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October 3, 2012
By Electronic Mail Only
Douglas L, Patch
Orr & Reno Professional Association

One Eagle Square, P.O. Box 3550
Concord, NH 03302-3550

Re:  DE 11-250; Public Service Company of New Hampshire
Investigation of Scrubber Costs and Cost Recovery

Dear Attorney Patch:

I enclose Public Service Company of New Hampshire’s Objections to the Fifth Set of
Data Requests of TransCanada ia the above-captioned proceeding,

Very truly yours,

Stephen R. Hall
Rate & Regulatory Services Manager

Enclosure
cc:  Discovery Service List (by electronic mail only)



Public Service Company of New Hampshire Data Request TC-05

Docket No. DE 11-260 Dated: 09/27/2012
Q-TC-004
Page 1 of 1
Witness: No Witness

Request from: TransCanada

Question:

Did any PSNH employee or representative ever discuss with or put in writing to any state official,
including any state representative ur state senator or any employee of DES, the fact that the Sargent and
Lundy estimate contained, as the Jacobs report notes, the following caveat; “No specific mercury
guarantee was included in S&L pricing since it was not available at this time from suppliers.” If so, please
provide copies of any such written documentation,

Response:

PSNH objects to this question. The requested information is not relevarit to the prudence of PSNH's
compliance with the mandate contained in the Mercury Reduction law, nor is it reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in this proceeding.




Public Service Company of New Hampshire Data Request TC-05

Docket No. DE 11-250 Dated: 09/27/2012
Q-TC-006
Page 1 of 1
Witness: No Witness

Request from: TransCanada

Question:

is it true, as the Jacobs report says, that the Sargent and Lundy estimate was done “in an expedited time
line and with no vendor guarantees in writing”. If so, was this fact ever communicated to any state official
? If so, please provide copies of any such documentation,

Response:

PSNH objects to this question. The requested information is not relevant to the prudence of PSNH's
compliance with the mandate contained in the Mercury Reduction law, nor is it reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in this proceeding.




Public Service Company of New Hampshire Data Request TC-05

Docket No. DE 11-250 Dated: 09/27/2012
Q-TC-005
Page 1 of 1
Withess: No Witness

Request from: TransCanada

Question:

Did any PSNH employee or representative ever discuss with or put in writing to any state official,
including any state representative or state senator or any employee of DES, the fact that the Sargent and
Lundy estimate was, as the Jacobs report notes, “conceptual’, “generic” or “not site specific’. If so, please
provide copies of any such written documentation.

Response:

PSNH objects to this question. The requested information is not relevant to the prudence of PSNH's
compliance with the mandate contained in the Mercury Reduction law, nor is it reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in this proceeding.



FISCAL IMPACT: A . ﬁ
The Department of Environmental Services and the Public Utilities Commission stated this bill *
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HB 1673-FN - FISCAL NOTE

AN ACT .relative to the reductlon of mercury emissions.

\",’:' it

will have an indeterminable impact on state, county and local expendmures in future years.

There will be no fiscal impact on state, county and lecal revenue,

METHODOLOGY:

The Department of Environmental Services (DES) and the Publié Utilities Commission (PUC)
state this bill infends to reduce mercury emissions from Merrimack Station, a coal burning
electric generation plant in Bow, New Hampshire, chrrently owned by Public Service Company
of New Hampshire (PSNH). As required, PSNH would install a wet flue desulphurization
gerubber gystern at thé plant. The technology would significantly reduce the plant’s sulfur
dioxide emissions and is expected to reduce the plant’s mercury emissions by at least 80%. The
equipment 15 to be installed no later than July 1, 2013, PSNH estimateé that the installation
will be at a cost not to exceed $250 million in 2013 dollars or $197 million in 2005 dollars. Any
rate impact, therefore, would most likely be felt after the period of time identified in this fiscal
note. In assessing the rate impact for the control equipment, the $260 million would be offset to
some degree by savings resulting from PSNH's reduced need to purchase sulfur dioxide
allowances, and additional revenues, as PSNH would be able to sell excess sulfur dioxide

: allowances if it achieves greater than 80% meraur:. ‘reduction. Based on PSNH'’s estimates, the
cost charged to the state, counties and localities in the first year of operation of the scrubber
gystem would be approximately $1.9 million. After 10 years of operation, those entities would
experience a net savings of approximately $500,000 per year. PSNH analyzed 8 different cost
impact scenarios based on a low ($573/ton), moderate ($1,073/ton), and high (81,573/ton) 802
allowance price. DES states that the current price exceeds $1,400/ton. At the current price,
over the 10-year time period, the project should result in net savings to PSNH.




A

HB 1673-FX — AS AMENDED BY THE HOUSE
22Mar2006... 0936h ‘ ' _
.., 2006 SESSION
o 06-2816
. 06/03

HOUSE BILL 1673-FN
AN ACT relative to the redix-?;tioﬁ of mercury emissions.
SPONSORS: © ' Rep. Ross, Hills 3; Rep. Slocum, Hills 6; Rep. Kaen, Straf 7, Rep. Phinizy, Sull
" 5; Rep. Maxfield, Merr 6; Sen. Green, Dist 6; Sen. Johnson, Dist 2; Sen.
Burling, Dist 5; Ser.. Odell, Dist 8; Sen. Hassan, Dist 23 -

COMMITTEE:  Sciénce, Techriology and Energy

ANALYSIS

This bill provides for an 80 percent reduction of mercury emissions from coal-burning
power plants by requiring the installation of scrubber technology no later than July 1, 2013
and provides econoric incentives for earlier installation and greater reductions in emissions.

P T T T

Explanation: - Matter added to current law appears in bold italics.
Matter removed from current law appears [in-brackets-and-struckthroush:|

Matter which is cither {a) a_lI new ar (b) repealed and reenacted appears in regular type.
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Date:  April 11, 2006
Time: 3:40 P.M.
Roem: LOB RM 102
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The Senate Committee on Energy and Economlc Development held a
hearmg on the followirig: : o

ER I . [ oy

HB 1673-FN | re_latlve to the redﬁ'ctioﬁ'::;ﬁf mercury er’ﬁi‘ssioﬁs{

K ‘J E I

Members of Committee present: ' Senator Odell . i
'~ Senator Letournéau -
Senator Boyce
Senator Bragdon
Senator Burling

The Chair, Senator Bob Odell, opened the hearing on HB 1673-FN and
indicated that anyone who wishes to speak today to please make sure
you have signed up, because when we get done the sign up list, that will
be it, And the second part of it is that, I know people feel strongly about
this bill, both ways. I hope you'll be collegial with everyone., And third, if
you could limit your comments to new information, not previously stated
by predecessors, speakers, I would appreciate it very much. With that I'll
call on the sponsor of the bill, Representative Larry Ross to mtroduee the
bill.

Representative Larry Ross, Hillshorough, District 3: Thank you, Mr.
Chairman and members of the Committee. :

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8:  Good afternoon Representati‘}e Ross,

Representative Ross:  I'm glad to be here today and if you don’t mind |
would like to give you just a little background on how we got here today
with HB 1673-FN. And, first of all I would like to thank the members of
the Senate, that about one year ago sent SB 128 to the House was
insurance. That bill came over and as you know was retained by the
Science, Technology and Energy Committze for further study and I can
assure you that it received plenty of study and plenty of emphasis in the
Committee. A lot of work was going into it and primarily the outcome of
the Committee deliberations of SB 128 were that with everything that
was going on in the energy environment at that time, it makes sense to

Y




split it because theré are two parts to it, carbon dioxide and the mercury
bill. ‘And about'that timé REGIE came in. So it' makes sénse that we
ought to try to imake suré that what was in the bill in the form of what
was’'coming down the pike, was the regency of gas use. And this other
Committee put that out and based on the assumption that we would be

addressmg this greatly in the iuture and we are domg that as we speak
today : K : :

T
B

And- that left the mercury suie of the bill. - And the Commlttee recogmzed
that the Senate put a'lot of work into that bill, but also recognized that
there 'was a very hmitmg tim# constraint. -As a matter of fact, many of
you perhaps part1c1pated in this so-called “midnight amendment,” when
we tried to fix it and get it over to the House as quickly as possible, and
we appreciate the fact that wé ‘had all of that to work with to begin with.,
But the Committee was faced with a choice if we were to work on the bill
- and - amend it, then where*does it go? There would be probably
significant 'revisioris to the billj as it turns out they are pretty significant
revisions. It was pretty well assumed that the bill would go back to the
Senate for concurrence, and” ‘quite possibly end up in a Committee of
Conference. And there was c! problem for some of the members of the
Committee that.there would not be a full’ and public hearing-in the
Senate on the amendment. “And so’for that reason a course of action
that derwed was to recommend ITL on SB 128 and useé that as the
geriesis for a new bill, 1673 And that is essentially how we got here
today with HB 1073 Wi L B A

Over the summer last year, a 1ot of developments took place.’ Flrst of all,
many of the stakeholders who were part of SB 128 were asked to
participate in stakeholders’ meetings to suggest revisions to the old SB
128, and that happened. We had a very good group of folks, including
the CGovernor’s office, the Governor’s Office of Energy and Planning,
Public Service of New Hampshlre ‘Department of Environmerital Services,
environmental orgamzatwns and the office of Consumer Advocate 1

believe was involved. “And they worked over a long period of time and

finally just in time for their submission of LSR's last fall, came forward
with a draft bill becausé we had killed 128, a draft bill 1673, Wthh is the
basxs for What we re consu:lermg here today. - ~

I'd like to comment on the support schedule. Youll notice along with
some sponsors and co-sponsors that are ... that were interested in this
bill and s1gned on to co-sponsor it during this process. But more
importantly is the ‘coalition of support that has evolved. It’s been both
parties, Democratic and Repubhcan, Senate and the House, ‘House
leadershxp from the Speaker down to the Minority Leader, who again, the

Governor’s office, very, very strong support on both sides of the General
Court and both sides of the political process.



But what we came out with was [ think I've best described as a very
reasonable bill, with the primary objective of removing mercury from the
environment, And we heard lots of test1rnony about the effects of mercury
and the hot spots in some areas of the state

A bill which prov1des for a reasonable reductlon in’ mercury, at a
reasonable cost, and 1 will say it’s reasonable and affordable. In a
reasonable penod of time, by a reasonable group of people, and that bill
calls for reduction of mercury of at least eighty percent by the year 2013,
and that’s only seven years from now and that cost of over two hundred
million dollars, dependmg on whether we talk about our current year or
2013. :

Senator Robert K. Boyce, D. 4: Mr. thairman, could we suspend a
moment. '

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8:  Yeah.,

Senator Robert K. Boyce, D. 4: Could we either have the door closed or
have somebody go clear the hallway? I can barely hear him.

Representative Ross: At a cost of over two hundred rmlhon do]lars in
current ... I lost my train of thought.

Senator Robert K, Boyce, D. 4:  Sorry.

Representative Ross:  That’s okay. By the installation of two methods

of technology, one in the short term and the near term of mercury
reduction in a near timeframe. We have the technology that’s referred to
as the “Sobin” technology and as many of you know, he owns a facility.
Public Service of New Hampshire at this time are working with the DOE,
Department of Energy ,in a pilot program to ... and they have received a
grant to do that of around two and a half million dollars, and that’s why
Public Service of New Hampshire ... and they’re developing a five million
dollar project to develop mercury reduction and capabilities with this
activated carbon injective technology over the next two years, so that we
should be able to see significant reductions in mercury within a two year
timeframe. And by significant, we had an experience last summer with
another experiment where they, a vendor .., that perhaps Representative
Maxfield might of characterized properly, but I won'’t repeat terminology,
and it was not a very good outcome. But with this experiment with the
Department of Energy and really profgssionals, and they do pilot
programs and these kinds of programs throughout the country on many
different kinds of power plants.



’I‘he Representatlve from the DOE testified to the Committee that it’s

possible to achieve fifty to- se\ enty percent rcductlons m mercury usmg
the Sobm technology ' b

“The other forrn of technology il volves the’ mstallat1on of Scmbbers in the
stacks of the two plants in N’abrnmack Umt 1 and Umt II It has been
mercury reductlons of n'nety” percent The b111 calls for at least elghty
percent and that’s tied to the economics of the bill, the availability of
vendors guaranteee that rmaht ‘be requlred in order to finance this
pro_;ect And so, with the e :mbmatlons of the two technolog1es, ‘one
shortiterm ° ‘and’ the scrubbcrs longer term, - Ive used just some
hypothemcal nutnber. 1f the? ‘mercury inputs to the plant say were a
hundred pounds per year, as derived from testing the coal, and if the
mercury in that coal can be reduced by activated.carbon injection as it
goes through tHe process by fifty percent, we're down to fifty pounds of
mercury And if in fact, then the scrubbers are installed and they can
reduce eighty percent, we've “taken another forty pounds‘away, and so
wetre right there at nmefy percent and we fully expect that they’ll do
better in both cases . :

Now, with regard to the tlrneframe we have access to some pretty sharp
folks ‘on the Science, ’I‘ec,hnoiogy ‘and ‘Energy Committee, and’ the one
who is Represeutatwe Itse wr*o makes a living in the emissionis control
technology arena. © And we asked - Representative Itse, with his
background, and Representative Chase who’s “a  member of the
Committee to coordinate on::developing the project schedule for the

completion of the mstallatlon of the scrubbers, and if I could hand those
out? -

Please see submlssxon of Representative Larry Ross entitled,
“Merrimack Station — Unit 1 and Unit 2, Scrubber and Auxiliary

Systems Schedule, attached hereto and referred to as Attachment
#1. - :

,’I‘hey looked at this extenswebr and basmally what it says, if you have to
go through the steps that are listed on the side in a reasonable manner,
“in order to spend two hundred and fifty million dollars over seven years,
than this is the chart that's‘critical. The red lines are a critical path.
And that means that one has“to be done before another in a reasonable
tlmeframe And the best we could do is admlt to 2013

And once you start trying to squeeze -"-that in, then you start jeopardizing
the availability of equipment, .rates on loans that are required, increased
risk perhaps, or strikes, or competition for the Stuber technology, waiting
periods, delivery t1rnes and -all of those things, so that 2013, as I



indicated is a very reasonable timeframe to expect this project to be
completed. Then there was also a question about the early emissions we
needed before 2013, and of course that’s where the carbon technology
comes from. - We fully expect that there,will.be significant reductions
within the two year window, at the end of the two years, that’s when that
project is scheduled. for completion, T . ; o

There was some concern about not lockmg m some specﬁ“xc amount
during that two year period, but, like 1 trmed to indicate, that we have
really an eternal program that’s been proven in other places. These
plants are unique. We don’t know exactly what those numbers will be
and we thought it was. 1nappropr1ate te try to, 1eg1slate ngen that
technology and the state of the art. . e ; L

With regard to the testimony that indicated that we could do more than
ninety percent. I'll refer back to SB 128, which had ninety percent in it,
but it also included mitigation, and by mitigation, then if there could be
reductions off-site, which could be counted against that ninety percent;
whether it be cleaning out mercury in the traps of laboratory sinks or
whether it’s thermometer programs, or any other way that could be
applied towards the ninety percent. So in effect, we were talking about
eighty-two percent on-site is the number I recall,

The most important thing, or one of the most important things in
addition to the alleviation of a public health concern, was the reduction
~ of sulfur dioxide which is accomplished by the same scrubbers that we

would work with, up to ninety percent. And why is that important? It's
because right now Public Service of New Hampshire is having to buy
credits, 8Oz credits, which are an important part of the factors which
caused acid rain and those kind of things. Is that ... Public Service of
New Hampshire is having to buy credits, right now, to comply with
federal and state regulations for reduction in sulfur dioxide. It doesn’t
mean it’s being reduced now. It just means that the rate payers are
having to pay to buy compliance so that the ninety percent reduction in
S0z ... that’s a heck of a cost avoidance. It’s estimated to become at least
twenty or thirty million dollars a year that the rate payers don’t have to
pay. And that’s really a double bonus, we get the mercury reductions,
we get the SO; reductions, we don’t have to buy SO; credits and that cost
avoidance can be used to alleviate the costs of the two hundred million
dollars that we’re talking about.

So then there was the question of, “What are we doing with mercury
credits?”- Everybody agreed that we didn’t want to be in.a CAP A Program
with mercury however if possible, within our current regulations for the
DES to credit manager up to ... to be able to convert mercury credits to
SOy credits. And some folks obJect to that because it looks like we're




subsndmmg some plants perhaps in Indiana or Illinois, but I'd like to
point out that nobody is going to be selling those credits. They’re going
to be-accumulated and it will further’ reduce our need to buy credits to be
in comphance " That is add1t1ona1 cost avmdance ‘And if we don’t
recognize the value of those ¢redits in that manner, 1 believe the rate

payers are leaving m1lhons of dollars on the table if we can’t take
advantage of it. :

So in a nutshell I would ask you to favorably con51der the work that’s
going into SB 128, and - as. youve all been to- 1673, and to favorably
consxdor, ought to pass” on’the bﬂl that you have before you today
Because, as | indicated; it’s ‘been worked ‘out,” with a consensus of
stakeholder bipartisan, as strong as it’s worded and it’s a reasonable
reduction, and it’s a conservative reduction at a reasonable cost, and
affordable cost, in a reasonable period of time.-

’I‘hank you, Mr. C‘hmrman I’ll answer questlons

Senator Bob Odell D 8 Thank you, Representatwe Ross. Thank you

for your testimony. Questxons for Representatwe Ross? Senator
Létourneau. :

Senator Robert J. Letourneau, D. 19:; Could you ... you talked about
elghty percent reduction, Cduld you put that in terms of how much

mercury that really involves, 6 how many pounds of stuff is gomg in the
air?

Representative Ross; I believe the numbers that were floating around
with 8B 128 was in the order of one hundred and twenty-four pounds of
mercury a year. And at eighty percent of that would be the net outcome
of, whether it was one tweniy—elght and at eighty-two percent of the

(1naud1ble), so eighty percent plus, in this case ... so eighty percent of
one twenty- four

Senator Robert J. Letourneau D 19 I think he figured that we’d do
the math Thank you. ‘

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8: - Any other questmns? If not, thank you, very
much for being here and I want, 1 think, been 1nvolved in, as its been
mostly as an observer for the past year or so. I commend you and those
that you work with for commg together and bringing what I think in the
legislative process is a ... gives us crechblhty and stature and that is to
build consensus. . No one.in g democracy is always happy when they go
home, and it’s a-business of compromise, and you've been a great leader
in brmgxng that consensus and that compromise to us,




Representative Ross: Mr. Chairman, I think the credit goes to the
Committee. Thank you. .

Senator Bob Odell, D, 8: Thank you. - +Thank the Committee on our
behalf. I'm going to call on Senator Martha Fuller Clark,

v,

Senator Martha Fuller Clark, D. 24' : Senator Odell I s1gned in support
of the bill, but I don’t need to-speak.: - W . . , A

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8:  Oh, okay.

Senator Martha Fuller Clark, D. 24 : Thank you

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8:  All r1ght And I’ll call on Representatlve Jay
Phinizy. _

Representative Jay Phinizy: Good afternoon Mr. Chairman, members
of the Committee.

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8  Welcome to the Committee.

Representative Jay Phinizy: For the record, I'm Jay Phinizy and 1
represent Acworth, Charlestown and Langdon in Sullivan County. I'm
co-sponsor of this bill and I signed up in support of the bill, however 1
have reservations and I would like to speak to some of those
reservations. . I've made observations on where I think the bill could be
improved even further. In the spirit of compromise, I think it’s important
that this Committee look at these recommendations and suggestions. .

At the outset, what I'd like to do is I'd like to discuss this almost as if it
were a contract and an agreement between a company and the state.
And, in essence, that’s what it will be over the next few years. Once we
get into this contract and agreement the base will be tied, Some people
would sell, well, we can quite possibly change these terms of agreement
later on, but I don’t think that will allow to be favorable to the company
or to the people. So therefore, what I'd like you all to do now, over the
next couple weeks, is look very hard at this bill, and look very hard at
some of the ramifications that it may have. You'll be hearing from
someone in testimony a little later on today regarding a proposed
amendment or suggest the recommendations for an amendment, and I
basically, wholeheartedly support some of these recommendations
because | think they have great value.

Right now, if you look at the bill, one of the thmg«* that I've found
problematic with it, and there’s some thmgs that I like very much agree

‘with this bill, but one of the things that I find problematic with it is the



way ‘they essentially bundle the mercury tabulatlons ‘And you’ll see on
Page 2, thé Section '125-0:12 Definitions; and they talk about affected
sources, and that’s in line 10./%And then we talk about base line mercury
emissions, and that’s on Line* 12, And you’ll see here it says, “Baseline
emissiofis mearis” the total &finual mercuty emissions from all of the
affected sources, calculated m accordance thh RSA 125 O: 14

In essence, the way I read thm bill and the way I’d hke to see it changed
is be to calculated but calibrite in view of the eniissions on a plant-by-
plant basis. And I think thaP’s critically important. Therefore, 1 think
what you do is you get a far BE stter readmg from the situation. You’d find
out that you’d have a far bettér analy sis of just exactly how one plant-is
doing ‘versuis the other, whiéh is Schiller versus Bow and Merrimack.
There is 'a change in here that'I do agree with wholeheartedly and the
Chajrman of the Science and' Technology Committee and I did agree to
this change and that’s on Page 3 and its Line 24, And it talks about the
‘teporting by June 30, 2007 and annually thereafter. ‘And I think this is
an excellent idea because esscnually what this does is that it essentially
keeps tabs of what’s going oriwith the progress of this entire installation
process. However, I -would like to see that shortenéd,” 'And I think it
would make more sense to have that on a semi-annual basis. That way,
if there seems to be problems the leg1slatuxe and -the state can react
more qu1ckly than on am anrilial basis, ‘One of the problems 1 do have
with that however, is that onf‘e we' cnter into’ this agreement, and once
the plant essentially or the company starts deahng with- spec1ﬁc items
and - specrﬁc installation proceduires” ‘than ‘eéssentially, 1 don’t think
there’s any turmng back. Tha’r 1eads me to the next pomt '

I think that the ‘deadlines are way -too far out. And the reason I think
that they are way too far out is that, and I'll refer to the EPA Report, as
well as other people would refex to, quite simply some of the other states
that are at hand. Right now, if you 160k at this bill 'and if you look at an
out of sight of controlled - mercury emissmns from 2/ 05 electric utility
boilers and it’s an EPA Air Pollution Prevention Control Division in court,

it . states spec1ﬁca11y, and it lists various. different kinds of retrofit and
Lechnology to be able to put onto this system, esscnt1a11y says, that if you
applied what they call “%elect"p'Catalymc Reduction,” which [ believe
this plant already has, the major plant, an'FGG of PM of mercury control
system, that these 1nstallat10 could prepare within three to four years.

So when we entér into this ¢ tract and when you start to deal with this
issue, what I really think is more important is that we need to keep a
very short time line and ‘then we allow that time line to be relaxed, if
necessary, if we find that there are techriical problems Consistent with
that, the- current bill also speaks to some very, very specific technology
requrrements and 1 do agree with the activating carbon m_;ecuon system,
however, 1 think What probably would make far greater sense is if this




bill were to follow the same format as 128 and merely talk about
requiring the company to come into, what we call reduction compliance,
and allow them to be very specific and deal with that kind of technology
without us basically mandating this specific technology. I think it’s very
important that we don’t micro-manage. I would sight the most recent
Maryland bill. And Ill give you a quote there, And I think it’s something
that we ought to follow. It says, “a person that owns, leases, operates or
controls an effective facility that are subject to the requirements of this
statute may determine how best to achigve and collect the emissions
requirements under subsection A, B and<C.”: In éssence what they're
saying is they rely on the company‘to malke the best business decisions.
They do not rely on this legislature régardless of whether it’s.an
individual or committee or a group of people anid a midnight amendment
suggesting any kind of specific control technology. I think this is & very
important thing to take into consideration when we review this bill.

Further on down the line I look at the question of credits. 1 am very
concerned about mixing even the mercury credits with the other credits.
I think that we have to be very careful about that. There will also be
other people to speak to that issue,

In closing, what I would like to say is that yes, | will support this bill and
yes, 1 will support it and I will agree with it in the long run. However I
think we can go further and I think we can compromise and come out
with a far better product. We're a teacher right now at writing the final
report. 1 would probably give this report or this term paper a C+. 1 think
quit frankly, this Committee and the legislature can do a whole lot better.
I think we can come out with a B+ term paper or B+ report, and I believe
that it’s up to you all to take this and look at it even further.

And one of the things that concerns me about extending the time line
entirely too far out is whether or not we really come into compliance in a
reasonable amount of time and whether or not we will come into far
greater costs further down the line. If we turn around and allow too far
an extension into the future, the costs will be far greater and this gets
into, what I consider a very, very important factor, which is an increased
cost to the ratepayer. And I think that’s something that you have to be
very considerate and concerned about. If we allow this in essence to
come into production, oh let’s say in 2013, the cost of installation over
that period of time could be passed off to the rate payers. So I think we
have to look at that. A

Now, looking at you at this table, essentially three of us, including
myself, right now we've probably suffered when it comes to increased
rates. Probably two of you will have constituents that will suffer if we
don’t get mercury and SOz emissions reductmn sooner. So I think we
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have to look at much mghter deadlines. 1 think you have to say to
yourself,” it’s much” better th set a very tight’ deadline, get into a
contractual agreement and a very tight closed manner. And if there are
technical problems, allow thet agreement to’ extend a little bit: And I
think that’s: xmportant strictly-for the protectlon of the 1nd1v1duals of the
sfate and your constltuents ’

One of the thmgs in- the Maryxand blll that I would have a llttle focus on,
and I’d be glad to leave a copy of the Maryland bill, is it has some good
aspects, this is sométhmg that.I really actually agree with chresentatwe
Ross.- “ 1 think “you- shotild *focus on’ essentially putting in-a study
committee that would basically look at, and Il tead the section in the
Maryland bill. "It says, “the 1_)apartment of Environment shall’ contract
with an academic institution in the state for a study of whether there will
be-adverse impacts on the state economy or the liability of the state’s
enurgy supply and the cost of energy for consumers as a result of the
state’s entry into a contmued part1c:1pat10n in the regional greenhouse
gas initiative.” . Now they say, of course, among mid-atlantic and
northeastern states. I think this is important that you attach a study to
this bill so.that we keep the whole regional greenhouse initiatives, the
costs and the necesmty alive, “To me that’s a very important factor. This
is not just a mercury bill. ’I‘had is an air pollutmn bill. ‘

With that T thank you. Tve iried to condense a fair amount of what I
wanted to say and I'd be glad Lo take any qUCstxons

Senator Bob Odell, D 8 Representatwe Ph1n1zy, thank you very
much. Any queshons? Senatf)r Letourneau

Senator Robert J. Letourneau‘ D. 19: Representative Ph1mzy, could
you tell me how much mercury is falling on New Hampshire right now,
currently? Do you have that .. any idea?

Reprcsentatwe Ph1mzy: No, I'couldn’t tell you that, How much actual
mercury is falling on New Hampshire? 1 can tell you that it was
estimated ‘out of the Bow/Merrimack plant there were about one
hundxed a.nd twenty -five pouﬁds ‘

Senator Robert J Lerourneau D.19: Butwe already heard that.

Represcntatwe thlzv ‘1 uhderstand that.

Senator_Raobert” J. Letourneaﬁ, D. 19: I'm wondering how much
mercury is coming from the plants in Ohio and Illinois and Michigan?

Representative Phinizy: ~ Well I happen to be ... if I can’t
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Senator Robert J. Letourneau, D, 19: They don’t have any trouble

zones? ‘
Répresentative Phinizy: Well I'm not'going to speak to' that issue.

What I'm going to speak to is what’s 1mportar1t locally, And 1 happen to
think that mercury does not travel to tHe degree that the other high
flying gases travel. I think that’s very. 1mportant we install mercury
scrubbers. I do support that part’ of the?* %ill that says, “Lets put that
technology-on now.” What I would like ydl1 all to do is Took very closely
to make sure that that technology continues to run throughout the life of
it, That it’s not shut down in a year or two.. I think that’s a critically
1mportant aspect. . o ' S
How much mercury is coming from the mid-west? Frankly that’s
between you and fence post, and that’s not important; it’s how much
mercury we’re generating here. That’s critically important. Right now,
the plant, the Bow Plant generates a phenomenal amount of mercury.
And those two plants now reduce their mercury production, which would
be the Penacook Plant and the Claremont Plant. They will essentially, in
the next few years, be down, I think to fifteen to twenty pounds.

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8¢  Senator Bragdon.

 Senator Peter E. Bragdon, D. 11: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Good
-afternoon, , .

Representative Phinizy: ~ Good afternoon Senator.

Senator Peter E, Bragdon, D. 11: I think I saw something in the bill ...
I understand your concern about stretching out thé time frame, but |
thought I saw something earlier about some economic incentive or
incentives for Public Service to do this a little faster, increase credits or
such as that. Aren't there incentives in this bill to at least encourage
them to move along a little faster if they can?

Representative Phinizy: . Well, of course there are incentives to
encourage it, but right now, I went on line and I basically did a little bit
of an analysis of the company, Right now the company is losing money.
Although their annual gross asset, annual gross revenue is something
like seven and a half billion dollars. They.are at a loss mode. So if you
take a company this entire package, because it’s not just Public Service
of New Hampshire, it’s Northeast Utilities, you take it as an entire
package, they may make a financial value judgment that says that they
may want to put that off because they may find that it may save them
money in the long run. So I don’t have a lot of faith in what I call
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economic iricentives per say, T have a greater faith in a much ... this is
why I really like'SB-128.  Senate Bill 128 said, we'll do “X™in a- certaxn
amount of time and you reduce it at least by “Y” amount of pounds of
mercury. And if you can't)’ “well then ‘we'll bas1cally go back to the
drawing board ‘and see¢ what’s achlevable And you see 'to me, that
makes a great ‘deal 'miore setise in giving econormc incentives. I just
think it ... we don’t meddle with busmess and they don’t meddle with us.
You know, I get very nervous about g1v1ng credlts and 1ncent1ves ‘Thank
you. :

N
AT

Senator ‘Bob Odell, D. 8: " Any other questlons? If not, thank you very
much And Il call on Senator Maggle Wood Hassan

Senator Margaret Wood Hassem D 23 Good afternoon.

Senator Bob Odell D 8 Good afternoon Senator Hassan

Senator Mar,c.{aret Wood Hass*m D 23 - Thank you, Mr, Chairman,
members of the Committee for heating my test1rnony Mine is also going
to be divvied because I think ‘there are people in‘this room who can talk
about the technical ‘details of this bill far better. than I can. But I do
want to tell you why U'm here.* Im in support of the blll for two reasons

One, because 1 think it repxesents excellent and hard Work by the
Scienceé and chhnology Corimittee of the House and it is a solid
compromise, And that is one of the things we are in the business of
doing here, is listening to each othier and moving forward as we can, as
we work together and learn to accommodate each other s concerns.

’I‘hel second reason I'm in fa‘y,'OI‘ of this bill, and the thing that 1 have
relied upon in getting me to the point where 1 support this bill in this
hearing today, is the representations by PSNH that they will, in fact,
engage in early mercury reduction technology.” They have applied for the
DOE Grant, they have receivéd the DOE Grant, and I believe they are
committed to working with alternative téchndlogies to start reducing
mercury sooner, rather than later. That is extraordlnarxly important to
me. One of the things that brings me here is the fact that my Senate
District, Senate District 23, and I forgot to say for the record, I'm Maggie
Hassan from Senate District 28 (Laughter.) So there we are. Which are
Exeter and nine surroundmg towns. - Is that my district sits in a mercury
hot spot. To respond a little bit to Senator Letourneau, I don’t doubt that
some mercury comes from other places, but I also know that when you
look at the maps of hot spot° in this state, it is very clear that we are
downwind from power plants.” And, I hear on a regular basis, as 1 was
just d1ecuss1ng in the Envirénment Committee, from the folks in my
district who I would call and I consider myself one of the mercury moms.
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We don't know entirely what mercury does, we do know it is an
enormous health concern for our constituerits, partlcularly those who are
dealing with the booming epidemic of autism in this state. And I don't
know whether there will be evidence to eVér suggest that mercury from
power plants contributes to autism, we doh’t Kknow the 'science yet. - We
do - know that probably  children w1th 'autism . have a " genetically
disposition to be vulnerable to corbinations of chemlcals that most of
the rest of us tolerate. " And with that in mind, I thirnk 1 meércury reduction
sooner, rather than later’'is a health imperative, just the way reducmg
lead became an health imperative for the gg:neratlon too before us.

PSNH 1 thmk understands this, 1 thmk ‘they: have made pubhc
representa‘aons that they are comm1ttcd ‘to early mercury I‘eduonon "I
am concerned that the aggrégate reduction that'is being redsured in
this bill may not be monitoring the seacoast power plants quite the way
they should be, and I look forward to working with PSN&H on that
further, because I think frankly that that’s an area of concern for my
area of the state. But we made progress by moving forward a step at a
time as we are able to, but we can come to an agreement about how this
is a very important issue. And I think that this is a terrific step forward.
- Thank you.

~ Senator Bob Odell, D, 8: Thank you very much for your testlmony
Questions? Senator Letourneau.

- Senator Robert J. Letourneau, D. 19:  More of a comment, Thank you
Senator Hassan for testifying and 1 agree with you I hope you didn’t
mistake what my comments were. '

Senator Margaret Wood Hassan, D, 28: .No I didn’t.

Senator Robert J. Letourneau, D. 19:  Is that we’re doing everything we
can here in this state to reduce mercury, but we’re not doing ... being
much .., as the rest of us, : o

Senator Margaret Wood Hassan, D, 23:. And thank you for your
comment, -1 didn’t misinterpret that, 1 will let you know that as the
Representative to the NCSL Environment Committee, I am trying to do
my bit for New England when I advocate in those meetings to Ohio and
the other mid-west states about cleaning up their mercury.,

Senator Robert J. Letourneau, D, 19:  Thank you.

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8: Other quesﬁons? If not, thank you very
much. Ill call on Representative Gene Andersen.




Representative (}ene Andersex‘a Grafton (11 Tam Representatxve Gene
Andersen and 1 represent Lebanon I speak in favor of the bill, However,
I do take issue with the time fine. 1 have one, just a quick copy, a black

and white of a handout that you were handed out earlier- by Cha1rman
Ross - R -

| Please refer to documentg submxtted by Representatwe Ross,

attached hereto and referre‘__‘__f to as Attachment 1. '

Im in’ constmctlon “and 111 get into that a 11ttle bxt furthcr Chairman
Ross 8aid ‘that this is a reasoriable time line and there are individuals on
the' Commiftee, mcludmg Mr.“tse arid Mr. Chase; Representatlve Chase
who developed this' time line. Representatwe Itse apparently sells

' process equipment, Representﬁtwe Chase was a surgeon

[ have thlrty -one years in constructmn worklng on large scale prOJccts I
am not-an engmeer, ‘but my title is enginéer and.1 ,.... the engineer for
the Tobin Bridge in Boston afid Ralph Cote’s work for seven years. I've
worked on a lot ‘of projects. I'th just going to name a few of them because
I think they reldte directly to’the work involved here, and I'm gomg to
also mentlon the time line dnd the money because it-also relates.

1 ‘was a project supermtende;nt for ‘SD Warren _Paper -Machme, No. 2
(inaudible). ' It was a $1.2 billion dollar project which would 'be ‘over $2
billion dollars m todays dollars. - The prOJect started in 1989, It
produced paper in 1990, 'That is just over one year.- Okay? I also was
project superintendent, Dartmouth Hitchcock Medical 'Center, $228
million dollar project; ground breaking 1988, patients October 1991.
Casco Cape Bridge, $130 million dollar project, three year construction,
one mile long bridge, ‘secorid longest base fields span in" the world,
unique project, three years to-traffic. - I did work on the MWRA project
and I also managed quahty control for Cronings for approxxmately sixty
percent of the Cronings in the 1-93 tunnel section of the central artery. I
have worked on those, as well as numerous other prOJects

Now, when I saw this schedule that we have here, it’s pretty much unlike
any other pI'OJeCt that I've ever seen. And 'so I mentioned it to Committee

at that time, my experience “with SD Warren Paper Machine because 1

think that was partlcularly relevant again. In today’s dollars, $2 billion
dollar project completed in almost one year. . '

So here’s what 1 heard. Perrmt process takes so long and we can’t do
anythmg until the permit process is completed What DES advises is the
permit process could be completed in shorter period of time such as six
months. 1 was ‘advised that we could cut back the time and extensions
could be given to PSNH if they Went over that tlrne PSNH was concerned
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about the PUC as they said that they’'d have to justify these delays by ... I
kind of would think that that would be the whole point of the PUC, that
they would have to justify those delays. And I have no doubt that if the
permitting process was held up, that you and the legislature as well as
PUC would fill those extensions. - :

Another thing I heard, banks won’t lend the money unt11 permlts are in
place so nothing can happen until permits are in- place "PSNH is a
regulated - utility. We’re not talkmg about somebody going out and
getting money off the street here. In this bxll they have ... the fact is that
they’re going to get their money back on this. Now, on almost every
project of any large scale today it’s done from a des1gn build. standpomt
including thmgs even like the central artery The reason for that is that
cost of money is so incredibly expensive. So, if you look at this schedule
here, you'll see that we've gone ahead ... we're getting the permit ... and
I'm ready to start doing scrubber engineering after we get a permit.
Obviously on any project that I'm familiar with, engineering goes ahead
of almost anything and we’re about ready to start the project when we get
the permits.

Now, another thing that we heard was that there’s a backup due to the
demand on these scrubbers. Well actually about a third of the power
compames have received these scrubbers between 2000 and 2005. So
we're in the process mode right now and the work that is in process now,
a lot of it will be completed by 2011 or 2013

Now you heard Representative Phinizy talk about Maryland earlier.
Maryland is going to start requiring scrubbers for technology that will do
the work on all of their equipment. So we may in fact be in the lull in
engineering and in getting started up on fthis projéct when we put this
thing out. We may be up against the wall, against many people right
now while things are in the process.

Now, it’s such a large project that the area would be overwhelmed. This
is a very small project, estimated at about,$270 million dollars. [ think if
you were to look at the City of Boston, which is much bigger. than
Concord, obviously, however as an MWRA project that was an essential
artery and there was also the airport expansion, as well as gomg ahead
and throwing in. (maudlble) and all of that time and everything, in a very
compressed period of time,

I work for a (inaudible) and Community fﬁm company. ~ Fifty percent of
the engineers who worked in Boston five ycars ago are now gone. That’s
how these projects should of bulked up. So, it is a very qmal]‘prOJe_ct
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Now when'1 mentioned to Regresentative Itse that this project with SD
Warrén cost $1:2 ‘billion and’ $2 b1lhon in todays dollars, he said, “Pm
sure that that was proba’oly the only project going ‘on at the time;” ‘Now
in my’ expenencm in construction, that’s where I felt that he was a little
unawarée ‘of how-things work#in conetructmn 'The way thmgs work in
constructmn 1s everythmg happens m an mdustry all at one time. Okay

The paper mills were very blg ‘at that time. “As a- matter of fact, at the
timé ‘the $1.2 million dollar - Expansion was going on, major expansion
that IP and GA Greorge ... Spedific with had a (inaudible) took'a seventeen
story’ boiler there, Great Nérthern' was expanding and even James
Ruther, ‘the- ‘owtier at’ Berlin atthat tiime, had about a $170 million dollar
~expan81on going'on, which would probably be pretty much equlvalent to
this in today’s dollars. Now, the people who do ‘this kind of work are the
same kll’ld of people Who do those Would also work on that prOJect

Another thmg T heard was there would not be enough cranes to do the
job: To which I'said; “Call Camrmo Crane, you could have:three hundred
of them up-here right away.” ‘Now I'think any of you that worked in ...
that saw the central artery I:.rOJect saw that there were tons of cranes
down there; they areall gone, they are all looking: for a place to'go. Now
-in fairness to Public Service of'New Hampshlre I ask their lobbylst 1 said,
“Cranes?” And the lobby13t said, “I'm not sure where that came from we
probably have a crane from. Schlller that 'we could pull over.” Now
scrubbers don't fequiire a 1art“e crane compared to putting in boﬂers in
the first place. oo the cranes ES deﬁmtely not a problem '

So I think that these are the thmgs you have to think about. nght now
this work is in the process. Emglneermg is out there, this i 18 not a unique
engineering system. There ‘are about five engineering firms ‘that do
design, about five engineering companies that do building, The paper
mills, there’s essentially only one company in the America, AHOIT, or you
have to go outside. So this is not a difficult construction project.

I think the other thing I'd like to just make one comment on. When you
think about these things, remember that we built more battleshlps in
World War II than have been, built, since before, or ever since. That’s
how much construction happgns in this country. And that’s how fast it
moves around. And with that i take any questlons that I rmght

Senator Bob Odell D 8: - Anv questions for the Representatwe? Seemg

none, thank you very much fm~ your testlmony I'll call on Representative
Naida Kaen. Good aiternoon C o

Regresentamve Nalda Kaen, Q!Lrafford'[ Good afternoon Thank you
Mr. Chairman, For the record my name is Naida Kaen. 1 represent Lee,
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Durham and Madbury, Strafford District 7. To begin with I want you to
know that I’'m not an engineer.

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8: Thank you

Representative Kaen: . But I've been orl the Sclence Technology and
Energy Committee listening to engineers since; 1995, T think what may
have bee¢n slightly overlooked, and I just want to fill in a few’ gaps.
Chairman Ross did an excellent job of representing what has happened
and the deliberations in the Committee and around the’ table in order to
come up with the current bill. ; . : :

What perhaps has been overlooked is the réle through the years that has
been played by environmental organizations who force the' issue, who
publicize the issue for who we need some thanks and I hope you
recognize that. On the other hand, 1 am in full support of this bill, as
written. 1 think now that the parties have come together around the
table, and come to a consensus that that role is over with, that we have
achieved a consensus at this point and we should expedite. The sooner
we do this for the people of the State of New Hampshire, the sooner we
will begin those mercury and SOz reductions. And I simply, I will leave it
at that, and if you have any questions, I'm not here to field any technical
questions. My role has always been to put the whole thing in
perspective. :

I;fjust ... one further note from a finance perspective. 1 do have a
background in finance and accounting so 1 would urge you not to even
consider extending a new time line. And my logic is this. It would
increase the risk. This is a regulated utility; it may increase ﬁnancmg
costs to the extent that the utility can claim that their risk is greater
because we put additional pressure on them that their costs will go up.
And who do the costs flow through to? The rate payers. ‘We have to take
that into consideration, that what we have here 1s a compromise that
takes all the factors into cons1derat10n

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8: Thank you. Any questions? If not, thank
you very much for being here. Il call on Representative
Representative Theberge from Berlin signed in, in favor of the bill but did
not wish to speak. 1 think I've got all the Senators and all the
Representatives. I'll call on Alice Chamberlin from the Governor’s office.

As you come up Ms. Chamberlin,.] will note that Representative Peter
Sullivan signed in, in support but did not wish to speak, and he wants
the amendment for eighty percent reduction by 2009,

Senaior Bob Qdell, D. 8: Welcome.
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Alice Chamberlin, Governor’s Office: Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman
and members of the Committee. My name is Alice Chamberlin and 1

would like to read a letter that 1s under rny mgnature but on behalf of the
Governdr T PR A

Please see prepared testimony by Alice Chamberhn on behalf of the

,Governor s office, dated Aprﬂ 11, 2006 attached hereto and referred
to as Attachment #2 o

Senator Bob Odell D 8 Th’mk you very much ior your testlmony

s
b

Ahce Chamberlm Govemor’b Ofﬁce Any_ questions from the
Commlttee? ' A o R

Senator Bob Odell D. 8% “Questions? Seeing none, thank you very
Tmuch. St o .

Alice Chamberlm Governor S Ofﬁce " Thank you, I'll’le‘ave copies for the
record. - - . . T ,

Senator Bob Odell, D, 8:° I’ll call on Jared ’I‘eutsch from the New
Hampshire Lakes Assocxatlon ‘Good afternoon.

Mr. Jared A. Teutseh Env1ronmental Policy Director, New Hampshire

Lakes Association:  Good ‘afternoon. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and
members of the Comrmttee For the record, my name is Jared Teutsch,
Policy Director for New Hampsl'ure Lakes Assomatxon '1 have another
handout here for you as well. ‘It’s actually, it says, “Draft copy of a 2006
Section 303(d) Surface Water Quahty List” from DES

Please see prepared testxmcmy of Jared A. Teutsch Environmental
Policy Director, New Hampshire Lakes Association, dated April 11,
2006 and also see submiszion of the “Draft 2006 Section 303(d)
Surface Water Quality List” from NH Department of Environmental
Servmes, -attached hereto and referred to as Attachment #3.

The comment perxod ended March '31st, P’m not sure if it’s ... it’s no
longer considered draft, it may actually be closed, and Ill pass that along
as well. 1 also have'd ... the representative for Trout Unlimited could not

stay today, so they handed me theu" testlmony, and I'll 1nclude that as
well on behalf of thern o

Please see prepared test:amony of Paul A Doscher, National
Leadershlp Council Representative for NH for the NH Council of
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Trout Unlimited, dated April 11, 2006 submitted by Jared A.
Teutsch for Mr. Paul A. Doscher attached hereto and referred to as
Attachment #4.

On behalf of New Hampshlrc Lakes ASSOCIathI’l which represents over
fifteen thousand (15,000) lake" enthusm“sts, we support this "bill "as
ertten Certainly we were a meriber at the table' that supported* thlS
bill. We were there with PSNH, with DES, with Audilbon, ‘with Fdrest
Society and many others that felt that th& compromiséd’ approach was
the best way to go. And I'll be very brief, A

But what I do want to 1nclude is, I did h1ghhght it for you in that Section
and what it basically says is, “All surface water bodies”in the Staté of
New Hampshire are consndered impaired.” and that’s ovér five thousand
plus. That includes lakes and ponds, streams and rivers, all surface
water bodies are considered impaired with mercury.

One other thing that I think this bill does very well is the removal of
sulfur dioxide. And included in this report, and I don’t have the report
with me, but [ can certainly provide the Committee a copy of the report.
It’'s about one hundred and fourteen {114) pages long and includes all
the public waters that are in there. There are waters that are impaired
by just PH and obviously sulfur dioxide adds to acid rain deposition,
which only adds to the problems with our public water, especially those
that are teetering on the brink of acidity., So-I do urge you to “ought to
pass” this bill as written, and I’d be happy to take any questions.

Senator Bob QOdell, D. &: Thank you very 'much for your comments,
and the letter and the background information, Any questions? Seeing
none, thank you very much. Il call on Joel Harrington, New Hampshire
Audubon. ' ’ : .

Mr, Joel M. Harrington, Vice President of Pohcvl Audubon ‘Socxetv of New
Hampshire:  Mr. Chairman, I have copies of my testimony.

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8: QOkay. Good aft,érnoon.

Mr. Harrington: Good afternoon Mr. Chairman and members of the
Committee. My name is Joel Harrington. For the record, I'm Vice
President of Policy for New Hampshire Audubon Society. As the states
oldest New Hampshire based non-profit wildlife organization whose
members and supporters include anglers, hunters, birdwatchers, and
outdoor enthusiasts, we strongly support,House Bill 1673, as written.
For ninety-two years we have compiled some of the most extensive data
relative to the health of our state’s wildlife, including data that
contributed to what we know today about, levels of mercury in some of

¥
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New Hampshlres threatened and endangered species.  Over the years
Audubon has helped draft the'state’s Endangered Spec:les Act, the Clean
Power Act of 2001, and riow e ve helped the leg1slature in dr aftmg the
leglslatlon that stands before vou -

rd really hke to tl'iank th ouse Scrence ’I‘echnology and Energy
Comrmttee And I would alsé'like to thank the Senateé for last year, for
really” settmg the s‘tage for thi& bill: -If it wasn’t for the Senate last year, I
honestly-believe. we would not'be here today. It really was the framework
for why we are’ here.” This las been a bill that’s been two years in
creation,  It'has‘been embedded through numerous experts, the Public
Utilities CommiSsxon the” Department of Env1ronmental ‘Services, many
envrronmental groups, experts across the region. - “This’ has been
embedded for a long, long titne. The time is now. We just waited too
long. And to study this blll for another year has no benefit at all to the
health of this state, and ‘to the children and parents and wrldhfe that
really depend on our state to ciean up (1naud1b1e)

I'd like to also thank Carl Jo}*, ,,son for sponsormg Iast year s leglslatlon
and also bemg wﬂhng to be cé-sponsor to this year’s legislation: 1 think
that's a very important- observation to be made for his support on this
1eg1sla(1on - It represents a hard compromlse that will - résult in
s1gn1ﬁcant reductions in mereury and sulfur emissions. For years we've
been debatmg about how bést to reduce harmful: pollutants in New
I—Iampshlre 'S env1ror1ment This year may be our chanhce with the broad
support enlisted on " this legislation. from" botH “political parties and
chambers of the General Court. From the state’s two largest angling
organizations, from the state’s lakes’ associations, wildlife organizations,
the business organrzatlons, the utility and the state s two conservation
resource protection agencies. ‘Ideally Mr. Chairman, tio pollution is great
for New Hampshire. And if we could feasibly and realistically get to that,
I'd be one hundred percent behind it: But we have to be realistic about
our approach and some may say nlnety percent, some may say erghty-
five percent, but we have to be ..."we want to support a bill that is
achievable and still be part of something and not be a part of something
that just sounds good, but is not feasible

- In January, when the Governor made his state-of-the-state address and
announced that he would hke to see, this year, the legislature pass
mercury reductlons, there wae a standmg ovatlon by all members of the
General Court. " It was a clear sign,’ a clear indication of where we're
headed in this state on this ... these two major pollutants, mercury and
sulfur.” This bill'has been four months, this particular bill that you have
before you, is four months in the making; three days a week, every week.,
I had no summer vacatlon and I don’t think any stakeholder that was
involved. in this"” had a summey. We worked hard on this. And we sent
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graphs out to multiple parties, and it’s not discount station groups, its
businesses that are going to be affected heavily by a potential rate
increase if there’s any risk sharmg in this, This is a bill that has the
interest and respect of all members of the commumty

I want to talk about the percentages. We have to be reminded in this bill,
and I'm kind of jumping all over the plact and gomg through it. as-my
thoughts come to, but we have to be remmded that in-this bill, to deal
with the percentage we felt that there s an' unknown as to where th1s
what scrubber technology will ach1eve at Mérrimack Station. "There are a
lot of reasons for that. The PSNH Bow Plant has something called a
Cyclone Boiler. It is about ... I'm guesstimating maybe two or three in
the country, maybe even less than that, which poses 51gn1ﬁcant issues
for this type of technology. And so ‘the percentage that a lot of engirieers
from their company and that we talked to throughout the region, we
think that it will achieve somewhere between eighty and ninety. So the
low end number was put in here, However, after 2013, after a consistent
rate above eighty percent has been achieved, that rate will be quote,
“locked in,” as the new compliance rate. It could be eighty-five percent, it
could be ninety percent, in fact it may be, I don’t, you know, think it will
get to be above ninety percent, but it could be ninety-five percent. 1
mean who knows. But that lock in provision, I think it’s a real critical
point in this bill and it covers that higher percentage. This bill is more
stringent than the federal rule. With all due respect to Representative
Phinizy, he’s saying EPA, but if you recall the EPA count out of their
mercury for the last year got a seventy-five percent reduction by 2018.
So I don’t see how EPA’s rule in any way 1s a model for what we ehould
be doing here in New Hampshire.

I want to talk ... I'll also go on to the time line. And the time line here,
someone said, well, let’s look to other states, Other states have done,
have an earlier time line so why don’t we? Well, I’d like to direct you to
my last page of testimony. What I've done is a state-by-state comparison
of the six mercury laws in the nation. There’s only six. And the point
here is to look at caveat in each of these pieces of legislation. Let’s take
the first two, for example on the last page.

Connecticut - they wanted ninety. percent, they have a ninety percent
reduction by July 2008, It however, the caveat to that is that if we
cannot meet the reduction, then the DEP .can . establish alternative
emissions limits by twenty ten (2010). It's in their discretion now if the
utility cannot meet it, then they just put an alternative emissions limit
on that for compliance; sixteen seventy thrce (1673) doesn’t have that.

Massachusetts — Everybody talks about Massachusetts Massachusetts
has an eighty-five percent reduction by ’08 and a ninety-five percent
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reduction by 2012. The cavear ‘the law applies to eight coal-fired boiler
units. 1 talked ‘to the folks ity Massachusetts yesterday. -Four of these
umts ‘were already meeting the eighty-five percent before the law was
even ‘put into place.: Arid hidw are they doing it? They are utilizing
carbon’ injection. Well we tn&*d that last year, last year at Merrlmack
Statlon and we got less than a twenty percent reductlon

The ﬁfth coal fifed unit, it udes early and  off-site reducmons “Well we
dori’t havé ‘that’ ‘here. And thie sixth- through eighth units, which is the
infamous - Brayton Paint Plant‘has numerous existing controls already in
place, a multxpronged effort. “But the thmg is, before that state law was
passed; ard I don’t want to gc to long'on this, there was years and years
‘of testing, base-line measurements., - There’s’ actually a DOE study.
There’s sampling that ‘took' place;  we are startmg right from the
begmmng on that under th1s law '

Sol JuSt Wanted to point that out and I don’t think you have to, the devil
is in the detalls on other st'\tes, and we don’t have the devil in our
deta1ls o = '

Finally, why is' \sulfur s0 1mportant to- thxs bill?. Well sulfur binds,
mercury binds with sulfur. And that’s why it’s important. It ‘makes it
actually a little’ bit more tékic when it binds. Sulfur is a major
contributor to the regional hiaze, the respiratory illnesses in this state,
and if you opened your paper last week, New Hampshire ranked number
one in the nation for asthma. And'T hear there may be some caveats
even to that report. But we definitely rank amongst the highest in the
nation for asthma rates. Sulfur causes particulate matter which is the
cause to the respiratory illnesses, and nearly every week in the summer [
get through my fax machine the air quality report saying, “Poor quality
air days in New Hampsh1re And that is one of the reasons why we have
poor quality areas. e Te ' :

PSNH has built a plant and" fortunately they don’t like to hear the
statistics, ranks thirty-seventh in the country ... out of eleven hundred
coal power plants for sulfur emissions. So not by . by reducing sulfur
at PSNH’s plant, we are not only reducing a major state source, but we
would be reducing a major national source of sulfur emissions. What we
finally ... what we need to do i3 we cannot sit idly and wait for a national
solution to an ever growing ecological and health problem. We have a
long and we have a successful h1story of making environmental progress
through modest incremental ‘gains,  HB 1673 is the next logical step to
our future in the air. Membezs of the Committee, let’s not let the ‘perfect
become the enemy of the good ’I‘hank you very much
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Please see prepared testimony of Joel M. Harrington, J.D., Vice
President of Policy, Audubon Society of New Hampshire, dated April
11, 2006. Also see “Mercury and Sulfur Emissions Reduction Bill,
HB 1673, Frequently Asked Questions, Mercury and Sulfur Emission
Reductions, List of Supporters and Contacts, News Afticle - Concord
Monitor, and NH Sentinel Source ¢om, The Keene Seritinel,
“Mercury 2013,” and Mercury and sulfur mession Reductions,
State-by-State Comparison - What Do These Laws Really Say'-’
Attached hereto and referred to as Attachment #5 #o

Senator _Bob Odell, D 8 Thank you Very much fo‘r your testlmony‘
Quesmons? Thank ‘you for thé efforts you'made in this; I'll call on Mr.
Harry Vogel from the Loon Preservation Cofnmittee. -

Mr. Harry Vogel, Loont Preservation Committee: Good afternoon Mr.
Chairman, members of the Committee, '

Senator Bob Odell, D, 8  Good afternoon.

Mr. Vogel: Thank you for the opportunity. For the record my name is
Harry Vogel. I'm the Executive Director of the Loon Preservation
Committee for the Audubon Society of New Hampshire, but I'm a
biologist by training and I'd like to talk, very briefly about the effects of
mercury on loons and wildlife in New Hampshire. _

Over the past twelve years the Loon Preservation Committee, - the
BioDiversity Research Institute and other members of the Northeast Loon
Study Working Group have carried out research to assess the threat that
mercury poses to loons and other wildlife in New Hampshire. And that
research has turned up the following findings: of one hundred and
ninety-seven (197) loon eggs tested in New Hampshire, fifty-two percent
(52%) of those have mercury concentrations over .5 parts per million
(ppm), which is a level high enough to potentially affect reproductive
success in  birds. And the highest mercury loading of any loon egg,
collected anywhere in the United States was right here in New
Hampshire, and that was an egg with 3.9 ppm of mercury in it. And that
is three times the lethal limit that has been established in other states,

We've also found that other loons captured in New Hampshire have
among the highest concentrations of mercury in loons found anywhere in
the United States. Out of one hundred and thirty-five adult loons
sampled in New Hampshire, eighteen percent were found to have blood
mercury levels about 3 ppm which is the, established risk threshold for
adult loons, And adults with more than & ppm of mercury fledged forty
percent fewer young than adults with less than 3 ppm.
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Indmdual loons captured on successwe years ‘in other- states have
constant mercury levels over’ ere but 1ndmdual loons captured during
successive years in® New Hampshlre show an -average’ niné point six

percent yearly “increase’ in “mercury in thelr blood. So they are
accumulatlng mercury faster than they could r1d themselves of it

Mercury is known 'to be a potent neurotoxm that affects arumal behavior,
among other thlngs, ‘and results of our studies and other studxes in New
Hampshire and in Maine ‘has’ shown the loons of higher mercury levels
have abnormal behavmrs that affect thelr abilities to defend a terrltory
and to raise young S :

Mercury can be" transported over long d1stances in the atmosphere but
the majority of mercury. deposmon in southern New Hampshire is
thought to be from local or regional emission sources. And so all of these
things together; the concentrations of mercury in ‘loon eggs and in
adults, the accumulation of mercury in individual loons over time, and
the effects of these mercury’ evels on ‘breeding, suggest that current
levels of mercury emissions #re high enough to pose a threat to loons
and other wildlife in - New Hampshlre ‘And therefore, reduction in
mercury from those local* soutces would. reduce the amount ‘of mercury
in. New Hampshire’s environifient, something that ‘would benefit loons
and ‘other wildlife, and also people And for those reasons, LPC strongly

supports any m1t1at1ve to reduce mercury emissions from point sources

in New Hampsh1re ?

Senator Bob_Odell, D, 8 Thank you for your. testimony. Any
questions? Senator Lctourneau o -

Senator Robert J, Letourneau D. 19: " Just one. The loons are
m1gratory birds aren’t they? '

Mr Vogel Yes they vare :

Senator Robert J. Letourneau D. 19 Is there any evidence that they're
gettmg a lot of th1s from other places:’ ‘

Mr ogel Yes In fact therc is some evidence. Loons are ... have the
advantage of havmg ‘both feathers and blood. In these feathers, the
feathers that wé're takmg fromn these birds; when'we capture them we’ll
typlcally take two feathers.’ One secondary feather from each wing .and
we'll test those for mercury And the mercury content of those feathers is
rmore of an expreéssion of long-term mercury exposure and the mercury
that was in the oceans, Becatlse at the time these feathers were formed,
they were actually over wintering on“the oceans. And the mercury that
we find in those feathers is much vulgar than the mercury in the blood,

-
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which we take as an expression of the mercury that’s been gathered
more recently on the breeding grounds. So by having those two samples
to compare, we can really say with a fair degree of confidence that most
of the mercury that is coming from these loons is actually commg from
fresh water lakes that they re on in the surnmer tlme :

Senator Robert J. Letourneau, D. 19 Where are these bu*ds bemg
captured and tested’P ' .

Mr. Vogel: _ We capture and test loons from all over New Hampshlre
’I‘ypic'ally ' re S ,
Senator Robert J. Letourneau D 19 <1 Of the* ty'p:iba_l' bi»ifds'ydﬁ’re
talking about. ' D s T T

Mr, Vogel: Yes., Well, a lot of our loons have been captured from Lake
Umbagog, which is in the northern part of the state, but a lot of them
have also been captured from the southeastern corner, which has been
identified by EPA Atmospheric Deposition Models, as areas where we
would expect high mercury depositions. And what we’ve been able to do,
actually the Loon Preservation Committee and the BioDiversity Research
Institute, by going out and capturing these loons and sampling the
blood, have been able to ground troop that study and validate the results
of that study. : :

Senator Robert J. Letourneau, D, 19:  Just talking 4bout the hot spots
in New Hampshire, and the plants that we're talking about here are down
wind and generally in the southern part and to the east part-of the state,
Would you venture to guess that a lot of this mercury is .coming airborne
from the west?

Mr. Vogel: Yes. I think prevailing winds, you know, definitely show
that there’s an effect. There are two things that I could ... I do have a
couple of reports with me. One is our “Meeting with the Challenge,”
which is a thirty year report and on page 13 of that report we actually
have a map showing the highest concentrations, and you can clearly see
as well that some of the point sources are. showing on that and you can
see where they’ll ... the effect of that plume goes. The other report that
r'd like to submlt is the “Mercury Connections Report.” And in that
report there are three different forms of mercury: . elementary reactive
gaseous mercury and particulate mercury and the transport distances
are given from those. And for the last two, the reactive gaseous and the
particulate mercury transport distances are estimated from zero to
thirty-three, three hundred kilometers and from zero to five hundred
kilometers, respectively. So, that certainly suggests that a lot of this
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mercury that we’re ﬁndmg m these b1olog1cal hot spots is commg from
the over sources »

Please see prepared testxmeny of Harry Vogel Executive Director,
‘Loon -~ Preservatzon Committee of the Audubon Society of New
Hampshire. ‘Also, = “Meeting the Challenge,” and “Mercury
Connections,” reports attached hereto and referred to ’as
Attachments #6 #7, and #8, respectively.

Senator. Robert J“ Letourneau, D.19: Just one last question. Are you
pursuing federal legislation at all to try and get these. plants cleaned up
from the west of us? Because New - Hampshue is contributing its part
and it's spendmg a lot of morniey and paying h1gh electric rates because of
it and we're w1lhng to- do- that,  but. we’re still going to see this
contammauon commg over even after we do all thlS

Mr ’Vogel o Yes well, Im a sunple biologist, sir, and so I’'m not
pursuing any leglslatxon in other parts. But certamly the work that the
Loon Preservation Committee’ and other folks have done clearly shows a
link between these local sources and these pollutants in: these hot spots.
So.that to me suggests that if- we clean up these local sources, these hot
spots” w111 over time’ dlss1pate and in fact we are begmmng to see, we
have seen some evidence that loons downwind of some of these pomt
sources, once these pomt sources have been either. checked out or the
mercury’s reduced, we've seen a fairly quick reduction in the amount of
mercury in loon blood i in some cases as well; Wh1ch is very encouragmg

Senator 'Rob_ert J. Letourneau .D. 19 Thank you.

Mz, Vogel You’re welcome.

Senator Bob Odell D.8: Thank you very much for being here today.
Mr. Vogel: You're welcome.

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8  And Il call on Donna Gamache, Public
Service of New Hampshire '

Donna Gamache, Public Serv:ce of New Hampshlre If1 ‘may, I have
Terry Large w1th me. I—Ie s with PSNH.. '

Senator Bob Odell D. 8: Sure

Ms Gafnaclie' To potenuallv answer any technical questxons

Senator Bob Odell D. 8: Good afternoon.
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Mr. Terry Large, Public Service of New Hampshire:  Thank you.

Ms. Gamache: Senator, thank you .1 am Donna Gamache
representing PSNH and Terry Large with PSNH as well,” When you first
started the hearing you asked that our tesﬁmony be kept to what nobody
else had said, so' I'm trying to find somethmg to say. So, what I thoughtl
would do is make it very brief and hopefully Terry will add a. few
comments, and then just leave it open for questlons But the one thlng
that nobody else brought to your attention was that whén we started to
sit down as a group, and it was. a large extended group, trying to find a
solution to removing mercury from the &nvironment, we had to do a
couple of things. And that was lay the ground work for how we were
going to move forward. The first was that we had to Iecogmze that we're
all New Hampshire residents and we’re solidly invested in the well being
of the State of New Hampshire, environmentally, as well as New
Hampshire’s health. ‘

We also knew that what we had heard in the discussion on SB 128, that
there were certain things that diverse interests in the community did not
want, They wanted, for one example, no trading of mercury for
comphance They wanted no mitigation in order to meet the limits.
That, you know, all the reductions would take place at the stack. We
also knew that they wanted as much reductions as possible and as soon
as ‘possible. We feel that HB 1673 really addresses all of those needs in a
very good way. So therefore we do support HB 1673 in its current form.
We feel this language is realistic in terms of our 'ability to meet
requirements, it’s flexible in the way it aims to keep customers’ costs
lower, and it’s significant in terms of setting emissions reductions limits
at what the technology actually achieves on a sustained basis.

But the other point that I wanted to raise was that HB 1673 is really
Phase II of the Clean Power Act. And, if you go back and take a look at
the principles in the Clean Power Act, it rcally was meant to be a multi-
pollutant approach. And the reason for that was they recognized that
there would be, it would be beneficial to customers to try to find
technology that could get more than one pollutant reduced and it would
also be very beneficial to customers, in terms of costs. And we are very
supportive of the final piece of legislation because we feel that it’s in
keeping with principles, yet up to date with what the needs are of today.

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8  Thank you.

Mr. Terry Large, Public Service of New Hampshire': . Thank you Mr.
Chairman, members of the Committee, I'm just sitting here and have
three bullets that maybe will try to summarize what we see in trying to
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(maudlble) this bill. This bill as writtenl, produces the maximum amount
of mercury reductions for the most. reasonable cost. - This bill brings
about reductions in inercury fa soon'as next year, and for years into the
future culmmatmg with the installation of the scrubber techriology that
not only gets metcury, but 8 sulfur” d1ox1de as you've heard, This bill’s

Agomg to advancé the science™of mereury removal,  We spoke about the
DOE grant. Work that with Wwhich is already under way and would be
1mplemented this coming and next year and the years into the future so
~ that the science and the techﬂoIOgy and the understanding about how to

get mercury out of the oowor “plant stacks will be advanced, o that

maybe our fmends to the west can learn and ‘will follow our lead and
reduce emiSsmn,a of mercury into this state, no matter how much or how
little it is. We reduce (1naud1b1e) written services the best interests of the
environment of the Staté of ‘New Hampsh1re ‘and customers of Public
Seérvice Company of New Hampshlre We urge you to vote 1t “ought to
paﬁs ' .

Senator 'Bob Odell D. 8  Thank ‘jkou very much. Thanks to both of
you. Senator Burhng ‘ EN : ' o I

s

Senator Peter H, Burhng, D 5: - Iwanted to,ask two questions, What
you heard because you wers both here through the course of the
preceding, two- people speak about their view of the relationship between
the State and PSNH as a result of this bill, Representative Phinizy talked
about this is a five year contréct; once you do this nothing ever changes.
Is that your view of what we’re doing here? ‘Is this a kind of last
telephone call between the Staie and PSNH before we get to 2013? ”

Ms. Gamache: T let Tcrry follow up to me if he wants to give
something more technical. Absolutely not, PSNH has, you don’t have to
take my word for it, we -have history. You can see it out there. We have
a history of workmg with the state continually. We have a very good
relationship with DES, we work with them continuously. We work with
‘you, the legislature contmuously and we supported fully the amendment
that the Committee, Science and Technology and Energy Committee
added to the bill, which required a yearly review by the- Electricity
Restructuring Over51ght ‘Committee beginning one year from its
limitation of the Jaw. We fully support it, We have been, PSNH has been,
we're just a little over an e1ghLy year old company. We've always been in

New Hampshire, we expect to continue to be and we have no reason to
Walk away at any time.

Senator Peter H, Burling, D. 5: And, if 1 may, a follow up? |

Senator Bob Odell, D, 8: - Ye.!s:.'
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Senator Peter H. Burling, D. &: Referring to Senator- Hassan, I think
you could call it a credo, she expressed her belief in the things that your
company was prepared to .do. But I'd like to hear from you, for. the
record of this Committee if there are 1rnprovements you can make in a
faster time frame, if there are redugtions you can make. sooner. ‘1If there
are things you can do.to get mercury out ;of our air qulcker, w111 you do
them? L : o oo

s

Ms.’Gamache;' Absolutely, oy Y .

Mr. Large:-  Absolutely, Senator. This bill incents that behavior and
we've demonstrated with the (ingudible), type legislation in the past
associated with NOx removal and other technologles that we wxll ‘use. as
promptly as we possibly can to get scrubbers in service.

Senator Bob Odell, D, 8: Thank you. Any other questions? If not,
thank you very much. Oh, sorry.

Senator Robert J. Letourneau, D. 19;  So, just a follow up with Senator
Burling’s question. This is a realistic time frame?

Mr., Large: Yesitis.

Senator Robert J. Letourneau, D. 19:  For this bill?
Mr, Large: For this legislation it is, yes, -

Senator Robert J. Letourneau, D. 19: But if there’s a possibility that
you could move it up, you would? o

Mr. Large:  We will begin with the passage of this legislation and follow
the steps to engineer, design, permit, finance, and construct this as we
can, ' ‘

Ms. Gamache: Ifl could justadd as a respohse to your question, and I
can’t quite remember where it is in the bill, but there is a provision in
this language that within the first year we have to have a certain amount

of permitting already in the process, and we've committed to doing so, so

we will get started immediately.

Senator Robert J. Letourneau, D. 19; We had a Representative, just a
follow up, sorry sir ... Representative come in and say that he’s been an
engineer on many jobs that are much larger construction jobs and that
they were able to do so in a shorter time span. What takes so many
years to do this? So the Committee understands.
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Mr..Large: © I would start by* saymg ‘that there s a balance between time
and money: Things can be done faster at substantially h1gher cost. If
you've had farmhanty with the Merrimack Statlon facility, tHe site, this is
4 thonumental project in. te:ms of ‘that site. " There will" be multiple
cranes;  There will be lots o; construcmon activity. They will remove
essentially all of the rermaining property that sits aside" the" existing
boilers today, along side all the other pollution control equipment that’s
been added in the last ten years. Two hundred and fifty million dollars is
an awful lot of money in PSNH’s view. So, if more money were to be
spent, could it be done more promptly? Possxbly, but to be done well so
that ‘the plant-can ‘be operdied and the maximum benefit from this
technology can be derived, it would bé best to take a prudent and low fall
out approach as opposed to trying to throw more money or throw more
people and solve the issue. Deing it in an orgamzed well thought out and -
planrnng for the long—term operatlon of th1s umt 1s the rlght way to go for
everyone involved we believe. .

Senator Robert J. Ijetoumeau, D. 19: And just one last ques‘aon
What is the overall cost of the Late payers on thlS? o :

Ms, Gamache I...Bob Scott from DES has: some charts that he was
going Lo pass out.

vSenator Robert J. Letourneau, D. 19: Oh, that’s gomg to be further
testimony later on? That ... I can hold off on that

Ms. Gamache: Okay.

Senator Robert J. Letourneau, D. 19:  Thank you.

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8: Any other questions? If not, thank you both
for being here, Appreciate your test1mony

Senator Peter H. Burling, D. 5: Mr. Chairman, I have a brief, 'm

supposed to be in two places at once and it’s across the street. I'll be
r1ght back : :

Senator Bob Od'ell,' D.8: An%right.

Senator Peter H. Burlmg, D, % I assume we have quite a few people
left to do at th1s pomt C : .

Senator Bob Odell D, 8 W{, are half way down the ﬁrst sheet

Senator PeterH Burlmg D. 5 : Excellent.
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Senator Bob Odell, D. 8: When we get to a pomt where we have some
that aren’t speaking then ... so we've got ..

Senator Peter H. Burling, D, 5; 1 don’t Wwarit to ‘miss out! On a smgle
thing. Tll be back. LA ' ",\

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8  How long do you think Senator Burling you'll
bé gone? (Laughter). S L T

T
TS

Senator Peter H. Burling, D. 5: | Literany“‘ﬁve rﬁinutes. T be fight:bé'ték

Senator Bob Qdell, D. 8 All right. Then I'm going'to call on- Sally
Dav1s Lcague of Women Voters New Hampshlre Good afternoon B

Sallv Davis, League of Womcn Voters New Hampsh1re Good afternoo'n

As you'll see at the end, I signed Jane Armstrong’s 51gnature with my -

initials after it because she couldn’t get to my house to sign.

My name is Sally Davis. | am a past President of League of Women
Voters and follow legislation here in Concord fairly frequently. I've been
a member of the League of Women Voters since 1966 in several states
and was a part of the original study on air quality back in the 70’s, and
feel pretty (inaudible) with what we have studied and worked on through
the years. So this is to the New Hampshire ‘Senate Energy and Economic
Development Committee regarding HB 1673.

Please see prepared testimony of Jane Armstrong, President, League
of Women Voters of New Hampshire, dated April 11, 2006,
submitted and read to Committee by Sally Davis attached hereto
and referred to as Attachment #9,

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8: Thank you Ms. Dav1s Any questions?
Seeing none, thank you very much. And Il call on Bob Scott,
Department of Environmental Services. ' :

Mr. Bob Scott, Air Resources Division, f'fjepartment of Environmental
Services:  Mr. Chairman.

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8: Good afternoon Mr. Scott.

Mr. Scott: Good afternoon. 1 will attempt to be brief. Obviously the
main points have already been raised and I do not like to be repetitious,
First of all, I'll hand out our testimony letter and also, if it helps the
Committee, a really, a one pager kind of outlining the major points of the
bill. .



32

Please ' see prepared testimony of Mr: Michael P, Nolin,
Commissioner, " the Department’ of Environmental Services,
submitted by Mr. Bob Scofi and ‘also an “Overview of HB 1673 ”
attached hereto and referreci to as Attachment #10. '

Well at. least for me that worl(s better And finally, since 1t came up in
recent conversation, potentlal financial impacts to the ratepayers Much
of whiat 1 was going to say again has been covered, so I'll try not to be
repetxttous I do' want to malke the point that this is not a new thing for
DES we've been working ‘on thts for well over two'years. We originally ..
we - had the  Clean ‘Powér A&t which required the DES to make a
recommendatlon to the 1eg1sldture whxch we did two years ago, and
we've been working on tHis issue every since. And why 1 say that is I
want to ... it’s been -said that this bill’ certamly is a compromise, we've
vented this issue through many, many resources. I'm.very fortunate to
‘have some very good engineers and’ scientists at the Department, and
frarikly I have available to me through other venues, other state agencies
: from other states, sO-we would avail ourselves to thelr knowledge also.

So havmg smd that perhaps 1 could address more dlrectly some of the
concerns’ ralsed 50 at least you know as we debated this issue and came

. this ... what you see in the'bill, how we got there, perhaps that would
help you a little bit. On the time frarne, can it be done sooner? 1 want to
point out, and PSNH: alluded to it, but T want to drive it home a- little bit
more, that plant as it is, Memmack 1I, which again the control to be
required from Merrimack | and II. But Merrimack [I, the largest plant
was built in 1968. It now has two ESP's on it whlch are Electrostatic
Precipitators for DL control and its NOx. controls In order to ‘add yet
another layer of control, what we're talkmg about if you've been to the
plant, is putting a brand new stack in, remforcmg the boiler, redesigning
certain parts, moving the control equipment; we’re not talking just about
taking this box here and adding this box. We're talking very major
installation changes to the facility, perhaps even: dependmg on the water
discharge if there’s an issue there of maybe even a cooling tower. These
are all very significant. So I'm not here to say that you won’t see
something before 2013, what I do want to make sure is that this is not
an easy thing for the existing plant. In many ways it's easier with a new
plant than an existing plant :,g; ' ,

And havmg said that, I have a lot of faith in PSNH and frankly I hope to
see somethmg installed sooner. In discussing this bill we planned
incentives to give PSNH a reason to do it as soon as p0331ble It works
out financially best for them the sooner they do this. 1 think that’s an
1mportant point.’ , : - o
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Percentage, we heard some people talk about ... they said the eighty
percent and again I'll caveat, the eighty percent is not at that particular
plant, The eighty percent is at, of all their coal units, there is three at
Schiller also on the seacoast. Those controls they put on Merrimack
need to meet the eighty percent for all of fhat where 1 believe that we'll
see a higher rate most likely. Can I guarantee you'll sée a hlghCF rate?
Absolutely not. Again, this is a unique . plant So with that in mind,
again we built in incentives to make the company want to do the best
they can to get the highest rates posmble And agam as it’s been
mentioned, once the scrubber technology is installed, and 1 will say
scrubber technology is not something you_ dial up and dial down it’s ..
you get your reductions, There mdy be some minor tweaks ‘that can’ be
made to optimize it. For the most part, once that’s installed and that is
the best technology available today, once that’s installed we ‘will get what
we get out of it to make it very simple. What we put in the bill is, “Gee, if
we get ninety-two point seven percent” or whatever it is, we can lock that
in and so we don’t need anything on the table environmentally. But
we’ve also provided again, economic incentives to provide the company a
reason to try to do the best that they can.

It’s also been raised, why are we being prescriptive? Why are we in this
regular ... in this law to PSNH to put in a scrubber? And I have to take
some personal responsibility for that; I advocated for that myself. Why
would I do that? Everybody, including myself I think agrees that we
want to see mercury reductions, a high' level of mercury reductions
sooner than later, We know today that the installation of scrubbers
which have a wonderful benefit of SOz reductions, also reduce mercury at

a high percentage. That is today the best technology, especially taking in -

to account the multi-pollutant benefits that we know of. What we
wanted to avoid is extra time being given, another year, two years of a
selection process, what'’s the best technology, the owner’s having to go to
PUC to convince them that this is the best technology, and then perhaps
having some other company come in and say, “Well, I had this new
alchemy and I can do something even better.” That’s all fine and dandy,
but what we’re concerned about is we ¢on’t want to have this as a
method where we're constantly delaymg the installation.. By calling out
scrubber technology in the bill, we’re signaling PSNH from the word go to
start to engmeer, design and build scrubber technology right away. The
bill has in it, within one year of passage of the bill, they are required to
have all their applications in to us, which means there’s a lot of
engineering work they have to do. This is starting ... this is in the
ground writing for the plan, and this is why we did that

Costs to the ratepayer, agam thlS needs. to be iooked at in the context of
the existing New Hampshire law which puts a - fairly  stringent
requirement on the utility for SOz, again by having to buy SOz credits.




This"is the same law under 1 *5 0 that'is being - amendcd should this bill
pass. What this does is ‘becatise of that existing requirement; again it’s

been mentioned PSNH and again I'll mention it, 2007, when that kicks
in, they are’ required to buy, since they won’t have the: scmbbers
. idstalled yet, roaghly over twcnty million dollars worth of SQO2 credits to
comply with our stafe law, ndt the federal law. With that in place, that
 makes installation of scrubber‘s very cconomical such that as you look at
the' chart; ‘ultinfidtely 1t ends” up being a cost’ savmgs to the ratepayer

because the fact hty nc longer nas to buy as many of these Credlts to meet
the current state law BT -

Please see “Mercury Compliance Cost - Annual Rate Impacts,”
submitted by Mr. Bob Scott, Air Resources’ Division, Department of
Envxronmental Servmes," dttached hereto and referred to as
Attachment #11, :

And ﬁnally Senator Letoume&u is not here, so [ won’t go on to much.
Yes the state is very involved in legal action regardmg mercury from
other-places and cleaner mercury rule as many of you know that we’re
suing the federal government, frankly over, so that that is our attempt to
make sure, not” only are we domg the right. thing in the state, but to
make sure we are not recewmgr mercury, unnecessamly from outSIde ‘

And as a final note I will &dd this is a problem again for Senator
Letourneau who is not here, "the “hot spot”’ issue. ' Yes we're gettmg
mercury pollution from outside sources, very deﬁmtely But 'we’re also
because of the NOx technolégy that would be requlred beyond these
units; it had the impact of oxidizing the mercury that does come out of
the stack. Because of that, that exacerbates the local problem. And as I
said before, 1 call out that no good deed goes unpumshed PSNH was
deoing the right thing to do. that, but now we've had ... they have
unintended consequences. This is a way to fix that consequence also.
With that I’ll gladly t:ake any.questions.

Senator Bob Qdell, D. 8: = Questions for Bob Scott? You are the top air
quality person in the State of New Hampshire in the s’gate government,

Mr. Scott: I was a director there for Resource Community Health.
(Laughter), . " . o
Senator Bob Odell, D. 8: = I'vie heard some ... we've had some comments
made today that we're falling behind the state, other states and we’re not
up to quahty and I, and yet from the consensus statements people have
made, in partlcularly the chart that Mr. Harrington gave, I would think
that this is, we’re the seventh state in the country to do this, that this is
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pretty progressive. I mean this is stepping up and building a consensus
that hopefully will get a strong vote here in the Senate?

Mr. Scott: I argue that characterxzatlon And 1, and agam I rermnd
everybody that we’ll look at what other,‘states are doing and it’s so
progressive, they're requlrmg, for " the most part the. 1nsta11at10n of
scrubbers. That’s what we’re requmng )

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8: . Thank you ve’rf';:mu'ch‘ P{ppfctz_ciaté'i't.' ‘,:j":
Mr Scott:  Thank you.

[
v

SenatorbB(‘jb Odell, D. 8: Appretﬁéte youf_fi‘,jeffdfts. :

Mr. Scott: In final, I do want to say how pleased I am to be able to talk
on this bill, .

Senator Bob QOdell, D. 8: Good. Thank you.

Mr. Scott:  Thank you.

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8 Il call on -Catherine Corkery from New
Hampshire Sierra Club. ‘

Ms. Catherine Corkery, New Hampshire Sierra Club: Sir, if I could
switch places with Georgia Murray from AMC? .

Senator Bob Odell, D, 8: .Okay.

Ms. Corkery:  She’s got a lot further ride home than I do. (Laughter).
Senator Bob _Qdell, D, 8: All right. So then do you want to speak
after? -
Ms. Corkery:  Or wherever she was, or whatever you'd prefer.

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8:  All right. Consider yourself switched.

Ms. Corkery:  Thank you. I appreciate that.

Ms. Georgia Murray, Appalachian Mountain Club (AMC):  Okay, I have
a handout. For the record, I'm Georgia Murray, I'm the Appalachian
Mountain Club’s Air Qualities Staff Scientist and [ appreciate this
opportunity to speak here at this hearing.
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Please see prepared testimbny of Ms. Georgia Murray, AMC Staff
Sclentist, attached hereto asad referred to as Attachment #12
The AMC recogmzes the Iong hours and hard ‘work’ put into the
development of ‘this bill, ‘HB 1673. ‘We appreciate the ultimate goaj a
scrubber on Merrlmack’s Station that will reduce both mercury and
sulfur dioxide erhissions. W's., really like some of the things that-Bob
Scott just spoke about that @gain, reduces mercury and $O,, that does
~ not allow the sale of mercury- eredlts as mercury credits and that it locks
in that mercury reduction level obtamed by the scrubber.” We think
these are all good pieces to th1s bill. -

However, we're Here to ask yott to consider whether this bill is as good as
it gets. Or does it short change New Hampshire ratepayers and -the
environment. And we urge you not to let this opportunity pass to make
this process worth while ‘to ifisure that for all the work that was put in

that we got the best package that we could poss1b1y get out of  this
process.

You know, 1 expected to heat that thlS b111 as is, does not need to be
fixed and prov1de certainty fof'success. 'AMC believes the bar is set too
low though in this bill and beélieves with incremental 1mprovements, at
the end of the day we cen all say we did our best if we just improve it
slightly. - So I'm here today to ask you to 1mprove HB 1673 while
retammg workable economic 1ncent1ves and flexibility for compliance.’

I ask if movmg the time line by one year ‘as 1 propose, and 1 have a one
pager as well on those changes, would make for a catastrophic
uncertainty and not weigh to success. We know that it would, with
certainty, save .the xatepayer around twenty—suc million dollars a year.
The earlier this goes in, that’s an annual savings of about’ twenty-six
million dollars through that avoided SO allowance cost need. Many
orgamzatlons in the state do believe that this kind of retrofit can be done
faster than is currently proposed, and a host of other states, I do think,
believe that it can be done faster as well. And furthermore, AMC and its
members would do what’s within our power to exped1te the public permit
process for Merrimack Station. - Certainly that is one area that PSNH
identified as sornethmg that cOuld bé helped along is that pubhc permit
access. And we would help the process to exped1te that

| also . as for i mcreasmg the target of elghty percent reductlon to elghty—
five percent lead to failure? Again, there’s been a report out by EPA that
says that ninety percent mercury reduction is achievable, especially with
the type of control technology configuration that we’re talking about at
Mermmack Statlon The fact that it has an ESP at . the fact that it has
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an SCR, like Bob Scott said, in fact it does, the SCR, the NOx rule does
lead to a more oxidized form of mercury; well that actually helps the
scrubber. The scrubber likes ... can actually be more efﬁment if whats
coming through it is a more oxidized form. ’~'

You know, I do have to make one clar1ﬁcat10n related to. thlS elghty
percent reduction, and ‘Joel Harrington mentloned that theres ... the
devil is in the details of these other state bills. I ask you to look how ‘this
eighty percent is calculated. The way this_bill is structured it’s an. eighty
percent reduction from the coal input nurnbers going irito this plant, 'If
they did nothing today, they’re half way there They could do nothmg
and because of ESP that’s already there.. And I think thdt that’s actually
a good thing to reward PSNH for the hard ‘work that' they've already done
with the ESP that they have installed and the other controlled
technologies that they have in place, they should be rewarded for those
efforts that they've done in the past. If no scrubber went on today, they’d
be half way to the eight percent because it’s based on a coal input
number. It’s not based on .. the early mercury credit reduction
component is based on reduction at the stack. But when we're talking
about eighty percent we're talking about looking at coal input numbers
and than an eighty percent reduction from that. That means what
they’re getting currently with the ESP already counts towards that eighty
percent. -

The AMC proposal retains the flexibility of early mercury reduction
banking which the source can than use towards meeting the eighty-five
percent that we propose. So we're not saying, you know, we agree that
they need some flexibility, they need to be able to use banking to
potentially meet that to provide them some more certainty. The AMC
proposal looks to offset the cost of the wet scrubber through a simple
expansion of the current incentives under the existing RSA 125:0 passed
by this Senate. We agree with others that we need economic incentives
to make this bill work, to bring Merrimack Station into compliance with
the sulfur reduction goals of the 2001 New Hampshire Clean Power Act.
However, we’re very concerned that the current incentives set a very poor
precedent. If other states adopted any flavor of what is proposed in HB
1673 related to the incentives, which is exchanging unrelated pollution
credits, New Hampshire would suffer because we are downwind of many
sources. So even if a state were to do that within that state’s boundaries,
not even participate in the federal market, if they decided to do this
trading of different credits we would suffer from that because we are
downwind of a lot of upwind pollution sources.

In addition, the approach amounts to a problematic creative accounting
for the years when PSNH has met its federal cap allotment through
existing incentives. Currently their exxstmg incentives on the books, as
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s00m as that scrubber goes in they are going to get some merr‘ury, excuse
me, some ‘SOz credits for that reduction which is currently on the books.
That’s -great; "But they’re limited by the federal cap up to twenty
thousand. - That’s as much &5 they can ‘get in one year. - What they've
done is basically’ an 1nappropr5ate way to accumulate this credit currency
durmg these years they've maxed out and just callmg it another name,
They Te calhng it'a mercury credit because they can 't call it a SOz credit
in “that year. Okay? Fur'éherrnore, the mercury to sulfur transfer
s1gmﬁcantly undermines ‘the" current ‘state sulfur cap weakenmg state
law. 1 would agree with one of the prevmus speakers. Instead of this
path- of weakenmg and poor: precedent ‘we offer a simple extension of
currént incentives. Okay? Which reward on-site sulfur reductions with
sulfur credlts Okay'r’ The cufrent on the books incentives work towards
when that’scrubber goes*in ‘énd they get major reductxons than they re
going to get some sulfur credits for that on-site activity. Because, you
know, they ¢ Could choose with the new sulfur’ cap of seventy-two- hundred
to just buy theu way, if that Was economlcally feasible, down to that cap
levél; ‘or they can choose to ¢ontrol what the previous Clean Power Act
did which was to try to mr‘entl\nze that on- szte reduotlon whlch is a good
thing. Let’s expand that lt S gomg to work »

AMC recogmzes that PSNH ‘has stepped up to try mercury ‘control
technology before the comphance date by obtalnmg Department of
Energy funding, and we urge you to maintain the level of mercury
captured achieved through ‘this technology untll the scr'ubber is
mstalled - A

I've also mcluded some handouts within my package. It’s’ basmally the
one pager and two handouts I'd 11ke to go over w1th you briefly

Please see handouts’ submitted by Ms. Georgia Murray, AMC Staff
Secientist, “Preposed Changes ‘to HB 1673,” “PSNH" Mernmack
Station,” and “Estimated Annual SOg Allowances Needed' by PSNH,
attached hereto and referred to as Attachment #13.

I tried to estimate the cost to ratepayers from the capital costs of this
scrubber going in, using the capital costs numbers provided in'HB 1673,
and then adjusting that capltal cost, total monthly cost to average
ratepayers down after accountmg for the annual allowance savings due
to the scrubber installation. What we're talking ‘about is that twenty-six
million dollars a year. As soon as that scrubber goes in, that’s the
savmgs So you're adjusting down from about four dollars a month cast
to ‘ratepayers due to complidnce to a dollar forty-four. Then, if you
1nclude the actual oh the bool(s bonus allowances, we're down to sixty-
seven’ cents a month, on average to ratepayers. And that’s spread out
over a ten year window. If you look at the incentive currently in HB
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1673, this mercury to SOz incentive you could get back down a little
further to forty-two cents. Now we’re only going to cost forty-two cents a
month for the ratepayer for compliance with this program.

_____ It looks to expand those
incentives; it also looks to incentivize earher installation of that scrubber,
and it’s an equivalent level by incentivizing that. So the second piece is
the graph. ~ This is really a gréat way to See how the current ‘envelope
incentives work. In 2006, here we are before the Clean Power Act new
cap goes in, This is my estimate of how much, -how many ‘SOz
allowances they're going to need. And you ‘can multiply this nurhber by
about a thousand dollars to get the actual total annual cost, When the
2007 cap goes into effect, that number is going to Jump ‘way up because
now they’re under a tlghter cap, they need more SO allowances to
comply with the new law.

Well soon after that, in 2008 and further out, the current on the books
S0O7 incentives start buffering that cost. So all I'm talking about is taking
those current incentives and expanding those to the same level of what
the incentives in HB 1673, the same level value of what’s currently in
this bill.

This graph also shows ... the different lines are showing different
compliance dates basically, under my proposal and under HB 1673 as
currently proposed. And basically I want you to focus on the cost, or
basically the need, the numbers and the need, and again, just multiply
that through by one thousand for simplicity. I checked this morning and
actually SOz allowance costs were around nine hundred dollars.

Senator Bob Qdell, D. 8:  Yeah. [ think you’ve over gone your:time, so
let’s move it right along. .

Ms. Murray: Okay. So, the earlier we reduce the need for these SOa
allowances, in other words, the earlier this is installed, the huge
difference to ratepayer is that difference in cost from that avmded SO2
allowance needs. So the earlier we can get this on, the better for the
ratepayer, the better for PSNH as well because 10w they do not have to
go out and get these SO allowances.

So, in closing 1 would like to say I'm not asking for perfect. I’'m not
asking for another year’s study. I'm asking for incremental
improvements to get the most out of thls process for New Hampshire
citizens.

Thank you for your time,



Sefiator ‘Bob Odell, D, 8 .- ’I‘hank you for your testlmony Any
questxons’? Seemg none, &hank you very much, .

Senator Robert K. Boyce, D. 4 Mr. Chairman, in the future when
someone asks to be’ bumped -ahead of the rest to facilitate their own
schedule in getting home, maybe they ought to cons1der the time of the
people that are behmd them ’I‘hank you, - ,

Senator Bob Odell D. 8 Thank you for your comments I will say that
the ‘Committee is gomg to voté on this bill tomght and that we do not
have the option of not voting on it tonight. This is our. deadline day to
day. "So we will be here for the’ ‘duration and we will get through this. So,
with that, Im gomg to step out for a second and Vice Chairman
Letoumeau is going to, he didr’t know it, but he s going to take’ over,

Senator Robert J Letourneau, D. 19 Don McGinley.

Mr. Don J. Mchlcy, Legislatzvc Representatlve New Hampshlre Wlldhfc
Federauon ’I‘hank you Mr Chaurman

‘Senator Robert J. LetourneaufD. .1'9: You're welcome.

Mr MCGiﬁlcV‘ Good aftérriocj11

Senator Robert J Letourneau D. 19 I know you ve waltod a long time.

Mr, Mchlev 1 apologu,e, Senator, for all the m1sspelhngs I've made of
your name, as well. s

Senator Robert J. 'Letour’neau; D.'19: You're not alone.

Mr. McGinley: =~ Good afternoon. Maybe 1 guess. good evening Mr.
Chairman and members of the Corminittee. For the record, my name is
Don McGiniey., I'm a citizen of New Hampshire. I remde in the town of
New Boston. ’ : S

'm here representmg the New Hampshlre Wﬂdhfe Federatmn (NHWF) as
a non-paid member of their Board of Directors. We represent over ten
thousand sportsmen through a combination of individual memberships
and. over forty-five affiliated sporting clubs. We care dearly about the
environment; we “don't just- c.are about fish and bn‘ds although they re
very important. : :

Please see prepared test:amony of Mr. Donald J. McGinley,

Legislative Representative, New Hampshire Wildlife Federation,
attached hereto and referred to as Attachment #14.
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I want to first emphasize that I have no expertise in power generation
technology, nor the details of mercury and sulpher dioxide pollution. At
the same time, I worked for over thirty years in the very competitive
computer and internet working industry where overly conservative
schedules were never tolerated, yet high. quality product was always
requlred and usually delivered. T see no, reason why PSNH should not
strive in the same manner to rediice pollut1or1 to our citizens of New
Hampshxre the ratepayers who will bear t}}e costs resultmg frorn thlS bill
in any case. L D

While the New Hampshire W11d11fe Federation agrees with most of HB
1673’s content, we seriously question the’ followmg three itéems, and I’ll
be very quick.

1. The summer of 2005 carbon injection mercury test results were

to be published prior to year-end as part of the “retained” SB

128 commitment by PSNH and by the legislature. New

Hampshire Wildlife Federation has yet to see any publication of

results, good, bad or indifferent. I think the truth should be told

 to the ratepayers and public in New Hampshire. As part of your

- review, we ask that a public explanation be made as to what

occurred with testing of the subject technology that is no longer
considered within HB 1673.

2. © The 2013 date for scrubber installation is too conservative, We
know the Clean Power Coalition has presented strong arguments
in favor of a 2011 date. We understand, as you've just heard,
the Appalachian Mountain Club which we hold in high regard
for their technical capabilities, believes that 2013 is far too
conservative. The EPA reports show that scrubber installs not
unlike the Bow Power Station can be accomplished in forty
months, three and a half years with their permitting process
requiring less than an extra year. We think it unwise that 2013
be your accepted date when our environment and population is
under such an extreme mercury and sulfur dioxide attack. If
the states of Pennsylvania and Georgia, and Maryland, as
Representative Phinizy described, have commitments to cut
mercury by 2010, why is New Hampshire requiring three extra
years? As such, the New Hampshire Wildlife Federation

“recommends that you seriously consider improving upon the
2013 date, at least to mid 2011, that’s five full years, hence.

3. The New Hampshire Wildlife Federation disagrees with any use
of mercury conversion to sulfur dioxide allowances as specified in
this bill. We suggest you eliminate the “mercury conversation to
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‘sulfur d10x1de allowame incentive.” ‘We agree with AMC'’s
- assessment that ¢ 1nter~p,ollutant trading is a bad precedcnt for New

. "Hampshlre to set,” and we believe Ncw Hampshlre s 01tlzens would
~ say exactly the ‘same: thmg '

We urge the. Comrmttee to report HB 1673 FN, as “Ought to Pass” only
after addressmg these 1ssues

e

Thank you very much for your attentton and my abxhty to testlfy today

Seriator Robert J. Letourneau D. 19 ’ Questlons from the Committee?
Seeing none, ‘thank you. o T hh

Mr. Mchlev: Thank you very much.

Sen‘a'co'r‘yPeter H. Burling, D. §;  Mr. Chairman, I do have one question.

Senator:ﬁobe'rfd.' Letoume'aui}iDL 19:  Oh you do?

Senator Peter H. Burling, D. 5 ~ One very bmef questlon To the extent
that we have seen a group of citizens basically vote themselves for almost

a'year to the search for a'co promxse, which’ rmght get a b111 that would
move forward do you think" Lhat we as Senators have any ‘obligation to
glve power to that compromise when it’s ﬁnally reached? -

Mr Mchlev I'm probabxy not 'a very good person to answer that
question.. All 1 really want to say today, very clearly is that I believe you
have the power to improve upon the date 2013 as a reasonable date.
Okay? Include a more reasonable date in that leglslatxon

Senator Peter H. Burling, D. 5: And would you believe me if I said that
if I don’t, it is because | have real worry that changing the compromise
may cause the whole th1ng to crumble and dlsappear?

Mr Mchlev 1 belleve that if a little bit more time is requlred in
terms of a little bit more time, I mean maybe a month. Legislature is in
session until the end of May.:1 believe that tlme should be taken by this
Coinmittee and by the leglslamrc

¥
ade

Sena’ror Bob Qdell, D. 8: Let me just point out, because I was going to
mention this a little later orii" The reason this building has worked for
two hundred years is becausef we have very strict rules of operation and
there is a' bunch of . - many deadlines that come along. And, the
deadline for us'is that ‘we ‘receive this b111 from the House -on what’s
called “cross over” day deadhne
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Mr. McGinley:  Yes,

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8: And we didn’f have very much time.to deal
with it. We also respected the work that hdd been done in the House Or
at least I, as the Chairman, I can say that. .

Mr. McGinlev: As dol.

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8: And so, when it comes.to us, for us to. Qpen
this up because there are people that either overtly or covertly would like
to see this thing go away in it’s entirety. That if that’s the risk that some
would like us to take, that'’s a risk I'm not w1111ng to take. And that’s why
the idea of having this around for another month number one it’s got a
fiscal note o it, this will go to the Fmance ‘Committee after it passes the
floor of the House, if it does that. [ mean, Senate, if it does that. So
there are other steps in the process and we will be -here for another
month, but this is one of the issues that we have to face because of
deadlines. We play to those deadlines. -‘We do the best we can, but I
must caution that there are people who would prefer to see this go away
entlrely

Mr., McGinIev: I understand that, And I’'m certainly not one of those
people and the New Hampshire Wildlife Federation is not an organization
that wants that to happen. However, | do ... New Hampshire Wildlife
Federation would like to see some level of improvement or incentive to
improve, over and above what’ s in the context of the bill today. That
change would be a very simple amendment to the bill,

Senator Peter H. Burling, D. 5: You mentioned the word “incentive.”
And you heard me because you were in the wrong choir of PSNH whether
they were willing to fulfill the promises that they've made to other
Senators. Are you telling me you discredit what they've said they will do?

Mr. McGinley: Absolutely not, but what I heard very clearly today is
that one has been put on the table and one is included in 1673 is
reasonable, and is reasonable, and is reasonable. I take that and I saw a
thread through the bill of being rather- conservative. I hate to be
conservative when it comes to pollution that these toxins are causing for
our citizens, -

I think maybe if we were sitting here a year ago with this same bill, and a
date of 2012 versus 2013 was put on the table, most of the organizations
that fail to support this bill would be hlgh against 2012. I would invite
the Committee to put a date of 2012 in simply one year in advance of
what that very reasonable and conservative: goal is stated in the bill.
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Senator Bob Odell, D. 8: ‘©kay. Any more questions? Seeing none,
thank'you v‘ery i"fluch S - " e )

Mr. Mchlev Thank you very much

Senator Bob Odell D. 8 I’ll call on Mr. Stephen Perry, New
Hampshlre Fish and’ Game Department

Mr, Stephen Perrv, New Hampshlre Fish and Game Department
'l‘hank you Mr Cha1rman, mernbers of the Comrmttee

Senator Bob Odell D 8: Gdod evemng

Mr. Perry: I'll be very bmef For the record my name is Stephen Perry.
I-serve as Chief of Inland Fisheries Division from New Hampshire Fish
and Game Department, The New Hampshxre Fish and Game Department
supports HB 1673 because mercury in thé envirfonmernt poses human
health risks and it bio-accumulates in fish and w11d11fe resultlng in sub-
lethal and lethal effects Cor
-Please see prepared. testnmony of Mr. Stephen. Perry, New Hampshnre
Fish and Gamie Department attached hereto and referred to as
‘Attachment #15, : : : : :

With that 't end my testlmony and take any questlons
Senator Bob Odell, D. 8: Thank you very rnuch for your testlmony

- Any questions? Seeing none, thank you very much for being here. Il
call on Richard Smith, New Hampshlre Bass Federatlon

Mr. Richard D. Smith, New Hamps}ure Bass Federatmn I'm going to
be mercifully brief. (Laughter)

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8:. - You'd be eternally (laughter) {inaudible).
- Come back often. (Laughter)..

Senator Robert J. Letourneau, D.. 19: Staying longer, say less.

Mr. Smith:  For the record though I do have to say my name is Richard
Smith, citizen of New Hampshire. [ live in the village of Hancock. I'm
here representmg New Hampshlre Base Federatlon I'm here as a non-
pald chrector of conservatlon ~ IR
I'm here because our favonte ﬁsh is very much involved. * (Laughter).
We're often at the top of the food cham
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Nobody disputes 'that we need to do something, and we’re counting on
your wisdom, all you Senators. We ... as much as we respect that
wisdom, we realize that you can’t be scientists and engineers in a very
short period of time. 1 appreciate the fact that this is really been
thoroughly (inaudible) over two years. With a lot of expert testimony of
engineers, scientists, the whole works, we feel this bill as written is
reasonable. And we like the fact that there are, /in fact mcentlves here to
start the process which I think is valid,

So, we just want to be on record and lét you know that. I'end with'a
little quote from Chief Seattle, it's attributed to Chief Seattle and that is
that, “You did not weave the web’ of life;l we're merely a strand And
Whatever we do to the web, we do.to ourselves :

Thank you very much.
Senator Bob Odell, D. 8: Thank you very much. Any questions other

than the best fishing questions? (Laughter). Senator Letourneau has an
interest in that!

Senator Robert J. Letourneau, D. 19:  Just a comment. Your favorite
fish, but you don'’t eat them. ‘

Mr. Smith: No we don’t. We pretty much catch and release the best
fishing community. However, we feel a family should be able to come to
New Hampshire, vacation, catch fish and enjoy a meal without having to
worry about it. We’d love to see the day when we no longer have ﬁsh
consumption advisories to the great State of New Hampshire.

Senator Robert J, Letourneau, D. 19: Thank you very much.

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8¢ Thank you very much.
Mr, Smith: You're welcome.

Please see prepared testimony of Mr. Richard Smith, New Hampshire
Bass Federation attached hereto and referred to as Aitachment #16,

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8 Ill ... this is going to be a little risky for me,
but I'm going to say that “Dorsaka Porrinsg” from Concord has signed in,
in favor of the bill, but does not wish to speak. And then, Kay Tattersale
(?) has signed in, in favor of the bill, but does not wish to speak. Jason
Stock from the New Hampshire Timberland Owners Association signed
in, in favor, but does not wish to speak., David Micciche from Ambherst
signed in, in opposition, but does not wish to speak. William Klapproth
signed in, in favor, but does not wish to speak. Ann Ross of the Office of
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Corisumer: Advo«,ate Slgned m, in favor, but does not wish to speak,
Linda Rauter héas spoken . has signed in on her own behalf and then-it
says, “with strengthenmg of ‘dmendrment,” and does not w1sh to speak.
Jane Dohérty “ from the Enwronmental Responsibility Committee,
Eplscopal Dloceee and some ﬂther things, can’t read all the words '

Senator Robert” J Letourneau, D 1Q Wasn’t enough paper for you,
right? - -

Sértator Bob O, D. 8: ‘iﬁéah, I know:we need a Bigger block‘ Good
afternoon Welcome ST oo TR ..

Jane Dohem, Envxronmenta Responmblht_:y Commlttee, Eplseopal
Diocese:  Good afternoon My Chairman and the rest of the Committee.
I will ‘be very brief because I am representing what we call the
Environmental Respons1b1hty ("ommlttee of the Eplscopal Diocese of New
Hampsh1re. And I am in, we-are all very much in-favor of the bill and 1
also was involved and testlﬁed last year, and this bill is so much better
that it’s incredible actually.”™ Many good things have been said this
afternoon that, if they haven’t been said, we have to say it. But I want to
‘make’ the point that you, Senator Odell, I do'not want to see this bill go
down. "Our Committee does Tiot want to see the bill g down. And so
much good work has been done. We could fine tune it, but we haven’t
got . we don't know what will happen if we try to fine tune it. You know
more ‘about the politics than f do, but I've heard it may disappear if we
fine tune it, "And there are a,lready many good aspects and there are
some accountability amendments added by the House to whxch are very
good, you know, to ask Public Service to report back.

Now there are several things I want to add. And this is ... it was referred
to, but you didn’t see a copy. It's too bad we don’t all have a copy,
“Mercury Connections,” it comes from BioDiversity Research Institute
and it is a compﬂahon of seventeen scientific articles on mercury in the
environment in the northeastern United States. And, some of the facts
you heard are in here, but what 1 wanted to point out is something that
didn’t come up, exaccly This is under, on page 19, and it says, “What is
a hot spot and how is it meagured?” I won’t go 1nto all of that, but the
scientist measured the concéntration of mercury in fish, loons, bald
eagles, mink and river otter atid then generated a map of the hot spots in
the northeastern United Statee Most of them did not'show any lead to a
parncular source. When reference to your worry about where it’s coming
from, however this is here in black and white. If you want, you can have
somebody Xerox it for you. “The two exceptioris are the biological hot
spots near large point sourcés in southeastern New Hampshire and a
defunct chlorlne factory 1n Onngton, Maine. And the researchers, the

¥
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reference for the research is given for both those reports. So that’s
something I wanted you to know,

So being downwind in the southeastern part has been scientifically
established that it’s related to the Bow Plant. - Another thing that’s in
here is that they’re now ﬁndmg mercury in insect eating forest birds. So
the influence of mercury in the wildlife is going far beyond what we
expected So that’s another important thmg L

Now my last point is just a funny one, but not so funny. We did Have
somebody who objected to the time lines ‘and gave ‘a lot of construction
experience. Unfortunately for him, rny daughter lived next to the b1g d1g
(Laughter.) - :

Senator Robert J. Letourneau, D. 19: I was going to bring it up.
(Laughter.) ' :
Ms, Doherty: I would never in my life, if | were a professional engineer

mention the central artery (laughter) because it certainly wasn’t timely
nor did it even work.

Senator Robert J. Letourneau, D. 19:  There’s just a few cost overruns,
Ms. Doherty: That’s all I wanted to say.

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8: Well, thank you Ms. Doherty for being here.
Any questions? If not, thank you very much.,

Ms. Doherty: You're welcome,

Senator Bob Qdell, D. 8: And I'll call Pam Kelly from New Hampshire
Faithful Dermocracy. ‘ , ' o

Pam Kelly, New Hampshire Faithful Dernocracy, New Hampshire and
Vermont Districts, Unitarian Universalist Social Responsibility: Canl
seed my time to Catherine Corkery? Right now, because what I have to
say is very short.

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8:  Go ahead and say it.

Ms. Kelly: All right. I'm from New Hampshire Faithful Democracy. It’s
the network of Unitarian Universalist Churches bound together, 1 have a
written testimony I can give you.

Please see written testimony of Pam Kelly, New Hampshire Faithful
Democracy attached hereto and referred to as attachment #17,
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But I noticed that you all, all men, may not be as aware as women of how
to save money. I mean we are just shopper experts is what I want to say.

So I've noticed that you're like not paymg to much atten’uon But the'
1mportant thmg I want you to' know

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8: Let me JUSt back up, a httle b1t

Ms Kelly Okay (Laughter) '

Senator Bob Odell D 8: " No'l ju‘s_tr want to make a comment.
‘Ms. Kelly, : Umhm.

Senafor Bob Odell, D, 8: I was in a Committee meeting the other day
and things got out of hand wm comments like that.

Msr.'Kellx:’  Okay.

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8: | Understand that there are several Committee
‘meetings going on paraliel to this. -

Ms. Kelly:  Yes.

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8: M ost of us started anywhere from 7:30 a.m.
to 8:00 a.m. this morning. ~ *“

Ms. Kelly:. My apologies.

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8: I want you to know that people here work
very, very hard. They’re all volunteers. They try to do the best job.

Ms. Kelly:  Yes sir.

Senator Bob Odeli D. 8  So when we don’t Iobk as if we’re attentive,

please know we're profes&xonals that are learning while we’re doing many
monthly tasks, so 1.

Ms. Kelly: Okéy.’

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8: I caution, -

Ms. Kelly: I'm just teasing you really. ‘I think the message that has
been brought forward is that we could save money here. We could save
money if we get it done early because construction costs are less, we
could save money because we re not paymg those sulfur dioxide trading
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costs of up to twenty or thirty million a year. So if we’re interested in
supporting the ratepayers, this might really be something to pay
attention to.

And from the Unitarian Universalist point of view, as people of faith; we
have seven principles, one of which is to affirm and promote respect for
the interdependent web of existence of which we’re a part and this would
improve our ability to meet those expectatlons betause the faster they
clean up the better. -And mercury if we try tladlng mercur‘y, we'te not
actually benefiting the state, we'’re undermmmg our ab111ty to cIean up
the mercury waste. i :

So we urge you to represent the people ‘of New Hampshxre ot Just
institutional interests, but we urge you to vote your conscious for the
long time interests of us all. We're all a part of this interdependent web.
We're linked into a global community through thin life supports to the
blue planet of which were a part. We ask you to think beyond the
quarterlies, to the quarter centuries and protect our health, our air and
water, which is the real long-term interest bearing account with
compounding interest that we'll benefit from in the long run.

So we ask you to look at your conscious and vote your conscious and we
really do appreciate your work, your long term work, your hard work over
a long period of time and over a long day.

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8: - Thank you .for your comments. Senator
Burling?

Senator Peter H. Burling, D. 5:  I'd like to simply make a comment., ['ve
been a minority member of this legislature for sixteen years. I've been in
public life as a democrat for thirty years.

Ms. Kelly:  Yes sir,

Senator Peter H. Burling, D. 5:  I've been trying to do exactly what you
exhort us to do, : . o _

Ms. Kelly;:  Umhm.

Senator Peter H, Burling, D. 5: - And. every day of my public life,
sometimes I have to accept less than everything I want.

Ms, Kelly: Umhm.

Senator Peter H. Burling, D. 5:  In order to get anything of value.
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Ms Kell : Umhm
‘%enator Peter H Burlmg D. 5 This is one of those times. And the fact
that we are all.of the mascu;me persuasion up here is an accident of
Comimittee ass1gnment not “a cabal or consortium to suppress the

interests of : women in the enwronment 1 really am profoundly upset by
what you sald s

Ms, Kclly All r1ght I'm sorry about that

Senator Peter H Burhng, D.5: And I just want you to know that
because I got up at 6:00 o clocx to come down here

Ms Kelly Umhm '

Senator Peter H. BurlmgLD 5:  Asldoevery morning.
Ms Kelly Yes s1r

Senator Peter H Burhng, D. 5 Thank you for your input.fr* '

Ms.(Ke‘lly Okay WellIappremate your

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8: Aty questlons"’ Seeing none, thank you very
much. 11l call on Catherine Corkery.

Catherine Corkery, New Hampshire Sierra Club: Thank you Mr.
Chairman and Committee members.

Senator Bob Odell, D, 8: Good afternoon,

Ms, Corkery: I appreciate your time to listen to all the testimony and I
understand the time pressure you’re under, and [ ask ... I won’t read
over my testimony because [ know ... but I would like to point out a few,
sort of highlights that weve heard from the testimony, namely, the ..

Well, firstly the inter-pollutant trading component of the bill. No other
state has gone this route of trading -apples for oranges.. The STA when
the Clean Power Act was first being debated, I was there and I heard the
discussion of tradmg apples to oranges and how the intent of the bill was
not to-do that; but to instead keep our sulfur credits and our other
credits as they are concer nmg, their own polluuon

Please see prepared testnmony of Ms, Catherine Corkery, New
Hampshire Sierra Club attached hereto and . referred to as
Attachment #18.
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This bill does exactly ... does not do that at all. It provides a mechanism
where the utility is able to acquire mercury credits and switch them into
sulfur credits without reducing sulfur. I'm going to emphasize that.
They get credit for not reducing sulfur. They get a sulfur credit for not
reducing sulfur, that’s what I wanted to say. Nobody in other stateS’are
able to do that and as equating a pollutant that has a method of
mitigation, if a pollutant like mercury, & neurotoxin, that can harm
women and children developmentdlly is & very dangerous thing to do,
And it’s very radical; it’s very controversial. - And no other state has done
that. I wanted to emphasize that. :

Secondly, I understand ‘the time pressures and I know there’s a lot of
things that are going on here and there is an understandable reason to
get this bill in now, but there’s also an obligation to ratepayers to make
sure that at the end of the day all the ideas get a fair shake. And that
there is a guarantee to the ratepayers that this is the cheapest way to

accomplish acceptable environmental standards with acceptable

ratepayer costs, This bill that started in October of 2005, this .., the
writing of this bill has not seen an economic analysis from someone
outside, from a third party. And, I'm not sure if this Senate wants to
carry on that sort of responsibility. And having that said, I do want to
agree that | want a bill passed. I do not want to derail this bill. Thisisa
good start and the Senate and the House have a discussion when a bill
goes into the committees and | appreciate that hard work that you have
to do in order to have that discussion, but it is also that it has a
potentially huge impact on ratepayers and the environment, and I ask for
your caution.

And lastly, I notice that you Chairman were looking at this last page, it
includes all the different states that have and are dealing with a mercury
reduction program; some that are legislative, some are rulemaking and
some are ... one is a Governor’s Executive Order, that’s it. Thank you.

Please see “NH Clean Power Coalition” and “States Tackling Mercury
Pollution From Coal-Burning Power Plants,” submitted by Catherine
Corkery, New Hampshire Sierra Club attached hereto and referred to
as Attachment #19. .

And, youlll see they have five year time lines that are involved with the
mercury. Some of them are associated with the output of energy, other
ones are associated with the control and I think Georgia did a really good
job at describing the difference between  reducing. emissions and
controlling. That’s a real different sort of , way to look at things. And I
just hope that you get some time to look at that, and w1th that I will end
my testimony and take any questions. :




S

Senator’ Bob Odell, D. 8:° “hank you very much for your comments.
Se_nat“or' Letourncau? '

Senator Robert J Letourneaux D. 19: Thank you.

Ms Corker_y You re welc:omtn
Senator Robert J Letourneau D 19:  Were you here when Chairman

Ross from  the"House spoké "and when the gentleman from New
Hampsh1re Audubon spoke? Lo
o,

Ms Corkegy I was

Senator Robert .J. Letourneau D 19 - They talked about this almost

year long process that they ve gone through D1d you folks have a seat at
that table'r“ :

Ms Corkeg , The languagr ‘well there were Comrmttee hearmgs and
worl« sessions throughout the summer and we ‘attended those.  There
was hmlted access outsidé ofithe Committee room itself. We did attend

‘some’ meetings; but we were: mformed rather than invited to negottate in
the ntgouauons ' »

Senator Robert J. Letourneau, D. 19: ’I‘hank you: One last question.
The Audubon Society prov1ded us . with a similar breakdown of some of
the states ‘that have brought ifi Mercury and sulfur emission reductions,
and they also included the caveats that were included in those. So while
some of those may ‘be shorter time frames, if they can’t make the
standards they re gwm a pass w1th a Walver

Ms, Corkeg Sure, and in fact a comment to that. You're also talking
about states that have more than one power plant that’s being fitted.
Pennsylvania, for instance, hag thirty-five different power plants. Illinois,
I'm not even sure how many power plants Ilhnms has, but when you're
talkmg about these different caveats, they re deahng with a state-wide
cap in some cases, not a plant-by- plant case. Here we’re also dealing

with a state-wide cap. But with those allowances they are takmg a larger
group of power plants into conblderamon

Senator Robert J. Letourneau D 19 ~ Some of which already
(1naud1b1e) : ' : ‘ '
Ms. Corkery: Right, the'Massachusetts one. - Some of them already

have ... and actually to PSNH’s credit, they’re half way there. Théy have
the SCR the PS ... I forget what it’s called ... all this equipment. This is
like the last step. The last step to make it a very clean power plant.

Y
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Senator Robert J. Letourneau, D. 19:  Thank you.

Ms, quker_‘y: You're welcome,

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8: Any other _q,ﬁ_;estions? Seeing none, thiénk
you for your testimony. e . SR

Ms. Cdrkegg: You're welcome.

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8:  And for being Hcre. I'll call on Beth D"Qvi'd"iid?

Beth D'Ovidio, American ILung Association of New Hampshire:
.D’Ovidio. Very good. R

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8 D'Ovidio. Practicing. Good afternoon.

Ms. D’Ovidio: Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman, Senators, For the
record my name is Beth D’Ovidio. I'm representing the American Lung
Association of New Hampshire and I do have a letter to, copies to give to
each of you.

Please see prepared testimony of Daniel Fortin, President and CEO
of the American Lung Association of New Hampshire, submitted by
Beth D’Ovidio, American Lung Association of New Hampshire
attached hereto and referred to as Attachment #20,

Earlier on in the day, we have heard some testimony about asthma in the
state and we felt that we would be remised to our mission if we did not
let you know of our support of this legislation as it is written. I'll try to
be very brief, :

We know that the scrubber technology is reputed to result in the
decrease of at least ninety percent of the sulfur dioxide emissions caused
by power plants. '

And the major health impact of sulfur dioxide is on population groups
especially susceptible to the pollutant’s effects because of pre-existing
conditions, especially asthma. And our mission is to assist those living
with lung disease to breath easier and breath longer and we feel that the
passing of this bill will assist in that,

Senator Bob Odell, D. 81 Thank you very much.

Ms. D’Ovidio:  Thank you very much.
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Senator Bob Odell D. 8: - Ardy questions? If not, thank you.
Ms D’Ov1d1o Thank you.

, Senator Bob Qdell, D. 8: ‘Ehzabeth Sklpper sxgned 1n on behalf of
herself, - supports with recommendations to strengthen-it, but does not
wish to speak, Anne Arsenauit s1gned in, in favor of the b111 but does not
wish 'to speak. John Tuth1ll signed' in, in favor and wishes to speak,
favors the amendment to strengthen. [ think I don’t see John, okay.
Mlchael G1a1mo to speak in favor - '

chhael S. Glalmo Busmess and Industrv Assomatlon of New I—Iampshlre
(BIA) Good afternoon ‘

Senator Bob Odell D 8: Good afternoon

Mr. Glalmo: ' Mlchael G1a1rno I'm with the Busmess and Industry
Association ‘and they are ... it my employment there I'm Vice- Premdent
for Energy and Env1ronrnental Affa1rs ‘

BIA appreciates the Opportumty to lend our support to HB 1673. 1
certainly will bé as brief as possible. First and foremost, the BIA
supported HB 284 four yéars ago. The bill that I'm referrmg to is, “The
Néew Hampshire 4 Pollutant Bill.” - This legislation; HB 1673 brmgs
fulfillment to that 1eg1slat1on" and for Sox, NOx,S CO2 and mercury
legislation. So it brmgs a ... it makes a bill that’s a theory, a reality. It
will significantly minimize sulfur and’ mercury pollution, It does so with
minimal rate impacts. It'is a reasonable piece of leg1slat10n w1th realistic
and achlevable time 11m1t and pollutmn limits.

In conclusion, HB 1673 is a cost-effective and maybe the most cost-
effective way of corntrolling plant emissions. So with that I'd be happy to
take any questions. I have written testxmony I'll submit it to the clerk
and pass them around. ‘

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8:  Please.

Please see prepared testimony of _Michael's.‘ Giaimo, Esquire, Vice
President, Energy and Environmental Affairs, Business and Industry
Association attached hereto and referred to as Attachment #21.

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8: -~ Thank you very much., Any questions?
Seeing none, thank you very much for being here. o '

Michael Giaimo, Esquire:  Thank you.

Y
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Senator Bob Odell, D. 8:  Mr. Will Abbott was here to speak in behalf ...
and I don’t see Will ... ’ '

Unidentified Speaker: I think he left.

Senator Bob Odell, D. 8:  Okay. And we "havé Paul Doscher has signed
in, in favor of the bill representing New: Hampshire Council of Trout.

Unlimited, but does not wish speak. And¥with that, we have concluded
our Pubhc Hearing and Il close that hearing on HB 1673 :

‘Hearing concluded at 6:00 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

{)ZMA. Chroriak

Senate Secretary
September 19, 2006

21 Attachments



ATTACHMENT D

Mercury Compliance Cost - Residential Rate Impact - Annual
. {Capital @ $250M)

Dollars per Year

. $(10.00) 4--

$(20.00)
Years

[—o—Mercury Orly —=—Base Case Allowances @ $1073 High Case @$1573 —+—Low Case @ $573 |

Mercury Compliance Cost - Small Business Impact - Annual
{Capital @ $250 M)
$1,000 —— —~ S ——

$800

$600

$400 4

$200

Dollars per Year

s_ 4

$(200)

$(400)
Years .
[—e—Mercury Only —o—Basa Case Allowances @ $1073 High Case @$1573 —%—Low Case @ $573|

Mercury Compliance Cost - Large Business - Annual
(Capital @ $250 M)

$100,000

$80,000

$60,000
$40,000 A

$20,000

Dolalrs per Year

3 4

$(20,000) A

$(40,000)

Years
| —o—Mercury Only —&—Base Case Allowances @ $1073 High Case @$1573 ~—Low Case @ $573 |




Mercury Compliance Cost - Residential Rate Impact - Annual
(Capital @ $250M)

$50.00
$40.00
$30.00
$20.00
$10.00
$-

$(10.00)

Dollars per Year

$(20.00) -+

Years

| ——Mercury Only —#—Base Case Allowances @ $1073 — High Case @$1573 —*—Low Case @ $573 |

Mercury Compliance Cost - Small Business Impact - Annual
(Capital @ $250 M)

$1,000
$800
$600
$400
$200
$-
$(200)

Dollars per Year

$(400)
Years
|+ Mercury Only —#—Base Case Allowances @ $1073 -~ High Case @$1573 —%—Low Case @ $573 I

Mercury Compliance Cost - Large Business - Annual
(Capital @ $250 M)
$100,000

$80,000
$60,000
$40,000
$20,000
$-
$(20,000)

Dolalrs per Year

{—-o—Mercury Only —m—Base Case Allowances @ $1073 —  High Case @$1573 —— Low Case @ $573 I






