SUNAPEE BOARD OF SELECTMEN
MEETING AGENDA
6:30PM Town Office Meeting Room
Monday, August 27, 2018

1. REVIEW OF ITEMS FOR SIGNATURE:
CZC’s:
Parcel ID: 0133-079-0000 Harbor Hill Road, SFD Trust
DRIVEWAY PERMIT:
Parcel ID: 0225-0027-0001 Youngs Hill Road, Robert Gallup
Parcel ID: 0225-0027-0002 Youngs Hill Road, Robert Gallup
PERMIT TO EXCAVATE:
Parcel ID: 0125-0052-0000 & 0125-0053-0000 56 & 58 Georges Mills Road, Michael
Kemp

2. APPOINTMENTS

7:00PM — Betsy Lyons, Sunapee Gardeners

7:05PM-Nicole Gage, Final Draft Certificate of Compliance (CZC) Application
7:30PM-Richard Raps- Zoning Board Complaint

3. PUBLIC COMMENTS:

4. SELECTMEN ACTION

*Sign MS-1

*Veto Overrides

*2018-2019 Legislative Policy Discussion

5. CHAIRMAN’S REPORT

eShare feedback on potential boat launch ordinance

*Discuss process for introducing potential new ordinances in the future
*Brainstorm resources for posting official documents to town website (e.g., existing
administrative staff, library aide, volunteer, intern, temp agency worker)

*Update on status of accepting textiles at the Sunapee transfer station

*Update on $40,000 ramp to Thrift Shop

6. TOWN MANAGER REPORTS

*Summer Town Meeting: Answers to Written Questions & Suggestion for Next Year
*Health Insurance Survey

* TAP Application for September 7

7. UPCOMING MEETINGS:

08/30-5:30PM Water & Sewer Commission, Town Meeting Room
09/03-Labor Day, Town Offices Closed for Holiday

09/05-7:00PM Conservation Commission, Town Meeting Room
09/06-7:00PM Zoning Board, Town Meeting Room

09/06-7:00PM Sestercentennial Committee, Safety Services Building



Barbara Vaughn _

From: Donna Nashawaty

Sent: Wednesday, August 15, 2018 12:57 PM
To: Barbara Vaughn

Cc: "Josh Trow (josh.trow@gmail.com)'
Subject: agenda

Richard Raps has contacted me to get on the BOS agenda and | have given him a 7:30 appointment with the board at the
next BOS meeting. He would like to have the BOS consider RSA 673:13, to remove Zoning Board members Aaron
Simpson and Chairman Dan Schneider. He is representing that at the June 21* Zoning Board meeting, Aaron Simpson
used the words Jesus Christ as a belittling name calling when Mr Raps explained that he was now renting his home to his
ex wife. | will have the place in the meeting where that occurred. Mr Raps said his wife is a Jehovah Witness and that is
something that is offensive. In addition he thinks Aaron told him to shut up......he said the chair should have found
Aaron out of order.

Donna

Downna Nasihawaty
Town Manager

Town of Sunapee
23 Edgemont Road
Sunapee, NH 03782

603 763-2212



E)nna Nashawaty

From: Donna Nashawaty

Sent: Wednesday, August 22, 2018 8:25 AM
To: ‘us@burkehaven.com'

Subject: RE: Selectmen's Meeting

Are you asking for all three members you list below to be considered for removal?

Thanks
Donna

From: Burkehaven Lodge <burkehaven@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 21, 2018 4:58 PM

To: Donna Nashawaty <Donna@town.sunapee.nh.us>
Cc: rick@burkehaven.com

Subject: Selectmen's Meeting

Hi Donna,

Here is the information you requested on the zoning meeting.
1. Approximately 9 minutes into the video Arron Simpson makes the response to the question Doris Raps
answered for Daniel Schneider.
2. Approximately 21 minutes to 28 minutes Aaron Simpson starts going off on an unrelated topic not related to
why | was there. After open discussion was closed.
3. Approximately 16 minutes into the video, George Neuwirt made a remark about me.

Would you please email the rules you discussed on removing a zoning board member?

Sincerely,
www.burkehaven.com
Burkehaven Lodge

179 Burkehaven Hill Rd.

Sunapee,NH 03782
603-763-278




L

Wy g L-€L9/€ L9/ /W esy/snyu-sje)s unodusby.dpy

6861 ‘T AInf o “T1:99T ‘6861 "1:L¥b ‘€861 *32In0g

"W} AQ PaJIS[s SISQUISTI 3T} SAOUWIOX UOT)OAS ST} UI POJRISWINUD

9sneo Aue J0J Aet SISUOISSIUIOD JOLISIP 10 ‘UONES[P Aunos o) Jo feaordde oty Yim SISUOISSIUILOD AJUNOD “USTUNII[SS “[IOUNO0O AL, ‘Al

"IONO3S SIY) ISPUN [BAOUIAI JOJ SHOSBAI JO JUSTSIR)S UINLIM © ‘deridordde ST 10A0YdIYM ‘SIOUOISSIUITIOD

Ayunod a1} 303 JISd Y} JO “YII[D JOLUSIP ATe[[IA A1 HYIO[0 UMO) JO K10 ) yiim A1y [[eys preoq Suruuerd ayy 10 Luroyme Sunurodde oy, Iy

"Butresy o1/qnd e J)Je JOqUISW JLWIS)[E JO ISQUIdW Pajos]d Ue saowax ‘T yderdered ur pojerowmus asnes Lue 10§ ‘AeUr UsURos[os JO pIeoq oL “II
"90T}JO UL aduBSBIJ[RU 10 AINp JO 109]135u ‘Aousionjour Jo sSurpuy uspLm uodn

Auomne Sunurodde o) £q pasowar 9q Lew preoq ssn pue] [2oo] pajurodde ue Jo s1equiet euIsy[e pue sidquow payutodde ‘Suriesy ofqnd 1oV

— *SIIQUIATA] JO [BAOWIAY €L:€L9

E€1:€L9 UONIIS

SUOISIAOI] [BI3UJN)

S@MAVOd dSN ANVTTVOO'1
tL9 HHLdVHO

IONINOZ ANV ONINNVId
AIX'THLLIL

'SIaqWIBN JO [BAOWSY £1:¢/9 UONOeS 810¢/ce/8



‘.w’

New Hampshire
Department of
Revenue Administration

:"u.ll\l
& 1ol
e
.\‘f_‘;’»
i

2018
MS-1

Sunapee

Summary Inventory of Valuation

Reports Required: RSA 21-):34 as amended, provides for certification of valuations, appropriations, estimated
revenues and such other information as the Department of Revenue Administration may require upon reports

prescribed for that purpose.

Note: The values and figures provided represent the detailed values that are used in the city/towns tax
assessments and sworn to uphold under Oath per RSA 75:7.

Name

Joshua _T_rqu_

Suzanne Gottling
Frederick Gallup
John Augustine
Shane Hastings

Name
Normand Bernaiche

Normand Bernaiche

Preparer's Signature

For assistance please contact:

NH DRA Municipal and Property Division

(603) 230-5090
http://www.revenue.nh.gov/mun-prop/

Position o
Selectboard-Chair
.Seleétt‘vc;érd-Vicé _.

.

_ Selectboard
Selectboard

Selectboard

Phone
7632212
7632212

Signature

Email
assessor@nl-nh.com

assessor@nl-nh.com



New Hampshire
Department of |
Revenue Administration

2018

Land Value Only

1A
1B
1C
1D
1E
1F
1G
1H

U

Current Use RSA 79-A )
Conservation Restriction Assessment RSA 79-B
Discretionary Easements RSA 79-C

Discretionary Preservation Easements RSA 79-D
Taxation of Land Under Farm Structures RSA 79-F
Residential Land )
Commercial/Industrial Land

Total of Taxable Land

Tax Exempt and Non-Taxable Land

Buildings Value Only

| MS-1

2A  Residential )

2B Manufactured Housing RSA 674:31

26 Commercial/Industrial )

2D Discretionary Preservation Easements RSA 79-D

2E Taxation of Farm Structures RSA 79-F

2F Total of Taxable Buildings

2G __ Tax Exempt and Non-Taxable Buildings

Utilities & Timber

3A Utilities

3B Other Utilities

4 Mature Wood and Timber RSA 79:5

5 Valuation before Exemption

Exemptions ; X

6 Certain Disabled Veterans RSA 72:36-a

7 Improvements to Assist the Deaf RSA 72:38-b V

8 _ Improvements to Assist Persons with Disabilities RSA 72:37-a
9 School Dinina/Dormitorv/Kitchen Exemption RSA 72:23-IV
10A  Non-Utility Water & Air Pollution Control Exemption RSA 72:12
J0B . Utility Water & Air Polution Control Exemption RSA.72:12:3,.

11 Modified Assessed Value of All Proverties .

Optional Exemptions_

21A
218
21C
22
23A
23B

Blind Exemption RSA 72:37

Elderlv Exemption RSA 72:39-a.b

Deaf Exemption RSA 72:38-b

Disabled Exemption RSA 72:37-b

Wood Heatinag Energyv Svstems Exemption RSA 72:70
Solar Eneray Svstems Exemption RSA 72:62

‘Wind Powered Eneray Svstems Exemption RSA 72:66

__Additional School Dinina/Dorm/Kitchen Exemptions RSA 72:23

“Total Dollar Amount of Exemptions

Net Valuation

Less TIF Retained Value

Net Valuation Adjusted to Remove TIF Retained Value
Less Utilities

Net Valuation without Utilities

Amount Per
$15,000

Net Valuation without Utilities, Adiusted to Remove TIFRe

Total Granted

Acres Valuation
6,542.53 $527,591
0.00 50
4,353.87 $592,323,100
262.71 $13,821,000
11,159.11  $606,671,691
_13%T5 . $18,486699
Structures Valuation
$581,649,800

£1,045,300

$29,859,600

$612,554,700
... $33,694,500

Valuation
$10,089,722
$0

_$1,229,316,113

Valuation

e $1,229,316,113
Total Granted Valuation
1 $15.000
4 $260.000

$275,000
$1,229,041,113
%0
$1,229,041,113
$10,089,722
$1,218,951,391
$1,218.951.391

Page 2 of 7



New Hampshire 2018 !
Department of 5
Revenue Administration - MS' 1

__ Utility Value Appraiser
) . _ Company provided values equalized

-_ Thé-m_l._lhi_cip_-alit_'y _D_OES_NbT use DRA utili_ty v_a\lugés. The mt_m_ic_:'_ipalit';'l_ IS_' NOT eqﬁalized by the ratio.

Electric Company Name Valuation

_NEW HAMPSHIRE ELECTRIC COOP $1,787,222
PSNH DBA EVERSOURCE ENERGY _ I _ $8,302500
$10,089,722

Page 3 of 7



New Hampshire 2018

Department of MS-1
Revenue Administration -

Veteran's Tax Credits Limits Number Est. Tax Credits
Veterans' Tax Credit RSA 72:28 $500 141 $70,500
Surviving Spouse RSA 72:29-a $1,400
Tax Credit for Service-Connected Total DisabilityRSA 72:35 $2,000 7 $14,000
All Veterans Tax Credit RSA 72:28-b _

148 $84,500

Deaf & Disabled Exemption Répdrt

| Deaf income Limits ___ Deaf Asset Limits
Single N . Single |
Married I . Married
___ Disabled incqme Limits __ Disabled Asset Limits
Single - Single |
Married | . Married !
Elderly E'x.e’t-ﬁp'tior;'hlié'ﬁo-r_t -
First-time Filers Granted élderly Total Number of Individuals Granted Elderly E'x'emptions for the Current Tax
Exemption for the Current Tax Year iYear and Total Number of Exemptions Granted
Age | Number | Age | Number Amount ~ Maximum| Total
8574 V. 6574 | 1 $35,000 335,000, $35,000
579 ) | 1579 | 0 | $55000 P 11} .30
80+ | 1 80+ | 3 $750000  $225000 $225,000
4 $260,000 $260,000
__ Incomelimits | Assetlimits _ |
Single | $25000  Single _ i} $75,000
Married | $34,000  Married $75.000
Has the municipality adopted Community Tax Relief Incentive? RSA 79-E _ e _
Adopted? Yes _ Number of Structures: 0
Has the municipality adopted Taxation of Certain Chartered Public School Facilities? RSA 79-H
~_Adopted? No ) Number of Properties:
Has the municipality adopted Taxation of Qualifying Historic Buildings? RSA 79-G e
e Adopted? No Number of Properties: =~~~

Page 4 of 7



New Hampshire .I 2018 |

Department of
Revenue Administration MsS-1

Current Use RSA 79-A Total Acres Valuation
Farm Land 496.72 $160,509
Forest Land 4,463.41 $299,832
Forest Land with Documented Stewardship 918.04 454,804
Unproductiveland o 24945 $4,590

Wetland S 1 L §7,856

6,542.53 $527,591

Other Current Use Statistics
Total Number of Acres Receiving 20% Rec, Adjustment Acres: 3,354.76
Total Number of Acres Removed from Current Use During Current Tax Year Acres: 8.10
Total Number of Owners in Current Use Owners; 153
Total Number of Parcels in Current Use o _ ) Parcels: 234

Land Use Change Tax

Gross Monies Received for Calendar Year $12,506

Conservation Allocation Percentage: 50.00% Dollar Amount:

Monies to Conservation Fund 46,253

Monies to General Fund B S $6,253
Conservation Restriction Assessment Report RSA 79-B Acres Valuation

Farm Land

Forest Land

Forest Land with Documented Stewardship

Unproductive Land
 Wetland

Other Conservation Restriction Assessment Statistics

Total Number of Acres Receiving 20% Rec. Adjustment . Acres:
Total Number of Acres Removed from Conservation Restriction During Current Tax Year Acres:
Owners in Conservation Restriction Owners:
Parcels in Conservation Restriction | __ Parcels:

Page 5 of 7



New Hampshire 2018
Department of
Revenue Administration Ms-1

Discretionary Easements RSA 79-C Acres Owners Assessed Valuation

Taxation of Farm Structures and Land Under Farm Structures RSA 79-F

Number Granted Structures Acres Land Valuation Structure Valuation

Discretionary Preservation Easements RSA 79-D

Owners Structures Ac'res‘ Land Valuation Structure Valuation

Map Lot Block %  Description -
This mumctpaltty has no Dlscretlonary Preservat(on Easements.

Tax Increment Financing District Date _Original Unretained Retained
Th(s mumapallty has no TIF districts.

Revenues Received from Payments in Lieu of Tax Revenue
State and Federal Forest Land, Recreational and/or land from MS-434, account 3356 and 3357
Whlte Mountaln Natlonal Forest only account 3186

Payments in Lieu of Tax from Renewable Generation Facilities (RSA 72:74)
This mumc:paltty has not adopted RSA 72:74 or has no appltcable PILT sources.

Other Sources of Payments in Lieu of Taxes (MS-434 Account 3186)
_ ThlS mumctpahty has no addmonal sources of PILTs.

Current

Acres

Amount

Amount

Page 6 of 7



New Hampshire 2018
Department of i
Revenue Administration MS-1
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_Barbara Vaughn

—
From: Donna Nashawaty
Sent: Friday, August 17, 2018 5:20 AM
To: fgallup@msn.com; Frederick C. Gallup (fgallup@mtsunapee.com); Barbara Vaughn; John

Augustine (dexters@tds.net); Josh Trow (josh.trow@gmail.com); Shane Hastings;
Suzanne Gottling

Subject: FW: Veto overrides

Attachments: 446 overridegenltr.docx; 446 overridemayorsltr.docx; SB 365 and 446 Information.pdf;
AltTown Veto Override Letter.docx

This directly affects us. We should consider. | have sent for reading ahead of time and will put on the agenda for our
next meeting. | don't know what the timing of the vote is and have inquired.

Thanks
Donna

PS Barb can you include the documents above and the email with the next agenda an put on an item under selectmen's
action where they can consider action.

From: Richard Norman [mailto:rnorman@essexhydro.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 16, 2018 4:06 PM

To: Donna Nashawaty <Donna@town.sunapee.nh.us>
Subject: Veto overrides

Donna, | don't think we've met. I'm the past President of GSHA and have been asked to coordinate the ongoing veto
override effort for SB 446 and SB365. Materials are attached that explain the effort.

As the representative of a town owned hydro facility we hope that you'll be able to circulate a copy (ies) of the enclosed
petition and consider drafting a letter from the Town to the legislature in support of the veto override effort. You can
see from the attached information that at least 11 of the 13 state mayors have joined the effort and we expect more
letters of support from hydro located towns. We're told letters from towns and cities to the legislature will carry
considerable weight.

According to our records Reps. LaWare, Rollins and Smith all voted for the Harrington amendment to SB 446 that
essentially was a vote against 446. SB 446 was approved by a bipartisan voice vote. You are well aware of the benefits of
small hydro. SB446 will expand the ability of more small hydro projects to sell their output to Towns, Schools, and
businesses. Any help you can provide to have one or more of the representatives to reconsider their position on the
override vote would be of significant help.

If they are not familiar with your plant we suggest you offer a plant tour. We'd be happy to arrange for a GSHA
representative to participate in that tour. Alternatively, my company, Essex Hydro, would be happy to conduct a tour of
our plants in Penacook at a time of their convenience.

I should also mention that the override effort for SB446 is combined with SB365. By way of explanation, we believe the
Governors veto was in error. Although the biomass plants may receive a subsidy, we think that using a broader view of
the issue, the statewide benefits of continued operation of the biomass plants well outweigh the addition energy cost.

1



Others may have different views as to SB 446 and SB 365.
I hope you'll contact me to obtain copies of the petition and for any other questions you may have.

Thanks, Dick Norman



GRANITE STATE HYDROPOWER ASSOCIATION, INC.

TWO COMMERCIAL STREET TELEPHONE:  603-753-4577
BOSCAWEN, NEW HAMPSHIRE 03303 EMAIL: gsha@essexhydro.com

August 16, 2018
To: GSHA Project Owners
Subject: Veto override effort for Senate Bills 365 and 446

You are probably aware Governor Sununu recently made controversial vetoes of Senate Bills 365 and
446. Senate Bill 365 proposes to extend for three years an arrangement whereby the states 6 biomass
plants would be able to sell their energy at 80% of the utility default rate. Senate Bill 446 would increase
from 1 MW to 5 MW the size of renewable energy plants that would qualify for net metering. It's important
to note that SB 365 received more than 220 bipartisan votes in the house approving this bill, SB 446 was
approved by a bipartisan voice vote in the house.

Bob King has asked that | coordinate GSHA efforts to cause the legislature to override the Governors
vetoes. Specifically, what we’re asking you to do is get petitions signed by NH voters including your
employees, family, friends and others with whom you do business. These petitions will be presented to
the NH legislature urging them to vote to override the Governor's vetoes. We're also asking you to
contact your local government and seek to get them to sign a letter supporting the veto override.

In order for an override to pass it is necessary to receive a 2/3 vote of state representatives and senators
to override the Governor's action. In NH, the legislature schedules an “Override Day” when the legislature
meets to vote on any bills where an override is sought. This year “Override Day” will be September 13.
The biomass, solar and hydro industries are working together to override the Governor's vetoes. There
already has been substantial work completed to try to obtain an override. As an example, the mayors of
at least 12 of the 13 cities in NH have agreed to sign a joint letter to the legislature urging the legislature
to override these vetoes.

I'm enclosing with this letter a copy of the form of petition that we’d like circulated for signatures. Also
enclosed is a background piece that explains why the governor's veto of SB 365 and 446 should be
overridden. Take a look at the map that shows the various areas in NH that will be impacted if SB 365
and 446 are not passed. There are literally hundreds of NH workers who will lose their jobs, some of
whom you may know. Finally, you'll find a copy of the letter that will be signed by the states' mayors and a
Word version of a draft letter that could be used by your local government if they are willing to sign in
support of the veto override. We're told that if sufficient letters can be obtained from the cities and towns
supporting the overrides, this could be crucial in getting favorable legislative action.

There will be a public rally held on the statehouse lawn on September 6th. The biomass, solar and small
hydro industries are trying to maximize attendance. We ask that you, your employees and family make a
point of attending this rally. More details on the rally will be forwarded at a later date.

So now, a personal comment from me, not from GSHA. GSHA has been able to obtain substantial
benefits for its members in past years. Successful efforts include favorable RPS programs, net metering
legislation and authorization of PILOT agreements. The financial benefits have been substantial,
particularly for projects with <1MW of capacity. Generally, only a small number of the project owners have
participated in the work necessary to obtain these benefits. This is one time where GSHA is asking all of
its members to participate in some fashion in the override effort. At a minimum, please take one of more
petitions and get some signatures. Next, if you can, contact your local government and see if you can
obtain a letter from them. Lastly, if you're able, attend the September 6t rally.



In an effort like this, it doesn’t work for me to simply send this letter and hope you’'ll respond. There’s no
way to know who, if anyone, will join in this effort. So, I'm asking you to acknowledge receipt of this letter
by email or phone (617-367-0032). If you're willing to join in the effort we will send you hard copies of the
petitions (tell us how many you'd like) as well as color copies of the other information attached to this
letter. Sheila Burge will be working with me in our office to coordinate the GSHA effort.

If you have any further ideas to make this a successful effort, if you have any questions or encounter
anyone who wants more details, please contact me or Sheila.

| certainly hope the small hydro industry will play its part in the override effort. A lot of people in NH have
a lot to lose if the override effort fails.

Thanks for your consideration.

Very truly yours,

Dick Norman

Cc: B. King
H Kroll



GRANITE STATE HYDROPOWER ASSOCIATION, INC.

TWO COMMERCIAL STREET TELEPHONE: 603-753-4577
BOSCAWEN, NEW HAMPSHIRE 03303 EMAIL: gsha@essexhydro.com

A copy of the proposed letter from NH Mayors

August _ , 2018

The Honorable Chuck Morse The Honorable Gene Chandler
President of the Senate Speaker of the HouseState
House State House

Concord NH 03301 Concord NH 03301

The Honorable Donna Soucy The Honorable Steve Shurtleff
Senate Democratic Leader House Democratic Leader

State House State House

Concord NH 03301 Concord NH 03301

Dear Senate President Morse, Speaker Chandler, Senator Soucy, and
Representative Shurtleff:

We the undersigned mayors of the cities of Berlin, Claremont, Concord,
Dover, Franklin, Keene, Laconia, Lebanon, Manchester, Nashua, Portsmouth,
Rochester and Somersworth respectfully ask that the Senate and House vote to
override Governor Chris Sununu’s vetoces of Senate Bill 446 and Senate Bill
365, when you return to session on September 13th.

We believe strongly that clean and local renewable energy and greater
efficiency in how we use all energy will be vitally important to our cities’
future economic vitality and environmental quality. As such, we favor
policies enacted at the state level that reinforce existing renewable
electric generation, foster expansion of new renewable energy technologies
through net metering, and greater investments in efficiency. We believe
both Senate Bill 446 and Senate Bill 365 represent such policies, and we are
appreciative that strong bi-partisan majorities of both chambers of the NH
General Court did as well during voting in the session that just ended.

Notwithstanding Governor Sununu’s veto messages on these bills, we believe
these bills will engender long term savings to ratepayers and reinforce
critical energy supply diversity. SB 446 will enable our cities to attract
private investments in clean energy which will, in turn, directly lower
rates for our citizens. A number of our communities are working on projects
to accomplish those goals. Unfortunately, those projects would have to be
shelved if SB 446 is rejected. Hundreds of millions of dollars in solar and
hydropower projects are now at risk of not being realized because of this
situation. This is an error which can still be corrected.

We also stand with our neighboring communities that the impact of the veto
on SB 365 is harming local jobs and local economies. For example, nearly
1,000 jobs directly tied to the biomass industry in New Hampshire are at
risk of being lost. In addition, a recent Plymouth State University study
concluded the biomass industry contributes $254 million dollars to the
state’s

economy each year in a variety of ways that benefit our energy sector,



protect wildlife and the preserve our state’s forests. There are serious
unintended consequences involved in vetoing SB 365 which can be avoided with
an override vote.

Impacts of the vetoes are already being felt by the state’s $1.4 billion
timber industry; projects taken offline, biomass plants shuttered, workers
furloughed and an imbalance between energy policy and the state’s economic
and environmental policies. We must reverse these impacts. These two bills
reflect the right balance between forward-thinking energy policy, basic
economics and preserving a strong and healthy environment for New Hampshire.
It’s precisely why both proposals received overwhelming support earlier this
year from both the NH House and Senate.

We respectfully ask that you, as leaders of the two chambers, communicate
our support for the veto overrides of Senate Bill 365 and Senate Bill 446 to
your respective caucuses. Our state must look forward on energy policy and
recognize that investments in local, cleaner and more efficient energy will
generate innumerable benefits to our cities, our towns, and our citizens
into the future.

We thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely and respectfully,



The Governor made a mistake in vetoing SB365 & SB446.

In his veto message, the Governor made some serious errors and incorrect arguments.
Setting the record straight on the veto of these important bills.

Vetoing SB365 and SB446 has grave consequences for the Granite State, including:

» No savings on electric rates - NH's share of regional generation capacity costs will actually increase by
$17 million annually

o Nearly 1,000 local jobs at risk statewide

s A previously vibrant, robust forest management system on the brink of collapse

» Severe decline in NH's energy diversity

 No opportunity to offset an expected $4 billion increase in transmission & distribution costs

* Closure of the state’s only waste-to-energy facility will eliminate the only assured destruction facility
for unused prescription drugs, increasing the cost of disposing of these drugs and impacting the
state’s ability to combat the opioid crisis

NH's small hydro, biomass, solar generation facilities, and waste-to-energy

By using more locally produced
) b Ly plant annually generate over one million megawatt hours of electricity.

energy, NH can better manage its
share of regional transmission

o The vetoes are already having devastating effects on industries across
costs, the fastest growing part of

NH through business closures, job losses, less in-state energy generation,
cancelled projects and equipment orders, and decreased economic
activity. Energy users are being denied the freedom to be potential energy
suppliers, hindering new, immediate local supplies to our statewide energy
grid.

our electricity bills.

This leads to lower electr

costs for all Granite Staters.

The legislature can help. Stand with NH jobs and NH energy.

NH House and Senate lawmakers can correct this mistake by endorsing SB365 & SB446, which both
received overwhelming support in the Senate & House.

#OverridetheVetoes #NHJobsNHEnergy #YesOnSB446 #YesOnSB365



The Governor's veto of SB365 & SB446 hurts NH.

SB365 provides a three-year bridge for NH's six independent biomass power plants and the state's only waste-to-
energy facility by requiring utilities to purchase power at a 20% discount from the default service rate. SB446
increases the allowable size of an electric generation project that a business, school, or municipality can use to self-
generate power (aka "net meter") to 5 megawatts and sets the electricity sale and purchase pricing to avoid cost-
shifting.

These bills are critical for NH's energy industry & economy.
Positive economic impacts

» SB365 supports the $1.4 billion NH timber industry The biomass industry supports over
« Every year, the six plants and timber industry affected by SB365 provide 013() H H l
$254.5 million in economic activity - e
= SB446 could support $125 million worth of investments in NH in one The solar industry supports over
ear alone and millions of dollars in savings on electric bills 1 NN A o
' : 1,000 NH jobs

Significant energy contributions

» SB365 & SB446 ensure energy diversity & independence in NH
» SB365 & SB446 provide over 120MW of electricity to the grid, with potential for more homegrown generation
» These bills provide the opportunity for businesses & communities to provide power & save money

Preserve & protect what makes NH special

» SB365 & SB446 support wise forest management & land use: 40% of all cut wood is used in biomass energy
» Wise land management supports tourism and community resiliency
» NH is the 2nd most forested state in the nation

The legislature can help.

NH House and Senate lawmakers can correct this mistake by simply reaffirming their overwhelming support &
votes in the Senate and in the House for SB365 and SB446.

#OverridetheVetoes #NHJobsNHEnergy #YesOnSB365 #YesOnSB446



AFFECTED BY VETOES OF SB 365 & SB 446

¥ = Independent biomass power plants (25 MWs or less)

= Larger Sawmills

@ = Sampling of biomass suppliers/brokers by business ¢
office location. Logging occurs state-wide. . .
A = Hydro Plants (1-5 MWs) ®
0 = Schools, Munis, and Govt. Agencies currently saving 8
money by group net metering.
'= Net metering projects (1-5 MWSs) under Coos

consideration by businesses and municipalities.
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" PETITION !!!
SAVE LOCAL JOBS AND LOCAL ENERGY
OVERTURN SUNUNU’s VETOES ON
SENATE BILLS 365 & 446

The undersigned, residents and voters of New Hampshire, call on the New Hampshire General
Court to support New Hampshire’s forestland owners, the tourism/recreational businesses that
depend on private forestland, the thousands of men and women working in New Hampshire’s
homegrown renewable energy industries (biomass, co-generation, small hydro, and solar), and
the municipalities and businesses that want to reduce their energy costs, by voting to overturn the
Governor’s vetoes of Senate bills 365 and 446. These bills support biomass power generation
and other local renewable power generation. By overturning these vetoes, the General Court will
be voting to support local jobs and businesses and keep our energy dollars in OUR economy,
while providing for sustainable forestry and energy independence for our communities and state,

Signature Printed name Address or town




SAVE LOCAL JOBS AND LOCAL ENERGY

OVERTURN SUNUNU’s VETOES ON SENATE BILLS
365 & 446

Signature Printed name Address or town




Override Vetoes of SB 365 and SB 446

THE GOVERNOR MADE A MISTAKE IN VETOING SB 365

e In his veto message, the Governor said SB 365 would cost roughly $25 million dollars annually for 3
years. By vetoing the bill, he claimed it would protect “our most vulnerable ratepayers”. He also said
SB 365 would not even support continued biomass plant operations because it would only provide a
“mere 3.5%” of maximum impact to the plant’s revenue stream . Those statements are incorrect. The
veto message ignores the electric cost increases to ratepayers from the need to replace the lost biomass
power. The veto message also confuses the landowner’s revenue from logging with the SB 365
revenue to the biomass power plant:

© On the claim that the veto stopped an electric rate increase: Rejecting SB 365 means losing 100
megawatts of capacity currently provided by New Hampshire’s biomass plants. This ignores the
mandated costs associated with replacing that capacity in the regional market. A former
Northeast Utilities official testified that the loss of 100 MWs of biomass power will cause an
annual $17 million increase in N.H.’s share of regional generation capacity costs that continues
into the future. For ratepayers, this veto does not produce a savings—it produces continued
ratepayer costs. This is a simple case of Pay me now or Pay me later.

o On the claim that SB 365 provided too little revenue to operate a biomass plant: The 3.5%
revenue amount referenced in the veto is the revenue the landowner receives as payment. It has
nothing to do with the revenue the power plant obtains by selling its electricity under SB 365. It
is a significant misunderstanding of the bill.

e The Governor’s veto is creating devastating impacts to the $1.4 billion timber industry — already leading
to cancelled equipment orders, business closures, job losses, less energy generation in NH, and the
collapse of a statewide forest management system which benefits all Granite Staters.

e This veto will also result in immediate and permanent losses of revenues through a variety of NH taxes
and fees such as Air Emission Fees, Fuel Taxes, Timber Taxes, municipal property taxes, commercial
vehicle registrations and so on...

e The Governor did not even address the potential loss of the state’s only waste-to-energy facility, located
in Penacook, which serves more than two dozen communities and businesses. Also, more than 60 New
Hampshire police departments and law enforcement agencies use the facility to safely dispose of unused
prescription drugs. Closure of the facility would eliminate the only assured destruction facility in the
state, increasing the cost of disposing of these drugs and impacting the state’s ability to combat the
opioid crisis.

o NH House and Senate lawmakers can correct this mistake by simply reaffirming their overwhelming
votes in the Senate (17-4) and in the House (225-108) in passing SB 365.




THE GOVERNOR ALSO MADE A MISTAKE IN VETOING SB 446

¢ [n his veto message, the Governor incorrectly states SB 446 would cost ratepayers $5-10 million a year.
The fiscal note on SB 446 noted no such costs, and instead states “To the extent State, county or local
governmental units are able to install their own renewable generation facilities, those governmental
entities may benefit from lower electricity costs and may also receive revenues in the form of net
metered payments for excess power generated”.

e SB 446 will not result in cost shifting or provide subsidies to the renewable energy industry. The PUC
adopted net metering rules under which it found “little to no evidence of any significant cost shifting.”
Consumers who use the new law will operate under these rules. They will be credited the default service
rate (i.e., the energy component of retail electric rates) for the self-generated power they use, and will
continue to pay all other electric charges related to demand, transmission, distribution, stranded costs,

system benefits, and taxes

e SB 446 will save money and provide additional power. Net-metering projects, and the jobs and
economic activity associated with them, are being cancelled or scaled back. Energy users are being
denied the freedom to save money and be potential energy suppliers, hindering new, immediate local
supplies to our statewide energy grid.

e Many towns, cities and local businesses voiced their support for the passage of SB 446.

o NH House and Senate lawmakers can correct this mistake by endorsing SB 446 which received
overwhelming support in the Senate (voice vote) and in the House (voice vote).

OVERTURNING THE VETOES ON 365 AND 446 REFLECTS OUR STATE’S VALUES

e N.H.’s small hydro, biomass, solar generation facilities, and the waste-to-energy plant, annually generate
over one million megawatt hours of electricity.

e SB 365 promotes and supports forest management. 2/3 of all the timber growing in New Hampshire is
“low grade” (unable to produce lumber). As industry experts say, what this industry does is “weed the
forest” to ensure good habitat for wildlife, sustainable growth and natural resources that draw visitors
and support tourism throughout New Hampshire. This is a $1.4 billion-dollar industry in New
Hampshire that is being threatened with this veto.

e SB 446 supports fuel diversity through efficient energy generation statewide. SB 446 reduces traditional
power demand and can save money and resources long-term. Individual power generators are scattered
throughout the state’s landscape; communities like Franklin, Dover and Nashua were relying on SB 446
to offer opportunities to save on energy costs for their residents.

e Economic studies show these industries provide thousands of NH jobs and hundreds of millions of
dollars in annual in-state economic benefits. For example, a 2016 Plymouth State University Study
concluded that the six independent biomass plants support 931 jobs and $254.5 million of annual
economic activity. Millions of dollars in local property taxes are at stake,

e The vetoes harm all classes of customers who are seeking to lower their electricity costs.



OVERTURNING THE VETOES WILL SUPPORT LOCAL FORESTLAND OWNERS

e More than 40 percent of all the wood harvested in the state is in the form of woodchips destined for
wood energy. Loss of 1.3 million tons of biomass (annual consumption of the six independent biomass
power plants) creates a huge hole in the industry, directly and indirectly impacting all wood harvesters
and wood using companies. The impact on this $1.4 billion industry is huge — and detrimental.

e Forestland owners need markets for low-grade timber in order to manage their timberlands sustainably.
More than two-thirds of the timber growing in New Hampshire can’t produce lumber and is considered
“low-grade.” Without markets for this timber, the economics of sustainable forestry fall apart, and
landowners will consider other options/uses for their land, including development and restricting
recreational access (e.g. hunting and trail use) which has serious implications for NH’s tourism.

o Allowing the industry to net meter, to self-sustain operations like NH’s sawmills, would have helped
lower electric bills.

OVERTURNING THE VETOES WILL LOWER ELECTRICITY COSTS

e ISO-NE warns of power shortages due to loss of existing power plants, lack of new power plants coming
online, and the region’s over-reliance on natural gas for electricity generation. If SB 365 does not pass,
the region will lose 100 MW of NH’s biomass power, increasing replacement costs for capacity. NH’s
calculated increase would be $17 million annually after the next forward capacity auction.

e SB 446 increases local energy production by removing a regulatory barrier and allowing businesses,
individuals, and municipalities to invest in cost-effective net metering projects to reduce their own
electricity bills and become more self-reliant.

e Local renewable power is an important hedge against rising delivery costs. According to the SB 125
study committee held last year (which studied electricity pricing and charges), the fastest growing part
of our electricity bill is transmission and distribution costs. According to the N.H. Public Utilities
Commission, these costs have increased 555 percent since 2005, with another $4 billion increase
expected. By using more locally produced power, NH can better manage its share of regional
transmission costs.



SB 365 in More Detail

SB 365 provides a three-year bridge for New Hampshire’s six independent biomass power plants by requiring
utilities to purchase biomass power in six-month contract intervals at a 20% discount from the default service
rate. This allows the Governor’s Office of Strategic Initiatives to complete its legislatively mandated biomass

study (per HB 517 — passed last year).

The six biomass power plants covered by SB 365 are a critical part of New Hampshire’s forest products

industry. These plants;

support 931 jobs,

generate more than $254.5 million annually in economic activity for the state,
provide a market for low-grade timber, which is critical for forest management, and
provide a market for low-grade timber, which supports N.H.’s sawmill industry.

SB 365 also supports a critical part of New Hampshire’s solid waste management system, including
Wheelabrator’s solid waste incinerator in Penacook, which services 16 municipalities and dozens of police
departments which use the Penacook plant for disposal of pharmaceutical waste.

By preserving biomass power generation in NH, we maintain the 100 MW of generation and will not be
subjected to increased regional capacity costs if lost.

SB 446 in More Detail

SB 446 increases the allowable size of an electric generation project that a business, school or municipality can
use to self-generate power (aka “net meter”) to 5 megawatts and sets the electricity sale and purchase pricing to

avoid cost-shifting,

SB 446 is solidly in-line with the self-sufficient, Live Free or Die approach of the Granite State. It removes an
unnecessary regulatory barrier and allows businesses and municipalities to tackle the issue of high electric rates
on their own by generating their own power and becoming more energy independent. This expands customer
choice and competitive options for electricity service, as envisioned in NH’s restructuring laws. Businesses and
municipalities are very sophisticated consumers, and they will not sign a deal unless it guarantees them savings.
By lowering their electric bills, businesses will stay more competitive and municipalities will save taxpayers

money.

Under SB 446, the investment in self-generation projects, such as small hydro, solar, or biomass-cogeneration,
will keep our energy dollars in-state, drive economic activity, support jobs, and increase state and local business
tax and property tax revenues. It will also increase electric reliability and avoid system costs such as line losses
and transmission upgrades. It does NOT result in any cost-shifting or subsidies.



You may hear....

Didn’t we debate biomass plants last year in SB 129?

We did. Senate Bill 129 did not result in an increase in the cost of renewable energy certificates nor did it
have any impact on the price of electricity. In fact, prices for these renewable certificates have decreased

since the passage of SB 129.

How much will SB 365 cost?

Passing SB 365 costs less than not passing it. In fact, the cost proposal for the biomass plants in SB 365 is
about $18 million/ year for three years. The cost of losing the biomass plants in New Hampshire is
significantly more. From an energy perspective, the loss of 100 MW of biomass generation will increase
regional replacement capacity cost. The Legislature heard testimony from a former Northeast Utilities
official that the loss of the 100 MWs of biomass would mean an annual increase in NH’s cost of regional
generation capacity of $17 million with the next forward capacity auction (almost equal to the Eversource
SB 365 costs). The bigger cost to New Hampshire is the loss of jobs and statewide economic activity from
the harm to the $1.4 billion forestry industry. That’s in addition to the loss of timber tax revenue, business
enterprise tax revenue, property tax revenue, fuel tax revenue, and potential increases to the cost of NH’s
unemployment trust fund, all due to the impact of the veto.

How do you reconcile the SB 365 veto with the Governor’s recent signing of the Berlin biomass plant bill, SB
577 (the Burgess BioPower bill)?

You can’t. Both bills provide legislative support to keep biomass power plants operating to reduce reliance on
imported natural gas, and avoid the negative impacts to NH jobs, families, and the state as a whole.
Unfortunately, the SB 365 veto now impacts NH jobs and the livelihoods of NH families. Three of the affected
biomass plants have already ceased purchasing biomass, so the harm to families is immediate. A positive vote
to override the veto will stop this harm and uphold the bipartisan legislative votes that overwhelmingly passed
SB 365 and SB 446.

Does net metering under SB 446 result in cost shifting or subsidies?

No, SB 446 will not result in cost shifting or provide subsidies to the renewable energy industry. Consistent
with NH’s rules to avoid such impacts, consumers who use the new law will be credited the default service rate
(i.e., the energy component of retail electric rates) for the self-generated power they use. They will continue to
pay all other electric charges related to demand, transmission, distribution, stranded costs, system benefits, and
taxes. These are the rules that the PUC adopted after it recently investigated cost shifting and heard extensive
expert testimony on the subsidy question. Under these rules, it found “little to no evidence of any significant

cost shifting.”

Why should businesses and municipalities be credited the default service rate and not the wholesale rate for
power?

A credit equal to the default service rate (i.e., the energy component of retail electric rates) provides a fair and
equitable credit for self-generated power used under net metering. A credit set at the wholesale rate would be
unjust. Why? Because net metered power put onto the distribution lines will simply displace electricity that the
local utility would otherwise need to purchase from their default service provider at default service rates. With
a credit equal to the default service rate, ratepayers are held harmless — they will not pay any more for a
kilowatt-hour coming from a net metered project than they will pay if it comes from the default service



provider. The wholesale power rate is NOT what utilities pay to provide default service, and it is NOT the cost
that’s avoided when generation is produced and used at the retail level under net metering. NH utilities are no
longer in the wholesale power business; they are simply poles and wires companies now.

Do all ratepayers benefit even when they don’t generate their own power under net metering?

Yes, local net metered projects benefit ALL ratepayers by increasing and diversifying local electricity supplies,
reducing over-reliance on regional natural gas generation (which is subject to extreme price volatility), and
increasing system reliability. Net metering saves ALL ratepayers money by avoiding the costs of delivery line
losses on imported power (losses average around 6%), expensive transmission projects, and high peak demands.



Highlights - What You Need to Know About SB 446

THE GOVERNOR MADE A MISTAKE IN VETOING SB 446

e In his veto message, the Governor incorrectly states SB 446 would cost ratepayers $5-10 million a
year, The fiscal note on SB 446 noted no such costs, and instead states “ 70 the extent State, county
or local governmental units arc able to install their ovwn renewable gencration facilitics, those
governmental entitics may benefit from lower clectricity costs and may also receive revenuces in the
form of net metered payments lor excess power generated”.

e SB 446 will not result in cost shifiing or provide subsidies 1o the renewable energy industry. The
PUC adopted net metering rules under which it found “little to no evidence of any significant cost
shilting.” Consumers who use the new law will operate under these rules. They will be credited the
default service rate (i.c., the energy component of retail electric rates) lor the seli-generated power
they use, and will continue Lo pay all other electric charges related (o demand, transmission,
distribution, stranded costs, system benelits, and taxes

o SB 446 will save money and provide additional power. Net-melering projects, and the jobs and
economic activity associated with them, arc being cancelled or scaled back. Energy users are being
deniced the freedom (o save money and be potential energy suppliers, hindering new, immediate
local supplies to our statewide cnergy grid.

e  Many towns, cities and local businesses voiced their support for the passage of SB 446.

e NH House and Senate lawmakers can correct this mistake by endorsing SB 446 which received
overwhelming support in the Senate (voice vole) and in the House (voice vote).

OVERTURNING THE VETOES WILL LOWER ELECTRICITY COSTS

e ISO-NE warns ol power shortages duc to loss of existing power plants, lack ol new power plants
coming online, and the region’s over-reliance on natural gas for electricity generation.

e SB 446 increases local energy production by removing a regulatory barricr and allowing businesscs,
individuals, and municipalitics to invest in cosl-elleclive net metering projects to reduce their own
clectricity bills and become more sell-reliant.

e Local renewable power is an important hedge against rising delivery costs, According to the SB 125
study committee held last year (which studied clectricity pricing and charges), the fastest growing part
of our clectricity bill is transmission and distribution costs. According (o the N.H. Public Ulilitics
Commission, these costs have increased 555 percent since 2005, with another $4 billion increase
expected. By using more locally produced power, NH can belter manage its share of regional
{ransmission costs.



SB 446 in More Detail

SB 446 increases the allowable size of an electric generation project that a business, school or municipality
can usc (o sclf-generate power (aka “net meter”) to 5 megawatts and sets the electricity sale and purchase
pricing Lo avoid cost-shifting.

SB 446 is solidly in-line with the sell-sullicient, Live Free or Die approach of the Granite State. It removes
an unnccessary regulatory barrier and allows businesses and municipalitics to tackle the issue ol high clectric
rales on their own by generating their own power and becoming more encrgy independent. This expands
customer choice and competitive options lor electricity service, as envisioned in NH’s restructuring laws,
Businesses and municipalitics are very sophisticated consumers, and they will not sign a deal unless 1t
guaranicees them savings. By lowering their electrie bills, businesses will stay more competitive and
municipalities will save taxpayers moncy.

Under SB 446, the investment in sell-generation projects, such as small hydro, solar, or biomass-
cogeneration, will keep our energy dollars in-state, drive cconomic activity, support jobs, and increase state
and local business tax and property tax revenues. It will also increase clectric reliability and avoid system
costs such as linc losses and (ransmission upgrades. It does NO'T result in any cost-shifting or subsidies.

Does net metering under SB 446 result in cost shifting or subsidies?

No, SB 446 will not result in cost shilting or provide subsidies to the renewable energy industry. Consistent
with NH’s rules lo avoid suclh impacts, consumers who use the new law will be credited the default service
rate (i.c., the energy component of retail clectric rates) for the self-generated power they use. They will
continuc to pay all other electric charges related to demand, (ransmission, distribution, stranded costs,
system benefits, and taxes. These are the rules that the PUC adopted alier it recently investigated cost
shifting and heard extensive cxpert (esimony on the subsidy question. Under these rules, it found “little (o
no cvidence of any significant cost shifting.”

‘Why should businesses and municipalities be credited the default service rate and not the wholesale rate for
power?

A credit equal (o the delault service rate (i.c., the energy component ol retail electric rates) provides a tair
and equitable credil for sell-generated power used under net metering. A credit set at the wholesale rate
would be unjust. Why? Because net metered power put onto the distribution lines will simply displace
clectricity that the local utility would otherwise need (o purchase from their default service provider at
default service rates. With a credit cqual (o the delault service rate, raicpayers are held harmless - they will
not pay any more for a kilowatt-hour coming from a net meltered project than they will pay il it comes [rom
the default service provider. The wholesale power rate is NOT what utilities pay (o provide delault service,
and it is NO'T" the cost that’s avoided when generation is produced and used at the retail level under net
melering. NH utilitics are no longer in the wholesale power business; they are simply poles and wires
companics 10ow,

Do all ratepayers benefit even when they don’t generate their own power under net metering?

Yes, local net metered projects benefit ALL ratepayers by increasing and diversilying local clectricity
supplics, reducing over-reliance on regional natural gas generation (which is subject (o extreme price
volatility), and increasing system reliability. Net mmetering saves ALL ratepayers money by avoiding the costs
of delivery line losses on imported power (losses average around 69%), expensive (ransmission projects, and
high peak demands.
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Let’s be real about subsidies

On behalf of their customers, solar developers
request fair compensation for energy produced locally
that supports NH’s economy

BY TED VANSANT
Published: July 3, 2018

In response to the June 18 opinion piece “Hey solar industry, why the subsidy?”and applauding
the June 26 piece, “Hey fossil-fuel industry, where’s your proof?”let's be real about subsidies.
All forms of energy used in the U.S. are subsidized in one form or another, from direct funding for
research and development to tax breaks.

Oil, coal, nuclear, solar, wind, hydro, and others all receive subsidies, totaling in the billions of doliars
annually. This data is accessible, incontrovertible and contributes to the heavily regulated price we
all pay for energy. The June 26 piece accurately corrects the previous assertion that solar depends
on subsidies.

Shifting focus to New Hampshire, the June 18 piece describes net metering as “a subsidy ... forcing
higher, above-market rates on New Hampshire ratepayers.” By no factual definition can net metering
be claimed as a subsidy, as this article would have you believe.

In the simplest terms, net metering provides fair and equitable compensation for energy produced by
a clean energy system, such as solar and small hydro, and exported onto the electric grid. In fact, by
many studies and reports across the country and the world, net metering underpays renewable
energy projects.

Yet net metering is blamed for the mythical “cost-shifting” to other ratepayers. Let's be real; The NH
Public Utilities Commission, experts in New Hampshire-specific energy issues, investigated cost-
shifting under the recent eight-month-long net metering docket, and after hearing extensive expert
testimony on the subsidy question from all sides, found ‘little to no evidence of any significant cost-
shifting” and adopted tariffs to preserve that finding.

Projects under the recently vetoed Senate Bill 446 required the use of those tariffs, thus ensuring no
cost-shifting.

Projects under SB 446 have the potential to save businesses and municipalities, and ultimately
taxpayers and ratepayers, millions of dollars.

Let's be real: New Hampshire renewable energy developers do not claim they need “assistance”
with their projects, as the term “subsidy” would have you believe. The professionals employed in the
renewable energy industry are expert engineers, consultants, electricians and construction
professionals, financiers and planners. They know their industry inside and out, and they know how



to build projects that save everyone money on their electric rates due to the significant value clean
energy provides to the electric grid.

Solar developers do not demand subsidies; on behalf of their customers, they request fair
compensation for energy produced locally that supports New Hampshire's economy. Considering
the recently approved 19 percent rate hike for Eversource customers for energy supply, producing
mare of our energy in-state is a wise move for all ratepayers.

Let's be real: New Hampshire's electric rates are high compared to states across the country that
utilize ample in-state resources, but they are in line with the rest of the New England region. The
June 18 piece fails to disclose that a major reason our rates are high are skyrocketing transmission
costs. These are regional costs that are outside of New Hampshire's control unless we use less
energy from the regional grid. We can accomplish this through the generation of our own energy and
through greater efficiency in how we use energy, and SB 446 is our best chance at making it a
reality.

Ted Vansant is chair of the NH Sustainable Energy Assaciation.
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New Hampshire needs net metering
expansion
Why Governor Sununu should sign Senate Bill 446

BY TONY GIUNTA, DAVID WORTHEN AND CORDELL JOHNSTON
Published: June 6, 2018

New Hampshire's businesses and municipalities are continually searching for
opportunities that can help them reduce their electricity costs, enhance revenues and
become more energy independent. Net metering under Senate Bill 446 will provide just
such opportunities, along with numerous other benefits, which is why we are strongly
urging Governor Sununu to sign this bill into law.

Did you know that there are already more than 100 New Hampshire businesses,
municipalities and school districts that are net metering under current law and seeing
real savings off their electricity bills? This translates into savings for taxpayers and
keeps our energy dollars in-state.

However, there is a problem. The current net metering law caps project eligibility at 1
megawatt, thus interfering with market-driven supply to meet the growing

demand. Larger electricity users that want to net meter can’t, and those that want to
participate in group net metering are faced with the reality that virtually all electricity

produced by eligible projects below 1 MW is already spoken for.

SB 446 will increase New Hampshire’s current 1 MW cap to 5 MWs. This will expand
the amount of locally produced renewable electricity available through net metering to
more businesses, municipalities and schools, thereby lowering their cost of electricity.
Moreover, an increase to a 5 MW cap will permit businesses and municipalities to
undertake development of new right-sized renewable projects.

With the 5 MW limit under SB 446, only small projects like small hydro, combined heat
and power, small solar, and small wind will qualify for net metering.

At a time when the state’s options to mitigate electric cost increases are limited, this
legislation is a concrete way to help larger electricity users reduce their energy costs,
become more energy independent, and insulate themselves from electric price volatility
and higher regional transmission costs.



Furthermore, under SB 446, when businesses and municipalities invest their own
capital in local small-scale renewable energy projects, it will drive economic activity and
support jobs, which in turn will increase state and local business tax and property tax

revenues.
SB 446 will not be a subsidy to the renewable energy industry or create cost-shifting.

Consistent with the state regulator’s rules to avoid such impacts, consumers that use
this new law will continue to pay all electric charges related to demand, transmission,
distribution, stranded costs, system benefits and taxes; they will only be credited the
default service rate for the self-generated power they use. Furthermore, consumers
seeking to participate in group net metering will have a greater choice of competitive
options that guarantee savings by enabling them to purchase electricity from a local
New Hampshire energy producer for less than their utility’s default price and less than

competitive suppliers’ prices.

Given SB 446’s long list of benefits, it's clear why larger energy users like Dartmouth
Hitchcock, Foodstate, Monadnock Paper Mills, Timberland, Wire Belt Company of
America, Worthen Industries, the University of New Hampshire, the NH Municipal
Association and many cities, towns and schools all testified in support of the bill. It's
also clear why it passed the Senate and the House in a strong bipartisan fashion.

SB 446 will expand customer choice and competitive options for retail electricity service
by removing an unnecessary regulatory barrier. It will give New Hampshire's medium
and larger electricity users the same freedom to self-generate that is currently enjoyed
by the state’s residential and other smaller consumers. And it will preserve and
promote economic activity, local jobs, in-state generation, and electric system reliability.

This is exactly the type of approach advocated by Governor Sununu to find ways to
immediately lower the price of electricity in New Hampshire.

Please join us in urging Governor Sununu to sign SB 446 into law. It's a win-win
opportunity the Granite State can't afford to pass up.

Tony Giunta is mayor of Franklin, David Worthen is president of Worthen Industries Inc.
in Nashua, and Cordell Johnston is government affairs counsel at the NH Municipal

Association.



Town of xx
Address Line 1
City/Town, NH, Zip

August 8, 2018

The Honorable Chuck Morse
President of the Senate

State House

Concord, NH 03301

The Honorable Donna Soucy
State Democratic Leader
State House

Concord, NH 03301

The Honorable Gene Chandler
Speaker of the House

State House

Concord, NH 03301

The Honorable Steve Shurtleff
House Democratic Leader
State House

Concord, NH 03301

Dear Elected Officials,

On behalf of the town of xx, we respectfully urge you to vote to override the Governor’s veto
of SB446 and SB365.

The town of xx supports these bills due to the vast economic benefits and opportunities they
provide. SB446 enables towns like ours to invest in renewable electric generation projects that
adequately cover our electricity use, all while avoiding any cost-shifting due to the set sale and
purchase pricing mechanisms. The veto harms our ability to invest in infrastructure that self-
generates our own power, hindering our ability to control electric costs and pass the savings on
to taxpayers.

SB365 is another important bill to control high energy costs. The veto of this bill and subsequent
loss of 100MW of clean, NH generated power will cause an estimated $17 million annual
increase in NH’s share of regional generation capacity costs. In addition, the veto puts the
livelihoods of over 900 jobs at risk and ignores over $250 million of economic benefits across
NH that the biomass industry provides.

Both bills are important for NH’s energy diversity and security, now and for the future. We ask
you to continue the broad, bipartisan support for both bills by overriding the Governor’s veto on
September 131,

Sincerely,

[Signature]
[Name]
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VETO DAY IS SEPTEMBER 13th

Urge Your Legislators to Override the
Vetoes of SB 446 and SB 365

Welcome to a rate August edition of the Legisiative Bulletin! We don’t ex-
pect to make a habit of this, but there are two important votes coming up
in the legislature in about three weeks. We apologize for the length—this
is complicated stuff.

On September 13, the legislature will convene to consider overriding the
governor’s vetoes on several bills. Two of those bills ate SB_446 and SB
365. NHMA supports both bills and utges legislators to override the
Zovernor’s vetoes on both.

e SB 446 is an NHMA policy bill that would increase the maximum
allowable capacity for net-metered renewable energy projects to five
megawatts (from one megawatt).

® SB 365 would require electric distribution companies (Eversoutce,
Unitil) to buy energy from six eligible biomass facilities and one waste-
to-energy facilities, all located in New Hampshire.

Both bills were approved overwhelmingly by both the House and the Sen-
ate, and both are important for municipalities and their taxpayers.

It is critical that the governor’s vetoes be overridden so that these
laws can take effect. An override requires a two-thirds vote in each
chamber. Based on the original vote tallies, we have a vety good chance of
overriding both vetoes, but every vote will count.

Please contact your senators and (especially) your representatives
and utge them to vote “YES” to override both vetoes. (The question
put to each chamber will be, “Notwithstanding the governor’s veto, shall
SB ____ become law?” so the correct vote is “YES.”) Turnout will be
very important, so make sure not only that your legislators are on
the right side, but that they plan to show up on September 13!
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Here is some more information about both bills.
SB 446—Net Metering Cap

With the increased cap under SB 446, larger renewable energy projects that many municipalities
are pursuing would be compensated fairly and thus would be economically viable, leading to re-
duced energy costs, reduced taxpayer costs, and reduced consumption of out-of-state fuels. Several
municipalities already operate their own net-metered facilities (of one megawatt ot less) or have
contracted with companies to place net metered facilities on municipal propetty. Many others have
reduced their electricity costs by participating in group net metering, in which a group of custom-
ers share in the savings that result from buying excess generation created by a renewable energy
facility (again, of one megawatt or less) at discounted rates.

Expanding net metering would enable many more municipalities (and businesses) to reduce their
energy costs, but the existing one-megawatt cap severely limits the prospects for expansion. That is
why the bill passed the Senate unanimously and passed the House overwhelmingly. In a recent col-
umn (go to nhbr.com, click on “Opinion” tab), the mayor of Franklin explained what SB 446
means to his city.

As another example, Laconia is considering a deal to allow a 4.4 megawatt solar atray on its capped
landfill. The city would receive almost $50,000 annually in lease payments and propetty taxes and
about $60,000 in annual energy savings—a total benefit of $110,000 annually. But if the veto
stands, the project would be scaled back to one megawatt, reducing the benefit to the city by 80
percent.

A third example is Nashua, where SB 446 would enable the city to use one of its existing small hy-
dro plants to supply half of the electricity used by the city’s municipal and school properties, saving
taxpayers roughly $350,000 per year.

Other benefits

Net metering allows municipalities and businesses to lower their electric rates immediately, at no
cost to other ratepayers, but there are also long-term benefits for all ratepayets.

Reduced transmission costs. Net metered energy is not fed into the regional transmission sys-
tem and therefore places no burden on that system. This helps to reduce the need for expensive
transmission upgrades. Transmission costs have increased 555 percent (that is not a typo) over the
last 12 years, and these increases ate a driving factor in the state’s high electtic rates.

Savings for all ratepayers. Because net metered energy is produced and used locally, it can help
reduce the amount of energy demanded from the regional grid and thus help lower wholesale elec-
tricity prices. These wholesale prices are at their highest during petiods of peak demand. Net me-
tering reduces the utility’s need to buy energy from non-renewable source power plants at peak
prices. Further, ISO New England, which operates New England’s power grid and oversees the



wholesale electricity markets, allocates the costs for operating the regional transmission system
among states based on the amount of power they are drawing from the system duting peak de-
mand. As New Hampshire’s use of net metered renewable enetrgy incteases, helping to reduce its
share of peak demand, its shate of transmission costs in relation to other states can be reduced.

Reduced line loss. A certain amount of energy—around 6 percent—is lost as electricity travels
along the transmission and distribution lines. Thus, consumers are paying for electricity that never
gets delivered. By reducing the need for imported powet, net meteting helps to reduce line loss
costs.

Economic development. Expanding opportunities for net metering will spur investment in self-
generation projects such as small hydro, solar, and biomass-cogeneration. This will keep our energy
dollars in-state, support jobs, and increase state and local business tax and property tax revenues. It
is estimated that SB 446 could support $125 million in investment annually in New Hampshire.

The governot’s veto
Why, then, did the governor veto SB 446?

In his veto message, the governor stated, “While I agree that expanding net metering could be a
benefit to our state, Senate Bill 446 would cost ratepayers at least $5 million to $10 million annually
and is a handout to large scale energy developers.”

The etrot

That is simply not correct. SB 446 is not a2 handout, and it would not cost ratepayets anything. The
bill’s fiscal note (based on input from the Public Utilities Commission) states, “To the extent State,
county or local governmental units are able to install their own renewable generation facilities,
those governmental entities may benefit from lower electricity costs and may also receive revenues
in the form of net metered payments for excess power generated.”

The governor’s statement appears to be based on an argument made by the bill’s opponents that
electric distribution companies should only be required to pay the wholesale rate for energy they
buy from net metered renewable energy generators, rather than the default service rate that the bill
requires. But that relies on the incorrect assumption that utility companies pay a wholesale rate for
the energy they buy from other generators to serve their default service customers. They do not.

To simplify greatly, the wholesale rate is what a third-party supplier (not the utility) pays when it
buys energy from the generator (¢,g, from a nuclear, gas, or coal-fited power plant); the supplier in
turn sells it to the local distribution utility (e.g., Eversource, Unitil) at the default setvice rate, which
naturally is higher than the wholesale rate. Distribution utilities do not pay the wholesale rate—
they pay the default service rate. SB 446 merely requires them to pay the same rate for net metered
energy put into the distribution grid that they would pay for energy purchased from their supplier.
Instead of buying a kilowatt hour of electricity generated by coal, gas, ot nuclear power for default
service, they buy a kilowatt hour generated by local small-scale hydro or solar power at the same
price. The Public Utilities Commission recently found “there is little to no evidence of any signifi-
cant cost-shifting” from net metering when the credit is set at the default setvice rate.



SB 365—Purchase of Biomass Energy

By now, most people are aware that without SB 365, New Hampshire’s six independent biomass
power plants will be forced to close, resulting in the loss of hundteds of jobs and hundteds of mil-
lions of dollars in economic activity. The losses will be not only at the biomass plants themselves,
but throughout the $1.4 billion forestry industry—affecting loggers, truckers, heavy equipment
companies, truck dealers, insurance companies, and many others. Two of the plants have alteady
suspended operations because of the veto, and millions of dollars in equipment purchases have
been cancelled or put on hold.

More than 40 percent of all the wood harvested in the state is in the form of wood chips destined
for wood energy. The six biomass plants consume 1.3 million tons of biomass annually. Without
markets for this timber, the economics of sustainable forestty fall apatt, and landowners will con-
sider other options for their land, including development.

Direct effects on municipalities

Apart from the ripple effects of industry losses—unemployment, losses to local businesses, im-
pacts on local welfare budgets—there will be direct impacts to municipalities if SB 365 fails.

Reduced property valuation. The closure of the biomass plants will significantly reduce propet-
ty valuation in the six host towns—Alexandria, Bethlehem, Bridgewater, Springfield, Tamwotth,
and Whitefield—resulting in higher property taxes for all other taxpayers in those towns.

Possible closure of major solid waste facility. Largely overlooked in the discussion about the
biomass plants is the veto’s impact on Wheelabrator’s waste-to-energy facility in Concord. That
facility serves about two dozen municipalities and processes 22 percent of the municipal solid
waste in the state. If the facility closes, those municipalities would need to scramble to find a new
destination for their solid waste, most likely farther away and at greater expense.

In addition, more than 60 New Hampshire police departments and law enforcement agencies use
the Wheelabrator facility to dispose of unused prescription drugs. Closure of the facility would
eliminate the only assured destruction facility in the state.

Loss of timber tax revenue. More broadly, the significant decline in the timber matket would
inevitably lead to a loss of timber tax revenue for almost all municipalities in the state. The timber
industry is not confined to the North Country—timber is hatvested in every region of the state.

The governor’s veto

The governor vetoed SB 365 because he said it would create an “immense subsidy” that would
“cost New Hampshire ratepayers approximately $25 million a year over the next three years.”

Not the whole story

The Public Utilites Commission, in a fiscal note on SB 365, estimated the bill’s cost at $18.7 mil-
lion to Eversource customets and $2.7 million to Unitil customers, for a total of $21.4 million (not
$25 million). For a typical Eversource residential customer using 625 kilowatt houts petr month,



that increase would amount to about $1.78 per month—the cost of one cup of coffee per month.
That is 2 small amount to pay to protect over 900 jobs and $254 million in annual economic activity
(based on a Plymouth State University study), and the other consequences described above.

However, it is also only part of the story. Read on.

Avoidance of capacity cost increase. A former Northeast Utilities executive testified to the legis-
lature that the loss of 100 megawatts of biomass energy that will result if SB 365 fails would
“increase the capacity costs in New Hampshire by approximately $17 million per year.” (Capacity
cost is the price paid to power generators for a guarantee that they will supply enough enetgy to
meet peak energy demand into the future. It is one of the many costs included in electric bills. If
there are fewer power generators, the remaining ones will naturally command a higher price for
their supply guarantee.) No one has disputed that testimony.

The bill’s cost of $21.4 million per year must be offset against the $17 million-per-year increase that
it will azoid by preventing closure of the biomass plants—leaving the bill’s #¢f cost at about one-fifth
of a cup of coffee, if you’re keeping track. And the bill’s increased costs ate only for a three-yeat
petiod, while the increased capacity costs would continue indefinitely if the bill does not pass.

Summary

® Municipalities are already saving tens or hundreds of thousands of dollars through net metering,
and SB 446 would enable them to save even more, at no cost to other ratepayers.

® The biomass plants, the waste-to-energy plant, and the forestry industry that SB 365 would
support are vitally important to municipalities around the state, and the net cost to ratepayers is

® Both bills serve the long-term interests of municipalities, businesses, and residents by diversify-
ing New Hampshire’s energy supply, reducing transmission costs, reducing teliance on out-of-
state sources, facilitating development of local businesses, and providing environmental bene-
fits.

Please urge your legislators to vote YES to override the vetoes on SB 446 and SB 365 on
September 13. And please contact NHMA’s Government Affairs staff if you have any questions.



General Administration and Governance
Action Policy Recommendations
1. Funding for the Police Standards and Training Council — YES or NO

To see if NHMA will SUPPORT the continued operation of the New Hampshire Police Academy and the
high-quality uniform training it provides for all law enforcement officers in the state, including municipal
police officers, which aids in the delivery of quality policing services and interagency cooperation to the
benefit of all citizens. As part of this, to see if NHMA will SUPPORT continued funding at the state level
for the Police Academy and the Police Standards and Training Council. Local law enforcement agencies
produce considerable funds through fines and penalty assessment monies which accrue to the State and
are used for State purposes. Further, to see if NHMA will OPPOSE any increase in municipal costs for
police officers to participate in the training, recognizing that municipalities now pay salary, benefits, and
all employment-related costs for trainees while at the Academy, as well as providing staff and
instructors at no cost to the Academy. Existing policy revised by the committee.

2. Absentee Voting Expansion - YES or NO
To see if NHMA will SUPPORT allowing absentee voting without requiring a reason.

Explanation: At present, 27 states plus the District of Columbia permit absentee voting without
requiring an excuse. Maine and Vermont are among the 27. Why not New Hampshire? People are kept
from the polls because they are reluctant to say they are “disabled” (especially when they are just
elderly) or otherwise find it difficult to vote in person. Voting should not require having to struggle with
one’s conscience over whether they fit into one of the state-approved “legitimate” reasons for an
absentee ballot. Submitted by Gail Cromwell, Co-chair, Temple Select Board.

3. Electronic Poll Books — YES or NO

To see if NHMA will SUPPORT legislation that would enable the use of electronic poll-books for
municipalities, with funding coming from the HAVA funds made available to the New Hampshire
Secretary of State by the United States Election Assistance Commission specifically for the purpose of
improvement to the administration of federal elections in the state, as well as supporting legislative
changes to statutes to make the use permissible under state laws. Existing policy. Priority Policy
Recommendations

4. Building Plans Under RSA Chapter 91-A — YES or NO

To see if NHMA will SUPPORT an amendment to RSA 91-A:5, IV to specifically add building
plans/construction drawings contained within a building permit file and/or building plans/construction
drawings submitted as part of a building permit application as an exempt record under the statute.
Existing policy.

5. Municipal Regulation of Firearms - YES or NO

To see if NHMA will SUPPORT legislation that would allow for limited local authority regarding
possession and use of firearms on municipal property.



* Legislation that would allow municipalities to regulate or limit the use of firearms on municipal
property.

* Legislation that would allow municipalities to regulate the carrying of firearms by employees while
they are performing the functions of their office or employment.

Explanation: Local governing bodies are best positioned to determine the most appropriate use of
municipal land and the actions of their employees. Submitted by Joan Dargie, Town Clerk, Milford, and
revised by the committee.

6. Welfare Lien Priority — YES or NO

To see if NHMA will SUPPORT legislation to give liens for local welfare payments arising under RSA
165:28 a higher priority position, so that those liens fall immediately after the lien for the first mortgage.
Existing policy.

7. Municipal Departments and MV Information — YES or NO

To see if NHMA will SUPPORT legislation to make it clear that municipalities may obtain information
about motor vehicles registered to an individual for all governmental purposes such as verifying asset
levels when the individual is applying for general assistance or asset-based tax relief and in order to
determine the ownership of vehicles for official purposes. Existing policy. Standing Policy
Recommendations

8. SB 2 Adoption Process ~ YES or NO

To see if NHMA will SUPPORT amending RSA 40:14, Ill, regarding adoption of the official ballot
referendum (SB 2) form of town meeting, to provide that the question shall be voted on by ballot at the
annual meeting but shall not be placed on the official ballot.

Explanation: Adoption of the official ballot referendum form of town meeting is a fundamental change
in a town’s governance. It is an action that should be undertaken only after thorough discussion and
debate, with an opportunity for the legislative body to be fully informed. Current law requires that the
question be placed on the official ballot, so that it is voted on in the voting booth on election day, with
no opportunity for discussion or debate. The statement of the question is simply, “Shall we adopt the
provisions of RSA 40:13 (known as SB 2) to allow official ballot voting on all issues before the town on
the second Tuesday of March?” This provides almost no information about how the SB 2 form of
meeting works. Although the current law does require a public hearing on the question between 15 and
30 days before town meeting, those hearings are poorly attended, so the overwhelming majority of
those voting on the question will have heard little or no discussion, and many of them will have a very
poor understanding of the issue. Other matters of profound importance to town governance—such as
establishing a budget committee and adoption of a tax cap—are voted on at the business session, rather
than by official ballot. Adoption of SB 2 is an even more serious step and should be subject to at least a
similar level of consideration. Discussion and debate at the business session will help to ensure that
voters understand the issues better before voting on the question. Submitted by Jim Belanger,
Moderator, Hollis, and Frank Sterling, Selectman, Jaffrey.

9. Allowing Towns to Adopt Ordinances Under City Statutes — YES or NO



To see if NHMA will SUPPORT legislation giving towns the same authority to adopt ordinances that cities
have under RSA 47:17.

Explanation: State law (RSA 44:2, 47:1) gives cities all of the authority that towns have, but there is no
reciprocal statute giving towns the authority that cities have. City councils have broad authority to adopt
ordinances under RSA 47:17. Town ordinance authority is governed primarily by RSA 31:39, which grants
more limited authority. There seems to be no logical reason for cities to have broader ordinance
authority than towns. When towns want to exercise authority that cities already have, it is necessary to
amend RSA 31:39 or add a new section in RSA 39. This policy would avoid that necessity and eliminate
illogical distinctions between municipal ordinances, which are especially troublesome when a town is
unable to adopt the same ordinance that the city next door has adopted. This would not eliminate all
distinctions between cities and towns—just the difference between their respective ordinance powers.
Submitted by Tom Irving, Planning Director, Conway.

10. Public Area “No Smoking” Local Option - YES or NO

To see if NHMA will SUPPORT legislation to authorize the designation of “No Smoking” zones in public
areas by local option.

Explanation: Municipalities are charged with the responsibility for provision of the services and to
ensure safe secure access to those services. Currently, some services may not be as accessible as they
should due to the presence of smoke. There are also the associated costs in keeping areas litter free.
The legislation would allow municipalities to define No Smoking zones in a way that meets the
community’s needs and would include the ability to implement them for health purposes. Currently
New Hampshire permits municipalities to enact ordinances for fire safety and sanitation purposes, but
not health purposes, and New Hampshire’s state smoking law preempts local governments from doing
s0. Access to services is obstructed by the presence of smokers and their associated litter, and that litter
might constitute a sanitation issue. The presence of smoke where nonsmokers need to pass is
objectionable and not supportive of a community’s healthy community goal. Each community would
have the opportunity for itself to enact local legislation on this issue. Submitted by Andrew Bohanan,
Parks, Recreation, and Facilities Director, and Nancy Vincent, Library Director, Keene.

11. Public Notice Requirements - YES or NO

To see if NHMA will SUPPORT legislation to amend all public notice requirements to atlow the choice of
electronic notification and/or newspaper print, as well as posting in public places, for official public legal
notification. Existing policy.

12. Appointment of Town Clerks or Town Clerk/Tax Collectors — YES or NO

Legislative Body: To see if NHMA will SUPPORT legislation to allow the legislative body to authorize the
governing body to appoint town clerks and town clerk/tax collectors. Charter Towns: To see if NHMA
will SUPPORT legislation allowing towns that have adopted a charter under RSA chapter 49-D to
determine how the town will choose its town clerk. Existing policy revised by the committee.

13. Consolidated Policy on Collective Bargaining Iltems — YES or NO

Evergreen Clause: To see if NHMA will OPPOSE legislation to enact a mandatory so-called “evergreen
clause” for public employee collective bargaining agreements.



Binding Arbitration: To see if NHMA will OPPOSE mandatory binding arbitration as a mechanism to
resolve impasses in municipal employee collective bargaining. Right to Strike: To see if NHMA will
OPPOSE a right to strike for public employees. Mandated Employee Benefits: To see if NHMA will
OPPOSE any proposals to mandate employee benefits, including any proposal to enhance retirement
system benefits that may increase employer costs in future years, for current or future employees.

Contracted Services: To see if NHMA will SUPPORT legislation to give public employers greater flexibility
to privatize or use contracted services. Existing policy revised by the committee.

14. Maintenance and Policing of State-Owned Property - YES or NO

To see if NHMA will SUPPORT legislation requiring the State to maintain and adequately support
operations on state properties so those properties do not place undue burdens on the host
municipalities. This would include legislation

¢ to enable municipalities to recover expenses of providing municipal services on state-owned property,
such as policing relative to illegal activities and allowing municipalities to receive
reimbursement/compensation from individuals engaged in the illegal activity; and

* to require the state to adequately maintain its property, including the removal/remediation of
abandoned, deficient, hazardous, or blighted structures/facilities. Existing policy revised by the
committee.

15. Independent Redistricting Commission - YES or NO

To see if NHMA will SUPPORT the establishment of an independent redistricting commission for the
appointment of representative, senatorial, executive council, and congressional districts. Existing policy.

Finance and Revenue

Action Policy Recommendations

1. Use of RSA 83-F Utility Values — YES or NO
To see if NHMA will:

a) SUPPORT legislation that clarifies, under RSA 83-F, that no determination of utility value by the
Department of Revenue Administration can be used in any way by the utility taxpayer in any application
for abatement of tax under RSA 76:16 or any appeal thereof under RSA 76:16-a or RSA 76:17;

b} OPPOSE any mandate that calls for the exclusive use of the unit method of valuation in the appraisal
of utility property, by either administrative or legislative action; and

c) SUPPORT the continuing right of municipalities to use any method of appraisal upheld by the courts.
Revised by the committee to combine two existing policies.
2. New Hampshire Retirement System {NHRS) - YES or NO

To see if NHMA will SUPPORT the continuing existence of a retirement system for state and local
government employees that is strong, secure, solvent, fiscally healthy, and sustainable, that both
employees and employers can rely on to provide retirement benefits for the foreseeable future.



Further, to see if NHMA will SUPPORT continuing to wark with legislators, employees, and the NHRS to
accomplish these goals.

To that end, to see if NHMA will:

a) SUPPORT legislation that will strengthen the health and solvency of the NHRS, ensure the long-term
financial sustainability of the retirement system for public employers, and consider options and
alternatives that provide reasonable changes in contribution rates;

b) OPPOSE any legislation that: 1) expands benefits and would result in increases to municipal employer
costs; 2) assesses additional charges beyond NHRS board-approved rate changes on employers; or 3)
expands the eligibility of NHRS membership to positions not currently covered;

c) SUPPORT the restoration of the state’s 35% share of employer costs for police, teachers, and
firefighters in the current defined benefit plan and any successor plan;

d) SUPPORT the inclusion of municipal participation on any legislative study committee or commission
formed to research alternative retirement system designs and the performance of a complete financial
analysis of any atternative plan proposal in order to determine the full impact on employers and
employees; and

e) OPPOSE any action to further restrict municipalities’ ability to employ NHRS retirees in part-time
positions, either through hours restrictions or through imposition of new fees/costs. Existing policy
revised by the committee.

3. Expansion of Local Authority to Institute Fees — YES or NO

To see if NHMA will SUPPORT legislation that allows a municipality to exercise local control of non-
property tax revenue streams with local legislative body approval to meet demands for services and/or
infrastructure. Examples of such legislation may include such actions as: (a) allowing a municipal to
adopt an additional surcharge under the meals and rooms tax on hotel occupancy within the
municipality; and (b) allowing a municipality to increase the maximum optional fee for transportation
improvements when collecting motor vehicle registration fees. Existing policy revised by the committee
(existing policy supports a local option meals and rooms tax surcharge). Priority Policy
Recommendations

4. Enforcement of Motor Vehicle Registration Laws - YES or NO

To see if NHMA will SUPPORT amending motor vehicle registration laws to strengthen the enforcement
of those laws (through stepping up law enforcement and increasing penalties, including fines) to ensure
collection of all state and local registration fees owed by New Hampshire residents.

Explanation: Municipalities are realizing a significant and growing annual revenue loss of motor vehicle
permit fees and other fees, due to NH residents registering their automobiles, trucks and all other types
of trailers through non-government agents in the State of Maine. Currently, RSA 261:140 only requires a
$100 fine for these violations, an insignificant amount when compared to the much greater savings a
resident realizes when obtaining low-cost “multi-year” registrations {(up to a 12-year period) through the
State of Maine. Municipalities all over the state are vulnerable to online registrations. Businesses with
fleets are specifically targeted. Submitted by Portsmouth City Council.



5. Lien for Uncollected Ambulance/EMS Billings — YES or NO

To see if NHMA will SUPPORT legislation to ensure the collection of unpaid bills for ambulance and other
emergency services.

Explanation: Municipal EMS, unlike hospitals and home health care providers, have no remedy available
for the collection of unpaid billing for ambulance service except through a collection agency (@33% fee)
or small claims court. These mechanisms do not guarantee the municipality will be made whole and can
be punitive to the responsible party when they can least tolerate it. Ambulance service has evolved
dramatically from simply transporting individuals to the hospital. Today, early medical intervention
significantly increases a patient’s survival probability; therefore, municipal EMS is expected to provide
costly basic and advanced life support before and during transport. Currently when faced with an
unpaid ambulance billing, municipalities have to choose between sending the bill to collections, small
claims court, or writing off the bill. Collections or small claims potentially exposes the responsible party
to a burden at an inopportune time. To write off the debt unfairly places the financial burden on the
taxpayers of the responding municipality. Submitted by: Barbara Lucas, Town Administrator, and Neil
Irvine, Selectman, Town of New Hampton.

6. Ownership Name Changes — YES or NO

To see if NHMA will SUPPORT legislation requiring entities to file name changes and ownership changes
at the registry of deeds to ensure that property taxes are assessed to the proper owner.

Explanation: Presently, name changes and property acquisitions by stockholders are not filed at the
registry of deeds. Municipalities don’t know if ownership has changed, resulting in bills and other
notices going to improper property owners. Submitted by: Kathryn Temchack, Director of Real Estate
Assessments, City of Concord

7. Collection of Delinquent Taxes on Manufactured Housing — YES or NO

To see if NHMA will SUPPORT legislation to create a study commission to address municipal concerns
regarding delinquent property taxes and/or municipal utility fees on manufactured housing on land of
another. Such commission to include appropriate interested stakeholders. Existing policy.

8. Tax Exemptions for Charitable Organizations - YES or NO

To see if NHMA will SUPPORT creating a commission to study reimbursement through payments in lieu
of taxes (PILOTs) for municipal services provided to exempt charitable properties, including charitable
non-profit housing projects under RSA 72:23-k, and SUPPORT reimbursement from the state for the
costs of municipal services provided to state-owned properties. Revised by the committee to combine
two existing policies.

9. Clarification of Elderly Exemption, Prorating Disabled, Deaf and Blind Exemptions — YES or NO
To see if NHMA will SUPPORT

a) Changes in RSA 72:39-a, 72:29, and 72:39-b to define “household income” for elderly exemption
qualification consistent with the definition of “household income” used by the state in qualifying
residents for the Low & Moderate-Income Homeowners Property Tax Relief Program under RSA 198:56-
57 and Rev 1200; and



b) Legislation prorating the disabled, deaf and blind exemptions under RSA 72:37, 37-b, and 38b when a
person entitled to the exemption owns a fractional interest in the residence, in the same manner as is
allowed for the elderly exemption under RSA 72:41. Revised by the committee to combine two existing
policies.

Standing Policy Recommendations
10. Assessment Methodology for Big Box Stores — YES or NO

To see if NHMA will SUPPORT legislation clarifying the assessment methodology for big box stores if
used and occupied for the purpose for which they were built. This methodology would not employ
comparisons to “dark store” properties abandoned or encumbered with deed restrictions on
subsequent use.

Explanation: Large box stores such as Walmart, Lowe’s, Home Depot, Target, etc. have been successful
in other states in obtaining large assessment reductions by using comparable sales or rentals of
abandoned or deed-restricted properties. Submitted by: Kathryn Temchack, Director of Real Estate
Assessments, City of Concord.

11. Income Approach on Appeal -YES or NO

To see if NHMA will SUPPORT legislation that prohibits the use of the income approach by a taxpayer in
any appeal of value if the taxpayer, after request by the municipality, has not submitted the requested
information. Existing policy.

12. Charitable Definition and Mandated Property Tax Exemptions — YES or NO

To see if NHMA will OPPOSE legislation that expands the definition of “charitable” in RSA 72:23|, unless
the state reimburses municipalities for the loss of revenue. Existing policy.

13. Sale of Tax Deeded Property - YES or NO
To see if NHMA will SUPPORT amending RSA 80:89 to require proof that the municipality sent

the required notice of impending tax deed rather than proof that the taxpayer actually received the
notice. Existing policy.

14. State Revenue Structure and State Education Funding — YES or NO

To see if NHMA will SUPPORT asking the state to use the following principles when addressing the
state’s revenue structure in response to its responsibility to fund an adequate education:

» That revenues are sufficient to meet the state’s responsibilities as defined by constitution, statute, and
common law;

¢ That revenue sources are predictable, stable, and sustainable and will meet the long-term needs and
financial realities of the state;

= That changes to the revenue structure are least disruptive to the long-term economic health of the
state;

e That the revenue structure is efficient in its administration;



¢ That changes in the revenue structure are fair to people with lower to moderate incomes.

Further, to see if NHMA will SUPPORT legislation prohibiting retroactive changes to the distribution
formula for adequate education grants after the notice of grant amounts has been given. Existing policy.

15. Changes to the Official Ballot Process and Default Budget - YES or NO

To see if NHMA will OPPOSE changes to the official ballot process (SB2) including changes to the
calculation of the default budget, unless such changes are a local option presented to the legislative
body for approval. Revised by the committee (existing policy opposed any increase in the 60% bond vote
requirement in SB 2 municipalities).

Infrastructure, Development and Land Use
Action Policy Recommendations
1. Municipal Use of Structures in the Right-of-Way —- YES or NO

To see if NHMA will SUPPORT legislation granting municipalities a designated space to use for any
purpose, including leasing to a private entity, upon all poles, conduit, and other structures within the
rights-of-way without paying make-ready costs. This includes a requirement that the owners of utility
poles and conduit do the necessary work to make that space available. Existing policy revised by the
committee.

2. Municipal Authority to Adopt More Recent Codes - YES or NO

To see if NHMA will SUPPORT legislation enabling municipalities at their discretion to adopt more recent
editions of national/international building and fire codes than the current state-adopted editions.

Explanation: Allowing municipalities to adopt current codes will promote best practices for health,
safety, and welfare. Submitted by Portsmouth City Council.

3. Municipal Cooperation — YES or NO

To see if NHMA will SUPPORT legislation clarifying that municipalities and other political subdivisions
may cooperate to perform together any functions that they may perform individually, including but not
limited to providing services, raising revenue, constructing and maintaining infrastructure, and engaging
in economic development efforts. Existing policy.

Priority Policy Recommendations
4. Regulation of Short-Term Rentals - YES or NO

To see if NHMA will SUPPORT legislation authorizing municipalities to regulate short-term rental of
residential properties, including licensing requirements and health and safety protections. This should
not be interpreted to limit existing authority to regulate such uses through municipal zoning ordinances
and land use regulations.

Explanation: Municipalities across the country are increasingly forced to address problems associated
with short-term rental of residential housing units, which are typically facilitated through the online
platforms of AirBnB, VRBO, Home Away, and others. Problems arise often in singlefamily residential



neighborhoods, in which transient residential occupancy introduces instability and conflict (e.g., noise
complaints with no recourse other than to call the police). Some jurisdictions have already addressed
this through legislation, sometimes accompanied by comprehensive agreements with the online
platform operators to submit to regulation. A related issue is whether the state is able to collect meals
and rooms tax for such temporary uses, which are similar in some regards to B&B operations and
hotels/motels. Submitted by Ben Frost, Planning Board Chairman, Town of Warner.

5. Highway Funding — YES or NO

To see if NHMA will SUPPORT a state transportation policy that ensures adequate and sustainable
funding for state and municipal highways and bridges to promote safe and reliable transportation and
corridors and economic development for the citizens of our state and for the travelling public. The policy
should include:

* Maintenance of the proportionate share of the state highway fund that is distributed to cities and
towns under current law;

» No further diversion of state highway funds for non-highway purposes; and

¢ Increased funding, which may include the state road toll, highway tolls, local option fees, user
assessments, and other revenue sources as necessary. Existing policy revised by the committee.

6. Water Quality and Infrastructure -~ YES or NO

To see if NHMA will SUPPORT legislation that ensures adequate and sustainable investment to maintain
or make necessary improvements to the state’s critical water infrastructure (public drinking water,
wastewater, and stormwater systems, and dams); that works to provide affordable water, wastewater,
and stormwater services; that encourages regional and innovative solutions to water, wastewater, and
stormwater issues; that supports decisions that rely on science-based standards; that supports local
decision making; and that supports economic progress in the state while protecting public health and
safety. Combination of existing policies revised by the committee.

7. State Adoption of Building and Fire Codes - YES or NO

To see if NHMA will SUPPORT a policy encouraging the state to: (1) adopt updated editions of
national/international building and fire codes; (2) streamline the code adoption process while facilitating
examination of changes that benefit the state economy; (3) encourage training opportunities for local
code enforcement personnel.

Explanation: Multiple versions of codes are confusing for all parties. The state’s adoption of updated
codes would simplify municipal decision making in scheduling code ordinance updates. The quality of
enforcement varies significantly among municipalities due to different levels of experience and training.
Better training would lead to more consistent enforcement. Submitted by Portsmouth City Council.

Standing Policy Recommendations
8. Current Use - YES or NO

To see if NHMA will OPPOSE any legislative attempt to undermine the basic goals of the current use
program and OPPOSE any reduction in the 10-acre minimum size requirement for qualification for



current use, beyond those exceptions now allowed by the rules of the Current Use Board. Existing
policy.

9. Scientific/Technical Standards for Regulatory Legislation - YES or NO

To see if NHMA will OPPQSE regulatory legislation that is not based on relevant scientific and technical
standards that are broadly accepted by peer review and feasibly achieved.

Explanation: In the past legislative session, bills were filed that attempted to supersede standards set by
regulatory agencies without the applicable deliberation and processes associated with creating
regulations. Submitted by Portsmouth City Council.

10. Land Use and Environmental Regulation and Preemption - YES or NO

To see if NHMA will SUPPORT legislation that (a) recognizes municipal authority over land use and
environmental matters, (b} limits the establishment of comprehensive statutory schemes that
supersede local regulation, and (c) recognizes that even when local environmental regulation is
preempted, compliance with other local laws, such as zoning and public health ordinances and
regulations, is still required. Existing policy.

11. Energy, Renewable Energy and Energy Conservation — YES or NO

To see if NHMA will SUPPORT legislation encouraging state and federal programs that provide incentives
and assistance to municipalities to adopt energy use and conservation techniques that will manage
energy costs and environmental impacts, promote the use of renewable energy sources, and promote
energy conservation, and OPPOSE any legislation that overrides local regulation. Existing policy.

12. Oppose Statewide Zoning Mandates - YES or NO

To see if NHMA will SUPPORT a policy recognizing the legislature’s authority to establish statewide
priorities in zoning and land use regulation but OPPOSE legislation that limits reasonable local controf in
implementing those priorities, or that unreasonably mandates specific criteria that municipalities must
follow. Existing policy revised by the committee.

13. Conservation Investment — YES or NO

To see if NHMA will SUPPORT permanent funding for the Land and Community Heritage Investment
Program and OPPOSE any diversion of such funds to other uses. Existing policy.
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Floor Policy Proposal approved by vote of the governing body on July 10, 2018

To see if NHMA will SUPPORT/OPPOSE:

To see if NHMA will support legislation to lower the abatement interest rate that municipalities pay from
6% to 4% (RSA 76:17-a) to better align it with the interest rate on delinquent taxes that were recently
lowered by the NH Legislature. '

Municipal Interest to be accomplished by proposal:

To align abatement interest paid by a municipality with the recent lowering of interest rates on
delinquent property taxes.

. Explanation:

Currently, afier the timely payment deadline has Ppassed on payment of property taxes, usually 30 days or
more of grace time, 12% interest is charged, for a period of six (6) months, and then 18% interest is
charged after those six (6) months. The NH Legislature and the Governor have passed into law, a
significant decrease in the interest rate that is charged on late property tax bills. As of January 1, 2019,

. after the timely payment deadline has passed on payment on property taxes, 8% interest is charged, for
a period of six (6) months and then 14% interest is charged. This proposal seeks to lower the interest
rate on abatements paid by a municipality from 6% to 4% to better align with delinquent property
tax interest rates. :
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Floor Policy Proposal NHMA
Submitted by (name) __Jill White Date: __ July 23, 2018
City or Town __Holderness Title of Person Submitting Policy __Chair, Select Board

Floot Policy Proposal approved by vote of the goveming body on (date) July 23, 2018

Submitted by (name) __ Brent T, Lemire Date: ___ July 24, 2018
City or Town __Litchfield Title of Petson Submitting Policy __ Chair, Select Board

Floot Policy Proposal approved by vote of the govering body on (date) July 23, 2018

Submitted by (name) __Rick Hiland Date: ___July 25, 2018
City or Town __Albany Title of Person Submitting Policy __Select Board - Chaitrman

Floor Policy Proposal approved by vote of the governing body on (date) July 25, 2018

Submitted by (name) __David W. Swenson Date: ___ July 31, 2018
City or Town __New Durham Title of Person Submitting Policy __Chair, Select Board

Floor Policy Proposal approved by vote of the governing body on (date) July 31, 2018

To see if NHMA will SUPPORT legislation clarifying that the Town Moderator has authority to postpone
the official ballot voting session of town meeting in the event of severe weather or other emergency and
establishing clear rules for addressing any practical issues involved in postponing the voting session.

Municipal interest to be accomplished by proposal: Presetve local control over elections and enable
local officials to take necessary steps to protect public safety.



Explanation: RSA 40:4, 11 states that the moderator may postpone “the deliberative session or voting day
of the meeting” in the event of a weather emergency. In 2017 many town moderators, relying on the statuite’s
language and on advice from theit town attorneys and NHMA, postponed the “voting day” of their meetings
because of a blizzard on town meeting day. The Governot, the Sectetary of State, and some legislators
. -subsequently claimed that this authority did not exist despite RSA 40:4, II language thereby creating
confusion. In 2017 these conflicting inputs resulted in a need for legislation to tatify Town Meeting results
so that bond counsel could give clean opinions on any bonds approved at postponed meetings. In 2018
when anbther forecasted sevete snowstorm caused many town officials to consider postponing theit official
ballot yoting sessions the Attorney General and the Sectetary of State issued 2 memorandum ptior to the
predictéd severe storm asserting that no such authority existed for Town Modetators to postpone “voting
day of the meeting”; they also threatened ctiminal prosecution against the one Town Moderator who did
postpone an official ballot voting session due to the severe weather on “voting day of the Town meeting’”.

It is our opinion that to remove the current legislative authority for Town Moderators to postpone “the
deliberative session or voting day of the meeting” in the event of a weather or other emetgency may cause
undue hatdship and potential voter suppression issues to many affected votets.

Although to most Town officials the current statute is clear and the law has not changed, many Moderators
ate fow reluctant to consider postponing the election portion of town meeting for fear of punishment by
the State. Clarifying legislation is needed to eliminate any doubt and preserve local control over town
elections. This proposal is specifically requesting the current statute to remain in place with specific
amendments to address any perceived misinterpretation of the current legislation, address non-weather
emergencies, establish procedures for dealing with absentee ballots in such cases of postponement, and
address postponement by towns that are part of a multi-town school district ot village district so that

standardized procedures are part of the amended legislation.

A sheet like this should accompany each proposed floor policy and should record the date of the governing
body vote approving the proposal. It should include a brief (one or two sentence) policy statement, a
statement about the municipal interest served by the proposal, and an explanation which describes the nature
of the problem or concern from a municipal perspective and discusses the proposed action which is being
advocated to address the problem Mail to 25 Triangle Park Drive, Concord, NH 03301; or email to
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Submitted by (name) Bedford Town Council Date July 18, 2018 City or Town
Town of Bedford Title of Person Submitting Policy Rick Sawyer, Town Manager

Floot Policy Proposal approved by vote of the governing body on (date) July 18, 2018

To see if NHMA will SUPPORT/OPPOSE: legislation that would allow municipalities to be able to
_regulate the use of outdoor watering on all properties.

Municipal interest to be accomplished by proposal:

The proposal would allow municipalities to place outdoor watering restrictions on all properties
during drought conditions not just residential properties as currently permitted under RSA 41:11-d.

Explanation: During two of the last three years the State of NH has faced drought conditions and the

State Department of Environmental Services has recommended that municipalities ban or limit the
outside watering of lawns, car washing, etc. Currently RSA 41:11-d limits the ability to place such
a restriction to only residential land. It is very challenging to enforce such a restriction on our
residents when the commercial properties they drive by are watering their grass and it significantly
reduces the potential replenishment of the aquifer that the restriction could bring. During the last
legislative session HB173 came close to providing for this change with the House approving it 249-
100, but it ultimately failed in the Senate.

A sheet like this should accompany each proposed floor policy and should record the date of the governing body
vote approving the proposal. It should include a brief (one ot two sentence) policy statement, a statement about the
municipal interest served by the proposal, and an explanation which describes the nature of the problem or concemn
from a municipal petspective and discusses the proposed action which is being advocated to address the problem.

Mail to 25 Triangle Patk Drive, Concord, NH 03301; or email to governmentaffairs@nhmunicipal.org.
Must be received by August 10, 2018.
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Floor Policy Proposal
Submitted by (name) _Robert Thibault Date_ August9,2018
City or Town _Easton Title of Person Submitting Policy __ Selectman

Floot Policy Ptroposal approved by vote of the governing body on (date) _July 30, 2018

Submitted by (name) _Ertic Meth Date__August 9, 2018
City or Town _Franconia Title of Petson Submitting Policy __Selectman

Floor Policy Proposal approved by vote of the governing body on (date) _July 30, 2018

Submitted by (name) _Margaret . Connors Date__August 9, 2018
City or Town _Sugar Hill Title of Petson Submitting Policy __Select Board Member

Floor Policy Proposal approved by vote of the governing body on (date) __7/30/2018

To see if NHMA will SUPPORT /OPPOSE:

Support a bill that would clarify that the Site Evaluation Committee does not have jurisdiction over
use of municipal roads by merchant utility projects.

Municipal interest to be accomplished by proposal: Maintain local control over municipal roads.

Explanation:

On Page 282 of the Site Evaluation Committee’s March 30, 2018 written decision denying
Northern Pass a certificate of site and facility the SEC explains why it believes it have the
authority to supersede existing state law that gives the authority over control of use of municipal
roads by utilities to the governing body of the municipality. Either the SEC has the authority to
supersede municipal control over municipal roads or it doesn't. This needs to be made clear for
all municipalities and for all future potential applicants to the SEC. While it is clearly stated in
RSA 162:H (the authorizing statute for the SEC) that its authority supersedes local land use
regulation, there is no reference at all to control over municipal roads. Municipalities are
vulnerable to losing control over their own roads if this legal confusion is not cleared up.



TOWN OF SUNAPEE
TOWN CLERK & TAX COLLECTOR

August 17, 2018
To: Board of Selectmen
From: Betty H. Ramspott

Subject: NHMA Legislative Policy 2019-2020

At your meeting dated August 13, 2018 you asked my opinion on Priority Policy
Recommendation #7. 1have spoken with NH DMV and the NH City & Town Clerk’s Executive
Board regarding this and their response was exactly what [ was thinking.

All DMV records are protected under the Privacy Act, and NHMA’s policy would defiantly go
against this. It is the duty of the Town Clerk and DMV to protect an individual’s right to
privacy. Therefore it would be my opinion that we should not support this.

Also, I would like to voice my concern on Recommendation #2 Absentee Ballot Expansion. I
would strongly urge the Board to not support this. This truly opens the flood gates to early
voting something I do not think is good for our state. New Hampshire has a handle on elections,
making sure they are conducted properly. I feel this would mar that procedure. The explanation
as to why this is being presented is that people are reluctant to come to the polls for various
reasons. Those people who qualify such as disability, medical, employment related or religious
reasons can vote absentee. If they are not comfortable to appear in person they can do
everything by mail.

Thank you for considering my opinion on these two items along with the Appointment of Town
Clerks that I presented last meeting.

23 Edgemont Road * PO Box 303 « Sunapee, NH 03782 « Telephone: 603-763-2449 « FAX: 603-763-4608 + eMail: betty@town.sunapee.nh.us



SUMMER TOWN MEETING QUESTIONS

SCHOOL QUESTIONS

a.) Why does the Sunapee School Board meet so infrequently? The Hopkinton School Boa
rd, for example, meets every two weeks as do Sunapee's Selectmen. The school board meets
once a month and has the ability to meet more often if needed, as an example, during the
budget months they have budget meeting before regularly scheduled monthly meetings. The
board also has sub-committees that meet as needed: facilities, policy, negotiations, CIP. They
report back to the board at monthly meetings.

b.) Is it true that the School Board has not met since early June and has no plans to meet

until sometime in September? The Board meets the first Wednesday of each month. In the

past based on vacation we pushed the August meeting off to the third or fourth Wednesday in
August. This year due to schedules the Board opted to forego the late August meeting and

start in September.

c.) Ifso, did the board grant power to the Superintendent to make decisions on behalf of the Boa
rd during this 3-month period? The Board gives the Superintendent the ability to hire over the
summer as they do each year. Outside of that we have not been faced with any decision that the
Superintendent is not able to make. If needed the Superintendent can reach out to the Board.
d.) Do Board members receive a flat annual fee for serving on the Board, or is it based on the n
uber of meetings they each attend. Ifnot

the latter, how is that in taxpayers' andthe children's best interest? Board members receive
$1200 flat stipend regardless of number of meetings attended.

WATER & SEWER QUESTIONS

a.) Why are Sunapee residents not metered for sewer usage and wouldn’t usage-based fees be
fair for all consumers? -Pay by the gallon-

The Water & Sewer Commission has investigated the possible use of metered sewer charges
and has determined that the large cost of installing meters on everyone’s wells (over $200,000)
that are not on the Town Water system would not be advantageous because very similar to the
water usage fees Sunapee would still need to maintain a flat fee for sewer because such a large
percentage of the users (approximately 70%) are seasonal.

b.) Is it true the original scope of the Perkins Pond Sewer project was completed for nearly $1
million under budget but the Town chose to spend all or most of that savings rather than
returning it to America’s taxpayers because the additional spending was funded by federal
money?

Any remaining Perkins Pond Grant money was utilized to either purchase equipment to
maintain the sewer system or upgrade aging existing sewer pump stations.

c.) If so, does the Sewer department make decisions like that under the guidance of the
Selectmen or Tow Manager? How was it possible to spend so much of taxpayers’ money
without consulting taxpayers via a warrant article?

The Perkins Pond Sewer Project was presented to the taxpayers via 2012 warrant article #3
which passed with the required 3/5 majority.




POLICE DEPARTMENT QUESTION

a.) “l admire all the innovative programs and devices that Sunapee PD has embraced — e-ticketing,
plate readers, coffee with the Chief —Bravo! It's interesting that we are the only town with e-ticketing
and second town in the state with plate reading. Why haven’t other towns and cities kept up with this
technology. It sounds inexpensive —what'’s the catch?”

Thank you for the question and | appreciate the kind words and recognition of our constant effort to
keep up with evolving technology.

Regarding e-ticketing, and to set a bit of the foundation as to why we have e-ticketing, the
Sunapee Police Department was a pilot agency connecting to the State of NH’s SPOTS (State
Police On-Line Telecommunications System) , through which we connect to the FBI’s NCIC’s
(National Crime Information Center), database. This required internet security via a VPN
connection. Previously, this connection could only be provided by a T1 direct line to a dispatch
center. Having this connection allows us to run criminal histories and other NCIC information.
Previous requests for Criminal Histories came at and expense as we were charged for them
through our dispatch center, as well as, travel to the dispatch center to retrieve them. They are
now run in house. Having successfully been a part of their pilot program provided us with
secure internet connections that not all agencies have. The e-ticketing program has been
discussed for several years as becoming available for local agencies. Chief Cahill’s tenacity in
obtaining the program and already having the security to transmit the data here in Sunapee, led to
us being first in line. The NH State Police’s IT personnel worked long and hard on making sure
all of the connections were working as they should. We then tested the program for months,
having every officer produce samples warning and citations that would then be routed to the
DMV and the courts. Fortunately, NHSP IT personnel were with us every step and made the
program successful. Regarding cost, there was substantial time involved in developing the
program. It does run on computers that were already in the vehicles. Specialized printers did
have to be installed in the cruiser for printing the warning and citations. Now the system proves
to be a time saver. Time on motor vehicles stops is reduces as we scan license and registrations
instead of typing them in and print the complaint instead of handwriting it. Also, at the end of a
shift, officers transmit their warning and citations electronically which saves additional paper
handling and postage for the Town of Sunapee, NH DMV and the Courts. Since the Summer
Town Meeting I have followed up with NHSP and found there are 4 other agencies in the state
that are transmitting tickets electronically but not through the same software. They are expecting
a new release of that software next month that will fix a lot of the problems they’ve encountered,
and, in turn, they expect more agencies to start transmitting tickets electronically.

Regarding the license plate readers (LPRs). They a result of the hard work of the NH
Association Chiefs of Police and again, the tenacity of Chief Cahill. Over the past several years
there have been bills introduced and discussed regarding the use of the readers. The first bill was
not passed by the NH Legislature. A bill has now been passed and made into law, NH RSA
261:75-b, which allows the use of license plate readers with certain restrictions, some of which
are to protect the privacy of motorists. The bill also includes a “sunset” stipulation in which the
law expires in 10 years from its passing if not revisited. The license plate readers are expensive,
at a cost of approximately $12,000. Additional equipment is also required such as the computers
and internet connections that, due to our other technological efforts, were already in place.
Fortunately, with the assistance of the Sunapee Police Benevolent Association and private
donations, as well as tax payer funds, the Sunapee Police Department was able to purchase the
license plate readers. Chief Cahill has been involved in the legislation throughout the process of



bringing this technology to New Hampshire for the safety and security of our citizens and
officers. Lincoln Police currently hold the server on which the license plate readers
communicate. I believe other agencies will be adopting the technology in New Hampshire.
Please feel free to contact me at the station at 763-5555 or email me at
e.neill.cobb@sunapeepd.com if you have further questions or if you’d like to see a
demonstration of e-ticketing or the LPRs. I’m also at most of the Coffee with the Chief events
and would be happy to discuss or demonstrate them.




