.035 $336,094 $-3,966
Domestic Hot Water QR 205,948 6,721 0.033** 6,796 + 75
Domestic Space Heating 4,510,347 138,184 0.031*** 139,821 +1,637
Domestic Seasonal 350,413 13,168 0.038 12,965 - 797
General 4,596,350 177,534 0.039 179,258 +1,724
General Seasonal 419,248 16,689 0.040 16,350 - 339
Public Bodies 278,612 9,188 0.033 9,194 + 6
Total Variance From Filed Rates: $-1,600

Customer Charge Excluded
*Rate Also Applies to General Uncontrolled Water Heating.
**Rates Also Applies to Two-meter Heat and General Space Heating
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The remaining rate schedules will be allowed to become effective as filed, as those rates
provide for a relatively flat rate. The customer charge as proposed will be accepted, as it is
consistent with rate structures previously approved by this commission for other utilities. The
commission believes that the rate structure approved will serve as a signal to customers that
energy conservation is a required goal for all electric utilities. In future rate filings by
Wolfeboro, the commission will require a fully allocated cost study. The commission will further
allow the fold-in of the two purchased power increases, which are presently being billed to
customers under the purchased power adjustment clause. In the event the 1980 purchased power
increase is settled at the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission at a rate below the filed rates,
the commission will require a rebate of any overcollection.

Wolfeboro Municipal Electric Department shall file revised tariff pages for all rates which
have been changed; such revised pages to be annotated "Issued in compliance with NHPUC
Order No. ___ " and will become elective with service rendered on or after January 1, 1981.

Our order will issue accordingly.
Supplemental Order
Upon consideration of the foregoing report, which is made a part hereof; it is hereby

Ordered, that tariff, NHPUC No. 6 — Electricity, Municipal Electric Department of
Wolfeboro, New Hampshire, is approved in part; with Original Pages 12-16 rejected; and it is

Further ordered, that the department file with the commission First Revised Pages 12-16 in
lieu of those rejected, said pages to reflect the rates specified in the accompanying report; and it
is

Further ordered, that tariff, NHPUC No. 6 — Electricity, with First Revised Pages 12-16, be,
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and hereby is, effective with all service rendered on or after January 1, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that the department file with the commission a corrected report of proposed
rate changes reflecting the approved rates; and it is

Further ordered, that one-time public notice be given by publication of a summary of the
approved changes in a newspaper having wide circulation in the area served.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this nineteenth day of
January, 1981.

NH.PUC*01/20/81*[78799]*66 NH PUC 26*Public Service Company of New Hampshire

[Go to End of 78799]

Re Public Service Company of New Hampshire
DR 81-6, Order No. 14,672
66 NH PUC 26
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 20, 1981
ORDER suspending emergency rate surcharge filed by electric utility.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Order

Whereas, Public Service Company of New Hampshire, a public utility engaged in the
business of supplying electric service in the state of New Hampshire, on January 16, 1981, filed
with this commission Original Page 14-A of its tariff, NHPUC No. 24 — Electricity, providing
for an emergency surcharge, designed to increase annual revenues by $35,501,914 (10.2 per
cent), filed for effect February 17, 1981; and

Whereas, it appears to the commission that the rights and interests of the public affected
require that the effective date thereof be suspended pending investigation and decision thereon; it
is

Ordered, that Original Page 14-A of tariff, NHPUC No. 24 — Electricity, of Public Service
Company of New Hampshire be, and hereby is, suspended until otherwise ordered by this
commission.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twentieth day of
January, 1981.
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[

[Go to End of 78800]

Re Kearsarge Telephone Company
DE 81-14, Order No. 14,676
66 NH PUC 27
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 20, 1981
PETITION for extension of telephone service; granted.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Order

Whereas, Kearsarge Telephone Company, a utility operating under the jurisdiction of this
commission, by a petition filed on January 2, 1981, seeks authority, pursuant to RSA 374:26, as
amended, to extend its lines and service into a limited area in the town of Sutton; and

Whereas, Merrimack County Telephone Company has waived its franchise rights in this
limited area, and the petitioner submits that the area in question will be served under its regularly
filed tariff; and

Whereas, after investigation and consideration, this commission is satisfied that the granting
of the petition will be for the public good; it is

Ordered, that permission be, and hereby is, granted to Kearsarge Telephone Company to do
business as a telephone utility in a limited area in the town of Sutton, said area outlined on a map
on file in the office of this commission, and for that purpose to construct and maintain the
necessary lines and apparatus; and it is

Further ordered, that revised exchange area maps, reflecting the change herein authorized be
filed by both companies within sixty days of the date hereof.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twentieth day of
January, 1981.

[Go to End of 78801]

Re Merrimack County Telephone Company
DE 81-13, Order No. 14,677
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66 NH PUC 28
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 20, 1981
PETITION for extension of telephone service; granted.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Order

Whereas, Merrimack County Telephone Company, a utility operating under the jurisdiction
of this commission, by a petition filed January 2, 1981, seeks authority, pursuant to RSA 374:26,
as amended, to extend its lines and service into a limited area in the town of Webster; and

Whereas, Kearsarge Telephone Company has waived its franchise rights in this limited area,
and the petitioner submits that the area in question will be served under its regularly filed tariff;
and

Whereas, after investigation and consideration, this commission is satisfied that the granting
of the petition will be for the public good; it is

Ordered, that permission be, and hereby is, granted to Merrimack County Telephone
Company to do business as a telephone utility in a limited area in the town of Webster, said area
outlined on a map on file in the office of this commission, and for that purpose to construct and
maintain the necessary lines and apparatus; and it is

Further ordered, that revised exchange area maps, reflecting the change herein authorized be
filed by both companies within sixty days of the date hereof.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twentieth day of
January, 1981.

NH.PUC*01/21/81*[78802]*66 NH PUC 28*Hanover Water Works Company

[Go to End of 78802]

Re Hanover Water Works Company
DR 81-15, Order No. 14,679
66 NH PUC 28
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 21, 1981
ORDER suspending rates filed by water utility.
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BY THE COMMISSION:
Order

Whereas, Hanover Water Works Company, a public utility engaged in the business of
supplying water service in the state of New Hampshire, on December 22, 1980, filed with this
commission certain revisions of its tariff, NHPUC No. 5 — Water, providing for increased
annual revenues of $95,983 (25.5 per cent); and

Whereas, it appears to the commission that the rights and interests of the public affected
require that the effective date thereof be suspended pending investigation and decision thereon; it
IS

Ordered, that First Revised Pages 3, 4, 10, and 12-16 of tariff, NHPUC No. 5 — Water, of
Hanover Water Works Company, be, and hereby are, suspended until otherwise ordered by this
commission.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twenty-first day of
January, 1981.

NH.PUC*01/23/81*[78803]*66 NH PUC 29*Residential Conservation Service Program for Noncovered Utilities

[Go to End of 78803]

Re Residential Conservation Service Program for Noncovered Utilities
DE 80-232, Order No. 14, 682
66 NH PUC 29
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 23, 1981

PETITION for recovery of expenses associated with a residential conservation service program;
denied with leave to amend.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Order

Whereas, the commission having considered the petition and having given careful
consideration to the contemplated services requested to be furnished, the cost, and the
distribution of same; and

Whereas, the commission finds that the services requested to be furnished are available for
all customers of the utilities and not primarily designed for conservation of residential heating
customers or those high users of energy, therefore; it is hereby

Ordered, that the petition filed in this docket be denied and the petitioners are granted leave
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to file a more appropriate or limited petition.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twenty-third day of
January, 1981.

NH.PUC*01/23/81*[78804]*66 NH PUC 30*Pennichuck Water Works

[Go to End of 78804]

Re Pennichuck Water Works
Intervenors: City of Nashua and Legislative Utility Consumers' Council
DR 79-3, Sixth Supplemental Order No. 14,681
66 NH PUC 30
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 23, 1981
PETITION for recoupment and treatment of appeal costs; granted with modification.

1. EXPENSES, 8 89 — Appeal costs.

[N.H.] Rate case expenses, including those associated with appeals, if reasonable, may be
included in cost-of-service. p. 30.

2. RATES, § 249 — Effective date — Temporary rates.

[N.H.] The effective date for temporary rates was not for service on or after filing; temporary
rates could only be effective (1) after filing, (1) after notice to customers had been made, and (3)
where the effective date would be the same for all customers without regard to the utility's billing
procedure. p. 31.

APPEARANCES: John Pendleton for Pennichuck Water Works; Philip Howorth for the city of
Nashua; Gerald Lynch for the Legislative Utility Consumers' Council (LUCC).

BY THE COMMISSION:
Report

The New Hampshire supreme court remanded this case to the commission for further
hearings on November 6, 1980. The supreme court in its remand decision chose to establish
parameters for the commission to use in the implementation of RSA 378:27, the temporary rate
statute.

Pennichuck seeks recovery of additional revenue from all of its customers for service
rendered on or after December 29, 1978, the date of the original filing in this proceeding.
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Pennichuck relies on the language in the supreme court's decision, which states that the
commission could allow such an adjustment to rates. Pennichuck also relies on its billing
practice of the previous order which resulted in a group of customers being billed at the higher
temporary rate in February and March of 1979; whereas other customers did not receive the
additional levy. Finally, Pennichuck seeks to recover the legal costs associated with the appeal,
or $9,867.85. The total request made by Pennichuck is $62,964.85.

[1] The city of Nashua and the LUCC offer three arguments against the request made by
Pennichuck as to the temporary rate request of $53,097. Neither of these parties objects to the
allowance of attorney's fees related to the appeal. Pennichuck relies upon New Hampshire v
Hampton Water Works Co. (1941) 91 NH 278, 296, 297, 39 PUR NS 15, 19 A2d 435, for the
proposition that expenses of appeal are to be recognized by this commission in the rates charged
consumers. The commission agrees that the supreme court has recognized that rate case
expenses, including those associated with appeals,
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are proper for rate-making recognition. However, Hampton also clearly allows for
disallowance in whole or in part for expenses incurred that are excessive, improper,
unreasonably incurred, undue in amount, or chargeable to other accounts.

Applying this standard to this proceeding the commission finds the rate case expenses
reasonable. The appeal clarified the law on a very important aspect of regulatory procedure.

[2] The question of the effective date of temporary rates remains to be resolved. The supreme
court established a range for the commission to work within. There are three distinct principles
in the supreme courts decision. First, no utility can collect increased rates for service rendered
prior to the filing of a permanent rate request. Second, that rates are a contracting obligation as
well as a legal obligation between the consumer and utility and as such notice is important if
either is attempting an alteration of that relationship. Third, the effective date for temporary rates
shall be the same for all customers and shall not depend upon the vagaries of a utility's billing
procedure.

Pennichuck applied the temporary rate increase, pursuant to our order, to all bills rendered on
or after April 30, 1979. Because Pennichuck bills quarterly but also has some customers being
billed each month, the result of the commission order was to have increased rates applied to
some customers for three months, January 31, 1979, to April, 1979. Other customers were only
charged the increased rate for service for two months. While still others were billed the higher
rate for only one month. Clearly, a correction requires that all customers be billed pursuant to the
temporary rates for all service rendered after January 31, 1979.

Pennichuck contends that the effecfective date should be for service on or after December 28,
1978. The commission disagrees. Pennichuck, in its filing sought an effective date of January 31,
1979. Of even greater importance is the lack of notice to the public prior to mid-January, 1979.
ConConsumers using Pennichuck'’s product cannot be found to have been properly notified of a
potential change in their contracted and legal relationship until after the notice in the paper. A
filing at the commission may not even be docketed for two weeks after receipt. Furthermore,
consumers cannot be held accountable to have a daily working knowledge of filings before the
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commission.

Pennichuck is to file tariff pages to collect by means of a one-time charge the lost revenue
from the customers who received only one or two months of the discussed temporary rate
increase. This procedure will thereby uniformly apply the temporary rates to all service rendered
after January 31, 1979. The recovery of the rate case expenses are to be recovered over the same
period as the rate case expense in the last Pennichuck Water Works proceeding. Our order will
issue accordingly.

Supplemental Order
Upon consideration of the foregoing report, which is made apart hereof; it is hereby

Ordered, that Pennichuck Water Works file tariff pages to implement the aforementioned
report.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twenty-third day of
January, 1981.

NH.PUC*01/26/81*[78805]*66 NH PUC 32*Locke Lake Water Company, Inc.

[Go to End of 78805]

Re Locke Lake Water Company, Inc.
DR 80-198, Second Supplemental Order No. 14,685
66 NH PUC 32
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 26, 1981
ORDER setting the effective date of revised tariffs.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Supplemental Order
Whereas, Locke Lake Water Company, Inc., has filed a motion for rehearing in this case; and

Whereas, a further review of the evidence submitted, and certain points raised in the motion
for rehearing, has convinced us that the effective date of the increase granted in Order No.
14,657 ([1981] 66 NH PUC 7) should be revised to coincide with the issued date of Order No.
14,657; and

Whereas, Locke Lake's contention that our order did not address the company's request for
temporary rates is unfounded and at the outset of these proceedings on October 23, 1980, it was
recognized that a conflict existed between the commission's internal notice and the public notice
as published by Locke Lake (T. pp. 3-6); and

Whereas, the October 23rd hearing proceeded with the understanding of all parties that
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permanent and temporary rates would be addressed to the fullest extent possible (T. pp. 4, 5, and
6); and

Whereas, the final hearing in this case was held on December 18, 1980, and the commission's
expedited order was issued on January 9, 1981; and

Whereas, Locke Lake's tariff, NHPUC No. 1, Original Pages 17 and 18, remain in effect until
otherwise ordered by this commission and would thus be applicable for the ongoing period
commencing October 1, 1980; and

Whereas, Order No. 14,657 did nothing to change or deny this, we reject Locke Lake's
contention that it has been denied the right to collect revenues for service rendered on or after
October 1, 1980; and

Whereas, the rate design as specified, in this report and Order No. 14,657 inadvertently
omitted the rate for the minimum charge which should have been $7.50 per quarter; and

Whereas, a more careful reading of the report in this case will show that an allowance of 75
per cent of the accounting rate case expense was allowed (66 NH PUC at p. 11, supra); and

Whereas, there is no evidence to support the remaining issues in this motion, the request for a
rehearing is denies; and it is

Ordered, that the revised tariff pages to be filed as directed in Order No. 14,657, shall be
filed to become effective with all service rendered on or after January 9, 1981.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twenty-sixth day of
January, 1981.

NH.PUC*01/26/81*[78807]*66 NH PUC 33*Public Service Company of New Hampshire

[Go to End of 78807]

Re Public Service Company of New Hampshire
DR 79-187, 47th Supplemental Order No. 14,687
66 NH PUC 33
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 26, 1981
ORDER granting limited party status.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Supplemental Order

Whereas, the Greater Manchester chamber of commerce has requested limited party status in
Phase Il in the above docket and;

Whereas, good cause being shown; it is hereby
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Ordered, that the Greater Manchester chamber of commerce is admitted as a limited party in
docket DR 79-187, Phase 11 ([1981] 66 NH PUC 6).

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twenty-sixth day of
January, 1981.

[Go to End of 78806]

Re Public Service Company of New Hampshire
DR 81-6, Supplemental Order No. 14,686
66 NH PUC 33
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 27, 1981
ORDER denying waiver of notice requirements

BY THE COMMISSION:
Supplemental Order

Whereas, Public Service Company of New Hampshire (PSNH) seeks a request for a waiver
of the notice provisions of NHPUC Rule 303.03(d); and

Whereas, after due consideration, the commission finds no valid reason to depart from its
rules; it is therefore

Ordered, that the request for waiver is denied.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twenty-seventh day of
January, 1981.

[Go to End of 78808]

Re Public Service Company of New Hampshire
DR 79-187, 48th Supplemental Order No. 14,693
66 NH PUC 34
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 28, 1981
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ORDER granting intervention.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Supplemental Order

Whereas, the Department of Defense has requested it participate as a full party intervenor in
Phase I1 of the above docket ([1981] 66 NH PUC 6), and

Whereas, good cause is shown, it is hereby

Ordered, that the Department of Defense is admitted as a full party intervenor in Phase Il in
the above docket; it is

Further ordered, that the Department of Defense prefile testimony shall be filed by March 20,
1981.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twenty-eighth day of
January, 1981.

[Go to End of 78809]

Re Small Energy Producers and Cogenerators
DE 80-246, Order No. 14,694
66 NH PUC 34
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 28, 1981
ORDER granting intervention.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Order

Whereas, the governor's council on energy has requested to be a full party intervenor in the
above docket; and

Whereas, good cause is shown; it is hereby

Ordered, that the governor's council on energy is admitted as a full party intervenor in the
above docket DE 80-246.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twenty-eighth day of
January, 1981.
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Re Lifeline Rates
DP 80-260, Order No. 14,695
66 NH PUC 35
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 28, 1981
ORDER granting intervention

BY THE COMMISSION:
Order

Whereas, the Department of Defense has requested to participate as a full party intervenor in
the above docket; and

Whereas, good cause being shown; it is hereby

Ordered, that the Department of Defense is admitted as a full party intervenor in the docket
DP 80-260.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twenty-eighth day of
January, 1981.

NH.PUC*01/30/81*[78811]*66 NH PUC 35*Fuel Adjustment Charge

[Go to End of 78811]

Re Fuel Adjustment Charge

Intervenors: Public Service Company of New Hampshire, Woodsville Water and Light
Department, Legislative Utility Consumers' Council, Concord Electric Company, Exeter and
Hampton Electric Company, Connecticut Valley Electric Company, Inc., New Hampshire
Electric Cooperative, Inc., Granite State Electric Company, Municipal Electric Department of
Wolfeboro, and Littleton Water and Light Department

DR 80-161, Order No. 14,697
66 NH PUC 35
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 30, 1981
PETITION for authority to collect a fuel adjustment charge; granted.
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APPEARANCES: Eaton W. Tarbell for Public Service Company of New Hampshire; Gerald
Lynch for the Legislative Utility Consumers' Council.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Report

Pursuant to RSA 378:3-a (11), the commission on January 22, 1981, held a hearing on the
petition of Public Service Company of New Hampshire (hereinafter referred to as the
"company") for authority to apply a fuel adjustment charge to regular February, 1981, monthly
billings to their customers at a constant rate for regular January, February, and March, 1981,
billings pursuant to its tariff, NHPUC No. 22 — Electricity, which is a three-month forward
looking fuel adjustment charge including a fold-in of fossil energy costs based on costs during
the year ending May 31, 1979.

Reference may be made to commission order No. 14,155 for statements and explanation of
the fuel adjustment clause presently in effect.

The company is a public utility engaged in the business of supplying electric service in the
state of New Hampshire. On January 20, 1981, the company filed with the commission their
affidavits and Exhs 1 through 11, schedules showing maintenance day outages at the company's
generating units and major entitlement units for December, 1980, the reasons for unscheduled
outages, and fuel data sheets for the period ending December 31, 1980. Exhibits 12, 13, and 14
were submitted at the hearing. Exhibits 12 and 13 updated Exhs 1 and 2, while Exh 14 reflects
the company's best estimates of oil prices for January through June, 1981.

Based upon an agreement between the company, PUC staff, Legislative Utility Consumers'
Council (LUCC), and Community Action Program (CAP), the company need not bring its
witnesses to the hearings held in the two off months each quarter. The company must prefile its
testimony and affidavits with all parties and upon request by the commission or any party, must
bring its witness or witnesses to the hearing for purposes of cross-examination. No such request
was made, but all parties reserved their rights of cross-examination on the reconciling adjustment
until the March, 1981, hearing.

Based upon all the affidavits and evidence in the record of this proceeding and the
aforementioned order, the commission finds that the fuel adjustment charge is approved for
January, 1981, of $2.59 per 100 kilowatt-hours is just and reasonable for February, 1981. Our
order will issue accordingly.

Order
Upon consideration of the foregoing report, which is made apart hereof; it is

Ordered, that Public Service Company of New Hampshire Ninth Revised Pages 23 and 24 to
its tariff, NHPUC No. 24 — Electricity, providing for a quarterly estimated fuel adjustment
clause of $2.59 per 100 kilowatt-hours for the month of February, 1981, be, and hereby is,
permitted to become effective February 1, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that 70th Revised Page 15-A of Concord Electric Company tariff, NHPUC
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No. 6 — Electricity, providing for a quarterly fuel surcharge of $2.84 per 100 kilowatt-hours for
the month of February, 1981, be, and hereby is, permitted to become effective February 1, 1981;
and it is

Further ordered, that Seventh Revised Page 19A of Exeter and Hampton Electric Company
tariff, NHPUC No. 14 — Electricity, providing for a fuel adjustment rate of $2.71 per 100
kilowatt-hours for the month of February, 1981, be, and
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hereby is, permitted to become effective February 1, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that 46th Revised Page 18 of Connecticut Valley Electric Company, Inc.,
tariff, NHPUC No. 4 — Electricity, providing for a monthly fuel surcharge of 70 cents per 100
kilowatt-hours for the month of February, 1981, be, and hereby is, permitted to become effective
February 1, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that 13th Revised Page 17 of New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.,
tariff, NHPUC No. 9 — Electricity, providing for the monthly fuel surcharge of $3.46 per 100
kilowatt-hours net of refunds for the month of February, 1981, be, and hereby is, permitted to
become effective February 1, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that 77th Revised Page 15-A of Granite State Electric Company tariff,
NHPUC No. 8 — Electricity, providing for the monthly fuel surcharge of $4.37 per 100
kilowatt-hours for the month of February, 1981, be, and hereby is, permitted to become effective
February 1, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that 25th Revised Page 11 of the Municipal Electric Department of
Wolfeboro tariff, NHPUC No. 5 — Electricity, providing for the monthly fuel surcharge of $3.79
per 100 kilowatt-hours net of the Public Service Company of New Hampshire refund for the
month of February 1, 1981, be, and hereby is, permitted to become effective February 1, 1981,
and it is

Further ordered, that 85th Revised Page 6 of Littleton Water and Light Department tariff,
NHPUC No. 1 — Electricity, providing for the monthly fuel surcharge of $3.52 per 100
kilowatt-hours for the month of February, 1981, be, and hereby is permitted to become effective
February 1, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that 51st Revised Page 10-B of Woodsville Water and Light Department
tariff, NHPUC No. 3 — Electricity, providing for the monthly fuel surcharge of 74 cents per 100
kilowatt-hours for the month of February, 1981, be, and hereby is, permitted to become effective
February 1, 1981.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this thirtieth day of January,
1981.

NH.PUC*02/03/81*[78812]*66 NH PUC 37*Public Service Company of New Hampshire

[Go to End of 78812]
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Re Public Service Company of New Hampshire
Intervenors: Legislative Utility Consumers' Council
DF 81-2, Order No. 14,698
66 NH PUC 37
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 3, 1981
PETITION for authority to issue common stock; granted.

APPEARANCES: Frederick J. Coolbroth and Martin L. Gross for the petitioner; Gerald L.
Lynch for the Legislative Utility Consumers' Council.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Report

By this unopposed petition filed January 5, 1981, Public Service Company of New
Hampshire (the "company™), a corporation duly organized and existing under the laws of the
state of New Hampshire, and operating therein as an electric public utility under the jurisdiction
of this commission, seeks authority pursuant to the provisions of RSA 369 to issue and sell for
cash not exceeding 2.5 million shares of common stock, $5 par value. A duly noticed hearing
was held in Concord on January 22, 1981, at which the company submitted the testimony of
John J. Lampron, its treasurer.

Mr. Lampron stated that the proceeds of the sale of the common stock will be used (a) to pay
off a portion of the short-term notes outstanding at the time of sale (estimated to be
$129,350,000 on February 11, 1981), the proceeds of which will have been principally expended
in the purchase and construction of property reasonably requisite for present and future use in the
conduct of the company's business; (b) to finance the purchase and construction of additional
such property; and (c) for other proper corporate purposes. All expenses incurred in
accomplishing the financing will be paid from the general funds of the company.

The common stock will be sold through a negotiated public offering. Mr. Lampron described
the expected terms of sale and explained why the company again proposed a negotiated rather
than a competitive sale.

The company submitted a balance sheet as at November 30, 1980, actual and pro formed to
reflect the sale of $23 million of general and refunding mortgage bonds and the proposed sale of
the common stock. Exhibits were also submitted showing: disposition of proceeds; estimated
expenses of the issue; and capital structure as at November 30, 1980, actual and pro formed to
reflect the sale of $23 million of general and refunding mortgage bonds and the proposed sale of
the common stock. Estimated construction expenditures were outlined in testimony and a
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certified copy of authorizing votes of the company's board of directors was put in evidence.

The pro forma capital structure reflecting the actual short-term debt outstanding as of
November 30, 1980, and pro formed to reflect the sale of $23 million of general and refunding
mortgage bonds, Series D and the proposed sale of 2.5 million shares of common stock.

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

Per CentPro Forma
November OF

Actual Total Amount
Long-term Debt $ 400,68737.7 $ 423,687
Short-term Debt 108,350 10.2 92,150
Preferred Stock 171,420 16.1 171,420
Common Equity 383,461 36.0 420,511
Total Capitalization $1,063,918100.0 $1,107,768
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Mr. Lampron also testified that the company had, in accordance with this commission's
Second Supplemental Order No. 14,601 in DF 80-229 ([1980] 65 NH PUC 617), put in place the
adjustment period involving the increased ownership interest in Seabrook Station by Maine and
Massachusetts investor-owner utilities. The commission finds that the agreement reached
between the company and such utilities satisfies the expectation set out in that order.

Mr. Lampron testified that new arrangements have been negotiated with the participants in
the Seabrook project concerning the commencement of the adjustment periods for the reduction
of the company's ownership interest in the project. Those participants who have received the
necessary regulatory approvals (6.25576 per cent) will commence their adjustment period as of
January 31, 1981. The 13th amendment to the Seabrook joint agreement includes provisions that
for implementing adjustment periods for the Massachusetts Municipal Wholesale Electric
Company (MMWEC), Taunton, and the New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc., in the event
all regulatory approvals are received and financing arrangements are consummated.

The commission will, as is our customary practice, reserve jurisdiction to approve the
number of shares to be sold and the price thereof.

Based upon all of the evidence, the commission finds that the proceeds from the proposed
financing will be expended (1) to pay off a portion of the short-term notes outstanding at the
time of the sale; (2) to finance the purchase and construction of additional property within the
state of New Hampshire; and (3) for other proper corporate purposes, and further finds that the
issue and sale of common stock for the purposes described will be consistent with the public
good. Upon completion of the financing the company shall file an accounting of the expenses of
the sale of the common stock and the concessions granted to the underwriters. Our order will
issue accordingly.

Order
Based upon consideration of the foregoing report, which is made a part hereof; it is
Ordered, that Public Service Company of New Hampshire, be, and hereby is, authorized to
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issue and sell not exceeding 2.5 million shares of common stock, $5 par value, for cash in
accordance with the foregoing report and as set forth in its petition; and it is

Further ordered, that Public Service Company of New Hampshire shall submit to this
commission the number of shares of said common stock to be sold, and the purchase price
thereof, after which a supplemental order will issue approving the number of shares of the
common preferred stock to be sold and the purchase price thereof; and it is

Further ordered, that the proceeds from the sale of said common stock shall be used for the
purpose of discharging and repaying a portion of the outstanding short-term notes of said
company and for the other purposes stated in the report, and it is

Further ordered, that except as authorized in this commission's report and Order No. 14,505
in DF 80-195 ([1980] 65 NH PUC 457), and report and order No. 14,597 in DF 80-299 ([1980]
65 NHPUC 61 1), none of the proceeds from the common stock shall be used to further the
construction of Seabrook Il until the divestiture has received the necessary approvals and the
adjustment period for ownership in the Seabrook plant begins; and it is

Further ordered, that on July 1st and
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January 1st in each year, Public Service Company of New Hampshire shall file with this
commission a detailed statement, duly sworn to by its treasurer or assistant treasurer, showing
the disposition of the proceeds of said securities being authorized until the expenditure of the
whole of said proceeds shall have been fully accounted for.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this third day of February,
1981

NH.PUC*02/03/81*[78813]*66 NH PUC 40*New England Telephone and Telegraph Company

[Go to End of 78813]

Re New England Telephone and Telegraph Company
DE 80-257, Order No. 14,699
66 NH PUC 40
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 3, 1981

PETITION for a license to construct and maintain an aerial wire over state railroad right of way;
granted.

APPEARANCES: Wayne Snow, engineering manager, for the petitioner.
BY THE COMMISSION:
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Report

On December 16, 1980, the New England Telephone and Telegraph Company filed with this
commission a petition seeking authority to place and maintain aerial wire on private property
over state railroad right of way in Laconia, New Hampshire.

The commission issued an order of notice on December 18, 1980, directing all interested
parties to appear at public hearing at 10:00 A.M. on January 22, 1981, at the commission’s
Concord, New Hampshire, offices. In addition to publication of said notice copies were directed
to John R. Sweeny, director, aeronautics commission; the New Hampshire Transportation
Authority; George Gilman, commissioner, Department of Resources and Economic
Development; John Bridges, director, safety services; William Shaine; Legislative Utility
Consumers' Council; and the office of the attorney general.

An affidavit of publication indicating that a publication was made in the Union Leader on
December 29, 1980, was received in the commission's office in Concord, New Hampshire, on
January 16, 1981.

Wayne Snow, engineering manager, explained that the petition results from a customer
request to relocate an existing utility pole to allow the customer to move his driveway to a
different location. The company intends to install a new Pole No. 22/1 as indicated in Exh 2 and
to install a six-pair multiple wire over property owned by the state of New Hampshire to an
existing Pole No. 22/2. Mr. Snow testified the aerial wire will maintain a height of 26.5 feet over
an
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existing railroad section and be installed and maintained in accordance with established
safety standards.

The commission noted that no objections were filed nor expressed at the hearing and, in fact,
no intervenors or interested parties were in attendance. The petition was properly publicized and
proper notification was given to the public as to the proposed installation. The commission finds
this petition for a license to place and maintain aerial wire over state railroad right of way in
Laconia, New Hampshire, to be in the public interest. Our order will issue accordingly.

Order
Based on the foregoing report, which is made a part hereof; it is

Ordered, that authority be granted to the New England Telephone and Telegraph Company to
construct and maintain an aerial wire over state railroad right of way in Laconia, New
Hampshire, as defined in petitioner's Exh 2.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this third day of February,
1981.

NH.PUC*02/03/81*[78814]*66 NH PUC 41*New England Telephone and Telegraph Company

[Go to End of 78814]
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Re New England Telephone and Telegraph Company
De 80-236, Order No. 14,700
66 NH PUC 41
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 3, 1981

PETITION for authority to install and maintain a submarine telephone cable crossing
state-owned public waters; granted.

APPEARANCES: Wayne Snow for the petitioner.
BY THE COMMISSION:
Report

On November 19, 1980, New England Telephone and Telegraph Company, a telephone
utility operating in the state of New Hampshire, petitioned the commission for authority to place
and maintain telephone submarine plant under Squam Lake in Center Harbor, New Hampshire.
This plant comprises a one-pair telephone cable running from Center Harbor Neck road to
Mouse Island. An order of notice was issued on November 21, 1980, setting the matter for
hearing on January 14, 1980; with publication. A duly noticed public hearing was held at the
commission offices at 10 A.M. on January 14, 1981.

Representing the petitioner was Wayne Snow; no other persons appeared. Mr Snow testified
that this authorization was being sought to properly license the replacement of a failed submarine
cable which had been installed in 1978. For unknown
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reasons, the original cable was not licensed by the commission. Mr. Snow indicated that the
line extended from Center Harbor Neck road at Pole No. 19/81, on property of Francis LeBaron.
The submarine portion is about 1,200 feet terminating on the Mouse Island property of Charles
Vogler.

The line had failed on August 26, 1980; service was restored on August 29, 1980. Company
research of the line at that time revealed the licensed status, resulting in the petition to correct the
discrepancy. As exhibits, Mr. Snow presented the company's petition, Diagram 28-20, water
supply and pollution control commission and water resources board permits.

In the absence of any objection to this submarine cable installation, the commission finds
that it is for the public good, and will issue its order accordingly.

Order
In consideration of the foregoing report, which is made a part hereof; it is
Ordered, that New England Telephone and Telegraph Company be, and hereby is, granted a
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license to install and maintain a submarine cable for Pole No. 19/81 in Center Harbor, New
Hampshire, beneath public waters of Squam Lake to the property of Charles VVogler on Mouse
Island.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this third day of February,
1981.

NH.PUC*02/03/81*[78815]*66 NH PUC 42*Public Service Company of New Hampshire

[Go to End of 78815]

Re Public Service Company of New Hampshire
DF 80-239, First Supplemental Order No. 14,701
66 NH PUC 42
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 3, 1981

PETITION for authority to sell common stock and to extend the maturity of term notes; granted
in part.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Supplemental Order

Whereas, by its Order No. 13,207, dated June 13, 1978, issued in docket DF 78-90 (63 NH
PUC 199), the commission authorized Public Service Company of New Hampshire (the
company) to issue and sell up to 300,000 shares of its common stock, $5 par value, pursuant to
its dividend reinvestment and common stock purchase plan (the plan); and

Whereas, by Order No. 14,623, dated December 18, 1980 (65 NH PUC 636), in this docket,
the commission authorized, inter alia, the company to issue and sell up to 1.8 million shares of
its common stock, $5 par value (the additional common stock) pursuant to the plan, in addition
to the 300,000 shares of common stock, $5 par value, the issuance and sale of which had been
previously so authorized (266,643 shares having heretofore
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been issued and sold); and

Whereas, the said plan currently provides that the date on which shares of common stock of
the company shall be purchased by The First National Bank of Boston, as agent for plan
participants, through the investment of cash dividends, optional cash payments, or cash
accumulated through employee payroll deductions (the reinvestment date) is the respective
common stock dividend payment date; and

Whereas, the company has amended the plan to provide that the reinvestment date shall be
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the applicable common stock dividend payment date or such later date as the company may
select, but in no event later than ten calendar days following such dividend payment date and has
selected February 24, 1981, as the reinvestment date in conjunction with the February, 1981,
common stock dividend payment date in order to ensure that current information be available to
plan participants; and

Whereas, the company has moved that said Order No. 14,623, be modified to permit the
issue and sale of such of the additional common stock as may be necessary pursuant to the plan,
as amended; and

Whereas, the commission finds, after investigation, that the issuance and sale of the
additional common stock pursuant to the plan as so amended will be consistent with the public
good; itis

Ordered that Public Service Company of New Hampshire be and hereby is authorized to
issue and sell such number of the up to 1.8 million additional shares of its common stock, $5 par
value, the issue and sale of which has heretofore been authorized by this commission by its
Order No. 14,623, dated December 18, 1980, as shall be required pursuant to the terms of the
dividend reinvestment and common stock purchase plan, as amended; and it is

Further ordered that in all other respects Order No. 14,623 in this docket shall remain in full
force and effect.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this third day of February,
1981.

NH.PUC*02/03/81*[78816]*66 NH PUC 43*New England Telephone and Telegraph Company

[Go to End of 78816]

Re New England Telephone and Telegraph Company
DE 80-240, Order No. 14,702
66 NH PUC 43
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 3, 1981

PETITION for authority to install and maintain aerial telephone cable over state-owned railroad
right of way; granted

APPEARANCES: Alfred Ward for the petitioner.
BY THE COMMISSION:
Report
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On November 19, 1980, New England Telephone and Telegraph Company a telephone
utility operating in the state of New Hampshire, petitioned the commission for authority to install
and maintain an aerial 50-pair telephone cable across the state-owned railroad right of way along
Route 140 in Tilton, New Hampshire. An order of notice was issued on November 24, 1980,
setting the matter for hearing on January 14, 1981; with publication. A duly noticed public
hearing was held at the commission offices on the date specified.

Representing the petitioner was Alfred Ward, manager of outside plant engineering in the
Concord area; no other persons appeared. Mr. Ward presented three exhibits; i.e. the petition
describing the crossing, Plan No. 301 showing detail of the proposed crossing, and a map
locating the crossing. He indicated hat addition of the 50-pair cable was to provide expanded
telephone service for the company's Tilton exchange. Both petition and witness indicated that all
installation would meet necessary safety codes.

In consideration of the need for expanding the Tilton exchange, and there being no objection
to the crossing by intervenors, the commission finds said crossing to be for the public good, and
will issue its order accordingly.

Order
In consideration of the foregoing report, which is made a part hereof; it is

Ordered, that New England Telephone and Telegraph Company be, and hereby is, granted
authority to place and maintain a 50-pair aerial cable across state-owned railroad right of way
along Route 140 in Tilton, New Hampshire.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this third day of February,
1981.

NH.PUC*02/03/81*[78817]*66 NH PUC 44*New England Telephone and Telegraph Company

[Go to End of 78817]

Re New England Telephone and Telegraph Company
DE 80-263, Order No. 14,703
66 NH PUC 44
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 3, 1981

PETITION for authority to install and maintain a submarine telephone cable crossing
state-owned public waters; granted.

APPEARANCES: Philip Blanchette, manager, engineering, for the petitioner.
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BY THE COMMISSION:
Report

On December 30, 1980, the New England Telephone and Telegraph Company filed with this
commission a petition seeking authority to place and maintain submarine plant crossing in
state-owned public waters in Harrisville and Nelson, New Hampshire, under Silver Lake.

The commission issued an order of notice on January 2, 1981, directing all interest parties to
appear at public hearing at 10:00 A.M. on January 28, 1981, at the commission's Concord, New
Hampshire, offices. In addition to publication of said notice, copies were directed to John
Bridges, director of safety services; George Gilman, commissioner, Department of Resources
and Economic Development; New Hampshire Transportation Authority; William Shaine,
Legislative Utility Consumers' Council; and the office of the attorney general.

An affidavit of publication indicating that a publication was made in the Union Leader on
January 13, 1981, was received in the commission's office in Concord New Hampshire, on
January 15, 1981.

Philip Blanchette, manager, engineering, Keene division, explained that the petition results
from the company's analysis that existing lines under Silver Lake are inadequate to serve future
customers. Currently, two single pairs serve two present customers. The company anticipates the
addition of approximately twenty-five customers over the next twenty-five years. It proposes to
install a single 27-pair submarine cable from Pole No. 16AD/1 on the eastern shoreline of Silver
Lake in Harrisville to Pole No. 16 AD/2 on the western shoreline in Nelson. The company
testified that the nearest existing overhead facilities on the western side of Silver Lake are
approximately 1.5 miles from Pole No. 16 AD/2. The proposed underwater crossing will require
only 2,800 feet of cable.

The commission notes that no objections were filed nor expressed at the hearing and, in fact,
no intervenors or interested parties were in attendance. The petition was properly publicized, and
proper notification was given to the public as to the proposed installation. The commission finds
this petition for a license to place and maintain submarine plant crossing state-owned public
waters in Harrisville and Nelson, New Hampshire under Silver Lake to be in the public interest.

Our order will issue accordingly.
Order
Based on the foregoing report, which is made a part hereof; it is

Ordered, that authority be granted to the New England Telephone and Telegraph Company to
construct and maintain a submarine plant crossing state-owned public waters in Harrisville and
Nelson, New Hampshire, under Silver Lake.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this third day of February,
1981.

NH.PUC*02/04/81*[78818]*66 NH PUC 46*Walter J. Komisarek, Jr.

[Go to End of 78818]

© Public Utilities Reports, Inc., 2008 53



PURbase

Re Walter J. Komisarek, Jr.
DE 79-50, Second Supplemental Order No. 14,716
66 NH PUC 46
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 4, 1981
ORDER staying the termination of electric service.

PAYMENT, § 33 — Service termination for nonpayment — Health of ratepayer.

[N.H.] The commission, aware of a serious health condition of a customer who had failed to
abide by a previous order for the scheduled payment of electric service and arrears, reluctantly
found it not to be in the best interest of the customer or the utility to have service terminated.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Supplemental Order

[1] Whereas, Walter J. Komisarek, Jr. has requested the commission to issue an order to
prohibit the Public Service Company of New Hampshire from terminating his electric service;
and

Whereas, this request flows from a proceeding held by this commission in June, 1979, and
Order No. 13,684 ([1979] 64 NH PUC 185), which set forth a payment schedule and directed

Walter Komisarek, Jr., to abide by the terms of the order and failure to do so would permit the
company to terminate service; and

Whereas, the commission finds that Walter J. Komisarek, Jr., did not abide by the terms of
the order and the position of the company and the commission's consumer assistance office was
correct and proper; and

Whereas, the commission is made aware of a serious health condition of Walter Komisarek,
Jr., by Dr. Patrick J. Lawrence, MD, FACC, and reluctantly finds that it would not be in the
interest of the customer or the company to terminate service at this time, therefore; it is hereby

Ordered, that Public Service Company of New Hampshire provide electric service to Walter
J. Komisarek, Jr., subject to the following conditions:

A. The sum of $118 be paid to the company immediately;

B. The sum of $117.55 be paid on or before Monday, February 9, 1981, no later than 12:00
noon at the Public Service Company central office;

C. Dr. Patrick J. Lawrence, MD, FACC, by telephone verify the health condition of Walter J.
Komisarek, Jr., to the executive director and secretary of the commission;
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D. All arrears and current bills be paid by April 1, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that if the conditions set forth in Pars A or B are not complied with
immediately electric service shall be terminated; and it is

Further ordered, that if the conditions set forth within Par D is not complied with by April 1,
1981, service will be terminated immediately as of that date.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this fourth day of February,
1981.

[Go to End of 78819]

Re Claremont Gas Light Company
DE 81-27, Order No. 14,722
66 NH PUC 47
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 5, 1981
ORDER mandating a winter gas leak survey.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Order

Whereas, on January 23, 1981, this commission instituted an inspection survey to determine
the status of underground gas leaks associated with the regulated gas leaks associated with the
regulated gas companies in New Hampshire; and

Whereas, results of that survey disclose that extraordinary measures must be taken in view of
the potential underground damage resulting from the recent extreme winter cold weather; and

Whereas, Claremont Gas Light Company has taken no such measures to determine the status
of their gas distribution system; it is

Ordered, that Claremont Gas Light Company take immediate steps to conduct a winter gas
leak survey of its underground gas distribution system to be completed by March 1, 1981.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this fifth day of February,
1981.

[Go to End of 78820]
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Re Boston and Maine Railroad
DT 80-261, Second Supplemental Order No. 14,721
66 NH PUC 47
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 6, 1981
ORDER providing for a hearing on the apportionment of a crossing's improvement costs.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Supplemental Order

Whereas, the city of Manchester filed a motion for rehearing as to the portion of Order No.
14,664 ([1981] 66 NH PUC 21) requiring the city of Manchester to pay for the installation of
additional protection devices at the West Mitchell Street crossing; and, the apportionment of
costs between the city of Manchester and the Boston and Maine Railroad, and good cause being
shown; it is hereby

Ordered, that the motion for a rehearing as to the apportionment of costs for
Page 47

protection devices at the West Mitchell Street crossing in Manchester is granted and a
hearing shall take place on February 13, 1981, at 10:00 A.M. at the offices of the commission, 8
Old Suncook Road, Concord, New Hampshire 03301.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this sixth day of February,
1981.

NH.PUC*02/06/81*[78821]*66 NH PUC 48*Concord Natural Gas Corporation

[Go to End of 78821]

Re Concord Natural Gas Corporation
Additional petitioners: Gas Service, Inc., Manchester Gas Company, and Northern Utilities, Inc.
Intervenor: Community Action Program
DR 80-207 et al. Second Supplemental Order No. 14,724
66 NH PUC 48
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 6, 1981
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PETITION by natural gas companies for proposed cost of gas adjustments; granted in part and
denied in part.

1. DEFINITIONS — Cost of gas adjustment.

[N.H.] "Cost of gas adjustment" is an estimate made prior to each winter and summer period
as to the amount of gas that will be sold during that period and at what cost. p. 49.

2. RATES, 8§ 253 — Procedure — Rate filing — Form and contents — Minimum requirements.

[N.H.] Due to a utility's refusal to permit access to its books, the commission, unable to
determine the just and reasonableness of proposed rates and the underlying accounting methods
used, rejected the utility's proposed rates until completion of the staffs independent investigation;
the utility had been conducting several non-utility operations. p. 49.

3. EXPENSES, § 105 — Wages and salaries — Employee commissions.

[N.H.] The commission disapproved a utility's policy of paying commissions to employees
on the installation of fuel conversion units (oil to gas) since demand for such units was more
than adequate without the need for employees to promote conversions. p. 50.

4. RATES, § 373 — Natural Gas — Billing units — Cubic foot versus therm.

[N.H.] A gas utility's practice of billing on a per cubic foot basis rather than per therm basis
was questioned by the commission since it did not appear to be cost justified; an investigation
into the utility's practices was ordered. p. 51.

APPEARANCES: Charles H. Toll for Concord Natural Gas Corporation and Gas Service, Inc.;
James Hood for Manchester Gas Company; Eaton W. Tarbell for Northern Utilities, Inc.; Gerald
Eaton for Community Action Program.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Report
In conformance with commission tariff filing rules and cost of gas adjustment
Page 48

terms outlined in the individual tariffs of each of the named companies and commission rules
and regulations, the proposed cost of gas adjustments for the winter period November 1, 1980,
through April 30, 1981, were filed for commission consideration. Due to increased usage and
unusually cold weather, the commission was requested to reopen the proceedings on an
emergency basis to alleviate an alleged undercollection problem. The following table
demonstrates the differences between the filings of the New Hampshire gas utilities in January
with the commission's order in October.

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

October PUC Requested
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Gas Utility Decision Change

Concord Natural Gas $0.1212 per therm $0.3063 per therm
Gas Service — Nashua  $0.0220 per therm $0.1213 per therm
Gas Service — Laconia* ($0.0068 per therm)$0.0925 per therm
Manchester Gas $0.2041 per therm $0.3089 per therm
Northern Utilities 0.1490 per therm $0.2163 per therm

Laconia was a credit per therm.

The differences above in terms of numbers is largely due to the different levels of gas costs
built into the basic rates. Other differences can arise due to different mixtures of supply as well
as different price levels for each type of supply used.

[1] The cost of gas adjustment (CGA) is an estimate made prior to each winter and summer
period as to the amount of gas that will be sold during the period and at what cost. A
reconciliation is made between actual and estimated with a subsequent recognition for any over-
or undercollections. Undercollections are returned, together with interest.

During the course of the commission's investigation, all costs of gas supply are examined;
not only those which are set forth in the CGA, but also the costs recognized through the basic
rates. Because each utility presents a different situation, they will be discussed independently.

Manchester Gas Company

Manchester Gas seeks a substantial increase in its CGA. The effect of Manchester's proposal
would be to raise the bill of an average gas customer (150 therms per month) by $15.72.

Manchester Gas attributes this increase to higher send-out due to the cold weather, which
required greater use of propane which is more expensive.

[2] Manchester Gas has numerous nonutility businesses, which recently have included
bottled propane gas and merchandising gas appliances. Pursuant to a consumer complaint, the
commission was made aware of a new nonutility business called Rent-A-Space. This storage
business, which bloomed to existence with a $100,000 investment, is operated by Manchester
Gas employees. In an attempt to insure that proper accounting was
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occurring and to protect gas consumers from subsidizing nonutility operations, the
commission prior to the CGA hearing sent its assistant finance director and an accountant to
investigate the books of Manchester Gas. this good faith attempt by the commission's employees
was rebuked by officials of the Manchester Gas Company.

Revised Statutes Annotated 365:6 specifically sanctions the actions taken by the commission
and its staff in attempting to discover the accounting method being employed by Manchester
Gas.

Revised Statutes Annotated 378:7, 27, 28 all require the commission to maintain just and
reasonable rates to the consumer at all times. The consumer receives a bill that often is
segregated by basic rates and an adjustment clause for increases in the price of fuel. Because of
the commission's inability to examine the books of Manchester Gas prior to the closing of the
evidentiary presentations, the commission is unable to pass judgment on the reasonableness of
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rates being charged Manchester Gas customers. The testimony given to date reveals
commingling of funds, joint tax filings, and shared employees and officers between utility and
nonutility portions of the company. Consequently, the commission will use its power pursuant to
RSA 378:7 to reject any adjustment to Manchester Gas Company's rates until the completion of
staff's independent investigation.

The staff is to broaden its examination into the bottled propane operations, which are also
nonutility operations. Of concern to the commission is the increased use of propane on the utility
side and the existing conversion program of Manchester Gas. If Manchester Gas is increasing the
percentage of propane in its fuel mix because of conversions without increasing its supply of
natural gas, inequity is bound to result. A fuel mix with a greater use of propane is more
expensive and less efficient; i.e., more usage will result because of a lower heat factor.

These questions must be resolved before the commission can examine any adjustment to
Manchester Gas Company's rates.

Gas Service, Inc.

Gas Service seeks to increase its CGA by $0.0993 per therm. The result of Gas Service, Inc.'s
proposal would be to increase the customer's bills in Laconia and Nashua by $14.90.

[3] The commission has some concerns involving the operation of this company. During the
course of the proceedings, the commission discovered that Gas Service is paying employees
commissions on the installation of fuel conversion units designed to switch customers from oil to
natural gas. Yet, Gas Service testified that a comparison of the present economics between oil
and gas yields a result that natural gas costs one-third less even with the proposed increase. As
the commission has noted in other proceedings, there are long lists of customers seeking to
convert from oil to natural gas, and the gas companies cannot keep up with the demand.

The commission cannot comprehend the rationale behind awarding bonuses for conversions.
If the gas utility did nothing to promote conversions, the economics of the present situation
would result in the same demand for conversions. A private unregulated business would never be
paying incentives to employees to encourage demand for a product where the company is faced
with an existing extraordinary demand for the product that it could not meet by its best efforts.
Such a practice would not exist in the private unregulated sector, and prudent utility practice
should not differ from this standard.

The transcript reveals another disturbing aspect of Gas Service's practice vis-a-vis other gas
utilities. Concord Gas accounts
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for expenses associated with fuel conversions on the nonutility side of the ledger.

[4] Another concern the commission has with Gas Service, Inc.'s practices is its policy of
billing on a per cubic foot rather than per therm basis. Manchester Gas uses the per therm basis
during the winter and Gas Service's practice does not appear to be cost justified. While the
commission does not believe its job includes running a utility, the commission does attempt to
make utilities respond to the same efficiencies dictated by competition in the unregulated
business sector.
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The commission believes, as with Manchester Gas, that there exists some expenses in basic
rates (in this case commissions for conversions) that are unreasonable. Furthermore, the
commission is aware that in the past major overcollections occurred during a six-month winter
CGA period. Gas Service did not seek to return that money during the last three months of the
period, but rather waited until the next winter adjustment period. Consequently, the commission
will not grant the CGA requested by the company. Instead, the commission will allow only
one-third of the amount requested to be collected at this time. This will allow the commission
staff to further investigate the practices of Gas Service, as well as allow the commission to
receive actual data. An adjustment of $0.0330 will be allowed for each division of Gas Service;
Nashua and Laconia.

Concord Natural Gas Corporation

Concord Gas sought a CGA, which would increase the cost per therm by $0.1851. Since
Concord bills on a two-month basis, the effect of Concord Natural Gas Corporation's proposal
would have been to increase the average customer's bill by $27.77 for two months, or nearly $14
per month. The difficulty in evaluating Concord's proposal is that it seeks, because of a billing
practice, to achieve two months of increased revenues while the other companies are seeking
three months of increased revenue.

Concord Gas, like the other gas utilities, has experienced over- and undercollections in the
past. Like other utilities, Concord did not seek adjustments in the CGA rate prior to the end of
the winter period even though in some instances overcollection was obvious.

The commission will again allow only one-third of the estimated overcollection rate
proposed by the company. Our concern is that actual numbers will soon be available, and the
freak nature of this particular winter clearly establishes an inherent flaw in prediction. If the
actual figures eventually support Concord's claim, then the CGA provides an appropriate
mechanism for adjustment. If the actual figures reveal a contrary result, there exists a
corresponding remedy.

Because of Concord's billing practice, a rate of $0.1830 will be allowed to be charged to all
bills rendered through May 31, 1981.

Northern Utilities, Inc.

Northern Utilities proposes to increase its CGA by $0.0673, or $10.10 per month to the
average customer. Northern Utilities in the past has had overcollections in excess of $300,000,
which it has followed the usual CGA practice of holding until the next corresponding CGA. The
commission consequently will only allow one-third of the estimated overcollection to be
collected at this time. Again, the commission believes that actual data will reveal a substantial
difference from that proposed by the company. Consequently, a CGA of $0.1715 instead of the
requested $0.2163 is approved.

General Considerations
Any refunds received from suppliers
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during the winter CGA time period are to accumulate interest at the rate which is the average
of the weighted cost of the companies' short-term borrowing. Such a procedure, which will be
closer to the prime interest rate, will more truly compensate consumers for any use of their
money when refunds do occur. Any and all supplier refunds received during this time period are
to be applied in the usual CGA practice.

Our order will issue accordingly.
Supplemental Order
Upon consideration of the foregoing report, which is made a part hereof; it is

Ordered, that 19th Revised Page 21 and 17th Revised Page 21-A of Concord Natural Gas
Corporation, tariff, NHPUC No. 13 — Gas, be, and hereby are, rejected; and it is

Further ordered, that 20th Revised Page 21 and 18th Revised Page 21-A of Concord Natural
Gas Corporation, tariff, NHPUC No. 13 — Gas, providing for a cost of gas adjustment of
$0.1830 per therm for the period February 1, 1981, through May 31, 1981, be, and hereby are,
approved and it is

Further ordered, that Section 2, 19th Revised Page 3; and Section 4, 19th Revised Page 3 of
Gas Service, Inc., tariff, NHPUC No. 5 — Gas, providing for cost of gas adjustment of $0.1213
per therm for Nashua; and $0.0925 per therm for Laconia for the period February 1, 1981,
through April 30, 1981, be, and hereby are, rejected; and it is

Further ordered, that Section 2, 20th Revised Page 3; and Section 4, 20th Revised Page 3 of
Gas Service, Inc., tariff, NHPUC No. 5 — Gas, providing for a cost of gas adjustment of $0.0550
per therm for Nashua; and $0.0262 per therm for Laconia for the period February 1, 1981,
through April 30, 1981, be, and hereby are, approved; and it is

Further ordered, that 19th Revised Page 20 of Manchester Gas Company, tariff, NHPUC No.
12 — Gas, providing for cost of gas adjustment of $0.3089 per therm for the period February 1,
1981, through April 30, 1981, be, and hereby is, rejected; and it is

Further ordered, that 19th Revised Page 22-A of Northern Utilities, Inc. — Allied Gas
Division, tariff, NHPUC No. 6 — Gas, be, and hereby is, rejected; and it is

Further ordered, that 20th Revised Page 22-A of Northern Utilities, Inc. — Allied Gas
Division, tariff, NHPUC No. 6 — Gas, providing for a cost of gas adjustment of $0.1715 per
therm for the period February 1, 1981, through April 30, 1981, be, and hereby is, approved; and
itis

Further ordered, that revised tariff pages approved by this order become effective with all
billings issued on and after February 1, 1981, for Gas Service, Inc., and Northern Utilities, Inc.
— Allied Gas Division; and it is

Further ordered, that revised tariff pages approved by this order become effective with all
billings issued on and after February 1, 1981, to May 31, 1981, for Concord Natural Gas
Corporation; and it is

Further ordered, that public notice of this cost of gas adjustment be given by one-time
publication in newspapers having general circulation in the territories served.
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By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this sixth day of February,
1981.

NH.PUC*02/09/81*[78822]*66 NH PUC 53*New England Telephone and Telegraph Company

[Go to End of 78822]

Re New England Telephone and Telegraph Company
IC 14,993, Order No. 14,725
66 NH PUC 53
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 9, 1981

ORDER requiring service improvements in response to complaints of inferior and deficient
telephone service.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Order

Whereas, on December 10, 1980, a petition was submitted to this commission from residents
of Westmoreland contending inferior and deficient service from the telephone company; and

Whereas, the petition requested a public hearing on their grievances; and

Whereas, a public hearing was held on February 4, 1981, at 7:30 P.M. at the Westmoreland
town hall; and

Whereas, the commission is satisfied that customer concerns voiced at that hearing state the
need for immediate attention by the New England Telephone and Telegraph Company; it is

Ordered, that the New England Telephone and Telegraph Company take immediate steps to
rectify, as a minimum, the following problems:

1. Static on telephone lines;
2. Cross conversations;

3. Interruption of service;

4. Lack of dial tone; and it is

Further ordered, that the company submit weekly reports to this commission as to actions
taken to rectify these problems; and it is

Further ordered, that this commission will set a further public hearing in Westmoreland at the
convenience of all parties but prior to May 1, 1981, to give concerned customers an opportunity
to comment on the improvements resulting from our order.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this ninth day of February,
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1981.

NH.PUC*02/10/81*[78823]*66 NH PUC 54*City of Rochester v Boston and Maine Railroad

[Go to End of 78823]

City of Rochester v Boston and Maine Railroad
DT 80-105, Order No. 14,728
66 NH PUC 54
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 10, 1981

PETITION for a determination of the safety status of rail-highway crossings and a request for
installation of protective equipment; granted.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Report

On May 9, 1980, a petition was received from the city of Rochester, New Hampshire, to
determine adequate safeguards and protection for the following public railroad grade crossings
located in the city of Rochester: Cross Road crossing, also known as Smith's crossing [and]
Franklin Street crossing, also known as Cemetery Road crossing. By letter dated October 31,
1980, Portland Street crossing was requested to be made a part of the hearing. The highway
travel surface condition was given as cause for inclusion in the petition.

On January 2, 1981, an order of notice was issued setting an evening hearing for 7:30 P.M. at
the district courtroom, Wakefield Street, Rochester, New Hampshire, on January 19, 1981,
together with publication.

Notice was sent to John E. O'Keefe, general attorney, Boston and Maine Corporation: John J.
Knee, Boston and Maine Corporation; John Adams, agreement engineer, Boston and Maine
corporation; V. R. Terrill, vice president and chief engineer, Boston and Maine Corporation;
John V. Amrol, Rail/Highway crossing coordinator, Department of Public Works and Highways;
Raymond Hancock, public works commissioner, Department of Public Works and Highways;
John A. Clements, commissioner, New Hampshire Department of Public Works and Highways;
Kenneth Hussey, chief of police, [city of] Rochester; Kathy E. Wallingford, assessor, city of
Rochester; Richard Green, mayor, city of Rochester; and the Office of the Attorney General. An
affidavit of publication was received on January 12, 1981, as having been published.

The petition was submitted in response to concern by the city of Rochester of several recent
accidents involving automobiles at the crossing. An eight-page petition of concerned area
residents' signatures requested that stop and protect action with flashing lights be installed if
possible.

Walter King, assistant transportation director and railroad investigator for this commission,
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explained the results of an inspection trip made on November 21, 1980, and submitted to the
commission
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on December 28, 1980, as follows
Cross Road Crossing

The crossing is in good condition with good views in both directions for motor traffic north
and south along the railroad right of way. There are no advance warning discs on either approach
although on the cross buck is installed. There is brush growing along the highway and railroad
rights of way. Mr. King recommends that advance warning discs should be installed on both
approaches and that brush should be cleared along the highway and railroad rights of way.

Franklin Street Crossing

Franklin Street is protected by advance warning disc and cross bucks. The westerly advance
warning disc is missing. The view from all quadrants is good with no obstruction visible at a
distance of 20 feet from either rail, although eastbound traffic is perceived to have difficult view.
There have been three accidents reported at the crossing in the last twelve months. Mr. King
recommends that train activitated flashing lights are necessary at this crossing in view of the
difficulty in stopping a heavily laden train proceeding up the grade in a southerly direction.

Portland Street

A recent derailment and subsequent replacement of track in the crossing resulting in a
six-inch bump which has contributed to difficulty in traversing the crossing. He recommends that
the railroad place additional hot top material on both sides of the crossing, making the approach
to the track area less abrupt.

Additional recommendations have been submitted since the hearing by Mr. King. They
included at Cross Road, streetlights be installed if electric power is available; at Franklin Street,
the highway surface be railed so that the crossing is approached on a higher street level, in an
effort to improve the views, install cross bucks in the northeast and southwest quadrant, and
install a streetlight in close proximity of the crossing. Stop signs should be installed at the
crossing pursuant to Order No. 14,625. The Franklin Street recommendation would be in lieu of
the train activated lights.

Mayor Green expressed particular concern about the Franklin Street and Cross Road
crossings. He testified that it was difficult to know when a train was coming and asked for stop
and protect equipment to alleviate the problem.

Concerned residents spoke to the difficulties in seeing passing trains and to the dangers of
using the various crossings.

Based on the testimony received by both city officials, area residents, and its own staff, the
commission is convinced that immediate steps must be taken to preclude any further accidents of
the type already documented and to prevent any more serious accidents from occurring.
Accordingly, it will direct that the following schedule be met:

Cross Road Crossing
© Public Utilities Reports, Inc., 2008 64



PURbase

Installation of advance warning discs at each approach.
Installation of stop signs at each approach.

Remove brush from railroad and highway rights of way a distance of 100 feet from
intersection.

Installation of a streetlight if power is available.
Installation of cross bucks on westerly side of tracks.
Franklin Street Crossing
Installation of stop signs at each approach.
Installation of advance warning disc on westerly approach.
Regrade the street on the east and
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west approaches at a higher level to improve the view of the crossing.
Install a streetlight in close proximity of the crossing.

Portland Street Crossing

Additional hot top material on both sides of crossing.

Installation and maintenance of the cross bucks and of the hot top will be the responsibility
of the Boston and Maine Railroad. Installation of other protective devices will be the
responsibility of the city of Rochester.

Our order will issue accordingly.

Order

Upon consideration of the foregoing report, which is made a part hereof; it it
Ordered, that the city of Rochester make the following corrections and additions at
Cross Road Crossing:

Install advance warning discs at each approach pursuant to RSA 373:11; install stop signs at
each approach pursuant to Order No. 14,625; remove brush along the highway right of way 100
feet from the crossing; and install a streetlight at the crossing.

Franklin Street Crossing:

Install advance warning discs at each approach pursuant to RSA 373:11; install stop signs at
each approach pursuant to Order No. 14,625; install a streetlight at the crossing; regrade the
street on each approach to a higher level to improve the views at the crossing; and it is

Further ordered, that the Boston and Maine Corporation make the following corrections and
additions at:

Cross Road Crossing
Remove brush within railroad right of way 100 feet from the crossing and install new cross
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bucks.
Franklin Street Crossing
Install new cross bucks.
Portland Street Crossing

Place additional asphalt (hot top) material on each approach to lessen the abrupt transition
over the crossing.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this tenth day of February,
1981.

[Go to End of 78824]

Re Boston & Maine Railroad
DT 80-261, Third Supplemental Order No. 14,731
66 NH PUC 56
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 11, 1981
ORDER denying motion for continuance

BY THE COMMISSION:
Supplemental Order

The commission having before a motion for continuance filed February 10, 1981, for, and on
behalf of, the city of Manchester to continue the rehearing scheduled for February 13, 1981, for
at least thirty days; and

Page 56

Whereas, after full consideration of the allegations in said motion and after weighing the
reasons presented in said motion; it is hereby

Ordered, that said motion for continuance be, and hereby is, denied.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this eleventh day of
February, 1981.

[Go to End of 78826]
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Re Gas Service, Inc.
DF 80-150, Supplemental Order No. 14,739
66 NH PUC 58
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 12, 1981
ORDER authorizing increase in short-term debt.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Supplemental Order

Whereas, our Order No. 14,459, dated August 28, 1980 (65 NH PUC 402), issued in the
above entitled proceeding, authorized Gas Service, Inc., to issue and sell, and from time to time
to renew for cash its notes or notes payable less than twelve months after the date thereof in an
arregage principal amount not exceeding $4 million; and

Whereas, due to the harsh winter and the significantly higher use of propane and liquid
natural gas, Gas Service, Inc., anticipates the need to issue its notes or notes payable to a
maximum amount of $4 million for the period from February 15, 1981, to April 15, 1981; and

Whereas, the prior authorization of the short-term borrowing limit to $4 million is effective
until December 31, 1981; and

Whereas, Gas Service, Inc., will not recover the increased costs through its cost of gas
adjustment beginning with
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February billings until the actual cash recovery from customers until late February or March,
1981; and

Whereas, upon due consideration, it appears that the issuance of notes and notes payable is
consistent with the public good; it is

Ordered, that Gas Service, Inc., be, and hereby is, authorized to issue and sell and from time
to time to renew, for cash its notes and notes payable in an aggregate amount of $4 million for a
period from February 15, 1981, to April 15, 1981, after which time the short-term borrowing
limit will revert to the $4 million level previously authorized until December 31, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that interest on bank borrowings will be at the local prime rate or rates; and
itis

Further ordered, that on or before January 1st and July 1st of each year, Gas Service, Inc.,
shall file with this commission a detailed statement, duly sworn to by its treasurer or assistant

treasurer showing the disposition of proceeds of the note or notes, or other evidences of
indebtedness herein authorized until the whole of said proceeds have been fully accounted for.
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By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twelfth day of February,
1981.

[Go to End of 78827]

Re Concord Natural Gas Corporation
Additional petitioners: Gas Service, Inc., Manchester Gas Company, and Northern Utilities, Inc.
DR 80-207 et al. Third Supplemental Order No. 14,740
66 NH PUC 59
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 12, 1981
ORDER adopting technical corrections amending previous order.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Supplemental Order

Whereas, so much of commission Order No. 14,724 ([1981] 66 NH PUC 48) relating to Gas
Service, Inc., as reads " ... 19th Revised Page 3 ... rejected ... " and " ... 20th Revised Page 3 ...
approved ... "; it is hereby

Ordered, that said portion is amended to read " ... 20th Revised Page 3 ... rejected ... " and "
... 21st Revised Page 3 ... approved ... ."

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twelfth day of February,
1981.

[Go to End of 78828]

Re Exeter and Hampton Electric Company
IE 14,987, Supplemental Order No. 14,741
66 NH PUC 60
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 12, 1981
ORDER revising electric rates for outdoor lighting.
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BY THE COMMISSION:
Supplemental Order

Whereas, the filing by Exeter and Hampton Electric Company of First Revised Page 33 to
tariff, NHPUC No. 14 — Electricity, was suspended by Order No. 14,595 ([1980] 65 NH PUC
608), pending investigation by the commission; and

Whereas, said investigation is now complete and indicates the filing to be proper and for the
public good; it is
Ordered, that commission Order No. 14,595 be, and hereby is, vacated, and First Revised

Page 33 of tariff, NHPUC No. 14 — Electricity, alleged to become effective as of the date of this
order.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twelfth day of February,
1981.

NH.PUC*02/13/81*[78825]*66 NH PUC 57*New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.

[Go to End of 78825]

Re New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.
Additional applicant: Connecticut Valley Electric Company, Inc.
DE 81-29, Order No. 14,737
66 NH PUC 57
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 13, 1981
PETITION for authority to change service territories; granted.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Order

Whereas, New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc. (hereinafter called the cooperative), and
Connecticut Valley Electric Company, Inc. (hereinafter called Connecticut), corporations duly
organized under the laws of this state and operating therein as electric public utilities under the
jurisdiction of this commission, by joint petition filed January 23, 1981, seek authority pursuant
to Chap 374 RSA for the cooperative to discontinue service to nineteen customers, and for
Connecticut to assume service to these same customers in Lyme, New Hampshire; and

Whereas, in order to render this service the cooperative maintains approximately 9,885 feet
of cross-country feeder line over a mountain inaccessible to repair trucks, thus creating a
problem of service continuity and restoration of service during winter storms; and
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Whereas, its reconstruction cost will be disproportionately high with respect to current
revenues; and

Whereas, Connecticut's line facilities are along the road within 100 feet of existing facilities
of the cooperative, and Connecticut has agreed to provide this service and acquire usable
facilities from the cooperative; and

Whereas, the nineteen active customers involved, located along the cooperative's 9F line and
served from the pole locations indicated after names, in parenthesis; namely, Elliot D. Lerner
(19C), Ernest Hathaway (19S), Ronald H. Jenks (19S2), John B. Glover (21A), Donald N.
Randall (34), Robert K. Wickwire (35 1/2A), Robert K. Wickwire (35 1/2B), Morey Borovick
(39A), Chester Jenks (44), Richard Pearce (44 1/2), Frederick B. Pearse (34D), Marion A. Dewar
(44 1/2), Alec J. Wishinski (44S2), Leslie S. Jenks, Sr. (45 1/2) Wayne P. Bates (45S), Leslie F.
Jenks, Sr. (46), George W. Bacon (47AS), Jean McLaughlin (47B), and Elizabeth F. Johnstone
(47S) have signified in writing that they have no objection to the proposed transfer; except for
one conditional signer, Richard Pearse, who conditioned his agreement "to no increase in rates,"
such assents to the transfer being on file with this commission; and

Whereas, the commission finds it to be
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in the public interest that the transfer of customer service take place on the evidence that
improved service can be rendered through elimination of a difficult to maintain existing
cross-country line and connection to facilities along a public highway, and that the currently
effective rates, as a approved by this commission, of both companies show the rates of
Connecticut to be a little lower than those of the cooperative; it is

Ordered, that, pursuant to the provisions of Chap 374 RSA, the cooperative be, and hereby is,
authorized to discontinue electric service, and Connecticut be, and hereby is, authorized to
extend and provide service to the above named customers, including two idle service locations at
Pole Nos. 41S and 41A now served from the cooperative's 9F line in Lyme, New Hampshire,
effective on the proposed cutover date of February 5, 1981; such authorization for this transfer of
service being granted without hearing, as provided by RSA 374:22 when all interested parties are
in agreement; and it is

Further ordered, that Connecticut may collect accounts receivable of the cooperative relating
to the customers who are subject to this transfer, as a condition of continued service by
Connecticut; and it is

Further ordered, that each company, the cooperative and Connecticut, file a revised map No.
145 of the town of Lyme within thirty days, reflecting the above changes in service territories
brought about by this transfer of customer service; effective on the date of this order, and by
authority of the above NHPUC Order No. 14,737.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this thirteenth day of
February, 1981.
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NH.PUC*02/13/81*[78829]*66 NH PUC 60*New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.

[Go to End of 78829]

Re New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.
DR 81-11, Order No. 14,743
66 NH PUC 60
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 13, 1981
ORDER authorizing setoff of refunds received from a wholesale supplier against fuel costs.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Order

Whereas, New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc., as a result of settlement of Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission Docket Nos. ER78-285 and ER78-339, will receive refunds
from one of its wholesale suppliers, Public Service Company of New Hampshire; and

Whereas, said refunds will occur monthly during January through June, 1981; and

Whereas, to facilitate return of these moneys to its customers, the cooperative proposes
monthly credits against fuel expense in an amount equal to the moneys received from Public
Service Company of New Hampshire; and

Whereas, the commission agrees that such method results in the least administrative expense;
and

Whereas, the commission finds that application of these credits will be during the month
subsequent to the month in which the cooperative receives its refunds from Public Service
Company of
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New Hampshire, warranting payment of interest thereon; it is

Ordered, that New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc., be, and hereby is, authorized to
apply monthly refunds from Public Service Company of New Hampshire and interest accrued
thereon at 8 per cent against fuel costs in the calculation of its fuel adjustment charge during the
period March, 1981, through July, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc., apply the January and
February refund, plus interest, to bills rendered in March, 1981, and then begin monthly
payments, plus interest, from April, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that the cooperative offer explanation of the reduction of fuel cost in each of
its newsletters accompanying bills during the affected period.
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By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this thirteenth day of
February, 1981.

NH.PUC*02/13/81*[78830]*66 NH PUC 61*Wolfeboro Municipal Electric Department

[Go to End of 78830]

Re Wolfeboro Municipal Electric Department
DR 81-10, Order No. 14,744
66 NH PUC 61
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 13, 1981
ORDER authorizing setoff of refunds received from a wholesale supplier against fuel costs.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Order

Whereas, Wolfeboro Municipal Electric Department, as a result of settlement of Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission Docket Nos. ER76-285 and ER78-339, will receive refunds
from one of its wholesale suppliers, Public Service Company of New Hampshire; and

Whereas, said refunds will occur monthly during January through June, 1981; and

Whereas, to facilitate return of these moneys to its customers, the Wolfeboro Municipal
Electric Department proposes monthly credits against fuel expense in an amount equal to the
monies received from Public Service Company of New Hampshire; and

Whereas, the commission agrees that such method results in the least administrative expense;
and

Whereas, the commission finds that application of these credits will be during the month
subsequent to the month in which the Wolfeboro Municipal Electric Department receives its
refunds from Public Service Company of New Hampshire, warranting payment of interest
thereon; it is

Ordered, that Wolfeboro Municipal Electric Department be, and hereby is, authorized to
apply monthly refunds from Public Service Company of New Hampshire and interest accrued
thereon at 8 per cent against fuel costs in the calculation of its fuel adjustment charge during the
period March, 1981, through July, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that Wolfeboro Municipal Electric Department apply the January and
February refund, plus interest, to bills rendered in March, 1981, and then begin monthly
payments, plus interest, from April, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that Wolfeboro Municipal
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Electric Department offer explanation of the reduction of fuel cost to its customers.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this thirteenth day of
February, 1981.

NH.PUC*02/13/81*[78831]*66 NH PUC 62*Hampton Water Works Company

[Go to End of 78831]

Re Hampton Water Works Company
DR 79-51, Fourth Supplemental Order No. 14,750
66 NH PUC 62
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 13, 1981
ORDER authorizing the purchase of a water main.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Supplemental Order

Whereas, the commission in its report in docket DR 79-51, dated November 1, 1979, ordered
Hampton Water Works Company to negotiate in good faith with the Hampton Beach precinct for
the purchase of a 12-inch main in Ashworth avenue; and

Whereas, Hampton Water Works Company and the Hampton Beach precinct have arrived at
a tentative agreement on the company's purchase and the prescinct's sale of the mains and
accessories, hydrants, and branches for a price of $75,000; and

Whereas, the company has received an appraisal which values the property at a present worth
value (original cost less accrued depreciation) of $64,002; and

Whereas, the company stipulates that the purchase price has been arrived at on the basis of
bona fide arm's-length bargaining; and

Whereas, the company requests authorization for the acquisition of the subject fixed assets
and treatment of the difference of $10,998 as an acquisition adjustment either as a pro forma
test-year expense adjustment in the next rate case or as an immediate temporary surcharge over a
one-year period; it is

Ordered, that Hampton Water Works Company is authorized to purchase the subject water
main for a purchase price of $75,000; and it is

Further ordered, that Hampton Water Works shall submit a detailed statement reflecting the
allocation of the purchased assets to the accounts of the company.
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By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this thirteenth day of
February, 1981.

NH.PUC*02/23/81*[78832]*66 NH PUC 63*Claremont Gas Light Company

[Go to End of 78832]

Re Claremont Gas Light Company
DR 80-171, Supplemental Order No. 14,754
66 NH PUC 63
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 23, 1981
PETITION for a rate increase; granted with modification.

1. RETURN, 8§ 92 — Natural gas company.

[N.H.] A gas utility's weighted cost of capital was set at 11.07 per cent which comprised of
13.0 per cent return on common equity and 6.0 per cent on customer deposits. p. 63.

2. VALUATION, § 296 — Cost of gas adjustments.

[N.H.] The cost of purchased gas was excluded from the calculation of a utility's working
capital allowance because the company's monthly cost of gas adjustment would improve the
company's cash-flow regarding purchased gas. p. 64.

3. RATES, 8§ 303 — Cost of gas adjustments.

[N.H.] Disturbed by the methodology used by a utility to calculate its cost of gas adjustment,
the commission ordered the utility to change its accounting procedure to one that generally
corresponded to that recently adopted by the commission for other gas utilities. .Pg p. 64.

4. RATES, § 384 — Natural gas — Customer classes.

[N.H.] Absent a cost-of-service study, the commission imposed a natural gas rate structure
similar to that imposed on similar utilities, with the same percentage increase applied to each
class and to each usage classification within classes. p. 64.

APPEARANCES: Herbert Lieberman, executive vice president and treasurer for Claremont Gas
Light Company

BY THE COMMISSION:
Report

© Public Utilities Reports, Inc., 2008 74



PURbase

By this petition filed on July 29, 1980, Claremont Gas Light Company (hereinafter referred
to as the "company") requested an increase in annual rates of $41,515.

On August 18, 1980, the commission suspended the filing pending further review and
investigation.

On November 10, 1980, an order of notice was issued setting the petition for public hearing
on December 9, 1930.

On December 9, 1980, a duly noticed public hearing was held at the commission's offices in
Concord, New Hampshire, at 10:00 A.M.

The company submitted prepared testimony of Herbert Lieberman as well as prefiled
exhibits calculating the company's rate base, rate of return, cost of capital, actual and proformed
income statements, historical capital structure, and the following revised pages to its tariff,
NHPUC No. 9 — Gas, Seventh Revised Page 13, Seventh Revised Page 14, Seventh Revised
Page 15, and Seventh Revised Page 16.

Cross-examination of the company witness was conducted by the commission staff.
Cost of Capital

[1] The company submitted a cost of capital utilizing the capital structure and rates as of
December 31, 1979. Forty-seven and eighty-two one hundredths per cent of that capital structure
was comprised of short-term debt, which was paid off in the third quarter of 1980. Since the
company doesn't currently have any short-term debt outstanding and no

Page 63

definite plans to borrow any, we feel it appropriate to drop such from the capital structure.

Accepting the company's 13 per cent requested return on common equity and including
customer deposits at 6 per cent, results in a weighted cost of capital of 11.07 per cent as
calculated below.

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

Cost ofWeighted
Amount Cost RateCapital Cost Rate

Long-term Debt $0 - -
Customer Deposits 9,511 6% $ 571
Equity 24,930 13 3,241

$34,441 $3,812 11.07%

Rate Base

[2] The company submitted an average rate base calculation for 1979 of $120,474. Under
cross-examination by the PUC finance staff, it was recognized that deferred taxes and investment
tax credits were not deducted from rate base as they are flowed through. Since the company was
operating at a loss, did not pay any federal income taxes in the test year, and has not pro formed
for any federal income taxes in the instant case, the commission will accept the company's
computation of rate base except for its working capital computation.
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The company requested $35,048 for working capital related to operation and maintenance
expenses in the test year. In 1979, the total operation and maintenance expense was $286,936 as
shown in the company's filing. Of that amount, $194,657 was for purchased gas, leaving
$92,279. Using forty-five days at an average, as utilized by the company in its filing, $11,535
will be accepted by the commission.

Purchased gas is excluded in this computation as the company's monthly CGA, which we are
herein revising, is used as a vehicle to improve the company's cash flow regarding purchased
gas. In addition, the company's supplier does not charge Claremont interest on its accounts. The
commission will utilize an average rate base of $96,961, calculated as follows:

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

Company®s Requested Average

Rate Base $120,474
Less: Company"s Requested Operations
and Maintenance Allowance (35,048)
Plus: Commission®s Accepted Operations
and Maintenance Allowance 11,535

$ 96,961

Test-year Expenses and Cost of Gas Adjustment

The company reported test-year revenue deductions of $306,225 which included $194,657 as
the cost of gas. The commission will accept the nongas cost portion of this as a reasonable
on-going expense level.

The company requested a $4,000 pro forma adjustment for labor dollars increases, which the
commission accepts.

[3] Regarding the cost of gas adjustment, the commission is disturbed with the accounting
methodology being utilized by the company and wants it changed as follows:

Using February 10, 1981, as the hypothetical date for the company to file its CGA for March,
1981, it should estimate the cost of gas to be used by utility

Page 64

operations, sales, losses, and unaccounted for per a FIFO inventory pricing mechanism in
March, 1981. Then the company should divide this figure by its best estimate of utility therm
sales and company usage in March, 1981, to determine the estimated CGA rate per therm to bill
customers in March, 1981.

As actual monthly gas utility costs and gas utility revenues from customers including a
bookkeeping adjustment for company usage, from the CGA and base rates, become known, they
should be kept track of in a separate deferred account. The balance in this account should be
input into the calculation of the following CGA rate. For example, if there were a $5,000
cumulative undercollection in this account as of March 10, 1981, this should be added to the
estimate of April, 1981, costs in determining the April, 1981, cost of gas adjustment rate.

Regarding this cumulative over- or undercollection, the average balance overcollected during
the month shall accrue interest at the rate of the company's outstanding short-term debt, or if
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none is outstanding, then at the interest level it has the funds invested at. Any undercollection
will not accrue interest. This method generally corresponds to that recently adopted by this
commission on the CGA for other gas utilities under our jurisdiction.

When the company files its CGA calculations monthly with its filing, it should submit a copy
of the under- overcollection amount and corresponding interest calculations.

Since this method of calculating the CGA enables the company to collect through the vehicle
of the CGA its losses, vaporization, unaccounted for, etc., the commission feels an increase in
the cost of gas in base rates per therm is necessary. In order to calculate the change, we have
referred to the test year and believe the amount related to these amounts is $34,350 ($194,657 -
$160,307). Since 453,000 therms were billed or used by the company in the test year, this
equates to an increase in the cost of gas per gallon in base rates from 25 cents to 32.6 cents.

Rate Structure

[4] The company has not done a cost-of-service study, while requesting this increase be
spread fairly evenly between or within the rate classes on a percentage basis. Claremont Gas has
not met its burden of proof as to rate structure. Absent any evidence by the utility, the
commission must impose a rate structure similar to that imposed on similar utilities.

In filing new rates to comply with this order, the commission will require the company to
adjust its rate structure. While the same percentage increase is to be applied to each class and to
each usage classification within classes, the commission will require a new usage classification
for domestic Class D, and water/space heating, Class H, so as to establish a set rate per therm for
all therms after ten therms within each class. The commission will also require the company to
establish a new rate classification for [over] ten therms and under 301 therms for commercial and
industrial, Class G. There shall be one uniform charge per therm for all usage in the rate block of
over ten therms and under 301 therms. Claremont is to file new rates in accordance with these
instructions.

Revenue Requirement
The company's revenue requirement is calculated as follows:
Page 65

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

Rate Base $96,961
Cost of Capital .1107
$10,734
Test-year Revenue Deductions +306,225
Labor Pro Forma + 4,000
Revenue Requirement $321,959

This allows the company to increase its base rates on an approximately equal percentage
basis to all and within all customer classes, by $30,778, while increasing the cost per gallon of
gas in base rates from 25 cents to 32.6 cents.

Our order will issue accordingly.
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Supplemental Order
Upon consideration of the foregoing report, which is made a part hereof; it is

Ordered, that Seventh Revised Pages 13, 14, 15, and 16 of tariff, NHPUC No. 9 — Gas,
Claremont Gas Light Company, previously suspended, be, and hereby are, rejected; and it is

Further ordered, that Claremont Gas Light Company file Eighth Revised Pages 13, 14, 15,
and 16 in lieu of the above, said revisions to reflect an overall increase in annual revenues of
$30,778, and to be spread as stated in the report; and it is

Further ordered, that the cost per gallon of gas in base rates will be revised upwards from 25
cents to 32.6 cents; and it is

Further ordered, that the company revise its cost of gas adjustment to correspond to the
methodology outlined in the attached report; and it is

Further ordered, that said pages become effective with all service rendered on or after
February 1, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that public notice be given by one-time publication of this order in a
newspaper having general circulation in the territory served.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twenty-third day of
February, 1981.

NH.PUC*02/23/81*[78833]*66 NH PUC 66*Locke Lake Water Company, Inc.

[Go to End of 78833]

Re Locke Lake Water Company, Inc.
DR 80-198, Third Supplemental Order No. 14,757
66 NH PUC 66
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 23, 1981
ORDER granting a rehearing.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Supplemental Order

The commission having before it a motion for rehearing filed for, and on behalf of Locke
Lake Water Company, Inc., for a rehearing on the commission decision rendered in Order No.
14,657 dated January 9, 1981 (66 NH PUC 7); and

Page 66
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Whereas, after full consideration of the allegations in said motion and after weighing the
reasons presented in said motion; it is

Ordered, that said motion for rehearing be, and hereby is, granted.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twenty-third day of
February, 1981.

NH.PUC*02/23/81*[78834]*66 NH PUC 67*Pittsfield Aqueduct Company

[Go to End of 78834]

Re Pittsfield Aqueduct Company
DR 80-125, Second Supplemental Order No. 14,732
66 NH PUC 67
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 23, 1981
ORDER denying a motion for rehearing.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Supplemental Order
Whereas, Pittsfield Aqueduct Company has filed a motion for rehearing in this case; and

Whereas, the commission's report stated that it recommended that an orderly plan for
continuing meter installation be formulated and initiated, and that such a plan be submitted to the
commission by April 1, 1981, (66 NH PUC 13, 18); and

Whereas, Pittsfield's tariff, regarding metering of domestic customers, has had in effect since
July 1, 1968, the provision that meters will be installed in accordance with a plan filed as part of
its tariff; and

Whereas, this commission's Rules and Regulations Prescribing Standards for Water Utilities,
has since 1960, stated in 8 603.05 b that:

"Where both metered and fixture rate services are provided, the utility shall include in its
tariff an orderly program setting forth the basis on which meters will be installed"; and

Whereas, staff Data Request No. 1, dated September 24, 1980, and submitted prior to the
public hearing in this case, in Question Nos. 7 and 8, asked that Pittsfield furnish:

1. A copy of the company's meter installation plan.

2. The number of customers converted from unmetered to metered, each year for the last five
years. and;

Whereas, it should be evident from the above that the commission was interested in and
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indeed was questioning Pittsfield's policy regarding meter installations prior to the hearing; and

Whereas, the commission is requesting an orderly plan be submitted for review and approval,
which does not imply nor does it intend to imply that all domestic customers shall be
immediately equipped with a meter; and

Whereas, there is no evidence to support a rehearing in this case, the motion for rehearing is
denied.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twenty-third day of
February, 1981.

NH.PUC*02/23/81*[78835]*66 NH PUC 68*New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.

[Go to End of 78835]

Re New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.
Intervenors: Community Action Program and Legislative Utility Consumers' Council
DR 80-189, Supplemental Order No. 14,758
66 NH PUC 68
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 23, 1981
PETITION for electric rate increase; granted.

1. EXPENSES, § 48 — Dues denied — Lobbying activities.

[N.H.] The commission denied $1,250 of dues paid to the New Hampshire utility association
since they were applicable to lobbying activities. p. 69.

2. RETURN, 8 26.2 — Reasonableness — Interest coverage requirement.

[N.H.] A times interest earned ratio of 1.91, although considered high, was accepted as
necessary to meet a utility's financing requirements. p. 70.

APPEARANCES: Mayland H. Morse, Jr. for the petitioner; Gerald M. Eaton for the Community
Action Program; Gerald L. Lynch for the Legislative Utility Consumers' Council.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Report

These proceedings were initiated on August 28, 1980, when the New Hampshire Electric
Cooperative, Inc., hereinafter referred to as the “cooperative,” a public utility engaged in the
business of supplying electrical service in the state of New Hampshire, filed with the
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commission its proposed tariff, NHPUC No. 10 — Electricity, providing for increased annual
revenues in the amount of $930,887 (4.23 per cent), effective October 1, 1980.

On September 12, 1980, the proposed increase was suspended pending investigation and
decision per commission Order No. 14,482 (65 NH PUC 427).

A procedural hearing was held on November 5, 1980, at 10:00 A.M., at the commission
office, to determine the procedure to be followed by all parties to the rate proceeding.

Following responses by the cooperative to data requests and the completion by the staff of an
in-depth audit and financial analysis, a comprehensive prehearing conference was held on
December 9, 1980, at which certain basic understandings were reached by all parties to cover all
of the issues raised by the parties. The issues raised and settled related to the following subjects:

1. Vermont consumers who are subject to independent rates approved by Vermont Public
Service Board for whom no allocation is provided hereunder.

2. Service charges.

. Interest income.

. Pole rental revenues.

. Amortization.

. Times interest earned ratio requirement.

. Rate of return reasonableness.

. Working capital and work in progress.

. Methodology.

10. Design of the rates in residential class.

11. Effect of acquisition of an interest in Seabrook and related borrowing requirements.
Page 68
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The duly noticed hearing was held on December 10, 1980, at 10:00 A.M.
Fair Rate of Return

The cooperative presented Professor J. Peter Williamson of Dartmouth College to testify on
its cost of capital and rate of return requirements.

Professor Williamson testified to a minimum cost of capital of 6.78 per cent, excluding any
attrition allowance. The 6.78 per cent was based on a pro formed capital structure of 70 per cent
debt and 30 per cent equity. The cost of debt used was 3.68 per cent, and equity was costed at 14
per cent, as a minimum.

Revenues and Expenses

[1] The cooperative submitted Exh 2, which depicted total operating revenues for the test
year ending June 30, 1980, to be $21,442,793, and total utility operating expenses of
$19,949,640. The figures were revised by seven pro forma adjustments which depict the adjusted
utility operating expenses to be $20,908,364.
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As a result of the hearing and the conference it was pointed out that several adjustments
should be made to both revenues and expenses. The wage and salary adjustment could have been
adjusted upward by approximately $115,427 for the 12-month period beyond the test year.
Discussions between the staff, intervenors and the cooperative pointed out that it would be
appropriate to ask for a rate increase for Vermont customers in order to fairly apportion the rate
increase to all customers. The cooperative has filed a rate request with the Vermont Public
Service Board in the amount of $21,211, or approximately a 28.9 per cent increase in annual
revenues. A recently negotiated joint pole use agreement between the cooperative and New
England Telephone and Telegraph company would result in approximately $60,000 of revenues
net of increased rental costs to the cooperative. The cooperative estimates increased service
charge revenues of $40,000. A further reduction of $11,180 should have been made to reflect an
ongoing decrease in amortization expense applicable to the Goodrich Falls hydro station. The
commission will make an additional adjustment to remove 1,250 of dues paid the New
Hampshire Utility Association during the test year. It is our opinion that the largest share of this
expense is applicable to lobbying which we will not allow as a part of utility operating expense.
The net effect of the aforementioned adjustments would result in an increase of $18,214 in
adjusted net operating income.

Including the additional adjustments on an annual basis, the operating revenues and expenses
would be changed as follows:

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

Adjusted Operating Revenue, as Filed $22,380.046
Vermont Rate Increase Effect 21,211
Increased Pole Rental Income 60,000
Increased Service Charge Revenue 40,000
Adjusted Operating Revenue $22,501.257
Less: Adjusted Operating Expenses, as Filed 20,908,364
1980 Payroll Increase (Including Taxes) 115,427
Reduced Amortization Expense (11,180)
New Hampshire Utility Association Dues (1,250)
Adjusted Operating Expenses $21,011,361
Adjusted Net Utility Operating Income $ 1,489,896
Page 69
Rate Base

The cooperative submitted schedules which calculate the rate base on the basis of the average
of the 13-monthly balances for the test year adjusted for working capital in the amount of
$36,384,828. The commission accepts the filed rate base of $36,384,828 while noting that it
includes $950,139 of average unrecovered fuel charges for the test year ending June 30, 1980.

Revenue Requirements and TIER Coverage

[2] The commission determined that by applying a 6.90 per cent rate of return to a rate base
of $36,384,828 the required net operating income would be $2,299,521. The rate of return
calculated on adjusted net operating income is 6.44 per cent. The required increase in rates is
calculated as follows:
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[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

Required Net Operating Income $2,513,359
Less: Other Income and Deductions 171,109

Adjusted Net Operating Income Requirement $2,342,250
Less: Adjusted Net Operating Income 1,489,896

Required Increase $ 852,354

From a times interest earned ratio (TIER) coverage viewpoint the adjusted revenue increase
corresponds to a coverage of 1.91, or 0.41 above 1.50. Professor Williamson testified that the
""cooperative must, subject to regulatory limitations, charge rates that will produce a TIER of at
least 1.5 times." The Cooperative Finance Corporation (CFC) also has the same requirement.

The commission feels that the pro formed TIER coverage of 1.91 is high considering that
required coverage of 1.5 times. However, if the coverage is looked at in the context of other
items, it is our decision that a TIER coverage of 1.91 times is necessary at this time to meet
financing requirements. The other items are: (1) The actual TIER coverage for the twelve months
ended June 30, 1980, was 1.28 on an unadjusted test-year figure; (2) the TIER coverages since
mid-1978 have reached 1.5 times on only one occasion; and (3) there is the immediate risk of an
increase in the CFC interest rates, which is presently estimated will cost from 10.5 per cent to 11
per cent.

Recognizing these additional factors and the fact that interest rates have soared, along with
general inflation, the commission accepts a rate increase of $852,354 on an annual basis.

Rate Structure

In its filing of Tariff No. 10, the cooperative has no major change to its currently approved
rate structure. While not available for this filing, a cost-of-service study has been underway
through the R.W. Beck and Associates. Any restructuring based upon this study would be
reflected in future filings.

The cooperative has proposed no change to existing customer charges, applying the increase
fairly uniformly among energy blocks of all classes. Energy blocks are also impacted by the
roll-in of the $0.0040 per kilowatt-hour purchased power adjustment. Also increased are service
charges to reflect more accurately the costs of such service. The commission finds this manner of
application of the increase acceptable.

One area which continues to concern the commission is the discrepancy between controlled
and uncontrolled water heating.

Page 70

For some time, both classes of water-heating service have been priced the same, failing to
recognize any load management benefits from the off-peak system. The cooperative reported that
it has undertaken an extensive remote controlled water heating experiment, the results of which
should lead to correction of the pricing discrepancy in subsequent filings. This will be accepted
with periodic reporting to the commission of experimental results.

During discussions with staff, it was pointed out that the cooperative does not have a fuel
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adjustment clause of its Vermont customers. Any undercollections of fuel costs associated with
sales to Vermont customers has been allowed to accumulate in the unrecovered fuel cost
account. Monthly accounting entries should be made to write off those undercollections on a
current basis. If the cooperative does not maintain reasonable parity between its Vermont and
New Hampshire customers, an adjustment will be made by the commission to New Hampshire
rates. While the cooperative has received an increase in Vermont, since the hearings, the
commission will not tolerate any future discrepancies between jurisdictions.

Our Order will issue accordingly.
Supplemental Order
Upon consideration of the foregoing report, which is made a part hereof; it is

Ordered, that the New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc., be, and hereby is, granted an
increase in revenues in the amount of $852,354; and it is

Further ordered, that Original Pages 16, 17, 18, 20, 23, 24, 26, 27, 28, 30, 31, and 33 of New
Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc., tariff, NHPUC No. 10 — Electricity, be, and hereby are,
rejected; and it is

Further ordered, that New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc., file with the commission its
First Revised Pages 16, 17, 18, 20, 23, 24, 26, 27, 28, 30, 31, and 33; said revised pages to
reflect rates which provide the allowed increased revenue; and it is

Further ordered, that the amended tariff, NHPUC No. 10 — Electricity, become effective
with meter readings on or after February 20, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that the New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc., give public notice of
this order by publication on two occasions of a summary of the allowed changes in a newspaper
widely read among the areas served.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twenty-third day of
February, 1981.

NH.PUC*02/24/81*[78836]*66 NH PUC 71*Exeter and Hampton Electric Company

[Go to End of 78836]

Re Exeter and Hampton Electric Company
DR 81-32, Order No. 14,760
66 NH PUC 71
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 24, 1981
ORDER suspending a proposed electric rate schedule.
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BY THE COMMISSION:
Order

Whereas, Exeter and Hampton Electric Company, a public utility engaged in the business of
supplying electric service in the state of New Hampshire, on February 18, 1981, filed with this
commission certain revisions of its tariff, NHPUC No. 14 — Electricity, providing for increased
annual revenues of $447,758; and

Whereas, it appears to the commission that the rights and interests of the public affected
require that the effective date thereof be suspended pending investigation and decision thereon; it
IS

Ordered, that Second Revised Pages 23-25, 29, 36, and 38; and Third Revised Pages 20, 21,
31, 32, and 34 of tariff, NHPUC No. 14 — Electricity, of Exeter and Hampton Electric Company
be, and hereby are, suspended until otherwise ordered by this commission.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twenty-fourth day of
February, 1981.

NH.PUC*02/24/81*[78837]*66 NH PUC 72*New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.

[Go to End of 78837]

Re New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.
DR 80-189, Second Supplemental Order No. 14,761
66 NH PUC 72
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 24, 1981
ORDER modifying the implementation of electric rates.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Supplemental Order

Whereas, commission Order No. 14,758 ([1981] 66 NH PUC 68) rejected Original Pages 16,
17, 18, 20, 23, 24, 26, 27, 28, 30, 31, and 33 of the New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.,
tariff, NHPUC No. 10; and

Whereas, said order further directed filing of First Revised Pages 16, 17, 18, 20, 23, 24, 26,
27, 28, 30, 31, and 33 of said tariff; and

Whereas, said order specified that New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc., tariff, NHPUC
No. 10 as amended would become effective with meter readings on or after February 20, 1981; it
IS
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Ordered, that commission Order No. 14,758 be, and hereby is, amended to read that Original
Pages 16, 18, 20, 23, 24, 26, 30, and 31 be, and hereby are, rejected; and it is

Further ordered, that commission Order No. 14,758 be, and hereby is, amended to direct the
filing of First Revised Pages 16, 18, 20, 23, 26, 30, and 31; and it is

Further ordered, that New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc., tariff, NHPUC No. 10 as
amended be, and hereby is, effective with all bills rendered on or after March 2, 1981.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twenty-fourth day of
February, 1981.

[Go to End of 78838]

Re Pembroke Water Works
DR 81-33, Order No. 14,762
66 NH PUC 73
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 24, 1981
ORDER suspending a proposed water rate schedule.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Order

Whereas, Pembroke Water Works, a public utility engaged in the business of supplying water
service in the state of New Hampshire, on February 17, 1981, filed with this commission certain
revisions of its tariff, NHPUC No. 1 — Water, providing for increased annual revenues of
$35,840 (23.8 per cent), effective April 1, 1981; and

Whereas, it appears to the commission that the rights and interests of the public affected
require that the effective date thereof be suspended pending investigation and decision thereon; it
IS

Ordered, that Second Revised Pages 4-A and 10, Third Revised Page 8, Fourth Revised
Pages 15-A, and Sixth Revised Page 4 of tariff, NHPUC No. 1 — Water, of Pembroke Water
Works be, and hereby are, suspended until otherwise ordered by this commission.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twenty-fourth day of
February, 1981.

[Go to End of 78839]
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Re Harland F. Phalin et al.
DE 81-38, Order No. 14,763
66 NH PUC 73
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 26, 1981
ORDER granting a water utility an exemption from public utility statutes.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Order

Whereas, Harland F. and Nancy C. Phalin, operating a central water system furnishing water
service in a limited area in the town of Newbury, New Hampshire, by a petition filed February
23, 1981, seeks exemption from the provisions of RSA 362:4, as amended; and

Whereas, the petitioner states that he is now furnishing water to six customers, and has no
immediate plans for expansion of his system to serve ten or more customers; and

Whereas, after investigation and consideration, this commission is satisfied that the granting
of the petition will be for the public good; it is

Ordered, that exemption from public utility statutes be, and hereby is, granted
Page 73

to Harland F. and Nancy C. Phalin; and it is

Further ordered, that Harland F. and Nancy C. Phalin shall notify this commission if at some
future time they shall expand the water system to serve ten or more customers.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twenty-sixth day of
February, 1981.

NH.PUC*02/27/81*[78840]*66 NH PUC 74*Fuel Adjustment Charge

[Go to End of 78840]

Re Fuel Adjustment Charge

Intervenors: Public Service Company of New Hampshire, Legislative Utility Consumers'
Council, Concord Electric Company, Exeter and Hampton Electric Company, Connecticut
Valley Electric Company, Inc., New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc., Granite State Electric
Company, Municipal Electric Department of Wolfeboro, Littleton Water and Light Department,
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and Woodsville Water and Light Department
DR 81-19, Order No. 14,765
66 NH PUC 74
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 27, 1981
PETITION for authority to apply a fuel adjustment charge to monthly billings; granted.

APPEARANCES: Eaton W. Tarbell for Public Service Company of New Hampshire; William L.
Shaine for the Legislative Utility Consumers' Council.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Report

Pursuant to RSA 378:3-a (I1), the commission on February 18, 1981, held a hearing on the
petition of Public Service Company of New Hampshire (hereinafter referred to as the
"company") for authority to apply a fuel adjustment charge to regular March, 1981, monthly
billings to their customers at a constant rate for regular January, February, and March, 1981,
billings pursuant to its tariff, NHPUC No. 22 — Electricity, which is a three-month forward
looking fuel adjustment charge including a fold-in of fossil energy costs based on costs during
the year ending May 31, 1979.

Reference may be made to commission Order No. 14,155 for statements and explanation of
the fuel adjustment clause presently in effect.

The company is a public utility engaged in the business of supplying electric service in the
state of New Hampshire. On February 13, 1981, the company filed with the commission their
affidavits and Exhs 1 through 8, schedules showing maintenance day outages at the company's
generating units and major entitlement units for December, 1980, the reasons for unscheduled
outages, and fuel data sheets for the period ending December 31, 1980. Exhibits 9 and 10 were
submitted at the
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hearing. Exhibits 9 and 10 updated Exhs 1 and 2.

Based upon an agreement between the company, PUC staff, LUCC, and CAP, the company
need not bring its witnesses to the hearings held in the two off months each quarter. The
company must prefile its testimony and affidavits with all parties and upon request by the
commission or any party, must bring its witness or witnesses to the hearing for purposes of
cross-examination. No such request was made, but all parties reserved their rights of
cross-examination on the reconciling adjustment until March, 1981, hearing.

Based upon all the affidavits and evidence in the record of this proceeding and the
aforementioned order, the commission finds that the fuel adjustment charge is approved for
January, 1981, of $2.59 per 100 kilowatt-hours is just and reasonable for March, 1981. Our order
will issue accordingly.
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Order
Upon consideration of the foregoing report, which is made a part hereof; it is

Ordered, that Public Service Company of New Hampshire Ninth Revised Pages 23 and 24 to
its tariff, NHPUC No. 24 — Electricity, providing for a quarterly estimated fuel adjustment
clause of $2.59 per 100 kilowatt-hours for the month of March, 1981, be, and hereby is,
permitted to continue in effect through March 31, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that 70th Revised Page 15-A of Concord Electric Company tariff, NHPUC
No. 6 — Electricity, providing for a quarterly fuel surcharge of $2.84 per 100 kilowatt-hours for
the month of March, 1981, be, and hereby is, permitted to continue effective through March 31,
1981; and it is

Further ordered, that Seventh Revised Page 19A of Exeter and Hampton Electric Company
tariff, NHPUC No. 14 — Electricity, providing for a fuel adjustment rate of $2.71 per 100
kilowatt-hours for the month of March, 1981, be, and hereby is, permitted to continue in effect
through March 31, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that 47th Revised Page 18 of Connecticut Valley Electric Company, Inc.,
tariff, NHPUC No. 4 — Electricity, providing for a monthly fuel surcharge of $1.09 per 100
kilowatt-hours for the month of March, 1981, be, and hereby is, permitted to become effective
March 1, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that 14th Revised Page 17 of New Hampshire electric Cooperative, Inc.,
tariff, NHPUC No. 9 — Electricity, providing for the monthly fuel surcharge of $4.25 per 100
kilowatt-hours net of refunds for the month of March, 1981, be, and hereby is, permitted to
become effective March 1, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that 77th Revised Page 15-A of Granite State Electric Company tariff,
NHPUC No. 8 — Electricity, providing for the monthly fuel surcharge of $4.37 per 100
kilowatt-hours for the month of March, 1981, be, and hereby is, permitted to continue in effect
through March 31, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that First Revised Page 11B of the Municipal Electric Department of
Wolfeboro tariff, NHPUC No. 6 — Electricity, providing for the monthly fuel surcharge of $4.07
per 100 kilowatt-hours net of the Public Service Company of New Hampshire refund for the
month of March, 1981, be, and hereby is, permitted to become effective March 1, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that 86th Revised Page 6 of Littleton Water and Light Department tariff,
NHPUC No. 1 — Electricity, providing for the monthly fuel surcharge of $3.21 per 100
kilowatt-hours for the month of March, 1981, be, and hereby is, permitted to become effective
March 1, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that 52nd Revised
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Page 10-B of Woodsville Water and Light Department tariff, NHPUC No. 3 — Electricity,
providing for the monthly fuel surcharge of $3.35 per 100 kilowatt-hours for the month of
March, 1981, be, and hereby is, permitted to become effective March 1, 1981.
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By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twenty-seventh day of
February, 1981.

NH.PUC*02/27/81*[78841]*66 NH PUC 76*Public Service Company of New Hampshire

[Go to End of 78841]

Re Public Service Company of New Hampshire

Intervenors: Legislative Utility Consumers' Council, Business and Industry Association, and
Community Action Program

DR 81-6, Second Supplemental Order No. 14,766
66 NH PUC 76
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 27, 1981
PETITION for an emergency rate increase; denied.

1. RATES, § 634 — Temporary increase — Burden of proof.

[N.H.] The burden of proof for a utility in justifying a rate increase is in direct relation to the
method used by the utility in seeking such an increase; the lowest burden is accorded to a request
for temporary rates; then progressively greater burdens apply in the case of requests for
permanent rates and emergency rates. p. 77.

2. RATES, 8 634 — Emergency increase — Burden of proof.
[N.H.] A request for emergency rates places a heavy burden of proof on a utility. p. 77.
3. RATES, 8§ 634 — Emergency increase — Burden of proof.

[N.H.] Failure of a utility to file an accurate actual jurisdictional study evaluating the utility's
business was sufficient cause for the commission to deny emergency rate relief. p. 77.

4. RATES, § 631 — Emergency increases — Factors considered — Earned rate of return.

[N.H.] A utility's failure to earn its authorized rate of return, by itself, will not justify the
granting of emergency rates. p. 77.

5. RATES, 8§ 634 — Emergency increase — Factors considered — Cost control.

[N.H.] A utility's failure to take necessary steps to curb expenses, such as wage and hiring
freezes, hurt its chances of being granted emergency rate. p. 77.

6. RATES, 8 634 — Emergency increase — Factors considered — Business practices.
[N.H.] Emergency rates were denied to a utility where there utility had failed to practice
reasonable conservative emergency business practices. p. 78.
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APPEARANCES: Martin Gross, Philip Ayers, and Eaton Tarbell for Public Service Company of
New Hampshire; William Shaine and Gerald L. Lynch for the Legislative Utility Consumers'
Council; Dom S. D'Ambruoso for Business and Industry Association; Gerald Eaton for
Community Action Program.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Report

Public Service Company of New Hampshire (PSNH) filed for an emergency rate increase of
approximately $35.7 million.
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Hearings were held on February 2, 9, and 20, 1981. A majority of the commission felt it
necessary to review the proposed increase and ask specific questions as to whether or not a true
emergency existed.

[1, 2] In New Hampshire there exists three avenues by which a utility can approach this
commission for an increase in rates: temporary, permanent, and emergency. The burden of proof
increases in direct relation to the aforementioned order of listing. The commission stated the
burden required of a utility in an emergency rate proceeding in its emergency report and order in
DR 79-187 ([1979] 64 NHPUC 467). The commission stated (64 NHPUC at p. 472):

"In an emergency rate relief situation, there is a heavy burden upon the utility seeking relief
to allege and establish the existence of circumstances which would warrant departure from the
normal rate-making process. Re Potomac Electric Power Co. (DC 1975) 9 PUR4th 363. While
the burden of establishing the need for rate relief is always upon the applicant in a rate
proceeding, that burden bears more heavily upon the applicant in a request for extraordinary
relief. Re Arkansas Power & Light Co. (Ark 1975) 10 PUR4th 474.

"Since the commission does not have the benefit of a complete independent analysis by its
staff on the financial posture of the utility, the evidence submitted by an applicant for emergency
rate relief must clearly and convincingly demonstrate that a situation exists which warrants an
exercise of the commission's emergency powers."

[3] Public Service Company of New Hampshire has not provided the necessary data to
justify any emergency at this time. Of special concern to the commission is the failure to file an
accurate actual jurisdictional study so as to allow the commission to evaluate the financial
situation in the aspect of PSNH's business that is subject to our regulation. Other multistate
utilities such as New England Telephone routinely file New Hampshire and total company data.
Yet PSNH chose in this proceeding to use estimated adjusted data. Such a presentation fails to
satisfy the necessary burden of proof for any rate proceeding much less one of an emergency
nature. Public Service Company of New Hampshire filed the emergency rate proceeding prior to
the Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities approving the purchase by MMWEC of
additional interests in Seabrook. When the commission found an emergency in DR 79-187 a part
of our rationale was the unsettled nature of PSNH's proposed divestiture. Yet PSNH failed to
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make any adjustment in its exhibits, testimony or data request based on the recent significant
approval of the Massachusetts DPU of the MMWEC petition. Simply stated, PSNH's financial
situation dramatically improved with the receipt of the Massachusetts DPU approval yet their
presentation before us was as if nothing had changed. Such a presentation lacks the requisite
financial consistency to be convincing.

The commission attempted to develop the jurisdictional rate of return being earned by PSNH.
While actual figures are more reliable, based on the evidence in this proceeding it is apparent
that PSNH is earning relatively close to the return found to be reasonable months ago. Even if
the actual return is slightly below a reasonable rate of return PSNH is well aware that this
commission provides an opportunity not a guarantee that a reasonable rate of return will be
earned.

[4, 5] The failure to earn a reasonable rate of return can fall into two categories within and
outside a company's ability to control. A majority of the commission addressed the costs within
the control of
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PSNH during the course of these proceedings. Public Service Company of New Hampshire's
response was not satisfactory. The majority of the commission believes that any utility in an
emergency should be taking the necessary steps to curb expenses and to cut all costs to the barest
of minimums. Such actions in PSNH's case should have resulted in a hiring freeze, not the
addition of 228 employees. Public Service Company of New Hampshire could have responded to
economic difficulty in the same fashion as have private unregulated businesses in industries such
as automobile. Such actions should have included (1) a freeze on wages for upper level
management, (2) a hiring freeze, (3) a reduction in temporary employees, (4) a reduction of
expenses unnecessary to the actual generating and rendering of the product, (5) elimination of
the benefits such as employee discounts, (6) delay or elimination of maintenance projects such as
renovating offices, and finally, (7) a elimination of these aspects of the business in which it is no
longer economical to support.

Public Service Company of New Hampshire, should, in an emergency situation, be setting
priorities if the top priority is to maintain financial stability so as to continue to attract
bondholders and stockholders into investing in Seabrook, then less consequential projects should
be delayed or scrubbed. For example, PSNH's own testimony in this as well as other proceedings
clearly states that PSNH can hold on to a greater per cent of Seabrook without Millstone 3 and
Pilgrim 2 interests. Yet nearly two years later PSNH is still holding interests in Millstone 3 and
Pilgrim 2. Public Service Company of New Hampshire still maintains the need to be involved in
Pilgrim 2 yet there is not any evidence to support the concept that Pilgrim 2 will in fact be
constructed. An elimination of the payments to Pilgrim 2 major owner Boston Edison, coupled
with a dramatically reduced maintenance program would reduce the need to finance at today's
extraordinary interest levels.

[6] When the Public Service Company of New Hampshire begins to respond in its daily
activities as if there is an emergency, this commission will have greater reason to find an
emergency exists. However, if this utility fails to practice reasonable conservative emergency
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business practices, then any and all requests for action will fall upon an unreceptive audience.
Our order will issue accordingly.

Supplemental Order
Upon consideration of the foregoing report, which is made a part hereof; it is hereby
Ordered, that the emergency rate increase is denied.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twenty-seventh day of
February, 1981.

NH.PUC*03/03/81*[78842]*66 NH PUC 78*New England Power Company

[Go to End of 78842]

Re New England Power Company
DF 80-213, Supplemental Order No. 14,767
66 NH PUC 78
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
March 3, 1981
PETITION for authority to increase and issue debt and equity financing instruments; granted.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Supplemental Order

Whereas, by Order No. 14,561 of this commission, dated November 10, 1980 (65 NH PUC
539), issued in the above entitled proceeding, New England Power Company was authorized to
issue and sell $50 million principal amount of general and refunding mortgage bonds, the Series
EGR bonds, to mature is not more than thirty years from the first day of the month as of which
the bonds are issued, to bear interest at a rate not in excess of 15 per cent per annum (unless a
subsequent order of this commission approves a higher rate), and to be sold at such price, as
shall be determined by the directors of the company in accordance with the terms of the accepted
bid therefor following publication of an invitation for bids for such issue of bonds; and

Whereas, by Order No. 14,561 of this commission, dated November 10, 1980, issued in the
above entitled proceeding, New England Power Company was authorized to issue and pledge
$25 million in amount of first mortgage bonds, and Series Z bonds, to bear the same interest rate
and to have the same maturity as the general and refunding mortgage bonds, Series E; and

Whereas, by Order No. 14,561 of this commission, dated November 10, 1980, issued in the
above entitled proceeding, New England Power Company was authorized to issue and sell $50
million aggregate par value of preferred stock consisting of 500,000 shares of a new series of its
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dividend series preferred stock, $100 par value, at a dividend rate not in excess of 14 per cent
(unless a higher rate is subsequently approved by this commission), and this commission
consented to the issue, disposition, and sale of said additional preferred stock of the company at
competitive bidding; and

Whereas, by Order No. 14,561 of this commission, dated November 10, 1980, issued in the
above entitled proceeding, New England Power Company was authorized to issue securities
contained therein on or before April 1, 1981, and not thereafter, unless such period was extended
by order of this commission; and

Whereas, New England Power Company has not issued the securities authorized in Order
No. 14,561 due to the highly volatile financial markets. Upon consideration, it is;

Ordered, that New England Power Company be, and hereby is, authorized to issue and sell
$50 million principal amount of GR mortgage bonds, the Series EGR bonds, and to issue and
pledge $25 million principal amount of first mortgage bonds, the Series Z bonds, and/or to issue
and sell 500,000 shares of preferred stock, par value $100, on or before May 15, 1981, and not
thereafter, unless such period is further extended by order of this commission; and it is

Further ordered, that except as previously modified hereby, the authorization contained
herein shall be subject to all the terms and conditions stipulated in our original order in this
proceeding.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this third day of March,
1981.

NH.PUC*03/03/81*[78843]*66 NH PUC 80*New England Telephone and Telegraph Company

[Go to End of 78843]

Re New England Telephone and Telegraph Company
DE 81-12, Order No. 14,768
66 NH PUC 80
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
March 3, 1981
PETITION to construct and maintain aerial telephone line crossing state-owned waters; granted.

APPEARANCES: Wayne Snow for the petitioner.
BY THE COMMISSION:
Report

On January 16, 1981, the New England Telephone and Telegraph Company filed with the
commission a petition seeking license to place and maintain aerial plant crossing state-owned
public waters of Squam Lake in Holderness, New Hampshire. An order of notice was issued on
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January 20, 1981, setting the matter for public hearing on February 26, 1981, at 1:00 P.M. In
addition to directing public notice, the order was sent to John Bridges of safety services; George
Gilman of Department of Resources and Economic Development (DRED); the New Hampshire
Transportation Authority; John R. Sweeney of the New Hampshire Aeronautics Commission;
William Shaine of the Legislative Utility Consumers' Council; and the Office of Attorney
General.

An affidavit attesting to the public notice was filed with the commission on February 3,
1981.

At the public hearing held at the commission offices on the appointed date, Wayne Snow
represented the company. No other intervenor appeared, nor was written opposition filed. Mr.
Snow explained that the line had been installed earlier, but records failed to reveal commission
license.

The crossing consists of one pair of telephone wire providing telephone service to F. Bryce
Blanchard. The line proceeds from Pole No. 30FF/1 on Point Finisterre situated on the private
property of Katherine C. Olen. The first portion of the crossing is 345 feet across a cove to Pole
No. 30FF/2 on the private property of Merlin and Jeanette Connary. The next portion of the
crossing is 405 feet across a second cove to Pole No. 30FF/3 situated on property of said
Blanchard.

Mr. Snow advised that the line had been reconstructed with 55-foot poles in lieu of the
former 35-foot poles. While the latter met the requirements of the National Electric Safety Code
( 8 232-1) where sailboating was prohibited, the company felt a sailboat might wander into the
coves involved so opted for taller construction. (The new line has clearance of 38 feet four
inches, compared to the former 22 feet two inches.) It should be noted that, while these poles are
owned and maintained by New England Telephone and Telegraph Company, they are shared by
the New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.

Noting no objections to this crossing, the commission finds it in the public good. Our order
will issue accordingly.

Page 80

Order
Upon consideration of the foregoing report, which is made a part hereof; it is

Ordered, that New England Telephone and Telegraph Company, be, and hereby is, granted
authority to install and maintain aerial plant over state-owned public waters and described in the
accompanying report.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this third day of March,
1981.

NH.PUC*03/03/81*[78844]*66 NH PUC 81*Pennichuck Water Works

[Go to End of 78844]
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Re Pennichuck Water Works
DR 79-3, Seventh Supplemental Order No. 14,769
66 NH PUC 81
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
March 3, 1981
ORDER providing for a one time recoupment of revenues by a water utility.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Supplemental Order

Whereas, Pennichuck Water Works, on February 9, 1981, issued Supplement No. 1 to its
tariff, NHPUC No. 4 — Water, said supplement documenting a one-time surcharge for recovery
of revenues lost during the period in which temporary rates were effective; and

Whereas, said supplement was issued in compliance with commission Order No. 14,683
([1981] 66-NH PUC 30), it is approved for effect with billings rendered between February 17,
1981, and April 10, 1981, such that recover will total $23,508; and

Whereas, Pennichuck Water Works also issued 11th Revised Pages 21-24, the purpose of
which is solely to extend the effective period of said pages in order to recover rate case expense;
and

Whereas, said extension will allow these rate pages to continue to be effective from April 1,
1981, through October 31, 1981, a seven-month period; and, while the commission's order
originally directed recovery over an eight-month period to avoid administrative costs and
customer confusion; the commission finds such time reduction clearly in the interest of the
general public; it is

Ordered, that Supplement No. 1 and 11th Revised Pages 21-24 be, and hereby are, approved
for effect on the dates specified thereon; and it is

Further ordered, that Pennichuck Water Works file with this commission, no later than
October 1, 1981, 12th Revised Pages 21-24, said pages to reflect rates without the added rate
case expense components; and it is

Further ordered, that Pennichuck Water Works give public notice of this order by one-time
publication of a summary of the changes in a widely circulated newspaper in the area served.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this third day of March,
1981.

NH.PUC*03/09/81*[78845]*66 NH PUC 82*Public Service Company of New Hampshire

[Go to End of 78845]
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Re Public Service Company of New Hampshire
DE 80 47, Second Supplemental Order No. 14,788

66 NH PUC 82
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
March 9, 1981

ORDER setting forth a hearing schedule for investigation of peak demand.

BY THE COMMISSION:

Supplemental Order

Whereas, this docket was initiated by the commission; and
Whereas, the commission desires to expedite the hearing process; it is hereby
Ordered, that the following schedule be set:

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

Date Subject Matter

Tuesday, March 17th
Thursday, March 19th
Wednesday, March 25th

Monday, March 30th
Monday, April 13th
Monday, April 20th
Monday, May 18th
Monday, May 25th

Cross-examination of Public Service
Company of New Hampshire Witnesses
Cross-examination of Energy Systems
Research Group Witnesses
Cross-examination of Governor-s
Council On Energy Witnesses
Prefiled Testimony of Staff Due
Cross-examination of Staff Witnesses
Rebuttal Presentation of Witnesses
Briefs Due

Reply Briefs, if any, Due

PURbase

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this ninth day of March,

1981.

[Go to End of 78846]

Re Manchester Gas Company

Intervenor: Amoskeag Leather, Inc.

DR 81-55, Order No. 14,783
66 NH PUC 82
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
March 10, 1981
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ORDER approving a special contract for gas service.
BY THE COMMISSION:
Order

Whereas, Manchester Gas Company, a utility selling gas under the jurisdiction of this
commission, has filed with this commission a copy of its Special Contract No. 25 with
Amoskeag Leather, Inc., effective upon order of the commission, for gas service at rates other
than those fixed by its schedule of general application; and

Whereas, upon investigation and consideration, this commission is of the opinion that special
circumstances exist relative thereto, which render the terms and conditions thereof just and
consistent with the public interest; it is

Ordered, that said contract may become effective as of the effective date hereof.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this tenth day of March,
1981.

NH.PUC*03/17/81*[78847]*66 NH PUC 83*Public Service Company of New Hampshire

[Go to End of 78847]

Re Public Service Company of New Hampshire
DE 80-47, Third Supplemental Order No. 14,793
66 NH PUC 83
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
March 17, 1981
ORDER modifying a hearing schedule for investigation of peak demand.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Supplemental Order

Whereas, Order No. 14,778 was issued by the commission on March 9, 1981 (66 NH PUC
82); and

Whereas, it now appears that the schedule contained in said order is in conflict with the
commission calendar; and

Whereas, for good cause being shown; it is hereby
Ordered, that Order No. 14,778 be vacated and set aside; and it is

Further ordered, that the secretary of the commission is directed to prepare a new schedule
and distribute same to the parties in this proceeding.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this seventeenth day of
© Public Utilities Reports, Inc., 2008 98



PURbase
March, 1981.

NH.PUC*03/20/81*[78848]*66 NH PUC 83*Small Power Producers and Cogenerators

[Go to End of 78848]

Re Small Power Producers and Cogenerators

Intervenors: Public Service Company of New Hampshire, Granite State Electric Company,
Exeter and Hampton Electric Company, Concord Electric Company, Monadnock Paper Mills,
Inc., East Coast Engineering, Community Action Program, Governor's Council on Energy,
Connecticut Valley Electric Company, Inc., New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc., James
River Corporation, Franklin Falls Hydroelectric Corporation, Municipal Electric Department of
Wolfeboro, C.P.M., Inc., Seaward Construction Company, Sunnybrook Hydro, Enertech
Corporation, Inc., New England Geosystems, Windmaster Corporation, and Homestead
Engineering Systems et al.

DE 80-246, Supplemental Order No. 14,797
66 NH PUC 83

New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
March 20, 1981

COMMISSION consideration of rates, policies, and operating practices regarding regulatory
small power producers and cogenerators.

1. ELECTRICITY, § 4 — Generating plants — Interconnections and sales — Cogeneration.
[N.H.] A qualifying cogeneration or small power production facility has the option of selling
Page 83

its entire output of electricity to a public utility on a simultaneous purchase and sale basis or
on a net basis. p. 86.

2. ELECTRICITY, § 4 — Generating plants — Interconnections and sales — Cogeneration.

[N.H.] Unless mutually agreed by a utility and a qualifying cogenerator or small power
producer, reverse metering is prohibited for energy only transactions. p. 86.

3. ELECTRICITY, § 4 — Generating plants — Interconnections and sales — Cogeneration.

[N.H.] Magnetic tape meters were not required in the case of wheeling transactions between
a public utility and a qualifying cogeneration or small power production facility, but were
allowed if mutually agreed upon, or if installed at the purchasing utility's expense. p. 86.

4. ELECTRICITY, 8 4 — Generating plants — Interconnections and sales — Cogeneration.
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[N.H.] In a simultaneous purchase and sale situation between a public utility and a qualifying
cogenerator or small power producer, there is no need for additional tariff services for such
qualifying facilities, thus total purchases should be billed as if the qualifying facility had no
generation. p. 88.

5. ELECTRICITY, 8§ 4 — Generating plants — Interconnections — Cogeneration.

[N.H.] A qualifying cogeneration or small power production facility should finance, at the
time of installation, all interconnection costs, as defined by Public Utility Regulatory Policies
Act, that are a direct result of interconnnection; however, a utility may provide financing to a
qualifying facility as long as any loan or construction provided by the utility was reasonably
amortized, reflected the utility's cost of money, and did not burden other ratepayers. p. 89.

6. ELECTRICITY, § 4 — Generating plants — Interconnections — Cogeneration.

[N.H.] The commission has adopted minimum guidelines for interconnection reliability of
qualifying small power producers and cogenerators. p. 90.

7. ELECTRICITY, § 4 — Generating plants — interconnections — Cogeneration.

[N.H.] FERC rules that outlined circumstances under which utilities were not required to
purchase the generating output of qualifying cogenerators and small power producers were
adopted by the state commission. p. 92.

8. ELECTRICITY 8 4 — Generating plants — Interconnections — Cogeneration.

[N.H.] The commission has determined that a utility shall install necessary interconnection
equipment or supervise the installation, and that the qualifying facility will pay for any services
by providing to the utility a deposit. p. 92.

APPEARANCES: Philip Ayers and Debbie-Ann Sklar for Public Service Company of New
Hampshire; Michael Flynn for Granite State Electric Company; Warren Nighswander and Stuart
Aither for Exeter and Hampton Electric Company; Joseph Ransmeier for Concord Electric
Company; Dom D'Ambruoso for Monadnock Paper Mills, Inc.; George Sanosucy for East Coast
Engineering; Gerald Eaton and Ron Serino for Community Action Program; Paul A. Ambrosino
for Governor's Council on Energy; Charles Whitehair for Connecticut Valley Electric Company,
Inc.; Hervy Scudder, pro se; John Pillsbury for New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.; James
E. Watson, Jr., for James River Corporation; Ted Larter for Goodrich Falls and Franklin Falls
Hydro; Dennis Bean for Wolfeboro Municipal Electric; Howard Moffett for C.P.M., Inc.;
Eugene Garceau for Seaward Construction Company; Bruce Sloat for Sunnybrook Hydro; John
Van Horn for Enertech Corporation, Inc.; Jeffrey Orchard for New England Geosystems; Kev
Devejian for Windmaster Corporation of Carlstadt, New Jersey; Robert Greenwood for
Waterloom; Mark Drabick for Hoemstead Engineering Systems.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Report
I. Procedural History
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This proceeding was initiated by order of notice of the public utilities commission
(commission) dated December 8, 1980. Pursuant to duties and authority granted by the Limited
Electrical Energy

Page 84

Producers Act (LEEPA) RSA 362-A, the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 1978
(PURPA) and its general statutory authority, the commission's order of notice provided for
commencement of investigation into the following matters.

1. Rates for sale of power by public utilities to small power producers and cogenerators.

2. Engineering and financial policies governing interconnection of small power producers
and cogenerators to public utilities.

3. Operating and safety standards for small power producers and cogenerators.

4. Certain unresolved issues relating to the commission's work under DE 79-208 ([1979] 64
NH PUC 361), setting rates for purchases by public utilities from small power producers and
cogenerators. These issues include: definition of total and surplus output, possible further
refinement of purchase rates, policy for periods when purchases are not required, possible
differentiation of rates for existing producers not covered by contract, and certain other issues.

5. Examination of how progress by public utilities shall implement commission policy on
small power producers and cogenerators.

On February 5, 1981, the commission issued a supplement to its order of notice describing
certain procedures to be followed in this docket. The supplement also stated “the hearings in DE
80-246 ([1981] 66 NH PUC 34) will not address the question of rates paid to cogenerators or
small power producers, said issue having been finalized in DE 79-298 ([1981] 65 NH PUC 640).

Hearings for this docket were held on four days, February 10, 23, and 27, and March 4, 1981.
Testimony was presented by utilities subject to the order of notice, supplementary order of
notice, and Exh 13, "issues requiring direct testimony by utilities to be filed by or on February
17, 1981"; utility witnesses were cross-examined on their testimony during the hearings. A
number of other parties also participated through written and oral testimony. Commission staff
prefiled testimony in this docket and was cross-examined during the hearings. Final briefs were
submitted pursuant to a March 16, 1981, deadline. The commission is laboring under a March
20th deadline for implementation of PURPA § 210.

I1. Commission Analysis

Although this docket, as is generally true of such proceedings, produced issues ancillary to
those originally contemplated, the commission will address these within the framework of the
broader issues originally perceived by the commission. A compendium of those broader issues is
produced from perusal of the order of notice of December 8, 1980, and of Exh 13. Exhibit bound
into the record on February 10, 1981, explained that the commission sought additional testimony
in specific areas believing proofs submitted up to and including February 10, 1981, failed to
adequately explore those issues of concern to the commission.

Following is a compendium of the broader issues:
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A. Simultaneous Purchase and Sale Versus Net Purchase or Sale.
B. Metering and Wheeling.
C. Rates for Sale of Power to Qualifying Facilities (QF's).
D. Financial Policies and Ownership.
E. Interconnection Reliability and Safety Standards.
F. PUC Oversight.
G. Procedures Permitting a Utility to Cease Purchasing From a Qualifying Facility (QF).
H. Installation of Interconnection Equipment.
I. Production Reports.
J. Commission Interpretative and Informational
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Statements Regarding Resolutions of Certain Issues in this Docket but Germane to DE
79-208.

A. Simultaneous Purchase and Sale Versus Net Sales or Purchases:

[1] Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act rules § 292.303 provides that each electric utility
shall purchase "any" energy and capacity made available by a qualifying small power production
or cogeneration facility (QF). The provision for purchase of "any," combined with 8 292.303(e)
regarding a QF's right to operate in parallel, plus frequent reference in PURPA rules to
simultaneous purchase and sale agreements produces the conclusion that a QF has the option of
selling on a simultaneous purchase and sale basis or on a net basis. Viewed in light of the
legislative intent underlying LEEPA, as well as that act's declaration of purpose, LEEPA at
362-A:3 requires that up to all of a QF's "entire output” be purchased by a utility, making no
distinction between simultaneous purchase and sale or net sale.

It is also found that a QF interconnected in parallel operation with a utility and therefore
capable of only delivering or receiving production on a net basis can nonetheless be treated for
billing purposes on a simultaneous purchase and sale basis providing proper metering is
installed. Moreover, this commission, pursuant to other statutory provisions, can provide this
optional billing treatment to QF's. Having found within this record that such an option will assist
in implementing the public policy underlying PURPA, LEEPA, and the commission's duty
respecting just and reasonable rates, it is so ordered that any QF, at its option, may be treated on
either a simultaneous purchase and sale basis or a net purchase or sale basis for billing purposes.
However, a QF in parallel operation, desiring billing treatment on a simultaneous purchase and
sale basis, must provide, at its own expense, whatever reasonable metering is required by the
utility to effect this bookkeeping transaction.

B. Metering and Wheeling

[2] With respect to permitting energy only transactions to be accounted for by allowing a
meter to run backwards, it is found that, among other reasons, the accuracy of reverse metering is
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likely below previously established commission standards and is therefore prohibited unless
reverse metering is mutually agreed upon by the QF and the utility. It is found that, unless
mutually agreed otherwise, energy only transactions shall be measured by two watt-hour meters,
the estimated cost of an additional meter being approximately S60 — $100 installed, and it is so
ordered. Qualifying facilities, desiring to obtain additional five mills per kilowatt-hour for
capacity shall be required to purchase meters as determined necessary by the purchasing utility
and the commission in order to record capacity supplied by the QF, and it is so ordered. All the
above QF's are to pay fully the cost of any metering prior to installation thereof, except where
the meter would normally be provided by the utility pursuant to its tariffs if the QF were a
nongenerating ratepayer. Additional meter reading charges beyond those indirectly or directly
included in the applicable rate are prohibited in the above situations, except in the case of
necessary magnetic tape meters, for which the additional charge shall be $25 per month.

[3] Although the record demonstrates the majority of party utilities desire that the QF install
a magnetic tape meter when wheeling is involved, the commission is not persuaded that a
magnetic tape meter is necessary. Arguments set forth in support of magnetic tape meters submit
that the purchasing utility will
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lose revenue from its wholesale customer when the wholesale customer's QF capacity
reduces the wholesale customer's demand requirements. However, assuming revenues do not
sufficiently recover capacity costs, the record indicates that the purchasing utility could recoup
any such loss by requesting an adjustment from FERC of its wholesale rate. If there is in fact
justification for increased rates, it must be presumed the purchasing utility's wholesale rates
would be adjusted accordingly.

The difficult question for this commission involves the utility that wheels — i.e. the
nongenerating utility — not the purchasing utility. That question is whether
qualifying-facilities-caused demand reductions for the nongenerating utility, as eventually passed
on to its customers in lower costs, are more than offset by any eventual FERC increases in the
nongenerating company's wholesale purchase rates, as also passed on to customers. The record
does not answer the second part of the question although it does provide evidence that the
nongenerating utility's billing demand will decrease. Considering that the record does
demonstrate that the purchasing utility will be made whole and the nongenerating utility's
demand will decrease, and that expensive magnetic tape meters are a disincentive to QF
production, thereby not promoting the public policy underlying PURPA and LEEPA, this
commission finds magnetic tape meters are not to be required of wheeling QF's who sell only
energy. Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act does permit, and this commission so finds and
orders, that a magnetic tape can be installed if mutually agreeable, if the QF desires to sell
capacity, or if the purchasing utility installs it at its own expense assuming the purchase-ing
utility can cost justify such an expenditure. Further, whenever a QF operating in parallel is to be
billed on a simultaneous purchase and sale basis, said facility must provide at its own expense, in
advance, whatever reasonable metering the utility requires to effect such billing.

With respect to wheeling it must be recognized that pursuant to LEEPA RSA 362-A:2-a this
commission, prior to issuing any order for wheeling or before the commission approves any
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contract for wheeling, must find that specific standards are met. Directing its attention to those
standards the record in this case indicates QF production in a wheeling situation will not actually
be transmitted any appreciable distance but will, by displacement, be used close to the QF's
generation site. Therefore, with no other evidence of record on wheeling costs, the commission
finds wheeling is not likely to result in a reasonably ascertainable uncompensated loss nor for the
same reason will any undue burden be placed on any party affected by wheeling. The record
contains no evidence that wheeling will affect the reliability of the wheeling utility. However,
the record does evidence the requirement that utilities are at all times, under all circumstances
required to protect their system reliability. Since the commission's reliability standards would
also cover wheeling even if it required dropping the load being wheeled, the commission finds
wheeling will not effect the wheeling utility's system reliability. Further, it is found that the
wheeling utility's ability to serve its other customers will not be impaired and in fact may be
improved due to the availability of QF capacity.

The constraints of LEEPA having been satisfied as demonstrated by the record, whereas
PURPA only requires QF permission in order that a utility be permitted to wheel, it is provided
by order that wheeling, as permitted by law and this order, will be accomplished without charge.
Purchases from the QF will be at the
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rates established in DE 79-208.
C. Rates for Sale of Power to QF's

[4] Federal Energy Regulatory Commission rules lead to anomalous conclusions in this area.
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission regulations § 292.305 prohibits discriminatory rates for
sales to QF's when not cost justified. At the same time FERC regulations § 292.305(b) mandates
additional service to QF's when requested, to wit: supplementary power, backup power,
maintenance power and interruptible power. However, since a simultaneous purchase and sale
QF has exactly the same purchase characteristics and needs subsequent to becoming a QF as it
had prior thereto, the cost of service to the QF does not change. All parties agree that in the
simultaneous purchase and sale situation there is no need or justification for additional tariff
services for such QF's, and that total purchases shall be billed as if the QF had no generation.

Since the record evidences the difference between a net QF and a simultaneous purchase and
sale QF is simply a matter of bookkeeping, treating the net QF differently by providing it
"additional services" while not providing those same services to a simultaneous purchase and
sale customer is arguably discriminatory pursuant to PURPA's other rules mandating availability
of additional services. Therefore, the commission finds that since the record fails to establish any
cost justification to provide simultaneous purchase and sale QF's with "additional services"
finding instead all parties agree these QF's should receive all purchased power needs on the tariff
they would be on without generation capacity, there appears to be no justification for treating net
QF's differently, other than the PURPA requirement that such "additional services" be available
when requested.

To state it somewhat differently, to prevent discrimination it appears the net QF's should pay
for all purchases on the tariff that would apply if they had no generating capacity. However, it is
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also clear from the record that at least some net QF's, particularly those who have historically
provided for their own needs and sold surplus to the utility, may have been billed on a rate
providing the type of service that fulfills the same functions as PURPA's "additional services."
Presumably certain plant and costs have been committed by the utility to provide the service
charged for in such rates. The commission recognizes that in this circumstance it would be a
hardship on the providing utilities and its customers, as well as a windfall to the QF, for the
commission to order cessation of these charges because they are not cost justified on this record.
Instead, the commission recognizes it is highly possible, given the testimony in this case, that
research by the utilities will prove additional services can be provided on a cost justified basis.
Therefore, it is ordered that where a QF purchasing or selling on a net basis has prior to this
order, been supplied the type of additional services envisioned by the FERC regulations §
292.305(b), the QF will remain on the rate under which it currently receives such services until
revised rates are approved by the commission. For arrangements made subsequent to the date of
this order, QF's will be provided all their purchase requirements including backup, maintenance,
and supplementary power at the rate they would be on if they had no generation capability.
Under this procedure no QF will be permitted to purchase at a rate lower than would apply if it
had no generation; i.e. when observations of only the net portion of such purchases would entitle
the QF to a less expensive tariff. This latter situation does not violate PURPA provisions and this
result is in fact required
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by FERC in its preamble to § 210 rules where it is found, for example, that a net billing
industrial customer cannot obtain a residential rate by virtue of the net requirement alone
allowing selection of a residential rate. Instead, the industrial customer must take its net only
needs on whatever tariff would be appropriate without QF standing.

The commission will not at this time direct all utilities to investigate cost based "additional
service" tariffs. Instead the commission directs that in Phase Il of DR 79-187 ([1979] 64 NHPUC
336) Public Service Company of New Hampshire shall address the issue of tariffs for additional
service described in the FERC regulations § 292.305(b). At the time of the order in Phase 11 the
data and results of that effort will permit the commission to determine what measures should be
taken by other New Hampshire utilities. The commission will then initiate whatever reasonable
measures are indicated to ensure the issue is addressed by other utilities.

Utilities are ordered to make such changes to their filed tariffs as required to reflect clearly
these policies regarding rates for sales to QF's.

D. Financial Policies and Ownership

[5] The record indicates that for residential size QF's interconnection costs will be minimal.
For residential size QF's, utility financing is not justified on the record inasmuch as the cost to
the utility and its general ratepayers of such a utility program may outweigh any incentive to
production that might be provided by such financing. The record also evidences that, in the
situation where substantial interconnection costs are involved, the ability of the QF to finance the
concomitant generating plant demonstrates an equal ability to finance the interconnection costs.
In either event the record does not justify utility financing. Therefore, it is found in the public
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interest that the QF shall finance, at the time of installation, all interconnection costs, as defined
in PURPA rule § 210.101(b)(7), that are a direct result of interconnection. Nothing herein shall
prevent a utility from voluntarily providing financing to a QF as long as any loan or construction
provided by the utility on behalf of the QF is amortized over a reasonable period of time, accrues
money costs reasonably reflecting the cost of money to the utility, and does not burden other
ratepayers.

Ownership of interconnection property presents a problem of maintenance and control
inasmuch as control and maintenance of property is generally considered to be the responsibility
of the ownership which naturally flows from purchasing property. Permitting QF control of
interconnection equipment purchased by the QF but situated on a utility's property or rights of
way would remove from the utility the control it must have to comply with reliability and safety
standards previously mandated by this commission for all utilities. In sum, it is ordered that
interconnection property is owned by the purchaser. Further, without any change in ownership it
is ordered that all interconnection property on utility property or utility rights of way as well as
any other interconnection property over which the utility requires control to ensure commission
standards of safety and reliability, will be under utility control. Maintenance of such property
will be by the utility or under its supervision with the reasonable cost thereof charged to the QF
and it is so ordered.

A variety of financing vehicles appear to be employed by QF's and potential QF's in
purchasing qualifying-facility-related facilities or services. The commission believes that a
minimal amount of expense and effort would be required for
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utilities to become familiar with feasible avenues and procedures for QF's to obtain
financing. Ready availability of this information to potential or current QF's would assist the
formation or expansion of QF's. It is therefore ordered that each utility provide information and
make known the availability of such information to QF's and potential QF's.

E. Interconnection Reliability and Safety Standards

[6] As part of this hearing, operating, and safety standards for small power producers and
cogenerators were considered in order to fulfill the requirements of the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (FERC) regulation 8 292.308 Standards for Operating Reliability. The
commission staff recommended that the commission establish minimum guidelines to be used by
the commission and others to ensure the integrity and safety of the interconnected system as
required by previously established commission operating standards. There was general
consensus that the proposed interconnection policy as submitted by staff witness Johnson in his
prefiled testimony on p. 4 be adopted in total without change. Since the commission has already
established construction standards for the electric utilities, it is understood that Mr. Johnson's
guidelines are in the nature of information to explain the scope of standards applicable to various
QF's.

The guidelines proposed by Mr. Johnson and adopted by this commission are as follows:

(1) Interconnection equipment shall be constructed, installed, operated and maintained
according to national electric standards and local codes.
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(2) For proper interconnection and reliable operation, the qualifying facility shall be
responsible for any revisions necessary to the distribution system.

(3) The quality of service, as prescribed by commission rules and regulations, shall not be
reduced by the connection and operation of the qualifying facility.

(4) The connection and operation of the qualifying facility shall not cause an unsafe
condition.

(5) A visible disconnect device located between the utility and generating facility must be
provided for utility use at any time and without restricted access.

(6) The qualifying facility shall not energize a de-energized utility system.

(7) Protective devices with associated relays shall be provided by the qualifying facility to
separate the generating unit from the utility system whenever required by a fault, frequency or
voltage condition.

Mr. Johnson also proposed that each electric company make available and have on file at the
commission, written technical guidelines regarding specific company requirements and outlining
QF responsibilities. This recommendation makes a distinction between commission standards
and technical guidelines. These guidelines would be developed to fulfill commission standards.
Public Service Company of New Hampshire, Granite State Electric and Concord Electric
submitted into evidence written general guidelines and technical specifications on
interconnection. The commission notes these specifications have evolved and may not reflect the
requirements of the residential size energy producer due to the lack of experience with their
particular minimum interconnection and protection needs. Because of the commission's concern
that alternative energy be developed in an efficient manner, the commission believes that utilities
must develop guidelines which encompass the special technical characteristics aspects of the
residential size energy producer and so orders.

During this hearing, concern was expressed
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that final interconnection design must be determined on a site-specific case. Moreover,
standards and guidelines which are overly specific would have a negative effect by causing
unnecessary equipment to be required. Witnesses for the small producers and the utilities
cautioned against this situation and contended that the final technical design of the
interconnection must be site-specific.

The commission finds that these recommendations by witness Johnson should be adopted to
the extent they are consistent with other provisions of this order. Further, the commission finds
that flexibility is necessary as to the technical design of interconnection and hereby provides that
issues, arising out of such technical requirements which cannot be resolved by the utility and the
QF, will be resolved by arbitration as set forth elsewhere in this order.

F. Public Utilities Commission Oversight

The record indicates a high degree of cooperation to date between QF's and utilities. At the
same time the record presents a clear consensus that all parties believe a flexible approach on a
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case by case basis is necessary due to the complex and quickly changing nature of the
interconnection process and the inability of fixed rules to address all conceivable scenarios, in
light of such factors as different QF capacities, different QF generation, various metering needs,
and the innumberable permutations thereby produced. Since the record indicates a likelihood that
cooperation between QF's and utilities will prove fruitful, this commission finds it will prove
expedient in resolving issues for the commission to provide arbitration on both an informal and
formal basis, to the extent such arbitration is consistent with commission authority pursuant to
PURPA, LEEPA, and other provisions of this order.

On an informal basis the parties need only to agree among themselves, in writing, that the
commission shall arbitrate any areas of dispute and forward said written agreement to the
commission where upon the staff of the commission will informally resolve the issues delineated
in the agreement of the parties or will establish any other reasonable process by which to resolve
such issues described.

Regarding formal arbitration, LEEPA provides the commission with authority to resolve any
disputes arising under the provisions of said act. Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act rules §
292.401(a) provides that the state regulatory agency may implement PURPA § 210 by
undertaking to resolve disputes between qualifying facilities and utilities arising under that
portion of the rules which deals with arrangements such as rates for sale by utilities, rates for sale
by QF's, interconnection costs, system emergencies and system operating reliability as well as
other utility obligations; e.g. wheeling on demand. Therefore, it is ordered that, to the extent
consistent with the above described scope of this commission's authority to arbitrate the
commission, upon motion of any party, may arbitrate any or all issues including those addressed
by this order, if the commission perceives its arbitration authority is required to expedite matters
and reduce litigation expense to all parties. The commission retains absolutely the prerogative to
deny any motion request on arbitration without stating its reason for denial inasmuch as the
commission finds that upon publication of this order sufficient legal and administrative
guidelines will be available to the parties to resolve all possible issues that may arise. If a party
maintains that there are not sufficient guidelines to resolve interconnection disputes, that party
can petition the commission to provide additional authority, submitting at the same time its
proofs.
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Finding the complexity of interconnection and attendent flexible procedures requires
oversight by the commission to prevent abuses it is ordered that details of all interconnection
arrangements be provided the commission in writing denoting clearly in bold lettering upon the
first page thereof whether the agreement is in fact a contract.

The record in this case with regard to some issues is perhaps not as inclusive as the
commission would prefer due to the unavailability of data or relevant experience. Thus the
findings the commission must arrive at are in some instances based on a record that fails to admit
any other course of commission action. Additional interconnection experience and data might
lead to other conclusions. Therefore, it is ordered that, not later than one year from the date of
this order, staff is to make recommendations to the commission on any need for additional
commission orders or rules necessary to further implement interconnection policies underlying
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PURPA, LEEPA, and the commission's other statutory responsibilities.
G. Procedures Permitting Cessation of QF Production

[7] At § 292.304(f), the FERC regulations state that under certain circumstances, purchases
from qualifying facilities are not required.

The commission accepts the uncontroverted testimony of witness Ringo regarding such
circumstances. He stated that such periods will occur only when power supplied to a utility
during a period of light loading, (when base load units are supplying energy on the margin)
might result in negative avoided costs. Negative avoided costs could occur if the utility had to
back down base load to accommodate purchases from the QF and then upon increased system
demand had to use energy more expensive than if the base load had not been backed off.
Cessation of purchases under § 292.304(f) would not be justified by normal fluctuations in utility
generation. Although such normal fluctuation results in positive and negative variations from
average avoided costs, such variations have already been taken into account in establishing
avoided costs purchase rates. The commission orders that cessation of purchases from QF's is
permitted under the circumstances outlined above. Further, a utility shall notify QF's, to the best
of its ability, as soon as it realizes it may cease purchases. Subsequent failure to demonstrate to
the commission adherence to the limitations described herein shall require payment to all
affected QF's for purchases that would have been made by the utility. It is believed that such
cessations will rarely be justified.

H. Installation of Interconnection Equipment

[8] Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act regulation § 292.306 requires that a utility shall
make such interconnection as may be necessary to effect purchases and sales to a QF. Said
regulation does not say the utility shall permit such interconnections by someone other than the
utility nor does the record persuade the commission otherwise. However, the commission does
find that where a utility supervises the actual installation and actually approves or disapproves
the installation as completed, the similarity between this supervision and the utility's actual crew
performing the tasks is sufficient to conclude that the utility had made the interconnection.

Therefore, the commission orders that the utility shall physically install necessary
interconnection equipment or supervise the installation and that the QF will pay for any services,
by providing to the utility a deposit sufficient to cover the estimated cost, and then receiving
from the utility any deposit in excess of the
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actual costs or paying immediately to the utility costs in excess of the deposit.
I. Production Reports

The record indicates current commission orders on production reports are satisfactory to the
parties. Therefore, the commission orders that production reports will be made pursuant to
present commission orders.

J. Commission Interpretative and Informational Statements Regarding Resolution of Issues
Raised in this Docket but Germane to DE 79-208
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The order in DE 79-208 covers purchases of all generation from qualifying small production
facilities both new and existing including that of Monadnock Paper Mills. Based on the record in
De 79-208, any other treatment would be discriminatory. However, the commission is provided
by statute continuing jurisdiction should any utility believe that the provisions of said order are
inapplicable. Therefore, should a utility believe that the public policy underlying De 79-208 is in
fact not furthered in a given case, the utility may petition this commission and offer proofs as to
why the rate should differ with respect to any particular case or circumstance.

In the same vein, if a nongenerating utility believes costs avoided by purchases from a QF
are different than those specified in DE 79-208, such utility should petition the commission and
offer proofs as to its actual avoided costs. This is the proper procedure and no petitions have
been filed. However, the commission does note that the record in these hearings is replete with
concern about the nongenerating utilities, avoided costs. Therefore the commission directs staff
to commence a generic hearing on proper calculation of the avoided cost to a nongenerating
utility by publishing a timely order of notice on said issue.

Although the commission's supplemental findings and thereby its amendment to DE 79-208
dated September 3, 1980, provided for wheeling by certain utilities, said supplemental order does
not require QF's to wheel nor can this commission so provide given the constraints of PURPA
rules and regulations.

Our order will issue accordingly.
Supplemental Order

Upon consideration of the foregoing report which is made a part hereof, it is hereby, Ordered
that,

A. Any QF at its option may be treated on either a simultaneous purchase and sale basis or
on a net purchase or sale basis for billing purposes;

B. 1. Reverse metering is permitted subject to mutual agreement by each affected utility and
the QF;

2. Unless mutually agreed otherwise, two watt-hour meters shall be required for energy-only
transactions;

3. Meters as determined reasonably necessary by the utility shall be required for QF sales of
capacity, except where wheeling is involved;

4. Magnetic tape meters are required of QF's which sell capacity by wheeling;

5. Notwithstanding other provisions of this order, magnetic tape meters may be installed if
mutually agreeable or if installed and read by the purchasing utility at its own expense;

6. A QF operating in parallel when billed on a simultaneous purchase and sale basis will
provide at its expense, in advance, reasonably necessary metering as required by the utility;

7. The only additional meter reading charge to QF's will be a charge of $25 per month in the
case of a magnetic tape meter;

8. Qualifying facilities, are to pay for meters supplied by a utility at the time
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of installation, except when the cost of the meter is included in the tariff under which the QF
purchases power from the utility;

9. There shall be no charge for wheeling by a QF's franchised utility;

C. 1. All utility sales to QF's shall be billed according to the tariff provision that would apply
if the QF had no generation, except as described in C-2 and C-3;

2. A net purchase or sale QF who has been receiving service prior to this order, shall remain
on the rate under which it has been receiving such service;

3. No QF may purchase on a less expensive tariff than would be available if it had no
generation;

4. Public Service Company in Phase 11 of DR 79-187 shall address the issue of "additional
service" tariffs to the extent compatible with present notice in DR79-187;

D. 1. The QF shall finance, at the time of installation, all interconnection costs as defined in
PURPA rule 210, 101(b)(7), directly resulting from interconnection;

2. All interconnection property shall be owned by the purchaser thereof;

3. The utility shall have control over all interconnection property on its property or rights of
way and over other interconnection property for which the utility requires control to insure
commission standards of safety and reliability;

4. Installation of all interconnection property will be by the utility or under its supervision
with the reasonable cost thereof charged to the QF;

5. Each utility shall make available to QF's and potential QF's information regarding sources
of financing and procedures to justify and obtain such financing;

E. 1. The proposed interconnection standards submitted by staff witness Johnson in his
prefiled testimony shall be adopted in total without change; pursuant to these standards each
utility shall make available and have on file at the commission written technical guidelines
regarding specific company requirements which outline QF responsibilities; such guidelines
shall encompass the special technical characteristics of residential size energy producers;

2. Interconnection guidelines filed by utilities pursuant to this order shall be subject to
flexible case-by-case application; issues relating to technical interconnection requirements which
cannot be resolved by the utility and the QF will be resolved by arbitration as set forth below;

F. 1. The commission will provide both formal and informal arbitration on issues which
cannot be resolved by utilities and QF's; such arbitration shall be provided to the extent
consistent with commission authority pursuant to PURPA, LEEPA, and other provisions of this
order;

2. For informal arbitration, the parties must agree among themselves, in writing, that the
commission shall arbitrate areas of dispute and forward said written agreement to the
commission whereupon the staff of the commission will informally resolve the issues delineated
in the agreement of the parties or will establish any other reasonable process by which to resolve
those issues;
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3. The commission upon motion of any party may formally arbitrate any or all issues
including those addressed by this order, if the commission perceives its arbitration authority is
required to expedite matters and reduce litigation expense to all parties; the commission retains
absolutely the perogative to deny any motion requesting arbitration without stating its reason for
denial;

4. Details of all arrangements between QF's and utilities shall be provided to the commission
in writing denoting clearly in bold lettering upon the first page thereof whether the agreement is
in fact a contract;
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G. Pursuant to the FERC regulations § 292.304(f) cessation of purchases from QF's is
permitted when power supplied to a utility during a period of light loading, (when base load
units are supplying energy on the margin) will result in negative avoided costs; in this case, the
utility shall notify QF's to the best of its ability, as soon as it realizes it may cease purchases;
subsequent failure to demonstrate to the commission adherence to the limitations described
herein shall require payment to all affected QF's for purchases that would have been made by the
utility;

H. Utilities shall physically install necessary interconnection equipment or supervise such
installation; the QF shall pay for such services by providing to the utility a deposit sufficient to
cover the estimated cost, upon completion receiving from the utility any deposit in excess of the
actual costs or paying immediately to the utility costs in excess of the deposit;

I. Staff shall publish a timely order of notice, commencing a generic hearing on proper
calculation of the avoided costs for nongenerating utilities and it is,

Further ordered that, utilities shall make appropriate tariff changes to reflect the provisions of
this order including the following definitions: "simultaneous purchase and sale" is an
arrangement whereby a QF's entire output is considered to be sold to the utility, while power
used internally by the QF is considered to be simultaneously purchased from the utility by the
QF; "net purchases or sale" is an arrangement whereby output of a QF is considered to be used to
the extent needed for the QF's internal needs, while any additional power needed by the QF is
purchased from the utility whereas any surplus power generated by the QF is sold to the utility as
surplus and it is,

Further ordered that, not later than one year from the date of this order, the commission staff
shall make recommendations to the commission on the need for additional commission orders or
rules to further implement interconnection policies underlying PURPA, LEEPA, and the
commission's other statutory responsibilities.

The commission specifically reserves jurisdiction of the matter herein contained and the
authority to issue such further order or orders as the facts and circumstances may warrant.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twentieth day of March,
1981.
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NH.PUC*03/23/81*[78849]*66 NH PUC 95*Pembroke Water Works

[Go to End of 78849]

Re Pembroke Water Works
DR 81-33, Supplemental Order No. 14,798
66 NH PUC 95
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
March 23, 1981
PETITION for an increase in water rates; granted.

APPEARANCES:: William Stanley and Armand J. Nolin, Jr., commissioners, and Gerald L.
Brasley, superintendent, for the petitioner.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Report
On February 17, 1981, Pembroke Water
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Works, filed certain revisions to its tariff, NHPUC No. 1 — Water, providing for an increase
in annual revenues of $35,840 (23.8 per cent), to become effective April, 1981. On February 24,
1981, the commission issued its Order No. 14,762 (66 NH PUC 73), suspending the revisions
pending investigation. A hearing on this matter was held on March 17, 1981.

Pembroke Water Works is a municipal water system and a public utility under the
jurisdiction of this commission only for the service it provides to customers in limited areas in
the towns of Allenstown and Hooksett.

Revenues Requested

The Water Works is requesting a 23.8 per cent overall rate increase to be passed on to all of
their general metered service customers in the service territory.

The vast bulk of the Water Work's customers are located in Pembroke and do not fall under
our jurisdiction, as the Water Works commissioners are elected by the town voters and the
budget is approved by the Pembroke Budget Commission. The Water Works is requesting the
same rates be charged to the few customers outside of the town's borders, as those inside them.

The Water Works 1980 operating revenues were approximately $139,000, 1980 expenses
were $130,000, and interest expense was another $10,000. Only because of nonoperating income
did the Water Works show a net income of $2,000 on equity of approximately $585,000.

Due to anticipated increases in the Water Works 1981 budget, which our staff had reviewed
on several occasions with the Water Works officials prior to their filing, the commission feels
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the requested increase was needed to enable the Water Works to simply stay out of a loss
situation.

Rates

Pembroke has requested an approximate 30 per cent increase in the blocks and scaled
minimum charge of its general metered service rate schedule. No increase was requested in its
general domestic service rate (unmetered) which we are informed is not in use at this time. If it is
to remain in the Water Works tariff for possible use at some future time, then its various steps
should be increased at the same percentage as the metered rate.

The municipal fire protection rate schedule was also not increased as the Water Works was
mindful of the fact that this case would not be completed prior to the approval of town budgets.
We respect this conclusion, however, we note that in the last rate increase granted in 1976, no
increase was made in fire protection rates. In any future filing we would expect that Pembroke
will apply an equal percentage increase in this rate schedule as in others.

General

We concur in the change to actual cost as that billed the customer for the installation of a
new service connection and in the increase from $5 to $10 for a reconnect charge and a meter
testing fee from $5 to $15. Our order will issue accordingly.

Supplemental Order
Upon consideration of the foregoing report, which is made a part hereof; it is

Ordered, that the revisions to its tariff, NHPUC No. 1 — Water, filed on February 17, 1981,
and suspended by commission Order No. 14,762 on February 24, 1981, shall be allowed to
become effective with all service rendered on or after April, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that Pembroke Water Works shall give notice of the approved
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rate schedule by publishing the same in a newspaper having general circulation in the
territory served.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twenty-third day of
March, 1981.

NH.PUC*03/24/81*[78850]*66 NH PUC 97*Chalk Pond Water System

[Go to End of 78850]

Re Chalk Pond Water System
DE 81-67, Order No. 14,801
66 NH PUC 97
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
© Public Utilities Reports, Inc., 2008 114



PURbase

March 24, 1981
ORDER directing water utility to appear to respond to service complaints of customers.

By the COMMISSION:
Order

Whereas, it has come to the attention of this commission that a water system is supplying
homes in the vicinity of Chalk Pond in Newbury, New Hampshire; and

Whereas, New Hampshire Statute RSA 362:4 states in part that the ownership or operation of
any water system or part thereof, shall be deemed a public utility; and

Whereas, this commission has received complaints regarding the level of service provided by
this water system; it is

Ordered, that the owner of this water system, or his representative, appear before this
commission on April 22, 1981, at 10:00 A.M., at the offices of the commission on 8 Old
Suncook Road, Building No. 1, Concord, New Hampshire, to explain its operation now and for
the future.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twenty-fourth day of
March, 1981.

NH.PUC*03/26/81*[78851]*66 NH PUC 97*Granite State Electric Company

[Go to End of 78851]

Re Granite State Electric Company
DF 79-38, Second Supplemental Order No. 14,804
66 NH PUC 97
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
March 26, 1981
ORDER authorizing the issuance of short-term notes.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Supplemental Order

Whereas, by Order No. 13,500 (DF 79-38) of this commission dated February 27, 1979 (64
NH PUC 32), Granite State Electric Company was granted an exemption from commission
regulations permitting
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it to issue and renew, from time to time, its bonds, notes, and other evidence of indebtedness
payable less than twelve months after the date thereof, in an aggregate amount thereof
outstanding at any time (not including any such indebtedness which is to be retired with the
proceeds of any such issue or renewal) not in excess of $2 million which exemption expired
March 31, 1980, but; unless such period is extended by order of this commission; and

Whereas, by Supplemental Order No. 14,114 (DF 79-38) of this commission dated March 6,
1980 (65 NH PUC 115), the commission authorized Granite State Electric Company to increase
its short-term notes to $2 million and extended the exemption to expire on March 31, 1981.

Whereas, Granite State Electric Company, on February 23, 1981, sought authority to
continue the exemption in said Order No. 13,500 to March 31, 1982, but, to increase its authority
to issue its short-term notes in an amount not to exceed $3.5 million; and

Whereas, the aforementioned docket DF 79-38 shall be amended by this Second
Supplemental Order No. 14,804 so that a more orderly accounting of these exemptions be
maintained; and

Whereas, this commission, after investigation and consideration, finds that said request is
consistent with the public good; it is

Ordered, that Granite State Electric Company, without first obtaining the approval of this
Commission be, and hereby is, authorized, from time to time to issue and renew its notes, bonds,
and other evidences of indebtedness payable less than twelve months from the date thereof, in an
aggregate amount thereof outstanding at any one time (not including any such issue of renewal)
not in excess of $3.5 million; and it is

Further ordered, that the exemption contained herein shall expire March 31, 1982, unless
extended by order of this commission; and it is

Further ordered, that on January 1st, and July 1st, in each year, said Granite State Electric
Company shall file with this commission a detailed statement, duly sworn to by its treasurer,
showing the disposition of the proceeds of said notes, bonds, or other evidences of indebtedness.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twenty-sixth day of
March, 1981.

NH.PUC*03/26/81*[78852]*66 NH PUC 98*New England Power Company

[Go to End of 78852]

Re New England Power Company
DF 79-33, Second Supplemental Order No. 14,805
66 NH PUC 98
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
March 26, 1981
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ORDER authorizing the issuance of short-term notes.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Supplemental Order

Whereas, by Order No. 13,502 (DF 79-33) of this commission dated February 27, 1979 (64
NH PUC 33), New England Power Company was granted an exemption from commission
regulations to issue

Page 98

and renew, from time to time, its bonds, notes, or other evidence of indebtedness, payable
less than twelve months after the date thereof, in an aggregate amount outstanding at any one
time (not including any such indebtedness which is to be retired with the proceeds of any such
issue or renewal), not in excess of $78 million which exemption expires March 31, 1980, unless
such period is extended by order of this commission; and

Whereas, by Supplemental Order No. 14,141 (DF 79-33) of this commission dated March 24,
1980 (65 NH PUC 137), the commission authorized New England Power to increase its notes
payable to $143 million and extended the exemption to expire on March 31, 1981. And

Whereas, New England Power Company now requests that the exemption be increased to
permit New England Power to issue and renew its notes payable up to $195 million and that such
exemption be extended to March 31, 1982, to coincide with its borrowing application being filed
with the Securities and Exchange Commission; and

Whereas, this commission, after investigation and consideration, finds that said request is
consistent with public good; it is

Ordered, that New England Power Company, without first obtaining the approval of this
commission be, and hereby is, authorized, from time to time issue and renew its bonds, notes,
and other evidences of indebtedness payable less than twelve months from the date thereof, in an
aggregate amount thereof outstanding at any one time (not including any such indebtedness
which is to be retired with the proceeds of any such issue or renewal), not in excess of $195
million; and it is

Further ordered, that the exemption herein shall expire March 31, 1982, unless extended by
order of this commission; and it is

Further ordered, that on January 1st each year said New England Power Company shall file
with this commission a detailed statement, duly sworn by its treasurer, showing the disposition
of proceeds shall have been fully accounted for.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twenty-sixth day of
March, 1981.

NH.PUC*03/26/81*[78853]*66 NH PUC 99*Public Service Company of New Hampshire

[Go to End of 78853]
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Re Public Service Company of New Hampshire
DR 81-6, Third Supplemental Order No. 14,806
66 NH PUC 99
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
March 26, 1981
PETITION for rehearing of a request for emergency rates; denied.

1. RATES, § 634 — Temporary increase — Burden of proof.

[N.H.] While a request for temporary rates carries a lesser burden of proof than other rate
relief requests, a utility must do more than merely ask for temporary rate relief; a utility should
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be able to demonstrate that it is failing to earn a reasonable rate of return within its New
Hampshire jurisdiction. p. 100.

2. RATES, 8 198 — Multijurisdictional operation — Subsidization.

[N.H.] In approving rate requests the commission has a right and the duty to assure itself that
a utility operating in more than one jurisdiction is not receiving subsidizations; a commission
may request a jurisdictional study and may require a utility to make specific answers to questions
upon which it may need information. .Pg p. 100.

APPEARANCES: As noted previously
BY THE COMMISSION:
Report

On March 17, 1981, Public Service Company of New Hampshire (PSNH) filed a motion for
rehearing pursuant to RSA 541 :3. The motion relates to the commission's order dismissing
PSNH's request for emergency rates, issued February 27, 1981.

Public Service Company of New Hampshire states that the order is deficient because the
commission only addressed the provisions of the emergency rate statute, RSA 378:9, and failed
to address RSA 378:27, the temporary rate statute.

The temporary rate statute carries an easier burden of proof than the emergency rate statute.
The statute created by legislative action in 1941 has been interpreted by the supreme court to
require hearings on an expedited basis and without such investigation as would be required for
the determination of permanent rates. New England Teleph. & Teleg. Co. v. New Hampshire
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(1949) 95 NH 515, 82 PUR NS 296, 68 A2d 114.

[1, 2] However, while temporary rates represent a lesser burden of proof, there is no
reasonable interpretation of RSA 378:27 to suggest that they are available simply for the asking.
Public Service Company of New Hampshire, like all other utilities that come before this
commission, must demonstrate that they are failing to earn a reasonable rate of return within
their New Hampshire jurisdiction. While many utilities subject to the commission's jurisdiction
serve only within the boundaries of the state of New Hampshire, there exists a few utilities, such
as PSNH, that provide service in more than one state or to both retail and wholesale customers.
See Re New England Teleph. & Teleg. Co. (1980) 65 NH PUC 564, 40 PURA4th 29. The
commission must be concerned with possible subsidizations in situations where a utility services
customers in more than one jurisdiction.

Public Service Company of New Hampshire did not provide the commission with an
accurate jurisdictional breakdown of its operations. What was provided was estimated, adjusted,
and of no evidentiary value. Any utility seeking temporary rates must demonstrate that despite
all commission action and prudent management, the allowed rate of return is not being earned.
Furthermore, the calculation as to rate of return must follow the practice used by the utility in its
last proceeding. Public Service Company of New Hampshire's decision to use estimated figures,
together with its failure to recognize recent commission decisions both as to monetary result and
regulatory principle, does not satisfy the necessary standard of proof for temporary or emergency
rates.

The next set of arguments offered by PSNH is that the commission failed to use the proper
standard when it demanded PSNH to cut expenses and delay maintenance projects. This
commission has the obligation to set a reasonable rate of return and to offer an opportunity, not a
guarantee, that the reasonable rate of return will be earned. Increasing expenses by increasing
employees by 15
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per cent in two years cannot be found to be prudent where the utility has twice sought
emergency rates during a period of eighteen months.

Nor can the commission find prudence in a financing program that continues a
business-as-usual practice when confronted with prime interest rates of an extraordinary nature.
Public Service Company of New Hampshire stated that it could not deviate from its financing
program despite recognizing there were definite priorities within the financing program. Such
inflexibility cannot be sanctioned by responsible regulation.

Public Service Company of New Hampshire raises a third concern — that without action, the
company will not be able to issue debt instruments in late fall. The reason offered is coverage
ratios. Again, such calculations are based on a companywide basis. This commission can and
will only respond to figures reflecting intrastate operations, if coverage tests cannot be met
because of action in other jurisdictions that is beyond our legal authority to address.

Finally, the commission has the right by statute, RSA 365:15, to require any public utility to
make specific answers to questions upon which the commission may need information. This
commission made the requests for a jurisdictional study and to address the question of why the
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first mortgage indenture should not be altered to allow use of this device for financing major
construction projects. To date, these questions have not been responded to and absent a response
no relief can or will be granted. Furthermore, the data presented to the commission as to the cost
of Seabrook, the necessary financings, the assumptions behind the financial model, the
cumulative effect of strikes on completion dates, and the effect of the Massachusetts Department
of Public Utilities' decision on divestiture fall into the category of either antiquated or
nonexistent. To have continued further under this docket would have resulted in the commission
violating its statutory obligation to be kept informed with the most recent data available.

Based upon the foregoing and after consideration of all the points raised by PSNH in its
motion for rehearing, the commission finds that the motion must be denied in its entirety.

Our order will issue accordingly.
Supplemental Order
Upon consideration of the foregoing report, which is made part of this order; it is hereby

Ordered, that the Public Service Company of New Hampshire motion for rehearing in docket
DR 81-6 is denied.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twenty-sixth day of
March, 1981.

NH.PUC*03/26/81*[78854]*66 NH PUC 102*CPM, Inc. v Connecticut Valley Electric Company, Inc.

[Go to End of 78854]

CPM, Inc. v Connecticut Valley Electric Company, Inc.
DC 81-68, Order No. 14,807
66 NH PUC 102
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
March 26, 1981
ORDER directing electric utility to appear to respond to a complaint concerning electric rates.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Order

Whereas, the commission is in receipt of a complaint concerning the present rates charged by
Connecticut Valley Electric Company, Inc., to CPM, Inc.; and

Whereas, the commission is also aware that there is some difficulty in arranging energy sales
from CPM, Inc., to Connecticut Valley Electric Company, Inc.; it is hereby

Ordered, that docket DC 81 68 is opened for resolution of this conflict; and it is
Further ordered, that a hearing on these matters will be conducted at the offices of the
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commission, Old Suncook Road, Concord, New Hampshire, on April 9, 1981, at 9:00 A.M.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twenty-sixth day of
March, 1981.

NH.PUC*03/27/81*[78855]*66 NH PUC 102*Locke Lake Water Company, Inc.

[Go to End of 78855]

Re Locke Lake Water Company, Inc.
DR 80-198, Fourth Supplemental Order No. 14,809
66 NH PUC 102
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
March 27, 1981
ORDER authorizing recoupment prospectively from date of adequate notice of temporary rates.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Report

Locke Lake Water Company, Inc., raises three issues in its motion for rehearing. The first is
whether the rate structure set forth by the commission in its order will achieve the revenue level
set by the commission. A review of the record in this proceeding clearly demonstrates that
together the minimum and fixture charges will achieve the desired revenue figure.

The second question involves the question of temporary rates. The commission
Page 102

finds that there was adequate notice as to temporary rates. However, the commission finds
that the requirements for adequate notice and hearing were not satisfied until December 18,
1980. Therefore, for service taken on or after December 19, 1980, the commission will allow
recoupment of the differential between the new rate and the old rate for the time period of
December 19, 1980, to April 1, 1981. On April 1, 1981, the new quarterly rate is to be
implemented.

The third question is whether or not the company is billing in arrears or prospectively. This
question did not receive the evidentiary discussion necessary and is truly relevant only at the
beginning and end of a corporation’s existence. Since Locke Lake Water Company, Inc., is still
in transition between these two stages, the commission will reserve judgment on this question.

Our order will issue accordingly.
Supplemental Order
Upon consideration of the foregoing report, which is made a part hereof; it is hereby
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Ordered, that Locke Lake Water Company, Inc., charge a recoupment for the difference
between the temporary existing rates and the increased permanent rates for all service taken on
or after December 19, 1980.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twenty-seventh day of
March, 1981.

NH.PUC*03/30/81*[78856]*66 NH PUC 103*Public Service Company of New Hampshire

[Go to End of 78856]

Re Public Service Company of New Hampshire
DE 78-106, Third Supplemental Order No. 14,810
66 NH PUC 103
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
March 30, 1981
PETITIONS for the establishment of electric service territories; granted.

APPEARANCES: Pierre O. Caron for the petitioner.
BY THE COMMISSION:
Report

This petition has been filed pursuant to Chap 304 of the 1977 Session Laws, amending RSA
374 effective August 26, 1977, which requires that within six months after the effective date of
this section, or at such other time as the commission shall direct, each electric utility engaged in
the distribution and sale of electrical energy in the state shall apply to the commission for service
territory, consisting of the distribution areas served by it, or any other electric utility company,
which it believes it is entitled to serve.

Revised Annotated Statutes 374:22-a 11 provides that existing franchise areas shall be
deemed to be service territories in which an electric utility is presently providing service,
provided that no other electric utility is authorized to engage in
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the distribution of electrical energy within the same franchise area. Revised Annotated
Statutes 374:22-a and -b further provide that where two or more utilities are engaged in the sale
and distribution of electricity in the same area, the commission shall have jurisdiction to
establish service territories.

In the case at hand, Public Service Company of New Hampshire (hereinafter called the
petitioner), a corporation duly organized and existing under the laws of the state of New
Hampshire and operating as a public utility engaged in the distribution and sale of electrical
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energy in said state has, as a part of its ongoing plan in compliance with standing commission
instructions in this matter, filed a petition consisting of numbered town maps showing service
territories for which commission authorization is being sought. The date of filing and the towns
involved are as follows:

February 27, 1981 — Alexandria (3), Allenstown (4), Auburn (13), Belmont (21),
Bridgewater (30), Bristol (31), Campton (35), Candia (37), Canterbury (38), Chester
(44), Clarksville (48), Colebrook (49), Columbia (50), Croydon (55), Danbury (58),
Derry (62), Easton (72), Goshen (94), Grafton (95), Grantham (96), Hebron (112),
Laconia (129), Landaff (131), Lincoln (136), Lisbon (137), Littelton (139), Londonderry
(141), Madison (148), Marlow (151), Meredith (154), New Hampton (171), Newport
(176), Northfield (178), Ossipee (186), Pembroke (188), Pittsburg (192), Salisbury (208),
Sanbornton (209), Sandown (210), Sandwich (211), Springfield (219), Stewartstown
(221), Sugar Hill (227), Sunapee (229), Sutton (231), Tamworth (233), Thornton (236),
Tuftonboro (239), Unity (240), Wakefield (241), Wilmot (253).

A duly noticed public hearing was held on March 26, 1981, at Concord, New Hampshire, at
which time no one appeared in opposition to the petitioner's filing.

At the hearing, the petitioner represented that it either held exclusive franchises to provide
service to the public in portions of the towns listed above, and/or that it was in agreement with
other utilities holding franchises to serve the remaining portions of the towns listed above as to
the location of service territory boundaries set forth on the filed maps.

In those towns where earlier authorizations show the petitioner to have an exclusive
franchise to provide electric service in limited areas, the areas have been outlined on the town
maps filed with the petitions substantially as set forth in the earlier authorizations. To the extent
that minor discrepancies have been found where service has been inadvertently extended beyond
a territorial boundary line, the boundary has been adjusted to reflect actual conditions, as
provided in RSA 374:22-a and -b.

In those towns where the petitioner has commission authority to operate, along with other
New Hampshire electric utilities whose territorial boundaries may not be precisely defined, the
proposed service territories have been established on maps by voluntary agreement with the
other companies having authority to operate in the same town. This voluntary agreement is in
compliance with RSA 374:22-a. In the towns of Alexandria, Belmont, Bristol, Candia, Chester,
Clarksville, Goshen, Ossipee, Thornton, and Tuftonboro it was necessary to establish a joint
service territory for a small section of each town to be served by both Public Service Company
of New Hampshire and New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc., because the distribution
facilities were so intertwined or comingled as to make establishment of exclusive territories
impractical. Service in this area shall be rendered subject to the conditions set forth in RSA
374:22-c.

The areas established reflect current conditions in the territories involved and are considered
to be compatible with the interests of all consumers, and all other relevant factors. No customer
transfers are involved in the establishment of these service territories.

These applications have been timely
Page 104
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made under the extension granted by Fourth Supplemental Order No. 14,589 of the
commission ([1980] 65 NH PUC 604).

In accordance with the provisions of RSA 374:22-a and -b, the commission determines that
the limited areas set forth in the numbered service territory town maps filed with the application
are, with the exceptions noted for the towns of Alexandria, Belmont, Bristol, Candia, Chester,
Clarksville, Goshen, Ossipee, Thornton, and Tuftonboro, established as exclusive service
territories as of this report. Our order will issue accordingly.

Supplemental Order
Upon consideration of the foregoing report, which is made a part hereof; it is

Ordered, that the limited areas outlined and shown on the correspondingly numbered service
territory maps of cities, towns, and unincorporated places filed with the application are
established as the exclusive service territories, except as noted, of Public Service Company of
New Hampshire as follows:

Alexandria (3),1(1) Allenstown (4), Auburn (13), Belmont (21),1(2) Bridgewater (30),
Bristol (31),1(3) Campton (35), Candia (37),1(4) Canterbury (38),1(5) Chester (44),1(6)
Clarksville (48),1(7) Colebrook (49), Columbia (50), Croydon (55), Danbury (58), Derry
(62), Easton (72), Goshen (94),1(8) Grafton (95), Grantham (96), Hebron (112), Laconia
(129), Landaff (131), Lincoln (136), Lisbon (137), Littelton (139), Londonderry (141),
Madison (148), Marlow (151), Meredith (154), New Hampton (171), Newport (176),
Northfield (178), Ossipee (186),1(9) Pembroke (188), Pittsburg (192), Salisbury (208),
Sanbornton (209), Sandown (210), Sandwich (211), Springfield (219), Stewartstown
(221), Sugar Hill (227), Sunapee (229), Sutton (231), Tamworth (233), Thornton
(236),1(10) Tuftonboro (239),1(11) Unity (240), Wakefield (241), Wilmot (253);

and it is
Further ordered, that this authorization supersedes all previous authorizations granted by the

commission with respect to the cities, towns, and unincorporated places which are the subject of
this order.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this thirtieth day of March,
1981.

FOOTNOTE

includes a joint service territory in New hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc., is also
authorized to serve.

NH.PUC*03/30/81*[78857]*66 NH PUC 105*New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.

[Go to End of 78857]

Re New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.
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DE 78-105, Fourth Supplemental Order No. 14,811
66 NH PUC 105
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
March 30, 1981
PETITIONS for the establishment of electric service territories; granted.

APPEARANCES: Mayland H. Morse, Jr., for the petitioner.
BY THE COMMISSION:
Report

This petition has been filed pursuant to Chap 304 of the 1977 Session Laws, amending RSA
374 effective August 26, 1977, which requires that within six months after the effective date of
this section, or at such other time as the commission shall direct, each electric utility engaged in
the distribution and sale of electrical energy in the state shall apply to the commission for service
territory, consisting of the distribution areas served by it, or any other electric utility company,
which it believes it is entitled to serve.

Revised Annotated Statutes 374:22-a Il provides that existing franchise areas shall
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be deemed to be service territories in which an electric utility is presently providing service,
provided that no other electric utility is authorized to engage in the distribution of electrical
energy within the same franchise area. Revised Annotated Statutes 374 :22-a and -b further
provide that where two or more utilities are engaged in the sale and distribution of electricity in
the same area, the commission shall have jurisdiction to establish service territories.

In the case at hand, New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc. (hereinafter called the
petitioner), a corporation duly organized and existing under the laws of the state of New
Hampshire and operating as a public utility engaged in the distribution and sale of electrical
energy in said state, has, as part of its ongoing plan in compliance with standing commission
instructions in this matter, filed a petition consisting of numbered town maps showing service
territories for which commission authorization is being sought. The date of filing and the towns
involved are as follows:

February 26, 1981 — Alexandria (3), Allenstown (4), Auburn (13), Belmont (21),
Bridgewater (30), Bristol (31), Campton (35), Candia (37), Canterbury (38), Chester
(44), Clarksville (48), Colebrook (49), Columbia (50), Croydon (55), Danbury (58),
Derry (62), Easton (72), Goshen (94), Grafton (95), Grantham (96), Hebron (112),
Laconia (129), Landaff (131), Lincoln (136), Lisbon (137), Littelton (139), Londonderry
(141), Madison (148), Marlow (151), Meredith (154), New Hampton (171), Newport
(176), Northfield (178), Ossipee (186), Pembroke (188), Pittsburg (192), Salisbury (208),
Sanbornton (209), Sandown (210), Sandwich (211), Springfield (219), Stewartstown
(221), Sugar Hill (227), Sunapee (229), Sutton (231), Tamworth (233), Thornton (236),
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Tuftonboro (239), Unity (240), Wakefield (241), Wilmot (253).

A duty noticed hearing was held on March 26, 1981, at Concord, New Hampshire, at which
time no one appeared in opposition to the petitioner's filing.

At the hearing, the petitioner represented that it either held exclusive franchises to provide
service to the public in portions of the towns listed above, and/or that it was in agreement with
other utilities holding franchises to serve the remaining portions of the towns listed above as to
the location of service territory boundaries set forth on the filed maps.

In those towns where earlier authorizations show the petitioner to have an exclusive
franchise to provide electric service in limited areas, the areas have been outlined on the town
maps filed with the petitions substantially as set forth in the earlier authorizations. To the extent
that minor discrepancies have been found where service has been inadvertently extended beyond
a territorial boundary line, the boundary has been adjusted to reflect actual conditions, as
provided in RSA 374:22-a and -b.

In those towns where the petitioner has commission authority to operate, but without precise
territorial boundaries, the proposed service territories have been established on the maps by
voluntary agreement with the other companies having authority to operate in the same town.
This voluntary agreement is in compliance with RSA 374:22-a.

In the towns of Alexandria, Belmont, Bristol, Candia, Chester, Clarksville, Goshen, Ossipee,
Thornton, and Tultonboro is was necessary to establish a joint service territory for a small
section of each town, to be served by both New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc., and Public
Service Company of New Hampshire, because the distribution facilities were so intertwined or
comingled as to make establishment of exclusive territories impractical. Service in these areas
shall be rendered subject to the conditions set forth in RSA 374:22-c.

The areas established reflect current conditions in the territories involved and are considered
to be compatible with the interests of all consumers and all other relevant factors. No customer
transfers are involved in the establishment of these service territories.
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These applications have been timely made under the extension granted by Fourth
Supplemental Order No. 14,589 of the commission ([1980] 65 NH PUC 604).

In accordance with the provisions of RSA 274:22-a and -b, the commission determines that
the limited areas set forth in the numbered service territory town maps filed with the applications
are, with the exception noted for the towns of Alexandria, Belmont, Bristol, Candia, Chester,
Clarksville, Goshen, Ossipee, Thornton, and Tuftonboro, established as the exclusive service
territories as of the date of this report. Our order will issue accordingly.

Supplemental Order
Upon consideration of the foregoing report, which is made a part hereof; it is

Ordered, that the limited areas outlined and shown on the correspondingly numbered service
territory maps of cities, towns, and unincorporated places, filed with the application are
established as the exclusive service territories, except as noted, of New Hampshire Electric
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Cooperative, Inc., as follows:

Alexandria (3),1(12) Allenstown (4); Auburn (13), Belmont (21),1(13) Bridgewater (30),
Bristol (31),1(14) Campton (35), Candia (37),1(15) Canterbury (38), Chester (44),1(16)
Clarksville (48), Colebrook (49), Columbia (50), Croydon (55), Danbury (58), Derry (62)
Easton (72), Goshen (94),1(17) Grafton (95), Grantham (96), Hebron (112), Laconia
(129), Landaff (131), Lincoln (136), Lisbon (137), Littelton (139), Londonderry (141),
Madison (148), Marlow (151), Meredith (154), New Hampton (171), Newport (176).
Northfield (178), Ossipee (186),1(18) Pembroke (188), Pittsburg (192), Salisbury (208),
Sanbornton (209), Sandown (210), Sandwich (211). Springfield (219), Stewartstown
(221), Sugar Hill (227), Sunapee (229), Sutton (231), Tamworth (233), Thornton
(236),1(19) Tuftonboro (239),1(20) Unity (240), Wakefield (241), Wilmot (253);

and it is
Further ordered that this authorization supersedes all previous authorizations granted by the

commission with respect to the cities, towns, and unincorporated places which are the subject of
this order.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this thirtieth day of March,
1981.

FOOTNOTE

LIncludes a joint territory in which Public Service Company of New Hampshire is also
authorized to serve.

NH.PUC*03/30/81*[78858]*66 NH PUC 107*Fuel Adjustment Charge

[Go to End of 78858]

Re Fuel Adjustment Charge

Intervenors: Public Service Company of New Hampshire, Legislative Utility Consumers'
Council, Community Action Program, Granite State Electric Company, Concord Electric
Company, Exeter and Hampton Electric Company, Connecticut Valley Electric Company, Inc.,
New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc., Littleton Water and Light Department, Woodsville
Water and Light Department, and Municipal Electric Department of Wolfeboro

DR 81-39, Order No. 14,813
66 NH PUC 107
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
March 30, 1981

PETITION by electric utilities for authority to collect fuel adjustment charges; granted in part
with modification.
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1. RATES, 8§ 303 — Fuel cost adjustment charges — Factors affecting adjustment.

[N.H.] Key factors in evaluating the reasonableness of a utility's fuel adjustment clause were
the sales growth projections and oil price projections. p. 109.
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2. RATES, 8 303 — Fuel cost adjustment clauses — Factors affecting adjustment — Schedule
outages.

[N.H.] The commission has put a utility on notice that in future proceedings concerning fuel
adjustment clauses the utility's scheduled out-ages will be a valid subject for review. p. 109.

APPEARANCES: Eaton W. Tarbell and Philip Ayers for Public Service Company of New
Hampshire; Gerald Lynch for the Legislative Utility Consumers' Council; Gerald Eaton for
Community Action Program; Michael Flynn for Granite State Electric Company.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Report

The Granite State Electric Company (GSEC) filed on March 31, 1981, its request for a fuel
adjustment clause of $3.81 per 100 kilowatt-hours for the months of April, May, and June, 1981.
With the filing were submitted seven exhibits supporting the development of the fuel factor,
estimates, and invoices from New England Power Company to GSEC for purchased power.

Two witnesses were presented at the March 19, 1981, hearing at the commission offices.

In the commission's report and order in DR 80-46 for the month of January, 1981 ([1981] 66
NH PUC 1), the company had submitted a price estimate for March, 1981, of 2.2 per cent sulfur
oil of $40.06. The commission felt the estimate was too high. Based on testimony supplied by
Mr. Traum of the public utilities commission finance department and Mr. Hines of Public
Service Company of New Hampshire, the commission lowered the figure significantly. Granite
State Electric Company, in Exh GS-3, in the current proceeding stated the updated estimate to be
$32.05 which the commission deems reasonable, as it does the company's cost estimates for coal
as well as oil for the second quarter of 1981.

Based on acceptance of the fuel cost estimates, growth in sales estimates, and a review of the
company's filing, the commission accepts $3.81 per 100 kilowatt-hours as the fuel adjustment
charge for the second quarter of 1981.

The Public Service Company of New Hampshire (PSNH) originally filed a request for a fuel
adjustment charge of $0.0289 per kilowatt-hour. On March 17, 1981, this was revised to $0.0274
per Kilowatt-hours. Prior to the hearing, numerous data requests were sent to PSNH by the PUC
finance staff and Community Action Program (CAP), and were responded to in a timely manner
by PSNH.

Public Service Company of New Hampshire submitted 30 exhibits and five witnesses. The
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Legislative Utility Consumers' Council (LUCC) submitted one exhibit and one witness on the
subject of the calculation of PSNH's reconciling adjustment for the fourth quarter of 1980.

During the course of the hearing on March 19, 1981, concern was expressed by the
commission about the effect of the volatile quarterly FAC rate on the company's customers. As a
result, the commission ordered the company and any other interested parties to make submittals
before the end of March, 1981, on ways to alleviate this problem, in particular by adopting an
annual rate thus eliminating the fuel adjustment from consumers' bills.

Public Service Company of New Hampshire is to be commended for lowering its estimate
from $0.0289 per kilowatt-hour to the revised $0.0274 per kilowatt-hour because it chose to use
the most recent data available. In particular, PSNH is forecasting a temporary softening of the oil
market due to the present glut on world markets. The difference between this revised figure and
the past quarter,
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$0.0259 per kilowatt-hour, results from consideration of numerous factors. These include:
the scheduled outage of Merrimack Unit 1l and the reduction in generation from nuclear plants.
These negative factors are partially offset by lower oil price estimates, lower loads, and more
hydroelectric generation.

[1] In evaluating the reasonableness of PSNH's proposed fuel adjustment two key factors are
sales growth projections and oil price projections. The company has used a 4.4 per cent sales
growth assumption. In particular, the company has highlighted the fact that there was no growth
experienced during the second quarter of 1980 vis-a-vis the second quarter of 1979.

While the completion of DE 80 47 will no doubt assist in determining the reasonableness of
sales growth projections, the commission believes a continuation of the zero growth projection to
be more reasonable.

Public Service Company of New Hampshire used the 4.4 per cent because of the no growth
situation in 1980 versus 1079 and the assertion that April to June, 1980, reflected a mini
recession. While this assertion may well be true, the prime vacillated from 19 to 14 per cent, the
existing and stable 17 per cent is not significantly better. Therefore, the commission will adjust
the fuel adjustment downward to reflect a lower sales forecast. Furthermore, such action sends
an appropriate signal that if consumers conserve fuel costs will be lower.

Another key projection in the fuel adjustment calculation is the price of oil. Public Service
Company of New Hampshire has received it shipments for April and the figure submitted is
reasonable. The commission also accepts the figure for May which reflects the softening of the
oil market due to a temporary glut. The commission, from experience, believes a temporary glut
will usually hold price levels at steady for two months. Therefore, the commission will use
PSNH's May estimate for oil price for June as well.

The submission for this quarter reflected costs for operation of Manchester Steam and Danel
Street in June. These plants are significantly more expensive than PSNH's other units. The units
are antiquated and the commission would ask PSNH to review the retirement of these units. The
commission is prepared to recognize whatever undepreciated investment remains but the fuel
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costs will be excluded. The effect of this reduction is approximately $18,281 for NH retail sales
when greater use of Wyman No. 4 and Middletown No. 4 are used.

Together these adjustments result in a fuel adjustment of $0.0267 per kilowatt-hour.

[2] An issue raised by Attorney Eaton, representing CAP, questioning the decision by the
company's management in 1980, to delay removing Merrimack Unit Il from service due to
turbine problems and scheduling those repairs for the Spring of 1981.

Attorney Eaton attempted to establish the following facts: (1) customers paid more for coal
due to an extension of the inefficient running of the turbine; (2) inflation raises the cost of doing
the work six months later; (3) oil costs are higher as time passes; and (4) more generation needs
to be replaced in the spring than in the summer.

The commission recognizes the first three reasons as being reasonable as well as the fact
pointed out by attorney Eaton that since the company must perform the turbine repairs every two
to three years, they should have had the replacement parts on order or on hand so that the turbine
outage could have been handled in the same amount of time in 1980 or 1981.

On the other hand the decision by
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management in mid-1980 was not strenuously questioned at the time it was made and the
commission does not believe in regulation by hindsight. In addition, if the company is able to
schedule the turbine related outage every 2.5 years instead of every two years, then over a
ten-year period one costly outage can be avoided thus saving customer's money.

The commission therefore denies the CAP's request this time, but also puts the company's
management on notice that in the future, planning for scheduling out-ages will be a valid subject
of review in FAC proceedings.

Another issue deals with the reconciling adjustment for the quarterly period ending
December 31, 1980. The commission allowed a fuel adjustment charge of 60 cents per 100
kilowatt-hours for October, 1980, and raised that to $1.80 for November and December, 1980.
Because two separate rates were utilized in the quarter, the commission feels that two separate
reconciling adjustments should be made; accordingly, we accept the LUCC's approach and will
reduce Public Service Company's reconciling adjustment by $56,129.

This reduction, when added to the previous adjustments does not alter the result, thus the rate
approved is $0.0267 per kilowatt-hour. While the adjustment because of it's size doesn't affect
the fuel adjustment this time, it is clear that the possibility exists that such an adjustment may be
of greater value in the near future.

The commission is making an attempt to provide an orderly process to recover fuel costs.
The commission is seeking to examine the issue of an annual fuel adjustment to provide greater
stability to those on fixed incomes and to those businesses that must estimate costs for inclusion
in their own estimates. Institutions such as colleges and local governments cannot adjust for or
tolerate wide variations in the rate charged. The commission will know within a week whether or
not the United States Supreme Court will exercise jurisdiction in the Connecticut River
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proceeding. If the commission is free to use the resources of the Connecticut River in calculating
the fuel adjustment then there will be even greater stability provided all customers.

The commission is gravely concerned by the ever increasing oil estimates being supplied by
its staff. The estimates support the commission's program designed to alleviate the state of New
Hampshire's dependence on oil-fired generation.

Recently, the commission has attempted to reduce the effect of the fuel adjustment on
consumers by implementing three orders. These actions have resulted in: (1) an order to convert
Schiller Station from oil to coal; (2) an encouragement for the development of alternative energy
in the state; and (3) a return of benefits of low cost Connecticut River hydroelectric generation to
New Hampshire consumers. In addition, the commission is studying the possibility of converting
another oil-fired station, Newington, from oil to coal.

Despite these efforts, none to date has borne fruition. The obvious question is, why not?
While the Connecticut River decision is at the United States Supreme Court, the other orders are
frustrated by the exorbitant high cost of money.

Since most experts agree that the prime interest rate will remain in double figures over the
foreseeable future, there is every likelihood that this problem will persist. The consequence of
high interest rates are simple; some New Hampshire utilities will be able to finance at
extraordinarily high rates and others will not be able to finance at all. The impact of this
horrendous situation will be to eventually increase the cost to consumers.

The commission cannot control the prime interest rate; nor can it control
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the actions of the OPEC countries, or the oil companies. Yet, if this state does not embark
upon a program to provide utilities access to lower interest rates, utility bills will soon move
from a hardship to an insurmountable and insufferable burden on consumers.

While the commission cannot offer an option of lower cost financing, the legislature can
through the opportunity presented in House Bill 424. Such a mechanism could significantly
reduce the cost of converting Schiller Station and could very possibly provide the difference
between converting or not converting Newington. If coal was burned at these units instead of oil,
the fuel adjustment approved today would be significantly lower. Oil is three to four times the
cost of coal in existing units. Yet, if the utility cannot raise the necessary capital or the capital
costs 15 to 20 per cent, the fuel savings do not occur or are eroded by the high level of interest
payments.

Small power production has received a tremendous boost by the state legislature. The
commission has followed this lead by setting rates that all agree should encourage the
development of alternative energy. our recently concluded docket, DE 80-246 ([1981] 66 NH
PUC 83), provides ample demonstration that Public Service Company has done everything
possible and then some to accelerate the pace by which alternative energy becomes a reality for
those seeking to establish these facilities. To date there have been no new additions to the
hydroelectric generation within the state because many lending institutions are refusing to lend
to these small power producers and still others are concerned that PSNH will not have the cash
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to buy the small power production.

Nor does federal funding seem likely under the new federal austerity programs. The city of
Nashua's attempt at hydroelectric generation is only the most recent example of a valuable
project halted because of the lack of accessibility to the financial markets. Completion of
Seabrook has been continuously found by the site evaluation committee and this commission to
be in the public good. Yet, accessibility to funds or their extremely high cost rate has led to
delays in construction further increasing our unhealthy reliance upon foreign oil.

Many state public utility commissions are requiring their electric utilities to provide low
interest loans to consumers for conservation measures; such as insulation, weather stripping and
the like. However, it would appear highly unreasonable for this commission to require utilities to
borrow at the level of 17 to 20 per cent to provide low cost loans at 8 to 10 per cent despite the
obvious benefits to everyone from greater conservation.

While reasonable minds may differ as to what avenue (coal, hydro, wind, nuclear, or
conservation) may best solve our energy problem, it is clear that absent the passage of House
Bill 424 or its equivalent, the fuel adjustment will continue to escalate. The commission can only
hope that the legislature seriously wants to hold the fuel adjustment down by providing a
financial tool to accelerate the day when oil is eliminated from the electric bills of consumers.

While this opinion deals with electric utilities, lower cost financing is equally justified for the
other industries the commission regulates. New Hampshire is somewhat unique in the number of
telephone companies that service the state. Many of these smaller independent telephone
companies have in the past used REA financing and have financed at cost rates ranging from 3 to
8 per cent. However, this program is scheduled to be cut in half this year, and eliminated in
1982. Since companies like Dunbarton, Merrimack and Granite State Telephone are not well
known in financial circles, it
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is likely their costs will significantly increase without some financial mechanism to replace
the low cost REA funding. While the energy finance authority debate has not focused on this
question, it is clear that a rejection of this proposal, together with an elimination of REA
funding, will cause financial problems for telephone customers in Dunbarton, Hopkinton,
Chester and Weare.

Recent public attention has been focused on pollution, both natural and man-made, of water
supplies. The 35 water utilities in the state are as a general rule small systems with little capital
backing. If one of these systems has a pollution problem, such as arsenic in their wells, there is
simply no way that these small utilities will be able to raise capital to develop new sources of
water. Consequently, absent access to a financing mechanism basic water service could be
stopped in certain of our communities.

Those water utilities that are somewhat larger can find capital for new sources or to improve
existing sources. However, the state's largest water utility, Pennichuck, is facing the difficult
problem of borrowing at 17 per cent to provide the citizens of Nashua with better quality and
larger quantities of water. obviously, access to lower cost financing would significantly reduce
the eventual effect of these costs on consumers.
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The gas utilities within the state are also small in relation to their counterparts in other states.
These companies have recently appeared before the commission seeking approval of financings
in the 15 to 16.5 per cent range. Worthy projects, such as Manchester Gas Company's attempt to
build a methane plant, have been held in abeyance because of the inability to obtain federal
funds or low cost financing. Absent positive action by the legislature on House Bill 424, the gas
utilities will also face higher costs and delayed projects because of the inability to finance at
inexpensive rates.

Canadian energy supplies, either electricity or gas, will require transmission lines or mains.
Such capital expenditures would be extensive, and absent low cost financing the likelihood of
their construction is significantly reduced.

In conclusion, the state of New Hampshire is served by utilities that are smaller in terms of
revenue and customers than their nationwide counterparts. The absence of financial recognition
due to size causes problems even during the best of economic times. During times of high
interest rates, the ability to alter the status quo becomes nearly impossible. If rates for all utilities
are to stabilize over the long term, the legislature must provide the commission with the tools to
order the necessary improvements.

Only through mechanisms like the energy finance authority can this commission continue to
provide adequate utility service at rates that people can afford.

Our order will issue accordingly.
Order
Upon consideration of the foregoing Report, which is made a part hereof; it is hereby

Ordered, that Public Service Company of New Hampshire's Tenth and 11th Revised Pages
23 and 24 to its tariff, NHPUC No. 24 — Electricity, are hereby rejected; and it is

Further ordered, that as a consequence of the attached report, Public Service Company of
New Hampshire (PSNH) should file revised tariff pages to recover $0.0267 per kilowatt-hour for
the months of April, May, and June, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that Concord Electric Company, 71st Revised Page 15-A to its tariff,
NHPUC No. 6 — Electricity, providing for a quarterly fuel surcharge of $2.48 per 100
kilowatt-hours for the month of April, 1981, be, and hereby is,
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permitted to become effective April 1, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that Exeter and Hampton Electric Company, Eighth Revised Page 19A,
tariff, NHPUC No. 14 — Electricity, providing for a fuel adjustment rate of $2.70 per 100
kilowatt-hours for the month of April, 1981, be, and hereby is, permitted to become effective
April 1, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that Granite State Electric Company tariff, NHPUC No. 8 — Electricity,
78th Revised Page No. 15-A, providing for a fuel adjustment rate of $0.0381 per kilowatt-hour
for the month of April, 1981, be, and hereby is permitted to become effective April 1, 1981; and
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Further ordered, that 48th Revised Page 18 of Connecticut Valley Electric Company, Inc.,
tariff, NHPUC No. 4 — Electricity, providing for the monthly fuel surcharge of $1.75 per 100

kilowatt-hours for the month of April, 1981, be, and hereby is, permitted to become effective
April 1,1981; and it is

Further ordered, that 15th Revised Page 17 of New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.,
tariff, NHPUC No. 9 — Electricity, providing for the monthly fuel surcharge of $3.51 per 100
kilowatt-hours for the month of April, 1981, net of refunds and adjustments, be, and hereby is,
rejected; and it is

Further ordered, that as a consequence, the New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.,
should file revised tariff pages to recover $0.0350 per kilowatt-hour which excludes the fuel
charges for Goodrich Falls Electric Company; and it is

Further ordered, that if the New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc., desires to change the
input into the calculation of its FAC, the company should notify the commission of its intention
in writing and present such changes at the regularly scheduled monthly FAC hearings; and it is

Further ordered, that 87th Revised Page 6 of Littleton Water and Light Department tariff,
NHPUC No. 1 — Electricity, providing for the monthly fuel surcharge of $2.62 per 100
kilowatt-hours for the month of April, 1981, be, and hereby is, permitted to become effective
April 1,1981; and it is

Further ordered, that 53rd Revised Page 10-B of Woodsville Water and Light Department
tariff, NHPUC No. 3 — Electricity, providing for the monthly fuel surcharge of 75 cents per 100
kilowatt-hours for the month of April, 1981, be, and hereby is, permitted to become effective
April 1,1981; and it is

Further ordered, that Third Revised Page 10-B of the Municipal Electric Department of
Wolfeboro tariff, NHPUC No. 6 — Electricity, providing for the monthly fuel surcharge of $4.05
per 100 kilowatt-hours for the month of April, 1981, be, and hereby is, permitted to become
effective April 1, 1981.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this thirtieth day of March,
1981.

NH.PUC*03/31/81*[78859]*66 NH PUC 114*Manchester Gas Company

[Go to End of 78859]

Re Manchester Gas Company
DR 81-75, Order No. 14,816
66 NH PUC 114
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
March 31, 1981
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ORDER suspending a change in the rates for interruptible gas.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Order

Whereas, on March 27, 1981, Manchester Gas Company filed with the commission a revised
Schedule A to each of its 18 special contracts under which it sells interruptible gas; and

Whereas, said revised schedule drastically changes the method by which such gas is priced;
and

Whereas, the commission feels the need for detailed investigation of the proposal, presently
impossible before the proposed effective date of April 1, 1981; it is

Ordered, that the revised Schedule A to Manchester Gas Company's 18 interruptible gas
contracts be, and hereby is, suspended pending completion of investigation by this commission.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this thirty-first day of March,
1981.

NH.PUC*04/01/81*[78860]*66 NH PUC 114*Public Service Company of New Hampshire

[Go to End of 78860]

Re Public Service Company of New Hampshire
DR 79-187, 49th Supplemental Order No. 14,818
66 NH PUC 114
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
April 1, 1981
ORDER suspending a change in an electric utility's optional time-of-day rate.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Supplemental Order

Whereas, Public Service Company of New Hampshire, a public utility engaged in the
business of supplying electric service in the state of New Hampshire, on March 23, 1981, filed
with this commission certain revisions of its tariff, NHPUC No. 24 — Electricity, providing for
changes to its optional time-of-day rate D-OTOD, and initiating a new service class entitled load
management service — Rate LMS; filed for effect May 1, 1981; and

Whereas, it appears to the commission that the rights and interests of the public affected
require that the effective date thereof be suspended pending investigation and decision thereon; it
IS
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Ordered, that Original Pages 55, 56,
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and 57; First Revised Pages 32 and 25; and Second Revised Page 34 of tariff, NHPUC No.
24 — Electricity, of Public Service Company of New Hampshire be, and hereby are, suspended
until otherwise ordered by this commission.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this first day of April, 1981.

[Go to End of 78861]

Re Mountain Springs Water Company
DE 6481, Fifth Supplemental Order No. 14,819
66 NH PUC 115
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
April 1, 1981

ORDER preventing the termination of service to customers while rates subject to refund were in
effect.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Supplemental Order

Whereas, Mountain Springs Water Company has chosen to avail itself of its statutory rights
to put its rates into effect subject to refund until the commission renders a final decision; and

Whereas, the commission will be issuing a decision before the end of the month; and
Whereas, the dollar level per customer involved is substantial; it is hereby

Ordered, that no customer of Mountain Springs Water Company can be terminated between
the date rates go into effect subject to refund and the time of the commission's final decision in
this proceeding.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this first day of April, 1981.

[Go to End of 78862]

Re Eastman Water Company
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DE 6374, Supplemental Order No. 14,820
66 NH PUC 115
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
April 1, 1981
ORDER releasing a community water association from commission jurisdiction.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Supplemental Order

Whereas, Eastman Water Company, is a public utility operating under the jurisdiction of this
commission in limited areas in the towns of Enfield, Grantham, and Springfield; and
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Whereas, Eastman has notified this commission as of April 1, 1981, that the stock of the
water company will be transferred to the Eastman Community Association; and

Whereas, the water system, as owned by the — Eastman Community Association, will be
providing water service only to members of the Association; it is

Ordered, that Eastman Water Company, as of April 1, 1981, will no longer be a public utility
under the jurisdiction of this commission.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this first day of April, 1981.

NH.PUC*04/01/81*[78863]*66 NH PUC 116*L.ittleton Water and Light Department

[Go to End of 78863]

Re Littleton Water and Light Department
DR 81-51, Order No. 14,821
66 NH PUC 116
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
April 1, 1981
ORDER suspending the effective date for an electric utility's proposed rates.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Order

Whereas, Littleton Water and Light Department, a public utility engaged in the business of
supplying electric service in the state of New Hampshire, on March 4, 1981, filed with this
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commission certain revisions of its tariff, NHPUC No. 1 — Electricity, providing for increased
annual revenues of $139,427.75 (9 per cent), filed for effect May 1, 1981; and

Whereas, it appears to the commission that the rights and interests of the public affected
require that the effective date thereof be suspended pending investigation and decision thereon; it
IS

Ordered, that Third Revised Pages 11 and 12; Fourth Revised Pages 7 and 8; Fifth Revised
Pages 9, 10, and 13; and Sixth Revised Page 15 of tariff, NHPUC No. 1 — Electricity, of
Littleton Water and Light Department be, and hereby are, suspended until otherwise ordered by
this commission.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this first day of April, 1981.

NH.PUC*04/01/81*[78864]*66 NH PUC 117*Fryeburg Water Company

[Go to End of 78864]

Re Fryeburg Water Company
DE 81-84, Order No. 14,822
66 NH PUC 117
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
April 1, 1981
ORDER authorizing a special contract for water service.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Order

Whereas, Fryeburg Water Company, a utility providing water service under the jurisdiction
of this commission, has filed a contract which shall be designated Special Contract No. 1, for the
installation of certain water mains and associated fittings and valves, so as to permit Fryeburg to
provide water service to a subdivision located off the Green Hill road in Conway, New
Hampshire; and

Whereas, upon investigation and consideration, this commission is of the opinion that the
manner of construction and billing of this extension require the issuance of a special contract; it
is

Ordered, that this contract may become effective as of the date of its signing; and it is

Further ordered, that a signed copy of this contract shall be filed with the commission as
soon as possible after signing; and it is

Further ordered, that upon any increase in the general service metered rate schedule, during
the effective period of this contract, that such percentage increase allowed shall also be applied
against the minimum charge allowed in this contract.

© Public Utilities Reports, Inc., 2008 138



PURbase

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this first day of April, 1981.

NH.PUC*04/02/81*[78865]*66 NH PUC 117*Boston and Maine Railroad

[Go to End of 78865]

Re Boston and Maine Railroad
DT 80-261, Fourth Supplemental Order No. 14,824
66 NH PUC 117
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
April 2,1981

MOTION for rehearing concerning assessment of costs for installation of crossing protection
devices; denied.

CROSSINGS, § 61 — Assessment of crossing costs — Municipality.

[N.H.] Responsibility for the installation costs of crossing protection devices was placed on a
municipality since (1) the crossing came into existence after the railroad's construction, (2) there
had been a significant increase in highway traffic, and (3) the number of trains passing through
had decreased.

APPEARANCES: John B. Pendleton for the Boston and Maine Railroad; EImer
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Bourque and Charles Flower for the city of Manchester.
BY THE COMMISSION:
Report

The commission issued its Supplemental Order No. 14,664 requiring flashing lights and
gates on January 14, 1981 (66 NH PUC 21). A motion for rehearing was filed by the city of
Manchester on February 3, 1981, as to the portion of that order that assigned the city of
Manchester the costs of the installation of protection devices. No party appealed the assessment
of maintenance costs to the Boston and Maine Railroad.

Two hearings were held on February 13 and 20, 1981. Memorandums were filed during late
February and early March, 1981. Staff witness Melvin filed an informative index of thirty years
of commission decisions on railroad crossings in mid-March. All parties had agreed that such
information was of critical value.
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The statutes in question are RSA 373:3 and 10, which require the commission to give
consideration to the following:

(1) "to whether the railroad or the highway was first constructed™;

(2) "to the nature and volume of highway traffic";

(3) "to the number of trains operated by the railroad at the crossing, and";
(4) all other facts and circumstances."

I. Prior Existence of Railroad or Highway

The testimony in this docket, together with the commission records, establish that the
Westland crossing, as well as its replacement, the West Mitchell street crossing, came into
existence after the construction of the railroad in this area of the state. Both the Westland
crossing and the West Mitchell street crossings were the major crossings used by the public in
this area.

The city of Manchester's reliance upon a third crossing, Smyth Ferry road, is not persuasive.
The hearings held on that crossing, Re Boston & Maine Transportation (1941) 23 NH PSC 365,
as well as the evidence in this proceeding reveal that Smyth Ferry was rarely used by the public
since it was a dirt road as compared to the surface treated highways first at Westland and later at
West Mitchell street. Thus this prong of the statutory test would place the burden of additional
protection on the city of Manchester.

I1. Volume of Highway Traffic

The testimony in this proceeding reveals that presently in excess of 400 cars traverse this
crossing on a daily basis. This compares to the average of 196 vehicles found in a highway
traffic count taken in 1941 at the predecessor of the West Mitchell street crossing; the West-land
crossing. See Re Boston & Maine Railroad (1942) 24 NH PSC 26, 28.

This significantly higher level of highway traffic again justifies the allocation of the costs to
the city of Manchester.

I11. Number of Trains

Train traffic in 1941 averaged slightly in excess of 17 trains a day. Re Boston & Maine
Railroad (1942) 24 NH PSC 26, 28. In this proceeding, staff witness King testified that there
were ten train movements a day.

Since the conclusion of this case, the railbus service has been discontinued leaving a total of
six trains per day. While the initial testimony clearly shows a substantial reduction in train traffic
since 1941, recent history reveals further deterioration in the level of train traffic.

Again, this third prong of the statutory test properly places responsibility for the installation
costs in the hands of the city of Manchester.
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IV. Other Factors
The city of Manchester argues that the commission should focus its attention on the Smyth
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Ferry crossing instead of the Westland crossing as the predecessor of West Mitchell street. While
the Smyth Ferry road crossing does precede the placement of the railroad traffic, the testimony in
this proceeding clearly demonstrates its lack of use. Further more, the commission's decisions
reveal the reason for its lack of use was the fact that it was unpaved. The early commission
decisions issued in the 1940s support our finding that West Mitchell street was designed to
eliminate the dangerous West-land crossing, which was in constant public use.

Any procedural defects raised by the city of Manchester were more than remedied by the
opportunity presented in the hearings held after the grant of rehearing.

V. Requested Findings of Fact and Law

The city of Manchester made three requests for rulings of law. These requests are denied.
However, the previous relative benefit test survives to the extent that RSA 373:3 states what
measurements should be used in terms of cost allocation.

The city of Manchester filed 12 requests for findings of fact. Finding No. 11 has not been in
dispute in the rehearing process, so to that extent the commission accepts this finding. The
commission accepts the requested Finding Nos. 1 through 4. Requested Finding No. 5 is
accepted with the caveat that the prior Westland crossing was private in name only and in fact
was the major public crossing during its existence.

Request Nos. 6 through 10 and 12 are rejected.
VI. Time Table

The city of Manchester is to tender the allocated cost of the installation to the Boston and
Maine Railroad no later than thirty days from the date of this order. The Boston and Maine
Railroad is to immediately begin the installation process, said process to be completed within
ninety days. Any allegations as to unreasonable costs, waste, etc., may be brought to the
commission's attention after the completion of the installation.

V1. Other Cases

The excellent presentation offered by staff witness Melvin clearly demonstrates that the
commission has in the past chosen different allocations between railroad and governmental
entities. Obviously, the present statutory test reasonably balances the interest of both parties and
allows different allocations depending on the factual circumstances associated with each case.

Therefore, the commission finds that the motion for rehearing is denied, and that the
allocation approved in Supplemental Order No. 14,664 is reaffirmed.

Our order will issue accordingly.

Supplemental Order

Upon consideration of the foregoing report which is made a part hereof; it is
Ordered, that the city of Manchester's motion for rehearing is denied; and it is

Further ordered, that the city of Manchester render to the Boston and Maine Railroad the cost
of installation of flashing lights and gates at the West Mitchell street crossing no later than one
month from the date of this order; and it is

Further ordered, that the Boston and Maine Railroad begin the installation process at the
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West Mitchell street crossing immediately, and that the installation process is to be completed
within ninety days from the date of this order.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this second day of April,
1981.

NH.PUC*04/03/81*[78866]*66 NH PUC 120*Union Telephone Company

[Go to End of 78866]

Re Union Telephone Company
DF 80-184, Supplemental Order No. 14,826
66 NH PUC 120
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
April 3, 1981

PETITION by telephone utility to increase the levels of its short-term and long-term debt
authorization; granted.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Supplemental Order

Whereas, by Order No. 14,539 of this commission dated October 20, 1980 (65 NH PUC
497), Union Telephone was authorized to issue and have outstanding up to $1.4 million of
short-term and other intermediate long-term debt, and

Whereas, Union Telephone Company states that they are within $70,000 of their current
authorized level of short-term debt; and

Whereas, the company further states they have $50,000 of engineering service already
committed; and

Whereas, the company further states that their 1981 construction budget is a bare minimum
of $324,220, and will create a need of $177,423 above internally generated funds; and

Whereas, the company further states that they are proceeding as expeditiously as possible
with its REA-RTB loan application, and the area coverage design will be submitted to the REA
by April 15, 1981; and

Whereas, the company will request interim construction financing guarantees to assure
inclusion of the 1981 construction plans as part of the REA program; it is

Ordered, that Union Telephone Company be and hereby is, authorized from date of this order
to increase its short-term and other intermediated long-term debt from $1.4 million to $1.6
million; and it is

Further ordered, that the proceeds from said debt increase will be expended for those

© Public Utilities Reports, Inc., 2008 142



PURbase

purposed notes in this order and Order No. 14,539; and it is

Further ordered, that on January 1st and July 1st in each year, the Union Telephone
Company shall file with this commission detailed statement, duly sworn by its Treasurer,
showing the disposition of the proceeds of the increase herein authorized until the expenditure of
the whole of said proceeds shall have been fully accounted for; and it is

Further ordered, that this approval is conditioned upon Union Telephone actually submitting
the area coverage design to the REA by April 15, 1981, and Union Telephone continues to
expeditiously and diligently pursue its REA-RTB loan application.

The secretary of the commission is hereby directed to issue the above order this third day of
April, 1981.

NH.PUC*04/07/81*[78867]*66 NH PUC 121*Public Service Company of New Hampshire

[Go to End of 78867]

Re Public Service Company of New Hampshire
DR 79-187, 50th Supplemental Order No. 14,829
66 NH PUC 121
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
April 7, 1981

ORDER granting a motion to extend the date for filing supplemental testimony; granted with
schedule attached.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Supplemental Order

Whereas, a motion to extend the date for filing supplemental testimony of at least thirty days
by the Community Action Program and joined by the Legislative Utilities Consumers' Council,
and

Whereas, the commission finds that said request is reasonable and in the best interest of the
public and for good cause shown, it is hereby

Ordered, that the motion filed by the Community Action Program is granted; and it is

Further ordered, that the following schedule shall be adhered to and all prior schedules
inconsistent with the following schedule are set aside.
[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

May 11  All written testimony and exhibits shall
be filed except staff"s rate design testimony
(staff shall file its cost studies and class
allocations)

June 1 Staff to file proposed tariffs and related
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written testimony
June 8 Cross-examination of all witnesses, re:
written testimony and exhibits
June 18 Optional rebuttal testimony of witnesses
June 23 Cross of rebuttal testimony of witnesses
August 7 Briefs filed

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this seventh day of April,
1981.

[Go to End of 78868]

Re Granite State Electric Company
DR 81-86, Order No. 14,830
66 NH PUC 121
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
April 7, 1981
ORDER suspending the effective date of an electric utility's proposed rates.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Order

Whereas, Granite State Electric Company, a public utility engaged in the business of
supplying electric service in the state of New Hampshire, on April 1, 1981, filed with this
commission its tariff, NHPUC No. 9 — Electricity, providing for increased annual revenues of
$1,706,450,
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as well as other changes in terms and structure, proposed for effect May 1, 1981; and

Whereas, it appears to the commission that the rights and interests of the public affected
require that the effective date thereof be suspended pending investigation and decision thereon; it
IS

Ordered, that tariff, NHPUC No. 9 — Electricity, of Granite State Electric Company be, and
hereby is, suspended until otherwise ordered by this commission.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this seventh day of April,
1981.

[Go to End of 78869]
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Re Public Service Company of New Hampshire
DR 81-87, Order No. 14,831
66 NH PUC 122
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
April 7, 1981
ORDER suspending the effective date of an electric utility's proposed rates.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Order

Whereas, Public Service Company of New Hampshire, a public utility engaged in the
business of supplying electric service in the state of New Hampshire, on April 2, 1981, filed with
this commission its revised tariff, NHPUC No. 25 — Electricity, providing, among other things,
for an increase in revenues of $34,962,094, effective May 4, 1981; and

Whereas, it appears to the commission that the rights and interests of the public affected
require that the effective date thereof be suspended pending investigation and decision thereon; it
IS

Ordered, that tariff, NHPUC No. 25 — Electricity, of Public Service Company of New
Hampshire be, and hereby is, suspended until otherwise ordered by this commission.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this seventh day of April,
1981.

NH.PUC*04/07/81*[78870]*66 NH PUC 123*New England Telephone and Telegraph Company

[Go to End of 78870]

Re New England Telephone and Telegraph Company
DE 81-47, Order No. 14,832
66 NH PUC 123
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
April 7, 1981

PETITION for authority to install and maintain submarine telephone line crossing state-owned
public waters; granted.

APPEARANCES: Wayne Snow, engineering manager, for the petitioner.
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BY THE COMMISSION:
Report

On March 3, 1981, the New England Telephone and Telegraph Company filed with this
commission a petition seeking authority to place and maintain submarine plant crossing
state-owned public waters in Laconia and Gilford, New Hampshire, under Lake Winnipesaukee,
said crossing from Pole No. 14/7 on the shoreline in Laconia, New Hampshire, to Pole No. 14/14
on Governor's Island, in Gilford, New Hampshire.

The commission issued an order of notice on March 4, 1981, directing all interested parties
to appear at a public hearing at 10:00 A.M., on March 2, 1981, at the commission's Concord,
New Hampshire, offices. Notices were sent to John J. Coleman, general manager, New England
Telephone and Telegraph Company, for publication; John Bridges, director, safety services;
George Gilman, commissioner, Department of Resources and Economic Development; the New
Hampshire Transportation Authority; William Shaine, Legislative Utility Consumers' Council,
and the Office of Attorney General.

An affidavit of publication indicating that a publication was made in the Union Leader on
March 12, 1981, was received at the commission's office in Concord, New Hampshire, on March
20, 1981.

Wayne Snow, engineering manager, explained that the petition results from a request by the
state of New Hampshire Department of Public Works and Highways to remove existing facilities
on the present Governor's Island bridge in order to allow replacement of that bridge. As a
temporary measure the company will install a submarine cable, approximately 800 feet in length,
in Lake Winnipesaukee, 100 feet east of the center line of the existing road. Four existing
joint-owned utility poles also will be removed to facilitate construction of the new bridge.
Construction of the temporary submarine facility will be complete by May 1, 1981.

The company also asks for authority to install a new permanent facility on the new bridge
when it is completed in 1982. Conduit facilities will be placed by the New Hampshire
Department of Public Works and Highways during construction. Submarine facilities will be
moved at that time.

The commission noted that no objections were filed or expressed at the hearing. In fact, no
intervenors or interested parties were in attendance. The petition was properly publicized and
proper notification was given to the public as to the proposed installation. The
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commission finds this petition for license to place and maintain a submarine plant across
state-owned public waters in Laconia and Gilford, New Hampshire, under Lake Winnipesaukee,
and subsequently, in conduits in a new Governor's Island bridge to be in the public interest. Our
order will issue accordingly.

Order
Based upon the foregoing report, which is made a part hereof; it is
Ordered, that authority be granted to the New England Telephone and Telegraph Company,
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to construct and maintain submarine plant crossing state-owned public waters in Laconia and
Gilford, New Hampshire, under Lake Winnipesaukee, said crossing from Pole No. 14/7 on the
shoreline in Laconia, New Hampshire, to Pole No. 14/14 on Governor's Island, in Gilford, New
Hampshire; and it is

Further ordered, that authority be granted, subsequent to the construction of a new
Governor's Island bridge, for the company to construct and maintain cable and conduits in the
new bridge as defined in petitioners exhibits.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this seventh day of April,
1981.

NH.PUC*04/07/81*[78871]*66 NH PUC 124*Public Service Company of New Hampshire

[Go to End of 78871]

Re Public Service Company of New Hampshire
DE 81-49, Order No. 14,833
66 NH PUC 124
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
April 7,1981

PETITION for authority to construct and maintain electric transmission on lines over state
railroad right of way; granted.

APPEARANCES: Pierre O. Carons for the petitioner.
BY THE COMMISSION:
Report

On March 3, 1981, the Public Service Company of New Hampshire, filed with this
commission a petition seeking authority to construct and maintain electric transmission lines
over and across land of the New Hampshire State Transportation Authority, in the town of
Colebrook, New Hampshire.

The commission issued an order of notice on March 4, 1981, directing all interested parties
to appear at a public hearing at 10:00 A.M., on April 2, 1981, at the commission's Concord, New
Hampshire, offices. Notices were sent to Pierre O. Caron, esquire, Public Service Company of
New Hampshire, for publication; John Bridges, director of safety services; George Gilman,
commissioner, Department
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of Resources and Economic Development, the New Hampshire Transportation Authority;
John R. Sweeney, director, New Hampshire Aeronautics Commission; William Shaine, esquire,
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Legislative Utility Consumers' Council; and the Office of the Attorney General.

An affidavit of publication indicating that a publication was made in the Union Leader on
March 17, 1981, was received in the commission's offices in Concord, New Hampshire, on
March 26, 1981.

The company's witness, William Norton, division electrical engineer, northern division,
offered an exhibit describing the proposed construction.

A new three-phase 34.5/19.9 kilovolt electric distribution line will extend over and across the
land of the state of New Hampshire Transportation Authority's Beecher Falls branch, in
Colebrook, New Hampshire, in order to provide poser to the town of Colebrook's sewage
treatment facility.

The distribution line will cross the railroad track at a point approximately 492 feet from the
easterly bank of the Mohawk river on easement provided by the town of Colebrook, New
Hampshire. A transformer bank will be installed on the northerly side of the railroad and the
distribution line will extend underground to the sewage plant.

Estimated cost of the facility, which includes approximately 218 feet of aerial cable between
Pole No. 255/520 and Pole No. 355-520-A, is estimated at $2,737. Transformers and meters will
cost approximately $1,375.

The company testified that there are no known existing crossings within one mile of the
proposed location.

The aerial facility will be installed at a height of 29 feet. The commission notes that height to
be one foot higher than the minimum established by the National Electric Safety Code.

The commission noted that no objections were filed or expressed at the hearing. In fact, no
intervenors or interested parties were in attendance. The petition was properly publicized and
proper notification was given to the public as to the proposed installation. The commission finds
this petition for a license to place and maintain aerial cable over state railroad right of way in
Colebrook, New Hampshire, to be in the public interest. Our order will issue accordingly.

Order
Based on the foregoing report, which is made a part hereof; it is

Ordered, that authority be granted to the Public Service Company of New Hampshire, to
construct and maintain electric transmission lines over and across land of the state of New
Hampshire Transportation Authority in the town of Colebrook, New Hampshire, as defined in
petitioner exhibits.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this seventh day of April,
1981.

NH.PUC*04/07/81*[78872]*66 NH PUC 126*New England Telephone and Telegraph Company

[Go to End of 78872]
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Re New England Telephone and Telegraph Company
DE 81-48, Order No. 14,834
66 NH PUC 126
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
April 7, 1981
PETITION for a license to install and maintain aerial cable; granted.

APPEARANCES: Alfred Ward, manager, outside plant — engineering, for the petitioner.
BY THE COMMISSION:
Report

On March 3, 1981, the New England Telephone and Telegraph Company filed with this
commission a petition seeking authority to place and maintain aerial cable along West road in
Canterbury, New Hampshire.

The commission issued an order of notice on March 4, 1981, directing all interested parties
to appear at a public hearing at 10 A.M. on April 2, 1981, at the commission's Concord, New
Hampshire, offices. Notices were sent to John J. Coleman, general manager, New England
Telephone and Telegraph Company, for publication; John Bridges, director of safety services;
George Gilman, commissioner, Department of Resources and Economic Development; the New
Hampshire Transportation Authority; John R. Sweeney, director, New Hampshire Aeronautics
Commission; William Shaine, Legislative Utility Consumers' Council; and the Office of the
Attorney General.

An affidavit of publication indicating that a publication was made in the Union Leader on
March 12, 1981, was received in the commission's office in Concord, New Hampshire on March
20, 1981.

Alfred Ward, manager, outside plant — engineering, explained that the petition results from
a need to respond to increased customer demands. There presently exist two 25-pair cables
extending from Pole No. 6/65 to Pole No. 6/64 over state railroad right of way along West road.
The company proposes to install an additional 25-pair cable one foot below the existing strapped
cables. The minimum height will be 27.5 feet. The commission notes that the proposed aerial
cable will be higher than the minimum 25 feet required by the National Electric Safety Code
Standard.

The additional cable is installed in lieu of a larger replacement cable for economic reasons.

The commission noted that no objections were filed or expressed at the hearing. In fact, no
intervenors or interested parties were in attendance. The petition was properly publicized and
proper notification was given to the public as to the proposed installation. The commission finds
this petition for a license to place and maintain aerial wire over state railroad right of way in
Canterbury, New Hampshire, to be in the public interest. Our order will issue accordingly.

Order
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Based on the foregoing report which is made a part hereof; it is
Ordered, that authority be granted to
Page 126

the New England Telephone and Telegraph Company to construct and maintain aerial wire
over state railroad right of way in Canterbury, New Hampshire, as defined in petitioner's
exhibits.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this seventh day of April,
1981.

NH.PUC*04/10/81*[78873]*66 NH PUC 127*New England Power Company

[Go to End of 78873]

Re New England Power Company
DF 81-59, Order No. 14,836
66 NH PUC 127
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
April 10, 1981
PETITION by an electric utility for authority to issue debt and security instruments; granted.

APPEARANCES: Robert King Wulff and David C. Tomlinson for New England Power
Company.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Report

New England Power Company (the company) is a utility subject to our jurisdiction. On
March 9, 1981, New England Power filed a petition requesting authorization and approval of the
commission for the issue and sale of one or more series, aggregating not exceeding $100 million
principal amount, of general and refunding mortgage bonds (the additional G&R bonds), for the
issue and pledge of one or more additional series, aggregating not exceeding $100 million
principal amount, of first mortgage bonds (the pledge bonds), and for the issue and sale of one or
more additional series of its preferred stock with an aggregate par value of not exceeding $50
million (the new preferred stock).

A public hearing was held on the petition on April 7, 1981.

The company's financial statements presented as exhibits were the basis of testimony relating
to the company's capitalization. They show that on the date of the statements, December 31,
1980, long-term debt outstanding, net of unamortized premium or discount, amounted to
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$488,348,912, consisting of 17 issues of first mortgage bonds and three issues of general and
refunding bonds with interest rates ranging from 2.875 per cent to 10.875 per cent and with
maturity dates from 1981 to 2008. Not shown in the capitalization was $50 million of pledged
first mortgage bonds held by the trustee for the general and refunding bonds. Common stock
totaled $128,997,920 represented by 6,449,896 shares outstanding having a par value of $20 per
share. There were also outstanding 860,280 shares of preferred stock having a par value of $100
per share and 950,000 shares of preferred having a par value of $25 per share, or an aggregate
par value of $108,767,940. The dividend rates on outstanding series of preferred stock range
from 4.56 per cent to 11.04 per cent. Premiums on capital stock amounted to
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$87,191,650; other paid-in capital was $148 million; retained earnings were $25,573,943;
and unappropriated undistributed subsidiary earnings were $5,067,698. Short-term borrowings
were $90,855,000.

The company reported that as of December 31, 1980, its utility plant was $943,607,220. The
accumulated depreciation reserve against such property amounted to $262,106,414. Other
property and investments, of which a major part of the amount was authorized investments in
securities of nuclear generating companies, was shown as $46,672,464.

The company is unable to predict when the financings will occur because of currently high
interest rates, and its desire to take advantage of rapidly changing market conditions. It is
believed, however, that these financings will occur during the remainder of calendar year 1981.
The proposed preferred stock issues and G&R bond issues are separate transactions and not
contingent one upon the other.

The proposed additional G&R bonds, aggregating not exceeding $100 million principal
amount, will be issued under and pursuant to the terms of the company's general and refunding
mortgage indenture and deed of trust dated as of January 1, 1977, as amended and supplemented,
securing its presently outstanding Series A, B, and C G&R bonds (the G&R indenture). The
additional G&R bonds will have a lien subordinate to the company's first mortgage bonds.

The additional G&R bonds will bear interest from the date of authentication and mature in
not more than thirty years. The exact maturity date will be fixed prior to the date of the sale of
the bonds. Only fully registered bonds will be issued. They will be redeemable at the option of
the company in whole or in part at any time prior to maturity upon thirty days notice at general
redemption prices; however, none of the additional G&R bonds shall be redeemable at general
redemption prices for a period of five years, at a lesser effective interest cost. The additional
G&R bonds will also be redeemable for sinking fund and other specific purposes at special
redemption prices.

It is currently anticipated that the additional G&R bonds will be sold at competitive bidding
after a public invitation for bids. The mechanism of competitive bidding will insure that the price
and the interest rate will reflect the market conditions at the time of bidding and produce the
lowest cost of money to the company. The terms and conditions for bids provide, in part, that the
additional G&R bonds will be sold at a price not less than 98 per cent, nor more than 101.75 per
cent of their principal amount. The interest rate is not to exceed 16.5 per cent per annum unless a

© Public Utilities Reports, Inc., 2008 151



PURbase

higher rate is subsequently approved by the commission. The maximum interest rate of 16.5 per
cent, as requested by the company, appears reasonable in view of the unsettled condition of the
securities market. The company requires sufficient latitude to give it flexibility to accept bids
within limitation without returning to the commission for additional approvals which may cause
increased expense and jeopardize a financing which could be advantageous on the day when the
bids are opened. If market condition (\m because of the size of any series or other circumstances
(\m make competitive bidding impracticable or undesirable, the company will seek a
supplemental order from the commission authorizing either private placement with institutional
investors or negotiations with underwriters.

The proposed pledged bonds will be pledged to the trustee of the G&R bonds as additional
security representing a first mortgage claim for the holders of G&R bonds including each new
series of additional G&R bonds. They will bear the
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same interest rate and have the same maturity date as the contemporaneously issues series of
additional B&R bonds. The pledged bonds will not pay interest as long as interest payments are
made on the G&R bonds.

The new preferred stock will be cumulative preferred stock. The cumulative preferred stock
is composed of two classes: dividend series preferred stock (par value $100) or preferred stock
(\m cumulative (par value $25); their only difference is the par. Except for such variables as the
dividend rate, redemption prices, limitations on redemptions, and a possible sinking fund and
other variables not requiring a vote of the holders of the company's preferred stock, the terms
and preferences for each series within the two classes of cumulative preferred stock are the same.

It is currently anticipated that the new preferred stock will be sold at competitive bidding
after a public invitation for bids. The mechanism of competitive bidding will insure that the price
and dividend rate will reflect the market conditions at the time of bidding and produce the lowest
cost of money to the company. The terms and conditions for bids, provide, in part, that the new
preferred stock will be sold at a price not less than 100 per cent of par nor more than 102.75 per
cent of par, and the dividend rate will not exceed 15 per cent per annum unless an order of the
commission be issued approving a higher rate. The maximum dividend rate of 15 per cent, as
requested by the company, appears reasonable in view of the unsettled condition of the securities
market. The company requires sufficient latitude to give it flexibility to accept bids within
limitations without returning to the commission for additional approvals which may cause
increased expense and jeopardize a financing which could be advantageous on the day when the
bids are opened. If market conditions — because of the size of any series or other circumstances
— make competitive bidding impracticable or undesirable, the company would seek a
supplemental order from the commission authorizing private placements with institutional
investors or negotiations with underwriters.

Massachusetts statutes limit the ability of NEP to sell to underwriters at less than par.
Therefore, the terms and conditions for bids — or the agreement of sale if the new preferred
stock is sold by negotiation — may provide for compensation to be paid to the underwriters.

The company will apply the proceeds from the issue and sale of the securities to the payment
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of short-term borrowings incurred for, or to the cost of, or to the reimbursement of the treasury
of the company for, uncapitalized expenditures of the company or for the refinancing of matured
Series C or D first mortgage bonds.

It is currently anticipated that in addition to the issuance of the securities, the company will
receive one or more capital contributions from New England Electric System, its parent,
aggregating up to $40 million.

After the completion of the issue of the proposed securities, bonds (excluding pledged bonds)
will comprise 50 per cent of the total capitalization, preferred stock 13 per cent, and common
equity 37 per cent.

The last issue of securities by the petitioner, $90 million of G&R bonds, Series C, was
authorized and approved by the commission by Orders No. 14,020 and 14,128, dated January 29,
1980 (65 NH PUC 57), and March 13, 1980 (65 NH PUC 125), respectively.

The commission, by Order No. 14,561, dated November 10, 1980 (65 NH PUC 539),
extended by Order No. 14,767, dated March 3, 1981 (66 NH PUC 78), granted authorization and
approval for an additional
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issue of Series E G&R bonds, the issue and pledge of additional first mortgage bonds, and
the issue and sale of dividend series preferred stock. If the company sells either or both of these
issues prior to the expiration of that authority, the amount of securities authorized hereunder
would be reduced in an equal amount.

Upon investigation and consideration of the evidence submitted, this commission is of the
opinion that the granting of the authorization and approval sought will be consistent with the
public good. Our order will issue accordingly.

Order
Upon consideration of the foregoing report, which is made a part herefor; it is

Ordered, that New England Power Company, be and hereby is authorized to issue and sell
one or more series, aggregating not exceeding $100 million principal amount, of general and
refunding mortgage bonds, to mature in not more than thirty years from the first day of the
month as of which the bonds are issued, to be sold at not less than 98 per cent of the principal
amount nor more than 101.75 per cent of the principal amount, to bear interest at a rate not in
excess of 16.5 per cent per annum (unless a subsequent order of the commission approves a
higher rate), and to be sold at such price, as shall be determined by the directors of the company
in accordance with the terms of the accepted bid therefor following publication of an invitation
for bids for such issue of bonds; and it is

Further ordered, that New England Power Company, be and hereby is authorized to issue and
pledge one or more additional series, aggregating not exceeding $100 million principal amount,
of first mortgage bonds to bear the same interest rate and to have the same maturity as the
contemporaneously issued series of general and refunding mortgage bonds; and it is

Further ordered, that the New England Power Company, be and hereby is, authorized to issue
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and sell one or more additional issues of preferred stock with an aggregate par value of not
exceeding $50 million consisting of either dividend series preferred (par value $100) or preferred
stock (\m cumulative (par value $25) or both, at a dividend rate not in excess of 15 per cent
(unless a higher rate is subsequently approved by the commission), and the commission consents
to the issue, disposition and sale of said additional preferred stock of the company at competitive
bidding; and it is

Further ordered, that the proceeds from the issue and sale of the general and refunding
mortgage bonds and the preferred stock, authorized herein will be applied to the payment of
short-term borrowings incurred for, or to the cost of, or to the reimbursement of the treasury of
the company for uncapitalized additions and improvements to the plant and property of the
company and any other uncapitalized expenditures of the company or for the payment of
matured Series C or D first mortgage bonds; and it is

Further ordered, that if the company sells the series authorized by Order No. 14,767, the
amount of securities authorized hereunder will be reduced in an equal amount; and it is

Further ordered, that this authorization to issue securities contained herein shall be exercised
on or before December 31, 1981, and not thereafter, unless such period is extended by order of
this commission; and it is

Further ordered, that on or before January first and July first in each year, said New England
Power Company shall file with this commission a detailed statement, duly sworn to by its
treasurer
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or assistant treasurer showing the disposition of the proceeds of said securities, until the
expenditure of the whole of said proceeds shall have been fully accounted for.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this tenth day of April, 1981.

NH.PUC*04/10/81*[78874]*66 NH PUC 131*White Rock Water Company, Inc.

[Go to End of 78874]

Re White Rock Water Company, Inc.
DR 80-235, Supplemental Order No. 14,837
66 NH PUC 131
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
April 10, 1981
PETITION by a water utility for a rate increase; granted with modification.
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1. VALUATION, § 192.1 — Unused investment tax credits.

[N.H.] Unused investment tax credit carryovers are a nondeferred item and should not be
included as a deduction from rate base. p. 131.

2. RETURN, § 6 — Basis for calculation — Net income.

[N.H.] It was improper to calculate a utility's rate of return based upon net income, since a
proper return rate must compensate utility investors for the investment they have provided. p.
132.

3. RATES, 8§ 604 — Water utility — Flat rate with minimum charge.

[N.H.] The commission accepted a proposed flat metered rate for consumption over a certain
minimum charge; the flat rate replaced a declining block rate. p. 133.

4. SERVICE, § 210 — Extension of main.

[N.H.] The commission accepted a tariff for main extensions that contained no free footage
allowance or installation at company expense; it was the commission's opinion that small water
companies could not economically continue the practice of free footage allowances. p. 133.

APPEARANCES: Robert D. Branch for the petitioner.
BY THE COMMISSION:
Report

On November 14, 1980, White Rock Water Company, Inc., a New Hampshire corporation
and a public utility engaged in the supply of water in the town of Bow, New Hampshire, filed
certain revisions to its tariff, NHPUC No. 1 (\m Water, seeking authority for an increase in rates
of $4,520 or a 27.48 per cent increase.

On November 18, 1980 the commission issued its Order No. 14,575 (65 NH PUC 551),
suspending the rate increase pending investigation and hearing. On January 6, 1981, a duly
noticed hearing was held at the commission office in Concord.

Rate Base

[1] The company submitted a rate base calculation of $72,510 while the commission staff
recommends $72,606. The difference between the company's and staff's rate base of $96 results
from an unused investment tax credit carry over from 1979. This item is not a deferred item as
shown on the balance sheet and should not be included as a deduction in rate base. The
commission will accept staff's rate base of $72,606, calculated as follows:
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[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

Gross Plant in Service $89,201
Less: Depreciation Reserve 19,484
Net Plant in Service $69,717
Working Capital 2,889
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Rate Base $72,606

Rate of Return

[2] The company requested an overall rate of return based upon net income. That method of
calculation was erroneous as the return is a calculation of the amount required to compensate the
investors in a utility, for the investment they have provided. The commission will accept the
filed cost of capital as proposed by the company and will calculate the cost of capital as follows:

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

Weighted
CostCost of
AmountRatio Rate Capital

Long-term Debt $ 9,093 12.6% 9.5% 1.20%
Common Equity 62,829 87.4 10.0 8.74

Total $71,922 100.0% 19.5% 9.94%

The amount which the company has requested ($5,000) results in an overall rate of return of
6.89 per cent which the commission will accept in this case.

Pro Forma Adjustments

The company submitted several pro forma adjustments to increase the operating expenses
form $13,865 to $15,972, or an increase of $2,107. Staff questioned several of the expense items
proposed by the company. The company, however, submitted further justification for its
requested increase by presenting updated cost figures, which included actual increased power
and maintenance costs for 1980. The commission will accept the pro forma expenses as filed by
the company.

Revenue Requirements
The commission has calculated the revenue requirements as follows:

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

Rate Base $72,606
Requested Rate of Return 6.89%
Required Rate of Return $ 5,000
Less: Adjusted Net Operating 1,652

Income
Net Operating Income Requirement 3,348

Income Taxes 1,172
Revenue Requirement $ 4,520
General

Testimony and exhibits presented in this case indicate a lack of adherence by White Rock, to
the commission's system of accounts for water utilities, in the classification of its fixed capital
investment. The company investment in accounts such as meters, services, and water storage
tanks have been included in other accounts and should be segregated. We shall expect the
company to file a reclassification of its fixed capital and depreciation accounts that is in
conformity with the commission system of accounts by July 15, 1981. Also, in all future filings
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the commission shall expect that its operation and maintenance expenses will be properly
segregated as to maintenance of mains, structures, meters, etc.

White Rock should also be aware that it has the responsibility to upgrade its exhibits filed in
each case so that the evidence before the commission represents current conditions such that any
revenue adjustments granted will enable the company to operate its system over a reasonable
period without further rate hearings.

Subsequent to the hearing in this case,
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a copy of the commission rules and regulations for water utilities was provided to White
Rock, and we will expect compliance and the filing of all specified reports as required, in the
future.

Depreciation

Depreciation services lives were questioned by staff with the observation that some accounts
should be reviewed. Depreciation lives and rates are subject to review as are all utility rates and
any proposed change should be filed at least thirty days in advance on such forms as provided by
the commission.

Rates and Tariff

[3] The revised metered rate schedule filed in this case is a flat rate for all consumption over
the allowance granted under the minimum charge of 500 cubic feet. The metered rate schedule
presently in force is of a declining block design and it was the opinion of staff that this design
was inappropriate, especially since this system serves only one class of customer; i.e.,
residential. The commission will accept the rate structure as filed.

The minimum charge has remained at its existing price level which is of a higher unit charge
than most other utilities subject to our jurisdiction. Future filings are to focus on the charge for
usage in excess of 500 cubic feet.

The commission will expect future filings to place greater percentages of any proposed
increase on usage above the minimum. Not only will this reflect proper cost allocation principles
but also such allocations will send the proper conservation signals. Such signals are important in
a small water utility where supply must always be constantly monitored both as to quantity and
quality. Such an increase will be added a year from today to reflect increased costs from
electricity increases in 1980. The adjustment will only be made for the same level of energy
usage or less vis-a-vis the test year.

[4] The tariff main extension plan submitted with this case contains no free distance or main
installed at company expense for each petitioning customer, in which the commission concurs. It
IS our opinion that small water companies cannot economically continue the practice of free
distance which erodes earnings and further places the burden of subsidizing new customers on
the old existing customers. Recent cases before this commission, brought by the state's largest
water companies, have resulted in commission decisions reducing free distance to 25 feet.

The revised plan has also eliminated the practice of allowing refunds only over a five-year

© Public Utilities Reports, Inc., 2008 157



PURbase

period, on customer paid extensions. The plan now allows a refund or recalculation of the
deposit agreement at any time a subsequent extension is made from the original. The commission
accepts this plan.

Other Considerations

The commission requests White Rock to notify the commission within one month of today as
to whether or not White Rock is interested in selling its company to a larger concern.

Our order will issue accordingly.
Supplemental Order
Upon consideration of the foregoing report, which is made a part hereof; it is hereby

Ordered, that the revisions to its tariff, NHPUC No. 1 — Water, as filed by White Rock
Water Company, Inc., on November 14, 1980, which revisions were suspended by Commission
Order No. 14,575, dated November 18, 1980, shall be allowed to become effective with all
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service rendered on or after February 1, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that White Rock Water Company, Inc., give public notice of the rates
allowed by this report and order, by either a one time publication in a newspaper having general
circulation in the territory served, or by individual notice to its customers.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this tenth day of April, 1981.

NH.PUC*04/10/81*[78875]*66 NH PUC 134*Ossipee Water Company

[Go to End of 78875]

Re Ossipee Water Company
Intervenors: Town of Ossipee
DR 80-258, Supplemental Order No. 14,839
66 NH PUC 134
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
April 10, 1981
PETITION by a water utility for a rate increase; granted with modification.

1. VALUATION, § 293 — Working capital — Effect of billing frequency.

[N.H.] A water company's rate base was reduced to reflect a reduction in working capital
caused by the commission only allowing three months of operation and maintenance expense
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since the utility billed on a quarterly basis. p. 134.
2. PAYMENT, § 55 — Qutstanding accounts — Interest charges.

[N.H.] To improve a water utility's accounts receivable, the commission ordered that
monthly interest of 1.5 per cent be charged on all outstanding balances greater than ninety days,
p. 135.

APPEARANCES: Richard Cooper for the petition; Douglas Meader selectman, for the town of
Ossipee.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Report

On December 5, 1980, the Ossipee Water Company filed certain revisions to its tariff,
NHPUC No. 7 — Water, providing for an increase in annual revenues of $21,481. On December
18, 1980, the commission issued its Order No. 14,624 (65 NH PUC 639) suspending the filing,
pending investigation. On January 23, 1981, an order of notice was issued setting the matter for a
hearing.

On February 19, 1981, a hearing was held at the commission offices.
Rate Base

[1] The company's Exh 3 calculated a beginning and end of 1979 rate base of $62,083. The
commission will accept the calculations except for the twelve months of operation and
maintenance expense in working capital. the commission will reduce that figure from $11,456 to
$3,819, since the company bills quarterly.

This adjustment reduces rate base to $54,446 which is the figure we will accept.

Test-year Revenue and Expenses

For 1979, the company in Exh 4 reported operating revenue of $14,944 and
Page 134

revenue deductions of $16,071 for an operating loss of $1,127.

The company has experienced insignificant growth in its number of customers while
updating its fixture count in 1980.

It pro formed expenses from $16,071 to $33,099 for various and acceptable reasons; i.e.,
wage increases, purification materials' price increases, higher and necessary increases in
maintenance levels, property tax increases. Based on the company’s filing its data responses to
the PUC staff, and testimony at the hearing, we accept the pro formas as provided by the
company. These result in an $18,155 pro formed loss for the company.

Cost of Capital
The company has tried in recent years to acquire loans from local banks and was refused
unless a company official personally signed the note. Because of this, the current structure is
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made up 100 per cent of common equity. The commission will allow a 5.78 per cent rate of
return at this time.

Revenue Requirement

[2] Based on the company's filing, our staff had some concern about how prudently the
company was being run, because of time factors such as accounts receivable being at a level of
approximately $10,750 at January 1, 1979, and December 31, 1979, while 1979 annual revenues
were only $14,944, and the company spoke of cash-flow problems. During the course of the
hearing, it was pointed out that since 1979 the company had changed its policy and has
significantly reduced its level of accounts receivable. To improve the accounts receivable
situation, the commission orders the company to begin applying a monthly interest of 1.5 per
cent on all outstanding balances greater than ninety days beginning June 1, 1981. Notice of this
new provision is to be conveyed to consumers in a manner deemed appropriate by the company.
The company is to file the appropriate tariff pages to reflect this change.

The commission will allow a revenue increase of $21,300 as requested by the company and
suggested by the town according to Douglas Meader, representing the Ossipee board of
selectmen, who stated, "we support the increase in the rate," as follows:

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

Operating Revenues — Pro Formed $14,944 Rate Base $54,446
Revenue Deductions — Pro Formed 33,099 Adjusted Cost

of Capital x 5.78%
Operating Loss — Pro Formed ($18,155) Return on
No federal income tax adjustment Capital $ 3,145
necessary due to loss carry-backs —

Required Return on Capital $ 3,145
Less: Net Utilities Operating Increase -(18,155)

Additional Revenue Required $21,300

General

Testimony was presented in this case that the town of Ossipee has some interest in the
purchase of the water system and in fact had consulting engineers conduct a study of the existing
system, dated January, 1980, with recommendation for its upgrading, should it be purchased.

The study and data furnished in this case portray a water system badly in need of upgrading
from its source of supply at its mains, services, hydrants, and valves.

Page 135

Complaints made to the commission prior to and during the hearing disclose that service on
Massachusetts avenue has been disrupted this year, and every year for several prior years. The
problem is the result of tuberculated pipe, low flows, and possibly pipe that has not been
installed to proper depth. We will expect that the water company will replace the pipe in this
road, and any other chronically affected roads, during the spring or summer of 1981.

Witnesses spoke of the difficulty of obtaining financing necessary for system improvements;
however, if the company is earning a reasonable rate of return, some of this difficult should be
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relieved.

The commission would encourage the town of Ossipeee to buy this system. The inability of
this utility to raise debt clearly negates their ability to make the necessary capital improvements
for better service. If the town of Ossipee owned the system, there could be some immediate cost
savings in terms of regulatory expenses, as well as the potential for tax-free or low interest debt.

In light of the demonstrated need for capital improvements, it is our judgment that if the town
of Ossipee has not purchased the water system or begun serious negotiations for its purchase one
year from the date of this report and order, the commission will expect that Ossipee will actively
pursue capital sources to enable it to begin a planned program, to be filed at this office, of system
upgrading as recommended in the study prepared for the town of Ossipee.

If the town of Ossipee does not buy the system within a year, the commission will order the
necessary capital improvements to improve the quality of service. The cost of these
improvements may be costly, especially if the utility rather than the town is required to
implement the program. However, this commission is required to insure that adequate service is
maintained. At the present time, this system needs a dramatic overhaul, which will be ordered
together with the subsequent rates to pay for the additions.

Rates

The company is requesting a 157 per cent increase in its "G" or general service rate, which is
a fixture rate and applied against all accounts except municipal fire protection. A 157 per cent
increase is extremely large; however, we note that the last increase sought after and granted was
made effective on January 1, 1971. The interval and the percentage sought in this case, as we
have said, are extreme, and the company is hereby put on notice that this commission will expect
it to monitor its financial conditions and seek more timely relief, as needed, in the future.

"G" Rate

The increase sought will change a typical customer's bill from $49.99 to $125 based on a
minimum of water outlets. Rates such as "water cooled air conditioner” should be eliminated
since there is no requirement for it.

We will allow the increase and direct that it shall be applied equally to all rates in this
schedule.

"FP-M" Rate

The increase sought will change their municipal hydrant charge from $80 to $130 per
hydrant, or an increase of 62.5 per cent.

We will allow the increase, noting that the area served by the water company has been given
the lowest rating category allowed for fire insurance purposes. Unquestionably, a portion of this
poor rating is based on the very low flows available from the water company fire hydrants. The
company shall be aware that in any future filing for rate adjustment,
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the commission will not look favorably upon any increase in this rate unless significant
improvement is made in fire flows. Furthermore, the company is ordered to place into effect the
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necessary capital improvements to increase fire flows threefold prior to seeking any further
increase from the commission.

Connection and Reconnection Charge
We will allow the increase in this charge from $5 to $8.
Master Meter

Ossipee has, or had, a master meter to record total system flow from the present source at
Dan Hole pond. If this meter is not now functioning properly, we will expect it to be repaired
and monthly total flows recorded and reported in the annual report to this commission.

Other Considerations

The commission requests Ossipee Water to notify the commission within one month of today
as to whether or not Ossipee is interested in selling its company to a larger concern.

Our order will issue accordingly.
Supplemental Order
Upon consideration of the foregoing report, which is made a part hereof; it is hereby

Ordered, that the revisions to its tariff, NHPUC No. 7 Water, as filed by Ossipee Water
Company, on December 5, 1980, and which revisions were suspended by commission Order No.
14,624 dated December 18, 1980, be and hereby are rejected; and it is

Further ordered, that in accordance with the increase in revenues authorized by this report,
Ossipee Water Company, shall file a new tariff designated, NHPUC No. 8, and containing rates
designed as specified in this report, and such as to produce an annual increase in revenues of
$21,481; and it is

Further ordered, that these revised tariff pages shall be filed to become effective April 1,
1981.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this tenth day of April, 1981.

NH.PUC*04/10/81*[78876]*66 NH PUC 137*Public Service Company of New Hampshire

[Go to End of 78876]

Re Public Service Company of New Hampshire
DA 81-94, Order No. 14,840
66 NH PUC 137
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
April 10, 1981

ORDER concerning an electric utility's request for a change in its accounting practice for
allowance for funds used during construction.
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BY THE COMMISSION:
Order

Whereas, Public Service Company of New Hampshire, by letter, petitions the New
Hampshire Public Utilities Commission to allow a change in its method of accounting for
allowance for funds
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used during construction (AFUDC) from the gross rate normalized method to the net rate
method; and

Whereas, this request is a change in the accounting practice of the company; it is therefore
Ordered, that docket DA 81-94 is hereby opened for analysis of this question.
By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this tenth day of April, 1981.

NH.PUC*04/10/81*[78877]*66 NH PUC 138*Public Service Company of New Hampshire

[Go to End of 78877]

Re Public Service Company of New Hampshire
DA 81-94, Supplemental Order No. 14,841
66 NH PUC 138
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
April 10, 1981

ORDER permitting an electric utility to change its method of accounting for allowance for funds
used during construction from the gross rate normalized method to the net rate method.

1. VALUATION, 8§ 139 — Allowance for funds used during construction — Net of tax rate.

[N.H.] An electric utility was authorized to adopt the net of tax method of accruing
allowance for funds used during construction.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Report

Public Service Company of New Hampshire requested permission to alter its method for
accounting for allowance for funds used during construction (hereafter referred to as AFUDC)
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from the gross rate normalized to the net rate method.

Within the industry, our research reveals greater use of the net rate method especially among
utilities faced with construction programs.

Allowance for funds used during construction per cent has been recognized by this
commission as a risk factor in determining the cost of common equity. The higher the percentage
of AFUDC the more risk associated with the utility. In PSNH's case an alteration to the net of
taxes method reduces the AFUDC percentage. Since investors compare this figure, it is
important that companies be compared using similar accounting standards. Otherwise reliance
upon this risk factor would be fruit salad rate making (mixing apples and oranges).

Another disturbing aspect of the percentage of AFUDC in New Hampshire is the unfair
franchise tax the state legislature has placed on AFUDC earnings. The tax, which increases as
this accounting only revenue accelerates drew our sharp criticism in Re Public Service Co. of
New Hampshire (1980) 65 NH PUC 251.

Because the methods develop the same revenue requirement both during and after the
construction, the commission will accept the change petitioned for by Public Service Company
of New Hampshire.

Our order will issue accordingly.
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Supplemental Order
Upon consideration of the foregoing report, which is made a part hereof; it is hereby

Ordered, that Public Service Company of New Hampshire is given permission to change its
method of accounting from the gross rate normalized method to the net rate method.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this tenth day of April, 1981.

NH.PUC*04/13/81*[78878]*66 NH PUC 139*New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.

[Go to End of 78878]

Re New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.
Intervenors: Co-op Members for Responsible Investment and Community Action Program et al.
DF 81-52, Order No. 14,842
66 NH PUC 139
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
April 13, 1981

PETITION by an electric utility for authority to borrow funds through the Rural Electrification
Administration; granted.
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APPEARANCES: Mayland Morse for New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.; Michael
Conklin for the Co-op Members for Responsible Investment; Gerald Eaton for Community
Action Program; Dan Cooper, Governor's Council on Energy.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Report

The New Hampshire Electric Cooperative (hereinafter referred to as the cooperative) filed a
petition for authority to borrow $75,750,000 through the Rural Electrification Administration on
March 2, 1981. On March 10, 1981, the commission issued an order of notice setting March 31,
1981, as the hearing date in this matter. On March 16, 1981, the notice of the hearing appeared in
the Union Leader, a paper of general circulation within the state as well as the cooperative's
service territory.

Notice

The Co-op Members for Responsible Investment (hereinafter referred to as CMRI)
challenged the notice procedure and together with Community Action Program (hereinafter
referred to as CAP) suggested that the commission postpone any consideration of the petition
until greater notice could be provided the cooperative membership.

Commission Rules 203:01 was followed in every fashion and RSA 369:4 allows the
commission to determine the extent of the investigation including the proper notice. However,
rather than demonstrating a lack of notice, the record demonstrates a virtual wealth of notice.
Letters submitted by CMRI reveal actual notice as early as fourteen months prior to the hearing
in this proceeding. Further evidence to support the adequacy of the notice is shown by the
appearance of the LUCC prior to the commission's issuance
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of an order of notice. As was stated at the hearing, the commission finds the notice adequate
for purposes of satisfying RSA 3609.

Investment in Seabrook

Community Action Program and CMRI ask the commission to review the question of the
advisability in investing in Seabrook. The arguments offered include completing an analysis of
demand and how best to meet that demand, seeking vote of the cooperative membership, and
examination of other energy options. The commission approved the divestiture by PSNH to other
utilities in three decisions during 1979. Re Public Service Co. of New Hampshire (1979) 64 NH
PUC 262, 64 NH PUC 286, 64 NH PUC 485. In the last of these proceedings, as to the
divestiture of a Seabrook interest by PSNH to the cooperative, the commission "approved the
reduction in ownership interest of Public Service Company of New Hampshire and the increase
of ownership set forth™ by the other utilities. (See 64 NH PUC at p. 486.)

The commission had previous to the aforementioned decision found that ownership by the
cooperative was superior to ownership by PSNH due to the cooperative's ability to avail itself of
lower cost REA financing. (54 NHPUC 262, 265.) In fact the record in this proceeding reveals

© Public Utilities Reports, Inc., 2008 165



PURbase

that the rate the cooperative can receive from the REA is almost half the rate paid by PSNH to do
comparable financing. Clearly, the public good as well as the purpose of this financing has been
found by this commission to lie in the cooperative having an ownership interest in Seabrook.

Recently the Maine and Massachusetts commissions have conducted studies which reveal
that investment in Seabrook is superior to initiating construction of other base load plants and
better than continued reliance upon oil. This action outside our borders lends further support to
our findings.

Cost of Financing and Amount

The rate obtained by the cooperative is tied to a fluctuating rate at the REA, significantly
below the prime rate. A small portion of the financing is at an even lower rate of 5 per cent
which is significantly below the prime interest rate. Such cost rates are significantly below those
being approved for other utilities both at this commission as well as other regulatory
commissions. No party disputes the testimony submitted by the cooperative which states that the
cooperative can finance a given level of Seabrook at a much lower rate than it can buy it from
PSNH. The cooperative does not have to pay a return to stockholders, income taxes, or debt
service in excess of the prime. Therefore, the commission finds the cost rate to be in the public
good.

Community Action Program and CMRI both raised the question of whether or not the
$75,750,000 would be enough to cover the cooperative's responsibilities of a 2.17 per cent
ownership interest. Testimony was offered that there were contingencies built into the loan for
inflation or unexpected costs. However, both intervenors raised the possibility that escalating
costs of Seabrook might necessitate more financings. While this possibility does exist, it is not
enough to negate a finding of the public good. This amount of money at this cost rate is
reasonable for the knowledge to date. Furthermore, the standard for financings can never
guarantee protection from all factors. No one has a crystal ball to determine the actual final cost
of any plant. However, this $75,750,000 is a reasonable level at this time and at a cost rate
significantly below that of any other New England utility. Therefore, the petition for the
authority to issue $75,750,000 is granted. Our order will issue accordingly.
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Order

Upon consideration of the foregoing report which is incorporated and made a part of this
order, it is hereby

Ordered, that the cooperative petition for authority to borrow $75,750,000 is approved.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this thirteenth day of April,
1981.

NH.PUC*04/14/81*[78879]*66 NH PUC 141*New England Telephone and Telegraph Company

[Go to End of 78879]
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Re New England Telephone and Telegraph Company
DF 81-69, Order No. 14,843
66 NH PUC 141
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
April 14, 1981

PETITION a telephone utility for authority to accept an equity contribution from its parent
corporation; granted.

APPEARANCES: Peter Guenther for the petitioner; Gerald Lynch for the Legislative Utility
Consumers' Council.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Report

By this unopposed application, filed March 24, 1981, New England Telephone and
Telegraph Company (the "company™) seeks authority pursuant to RSA 369, insofar as the same
pertains to property or expenditures of said company in this state, to accept an equity
contribution of $150 million from its parent, American Telephone and Telegraph Company
("AT&T") on April 15, 1981.

At the hearing on the application held, following due notice, in Concord on April 14, 1981,
the company submitted that it is a corporation duly organized under the laws of the state of New
York, engaged in the communication business in and between the states of Maine, New
Hampshire, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, and VVermont, and, by means of interconnection with
the facilities of other telephone companies, furnishing telephone service between said states and
other places outside thereof. It has been operating as a telephone public utility throughout New
Hampshire prior to, on, and since June 1, 1911. The company is duly qualified under the statutes
of this state and is presently authorized to do business herein, and, in respect to such operations,
is subject to the jurisdiction of this commission.

The authorization sought herein was filed pursuant to proper resolutions of the board of
directors, copies of which have been filed as Exh 2 of the application.

The company represents that from time to time it has made expenditures in the states of
Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, and Vermont for the acquisition of
property, the construction, completion, extension, and improvement of its facilities, and for the
improvement of telephone service, all of which expenditures have been necessary and requisite
for present or future use in the conduct of its business. In order to meet these continuing
expenditures the
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company has obtained new moneys temporarily by means of advances from American
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Telephone and Telegraph Company, payable twelve months after date or prior thereto on
demand, commercial paper with maturity at the time of issuance of not more than nine months,
bank loans with dates of maturity for a specified period of up to twelve months after the date or
less time at the option of the company, and private placement notes due less than one year after
issuance, or has expended from its treasury moneys other than moneys obtained from the issue of
securities.

As a part of its Exh 4 the company submitted evidence of its securities outstanding as of
December 31, 1980. At that date the company's total funded debt amounted to $1,724,965,000.

As of December 31, 1980, the company had outstanding unsecured short term obligations in
the aggregate amount of $176.9 million, the proceeds of which have been used for corporate
purposes as aforesaid in the five states in which the company operates. It is estimated that, unless
refunded or repaid from the proceeds of the proposed equity contribution or the sale of
permanent securities, the amount of such outstanding short-term obligations would be increased
to approximately $191 million by April 30, 1981.

Under its restated certificate of incorporation, as amended, the company's authorized stock is
one common share without par value. The sole authorized and outstanding share is owned by
AT&T and the company's capital stock account at December 31, 1980, was $1,469,500,000. The
company proposes to accept an equity contribution of $150 million from AT&T and will not
issue any additional shares of common stock in connection with that equity contribution.

The company submits that the equity contribution will be applied toward repayment and
discharge of unsecured short-term and obligations outstanding at the time said proceeds are
available, and the balance, if any, of such proceeds will be used for such lawful corporate
purposes as need therefor arises. A pro forma balance sheet, before and after completion of the
proposed equity contribution, was submitted as part of Exh 5.

The commission, upon consideration of the evidence submitted, is satisfied that the equity
contribution of $150 million on April 15, 1981, proposed herein will be consistent with the
public good. Our order will issue accordingly.

The company has also requested that the commission issue an order authorizing it to accept
similar contributions to equity in the future. The commission will take that request under
advisement and will issue a further report and appropriate order at a later time.

Our order will issue accordingly.
Order
Upon consideration of the foregoing report, which is made a part hereof; it is

Ordered, that New England Telephone and Telegraph Company (the "company") be, and it
hereby is, authorized, insofar as it pertains to property or expenditures in the state of New
Hampshire, to accept an equity contribution by its parent, American Telephone and Telegraph
Company, in the amount of $150 million on April 15, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that the equity contribution will be used for the purpose of repaying and
discharging outstanding short-term obligations, and the balance, if any, for other lawful
corporate purposes; and it is
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Further ordered, that the company shall file with this commission, as soon as reasonably
practicable after the receipt of the equity contribution herein authorized, a detailed statement,
duly verified by an officer of the company, showing
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the disposition of the equity contribution authorized herein, and thereafter a similar statement
as of January first and July first in each year, until the disposition of the whole of the equity
contribution shall have been fully accounted for.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this fourteenth day of April,
1981.

NH.PUC*04/16/81*[78880]*66 NH PUC 143*Concord Natural Gas Corporation

[Go to End of 78880]

Re Concord Natural Gas Corporation
DF 81-99, Order No. 14,848
66 NH PUC 143
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
April 16, 1981
PETITION by a gas utility to increase short-term debt on a temporary basks; granted.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Order

Whereas, Concord Natural Gas Corporation is presently authorized to issue short-term debt
in the amount of $292,236, or 10 per cent of the net fixed capital account as of December 31,
1980, in accordance with RSA 369:7; and

Whereas, Concord Natural Gas Corporation has been required to make large purchases of
supplemental fuel due to the record-breaking cold winter and the present short-term borrowing
totals $360,000; and

Whereas, Concord Natural Gas Corporation will be spending approximately $150,000 per
month due to construction expense related to the Concord sewer project; and

Whereas, Concord Natural Gas Corporation expects to be reimbursed for the expenses
related to the sewer project and cannot accurately predict when the reimbursement will occur;
and

Whereas, Concord Natural Gas Corporation plans to submit an application for borrowing
authority prior to July 1, 1981, accompanied by a detailed cash-flow analysis; it is
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Ordered, that Concord Natural Gas Corporation be, and hereby is, authorized to issue and
sell for cash its notes and notes payable in an aggregate amount of $600,000 until July 1, 1981,
after which time the short-term debt level will be reviewed by this commission; and it is

Further ordered, that on or before July 1st of this year, Concord Natural Gas Corporation
shall file with this commission a detailed statement, duly sworn to by its treasurer showing the
disposition of proceeds of the notes or notes payable, or other evidences of indebtedness herein
authorized, until the whole of said proceeds have been fully accounted for.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this sixteenth day of April,
1981.

NH.PUC*04/16/81*[78881]*66 NH PUC 144*New England Telephone and Telegraph Company

[Go to End of 78881]

Re New England Telephone and Telegraph Company
DF 77-121, Supplemental Order No. 14,849
66 NH PUC 144
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
April 16, 1981

PETITION by a telephone utility for authority to continue employee stock ownership plan;
granted.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Supplemental Order

Whereas, a petition has been filed by the New England Telephone and Telegraph Company
for a supplemental order authorizing the company to continue the Bell system employee stock
ownership plan authorized by Order No. 12,888 ([1977] 62 NHPUC 233); and

Whereas, Order No. 12,888 approved the company's participation including a contribution to
the plan by issuing and selling to the trustee of the plan shares of the company's capital stock
having an aggregate value equal to the additional investment credit tax credit elected; and

Whereas, the company no longer has authority to issue more than one share of common stock
without par value as a result of a merger between the company and American Telephone and
Telegraph Company effective December 22, 1980; and

Whereas, the commission finds it in the public interest to have the company continue to
participate in its employee stock ownership plan; it is hereby

Ordered, that Order. No. 12,888 be amended to provide that the company's participation in
the employee stock ownership plan be by contribution to the plan by disbursing funds to the plan
trustee in an amount equal to the additional tax credit elected, which funds will be used by the
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trustee to purchase shares of the American Telephone and Telegraph Company of an equal
amount of equity capital to the company, in such manner as set forth in Par 3.5 of the company's
petition dated April 13, 1981.

The secretary of the commission is hereby directed to issue the above order this sixteenth day
of April, 1981.

NH.PUC*04/20/81*[78882]*66 NH PUC 145*Small Power Producers And Cogenerators

[Go to End of 78882]

Re Small Power Producers And Cogenerators

Intervenors: Public Service Company of New Hampshire, Granite State Electric Company,
Exeter and Hampton Electric Company, Concord Electric Company, Monadnock Paper Mills,
Inc., East Coast Engineering, Community Action Program, Governor's Council on Energy,
Connecticut Valley Electric Company, Inc., New Hampshire
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Electric Cooperative, Inc., James River Corporation, Goodrich Falls and Franklin Falls
Hydro-Electric Corporation, Municipal Electric Department of Wolfeboro, C.P.M., Inc.,
Seaward Construction Company, Sunnybrook Hydro, Enertech Corporation, Inc., New England
Geosystems, Windmaster Corporation, Waterloom, and Homestead Engineering System et al.

DE 80 246, Second Supplemental Order No. 14,910
66 NH PUC 145
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
April 20, 1981

PETITIONS by electric utilities for rehearing of prior decision concerning small power
producers and cogenerators; denied.

1. PROCEDURE, 8§ 23 — Notice — Sufficiency.

[N.H.] Notice varies according to circumstances; legally sufficient notice is that notice, given
the circumstances, which is reasonably calculated to provide actual knowledge that a matter must
be addressed; a notice providing for a hearing of financial policies governing interconnection
was sufficient to encompass the contingent issues of transmission and distribution costs for
wheeling. p. 146.

2. PROCEDURE, § 23 — Informal notice — Sufficiency.

[N.H.] Once an issue is raised, a party is on notice, however informed, and that party must
object in a timely fashion; informality of notice will not nullify the notice so long as a party
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receives actual knowledge. p. 147.
3. PROCEDURE, § 20 — Defective notice — Material prejudice.

[N.H.] Even if notice is defective, not all irregularities require an order to be set aside;
material prejudice must be shown by the complaining party. p. 148.

APPEARANCES: Philip Ayers and Debbie-Ann Sklar for Public Service Company of New
Hampshire; Michael Flynn for Granite State Electric Company; Warren Nighswander and Stuart
Aither for Exeter and Hampton Electric Company; Joseph Ransmeier for Concord Electric
Company; Dom D'Ambruoso for Monadnock Paper Mills, Inc.; George Sansoucy for East Coast
Engineering; Gerald Eaton and Ron Serino for Community Action Program; Paul A. Ambrosino
for Governor's Council on Energy; Charles Whitehair for Connecticut Valley Electric Company,
Inc.; Hervey Scudder pro se; John Pillsbury for New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.;
James Watson Jr., for James River Corporation; Ted Larter for Goodrich Falls and Franklin Falls
Hydro-Electric Corporation; Dennis Bean for Municipal Electric Department of Wolfeboro;
Howard Moffett for C.P.M., Inc.; Eugene Garceau for Seaward Construction Company; Bruce
Sloat for Sunny-brook Hydro; John VVan Horn for Enertech Corporation, Inc.; Jeffrey Orchard for
New England Geosystems; Kev Devejian for Windmaster Corporation of Carlstadt, New Jersey;
Robert Greenwood for Waterloom; and Mark Drabick for Homestead Engineering System.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Motions For Rehearing
I. Procedural History

This proceeding was initiated by order of notice of the public utilities commission
(commission) dated December 8, 1980. Pursuant to duties and authority granted by the Limited
Electrical Energy Producers Act (LEEPA) RSA 362-A the Public Utility Regulatory Policies
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Act of 1978 (PURPA) and its general statutory authority, the commission's order of notice
provided for commencement of investigation into the following matters:

1. Rates for sale of power by public utilities to small power producers and cogenerators.

2. Engineering and financial policies governing interconnection of small power producers
and cogenerators to public utilities.

3. Operating and safety standards for small power producers and cogenerators.

4. Certain unresolved issues relating to the commissions work under DE 79-208 ([1980] 65
NH PUC 415), setting rates for purchases by public utilities from small power producers and
cogenerators. These issues include: definition of total and surplus output, possible further
refinement of purchase rates, policy for periods when purchases are not required, possible
differentiation of rates for existing producers not covered by contract, and certain other issues.

5. Examination of how progress by public utilities shall implement commission policy on
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small power producers and cogenerators.

On February 5, 1981 (66 NH PUC 34), the commission issued a supplement to its order of
notice describing certain procedures to be followed in this docket. The supplement also stated
"the hearings in DE 80-246 will not address the question of rates paid to cogenerators or small
power producers, said issue having been finalized in DE 79-208."

Hearings for this docket were held on four days, February 10, 23, and 27, and March 4, 1981.
Testimony was presented by utilities subject to the order of notice, supplementary order of notice
and 13, "Issues Requiring Direct Testimony by Utilities to be Filed by or on February 17, 1981";
utility witnesses were cross-examined on their testimony during the hearings. A number of other
parties also participated through written and oral testimony. Commission staff prefiled testimony
in this docket and was cross-examined during the hearings. Final briefs were submitted pursuant
to a March 16, 1981, deadline.

On March 20, 1981, report and Supplemental Order No. 14,797 (66 NH PUC 83), were
issued by the commission addressing the areas of investigation of this proceeding in compliance
with the deadline imposed by § 210 of PURPA.

On April 9, 1981, motions for rehearing and clarification were filed with the commission by
Public Service Company of New Hampshire (PSNH) and Granite State Electric Company
(GSE). Public Service Company of New Hampshire seeks additional guidance as to the price for
purchases of energy and capacity from Monadnock Paper Company. Public Service Company of
New Hampshire requests rehearing on the issue of wheeling of power on the basis that proper
notice of the issue was lacking, as well as factual support on the record for the commission's
order. Public Service Company of New Hampshire also requests reconsideration of the
commission's order on magnetic tape metering and clarification of the order concerning
ownership of interconnection property.

Granite State requests rehearing on the grounds that: (1) jurisdiction over some wheeling
may be preempted by the FERC; (2) wheeling rates were not at issue in the proceeding; (3)
wheeling rates were not fully explored on the record.

I1. Commission Analysis
Wheeling Charges

[1] It is submitted upon motion by Public Service Company of New Hampshire (PSNH) and
Granite State Electric (GSE) that they have been denied procedural
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due process. It is their position that the "notice™ in the above captioned matter failed to
adequately include the issue of wheeling costs. The commission disagrees.

It is the commission’s understanding that proper notice varies according to the circumstances.
Legally sufficient notice is that notice, given the circumstances, which is reasonably calculated
to provide actual knowledge that a matter must be addressed. V.S.H. Realty v City of Rochester
(1978) 118 NH 778. The commission maintains this was in fact accomplished.

The order of notice in question set forth sections of PURPA that would be relevant to the
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commissions investigation. Review of PURPA 8§ 201 and 210 will disclose the existence of
related FERC regulations.

Interconnection costs are defined in FERC regulations § 292.101(b)(7). No party to these
proceedings took issue with the definitions found therein and clarified by staff upon cross
examination. Acceptance of the definitions in § 292.101(b)(7) is readily demonstrated by the
voluminous record in this case directed at interconnection and interconnection costs. No
objection was raised as to the propriety of these issues given the order of notice. Interconnection
costs as defined in § 292.101(b)(7) include the cost of transmission and distribution. Presumably
this definition includes transmission and distribution costs related to interconnection wheeling.
Wheeling costs are not excluded nor can the commission find a distinction that would exclude
wheeling costs. It is observed by the commission that the order of notice specifically lists among
topics to be covered, "financial policies governing interconnection ... ." The commission can find
no reason why this notice was not sufficient to inform all the parties of the numerous
interconnection issues that were in fact decided and not objected to including wheeling charges.
It is also difficult to understand why PSNH did not challenge the notice as to meter costs related
to wheeling in addition to challenging meter requirements for wheeling. The two situations are at
least difficult to distinguish, if not impossible. In its motion p. 5, PSNH implicitly, although
unwittingly, concurs with the commission's opinion that its notice provides actual knowledge,
when the company accepts the fact that notice as to interconnection meters encompasses the
contingent issue of meters for wheeling. With equal logic, the commissions notice as to
interconnection and distribution costs encompasses the contingent issue of transmission and
distribution costs for wheeling.

[2] It is also observed that no objection was raised in the hearing as to any evidence related to
wheeling including the costs of wheeling. Once an issue is raised, a party is on notice, however
informal, and he must object in a timely fashion. Due process notice does not require a separate
document with the title "notice.” The New Hampshire court does not appear to be impressed
with appeals based on specious technicalities and has said regarding notice that, "Informality
will not nullify the notice so long as defendant receives actual knowledge." Dupois v Smith
Properties, Inc. (1974) 114 NH 625, 630.

Attorneys hearing an issue in open court are noticed. This commission has previously
followed the precepts of Dupois, supra, and has in fact done so in a predecessor case to the one
at bar. In its report and order of September 3, 1980, the commission made a decision on motions
filed for rehearing relative to DE 79-208, Re Small Energy Producers and (1980) 65 NH PUC
415. The order of notice in DE 79-208, did not address the issue of "financial policies
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governing interconnection ... ," as in the case at bar, nor did it specify relevant law as to
interconnection. Nonetheless, based on the evidentiary record in DE 79-208, this commission
orders that specific wheeling was to be afforded at "no cost or at a reasonable cost." The
PURPA-related report and order in DE 79-208 reveals the scope of the issues concomitant to
those specifically spelled out, letter for letter in that earlier PURPA hearing, and thus
demonstrates that consideration of a wide scope of issues is not an unanticipated event to parties
participating in PURPA hearings. Even outside of PURPA hearings, parties coming before the
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commission are expected to be aware of the commission's relevant statutory authority and of the
fact that complex administrative hearings are often of necessity expanded beyond the strict letter
of the language used in an order of notice. Without this measure of flexibility, it is difficult to
conceive how many of the complex cases before the commission would ever be completed.
Dupois is but one example of this principle and provides specific precedent as to the usual
degree of flexibility accorded to PURPA subject matter by notice thereof.

Furthermore, the parties pursuing this motion are advised and represented by well and able
counsel who are fully cognizant of practice and procedure before this commission and who
doubtless understood or should have understood, the full scope of the commission's investigation
as to interconnection-related costs.

[3] Assuming arguendo that the notice as to wheeling costs is defective, the New Hampshire
court has found that not all irregularities require an order be set aside. To do so requires material
prejudice to be shown by the complaining party. Patenaude v Town of Meredith (1978) 118 NH
616. The order establishing wheeling at no charge is a reasonable conclusion based on a record
which demonstrates no wheeling costs are incurred due to displacement. It is doubtful,
considering the nature of displacement, that additional evidence would materially affect the
conclusion. Even so, the commission is not unmindful of the possibility that there may be
occasions when qualifying facilities (QF's) as well as wheeling utilities may be dissatisfied with
the commission's order on wheeling costs. It is possible a QF may claim that its displacement of
power reduces a wheeling utilities line loss thereby producing a profit which the QF might
propose to share.

Directing attention to GSE's motion regarding wheeling charges, the commission considers
its comments on PSNH's motion to be equally applicable to GSE's. As to the portion of GSE's
motion that expresses concern that the commissions order may mislead existing or potential QF's
as to the commission's authority, the commission's order is of course applicable only to the
extent of the commission's statutory authority. Further, the commission readily acknowledges,
using the language in GSE's motion, "that rates for wheeling QF power may, depending on
whose transmission facilities are used, be set by FERC."

Monadnock Paper Company

Public Service Company of New Hampshire, on p. 2, of its motion for rehearing sets forth an
area of concern for which its seeks clarification of the commission's statement regarding
Monadnock Paper Company. Public Service Company of New Hampshire queries whether the
commission has found that,

"[T]here is sufficient evidence in the record of this proceeding to distinguish Monadnock
from other existing small power producers ... "'; or

"(2) Has the commission specifically found that Monadnock cannot be distinguished
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from other existing producers ... ." (Emphasis supplied.)

In response, as to this order, the commission has found neither and has considered neither. To
do otherwise would violate due process rights because of the supplemental notice in this hearing.
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That supplemental notice, dated February 9, 1981, stated, "the hearings in DE 80 246 will not
address the question of rates paid to cogenerators or small power producers, said issue having
been finalized in DE 79-208."

This docket did not address these questions because they were answered in the Order in DE
79-208 based on the record in that case. This is not to say that a different record could not
produce different results as to a particular QF.

The purpose of the commission’s "Interpretative and Informational Statement" in the case at
bar was to inform PSNH that the commission concludes, based upon the orders in DE 79-208,
that Monadnock is entitled to the rates established therein. The commission then specifies the
procedure that PSNH can follow if it believes that Monadnock should not receive the rates
established in DE 79-208. The proper procedure is a petition to the commission based on new
evidence. This is so for two basic reasons. First, the time for an appeal in DE 79-208 is
obviously past. Second, a motion to reopen DE 79-208 for reconsideration based on the same
record, would, it appears, logically produce the same results. However, if PSNH has new or
additional evidence that would distinguish Monadnock by demonstrating electrical generation
from Monadnock does not correspond with the purpose behind LEEPA or PURPA, then this
commission would entertain a petition proferring such evidence. Moreover it is apparent PSNH
sincerely believes it in fact can present evidence to the commission that would justify different
treatment of Monadnock. Therefore, PSNH is ordered to file a petition establishing a new docket
in which PSNH is to demonstrate to this commission the facts upon which it relies in requesting
different treatment for Monadnock.

Ownership of Interconnection Property

Public Service Company of New Hampshire also raises the question on motion as to
ownership of interconnection plant. If QF's are to be going concerns in an economic sense and
thereby produce a benefit to society, they cannot be permitted to impose hidden costs on other
ratepayers. The QF's decision to produce electricity for sale must be based on its willingness to
pay for the total costs of production and incremental costs of transmission. That cost includes
maintenance and repair of interconnection facilities as well as liability insurance if desired. The
choice as to whether or not to carry liability insurance is simply another economic decision to be
faced by the QF. The commission does not see how QF ownership will "needlessly complicate
PSNH's agreement with telephone and cable companies for joint ownership of poles,” inasmuch
as the utility has control "over interconnection property or rights of way and over other
interconnection property for which the utility requires control to assure commission standards of
safety and reliability.” (Order DE 80 246). Where a utility collects income due to use by other
parties of qualifying-facilities-owned interconnection property, such income shall be applied to
the extent necessary to the expenses of maintenance, repairs, and liability related to such

property.
The benefit of the QF being the putative owner derives from income tax advantages. The

commission hesitates to jeopardize this advantage as tax considerations are an integral
component of any investment decision. Without the income
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tax advantages attendant to ownership, incentive for QF production is reduced. If the QF
desires to waive its ownership in exchange for assumption by the utility of maintenance, repairs
and liability, such an exchange would appear acceptable. Also, if a utility demonstrates to the
commission that relevant law would in fact not deprive the QF of tax advantages available by
virtue of ownership, the commission would under that circumstance permit utility ownership to
the extent requested by PSNH in its motion, if PSNH assumes liability, maintenance and repair
responsibilities.

Magnetic Tape Recording Meters

The request by PSNH for reconsideration of the need for magnetic tape meters when PSNH
receives wheeled power is denied based on the record. Furthermore, given the record in this case,
a cut off provision, based on the size of the QF, would be arbitrary.

Our order will issue accordingly.
Supplemental Order
Upon consideration of the foregoing report, which is made a part hereof; it is hereby

Ordered, that the "control” addressed in Order No. 14,797, Part D.3, includes any use
whatsoever of qualifying facility interconnection property including transmission and
distribution property on a utility's property or rights of way; and consistent thereto where a utility
receives income from the use of such property by others that income shall be owned by the
utility to the extent necessary to cover the expense of maintenance, repair, and liability
protection related to such property; and further consistent thereto upon mutual agreement a QF
may divest itself of its ownership in exchange for assumption by the utility of the financial
responsibility for maintenance, repairs, and liability; and it is

Further ordered, that any request by motion not granted herein or in the report attached
hereto is denied.

The commission specifically reserves jurisdiction of the matter herein contained and the
authority to issue such further order or orders as the facts and circumstances may warrant.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twentieth day of April,
1981.

NH.PUC*04/21/81*[78883]*66 NH PUC 151*Public Service Company of New Hampshire

[Go to End of 78883]

Re Public Service Company of New Hampshire
Intervenors: Legislative Utility Consumers' Council
DF 81-76, Order No. 14,854
66 NH PUC 151
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
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April 21, 1981
PETITION for authority to renew, extend, or issue debt and equity instruments; granted.

APPEARANCES: Frederick J. Coolbroth and D. Pierre G. Cameron, Jr., for the petitioners;
Gerald L. Lynch for the Legislative Utility Consumers Council.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Report

By this unopposed petition filed March 31, 1981, Public Service Company of New
Hampshire (the "company™), a corporation duly organized and existing under the laws of the
state of New Hampshire, and operating therein as an electric public utility under the jurisdiction
of this commission, seeks authority pursuant to the provisions of RSA 369 (1) with respect to the
issuance and renewal of short-term notes, (2) to further extend the maturity of term notes
aggregating $25 million issued on December 28, 1977, and to increase the amount of term notes
to be outstanding, and (3) to issue and sell not more than 3 million shares of common stock, $5
par value. A duly noticed hearing was held in Concord on April 15, 1981, at which the company
moved to withdraw its request for authority to further extend the maturity of its term notes and to
increase the amount of such notes to be outstanding, which motion was granted.

With respect to the issuance and renewal of short-term notes and the issuance and sale of
common stock, the company submitted the testimony of John J. Lampron, its treasurer.

Short-term Notes

The company seeks authority to issue and sell for cash, and from time to time to renew, notes
payable less than twelve months after the date thereof ("short-term notes") in such amounts that
short-term notes outstanding at any time may aggregate up to but not exceed $190 million said
amount being the maximum aggregate amount of short-term unsecured indebtedness which the
company was permitted to issue or assume at February 28, 1981, without a favorable vote of the
companys preferred stockholders. That maximum is set forth in subdivisions 8(b) and 12H(b) of
Art V of the company's articles of agreement as: "20 percentum of the total of (1) the total
principal amount of all bonds or other securities representing secured indebtedness issued or
assumed by the corporation, and then to be outstanding and (ii) the capital and surplus, less the
amount, if any, by which electric plant adjustments exceed reserves provided therefor, as then
stated on the books of account of the corporation.”

Mr. Lampron testified that the company
Page 151

presently has lines of credit with banks aggregating $135,350,000. All of the banks outside
the state of New Hampshire are presently loaning monies under a "revolving credit agreement."
Mr. Lampron stated that the company projected that at May 12, 1981, the company's short-term
borrowings under the revolving credit and New Hampshire lines of credit will have increased to
$139.1 million which is in excess of the current lines of credit. The company is currently
negotiating for a $20 million increase in the revolving credit which, if agreed to by the banks

© Public Utilities Reports, Inc., 2008 178



PURbase

involved, would increase the available lines of credit to $154,350,000, an amount in excess of
the $146.5 million limit set by this commission in its Order No. 13,973 in DF 79-23 ([1979] 64
NHPUC 487). The company also plans to pursue further increases in its lines of credit for the
interim financing of its large construction program.

Mr. Lampron testified that the proceeds of the sale of the short-term notes will be used
principally to finance on an interim basis the costs associated with the company's construction
program, which is estimated by the company to be $803.6 million for the period 1981-86
(exclusive of allowance for funds used during construction).

A balance sheet showing the net fixed capital of the company at February 28, 1981, was filed
as an exhibit.

Based upon all the evidence, the commission finds that the short-term debt limit should be
raised to $190 million. The proceeds from the short-term notes will be reasonably necessary for
present and future use in the conduct of the petitioner's business and for other corporate
purposes. The issuance and sale of short-term notes will be consistent with the public good.

Common Stock

The company further seeks authority to issue and sell not more than 3 million shares of its
common stock, $5 par value.

Mr. Lampron stated that the proceeds of the sale of the common stock will be used (a) to pay
off a portion of the short-term notes outstanding at the time of sale (estimated to be $139 million
on May 12, 1981), the proceeds of which will have been principally expended to finance the
purchase and construction of any property located in New Hampshire reasonably requisite for
present and future use in the conduct of the companys business; (b) to finance the purchase and
construction of additional such property within New Hampshire; and (c) for other proper
corporate purposes. All expenses incurred in accomplishing the financing will be paid from the
general funds of the company.

The common stock will be sold through a negotiated public offering. Mr. Lampron described
the expected terms of sale and explained why the company proposed a negotiated rather than a
competitive sale.

The company submitted a balance sheet as at February 28, 1981, actual and performed to
reflect the proposed sale of the common stock. Exhibits were also submitted showing:
disposition of proceeds; estimated expenses of the issue; and capital structure as at February 28,
1981, actual and pro formed to reflect the proposed sale of the common stock. Estimated
construction expenditures were outlined in testimony.

The pro forma capital structure of the company reflecting the actual short-term debt
outstanding as of February 28, 1981, and pro formed to reflect the proposed sale of 3 million
shares of common stock is as follows (in thousands of dollars):
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[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

Pro Forma
February Per Cent ofAmount Per Cent of
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Actual Total Total
Long-term Debt $ 423,176 37.4 $ 423,176 36.7
Short-term Debt 119,100 10.5 94,693 8.2
Preferred Stock 171,309 15.1 171,309 14.9
Common Equity 418,310 37.0 462,608 40.2

$1,131,895 100.0 $1,151,786 100.0

Based upon all the evidence, the commission finds that the proceeds from the proposed
financing will be expended (1) to pay off a portion of the short-term notes outstanding at the
time of the sale; (2) to finance the purchase and construction of additional property located in
New Hampshire reasonably requisite for present and future use in the conduct of the company's
business; and (3) for other proper corporate purposes, not inconsistent with the above, and
further finds that the issue and sale of the common stock for the purposes described will be
consistent with the public good.

Upon completion of the financing the company shall file an accounting of the expenses of the
sale of the common stock and the concessions granted to the underwriters.

Our order will issue accordingly.
Order
Based upon consideration of the foregoing report, which is made a part hereof; it is

Ordered, that Public Service Company of New Hampshire be, and hereby is, authorized to
issue and sell, and from time to time to renew, for cash its notes or notes payable less than
twelve months after the date thereof in an aggregate principal amount not exceeding $190
million; and it is

Further ordered, that interest on bank borrowings will be at the prime rate or a rate or rates
based on the prime rate; and it is

Further ordered, that Public Service Company of New Hampshire be, and hereby is,
authorized to issue and sell not exceeding 3 million shares of common stock, $5 par value, for
cash in accordance with the foregoing report and as set forth in its petition; and it is

Further ordered, that Public Service Company of New Hampshire shall submit to this
commission the number of shares of said common stock to be sold, and the purchase price
thereof, after which a supplemental order will issue approving the number of shares of the
common stock to be sold and the purchase price thereof; and it is

Further ordered, that prior to the issuance of such supplemental order, Public Service
Company of New Hampshire shall file with this commission a certified copy of authorizing
votes of its board of directors with respect to the common stock; and it is

Further ordered, that the proceeds from the sale of said common stock shall be used for the
purpose of discharging and repaying a portion of the outstanding short-term notes of said
company and for the other purposes stated in the report; and it is

Further ordered, that on July 1st and January 1st in each year, Public Service Company of
New Hampshire shall file with this commission a detailed statement, duly sworn to by its
treasurer or assistant treasurer, showing the disposition of the proceeds of said securities being
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authorized until the expenditure of the whole
Page 153

of said proceeds shall have been fully accounted for.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twenty-first day of
April, 1981.

[Go to End of 78884]

Re Concord Electric Company
Dr 81-97, Order No. 14,855
66 NH PUC 154
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
April 22, 1981
ORDER suspending an electric utilitys proposed rates.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Order

Whereas, Concord Electric Company, a public utility engaged in the business of supplying
electric service in the state of New Hampshire, on April 15, 1981, filed with this commission its
tariff, NHPUC No. 7 — Electricity, providing for increased annual revenues of $1,207,569 (8.64
per cent); and Supplement No. 5 (petition for temporary rates — $337,992 (2.42 per cent)) to
tariff, NHPUC No. 6; both filed for effect May 15, 1981; and

Whereas, it appears to the commission that the rights and interests of the public affected
require that the effective dates thereof be suspended pending investigation and decision thereon;
itis

Ordered, that tariff, NHPUC No. 7, and Supplement No. 5 to tariff, NHPUC No. 6 —

Electricity, of Concord Electric Company, be, and hereby are, suspended until otherwise ordered
by this commission.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twenty-second day of
April, 1981.

[Go to End of 78885]
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Re Public Service Company of New Hampshire
DE 80 47, Fourth Supplemental Order No. 24,856
66 NH PUC 154
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
April 22,1981
ORDER considering a motion to expand the subject matter of a docketed proceeding.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Supplemental Order

Whereas, a motion to provide a procedural schedule to expand the subject matter of this
docket and to hold a procedural hearing has been filed by the Conservation Law Foundation; and

Whereas, Public Service Company of
Page 154

New Hampshire and commission staff have filed updated forecasts; and

Whereas, the commission recognizes the importance of this investigation and desires that a
base case business as usual forecast be established as quickly as possible, thereby allowing an
investigation to proceed on the opportunities for conservation, load management, and alternative
electrical supply; it is hereby

Ordered, that the motion of the Conservation Law Foundation is accepted in part and denied
in part, in accordance with the terms of the order; and it is

Further ordered, that the company and staff and all other parties file such original and
supplemental testimony as necessary to introduce their respective base case forecasts into the
record or to update and explain their original filing pertaining to a base case forecast, and that
such testimony be filed by May 8, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that the following hearing dates be set for hearing this testimony:

May 11 10:00 A.M. — Staff witness Gantz and any witnesses of the Legislative Utility
Consumers' Council or the Governor's Council on Energy. May 15 10:00 A.M. — Public
Service Company of New Hampshire witnesses June 3 10:00 A.M. — Conservation Law
Foundation witness Raskin June 4 10:00 A.M. — Staff witness Camfield;

and it is

Further ordered, that briefs on the issue of a base case forecast be filed by July 1, 1981; and it
IS

Further ordered, that upon a decision of the commission establishing a base case forecast, a

new docket will be opened to begin investigations into alternative demand and supply scenarios
for the purpose of identifying the best choice of an electric energy future and the best means of
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achieving that future.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twenty-second day of
April, 1981.

NH.PUC*04/22/81*[78886]*66 NH PUC 155*Manchester Gas Company

[Go to End of 78886]

Re Manchester Gas Company
DF 81-37, Order No. 14,857
66 NH PUC 155
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
April 22,1981
PETITION by a gas utility to issue first mortgage bonds; granted.

APPEARANCES: James C. Hood and Peter Guenther, for the petitioner.
BY THE COMMISSION:
Report

By this unopposed petition, filed February 24, 1981, Manchester Gas Company (the
"company") seeks authority to issue additional first mortgage bonds. At the hearing on the
petition, held in Concord, New Hampshire, on March 31, 1981, the company represented that it
is a corporation organized under the laws of the state of New Hampshire having a principal place
of business in the city of
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Manchester, New Hampshire, engaged as a public utility in the purchase, manufacture,
distribution, and sale of natural and manufactured gas.

As of December 31, 1980, the company had outstanding 249,750 shares of common stock of
par value of $5 per share; 6,986 shares of preferred stock of a par value of $100 per share; $1
million of first mortgage bonds, 6 per cent series, due 1992, $720,000 of first mortgage bonds,
8.25 per cent series, due 1993; and $250,970 secured notes.

As of December 31, 1981, the company also had outstanding unsecured notes payable to
banks in the aggregate principal amount of $3.2 million, $1.5 million of which is due 1985, and
the balance of which are demand notes.

Between January 1, 1981, and the date of the hearing, the company increased its short-term
notes by $300,000 so that on March 21, 1981, it had unsecured notes in the aggregate principal
amount of $3.5 million.
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Since its last bond issue on September 1, 1978, the company has invested in fixed utility
plant additions an amount, obtained primarily through unsecured borrowings, in excess of $4
million.

The company proposes to issue and sell to Teachers Insurance and Annuity Association of
America (TIAA) for cash at par $2 million of first mortgage bonds, 15.5 per cent due 1996 under
its present indenture of mortgage, and in accordance with a fourth supplemental indenture.

Teachers Insurance and Annuity Association of America is the principal holder of the
company's presently outstanding bonds, and the company has had a relationship with TIAA since
1957. Discussions of the presently proposed bond issue began with TIAA late in 1979, and were
resumed in the fall of 1980. In January, 1981, TIAA made a commitment to purchase the bonds
on the terms set forth in the petition. Because the proposed sale has been privately negotiated, no
underwriting fee or expense will be involved, and the interest rate, 15.5 per cent, compares
favorably, both at the time of commitment and currently, with long-term rates of Baa-rated
utility issues.

The company proposes to apply the proceeds from the sale of said bonds to the repayment of
unsecured bank notes.

The company submitted in evidence its balance sheet as of December 31, 1980, as per books
and pro forma to reflect the sale of the additional bonds.

Certified copies of the necessary corporate authorizations were submitted in evidence at the
hearing.

Based on the foregoing balance sheet of the company and on the issuance of $2 million
principal amount of bonds, the pro forma capitalization ratios of the company is first mortgage
bonds and notes 58.9 per cent, preferred stock 6.4 per cent, and common equity 34.7 per cent.

Upon investigation and consideration of the evidence submitted, the commission is of the
opinion that the granting of the authorization sought will be consistent with the public good. Our
order will issue accordingly.

Order
Upon consideration of the foregoing report, which is made a part hereof; it is

Ordered, that Manchester Gas Company be, and it hereby is, authorized to issue and sell to
Teachers Insurance and Annuity Association of America for cash its first mortgage bonds,
interest rate not to exceed 15.5 per cent, due 1996 in the aggregate principal amount not to
exceeds $2 million; and it is

Further ordered, that Manchester Gas Company shall submit to this commission the final
terms of the issue, after which a supplemental order will be issued approving the issue; and it is
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Further ordered, that the proceeds from the sale of said bonds shall be used by Manchester
Gas Company for the purpose of discharging and repaying various unsecured bank notes, and for
other lawful corporate purposes; and its is
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Further ordered, that Manchester Gas Company be, and hereby is, authorized to mortgage its
present and future property, tangible and intangible, including franchises, and to further secure
the present mortgage by its fourth supplemental indenture thereto as security for its outstanding
first mortgage bonds; and it is

Further ordered, that on or before January 1st and July 1st in each year, said Manchester Gas
Company shall file with this commission a detailed statement, duly sworn to by its treasurer, or
an assistant treasurer, showing the disposition of the proceeds of said securities until the
expenditures of the whole of said proceeds shall have been fully accounted for.

The secretary of the commission is hereby directed to issue the above order this
twenty-second day of April, 1981.

NH.PUC*04/24/81*[78887]*66 NH PUC 157*Western Union Telegraph Company

[Go to End of 78887]

Re Western Union Telegraph Company
DR 81-109, Order No. 14,858
66 NH PUC 157
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
April 24, 1981
ORDER approving telegraph company's rate increase.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Order

Whereas, the Western Union Telegraph Company, a public utility engaged in the business of
supplying telegraph service in the state of New Hampshire, on April 2, 1981, filed with this
commission certain revisions of its tariff, NHPSC No. 1, providing for increased rates for Telex,
Teletypewriter Exchange Service (TWX), and certain related services; and

Whereas, upon investigation it appeared to the commission that public interest is served by
allowing the requested rates to become effective as requested; it is

Ordered, that the following pages to its tariff, in page PSC No. 1 of the Western Union
Telegraph Company be, and hereby are, approved effective May 8, 1981:

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

Ninety-second Revised Page 1 Third Revised Page 144

Fifth Revised Page 62 Third Revised Page 145
Twelfth Revised Page 64 First Revised Page 146
Second Revised Page 67B First Revised Page 147
Third Revised Page 67C First Revised Page 148
Third Revised Page 132 Second Revised Page 153
Second Revised Page 141 Third Revised Page 154

First Revised Page 143
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By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twenty-fourth day of
April, 1981.

[Go to End of 78888]

Re Campton Village Precinct
DR 81-105, Order No. 14,859
66 NH PUC 158
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission

April 24, 1981
ORDER suspending a water utility's proposed rates.
BY THE COMMISSION:
Order

Whereas, Campton Village Precinct, a public utility engaged in the business of supplying
water service in the state of New Hampshire, on April 16, 1981, filed with this commission
certain revisions of its tariff, NHPUC No. 1 — Water, providing certain changes to its terms and
conditions as well as proposing increased rates in the amount of $5,927.20 or 45 per cent; and

Whereas, it appears to the commission that the rights and interests of the public affected
require that the effective thereof be suspended pending investigation and decision thereon; it is

Ordered, that Second Revised Page 4, First Revised Pages 10 and 11, Third Revised Page 12,
Second Revised Page 13, 15, and 16 of tariff, NHPUC No. 1 — Water, of Campton Village
Precinct be, and hereby are, suspended until otherwise ordered by this commission.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twenty-fourth day of
April, 1981.

[Go to End of 78889]

Re New England Telephone and Telegraph Company
Intervenors: Legislative Utility Consumers' Council
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DF 81-70, Order No. 14,860
66 NH PUC 158
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
April 24, 1981
PETITION by a telephone utility to issue securities; granted.

APPEARANCES: Peter Guenther for the petitioner; Gerald Lynch for the Legislative Utility
Consumers' Council.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Report

By this unopposed application, filed March 24, 1981, New England Telephone and
Telegraph Company (the "company™)
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seeks authority, pursuant to RSA 369, insofar as the proceeds of the same pertain to property
or expenditures of the company in this state, to issue and sell an aggregate principal amount of
up to $175 million debt securities.

At the hearing on the application held, following due notice, in Concord on April 14, 1981,
the company submitted that it is a corporation duly organized under the laws of the state of New
York, engaged in the communications business and between the states of Maine, New
Hampshire, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, and Vermont, and, by means of interconnection with
the facilities of other telephone companies, furnishing telephone service between said states and
other places outside thereof. It has been operating as a telephone public utility throughout New
Hampshire prior to, on, and since July 1, 1911. The company is duly qualified under the statutes
of this state and is presently authorized to do business herein, and, in respect to such operations,
is subject to the jurisdiction of this commission.

The authorization sought herein was filed pursuant to proper resolutions of the board of
directors, copies of which have been filed as Exh 1 of the application.

The company represents that from time to time it has made expenditures in the states of
Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, and Vermont for the acquisition of
property, the construction, completion, extension and improvement of its facilities, and for the
improvement and maintenance of telephone service, all of which expenditures have been
necessary and requisite for present or future use in the conduct of its business. In order to meet
these continuing expenditures, the company has obtained new moneys temporarily by means of
advances from American Telephone and Telegraph Company payable twelve months after date
or prior thereto on demand, commercial paper with maturity at time of issuance of not more than
nine months, bank loans with dates of maturity for a specified period up to twelve months after
the date or less time at the option of the company, and private placement notes due less than one
year after issuance, or has expended from its treasury moneys other than moneys obtained from
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the issue of securities.

As a part of its Exh 4 the company submitted evidence of its securities outstanding as of
December 31, 1980. Under its restated certificate of incorporation, as amended, the company's
authorized stock is one common share without par value. The sole authorized and outstanding
share is owned by American Telephone and Telegraph and the company's capital stock account
at December 31, 1980, was $1,469,500,000. At that date the companys total funded debt
amounted to $1,724,965,000.

As of December 31, 1980, the company had outstanding unsecured short-term obligations in
the aggregate amount of $176.9 million the proceeds of which have been used for corporate
purposes as aforesaid in the five states in which the company operates. It is estimated that, unless
refunded or repaid from the proceeds of the debt securities, or other permanent securities, the
amount of such outstanding short-term obligations would be increased to approximately $229.6
million by June 30, 1981.

The company proposes to issue and sell an aggregate principal amount of up to $175 million
debt securities. The company submits that the proceeds of the debt securities will be applied
toward repayment and discharge of unsecured short-term obligations outstanding at the time said
proceeds are available, and the balance, if any, of such proceeds will be used for such lawful
corporate purposes as need therefor arises. A pro forma balance sheet, before and after
completion
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of the proposed financing, was submitted as a part of Exh 5.

The commission, upon consideration of the evidence submitted, is satisfied that the issuance
and sale of an aggregate principal amount of up to $175 million debt securities proposed herein
will be consistent with the public good. Our order will issue accordingly.

Order
Upon consideration of the foregoing report, which is made a part hereof; it is

Ordered, that New England Telephone and Telegraph Company (the "company") be, and
hereby is, authorized, insofar as the same pertains to property or expenditures in this state, to
issue and sell for cash its debt securities, the maturity date(s) to be determined during the second
quarter of 1981 and the sale price and interest rate thereof to be determined in June, 1981 by this
commission, in an aggregate principal amount of up to $175 million; and it is

Further ordered, that the company shall submit to this commission the offerings of
responsible competitive bidders for the purchase price and rate of interest of said debt securities,
which bids shall be on a comparable basis, or the purchase price and rate of interest of said debt
securities offered by a responsible buyer in the event the company elects to negotiate the sale of
said debt securities rather than offer them to competitive bidders. Following the required
submission, a supplemental order will issue establishing the price and interest rate at which said
debt securities shall be sold; and it is

Further ordered, that the proceeds from the sale of said debt securities shall be used for the
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purpose of discharging and repaying outstanding short-term obligations of the company, and the
balance, if any, for other lawful corporate purposes; and it is

Further ordered, that New England Telephone and Telegraph Company shall file with this
commission, as soon as reasonably practicable after the completion of the issue of the debt
securities herein authorized, a detailed statement, duly verified by an officer of the company,
showing the disposition of the proceeds of the sale of the debt securities herein authorized, and
thereafter a similar statement as of January 1st and July 1st in each year, until the disposition of
the whole of said proceeds shall have been fully accounted for.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twenty-fourth day of
April, 1981.

NH.PUC*04/24/81*[78890]*66 NH PUC 161*Public Service Company of New Hampshire

[Go to End of 78890]

Re Public Service Company of New Hampshire
DR 79-187, 51st Supplemental Order No. 14,861
66 NH PUC 161
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
April 24, 1981
ORDER concerning the proposed use of an annual fuel adjustment clause.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Supplemental Order

Whereas, Public Service Company of New Hampshire has filed sample tariff pages
pertaining to an annual fuel adjustment charge (FAC) as requested by the commission at the
March 19th hearing on the quarterly fuel adjustment charge; and

Whereas, all parties in DR 79-187, Phase Il are on notice that fuel adjustment charge design
issues are included in the scope of Phase I1; and

Whereas, the commission finds that it is in the best interest of the public to consider all FAC
design issues at one time; it is hereby

Ordered, that the issue of an annual FAC will be considered in DR 79-187, Phase II; and it is

Further ordered, that the company shall distribute its letter of March 31, 1981, and sample
tariff of April 10, 1981, to all parties in Phase II; and it is

Further ordered, that a hearing date of May 8, 1981, at 10:00 A.M. be set for the purpose of
hearing the testimony of company witness Rodier on the FAC design issues and to discuss with
all parties the procedures for dealing with all FAC design issues in Phase I1.
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By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twenty-fourth day of
April, 1981.

NH.PUC*04/28/81*[78891]*66 NH PUC 161*Chalk Pond (Sunapee Hills) Water System

[Go to End of 78891]

Re Chalk Pond (Sunapee Hills) Water System
DE 81-67, Order No. 14,862
66 NH PUC 161
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
April 28, 1981
PROCEEDING concerning customer complaints of inadequate water service.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Report

In March, 1981, this commission received complaints regarding the quality of service
rendered by a water system serving in an area around Chalk Pond in Newbury, New Hampshire.
Previous to these
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complaints, we had been unaware that a water system was operating in the area. A hearing
was held at the commission offices on April 22, 1981, to resolve this matter.

The complaints received by letter and customer statements made at the hearing described a
system that very often furnished water at low pressure or with no flow at all.

It was the position of the water system owner that much of the low pressure and total loss of
service were the result of freeze-ups within customer homes, bursting of pipes, and subsequent
thawing which allows uninhibited flow of water and drawdown of the system.

Some evidence was presented that indicated certain areas may have mains and services not
installed below frost depths which have resulted in frozen pipes.

The source of supply for this system is from two wells, one of which, an infiltration well, has
been declared unacceptable by the New Hampshire Water Supply and Pollution Control
Commission because of the proximity of waste water disposal within the specified protective
area. The other, a dug well, is considered a safe water source, however, a 200 foot protective
radius has not been established and a pump test to determine yield has not been performed.

The owner of this water system and a potential buyer have been furnished sample documents
and information that this commission will need to establish a franchise and to insure that fair and
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equitable rates are established. We will expect prompt filing of this material.
Our order will issue accordingly.
Order
Upon consideration of the foregoing report, which is made a part hereof; it is

Ordered, that on or before May 15, 1981, the owner of this water system shall have
performed a pump test to substantiate the yield of the dug well, in accordance with the
requirements of the New Hampshire Water Supply and Pollution Control Commission; and it is

Further ordered, that a 200-foot protective radius be established and confirmed around the
dug well and this commission and the New Hampshire Water Supply and Pollution Control
Commission be so informed by July 1, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that the plans for abandonment of the infiltration well and for the
establishment of an additional source, should it prove necessary, be submitted to this
commission and the New Hampshire Water Supply and Pollution Control Commission, by July
1, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that the material necessary for the establishment of a franchise and rate
levels, be submitted to this commission by July 1, 1981.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twenty-eighth day of
April, 1981.

NH.PUC*04/28/81*[78892]*66 NH PUC 163*Manchester Gas Company

[Go to End of 78892]

Re Manchester Gas Company
DR 81-75, Supplemental Order No. 14,863
66 NH PUC 163
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
April 28, 1981
ORDER rejecting utility's proposed rates for interruptible gas.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Supplemental Order

Whereas, on March 27, 1981, Manchester Gas Company filed with the commission a revised
Schedule A to each of its interruptible gas contracts, proposed for effect with service on or after
April 1,1981; and

Whereas, said filing of contract revisions involved a completely new pricing scheme, said
scheme requiring additional study by the commission; and
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Whereas, such study could not be completed within the time constraints specified by the
filing, the changed Schedule A was thus suspended by Commission Order No. 14,816 ([1981] 66
NH PUC 114); and

Whereas, investigation now supports that such a pricing scheme is, with certain exceptions,
in the public good; it is hereby

Ordered, that Schedule A to Manchester Gas Company's interruptible gas contracts, filed on
March 27, 1981, be, and hereby is, rejected; and it is

Further ordered, that a revised Schedule A be filed with the commission, said revision to
include the following notice in addition to all other information on the rejected schedule — "At
no time will the price per therm for interruptible gas be lower than the current commodity price
billed by the company's supplier”; and it is

Further ordered, that Manchester Gas Company file with the commission each month the
calculation of the gas price which was derived from the Journal of Commerce; and it is

Further ordered, that the decision in this docket is subject to revision according to any
decision in docket DR 80-29 ([1980] 65 NH PUC 73); and it is

Further ordered, that Manchester Gas Company provide each interruptible gas customer a
copy of this order; and it is

Further ordered, that said revised Schedule A, as modified by this order, be, and hereby is
effective with all billings rendered on or after May 1, 1981.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twenty-eighth day of
April, 1981.

NH.PUC*04/29/81*[78893]*66 NH PUC 164*Manchester Gas Company

[Go to End of 78893]

Re Manchester Gas Company
DF 81-37, Supplemental Order No 14,866
66 NH PUC 164
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
April 29, 1981
ORDER authorizing the issuance of first mortgage bonds.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Supplemental Order

Whereas, Order No. 14,857 dated April 22, 1981, (66 NH PUC 155), issued in the above
entitled proceeding, authorized Manchester Gas Company to issue and sell to Teachers Insurance
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and Annuity Association of America for cash its first mortgage bonds, interest rate not to exceed
15.5 per cent, due 1996, in the aggregate principal amount not to exceed $2 million; subject to
submittal to this commission of the final terms of the issue for a further order of this
commission; and

Whereas, in compliance with said Order No. 14,857, the company has submitted to this
commission the final terms of the issue; and

Whereas, after due consideration it appears that the issue and sale of said first mortgage
bonds upon the terms, including the interest rate, hereinabove set forth or referred to, is
consistent with the public good; it is

Ordered, that Manchester Gas Company be, and hereby is, authorized to issue and sell for
cash $2 million of its first mortgage bonds at an interest rate of 15.5 per cent, due 1996; and it is

Further ordered, that all other provisions of said Order No. 14,857 of this commission
relating to the sale of first mortgage bonds are incorporated herein by reference.

The secretary of the commission is hereby directed to issue the above order this twenty-ninth
day of April, 1981.

NH.PUC*04/29/81*[78894]*66 NH PUC 164*Fuel Adjustment Charge

[Go to End of 78894]

Re Fuel Adjustment Charge

Intervenors: Legislative Utility Consumers' Council, Community Action Program, Public
Service Company of New Hampshire, Concord Electric Company, Exeter and Hampton Electric
Company, Connecticut Valley Electric Company, Inc., New Hampshire Electric Cooperative,
Inc., Municipal Electric Department of Wolfeboro, Littleton Water and Light Department,
Woodsville Water and Light Department, and Granite State Electric Company

DR 81-63, Order No. 14,867
66 NH PUC 164
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
April 29, 1981

PETITION for approval of the application by an electric utility for a fuel adjustment charge;
granted.

Page 164

APPEARANCES: Eaton W. Tarbell for Public Service Company of New Hampshire; Gerald
Lynch for the Legislative Utility Consumers' Council; Gerald Eaton for the Community Action
Program.
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BY THE COMMISSION:
Report

Pursuant to RSA 378:3-a (11), the commission on April 21, 1981, held a hearing on the
petition of Public Service Company of New Hampshire (hereinafter referred to as the
"company") for authority to apply a fuel adjustment charge to regular May, 1981, monthly
billings to their customers at a constant rate for regular April and May, 1981, billings pursuant to
its tariff, NHPUC No. 24 — Electricity, which is a three-month forward-looking fuel adjustment
charge including a fold-in of fossil energy costs based on costs during the year ending May 31,
1979.

Reference may be made to commission Order No. 14,155 ([1980] 65 NH PUC 144), for
statements and explanation of the fuel adjustment clause presently in effect.

The company is a public utility engaged in the business of supplying electric service in the
state of New Hampshire. On April 17, 1981, the company filed with the commission, their
affidavit and Exhs 1 though 9 showing actual financial and electrical data through the month
ended March 31, 1981, schedules showing maintenance day outages at the company's generating
units and major entitlement units for March 1981, the reasons for unscheduled outages, and fuel
data sheets for the period ending March 31 1981.

Based upon an agreement between the company, PUC staff, LUCC, and CAP, the company
need not bring its witnesses to the two off months of each quarter. The company must prefile its
testimony and affidavits with all parties and upon request by the commission or any party, must
bring its witness or witnesses to the hearing for purposes of cross-examination. No such request
was made, but all parties reserved their rights of cross-examination on the reconciling adjustment
until the June, 1981, hearing.

Based upon all the affidavits and evidence in the record of this proceeding and the
aforementioned orders, the commission finds that the fuel adjustment charge as approved for
April, 1981, of $2.67 per 100 kilowatt-hours is just and reasonable for May, 1981. Our order will
issue accordingly.

Order
Upon consideration of the foregoing report, which is made a part hereof; it is

Ordered, that Public Service Company of New Hampshire 12th Revised Pages 23 and 24 to
its tariff, NHPUC No. 24 — Electricity, providing for a quarterly estimated fuel adjustment
clause of $2.67 per 100 kilowatt-hours for the month of May, 1981, be, and hereby is, permitted
to become effective May 1, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that 71st Revised Page 15-A of Concord Electric Company tariff, NHPUC
No. 6 — Electricity, providing for a quarterly fuel surcharge of $2.48 per 100 kilowatt-hours for
the month of May, 1981, be, and hereby is, permitted to become effective May 1, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that Eighth Revised Page 19A of Exeter and Hampton Electric Company
tariff, NHPUC No. 14 — Electricity, providing for a fuel adjustment rate of $2.70 per 100
kilowatt-hours for the month of May, 1981, be, and hereby is, permitted to become effective
May 1, 1981; and it is
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Further ordered, that 49th Revised Page 18 of Connecticut Valley Electric Company, Inc.,
tariff, NHPUC No. 4 — Electricity, providing for the monthly fuel surcharge of $0.43 per 100
kilowatt-hours
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for the month of May, 1981, be, and hereby is, permitted to become effective May 1, 1981; it
is

Further ordered, that Second Revised Page 15 of New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.,
tariff, NHPUC No. 10 — electricity providing for the monthly fuel surcharge of $1.84 per 100
kilowatt-hours net of refunds for the month of May, 1981, be, and hereby is, permitted to
become effective May 1, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that Fourth Revised Page 11B of the Municipal Electric Department of
Wolfeboro tariff, NHPUC No. 5 — Electricity, providing for the monthly fuel surcharge of $2.38
per 100 kilowatt-hours net of the Public Service Company of New Hampshire refund for the
month of May, 1981, be, and hereby is, permitted to become effective May 1, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that 88th Revised Page 6 of Littleton Water and Light Department tariff,
NHPUC No. 1 — Electricity, providing for the monthly fuel surcharge of $3.08 per 100
kilowatt-hours for the month of May, 1981, be, and hereby is, permitted to become effective
May 1, 1981; and its

Further ordered, that 54th Revised Page 10-B of Woodsville Water and Light Department
tariff, NHPUC No. 3 — Electricity, providing for a credit to the monthly fuel surcharge of $0.48
per 100 kilowatt-hours for the month of May, 1981, be, and hereby is, permitted to become
effective May 1, 1981; and it is

Further ordered, that Granite State Electric Company will be handled by a supplemental
order.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twenty-ninth day of
April, 1981.

NH.PUC*04/30/81*[78895]*66 NH PUC 166*L.ifeline Rates

[Go to End of 78895]

Re Lifeline Rates

Intervenors: Public Service Company of New Hampshire, Concord Electric Company, Exeter
and Hampton Electric Company, Granite State Electric Company, Business and Industry
Association, Community Action Program, Volunteers Organized in Community Education, New
Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Conservation Law Foundation, Governor's Council on Energy,
New Hampshire Association for the Elderly, and New Hampshire Peoples' Alliance et al.

DP 80-260, Supplemental Order No. 14,872
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66 NH PUC 166
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
April 30, 1981
PROCEEDINGS concerning the desirability of implementing lifeline rates.

1. RATES, § 278 — Inverted blocks — Lifeline — Standards.

[N.H.] The goals of conservation, equity, and efficiency, as described in the Public Utility
Regulatory Policies Act, must be incorporated in a lifeline ratemaking standard adopted by the
commission pursuant to the Act. p. 169.

2. RATES, 8 278 — Inverted blocks — Lifeline — Legality.
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[N.H.] The commission determined that there was no legal barrier to the adoption of lifeline
rates. p. 169.

3. RATES, § 278 — Inverted blocks — Lifeline — Basic levels of service.

[N.H.] The commission has determined that some form of lifeline rates should be adopted to
reflect basic levels of service. p. 170.

4. RATES, § 278 — Inverted blocks — Lifeline — Initial block.

[N.H.] The commission determined that as a form of lifeline rate, a reduced level for an
initial block of energy usage, to cover basic human necessities, would focus greater attention on
discretionary electrical usage and thus promote conservation. p. 170.

5. RATES, § 278 — Inverted blocks — Lifeline — Usage levels.

[N.H.] As a form for lifeline rates, the commission has adopted a general, lower rate for all
residential customers at a set level of usage; rejected was a targeted lifeline rate based on
income. p. 171.

6. RATES, § 278 — Inverted blocks — Lifeline — Determination of basic level of service.

[N.H.] "Minimum existence-associated usage" should reflect usage for which there is no
substitute fuel and which is necessary for modern everyday life; this would include lights,
refrigeration, clothes washing, and drying, a furnace fan, some small appliance usage, and
cooking due to a lack of availability of natural gas service; therefore, the commission set a
lifeline rate block for 200 kilowatt-hours per month. p. 171.

APPEARANCES: Philip Ayers and Debbie-Ann Sklar for Public Service Company of New
Hampshire; Joseph Ransmeier for Concord Electric Company; Warren Nighswander for Exeter
and Hampton Electric Company; Michael Flynn and Russell Holden for Granite State Electric
Company; Dom D'Ambruoso for the Business and Industry Association; Gerald Eaton for
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Community Action Program; Alan Linder and Judith Hotham for VVolunteers organized in
Community Education; John Pillsbury for New Hampshire Electric Cooperative; Lindsay Wells
for Conservation Law Foundation; David LaPlante for the Governor's Council on Energy; Eldon
Perkins for the New Hampshire Association for the Elderly; Roland Bone, pro se; Violetta Fry,
pro se; Mildred McLaughlin, pro se; and Kathryn Wiggins, pro se.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Report
I. Procedural History

On December 19, 1980, the commission issued notice that it would initiate an evidentiary
hearing to answer the question of whether or not lifeline rates should be implemented by New
Hampshire electric utilities. The notice apprised all interested parties that,

"Section 114 of the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act (PURPA) of 1978, requires that if
two years after the enactment of PURPA, a covered electric utility does not have a lower rate for
essential needs of residential electric customers which is lower than a rate determined according
to a cost of service, the state regulatory authority shall determine, after hearing, whether such a
rate should be implemented ... ."

That notice expanded the scope of these proceedings to encompass all electric utilities
subject to this commission's jurisdiction. Several times during the course of these proceedings,
the commission upon request patiently supplied additional clarification as to its intention in this
docket. It was, for example, the commission's intention that sufficient evidence be compiled on
the record to permit it to answer simultaneously, if necessary, the question of should lifeline be
implemented and how it would be accomplished. Unfortunately, the desired response from those
affected, with the exception of Public Service Company of New Hampshire, did not materialize.
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This lack of response leaves the commission in a position that requires a decision more
limited than the commission would prefer to render. As to this limited area, the commission
required memorandums be submitted by March 2, 1981.

Hearings were held on February 3, 4, 5, and 10, 1981, requiring four transcripts consisting of
a total of 457 pages of sworn testimony and statements. Additional evidence in the nature of 13
exhibits was accepted by the commission. Sworn testimony was taken from Nancy Wilbur on
behalf of Public Service Company of New Hampshire; Charles W. King on behalf of the
Business and Industry Association; Lorraine Sakowitz on behalf of VVolunteers organized in
Community Education (VOICE), and Janet Besser on behalf of the Community Action
Programs.

In addition to sworn testimony the transcripts contain the oral statements of Representative
Chris Spirou and Representative Nancy Proctor as well as the oral statements of twenty
concerned rate-payers who spoke on behalf of themselves or as members of various associations.

Comments prior to the hearings were filed in writing by various interested parties including
Concord Electric Company, Exeter and Hampton Electric Company, New Hampshire Peoples'
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Alliance, Community Action Program and Granite State Electric.

Evidentiary hearings were closed on February 10, 1981, at which time the commission
directed memorandums be filed to address the questions of: whether lifeline rates should be
adopted, whether lifeline rates are legal in New Hampshire, and if adopted, what general form
should they take.

On February 23, 1981, VOICE filed an affidavit by Pauline Anderson requesting said
document be marked as Exh "O" pursuant to commission leave. The Business and Industry
Association by letter dated February 26, 1981, objects to Exh "O™" based on alleged evidentiary
deficiencies.

Memorandums were filed pursuant to the March 2, 1981, schedule by Public Service
Company, Community Action Program, Concord Electric Company, the Conservation Law
Foundation, the Business and Industry Association, Granite State Electric Company, Exeter and
Hampton Electric Company and the commission staff.

Public Service company, on March 11, 1981, filed a motion to clarify scope of hearings in
response to the memorandum of the Conservation Law Foundation. This motion was in turn
responded to by the Conservation Law Foundation, Exeter and Hampton Electric Company and
concord Electric Company.

Five public hearings regarding additional lifeline proceedings have been scheduled. The first
will be held before the commission at the city auditorium, 168 Main Street, Berlin, New
Hampshire, on the twelfth day of May at 7:30 P.M.; the second at the town hall, Route 3,
Woodstock, New Hampshire, on the fourteenth day of May at 7:30 P.M.; the third at the fire
station, 12 South Park Street, Lebanon, New Hampshire, on the twenty-seventh day of May at
7:30 P.M.; the fourth at the senior congress park, 67 Maple Street, Lebanon, New Hampshire, on
the twenty-eighth at 7:00 P.M.; and the fifth at the city hall, 316 Central Street, Franklin, New
Hampshire, on the third day of June at 7:30 P.M..

1. Analysis

Pursuant to 8 114 of the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act (PURPA), this commission
must "determine after and (sic an) evidentiary hearing, whether a lifeline rate should be
implemented™ by PSNH. The commission, in its order of notice, expanded the mandatory
investigation
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of PSNH to include all electric utilities subject to its jurisdiction. The commission directed
the parties to this proceeding to file, on or by March 2, 1981, memorandums answering the
question of whether a lifeline rate "should™" or "should not" be adopted, what form Lifeline
should take if adopted, and whether Lifeline as defined by PURPA would conform to New
Hampshire statutory prerogative.

A lifeline rate as perceived in PURPA is a rate set below the cost of providing "essential
needs" whereby the "cost™" may be marginal cost or some other standard of cost. When the
commission, in the attached order, responds to the question of whether or not a lifeline rate
"should" be adopted, the commission will have complied with PURPA directives. At that
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juncture, any subsequent action must be based upon applicable state law or upon the authority
granted this commission by PURPA to forward the purposes underlying PURPA, when not in
conflict with state law.

The commission would like to make it abundantly clear that this report and order is
addressed to lifeline rates as defined in PURPA. This hearing does not deal directly with all the
attributes and drawbacks of innovative rates such as inverted rates or marginal cost rates which if
adopted, might, as a by-product, provide cost justified rates sufficient to provide “essential
needs." Nonetheless, the answer as to the merit of innovative rates is of great and immediate
importance to this report and order.

The commission is presently examining various changes to electric rates in DR 79-187,
Phase Il ([1981] 66 NH PUC 6). The purpose of this investigation is to encourage the
development of the three principles of PURPA (conservation, efficiency and equity) from theory
to reality. Increasing costs of energy have led this commission to significantly alter electric rates
so as to increase the level of conservation. As the commission recently noted, "the cost of
increasing electricity by one unit is significantly more expensive than the existing average cost
of electricity today." Re Public Service Co. of New Hampshire (1980) 65 NH PUC 251.

[1] In addressing the question of lifeline rates under PURPA, the goals of PURPA must be
served. Conservation, equity and efficiency are the principles that must be incorporated in our
standard for this proceeding. Since lifeline rates are specifically allowed by federal law, the
remaining question is what considerations are imposed by state statutes.

The most important state statutes in this context are RSA 374:1, 378:7, 378:10, 378:11 and to
a certain degree the remaining section of RSA 378.

A. Does New Hampshire Law Permit a Lifeline Rate?

[2] To determine whether New Hampshire law permits a lifeline rate, it is necessary to
examine relevant statutes, case law, trends in the cost of electricity and the statutory scheme of
regulation in this state.

Several of the memorandums in this proceeding claim the commission is prohibited from
adopting a lifeline rate by RSA 378:10. Reference is repeatedly made to Public Service Co. of
New Hampshire v New Hampshire (1973) 113 NH 497, 2 PUR4th 59, 311 A2d 513.

While Public Service does have some language on rate design, that language is couched in
response to a perception that the appellant in that proceeding was seeking rates, which would
"disregard cost of service.” (113 NH at p. 510, 2 PURA4th 59.) The concept of cost of service has
developed significantly since 1973. Whereas, cost of service was routinely defined in terms of
embedded cost, newer concepts such as marginal
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costs, as well as different approaches to embedded cost which differ as to their allocations of
demand, energy and customer components of cost are frequently used in rate proceedings.

The varying methodologies under the expanded umbrella of cost of service obviously lead to
different rate structures. A rate structure under a marginal cost concept may allocate revenue
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requirements differently between and within customer classes than would an embedded cost
study. Consequently, while Public Service may require allegiance to cost-of-service principles,
differing methods of arriving at cost of service may lead to flat, inverted or declining block rate
structures. Therefore, the 1973 Public Service case is not a block to the establishment of lifeline
rates as a matter of law.

A statute that was not considered in the 1973 proceeding is RSA 374:1. This statutory
provision requires adequate service to be provided to all customers within a utility's franchise
area. Adequate service includes the ability to have access to the minimum level of service
needed for existence. Obviously, some minimum usage level of lights, refrigeration, cooking,
and heat falls within the statutory language of adequate service.

Electricity prices are rising rapidly primarily because of New Hampshire and New England's
heavy reliance upon oil fired stations for electrical generation. Organization of Petroleum
Exporting Countries increases have crippled an average family's budget. Commission forecasts
as to oil prices predict a general worsening of this situation. Oil prices and electricity prices are
becoming a hardship for families with even what might be termed adequate income. Absent
some measure, it is very likely that increasing numbers of families will be unable to afford the
basic level of electricity usage needed for existence in today's society.

The New Hampshire utilities have recognized this ever increasing problem by offering
budget plans, greater leniency on service disconnect and the like. For their excellent response
they are to be commended. Their suggestion that federal and state government programs be
established to render assistance is sound philosophically but unfortunately loses its force when
confronted with the decreases in governmental assistance. These governmental cut-backs have
focused on the short term; reduction in energy assistance; and the long term, a refusal to provide
low cost financing for coal conversions and other measures designed to back out oil. Finally, the
potential for governmental assistance, besides being remote, does not legally preclude the
establishment of lifeline rates.

Revised Statutes Annotated 378:7 establishes the universal standard for regulatory practice;
just and reasonable. If rates are to be truly just and reasonable, basic levels of service must be at
rates that consumers can afford.

Finally, RSA 378:11 provides for a necessary degree of flexibility in setting rates so as to
allow for the differing needs of the various customer classes. A recent example of the
commission's concern for individual classes is our pending investigation into an annualized rate
in response to concerns expressed by institutional and industrial consumers.

Therefore, the commission finds that there is no legal barrier to the establishment of a lifeline
rate.

B. Should Lifeline Rates be Adopted?

[3, 4] In responding to this question the general objection raised to the establishment of
lifeline rates is that there are other avenues to provide assistance to the residential consumer in
meeting his or her electric bill. It is true that there
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are federal, state, local, and charity programs which do provide an excellent service to those
who are less economically advantaged than others. If the commission were prepared to adopt a
"targeted" lifeline, one available only to an economic class, this argument would carry greater
weight. A targeted lifeline, however, would fail to respond to the needs of all residential
customers regardless of income. Furthermore, this assistance, while of a temporary help to some,
is no assurance of its continuity. Furthermore, these targeted assistance programs have failed to
increase in the same proportion that electric rates have increased. Organization of Petroleum
Exporting Countries has demonstrated an uncanny ability to act with greater quickness and effect
than any legislative body. Furthermore, continual assistance can remove a major conservation
incentive, namely price. This state, this region and this nation can ill afford continued
transmission of incorrect energy signals.

The commission finds that some form of lifeline rates should be adopted to reflect
consideration for basic levels of service. The commission has established basic service options in
the other industries it regulates and electricity can no longer be an exception. In the telephone
industry the commission has steadfastedly required the continuation of 2-and 4-party telephone
service as well as the recent encouragement of options such as low-use measured service. Re
New England Teleph. & Teleg. Co. (1980) 65 NH PUC 564, 40 PURA4th 29. This commission's
philosophy is to allow an affordable rate for basic service and provide the option that if a
consumer wishes to have service in excess of basic service that they will simply have to pay for
it. There is no reason that we find acceptable to differentiate electric utilities from this concept.

The commission has repeatedly found that until the transition to coal, nuclear, hydro, and
wind is made, any increased usage will be met by a greater dependence upon foreign and
expensive oil. Such increased usage will increase the fuel adjustment for all customers.
Conservation has been established as a national goal and PURPA has been enacted to implement
this goal. A reduced level for an initial block of energy usage to cover basic human necessities
will focus greater attention on discretionary electrical usage than will the present rate structure.

The argument is offered that the uniform lifeline rate of a set amount of kilowatt-hours will
not solve all of the problems of those who are having difficulty matching their utility bills with
their budget. This may well be true, but it will be of some assistance to all residential ratepayers.
Regulatory decisions rarely, if ever, are a panacea for all the ills that may plague a consumer or a
utility. However, regulatory decisions can be a source of improvement for both the consumer and
the utility.

The commission finds that some form of lifeline rate should be adopted.
C. If Lifeline Rates are Adopted, What Form Should They Take?

[5] The two choices presented for lifeline rates were (a) a targeted lifeline rate based on
income, or (b) a general lower rate for all residential customers for a set level of kilowatt-hour
usage. The commission has adopted the second option so that all residential electric customers
will have access to the rates for service for minimum existence associated with lifeline.

[6] The next question to solve is what level of energy usage reflects minimum
existence-associated usage. Volunteers Organized in Community Education and the People's
Alliance have used the number of 400-500 kilowatt-hours a month, a

© Public Utilities Reports, Inc., 2008 201



PURbase

Page 171

figure that is very close to today's average usage, including space heating customers. The
evidence submitted to date does not justify such a level. Minimum existence-associated usage
should reflect usage for which there is no substitute fuel and which consists of a necessity of
modern everyday life. This would include lights, refrigeration, clothes washing and drying, a
furnace fan, and some small appliance usage. Because of the lack of significant penetration of
natural gas service in New Hampshire, an addition is justified for the use of electricity for
cooking as well. However, the energy level associated with these uses is closer to 200
kilowatt-hours a month than 400 or 500. Los Angeles Senior Citizens Lifeline Electricity Rate at
p. 13 (1979). Consequently the commission will adopt a lifeline rate for 200 kilowatt-hours per
month at this point in time.

The commission will hold further hearings to set a rate per kilowatt-hour for the first 200
kilowatt-hours of usage by residential electric utility customers for each electric utility in the
state under this commission's jurisdiction. During these proceedings, any revenue loss associated
with the institution of lifeline rates should be brought forth, and will at that time be dealt with
according to cost-of-service principles. Parties will be notified as to the times and dates for these
additional hearings.

Our order will issue accordingly.
Supplemental Order
Upon consideration of the foregoing report which is made a part hereof it is

Ordered, that further hearings will be held at the call of the commission in which each utility
will be expected to file a residential rate structure that contains a reduced rate for the first 200
kilowatt-hours compared to a presently effective residential rate, and it is;

Further ordered, that any revenue lost from such a filing is to be spread evenly on a per
kilowatt-hour basis to all other kilowatt-hour usage levels within the residential class, said filings
to be filed no later than forty-five days from the date of this order.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this thirtieth day of April,
1981.

NH.PUC*04/30/81*[78896]*66 NH PUC 172*Gas Service, Inc.

[Go to End of 78896]

Re Gas Service, Inc.
DF 81-34, Order No. 14,873
66 NH PUC 172
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
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April 30, 1981

PETITION by a gas utility for authority to issue first mortgage bonds and cumulative preferred
stock; granted.

APPEARANCES: Charles Toll for Gas Service, Inc.
BY THE COMMISSION:
Report
By this petition, filed February 23, 1981, Gas Service, Inc. (the "company™),
Page 172

a corporation duly organized and existing under the laws of the state of New Hampshire, and
operating therein as a gas utility under the jurisdiction of this commission, seeks authority
pursuant to the provisions of RSA 369:1, RSA 369:2, and RSA 369:4 to issue and sell for cash
equal to the aggregate principal amount thereof, its first mortgage bonds, Series H. 16.5 per cent
due 1996, in the aggregate principal amount of $2 million and to issue and sell for cash equal to
the aggregate par value thereof 10,000 shares of 15.5 per cent cumulative preferred stock, $100
par value, Series B.

At the hearing on the petition, held in Concord on March 24, 1981, the company submitted
exhibits detailing its long-and short-term debts as of December 31, 1980; capital structure as of
January 31, 1981, and pro formed to reflect the proposed issues; income statement as of January
31, 1981, and pro formed to reflect the proposed issues; tax effects, interest costs, estimated
issuance expenses of the issues. The company asked permission to file the bond purchase
agreement, the eighth supplemental indenture, a copy of the form of the Series "H" bond, a copy
of the preferred stock purchase agreement, a copy of the terms of the Series "B" preferred stock,
and a copy of the note of the board of directors as soon as they were available. The
aforementioned exhibits were filed on April 20 and 22, 1981.

Proceeds from the sales will be used to replace short-term debt arising in connection with the
construction or other acquisition of additions and improvements to the applicant's plant and
facilities, and for other lawful corporate purposes.

The company testified that the terms of the sale of the bonds and preferred stock are the most
favorable terms that could be obtained under the conditions prevailing in current money markets.
The private sale of its first mortgage bonds, Series H, 16.5 per cent interest, due 1996, in the
aggregate principal amount of $2 million shall provide for amortization prior to maturity of 91
per cent of the original principal amount thereof by application of annual sinking fund payments
equal in aggregate amount to 9.09 per cent of the original principal amount thereof commencing
on May 15, 1986, with a noncumulative option to double the amount of the sinking fund
payments without reducing the amount of subsequent mandatory sinking fund payments,
provided that the aggregate amount of Series H bonds retired by voluntary sinking fund
payments does not exceed $500,000, and shall be otherwise as provided in, and shall be issued
under, and shall be secured by, the indenture of mortgage and deed of trust dated as of February

© Public Utilities Reports, Inc., 2008 203



PURbase

1, 1959, by and between the applicant and the Second National Bank of Nashua, trustee (the
"original indenture of mortgage"), as heretofore supplemented and amended (the "original
indenture of mortgage™ as so supplemented and amended being hereafter called the "amended
indenture of mortgage™), under which all of the applicant's outstanding bonds referred to in Part
1 of Exh 1 have been issued and by which all of said bonds are secured, and as further
supplemented by the following mentioned eighth supplemental indenture (the "eighth
supplemental indenture™) to be made by the applicant to Bank of New Hampshire, National
Association, as trustee, into which said Second National Bank of Nashua was merged effective
November 28, 1969.

To mortgage all the applicant's property, real, personal, and mixed, tangible and intangible,
including franchises and after acquired property (other than property of the kind specifically
reserved, excepted and excluded from the amended indenture of mortgage ["excepted
property"]), as security for the payment of the
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Series H bonds and all other bonds issued heretofore or hereafter with the approval of this
commission under the original indenture of mortgage as supplemented and amended heretofore
or hereafter with the approval of this commission, all in and by, and as provided in, the amended
indenture of mortgage as supplemented by the eighth supplemental indenture.

To make, execute and deliver to Bank of New Hampshire, National Association, as trustee,
an eighth supplemental indenture dated as of a date in 1981 to be designated by the applicant
providing for the creation of the Series H bonds and mortgaging, and confirming the lien of the
amended indenture of mortgage on, the aforesid property as security as aforesaid.

The private sale of the 10,000 shares of preferred stock, Series B, 15.5 per cent interest, $100
par value, for cash equal to the aggregate par value thereof — i.e. $1 million — the rights,
powers, and preferences of which, and the qualifications, limitations and restrictions of which
will be provided as Exh 8 to be filed as soon as available. The proceeds from the sale of the
preferred stock will be applied to the applicant's short-term indebtedness and for other lawful
corporate purposes.

The 10,000 shares of new preferred stock, with a par value of $100 will be dated as of May
15, 1982, and will carry 15.5 per cent dividend rate. Beginning on May 15, 1982, a sinking fund
payment of 500 shares (five per cent) annually will be made, calculated to retire 95 per cent,
prior to maturity, with the final payment of 500 shares due in 2001. The new preferred stock will
be redeemable at any time, at the option of the company at 115.50 per cent in the first year,
scaled down to 100 per cent in the twentieth year; however, prior to May 15, 1991, no
redemption may be made through refunding at an effective annual cost to the company of less
than the effective cost of the new preferred stock.

The company testified that the offering yields of the bonds and the preferred stock compare
with the yields of similar issues by baa/ba rated utilities and that the cost appears to be
reasonable in the light of conditions prevailing at the time of the pricing. Witness Halokowski
stated that the size of the issues were too small to be offered through competitive bidding and
there would be little investor recognition of the company. Staff witness Camfield testified that
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the proposed financing plan does not minimize the cost of capital to consumers and that the pro
forma income statement does not reflect changes which would occur at the margin. Witness
Camfield asserts that the preferred stock issue will "lock™ ratepayers into a large amount of
equity capital at its high nominal cost, unlike common equity, which is generally costed at its
marginal cost. Camfield recommends that the company finance with more debt and carry
$500,000 of short-term debt. He further recommended that the remaining short-term debt be
financed with more common equity, which would thicken equity participation as opposed to
being locked into extra ordinarily high nominal preferred stock cost.

The company, in its memorandum, claims that if it followed staff witness Camfield's
recommendation it would be unable to meet its required coverage test of 2 times and would be
unable to issue the $2 million of long term debt. The company further claims that witness
Camfield's testimony was written without knowledge of the short-term borrowing levels at the
date of the hearing and later in the year and can only be viewed as a theoretical exercise which
does not consider the company's need for capital. The company further claims that the preferred
stock issue is consistent with its contractual limitations and should not
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be considered as equity requiring permanent financing as the issue will be amortized over
twenty years. They state that to assume that common equity cost levels would be likely to
decline over time when compared to the rate at which the preferred stock is to be issued would
be speculative and imprudent.

The company further testified that the level of short-term debt was at the $3.8 million level at
the time of the hearing and estimated that by mid-May short-term debt would be $3.4 million.
Witness Mancini stated that if this commission were to adopt Mr. Camfield's recommendation,
the interest coverage would drop to 17 or 1.8 times and the proposed bonds could not be issued.

After giving due consideration to the arguments of all parties, it is this commission's decision
that the proposed financing is approved. The commission will expect the company to explore
various means of financing in the future which will minimize the cost of capital to the ratepayer.
Testimony was given which indicates that the short-term debt level would be between $3.5
million to $4 million by year-end (TR-75). As part of its financing program, the commission will
expect the company to seriously consider common equity financing and timing additional issues
of debt to take advantage of the lowest possible interest rates.

This commission is concerned with the high interest rate of the bond issue (16.5 per cent),
when Manchester Gas is able to issue bonds during the same time frame at 100 basis points less.
It is further disturbing that an interest rate was committed to in early February for issue on May
15th, during which time interest rates have declined. It has been the usual practice for interest
rate of utility bond issues to be set at the time of issue. During recent times we have issued
authorizations which permit utilities flexibility within a time frame in order to take advantage of
the most favorable market conditions. This concern is, however, tempered by the knowledge that
issues for small companies are somewhat limited by marketability and must depend upon
negotiated financings with institutional investors.

This commission believes that the New Hampshire small gas distribution companies should
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embark upon a path of merging or consolidation. A merged company would enable a greater
visibility in the financial markets, provide greater flexibility in reaching those markets and lower
cost rates upon completion of financings. The existing gas companies like Gas Service are
effectively foreclosed from the common equity markets and the debt markets extract a premium
for the small size of their operations. Obviously, a merger would allow for major savings in
administration costs.

Staff witness Camfield's concerns are valid, Gas Service as well as the other gas utilities
should not be forced into financial arrangements such as the preferred stock offering sought to be
approved here. Therefore, Gas Service is placed on notice that, while the commission will
approve these financings and finds the proceeds for the purposes stated to be in the public good,
the burden of proof will be more difficult in any future financings.

A regulatory environment should not allow a utility to be shielded from the normal economic
forces that are at work in the private unregulated markets in terms of attraction of capital. If Gas
Service and the other gas utilities are serious about using greater levels of natural gas from new
pipelines, they cannot hope to succeed absent a revised corporate structure. If the future belongs
to the efficient then the motto should be reflected in a company size that produces efficiency.
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Our order will issue accordingly.
Order
Upon consideration of the foregoing report, which is made a part hereof; it is

Ordered, that the applicant, Gas Service, Inc., be, and hereby is, authorized to issue and sell
at private sale, for cash, equal to the aggregate principal amount thereof, the applicants first
mortgage bonds, Series H, 16.5 per cent due May 15, 1996, in the aggregate principal amount of
$2 million, said bonds to be dated the date on which they are to be issued, or interest from such
date at the rate of 16.5 per cent, to mature May 15, 1996, to provide for amortization prior to
maturity of 91 per cent of the original principal amount thereof by application of annual sinking
fund payments equal in aggregate amount to 9.09 per cent of the original principal amount
thereof commencing on May 15, 1986, with a noncumulative option to double the amount of the
sinking fund payments without reducing the amount of subsequent mandatory sinking fund
payments, provided that the aggregate amount of Series H bonds retired by voluntary sinking
fund payments does not exceed $500,000, and shall be otherwise as provided in, and shall be
issued under, and shall be secured by, the indenture of mortgage and deed of trust dated as of
February 1, 1959, by and between the applicant and the Second National Bank of Nashua, trustee
(the "original indenture of mortgage") as heretofore supplemented and amended being hereafter
called (the "amended indenture of mortgage") under which all of the applicant's outstanding
bonds have been issued and by which all of said bonds are secured, and is further supplemented
by the following mentioned eighth supplemental indenture (the "eighth supplemental indenture")
to be made by the applicant to Bank of New Hampshire, which said Second National Bank of
Nashua was merged effective November 28, 1969; and it is

Further ordered, that Gas Service, Inc., be, and hereby is, authorized to mortgage all of the
applicant's property, real, personal, and mixed, tangible and intangible, including franchises and
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after acquired property other than property of the kind specifically reserved, excepted and
excluded from the amended indenture of mortgage (“excepted property") as security for the
payment of the Series H bonds and all other bonds issued heretofore or hereafter with the
approval of this commission under the original indenture of mortgage as supplemented and
amended heretofore hereafter with the approval of this commission, all in and by, and as
provided in the amended indenture of mortgage as supplemented by the eighth supplemental
indenture; and it is

Further ordered, that Gas Service, Inc., be, and hereby is, authorized to make, execute, and
deliver to Bank of New Hampshire, National Association as trustee, an eighth supplemental
indenture dated as of date in 1981, to be designated by the applicant providing for the creation of
the Series H bonds and mortgaging, and confirming the lien of the amended indenture of
mortgage on, the aforesaid property as security as aforesaid; and it is

Further ordered, that Gas Service, Inc., be, and hereby is, authorized to issue and sell at
private sale, for cash equal to the aggregate par value thereof — i.e. $1 million — 10,000 shares
of 15.5 per cent cumulative preferred stock, $100 par value, Series B (the "Series B preferred
stock™), the rights, powers, and preferences of which, and the qualifications, limitations, and
restrictions of which, will be as provided in Exh 8 referred to in Par 6 (g) hereof; and it is

Further ordered, that the proceeds of
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the issuance and sale of the Series H bonds and the Series B preferred stock shall be applied
toward payment of the applicant's short-term indebtedness to banks for borrowed money and, to
the extent, if any, not required therefore, for the applicant's lawful corporate purposes; and it is

Further ordered, that on January 1st and July 1st of each year Gas Service, Inc., shall file
with this commission, a detailed statement, duly sworn by its treasurer or assistant treasurer,
showing the deposition of proceeds of Series H bonds and Series B preferred stock, until the
expenditure of the whole of said proceeds shall be fully accounted for.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this thirtieth day of April,
1981.

NH.PUC*04/30/81*[78897]*66 NH PUC 177*Belmont Sewer Commission

[Go to End of 78897]

Re Belmont Sewer Commission
DE 81-85, Order No. 14,876
66 NH PUC 177
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
April 30, 1981
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PETITION for authority to install and maintain sewer facilities on state-owned land; granted.

APPEARANCES: Richard Fournier, chairman, and Cedric Witham, member Belmont Sewer
Commission for the petitioner.

BY THE COMMISSION:

On March 26, 1981, the Belmont Sewer Commission, a public board organized by the town
of Belmont, filed with this commission, petitions for authority to (1) install and maintain a sewer
under the railroad at the Jefferson road crossing in New Hampshire; (2) to install and maintain an
ejection pump station in the right of way of the railroad south of the Jefferson road crossing in
New Hampshire; (3) to install and maintain a sewer under the railroad at the Fox Hill road
crossing in New Hampshire; (4) to install and maintain an ejection pump station in the right of
way of the railroad north of the Jefferson road crossing in New Hampshire; (5) to install and
maintain a sewer under the railroad at the Tucker Shore road crossing in New Hampshire; and
(6) to install and maintain a sewer under the railroad tracks just north of the Grey Rocks crossing
in New Hampshire. All of the aforementioned sewer to cross over or under land owned by the
state of New Hampshire. Said petitions having been filed pursuant to provisions of RSA 371:17.

On April 1, 1981, the commission issued an order of notice directing all interested parties to
appear at a public hearing at 10:00 A.M., on April 29, 1981, at the commission's office in
Concord. Notices were sent to: Richard A. Fournier, chairman, Belmont Sewer Commission (for
publication); John Bridges, director, Department of Safety; George Gilman, commissioner,
Department of Resources and Economic Development; New Hampshire Transportation
Authority; Gerald Lynch, esquire, Legislative Utility Consumers'
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Council; Representative John Hoar; John O'Keefe, esquire, Boston and Maine Corp., V. R.
Terrill, vice president and chief engineer, Boston and Maine Corp.; John J. Knee, Boston and
Maine Corp.; John Amrol, Department of Public Works and Highways; Timothy Drew; and the
Office of the Attorney General. An affidavit of publication was filed with the commission on
April 17, 1981.

The chairman of the Belmont Sewer Commission testified that the New Hampshire
Transportation Authority, the present operator of the railroad, had no objection to the granting of
the petitioner's filings. Representatives of the Boston and Maine Railroad appeared and
confirmed that the section of the railroad involved was owned by the state of New Hampshire,
and the Boston and Maine Railroad Corporation had no interest in the petitions. Mr. Fournier
submitted six exhibits which depicted each easement required for the sewer and pump house
installations across the railroad property. Each exhibit contained a location map and a letter from
the New Hampshire Transportation Authority approving each request.

The commission finds that approval for licenses to cross over or under public lands of the
state of New Hampshire, the New Hampshire Transportation Authority, as set forth in the
petitions in the town of Belmont to be in the public interest.

Our order will issue accordingly.
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Order
Based on the foregoing report which is made a part hereof; it is

Ordered, that authority be granted to the Belmont Sewer Commission to cross over or under
public lands of the state of New Hampshire, New Hampshire Transportation Authority, in the
town of Belmont, New Hampshire, as set forth in the petitioner's exhibits.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this thirtieth day of April,
1981.

NH.PUC*05/01/81*[78898]*66 NH PUC 178*Public Service Company of New Hampshire

[Go to End of 78898]

Re Public Service Company of New Hampshire

Intervenors: Community Action Program, Legislative Utility Consumers' Council, and Business
and Industry Association

DR 81-87, Supplemental Order No. 14,877
66 NH PUC 178
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
May 1, 1981
PETITION for a temporary rate increase; granted.

1. RATES, 8§ 634 — Temporary — Burden of proof.

[N.H.] Since temporary rates are to be established with expedition and without such
investigation as is required for permanent rates, a lesser burden of proof and investigation,
compared either to permanent rates or to emergency rates, is required. p. 179.
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2. EXPENSES, § 9 — Recovery of future costs — Allowance under temporary rates.

[N.H.] Temporary rates are not designed to reflect potential increases in the future;
consequently, recovery expenses items related to future expenses was denied as part of a
temporary rate increase. p. 181.

3. RETURN, 8 26.4 — Cost of common equity — Allowance under temporary rates.

[N.H.] The commission determined that temporary rates should not include a higher return
on common equity from that granted in the latest proceeding. p. 181.

4. RETURN, § 26.4 — Cost of common equity — Allowance under temporary rates.
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[H.N.] Testimony on return on common equity was refused by the commission for purposes
of setting a temporary rate, instead the commission substituted the return on common equity
found to be reasonable in the last proceeding. p. 181.

5. RETURN, 8§ 35 — Attrition factor — Allowance under temporary rates.

[H.N.] The commission determined that the nature of temporary rates and their proceedings
made the use of an attrition factor inappropriate. p. 182.

APPEARANCES: Martin Gross, Philip Ayers, and Eaton Tarbell, for Public Service Company
of New Hampshire; Gerald Eaton on behalf of the Community Action Program; Gerald Lynch on
behalf of the Legislative Utility Consumers' Council; Dom D'Ambruoso for the Business and
Industry Association.

BY THE COMMISSION:
Report

On April 2, 1981, Public Service Company of New Hampshire (hereinafter referred to as
"PSNH" or the "company") filed a request for temporary and permanent rate relief in the amount
of $34,962,094. The commission suspended the proposed tariff pages pending hearings and
investigation. A hearing was scheduled on April 21, 1981, on PSNH's temporary rate request.

The temporary rate statute, RSA 378:27, was enacted in 1941 by the legislature. The New
Hampshire supreme court has interpreted this statute on numerous occasions. In New Hampshire
v New England Teleph. & Teleg. Co. (1959) 103 NH 394, 40 PUR3d 525 173 A2d 810, the
supreme court found that the legislature enacted this statute to protect utilities against
confiscatory rates.

[1] The supreme court noted in New England Teleph. & Teleg. Co. v New Hampshire (1949)
95 NH 515, 82 PUR NS 296 68 A2d 114, that temporary rates are to be established under this
statute with expedition and without such investigation as is required for the determination of
permanent rates. Thus temporary rates require a lesser burden of proof and investigation
compared to either permanent or emergency rates. Re Public Service Co. of New Hampshire
(1981) 66 NH PUC 76.

The burden of proof required by the temporary statute can be satisfied by the filing of reports
with the commission unless there appears to be reasonable grounds to question the figures in
such reports.

In denying PSNH's request for temporary and emergency rates two months ago, the
commission noted that while temporary rates have a lesser burden of proof, they are not
available simply for the asking. In that prior proceeding, the commission was provided estimated
data. Estimated data as to jurisdictional allocations and return are a perfect example of the type
of information envisioned by RSA 378:27 to be questioned and for which the request may be
denied.

This time PSNH has filed an actual jurisdictional study reflecting a 1980 test year and
providing a calculation of the earned rate of return for each aspect of its business. For PSNH's
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Vermont and Maine jurisdictions there is now evidence that these portions of the business are
not carrying their fair share. Public Service Company of New Hampshire
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has, however, taken steps to correct this situation with a major increase filed in Vermont and
an agreement to sell its Maine operations. Such action responds to the commission's concerns
expressed in DR 81-6 as well as DR79-187.

In its New Hampshire jurisdiction the return is higher but still below that found reasonable in
the last proceeding. The next question to be evaluated is whether management has done all that
was necessary to minimize costs. Our review of PSNH's Form 1 reveals actual reduction in
major expense categories. Further, PSNH has eliminated more expenses in response to our
rejection of the emergency rate increase. These factors demonstrate a positive response and
satisfy the lesser burden of proof required for temporary rates. Whether the more extensive
inquiry required in a permanent rate decision will yield the same result depends on the data the
commission receives from all parties.

The question that must be considered before the conclusion of the proceedings is what has
caused the need for an increase despite recent rate awards and management cuts in expenses.
Two identifiable causes have already surfaced; the state franchise tax and expenses associated
with cable television rentals of poles.

A portion of the state franchise tax relates to earnings. A portion of PSNH's earnings are not
cash earnings but rather can be viewed as promises to pay in the future. Yet, the state franchise
tax is leveled on these noncash earnings. The tax associated with these noncash, AFUDC
earnings was $861,132 in 1978, $2,095,551 in 1979, and $5,262,571 in 1980. This $3.1 million
increase since the last rate case is totally unreasonable. Even worse is that when the AFUDC
costs are placed in rate base after 1984, the earnings from the return on this rate base entry will
also have an associated franchise tax. The result, double taxation and higher electric rates.

House Bill 449, sponsored by Representative Arnold Wight, would eliminate this unfairness
and lower electric rates. If the legislature is serious about cutting electric rates, they have an
excellent opportunity to reduce rates by $5.2 million.

Another aspect increasing electric rates is the widening differential between the expenses
associated with cable television pole attachments and the revenues derived from the rental fees
charged. The fees are set by the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) and as is typical of
federal regulations, it is slow in responding to changed economics. The expenses associated with
maintaining poles has risen, yet the pole rental revenue collected from cable television
companies has remained stationary. If these expenses are not reflected by an increase in pole
rental revenue, the electric consumer pays and thereby subsidizes the cable television customer.
When so much concern is being voiced about the high costs of energy it is extraordinary that this
state would elevate the rights of the cable television viewer over that of a poor person trying to
heat his or her home.

This situation could have been remedied by passage of House Bill 5311(21) which have
transferred authority for setting pole rental rates from the FCC to this commission. Public
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Service Company of New Hampshire estimated that the failure of pole rental revenues to match
expenses has cost ratepayers $311,630. When similar figures are compiled for the other electric
utilities and the 12 telephone utilities, a major subsidy for the cable television industry emerges.
The commission believes that reducing
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PSNH rates by $311,630 is far more important than holding down cable television costs. The
commission would request the legislature to reconsider its rejection of this legislative proposal.
Compassion and logic both dictate that society should place a higher priority on keeping people
warm instead of television sets.

Hopefully the legislature will act to remove these two barriers which together would lower
rates by approximately $5.5 million.

The commission finds that based on the records of the company, submitted by witness Long
and the testimony of witnesses Harrison and Littlefield, a temporary rate increase is justified.

The level of the increase is raised by all parties. Public Service Company of New Hampshire
initially sought an increase of $34,962,094 on April 2, 1981. During the interim, the commission
issued its decision in DA 81-94 ([1981] 66 NH PUC 137), which changed the accounting
practice allowed PSNH. The result of the change in accounting reduces the increase requested by
$1,342,151. All parties agree that the amount requested should be reduced by this amount. This
$1.3 million figure relates to a reduction in expenses.

[2] There are other expenses which have been placed in question as to temporary rates. Two
of these expense items relate to expenses which will occur after August of 1981. One is a pro
formed payroll expense and the other is a pro formed property tax adjustment. Both the
commission staff and the Legislative Utility Consumers' Council (LUCC) questioned the
reasonableness of including these expenses in temporary rates. The commission agrees that such
expenses do not merit inclusion in rates at this time. The commission has demonstrated that it is
prepared to recognize these expenses where reasonable after they have occurred, our most recent
recognition being the secondary step increases for these items in DR 79-187. Temporary rates
are not designed to reflect potential increases in the future. Consequently, the $776,276 pro
forma for real estate taxes and the $1,729,123 pro forma for payroll taxes will be removed from
the temporary rate request.

[3, 4] The next area of controversy is the proposal by Public Service Company to increase its
return on common equity to 18.65 per cent. Both the Community Action Program (CAP) and the
LUCC argue that temporary rates cannot include a higher return on common equity from that
found in the last proceeding. The commission agrees.

Temporary rates are to be established with expedition and without such investigation as
required for setting permanent rates. New England Teleph. & Teleg. Co. v New Hampshire
(1949) 95 NH 515, 82 PUR NS 296, 68 A2d 114. The rate of return calculation and especially
the return on common equity aspect require significant investigation and proof. A commission
cannot obtain a just and reasonable return on common equity from just examining the records of
a given utility. Rather, a complex analysis of the utility in question compared to other enterprises
of corresponding risks is required. Expert testimony is necessary and judgment plays an
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important role.

The New Hampshire supreme court has recognized this complexity by finding that during a
temporary rate proceeding this commission can give consideration to a rate of return found to be
reasonable in an earlier proceeding without finding its present reasonableness. Public Service
Co. of New Hampshire v New Hampshire (1959) 102 NH 66, 28 PUR3d 404, 150 A2d 810. The
commission will not accept PSNH's proposal for a 18.6.5 per cent return on common equity for
purposes of temporary rates.
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Rather, the commission will substitute the return on common equity found to be reasonable
in the last proceeding. ([1980] 65 NH PUC 303.)

The commission neither accepts or rejects the testimony offered on this subject. Rather, the
commission refuses to read any return on common equity testimony during a temporary rate
proceeding. All parties have the right to explore this topic through testimony, discovery and
Cross examination.

In its testimony, PSNH raises the possibility of further lines of credit by its bankers if the
results are favorable from this commission decision. The recent history involving PSNH and its
bankers do not substantiate this assertion. Public Service Company of New Hampshire's bankers
have been slow to provide the necessary lines of credit for PSNH to function. Furthermore, the
rates charged are high relative to others within the industry. The rate of progress by PSNH's
bankers can only be described as glacial. If the commission is to seriously respond to such
assertions, the banks will have to respond in a favorable fashion sometime in the very near
future.

The use of our previous finding as to return on common equity leads to an overall rate of
return of 13.6 per cent.

[5] Public Service Company of New Hampshire also seeks a one per cent attrition factor in
its temporary rate request. Commission staff, CAP, and the LUCC all object to this. The supreme
court established the standard for utilities as far as permanent rates are concerned. New England
Teleph. & Teleg. v New Hampshire (1973) 113 NH 92, 98 PUR3d 253, 302 A2d 813. The
standard set forth in that case requires recognition of attrition if established by a utility. In
Legislative Utility Consumers' Council v Granite State Electric Co. (1979) 119 NH — , 402 A2d
644. The court further defined the standard by requiring elaborate findings to support a utilities
allowance. Thus, the standard in New Hampshire is that an attrition will be recognized if proven
by a utility and that such proof supports the adjustment requested. To restate the standard, not
only must a utility prove attrition but it also must carry the burden as to quantifying the
adjustment. Re Hampton Water Co. (1979) 64 NH PUC —.

The duration of a temporary rate proceeding does not allow for the necessary offers of proof
that would lead to a quantified attrition adjustment. Furthermore, an attrition factor is an
adjustment made at the end of a permanent rate proceeding to provide a greater likelihood that
the utility will earn the return set by the commission. Consequently, an attrition adjustment
would not be proper ratemaking at this time.
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The commission believes that the test year filed by PSNH provides the greatest access of
information because of its characteristic calendar year. Consequently, much of the information
usually obtained by data requests are available in reports routinely filed with the commission.

This access to information will necessitate a tighter hearing schedule. Furthermore, since
temporary rates have been established it is necessary to expedite the proceedings. This case will
be finished prior to July 14, 1981, and the hearing schedule will be conducted accordingly.

The commission will allow temporary rates in the amount of $17,435,268. The calculation
for these rates is as follows:

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

New Hampshire Rate Base. Adjusted to Net $362,430,797
of Tax AFUDC

Less: Working Capital Adjustment Due to

Estimated Rate Increase

(1,319,793 x 12.5% x NH Portion 80.52%) 132,837
Adjusted Rate Base $362,297,960
Cost of Capital (Using 15.9% Common Equity and

No Attrition x 13.6%

New Hampshire Net Operating Income Requirement $49,272,523
Less: Adjusted Net Operating Income 40,293,883
Required Increase in Net Operating Income $ 8,978,640
Tax Effect (= 51.497%) $ 17,435,268

The adjusted net operating income
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has been calculated as follows:
[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

REVISED NET OPERATING INCOME CALCULATION

Net Operating Income (Adjusted) Net Method
Plus: Salary Adjustment

Operation and Maintenance Expense:

Total Company

X New Hampshire Allocator

Real Estate Taxes
X New Hampshire Allocator

Adjusted Net Operating Income

The rate increase approved here refers to the overall increase for the New Hampshire retail
rates and does not endorse any particular method of allocating those revenues to class. In making
such allocations the commission believes that consideration must be given to cost of service
principles and to rate design objectives such as conservation. For this reason, the commission has
examined the issue of rate design under the temporary rates and made the determinations
specified in the remaining sections of this report.

Rate Design
A. Introduction
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The primary issues in rate design are the allocation of revenue responsibility to class and
subclass and the setting of specific charges within those classes. In DR 79-187 ([1981] 66 NH
PUC 6), the company's previous rate case, the commission established Phase 11 to allow for a
detailed review of rate design and for the consideration of the rate-making standards of the
Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act (PURPA). The proceedings are now under way and will
culminate in an order pertaining to rate design sometime this summer. The rate design
established will be based on a thorough and complete record and on a careful consideration of
the objectives of fairness and equity, efficiency, conservation, consistency and other objectives
of rate design.

However, the company has applied for a rate increase and, in particular, a temporary rate
increase, prior to the establishment of a complete record in DR 79-187, Phase Il. The granting of
a temporary rate increase will require the allocation of the increased revenues to class and the
assignment of these revenues to specific elements in the tariff. The choice of methods used to
allocate or to assign the increased revenues constitutes rate design and must be carefully
considered by this commission. The methods chosen must achieve, to the extent possible, the
objectives of rate design and must not undermine or erode these objectives. This commission
does not have the luxury of waiting for the completion of DR 79-187, Phase Il to make a
determination on rate design in DR 81-87. Temporary rates must be established immediately,
based on the best sources of data and information available and based on the considered
judgment of the commission.

B. Allocation of Increased Revenues

The company has proposed an across-the-board percentage increase in the revenues collected
from each class. However, we note in the company's own time-differentiated accounting cost
(TDAC) study submitted in DR 79-187, Phase I, that the calculation of the estimated actual rate
of return by class indicates serious interclass subsidies. For example, the study indicates that the
small commercial customers under the general service rate are being overcharged by a
substantial amount. An across-the-board percentage increase not only fails to address the issue of
interclass subsidies, it actually increases the subsidy. Therefore, the commission finds that an
across-the-board percentage increase is an unacceptable method of allocating the increased
revenues to class.

However, the commission notes that the company's TDAC study is not the only evidence that
will be submitted in
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DR 79-187, Phase |1, and that the assumptions used in any accounting cost study are subject
to considerable judgment. The judgment the company has used in its TDAC study has not yet
been subject to review in the record of DR 79-187, Phase Il. In addition, the study is based on
calendar year 1979 and is not specifically applicable to the test year in DR 81-87. For these
reasons, the commission cannot adopt the company's TDAC study as the sole means of
determining the allocation of increased revenues to class.

The commission finds that the allocation of the revenue increase to class must be based on a
compromise that spreads the increase across all classes while heavily weighing the company's
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TDAC study. By this means, the interclass subsidies will tend to be reduced, while leaving
considerable room for error and for further refinements in DR 79-187, Phase II. In particular, the
compromise means that the general service customers will receive a substantially lower
percentage increase, that transmission general customers will receive a slightly higher
percentage increase, and that outdoor lighting customers will receive the highest percentage
increase. The compromise approved by the commission is specified in Table I, summary of rate
changes, PSNH Tariff 25, and is based on an allocation of the revenue increase according to
these percentages:

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

Residential 45%
General 4
Primary General 22
Transmission General 25
Outdoor Lighting 4

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]
TABLE 1 — SUMMARY OF RATE CHANGES

PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF NEW HAMPSHIRE TARIFF 25

Rate Class

Residential

Rate D)

General Service
(Rate G)

Primary General
(Rate GV)
Transmission General
(Rate TR)
Outdoor Lighting
(Rate ML)

Total

Does not include 13,257 private area light customers already counted under
other rates.

In addition to interclass subsidies, the company's TDAC study also indicated that serious
intraclass subsidies exist. The commission is aware of the apparently severe intraclass subsidy in
the general service class apparently due to the lower rates for space heating and uncontrolled
water heating, and addresses that issue in the section on tariff provisions. For the residential
class, the commission examined
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the TDAC study and data on 1980 class consumption and revenue filed by the company as a
data response to PURPA staff data request, Set No. 4, Request 3, in DR 79-187, Phase II. Again,
the commission determined that an across-the-board percentage increase was unacceptable.
Based in part on the company's TDAC study, the commission finds that the increased revenues
within the residential class should fall more heavily on the space heating customers and the
uncontrolled water heating customers. There is no evidence to indicate that the lower rates for
these subclasses substantially meet the objectives of rate design in today's environment. The
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allocation of the revenue increase to the residential subclasses is designed to increase space-and
water-heating subclass average revenues per kwh by approximately twice the increase of the
power and light subclass average revenue per kwh. The subclass "other" does not include the
categories which the commission feels should be exempted from the increase and is assigned an
increase somewhere between the space heating and power and light increases. The allocation of
increased revenues within, the residential class shall be based on the following percentages:

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

Power and Lighting 39%

Space Heating 35
Uncontrolled Water
Heating 24
Other 2

C. Tariff Provisions

The remaining issues in the design of rates under the temporary rate increase pertain to the
review of the specific rates and terms of service and the assignment of the additional revenues to
specific charges in the tariff. The assignment of revenues to particular charges cannot be
completed without a detailed analysis of the billing determinants for those charges, followed in
making those assignments can be specified. The commission has examined the existing tariff and
other available information and has considered the many important objectives of rate making.
The commission finds that the additional revenues from the temporary rate increase should be
assigned in specific manners to the tariffs for the different classes, and that several changes in
the terms and conditions of certain rates are required. The specific changes and revenue increase
assignments approved by the commission are as follows:

Residential
1. Close out the space-heating rate and the G-option space-heating rate to new customers.
2. Close out the uncontrolled water heating rate to new customers.

3. Offer service to new space heating and uncontrolled water heating customers under the
standard residential rate.

4. Do not apply any increase to the controlled water heating rate, the optional seasonal
summer rate, the optional time-of-day off peak rate.

5. Assign the revenue increase to the energy charge portion of each rate.

6. For existing space heating customers, set the energy charge for the first block equal to the
temporary residential energy charge.

General Service
1. Close out the space-heating rate to new customers.
2. Close out the uncontrolled water heating rate to new customers.

3. Offer service to new space heating and uncontrolled water heating customers under the
standard general service rates.

4. Set the space heating rate energy charge equal to the energy charge for
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the high use block under the residential space-heating rate, including G-option space heating
taken by residential customers.

5. Set the uncontrolled water heating rate energy charge for all kilowatt-hours equal to the
energy charge for residential uncontrolled water heating.

6. Do not assign any increase to the controlled water heating rate.

7. Assign any remaining revenue increase to the highest use block of the general service
tariff, or a