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CONCORD ELECTRI ¢ COVPANY AND EXETER & HAMPTON ELECTRI ¢ COMPANY

Fuel Adjustnent Cl ause and Purchased Power Adjustnent Cl ause,
Short-Term Power Purchase Rates for Qualifying Facilities, and
Adm ni strative Service Charge

Order Approving Charges and Denying Mtion for Rehearing and
Reconsi deration

ORDER NO 23,635

February 9, 2001

APPEARANCES: LeBoeuf, Lanb, G eene & MacRae by Scott J.
Muel l er, Esq. for Concord El ectric Conpany and Exeter & Hanpton
El ectric Conpany; Pierce Atwood by Kevin F. Gordon, Esq. for
Osram Syl vani a Products, Inc.; Mchael Holnmes, Esq. for the
O fice of Consumer Advocate; and Tracy Guyette, Henry Bergeron,
and Paul Tessier for the Staff of the New Hanpshire Public
Utilities Comm ssion.
| . PROCEDURAL HI STORY

On Decenber 1, 2000, Unitil Service Corporation on
behal f of Concord Electric Conmpany (CEC) and Exeter & Hanpton
El ectric Conpany (E&H)(collectively the Conpanies) filed with the
New Hanpshire Public Uilities Conm ssion (Comm ssion) proposed
tariff pages, supporting testinony and exhibits to revise the
Conpani es’ retail fuel adjustnent clause (FAC) charges, purchased
power adjustnent clause (PPAC) charges, and short-term power
purchase rates for Qualifying Facilities for the period January

1, 2001 to July 1, 2001. The petition proposes an increase of

$0. 02502 fromthe current FAC and PPAC rate for CEC, and an
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i ncrease of $0.02485 for E&H.  The petition indicates that a
residential CEC custonmer using 500 kWh per nonth woul d see an

i ncrease of $12.63 or 25.15 percent on a nonthly bill, and a E&H
residential custoner also using 500 kWh per nonth woul d seen an

i ncrease of $12.55 or 26.05 percent.

On Decenber 1, 2000, the Conpanies also submtted a
petition to change their Adm nistrative Service Charge. The new
tariffs are proposed to recover $14,042 in 2000 adm nistrative
costs associated with the pilot program CEC is proposing an
Adm ni strative Service Charge of $0.00003 per kil owatt-hour,
which is not a change fromthe current charge. E&H is proposing
an increase in its Adm nistrative Service Charge of $0.00004 from
its current charge of $0.00001

An Order of Notice was issued on Decenmber 5, 2000
scheduling a hearing for Decenber 19, 2000. On Decenber 6, 2000,
the Office of Consunmer Advocate inforned the Conmm ssion it would
be participating in this docket on behalf of residential
rat epayers. On Decenber 12, 2000, the Conpani es, OCA, and
Conmmi ssion Staff (Staff) held a technical session. At the
hearing on Decenber 19, 2000, Osram Syl vania Products, Inc.
(GCsram, a large industrial custonmer |located in E&H s

distribution territory, petitioned for intervention which was
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granted. On Decenber 28, 2000, the Conm ssion issued O der No.
23,611, approving the rates as filed except for the qualifying
facility (QF) short-term avoi ded capacity rate. The Conm ssion
stated that a nmore extensive order would follow its Decenber 28,
2000 order.

On January 26, 2001, OCsramfiled a Mdtion for Rehearing
and Reconsideration of the interimorder. Osram argued that the
interimorder was issued in violation of RSA 91-A and that the
order also violated Osranis due process rights. On February 1,
2001, the Unitil Conpanies filed their Opposition to the Mdtion
for Rehearing. Unitil argues that the Mdtion failed to state
good cause for rehearing, is procedurally deficient, and the
assertions therein are contrary to the record evi dence.

I'1. POSITIONS OF THE PARTI ES AND STAFF

A. Concord El ectric Conpany and
Exeter & Hanpton El ectric Conpany

The Conpani es presented the testinony of two w tnesses,
Linda S. Hafey, Project Leader of Regul atory Operations for
Unitil Service Corporation, and David K. Foote, President, Unitil
Power Corporation, and Vice President, Unitil Service
Corporation. M. Dileep Prabhakar, who pre-filed testinony
jointly with M. Foote, is no longer with Unitil and not

presented as a w tness.
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The pre-filed direct testinony of Ms. Hafey was
presented to explain the Conpanies’ cal culation of the PPAC and
FAC and the inpact on custoners. Her testinony al so addressed
the cal cul ati on of the proposed Adm nistrative Service Charge
which is designed to collect the 2000 Pilot Program
adm ni strative costs.

M. Foote presented testinony detailing the anticipated
increases in Unitil Power Corporation’s (UPC) whol esal e power
costs which are the basis for E&H s and CEC' s FAC and PPCA. The
proj ected whol esal e power costs for the period January through
June, 2001 are $13 million higher than the projection for the
period July to Decenber of 2000; $6.2 nmillion of this increase is
attributable to fuel costs in the January to June period, and $5
mllion is attributable to prior period fuel costs.

Fol l owi ng the hearing, the Conpanies filed data
responses to questions asked during the hearing and a post-
hearing brief. The responses include a |ist of the proceedings
in which Unitil is a participant in order to protect its
interests relative to its power suppliers and increasing
whol esal e power costs, Unitil Conpanies’ right to retroactive
adj ust nents under recent FERC precedent, the Conpanies’ current

short-term debt, the inclusion of |obbying costs in UPC s A&G
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costs, and a typical bill conparison for the Conpanies for rate
class G 1 (large general service). The Conpanies state that
begi nning in 2000, |obbying expenses were charged directly to CEC
and E&H and booked “bel ow the line”.

In its brief, the Conpanies argued that the use of the
Prime Rate for interest on over- and under-recoveries is
appropriate and consistent with Conm ssion precedent and rules.
The Conpani es al so argue that inplenenting the proposed rate
changes on the basis of service rendered, as suggested by Staff,
is inpractical and contrary to Comm ssion rules. The Conpanies
state that if the Comm ssion requires advance notification of
rate changes it should take action through existing rules.
Al t hough t he Conpani es understand the reasons for Staff’s
recommendati on, according to the Conpani es such a change in the
billing system could not be inplenented for at |east five weeks.
In their brief, the Conpani es point out that charitable
contri butions and | obbyi ng expenses will not be included in UPC s
current whol esale rates. The renmoval of charitable contributions
for the year 2000 and 2001 is done in cooperation with a Staff
audit request and in recognition of a recent change in FERC
policy. Following an audit by Staff, Unitil Service Corp. now

bills | obbyi ng expenses directly to CEC and E&H which record them
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“below the line”. The Conpanies argue that Staff’'s suggestion to
renove | obbyi ng expenses for 1999 fromthe PPAC is prohibited
under the principles of preenption, the filed rate doctrine, and
t he bar against retroactive ratemaking. According to the
Conpanies, a forty-five day filing is not in the best interest of
custoners. The Conpanies state that a | onger review period could
affect the accuracy of the data used in setting rates, especially
at tinmes when markets are volatile. Finally, the Conpani es argue
that the proposed capacity rate of $0.00 per kWnonth is
appropriate for the restructured whol esal e nmarket and consi st ent
with Comm ssion precedent. According to the Conpani es, because
capacity purchases can now be made at the energy clearing
capacity price an avoided capacity rate is no | onger applicable
or necessary. The Conpani es argue that because no QF has ever
sought to make sal es under the Unitil capacity rate, and because
the pricing of installed capacity is in a state of flux, the
Unitil Conpanies believe it continues to be reasonable to set the
QF capacity price at zero.
B. Staff

Staff did not present testinony, but cross-

exam ned the wi tnesses on custoner notification, rate drivers,

the interest rate on over/under-coll ections, sales forecasts,
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UPC s forecasts of energy prices, short-term purchases, | obbying
expenses, and expenses for charitable donations. M. Foote
stated that although the original notification to custoners
indicated the liklihood of a rate decrease in six nonths as part
of the Conpanies’ next FAC/PPAC filing, that at this tinme a rate
decrease in six nmonths was nuch less likely. In fact, M. Foote
stated that recent events could even force the Conpanies to
petition for an additional rate increase prior to the next
FAC/ PPAC filing expected on June 1, 2001. These events include a
| onger than anticipated shutdown of Seabrook Station, the FERC s
Decenber 15, 2000 order setting the Installed Capacity deficiency
charge at $8.75 per megawatt-nonth, and the continued increase in
oil and gas futures prices since UPC prepared its cost
projections in md-Cctober.

I n response to a question about estimates of buyout
savi ngs, the Conpanies’ w tnesses stated that since unit
availability is no | onger publicly avail able, cal culating
contract-buyout savings or losses is nmuch nore difficult and not
i ncluded as part of the current filing.

Advance notification of the potential rate increase was
issued in the formof a news advisory to the nedia on Decenber 1,

2000, and a letter or fax was sent to Key Account customers. 1In
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addition the Conpanies will issue public service nessages in the
Concord Monitor, Portsmouth Herald, the Exeter Newsletter, and
t he Hanpton Union in Decenber and January on the energy price
i ncrease, and ways for custoners to reduce their bills. M.
McNamara al so stated that the Conpanies plan to include bil
messages concerning the rate increase in the January 2001 bills.

In response to a Staff question, Ms. McNamara clarified
that a $9, 784 adjustnent related to charitable contributions for
2000 and a $3,500 adjustnment for the first part of 2001 had not
yet been subtracted fromthe proposed filing. The Conpanies
stated that these deductions were voluntary and not required
since FERC policy, according the Conpanies’ attorney M. Mieller,
al lows charitable contributions to be included in whol esal e
rates. Although the Conpanies’ agreed to deduct these expenses
for 2000 and 2001 they are not willing to refund custoners for
1999 charitable contributions by USC that were passed onto UPC
and flowed through E&H s and CEC s PPAC.

At the conclusion of the hearing, Staff asked the
Conmi ssion to consider |owering the Conpanies’ interest rate on
FAC and PPCA over/under-collections; to waive PUC 1203. 05(b) and
i npl ement bills on a service rendered rather than a bills

rendered basis; to renmoving | obbyi ng expenses from 1999 fromthe
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PPCA al ong with 2000 expenses, if any are present; to reduce the
current PPCA by the 2000 and 2001 donations and charitable
contributions; and to order the Conpanies to file their future
FAC/ PPCA petitions 45 days prior to a requested rate change
rather than the current 30 days. 1In a letter filed by Staff
following the hearing, Staff recomended a $4. 00 per negawatt -
nmont h short-term avoi ded capacity rate for qualifying facilities
based upon the short-termbilateral market rate at the tine the
letter was filed. Staff also withdrew its request that the
Conmi ssion order bills on a service rendered basis based upon
additional information Staff had received fromthe Conpanies
regarding the time needed to inplenment such a change.

C. Ofice of Consuner Advocate

The O fice of Consumer Advocate did not present

testi mony but cross-exam ned the Conpani es’ and Osram Syl vania’'s
w tnesses. M. Holnmes question the Conpanies’ w tnesses on the

i nclusion of |obbying and charitable contributions included in
UPC s costs which are flowed through to Exeter and Hanpton and
Concord Electric. According to M. Mieller, prior to 2000, it
was FERC precedent to allow charitable contributions in whol esal e
rates. The OCA al so questioned UPC s efforts to mtigate natural

gas costs by those suppliers who utilize natural gas. M. Foote
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i ndi cated UPC had recently begun that process with Ocean States
Power, the supplier in UPC s |argest natural gas fired supply
contract.

M. Hol nes al so discussed the FERC s | CAP order with
M. Foote who said that if the order remains unchanged, UPC
expects its costs to rise by $3 mllion over the period January
t hrough June 2001 and an additional under-collection of
approximately $1.5 mllion for the period August through Decenber
2000.

D. Osram Syl vania, lnc.

Osram Syl vani a Products I ncorporated (Osran) questioned
t he Conpani es’ witnesses and presented the direct testinony of
Graham J. Wark, Plant Manager for the Osram Syl vani a Products
| ncorporated plant in Exeter, New Hanpshire. Osram requested
that the Conpani es provide for the Conm ssion a typical bil
conparison conparing the proposed January 1, 2001 rates to the
current July 2000 rates for the |large general service class.
Using a bill representative of the Conpanies’ |argest G1
custonmers with a high lIoad factor, the increase for a Concord
El ectric custonmer would be 35% and the increase for an Exeter &
Hanpt on custonmer would be 36% Osram questi oned M. Foote on the

potential for hedging the risks of price spikes. Although UPC
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had entered into short-termcontracts to cover its additional
power need for the |last three nonths of 2000, it has not entered
into any short-term arrangenents for the first half of 2001. M.
Foot e di scussed how unexpectedly high spot market prices in My
of 2000, during which UPC did not have short-term contract
coverage for its deficiencies, caused higher than expected costs.
UPC did enter into short-termcontracts to cover deficiencies
during June, but |ower spot market prices, in hindsight, also
caused that to be a costly decision. Osram questioned the
Conpani es” witnesses on why it did not receive notification of a
significant rate increase prior to Decenmber 5, 2000 if there were
cost over-runs going back to May. The Conpanies indicated that
up until Septenmber of 2000 they expected a rate increase in the
range typically seen in past FAC and PPAC filings.

In his direct testinmony, M. Wark described the
products manufactured in Osranis Exeter plant and the plant’s
relati onship to other New Hanpshire Osramfacilities. Osram
stated that it has initiated a significant expansion to its
ceram cs production which will, if conpleted, increase electric
usage 15 to 20 percent. The decision was made prior to
notification of the rate increase and, according to M. Wark, the

price of electricity was a significant factor in Osrams
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i nvestment decision. Osramstates that as a result of this rate
increase they will explore the option of on-site generation, or
di verting resources to other facilities. M. Wark al so pointed
out that as the producer of a product whose prices cannot rise as
a result of every input price increase, he frequently |ooks at
hedgi ng i nput prices to actively manage the plants budget.

In followup comments submtted after the hearing,
Osram states that Unitil provided little substantive information
inits filing to permt intervenors the ability to deterni ne
whet her Unitil has legitimte grounds for a rate increase.
Secondly, the late notification to custoners of the substanti al
rate increase elimnated the opportunity for conpanies to
integrate the effects into their financial budgets. Finally,
Osramclainms that Unitil has taken “mninmal steps to mtigate the
effects of this increase.” GOsramstates that Unitil has not
taken action to hedge against price risks, and that this inaction
is due to lack of financial notivation since all fuel and
purchase power costs are passed through to custonmers. Osram
believes that Unitil has failed to provide sufficient information
that it has taken all reasonable action to mtigate costs. Osram
requests that the Comm ssion deny Unitil’s petition for a rate

i ncrease.
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[11. COVMM SSI ON ANALYSI S

This anal ysis supplenents that set forth in Order No.
23,611. Since CEC and E&H purchase all of their electric power
requi renments fromUnitil Power Conpany (UPC), UPC s whol esal e
power costs are the basis for CEC s and E&H s FAC and PPAC.

Approxi mately 20% of the Conpanies’ rate increases are
attributable to the increase in the PPAC. The |argest increase
in whol esal e costs which flowinto the PPAC results from an
increase to the transm ssion charge. M. Foote expl ained that
the increase in the transm ssion charge is primarily due to the
term nation of a NEPOOL credit which was worth nearly $1 mllion
over the prior 6-nmonth period.

Ei ghty percent of the Conpanies’ rate increases are due

to an increase in the Conpanies’ FAC charges. UPC s whol esal e

fuel charges flow directly into the Conpani es’ FAC charges. In
total, UPC expects an increase of $11 mllion in fuel costs over
its forecast. O that $11 mllion, $5 mllion is attributable to

under-col l ections over the past 6 nonths. About half of this
under-col |l ection was due to higher than anticipated short-term
and or spot-market prices in the May-June, 2000 tinme franme which
we wll discuss in greater detail. The remainder of the under-

collection is due to higher than anticipated fuel costs in the
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period October to Decenmber 2000. Col der than normal weat her
nationally in Novenber helped to drive the significant spike in
natural gas prices.

The remaining $6 mllion in increased fuel costs is
attributable to fuel increases estimted by UPC over the comng 6
mont h period. Vhen we | ook at the specific breakdown of the fuel
cost increase, nost of the increase is being driven by oil and/or
gas generator contracts. These are FERC approved contracts. 1In
addition to the increase in long-termcontract fuel costs, UPC
expects spot market electricity prices to increase by 38 percent
over its forecast for the past 6 nmonth period. UPC antici pates
purchasing a net 16 percent of its energy needs fromthe spot
mar ket .

Osram Syl vania, as part of its opposition to Unitil’s
rate increase, states that “Unitil took no action to hedge
agai nst any possible significant novenents in the electric
market.” In the past 6 nonth period, UPC did, as M. Foote
expl ai ned on the stand, enter into hedgi ng arrangenents by
entering into short-termcontracts for sone of UPC s power needs.
UPC did not enter into bilateral contracts for May 2000 and
incurred significant costs for spot market power associated with

two days of unexpectedly high tenperatures. As protection from



DE 00-270 15
DE 00-273

hi gh spot market prices UPC entered into bilateral contracts for
the month of June 2000, which turned out to be cooler than
expected. This action resulted in UPC incurring short-term
contract prices which were higher than the spot market prices
woul d have been. Short-term contracts purchased for the period
of Oct ober through Decenber 2000 did help to protect custoners
from high spot market prices due to increasing fuel costs. G ven
the information available at the time that decisions had to be
made, the Conm ssion finds UPC made reasonabl e decisions inits
short-term mar ket purchases.

During cross exam nation, M. Foote stated that UPC s
contract with Ocean States Power, which supplies approxi mately 22
megawatts of gas-fired generation fromUnits 1 and 2 conbi ned,
i ncorporated a prior fuel supply contract no | onger in effect.
UPC is in the process of obtaining information to ensure that
OCcean State acted prudently in its actions under this contract,
i ncludi ng determ ni ng whet her profits Ocean State nay be
receiving fromthe sale of natural gas when its units are not
runni ng are proportionately flowi ng through UPC s contract. W
direct UPC to include an update on this matter and all other
supplier negotiations in its nonthly FAC/PPCA filings with the

Conmmi ssi on. The Comm ssion is concerned as to whet her UPC had an
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opportunity to exercise control and direction in the managenent
of the Ocean State gas supply contract and whether it failed to
do so, and whether CEC and E&H sim larly exercised prudence in
its contract with UPC by requiring UPC to take all reasonable
steps available to ensure the provision of the | owest cost gas
service commensurate with secure and adequate supplies. These
guestions require further review, and we direct the Staff to
i nvestigate and report to the Comm ssion. At this tinme, however,
we do not believe that there is a sufficient basis to deny
recovery of these costs.

As summari zed above, the requested rate increase is
driven, to a |arge degree, by rising fuel costs which flow
t hrough UPC s | ong term whol esal e power purchase contracts. W
are not unsynpathetic to the hardships that this increase my
i npose on ratepayers, but note that it is synptomatic of events
in the energy markets throughout the nation, and when such
i ncreases occur in the whol esale narkets, they may be beyond the
ability of the Comm ssion to control. W do believe, however,
t hat the Conpanies must do a better job of conmmunicating nuch
earlier with their ratepayers as to the direction of energy costs
in order to allow ratepayers the opportunity to take cost-

effective neasures to noderate usage where possible.
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The effort to mtigate the effect of this increase by
spreading it over a longer period of time would not be prudent
under current circunstances because the extended Seabrook outage
and fuel price increases since the Conpani es prepared their
filings in October 2000 may |l ead to additional upward pressure on
FAC costs during the next filing cycle. |In addition, although
the FERC order for an | CAP deficiency charge of $8.75 per kW
mont h has been stayed, the issue remains pending, and may provide
nore pressure for future rate increases.

Wth regard to Osram s assertion that the Comm ssion’s
interimorder violated the public notice and neeting requirenents
of RSA 91-A, we note that, as discussed above, the source of nuch
of the increase approved in that order and explained in nore
detail today is fuel adjustnment charges in whol esal e power
contracts subject to the jurisdiction of the Federal Energy
Regul atory Comm ssion (FERC). Pursuant to RSA 378:3-a, I11l, a
public utility, as here, which does not generate its own electric
power “. . . is not required to secure the approval of the
Conm ssion by public hearing prior to passing on the fuel
adj ustment charge in the cost of purchased electric power to its
custoners.” Further, pursuant to RSA 378:3, the Conpanies were

entitled to inplenment the requested change in rates upon
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sati sfaction of the required 30 days notice to the Comm ssion and
the additional notice by publication ordered by the Comm ssion.
The effect of these provisions is that the Conpanies were
entitled to inplenment the proposed changes on January 1, 2001.
The requested changes, however, remain subject to Conm ssion
review for reasonabl eness under RSA 378:5. If the Comm ssion
were to determine that the increases were unreasonable, it has
the ability to order that an increase not take effect or order
decreases to rates already in effect. |In today’ s order, we
reaffirmthat the increases are reasonable. However, we note

t hat we nmake no finding concerning the prudence of the Conpanies’
pur chasi ng or hedgi ng practices for the upcom ng period.

Finally, we note that the PPCA and FAC are based upon
def erred accounts, neaning that the cunul ati ve effect of past
over- or under-collections is recorded and fl owed through to
ratepayers in order to balance the accounts. Thus, the practical
effect of delaying the increase in rates to the date of this
order rather than allowing themto be effective as of January 1,
2001 woul d be to conpress the time within which such rates may be
recovered and require an even |larger increase to custoners.

In its brief, Unitil affirns that charitable

contri butions and | obbyi ng expenses are not included in UPC s
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current whol esale cost rates and will not be included in the
future. We note though that during cross-exam nation by Staff,
Ms. McNamara affirnms that two adjustnents, one for $9,784 and
anot her for $3,500 have not yet been nmade. The Conm ssion
directs the Conpanies to provide docunentation that these costs
have been renmoved. |If the policy of not including |Iobbying
and/or charitable contributions in UPC s whol esal e cost rate
changes in the future, the Conpanies are directed to provide this
information to the NHPUC auditing staff.

In its closing statenent, Staff requested that we
consider lowering the interest rate on the Conpani es’ under-
collections. W recommend that Staff pursue this request through
a generic docket which would address all of the electric
utilities in order to maintain consistency.

In the interimorder issued in this docket on Decenber
28, 2000, we ordered that the short-term avoi ded capacity rate
for E&H and CEC woul d be $4.00 per KWnonth and directed the
Conpanies’ to file their own cal cul ati ons of short-term capacity
rates. On January 16, 2001 E&H and CEC filed a letter
recommendi ng that the Conpanies’ short-term avoi ded capacity rate
be set at $4.50 per kWnonth for the period February 1, 2001 to

Decenber 31, 2001 based upon a purchase UPC nade for capacity on
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Decenmber 29, 2000. The Conm ssion will approve this rate until
t he Conpani es’ next FAC/ PPAC fili ng.

I n our order issued Decenber 28, 2000, we ordered the
Conpani es to begin work on their conputer systens in order to
i mpl emrent future FAC/ PPCA rate changes on a service-rendered
rather than a bills-rendered basis. W reaffirmthat decision
here. The Conm ssion believes this change will alleviate some of
t he custoner notification problens noted by Staff and Osram On
February 5, 2001, the Conpanies filed a letter and a petition
i ndicating that they have conpleted the work to convert their
billing systens to a service rendered basis. W w | consider
that filing in a separate docket.

The PUC Staff in its closing remarks al so asked the
Commi ssion to require the Conpanies to file their FAC/ PPACs 45
days prior to a requested rate change. |In addition, during
cross-exam nation of the Conpanies’ witness there was di scussion
of noving the bi-annual rate changes to a February 1/ August 1
schedul e rather than the current January 1/July 1 schedul e, due
to the difficulty UPC woul d have in getting supplier information
for a Novenber 15 filing. 1In order to allow additional tinme for
review, we will order the Conpanies to file their FAC/ PPCA rate

requests 45 days prior to the requested rate change. In
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addition, we direct the Conpanies to change their FAC/ PPCA cycl es
to a February 1/ August 1 cycle. Moving the filing back should
allow for earlier notification of technical sessions and hearings
and provi de nore opportunity for participation by intervenors.

Based upon the foregoing, it is hereby

ORDERED, that the tariff NHPUC No. 12, Twenty-second
Revi sed Page 20, Nineteenth Revised Page 20A, Fourteenth Revi sed
Page 20B, Sixteenth Revised Page 22, Seventeenth Revised page 24,
and Fourth Revi sed Page 26-1 as filed on Decenber 1, 2000 for
Concord El ectric Conpany are approved; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the Tariff NHPUC No. 17, Twenty-
second Revi sed Page 20, Nineteenth Revised Page 20A, Fourteenth
Revi sed Page 20B, Sixteenth Revised Page 22, Seventeenth Revised
Page 24, and Fourth Revi sed Page 26-1, as filed on Decenber 1,
2000 for Exeter and Hanpton El ectric Conpany are approved; and it
S

FURTHER ORDERED, that Tariff NHPUC No. 12, Sixteenth
Revi sed Page 47 as filed on Decenber 18, 2000 is approved for
Concord El ectric Conpany except that the Qualifying Facility
Short-Term Capacity Rate shall be $4.50 per kWnonth effective

February 1, 2001; and it is
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FURTHER ORDERED, that Tariff NHPUC No. 17 sixteenth
revi sed page 48 as filed on Decenber 18, 2000 is approved for
Exeter & Hanpton Electric Conpany except that the Qualifying
Facility Short-Term Capacity Rate shall be $4.50 per kW nonth
effective February 1, 2001; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that Exeter and Hanpton Electric
Conmpany and Concord Electric Conpany file future Fuel Adjustnment
and Purchase Power Adjustnent Cl auses 45 days prior to a
requested rate increase, and change the six nonth cycle to
February 1 and August 1; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that Osram Syl vania' s Mtion for
Rehearing and Reconsideration is denied.

By order of the Public Utilities Comm ssion of New

Hanpshire this ninth day of February, 2001.

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



