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PuBLI ¢ SERvi cE CavpANY OF NEW HAMPSH RE
Petitions for Valuation of Certain Hydro-Electric Facilities
Order Addressing |Issues Raised at Pre-Hearing Conference

ORDER NO 23,596

Decenmber 12, 2000

APPEARANCES: O Neill, Gills & ONeill, PLLP, by
Peter H Gills, Esq. for City of Berlin and City of
Manchester; Gerald M Eaton, Esqg. for Public Service Conpany
of New Hanpshire; Upton, Sanders & Smth, LLP by Robert Upton
1, Esq. for Town of Bow, Town of Hill sborough, Town of
Gorham City of Franklin and New Hampton Village Precinct; Tom
Ryan for Local 1837, International Brotherhood of Electrical
Wor kers; Office of Consunmer Advocate by M chael W Hol nes,
Esqg. for residential ratepayers; and Donald M Kreis, Esq. for
the Staff of the New Hanpshire Public Utilities Conm ssion

l. BACKGROUND AND PROCEDURAL HI STORY

On Septenber 29, 2000, the City of Berlin and the
City of Manchester (collectively, Petitioners) filed with the
New Hanpshire Public Utilities Conm ssion (Comm ssion) a joint
petition for a determ nation of the value of two hydro-
electric facilities owned by Public Service Conpany of New
Hampshire (PSNH): the J. Brodie Smith Station in Berlin (Smth
Station) and the Anpskeag Station in Manchester (Anpskeag
Station). The Comm ssion assigned Docket No. DE 00-210 to the
Anpbskeag Station proceeding and Docket No. DE 00-211 to the
request for valuation of Smth Station.

The Petition invokes Section 5 of Chapter 249 of the
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Session Laws of 2000, which provides as follows:

Option for Minicipalities Purchasing
Certain Electric Facilities.

Muni ci palities which seek to purchase PSNH
hydro-el ectric small scale electric
facilities, as defined in RSA 374-D:1, may
with the consent of the governing body,
prior to October 1, 2000, petition the
conm ssi on pursuant to RSA 38:9, prior to
hol ding the vote of qualified voters
provided for in RSA 38:3, RSA 38:4, or RSA
38:5, for a determnation of the fair

mar ket value of the facility in the event
that the nunicipality and PSNH are unabl e
to agree to a price to be paid for the
facility. The cost of the determ nation
shall be at the expense of the requesting
muni ci pality. The Commi ssion shoul d sel ect
an i ndependent, qualified asset valuation
specialist to conduct the asset valuation
process. |If this option is chosen, al
votes required by RSA 38:3, RSA 38:4, or
RSA 38:5 nmust be held prior to the
expiration of the time limt required for
the ratification vote under RSA 38:13.

2000 N.H. Laws 249:5. Chapter 249 is entitled "An Act
relative to final authorization of electric rate reduction
financing and comm ssion action" and, in general, is the
measure in which the 2000 Legi sl ature approved (with

nmodi fi cations) the proposed PSNH Restructuring Settl enent
Agreenent that the Conm ssion considered and approved in
Docket No. DE 99-099. The Comm ssion's approval of the PSNH
Restructuring Settlement Agreenment is presently on appeal to

t he New Hanpshire Suprenme Court.



DE 00-210 - 3-
DE 00-211

The PSNH Restructuring Settlement Agreenment calls
for PSNH to divest itself of its electric generation assets
t hrough public sale. As it was originally presented to the
Comm ssi on, the Restructuring Settl ement Agreenent provided
that nunicipalities interested in acquiring PSNH s hydro-
el ectric assets could enter into purchase agreenents with
PSNH, prior to the public sale. W nmade certain nodifications
to the Restructuring Settlement Agreenent as it related to
this issue, responding inter alia to the suggestion of
muni ci palities that the Agreenent as originally drafted did
not give them a meani ngful opportunity to pursue acquisition.
See PSNH Proposed Restructuring Settlenment, Order No. 23,443
(April 19, 2000), slip op. at 228-231. Thereafter, the
Legi sl ature enacted Chapter 249, further conditioning the PSNH
Restructuring Settlement Agreement and, in the section quoted
supra, providing nunicipalities with an opportunity to nove
forward with the acquisition process set forth in RSA Chapter
38 wi thout having conpleted the full ratification process
contenpl ated by that chapter. See RSA 38:3, 38:4 and 38:5
(providing for approval of relevant municipal governing body
and, ultimately, nunicipal voters prior to Conm ssion

valuation of facility in question). Under Chapter 38
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generally, Conmm ssion valuation and, ultimtely, condemati on,
are renedi es available to a nmunicipality when it fails to
agree on a price with the owmning utility as to the generation
facility the nmunicipality wishes to purchase. See RSA 38:09,

| .

Smth Station, |ocated on the Androscoggin River in
Berlin, is a single-unit, 14.2 megawatt run-of-the-river
hydroel ectric generating plant, with significant up-river
storage. The facility is currently |licensed by the Federal
Energy Regul atory Conmm ssion (FERC) as Project No. 2287-NH.
Anmposkeag Station, |located on the Merrinmack River in
Manchester, is a three-unit, 17.5 nmegawatt run-of-the-river
hydroel ectric generating plant with peaking capability in
| ower water flow conditions. It is part of the Merrimack
Project (Project No. 1893-NH), a three-station devel opnent
| icensed by the FERC.

In their formal request for valuation, the
Petitioners aver that, after investigation of plant
conditions, feasibility, necessary regul atory approvals,
potential environnmental liabilities and fair market val ue,
Berlin wishes to acquire the Smth Stati on and Manchester

w shes to acquire the Anpbskeag Station. Berlin's Board of
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Mayor and Al derman aut horized the instant petition on July 19,
2000; the Manchester City Council took the sanme action on
Septenber 5, 2000. According to the Petitioners, they have
advi sed PSNH of their intent to acquire the two hydro-electric
facilities but "PSNH has been unable to enter into
negotiations . . . due to its perceived uncertainty as to the
process and procedure for the divestiture of its generation
assets. As a result, Manchester and Berlin have been unable
to agree to a price with PSNH to be paid for Anpskeag or
Smth." Petition at 5.

The Petition explicitly requests that the two
val uations be conducted as a consolidated proceeding.
According to the Petitioners, both nmunicipalities seek the
same or simlar relief, and consolidation would allow themto
share costs associated with the proceeding. |In the view of
the Petitioners, consolidation would also make for efficient
use of the Comm ssion's tinme and that of other parties because
the Petitioners intend to use the sane experts and
consul tants, and expect to enploy the sanme val uation
nmet hodol ogi es.

The Comm ssion issued an Order of Notice, duly
published in a newspaper with statewi de circul ation, setting a

Pre-Hearing Conference for Novenber 30, 2000 and requiring any
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party seeking to intervene in the proceeding to file a
petition by Novenmber 27, 2000. The Commi ssion received a
tinmely petition to intervene filed jointly on behalf of the
Towns of Bow, Hillsborough, and Gorham the City of Franklin
and the New Hanpton Village Precinct (collectively, Minicipal
| ntervenors). On Novenmber 21, 2000, the O fice of Consumer
Advocate (OCA) advised the Comm ssion that it would be
appearing on behalf of residential ratepayers pursuant to RSA
363: 28.

On the evening of Novenmber 29, 2000, the Petitioners
transmtted to the Comm ssion via facsimle a witten Pre-
Heari ng Conference Statement and a response to the Muinici pal
I ntervenors' petition to intervene. The Conm ssion conducted
t he Pre-Hearing Conference as schedul ed on Novenber 30, 2000.
In addition to the Petitioners, PSNH, the Minici pal
| ntervenors, OCA and the Staff of the Commi ssion (Staff), Tom
Ryan of Local 1837, International Brotherhood of Electrical
Workers (I BEW, appeared and made an oral request for
i ntervenor status on behalf of the | BEW
1. PETITIONS TO | NTERVENE

There were no objections to either the Minicipal
| ntervenors' tinely petition to intervene or the oral request

made at the Pre-Hearing Conference by IBEW In their witten
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subm ssi on of Novenmber 29, and at the Pre-Hearing Conference
itself, the Petitioners raised certain issues relating to
factual assertions in the Minicipal Intervenors' request for
i ntervenor status. Further, IBEWmde clear that its
intervention request grows out of its interest in assuring
that the enpl oyee protection provisions of the PSNH
Restructuring Settlement Agreenent are applied to any
muni ci palities acquiring PSNH hydro-electric facilities. This
engender ed di scussion at the Pre-Hearing Conference of whether
t hose provisions are, in fact, relevant to this proceeding.
Because the rights, duties, privileges, immunities
or other substantial interests of both the Muinici pal
I ntervenors and | BEW nmay be affected, and because the
interests of justice as well as the orderly and pronpt conduct
of the proceedi ngs would not be inpaired by allow ng the
requested interventions, see RSA 541-a:33, the petitions for
i ntervenor status were granted at the Pre-Hearing Conference.
I11. PRELI M NARY POSI TI ONS OF THE PARTI ES
Fol | owi ng the discussion of the intervention
requests at the Pre-Hearing Conference, the Comm ssion invited
the parties to state prelimnary positions on the issues in

t he subject dockets.

1. City of Berlin and City of Manchester
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In their witten Pre-Hearing Statenent, the
Petitioners noted that the City of Berlin and the City of
Manchester are not in the identical situation as to the
acqui sition of the relevant hydro-electric facility within
their borders. According to the Petitioners, the Berlin City
Counci | has approved the acquisition of Smith Station by the
two-thirds vote specified in RSA 38:3, and on Election Day in
Novenmber the city's voters al so approved the proposal as
contenpl ated by the statute. Therefore, according to the
Petitioners' Pre-Hearing Statement, Berlin intends to proceed
with RSA 38 acquisition proceedi ngs "contenporaneously wth
the initiation of proceedi ngs under Chapter 249."

Petitioners' Pre-Hearing Conference Statenent at 2. The
Petitioners aver that Berlin is presently in the 60-day reply
peri od contenpl ated by RSA 38:7, having provided formal notice
to PSNH of its wish to purchase Smth Station. The
Petitioners further indicate that Manchester plans to submt

t he question of acquiring Anoskeag Station to the city's
voters pursuant to RSA 38:3 in Septenmber 2001 at the tinme of
the city's regular primary election. Petitioners wish to
structure the procedural schedule for these dockets in a
manner that allows Manchester to take this vote in Septenber

2001 while still conplying with the requirement in RSA 38:13
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that such ratification take place "[w]ithin 90 days of the
final determ nation of the price to be paid for the plant and
property to be acquired.” Accordingly, Petitioners proposed a
procedural schedule calling for the subm ssion of Prefiled
testinmony in April 2001 with merits hearings from My 28 to
31, 2001.

As already noted, the Petitioners indicated that
t hey favor consolidation of the two dockets for purposes of
adm ni strative efficiency and cost-m nim zation. 1In essence,
the Petitioners proposed that the case be handled in the
manner typically adopted by the Comm ssion in contested
proceedi ngs, with each party — including the Comm ssion Staff,
providing witten prefiled testinmony of its witnesses that is
t hen subjected to discovery and, ultimtely, to cross-
exam nation at hearing. The Petitioners proposed that, at
hearing, wi tnesses first provide testinony concerning the
general nethodol ogi es used to value the two facilities,
thereafter providing testinony as to the specific valuation of
each plant.

The Petitioners contend that the enpl oyee protection
provi sions of the PSNH Restructuring Settlement Agreenent are
not relevant to this proceedi ng because it is being conducted

under RSA 38. According to the Petitioners, section 5 of
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Chapter 249 is in the manner of a "private"” law that inures to
t he benefit of nmunicipalities without subjecting themto the
provi sions of the Restructuring Settlement Agreenent that the
Legi sl ature took up el sewhere in Chapter 249. Counsel for the
Petitioners indicated that Berlin's city manager has expressed
an intent to abide by the collective bargai ning agreenent
bet ween PSNH and | BEW should Berlin ultimtely acquire Smth
Station.

The Petitioners requested that the Conm ssion add
t he Adobe Acrobat (or *.pdf) format to those that are approved
as el ectronic versions of Comm ssion-filed docunents pursuant
to Puc 202.08. According to the Petitioners, this would
all eviate the problem experienced in other proceedi ngs of
persons in the hearing roomworking fromdifferently formatted
versions of the same docunent.

The Petitioners drew the Comm ssion's attention to
RSA 38:9, 111, which require the Commi ssion to "determ ne the
amount of damages, if any, caused by the severance of the
pl ant and property proposed to be purchased fromthe other
pl ant and property of the owner." Wth regard to electric
utilities, RSA 38:9, 11l further provides that these danages

shall be limted to the value of such plant and

property and the cost of direct renedial
requi renments, such as new t hrough-connections in
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transm ssion lines, and shall exclude

consequenti al damages such as stranded i nvest nent

in generation, storage or supply arrangenents

whi ch shall be determ ned as provided in RSA

38:33.1
In light of this provision, and in light of the general
statutory authority contained in RSA 38:9 for the Conm ssion
to set the value for the facilities in question, the
Petitioners ask the Conm ssion to require PSNH to state in its
prefiled testinmony (1) the value claimed for all plant and
property to be acquired by each city, (2) any and all costs
claimed as direct remedial requirenents under RSA 38:9, and
(3) any consequenti al damages cl ai ned by PSNH under RSA 38:9
and 38: 33.

Next, Petitioners drew the Conm ssion's attention to

the provision in Chapter 249:5 requiring that the "cost of the

determ nation shall be at the expense of the requesting

1 RSA 38:33 provides that:

In matters over which the Federal Energy
Regul atory Comm ssi on does not have jurisdiction, or
has jurisdiction but chooses to grant jurisdiction
to the state, the conm ssion shall determne, to a
just and reasonabl e extent, the consequenti al
damages such as stranded investnent in generation,
storage, or supply arrangenents resulting fromthe
purchase of plant and property froma utility and
shal |l establish an appropriate recovery nechani sm
for such damages. The comm ssion need not nmake such
a determ nation when the nunicipality and utility
agree upon the sale of utility plant and property.
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muni ci pality."?2 In light of this provision, the Petitioners
requested that the Commission in its order follow ng the Pre-
Heari ng Conference provide an estimte of the costs to be
assessed against the Petitioners under Chapter 249:5.
According to the Petitioners, because these suns will increase
the ultimate total cost of acquiring the plants by the
muni cipalities, estimating themw |l allow the two
muni ci palities to determne early in the process whether it
remai ns worthwhile to press forward with the acquisitions.
2. Publ i c Service Conpany of New Hanpshire

PSNH i ndicated that it is indifferent as to who
ultimately acquires the Smth or Anpskeag stations as |ong as
the acquiring entity or entities are responsible. According
to PSNH, its objective is to reap the highest possible price

for these assets so as to maxim ze the reduction in stranded

2 This provision has a counterpart in RSA 38:9, |V, which
st at es:

The expense to the comm ssion for the
i nvestigation of the matters covered by the
petition, including the amounts expended for
experts, accountants, or other assistants, and
sal ari es and expenses of all enployees of the
conm ssion for the time actually devoted to the
i nvestigation, but not including any part of the
sal aries of the conmm ssioners, shall be paid by the
parties involved, in the manner fixed by the
commi ssi on.
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costs that would otherw se be recoverable from PSNH custoners
under the terns of the PSNH Restructuring Settlenment
Agr eenent .

PSNH i ndi cated that the instant proceeding is
different froma typical valuation under RSA 38 because there
is data avail abl e on conparabl e sal es and market prices.
According to PSNH, it will definitely be necessary for the
Comm ssion to fix consequential danages in connection with the
valuation of the two plants, which it characterized as the
"jewel s" of their respective geographical regions. |In the
view of PSNH, the Conpany will be able to realize a smaller
price for its other hydro-electric facilities in the two
regions if Smth Station and Anpskeag Station are not
avai l abl e as part of the package, and in PSNH s opinion the
muni ci palities should have to make up the price differential
in the form of consequential damages.

Acknow edgi ng that the Comm ssion's approval of the
PSNH Restructuring Settlenment agreement is presently on appeal
to the New Hanpshire Supreme Court, PSNH neverthel ess
contended that it is not necessary to delay this proceeding to
account for the possibility that divestiture m ght not nove
forward. According to PSNH, because the Court is considering

t he appeal on an expedited basis, the judicial proceedings
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will yield an answer well before the valuations here are
conpl et ed.

However, PSNH characterized as "premature” the
setting of a procedural schedule for these dockets prior to
the Comm ssion's selection of the independent, qualified asset
val uation specialist described in Chapter 249:5. PSNH
indicated that it was "not crucial” that it be allowed to
comment on the Commi ssion's selection, a right PSNH enjoys in
connection with the expert the Commi ssion is to engage to
conduct asset sales generally. See RSA 369-B:3, |V(b)(13).

Wth regard to the costs of the valuations, PSNH
expressed a concern that the Petitioners m ght cause the
determ nation to be structured in such a way that the
acqui sition costs are deducted fromthe valuation of the
pl ants. According to PSNH, this would illegally result in
PSNH s ratepayers subsidizing the nmunicipal acquisition of the
two plants.

PSNH i ndi cated that it agreed with the Petitioners’
proposal to have the parties submt pre-filed testinony
sinmul taneously. Wth regard to assessing its damages, PSNH
indicated that it needs to know the precise scope of what the

muni ci palities intend to purchase, e.g., the extent to which
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t he i npoundnments behind the hydro-electric facilities would be
included in the property to be acquired by the two cities.

Finally, PSNH strongly disagreed with the
Petitioners' contention that proceedi ngs conducted under
Chapter 249:5 are not subject to the terns of the PSNH

Restructuring Settlenment Agreenment.

3. Towns of Bow, Hillsborough, and Gorham City of
Franklin and New Hanpton Vill age Precinct

The Intervenor Municipalities indicated that their
intention is sinply to observe the proceedi ngs and participate
in discovery. They indicated that there may be a nore
efficient way to conduct these proceedi ngs than has been
contenpl ated by either the Petitioners or PSNH and woul d be

di scussing that with the parti es.

4. Local 1837, International Brotherhood of Electrical
Wor ker s

The IBEWIindicated that its purpose in participating
in these dockets is to assure that the interests of the
enpl oyees of the Smith Station and the Anpskeag Station are
represented here.
5. O fice of Consuner Advocate
The O fice of Consuner Advocate (OCA) indicated that
its interest here is in assuring that the Smth Station and

Anmpbskeag Station are each sold at the maxi num possible price,
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t hereby providing the greatest offset to PSNH s recoverabl e
stranded cost and reducing ratepayer liability accordingly.
6. St af f

Staff indicated that it would be necessary for the
Commi ssion to make an initial determnation as to the role of
t he i ndependent expert to be hired by the Comm ssion under
Chapter 249:5. According to Staff, it remains an open
guestion whether this expert should be treated sinply as a
wi tness who woul d present testinony on behalf of Staff or
whet her the expert serves in an adjudicatory or advisory
capacity. As a possible neans of conducting a fair process
that would mnim ze costs while yielding an expedited
deci sion, Staff suggested the possibility of having no
val uation experts involved beyond the one to be hired by the
Commi ssion. Staff also expressed the view that it m ght not
necessarily be appropriate to conduct a consoli dated
proceedi ng here, given that the two petitioning nunicipalities
are not conpletely on the sanme footing in their discussions
wi th PSNH.

According to Staff, it would not be possible to
provide the Petitioners with an estimate at the outset of the
proceedi ng of the Comm ssion-related costs to be borne by the

two nunicipalities. Wth regard to the format for docunment
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subm ssion, Staff rem nded the parties that the Commi ssion's
rules currently require that all documents be submtted to the
Conmmi ssion in paper as well as electronic form Staff urged
the Commi ssion to remi nd the parties that a docunent is not
considered filed with the Comm ssion until the requisite
nunber of hard copi es have been delivered to the Conm ssion's
of fices.

Finally, Staff agreed with PSNH t hat Chapter 249:5
shoul d not be viewed as independent of the PSNH Restructuring
Settl enent Agreenment that was approved and nodified by the
Legi slature in the process of enacting Chapter 249. According
to Staff, the Legislature intended the parties to a val uation
under Chapter 249:5 to be bound by the provisions of the
Restructuring Settlement Agreement. 1In the alternative, Staff
noted that the Petitioners were parties to the proceedings in
Docket No. DE 99-099 and would therefore be bound under
principles of adm nistrative res judicata fromrelitigating
any issues here relating to enployee protections or other
relevant matters decided in that docket. Accordingly, in the
view of Staff, the Conm ssion should determ ne here that the
public interest requires any nunicipal purchasers of PSNH

hydro-el ectric assets to be bound by the enpl oyee protection
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provi sions of the PSNH Restructuring Settlenent Agreenent.?3
| V. PROCEDURAL | SSUES RAI SED I N TECHNI CAL SESSI ON

Fol |l owi ng the Pre-Hearing Conference, the parties
and Staff met for a technical session and di scussed procedural
i ssues. The parties and Staff agreed to recommend to the
Comm ssion that it hold in abeyance the devel opment of a full
procedural schedule for the dockets at this time. |Instead,
the Parties and Staff recomended that the Comm ssion
entertain witten briefs, to be filed on or before Decenber
15, 2000, on two issues deened crucial to the further progress
of the dockets: (1) the appropriate role of the "independent,
gual i fied asset valuation specialist" specified by Chapter

249:5 "to conduct the asset valuation process,” and (2) the

3 During the discussion of the intervention petitions,
there was a col |l oquy anong the parties concerning RSA 38: 11,
whi ch sets forth in relevant part that, "[w] hen making a
determ nati on whet her the purchase or taking of utility plant
or property is in the public interest under this chapter, the
conm ssion may set conditions and issue orders to satisfy the
public interest." The Petitioners suggested that the intent
of Chapter 249:5 was to make this provision inapplicable.

PSNH and Staff disagreed, taking the position that Chapter
249:5 sinply permits the nunicipalities to nmove forward with
the entire process contenplated by RSA 38, including the
public interest determ nation contenpl ated by RSA 38:11,

wi t hout first obtaining voter approval as normally required by
RSA 38. It was not clear whether the Petitioners continued to
press this interpretation of Chapter 249:5 during the ensuing
prelimnary discussion of the substantive issues raised by the
docket s.
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bi ndi ng effect, if any, of the PSNH Restructuring Settlenent
Agreenent on these proceedings. Parties and Staff further
agreed to reconmmend to the Commi ssion that it entertain reply
briefs on these subjects on or before Decenmber 22, 2000, and
that the Comm ssion thereafter issue a ruling on these issues.
Those issues aside, there was agreenent anong the Parties and
Staff that it would be appropriate and possible for the
Parties and Staff to resolve factual issues and agree on
stipul ations while the Conm ssion is undergoing the request-
for-proposal process precedent to the hiring of its
i ndependent expert.
V. COWM SSI ON ANALYSI S

Under the circunstances, we agree with the Parties
and Staff that it is appropriate to resolve certain threshold
i ssues at the outset concerning the role of the independent
asset valuation expert we will be engaging as well as the
rel ati onshi p between these proceedi ngs and the PSNH
Restructuring Settlement Agreement. We will therefore approve
the briefing schedul e recomended by the Parties and Staff
and, based on those subm ssions, nmake a determ nation on the
i ssues raised therein. At that tinme, we will also schedul e an
addi ti onal Technical Session to give the parties an

opportunity to reconvene for the purpose of devel oping a
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recommendation to the Comm ssion concerning the procedural
i ssues and schedul e for the remai nder of these dockets.

We agree with the Petitioners that it continues to
be appropriate to treat these two dockets as a consol i dated
proceedi ng, given the simlarity of the issues raised therein.
We al so adopt Staff's recomnmendation to adnoni sh the parties
that, under Puc 202.07, a filing is not effective unless,
inter alia, an original and eight copies have been filed with
the Comm ssion. Subject to that caveat, we grant the
Petitioners request to pernmt conpliance with Puc 202.08
(concerning the separate requirenment for electronic filing) by
subm tting docunments in Adobe Acrobat *.pdf format.

Wth regard to the request by the Petitioners that
we provide themw th some kind of estinmate of the Comm ssion-
rel ated costs to be assessed against themin these dockets, we
are synpathetic both to their reasonable wish to be able to
estimate their costs as well as the difficulties inherent in
estimating the expenses associated with the efforts of
Comm ssion Staff. As a practical matter, we believe that the
bul k of the expenses to be borne by the Petitioners will be
t hose associated with the independent expert. Thus, in an
effort to allay the concerns of the Petitioners, we wll

advi se them at the conclusion of the selection process of the
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antici pated expenses associated with the expert. W wll also
ask Staff to neet with the Petitioners at that time to agree
on a basis for providing them to the extent possible, with a
reasonabl e but non-binding estimte of the other Comm ssion-
rel ated expenses the Petitioners will bear in connection with
t he val uati on process.

Based upon the foregoing, it is hereby

ORDERED, that the parties may submt witten briefs
on or before Decenmber 15, 2000, limted to discussion of the
two threshold issues described in this order; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the parties may thereafter
submt reply briefs on or before December 22, 2000.

By order of the Public Utilities Conm ssion of New

Hampshire this twelfth day of Decenber, 2000.

Douglas L. Patch Susan S. Ceiger Nancy Brockway
Chai r man Comm ssi oner Comm ssi oner

Attested by:

Thomas B. CGetz
Executive Director and Secretary



