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I. PROCEDURAL HISTORY

On July 26, 2010, Public Service Company of New Hampshire (PSNH) filed a petition

for approval of a Power Purchase Agreement (PPA) with Laidlaw Berlin BioPower, LLC

(Laidlaw) for the acquisition of energy, capacity and renewable energy certificates (RECs).

With its petition, PSNH filed the supporting testimony of Gary A. Long, President of PSNH;

Terrance J. Large, Director of Business Planning and Customer Support Services for PSN}T;

Richard C. Labrecque, Manager of Supplemental Energy Sources for the Company; and Dr. Lisa

K. Shapiro, an economist consulting with PSNH. PSNH also filed a motion for confidential
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treatment of pricing infonnation in the PPA and for portions of Mr. Labrecque’s testimony

which discussed the pricing terms.

On August 3, 2010, the Office of Consumer Advocate (OCA) filed notice of its intent to

participate in this docket on behalf of residential utility consumers pursuant to RSA 363:28. On

September 1, 2010, the Commission issued an Order ofNotice establishing a Prehearing

Conference for September 29, 2010.

On August 17, 2010, Laidlaw filed a Petition for Intervention and Motion for Expedited

Consideration. Concord Steam filed a petition for intervention on September 3, 2010. Petitions

to intervene were filed on September 24, 2010 by Clean Power Development (CPD);

Bridgewater Power Company, L.P., Pinetree Power, Inc., Pinetree Power-Tamworth, Inc.,

Springfield Power LLC, Whitefield Power & Light Company, and Indeck Energy -- Alexandria,

LLC (collectively, the Wood Independent Power Producers (Wood IPPs)); Edrest Properties,

LLC (Edrest) and the City of Berlin. New England Power Generators Association, Inc.

(NEPGA) filed a petition to intervene on September 28, 2010.

Also, on September 28, 2010, PSNH filed an objection to all petitions to intervene with

the exception of the City of Berlin. On September 29, 2010, Laidlaw filed an objection to all

pending petitions to intervene, also with the exception of the City of Berlin. The prehearing

conference was held on September 29, 2010. At the prehearing conference, the Commission

granted all pending motions for intervention.

II. PRELIMINARY POSITIONS OF THE PARTIES AND STAFF

A. Public Service Company of New Hampshire

PSNH stated that state policies and objectives regarding environmental improvement call

for increased use of renewable energy resources. The Company said that one of its strategies to
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achieve these goals includes entering into strategic renewable resource based power purchase

agreements like the PPA with Laidlaw. At the same time, PSN}T said it intended to meet these

goals in a cost competitive manner from a customer viewpoint. According to PSMH, because the

Laidlaw facility is a new renewable energy project, it will not oniy advance the enviromnental

goals of state energy policy, but will also provide the Company with the Class I (new renewable)

RECs it needs to comply with the electric renewable portfolio standard (RPS) of RSA 362-F.

According to the Company, a Wood Price Adjustment (WPA) provision in the PPA will

provide market adjustments to the negotiated cost of power. In addition, the Company explained

that the PPA contains two options for PSNET to purchase the facility from Laidlaw under certain

circumstances, one before the contract terminates and the other at the end of the contract term.

PSNH said that approval of the PPA is a prerequisite to moving forward with the financing,

construction and eventual operation of the facility

The Company stated that the Laidlaw facility will provide environmental benefits as well

as economic benefits including jobs for up to 40 positions as well as approximately 200 indirect

jobs in the region. According to PSNH, the plant is eligible for federal tax credits provided that

construction begins before the end of the year. On that basis, PSNH supported Laidlaw’s motion

for expedited consideration of the petition and said that one of the reasons it objected to the

motions to intervene is the delay that would result from the intervention of additional parties.

Regarding its motion for confidential treatment of certain financial information contained

in the PPA and in Mr. Labrecque’s testimony, PSNH maintained that the Commission has

granted confidential treatment for similar information contained in PPAs in the past, although

PSN}{ also acknowledged that the purchases contemplated with this PPA are substantially larger

than those envisioned under prior PPAs.
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B. Laidlaw Berlin BioPower, LLC

Laidlaw agreed with PSNH’s position and requested that the Commission approve the

PPA by November 10, 2010. According to Laidlaw, its project qualifies for new market tax

credits. Those credits have already been allocated for the project, and the project is at risk of

losing the tax credits if it does not close the financing by November 15, 2010. The project is also

at risk of losing additional tax credits if it is not “in construction” by the end of the year. For the

purpose of qualifying for tax credits, “in construction” means the commencement of

construction, which can include the ordering of equipment and on-site or field work. Laidlaw

confirmed that the project is still financially viable if no tax credits are available. Nonetheless,

Laidlaw emphasized the benefits to the local community resulting from the tax credits. Because

the financial closing depends on finality of the PPA, Laidlaw urged the Commission to proceed

with an expedited schedule.

C. Clean Power Development, LLC

CPD stated that it is a New Hampshire limited liability company focusing on the

development of renewable and sustainable wood-fueled biomass-energy facilities. CPD said it

wanted to construct a biomass plant known as the Berlin Clean Power Facility. According to

CPD, despite numerous attempts, CPD’s efforts to negotiate a PPA with PSNH were rebuffed by

the Company. CPD said it has a complaint pending before the Commission in Docket No. DE

09-067 that raises issues related to PSNH’s willingness to discuss a power purchase agreement

with CPD.

Regarding the petition to intervene, CPD said it and the Wood IPPs have standing to

intervene as competitors and that no case law disallows intervention by competitors. Regarding

the request for expedited approval of the PPA, CPD stated that is not opposed to an expedited
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schedule so long as the schedule allows for due process and reasonable discovery. CPD did note

that PSNH and Laidlaw had a letter agreement in September 2008 and are only now seeking

approval and on an expedited basis.

Finally, regarding PSNH’ s motion for confidential treatment, CPD stated that it had no

objection to the motion, but claimed that CPD and the Wood IPPS should have access to the

confidential information so that they are fully informed about the terms of the PPA and able to

meaningfully address all issues in this proceeding.

B. Wood IPPs

The Wood IPPs said that the Commission should fully explore the 20-year contract

before approving it. The Wood IPPs asserted that the Commission should not expedite the

review process because it will foreclose due process opportunities for intervenors. The Wood

IPPs stated that they have a direct economic interest because a 20-year contract for the Laidlaw

facility will affect the price and availability of wood for competitors of Laidlaw The Wood IPPs

pointed out that PSNH intends to purchase the RECs associated with the power supplied by

Laidlaw to meet the Company’s Class I RPS requirements. According to the Wood LPPs, the

proposed PPA will affect the price of wood products, the market for IPP energy and customer

rates and will interfere with local small biomass facilities and wood suppliers. The Wood IPPs

cautioned that these small biomass facilities could go out of business as a result of approval of

the Laidlaw PPA.

Regarding the request for confidential treatment of financial information, the Wood IPPs

agreed that information should be withheld from public disclosure, but that all participants in this

matter should have access to the information. The Wood ll~Ps suggested that any intervenors
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wanting access to the confidential information could enter into confidentiality agreements with

PSNH and Laidlaw, if necessary.

E. New England Power Generators Association, Inc.

NEPGA stated that its interest in this matter is based on policy issues, specifically the

process that PSNH employed to enter into the PPA. NEPGA said that its member companies

have an interest in ensuring that PSN}I’s solicitation process in this proceeding was fair and

open to all willing participants in order to procure the most reliable and cost-effective electricity

available. NEPGA opined that it would be beneficial to combine the docket examining

procurement, Docket No. DE 10-160, with the instant proceeding. Regarding an expedited

process, NEPGA cautioned that the Commission should not move too quickly because the

resolution of Docket No. DE 10-160 may impact this proceeding.

F. Concord Steam

Concord Steam stated that the Commission has a responsibility to all ratepayers in New

Hampshire and opined that the PPA is not in the public’s best interest. According to Concord

Steam, the PPA will adversely affect Concord Steam because its above-market pass-through

provision for wood purchases will have a substantial upward impact on wood prices. Higher

wood prices will require that Concord Steam pay more for its existing wood heating plant and for

its proposed wood fired combined heat and power plant. Concord Steam also argued that the

PPA will allow PSNH to create a monopoly for Class I RECs and undermine the competitive

market promoted by RSA 374-F.

With respect to PSNH’s motion for confidential treatment, Concord Steam stated that it is

in the interests of the intervenors to have access to the information and that lack of access to the

information would render the intervenors unable to participate fully in this matter. Regarding the
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request for expedited consideration of this proceeding, Concord Steam opposed an expedited

schedule and said that the issues should be carefully considered.

G. City of Berlin

The City of Berlin stated its cautious support for the PPA and for the expedited schedule.

According to the City, the Laidlaw project is vitally important to the city and surrounding area in

terms ofjobs and economic benefits that will result from its construction and operation. As the

host community for the Laidlaw plant, the City of Berlin said it should be granted intervenor

status and noted that PSNH and Laidlaw have no objection to its request for intervention.

Regarding the issue of confidentiality, the City stated that it wants access to the unredacted

material and is willing to enter into a confidentiality agreement.

H. Edrest Properties

Mr. Edwards said that he is concerned about rising electric rates that can be attributed to

the absence of competitive bidding for a PPA. Edrest owns and/or leases properties with electric

heat and services that can be substantially impacted by rate increases triggered by the absence of

competitive bidding. According to Mr. Edwards, approval of this PPA may threaten the

continued operation of numerous North Country biomass companies that support the backbone

ofNorth Country. Such an effect can, in turn, lead to the downward spiral of significant tax

revenue through closure of these facilities that provide a significant portion ofNorth Country

revenue through taxes and jobs. Regarding the motion for confidential treatment, Mr. Edwards

said that rate payers should be able to know the costs associated with the PPA.

I. Office of Consumer Advocate

The OCA took no position at the prehearing conference and stated that it will be working

with Staff and the parties through the discovery process. The OCA said it will carefully review
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the procurement policy, the wood price adjustment and purchase power agreement among other

factors and anticipates utilizing a consultant for further review of the information.

The OCA took no position on the motion for confidential treatment. Regarding the

request for an expedited proceeding, the OCA stated its concern that the deadline proposed by

Laidlaw will be challenging.

J. Staff

Staff stated that it had not commenced discovery, but upon conclusion of its review of the

docket, it will be making a recommendation to the Commission regarding the filing. Staff also

noted that in the matter of PSNH’s PPA with Lempster Wind, Docket No. DE 08-077, the

proceeding took 12 months. Staff expressed concern about the requested expedited schedule.

Staff said that the tentative procedural schedule it had developed did not contemplate a hearing

before February 2011. Staff did not take a position on the motion for confidential treatment at

the time of the prehearing conference. Staff stated its support for the motions to intervene filed

by the Wood IPPs, but did not take a position on the other pending motions for intervention.

Following the prehearing conference, Staff met in technical session with the parties and

submitted a proposed procedural schedule to the Commission. In addition, Staff requested that

the Commission promptly consider the merits of PSNH’s motion for confidential treatment as

several intervenors stated that access to that information is necessary for their analysis of the

PPA between PSNH and Laidlaw. The proposed procedural schedule is as follows:

Rolling Data Requests October 8 through October 25, 2010
Last Day for Responses to Data Requests November 2, 2010
Staff7lntervenor Testimony November 23, 2010
Data Requests on Staff/Intervenor Testimony December 2, 2010
Responses to December 2nd Data Requests December 15, 2010
Rebuttal Testimony December 22, 2010
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In its letter, Staff also mentioned that the parties had agreed to an expedited discovery

schedule, which provided that responses would be made as soon as possible, but no later than ten

calendar days from the issuance of discovery requests. Further, the Parties and Staff agreed that

recipients of data requests would have five calendar days within which to object to data requests,

and requesting parties would have five calendar days to file motions to compel.

III. COMMISSION ANALYSIS

A. Motions for Intervention

In reviewing petitions for intervention the Commission considers the facts alleged in the

petition and determines whether the petition has demonstrated “rights, duties, privileges,

immunities or other substantial interests [that] may be affected by the proceeding. . . .“ RSA

541 -A:32, 1(b). If it finds that the petition meets this test, and that the intervention would not

impair the orderly and prompt conduct of the proceeding, the intervention is granted.

Alternatively, the Commission may grant intervention in the interest ofjustice so long as the

intervention “would not impair the orderly and prompt conduct of the proceedings.” RSA 541-

A:32, II.

Laidlaw, as a party to the proposed PPA has interests directly affected by this proceeding

and its intervention is therefore granted. The Wood LPPs, Concord Steam and CPD are all

existing or potential competitors of the proposed Laidlaw facility and thus have interests

affected by this proceeding. As a result, their interventions are all granted. Mr. Edwards and

the City of Berlin are ratepayers who may be affected by the purchased power costs incurred by

PSNTEI resulting from the approval of this PPA and their eventual recovery in PSN}I energy

service rates, and are therefore granted intervention. The NEPGA has expressed an interest on

behalf of its members in the process used to negotiate this PPA and we grant its intervention as
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a matter of discretion. We reiterate here that the Wood IPPs, CPD, Concord Steam and NEPGA

have expressed common or similar interests and that, as a result, they should endeavor to

consolidate or coordinate their discovery, testimony, cross examination, argument and other

written submissions.

B. Motion for Protective Order

With the petition, PSNH filed a Motion for Confidential Treatment pursuant to N.H.

Code Admin. Rules Puc 203.08 (a) and RSA 91-A:5 for the detailed pricing information

contained in the PPA and the unredacted testimony of Richard C. Labrecque. According to

PSNH, the pricing terms and the information contained in the unredacted testimony represent

confidential, commercial, or financial information exempt from the Right-to-Know Law pursuant

to RSA 91-A:5, TV. PSNH said that the PPA was the result of protracted and detailed

confidential negotiations. The Company pointed out that the PPA includes a term requiring both

PSNH and Laidlaw to use “reasonable efforts to minimize the scope of any disclosure and have

the recipients maintain the confidentiality of any documents or confidential information covered

by this provision, including, if appropriate, seeking a protective order or similar mechanism in

connection with any disclosure.” Article 26.1 of the PPA, cited at PSNH Motion at 2. PSNH

claimed that if the PPA’s pricing provisions are not protected disclosure would be detrimental to

PSNH’ s ability to attract negotiating partners in the future as well as Laidlaw’ s competitive

position in the marketplace. PSNH cited several proceedings where the Commission had granted

confidential treatment for similar confidential, commercial, or financial information including

Docket No. DE 08-077 concerning a PPA and Renewable Energy Certificate Option Agreement

between PSNH and Lempster Wind. Order No. 24,965 (May 1, 2009).
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The Right-to-Know Law provides each citizen with the right to inspect public

information in the possession of the Commission. RSA 91-A:4, I. RSA 91-A:5, IV exempts

from public disclosure any records that constitute confidential, commercial, or financial

information. In Lamy v. New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission, 152 N.H. 106 (2005), the

New Hampshire Supreme Court described a three-step analysis it uses to determine whether

information should be protected from public disclosure pursuant to the Right-to-Know law. We

apply the three-step analysis in reviewing motions for confidential treatment filed with the

Commission. See, e.g., Unitil Corporation and Northern Utilities, Inc., Order No. 25,014

(September 22, 2009) and Public Service Co. ofNew Hampshire, Order No. 25,037 (October 30,

2009).

First, the analysis requires an evaluation of whether there is a privacy interest at stake that

would be invaded by the disclosure. If no such interest is at stake, the Right-to-Know Law

requires disclosure. Second, when a privacy interest is at stake, the public’s interest in disclosure

is assessed. Disclosure should inform the public of the conduct and activities of its government;

if the information does not serve that purpose, disclosure is not warranted. Finally, when there is

a public interest in disclosure, that interest is balanced against any privacy interests in non

disclosure.

In furtherance of the Right-to-Know Law, the Commission’s rule on requests for

confidential treatment, Puc 203.08, is designed to facilitate the balancing test required by the

relevant case law. The rule requires petitioners to: (1) provide the material for which

confidential treatment is sought or a detailed description of the types of information for which

confidentiality is sought; (2) reference specific statutory or common law authority favoring
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confidentiality; and (3) provide a detailed statement of the harm that would result from

disclosure to be weighed against the benefits of disclosure to the public. Puc 203.08 (b).

The pricing terms for which PSNH seeks confidential treatment include: (1) the base

price for energy on a per megawatt hour (MWh) basis; (2) a reference price for wood and the

multiplier used in the WPA to modify the base energy price; (3) the price of capacity and the

annual increment used to calculate the future price of capacity; (4) the price of the Class I RECs

and the annual increment used to calculate the future cost of Class I RECs; (5) the value of

property to be protected by title insurance; (6) portions of Mr. Labrecque’s testimony regarding

the foregoing; and (7) Schedule RCL- 1 of Mr. Labrecque’s testimony, which depicts the

estimated prices of energy, capacity and RECs over the proposed 20 year term of the contract.

Because this information is a product of confidential business negotiations between PSNH and

Laidlaw and has not otherwise been publicly disclosed, we agree that it is confidential,

commercial, or financial information in which the companies have a privacy stake.

Step two in the three-step analysis requires us to examine whether there is a public

benefit or interest in the disclosure of the identified information. The purpose in our examination

is whether the disclosure of the information would inform the public of the Commission’s

conduct of its authority. We find that the disclosure of this information is central to the public’s

understanding of how the Commission evaluates whether this particular PPA meets the public

interest standard as articulated in RSA 362-F:9, II. The statute provides that, in determining the

public interest, the Commission must find that the proposal is, on balance, “substantially

consistent with the following factors:

(a) The efficient and cost-effective realization of the purposes and goals of this chapter;

(b) The restructuring policy principles of RSA 374-F:3;
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(c) The extent to which such multi-year procurements are likely to create a reasonable
mix of resources, in combination with the company’s overall energy and capacity
portfolio, in light of the energy policy set forth in RSA 378:3 7 and either the
distribution company’s integrated least cost resource plan pursuant to RSA 378:3 7-
41, if applicable, or a portfolio management strategy for default service procurement
that balances potential benefits and risks to default service customers;

(d) The extent to which such procurement is conducted in a manner that is
administratively efficient and promotes market-driven competitive innovations and
solutions; and

(e) Economic development and environmental benefits for New Hampshire.” RSA 362-

F:9, II.

Absent disclosure of the pricing terms and details, the public’s ability to understand how

the Commission reaches a finding on most of these factors would be diminished; particularly

with regard to factors (a) and (c) relating to “cost-effective realization” of the purposes of RSA

362-F and whether the procurement is consistent with PSN}T’s most recent least cost resource

plan. Disclosure of the pricing terms would permit a fully transparent review of the costs of the

PPA. However, it is not apparent to us how the disclosure of the value ofproperty to be

protected by title insurance will inform the public of the Commission’s conduct. While it is a

provision of the proposed form of purchase option agreement, it is not apparent that it will be a

factor in the Commission’s evaluation of the proposal and thus we do not find a public benefit in

disclosure of this information at this time.

Finally, we must determine whether the harm to the Company in disclosing the pricing

details outweighs the benefits of disclosure to the public. PSNH states that the pricing terms are

a product of confidential negotiations and that the disclosure of the pricing terms could affect

PSNH and Laidlaw’s ability to negotiate such contracts in the future. We do not find that the

possibility of such harm outweighs the public interest in being informed of the pricing terms of

the contract inasmuch as approval of a PPA of this size could make future PPAs less likely.
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Indeed, in this case in his prefiled testimony (at p. 5) PSNH President Gary Long states that “[alt

this time, PSNH’s interest in entering into additional long term power purchase agreements is

highly limited.” We, therefore, deny the motion for confidential treatment and direct PSNH to

promptly provide the information at issue, except for the value ofproperty to be protected by

title insurance, to the interveners in this docket and to file an unredacted copy of the PPA as well

as Mr. Labrecque’ s testimony and exhibits in the public record of this proceeding.

C. Procedural Matters

At the prehearing conference, there was a request that we take administrative notice of

the Site Evaluation Committee’s (SEC) record in its review of Laidlaw’s petition to build the

biomass facility. Both the Administrative Procedures Act, RSA 541-A:33, V, and our

procedural rules, N.H. Code Admin. R Puc 203.27, allow the Commission to take “official

notice” of the record of other proceedings before the Commission. The SEC, however, is a

separate agency and its docket is not a Commission proceeding. As a result, we are not in a

position to take administrative notice of the Laidlaw proceeding before the SEC. To the extent

that parties wish to introduce information from the SEC proceeding in this proceeding, they may

seek that information through discovery of Laidlaw.

We approve the proposed procedural schedule as recommended by Staff along with the

agreed-upon process for discovery and related objections and motions to compel. We are

mindful that discovery disputes may impact the procedural schedule and we will consider

requests for modifications to the procedural schedule as needed and will act promptly on such

requests.

Based upon the foregoing, it is hereby

ORDERED, that the procedural schedule as proposed is APPROVED; and it is



DE 10-195 15 -

FURTHER ORDERED, that the pending motions to intervene are GRANTED; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that PSNH’s motion for protective order is DENIED, with the

exception of the value of property to be protected by title insurance.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this fifteenth day of

October, 2010.
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CHRISTOPHER CROSWELL LIAM P DOHERTY SANDRA GAGNON
812 BEECH ST 185 BRENT ST 124 BOUTWELL ST
MANCHESTER NH 03104 MANCHESTER NH 03103 MANCHESTER NH 03102

RON CURTIS JUAN FONSECA JR JOSEPH T GALLAGHER
202 SPRING ST 29 KRISTIN DR 176 NORFOLK ST
FARMINGTON NH 03835 DERRY NH 03038 MANCHESTER NH 03103

KAREN CUSSON BRIAN FONTAINE JOHN T GALLUS
2110 CANDIA RD 238 VALLEY ST 107 NORTH MAIN ST RM 302
MANCHESTER NH 03109 MANCHESTER NH 03102 CONCORD NH 03301-4951

RICHARD D BOB FORCIER TRINIDAD GALVES
12 SWAIN RD 107 TEN ROD RD 33 CONGRESS ST APT 11
BARRINGTON NH 03825 ROCHESTER NH 03867 NASHUA NH 03062

TONY DAIFANIO ANDREW FORTIN JEFFREY GARDNER
380 NEW BOSTON 66 PARK ST APT 3 760 RIVER RD
CANDIA NH 03034 NORTHFIELD NH 03276 WEARE NH 03281

SHAWN DESAOSIERS RICHARD FREDERICK BRIAN GENTILE
367 MILSTONE AVE APT 2 99 CLINTON ST UNIT 207 37 BARBARO DR
MANCHESTER NH 03102 CONCORD NH 03301 ROCHESTER NH 03867

DAVID DESMARAIS JIM FUCELLA MAURICE GINGVAS
226 HIGHLAND ST 7 CHESTERFIELD DR 78 GREEN RD
MANCHESTER NH 03104 CONCORD NH 03301 RAYMOND NH 03077

GEORGE DEVON DAN FUDALA PAUL GRENIER
16 JOFFRE ST 510 AMHERST ST 168 MAIN ST
CONCORD NH 03301 MANCHESTER NH 03104 BERLIN NH 03570

DANIEL DIGMAN JOSEPH N GAGNON STEVEN D GRIFFIN
15 HENDERSON RD 234 EMERALD DR P0 BOX 67
GILFORD NH 03249 BARRINGTON NH 03825 BERLIN NHH 03570-0067
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LAURA HAINCY JOHN HOLMES MARCO LACASSE
34PARKST 11LOUAVE 12JOANNEDR
ROCHESTER NH 03867 SALEM NH 03079 HOOKSEYI’ NH 03106

ANDY HALE RICK HORNE ROBERT LAKII’J
121 MAIN ST 121 LIBERTY HILL RD 59 MIDDLE RTE
PEMBROKE NH 03275 BEDFORD NH 03110 GILMANTON IRON WORKS NH 03837

ARNOLD P HANSON JR JOE HOSHORIAN JAMES M LANCASTER
P0 BOX 67 51 ADAMS PARK 212 DOVER POINT RD
BERLIN NH 03570~0067 RYE NH 03870 DOVER NH 03820

CHARLES HARTE KEVIN HUDSON DANA LANGTON
83 SAGAMORE ST 27 BROMO RD 2 CORNFIELD DR
MANCHESTER NH 03104 BERWICK ME 03901 SOMERSWORTH NH 03878

LEW HENRY DAN JORDAN RICHARD LAURENCE
87 HALLS HILL RD 48 AIRPORT RD 22 BLUEBERRY HILL RD
GILMANTON IRON WORKS NH 03837 CONCORD NH 03301 RAYMOND NH 03077

CHRIS HILL BURNHAM A JUDD JAMES R LAVOTE
375 LIL[’LE WAY P0 BOX 10 14 FIRST ST
NEWINGTON NH 03801 WEST STEWARTSTOWN NH 03597 GORHAM NH 03581

JC HILL ROBERT KAPLAN PHILLIP LEARY
681 KINGS HWY P0 BOX 144 8 PEARL CT
MIDDLETON NH 03887 CTR BARNESTEAD NH 03225 MERRIMACK NH 03054

TERRY HILL KEVIN KEARNEY SEAN LECLAIRE
146 RUSSELL ST 13 HIGHLAND RIDGE RD P0 BOX 791
MANCHESTER NH 03104 BARRINGTON NH 03825 HAMPTON NH 03843

JOHN HOLBROOK KENNETH KELBLE DENNIS A LEGER
11 LEAWOOD AVE 54 EVERGREEN AVE 125 PINE ST
KEENE NH 03431 FRANKLIN NH 03235 MANCHESTER NH 03103
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SUSAN C LORD JESSE MICHALIDES CLAYTON NAYOR
66 ALEXANDER DR 42 GARVIN AVE 442 ROCKLAND AVE
MANCHESTER NH 03109 MANCHESTER NH 03109 MANCHESTER NH 03102

PATRICK MACQUEEN JOE P MILLER-ORDWAY TIM NERAT
168 MAIN ST 302 E SALISBURY HWY 101 YOUNG RD
BERLIN NH 03570 ANDOVER NH 03216 BARRINGTON NH 03825

MAX MAKAITIS STEPHEN MONAHAN MARK NEVILLE
961 MAIN ST 4 CALDWELL LANE MERRILL RD
BERLIN NH 03570 BARRINGTON NH 03825 CANDIA NH 03034

R P MARTEN GLEN MONTMINY ANTHONY PECCE
42 DEERFIELD RD 34 HIGGINS ST 1025 BOUND TREE RD
RAYMOND NH 03077 MANCHESTER NH 03102 HOPKINTON NH 03229

CHELSEA MASUCCI MICHAEL MORON JR ALBERTA PEREZ
25 MCDANIEL SHORE DR 72 DUNLAP ST 190 CENTRAL ST
BARRINGTON NH 03825 MANCHESTER NH 03102 HUDSON NH 03061

ROB E MCKEAGE MARC MORRISSEYI’E LUKE PESATURO
P0 BOX 261 35 ELMER AVE 2 ROCK POND RD
LANCASTER NH 03584 HOOKSE17NH 03106 WINDHAMNH 03087

FRANK H MCLEAN CHARLES MORRISSEY MIKE PHILLIPS
975 BANFIELD RD 5 WALTER MAYNARD PC BOX 113
PORTSMOUTH NH 03801 TEMPLE NH 03084 CTR HARBOR NH 03226

JOHN MCMAHON GARY MORTENSEN DONALD R PROVENCHER
6 SPIRIT CREEK RD 250 BRIDGE ST 289 PINEBROOK PL
ROCHESTER NH 03839 BERLIN NH 03570 MANCHESTER NH 03109

PAUL METHOT DZEVAD MUMINOVIC STEVEN B RAMSTROM
15 COVE ST 142 ASHLAND ST #2 16 WHITES GROVE
GOFFSTOWN NH 03045 MANCHESTER NH 03104 NOTTINGHAM NH 03290
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STEPHEN RAYNO KEVIN ROTHWELL WAYNE STEVENS
151 VICTORY DR 1320 HANOVER ST 32 HARDY RD
FRANKLIN NH 03235 MANCHESTER NH 03104 LOUDON NH 03307

ANTHONY RENNELL HENRY SANTAUMO JASON SUMMERS
203 MOSE RD 31 DIXON ST 28 NICOLA RD
MANCHESTER NH 03104 LACONIA NH 03246 MIDDLETON NH 03887

JAKE REPOSA DAVID SCHEFER CHUCK SURETTE
349 UNION RD 507 MANCHESTER ST 14 OLD MEADOW RD
BELMONT NH 03220 MANCHESTER NH 03103 THORNTON NH 03215

SCOYf REYNOLDS DOUG SCHMAL LOUIS SWEENEY
226 CROSS RD 292 PRESCOTT RD 72 WEST ST
STRAFFORD NH 03884 EPPING NH 03042 CONCORD NH 03301

DREW ROBERTS WAYNE SCHOCH WILLIAM TANCREDE
981 VALLEY ST P0 BOX 153 13 REGENCY DR
MANCHESTER NH 03103 DEERFIELD NH 03037 BEDFORD NH 03110

LEO ROBICHAUD GREG SCRIBUER ALAN W TAVCLIF
25 1/2 WOOD ST 42 AVA LANE 186 CHESTNUT DR
BERLIN NH 03570 FREMONT NH 03044 GILFORD NH 03249

JAMES ROBINSON WILLIAM SEVER1NO ROBERT L THEBERGE
35 DUSTA DR 175 VARNEY RD P0 BOX 271
BOSCAWEN NH 03303 CTR BARNESTEAD NH 03225 BERLIN NH 03570-0271

JAMES ROSIAK MICHAEL SHEA RICHARD C TREMBLY
13 WOODCREST DR P0 BOX 211 P0 BOX 205
OSSIPEE NH 03864 ALTON NH 03809 FARMINGTON NH 03835

JASON ROSKO DANIELLE SMITH STEVE VACHON
9 WINDHAM RD 8 BALCOM RD 14 GARRISON RD
HUDSON NH 03051 PELHAM NH 03076 SALEM NH 03079
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BRIAN WANEINOR
277 EAST WASHINGTON RD
HILLSBOROUGH NH 03244

DANA J WENTWORTH
3 COLONIAL DR
GONIC NH 03839

MICHAEL WHEELER
57 DTJNBARTON CTR RD
BOW NH 03304

GALE WHITEHOUSE
14 MORGAN WAY
DOVER NH 03820

DAVID WITHAUL
#3 HALLSWAY
NOTTINGHAM NH 03290

KEVIN WYLIE
736 WHITE OAKS RD
LACONIA NH 03246

JAYE YANOVITCH
263 SPRUCE ST #1
MANCHESTER NH 03103
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