UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE OFFICE OF ELECTRICITY DELIVERY AND ENERGRELIABILITY,
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Northern Pass Transmission, LLC OE Docket No. BP1-
Application for Presidential Permit

MOTION TO STAY PROCEEDINGS AND
FOR PREPARATION OF COMPREHENSIVE ASSESSMENT OF NEED FOR
IMPORTS OF CANADIAN ENERGY INTO NORTHEASTERN UNITED STATES

Consistent with Rule 212 of the Federal EnergyuRegry Commission’s (“FERC”)
Rules of Practice and Procedure, 18 C.F.R. § 385th& Conservation Law Foundation, Inc.
(“CLF"), the Ammonoosuc Conservation Trust, the Algzhian Mountain Club, the
Appalachian Trail Conservancy, the Coos Communépdsits Alliance, the North Country
Council, Owl’'s Nest Resort & Golf Club, the Sociéty the Protection of New Hampshire
Forests, and the undersigned individuals, all igeers in the above-captioned docket
(hereinafter, the “Interveners”), hereby move th8.WDepartment of Energy (“DOE”) (i) to
prepare a comprehensive Environmental Impact Sete(ElS”) providing a regional
assessment of the need for imports of Canadiamgmao the northeastern United States (the
“Northeast”) and the best means of meeting any seell, as discussed herein; (ii) to stay all
proceedings and National Environmental Policy ABEHPA”) review of the application of
Northern Pass Transmission, LLC (“NPT”) for a Pdesitial Permit (the “Application”) pending
the completion of such comprehensive EIS; andtfinender a written decision on such motion
within thirty (30) days. As grounds therefor, théerveners state as follows:
Background

1. The Application seeks a Presidential Permit fromEDXO construct an

international electric transmission line (the “fad]) that would cross the Québec-New



Hampshire border and transmit up to 1,200 megawWatd/”) of electric power from Québec
utility Hydro-Québec and its subsidiaries and &ffds (collectively or individually, “HQ") into

the New England electric grid The Project—both on its own, and in combinatiagthwther
projects involving importation of electricity geaged in Canada—has significant environmental,
economic, and energy implications in both the UWhBates and in Canada.

2. DOE is currently in the “scoping” phase of its NER&view of the Application.
See’6 Fed. Reg. 7,828 (Feb. 11, 2011) (announcingtiote to prepare an EIS, conduct public
scoping meetings, and accept written scoping consrfesm the public); 76 Fed. Reg. 21,338
(Apr. 15, 2011) (reopening scoping period throughelJ14, 2011). On information and belief,
following the withdrawal of DOE’s former contractid®Mormandeau Associates, DOE does not
currently have a contractor to assist the agenty preparation of the EIS.

3. As a practical matter, DOE’s preparation of the Ed8not begin in earnest until
the scoping phase of its NEPA review has concladetlit has engaged a contractor to assist
with preparation of the EIS. Several of the mosdrdre have requested that, before DOE begins
to work on the EIS in earnest, DOE issue and aquéiplic comment on a pre-scoping, pre-draft-
EIS report to describe the alternatives and categoif impacts that will be addressed in detail in
the EIS. Seeletter from CLF et al., dated March 31, 20&fhttp://www.northernpasseis.us/

comments/Scopinginterveners/ SCI_Tlrw_33111.pdf.

! NPT intends to construct and operate the Prajemtcordance with the terms of a TransmissioniServ

Agreement between NPT and HQ that has been fildd arid accepted by FERC, whereby HQ will pay all
costs associated with developing the line in exghdor the priority rights to transmission servibeough
the Project over the agreement’s forty-year teBeeOrder Accepting Transmission Service Agreement,
134 FERC 1 61,095 (Feb. 11, 2011) (“[NPT] will deye site, finance, construct, own and maintain the
NPT Line. It will sell 1,200 MW of firm transmissn service over the NPT Line to HQ Hydro over a 40-
year term. [HQ] will be responsible for providiagproximately $1.1 billion in initial constructi@osts

and return on such costs, necessary additionalat@ipenditures and return, and other expenses
associated with the line over the 40-year operagng of the TSA. [HQ] plans to recover these gost
through competitive sales of wholesale power inNlkeg/ England market.”).
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Projects, Plans, and Considerations Related to tHenportation of Canadian Power into the
United States

4, DOE is currently considering the Presidential Peapplication of another
international transmission project—the Champlaimstn Power Express (“CHPE”)—which is
proposed to import 1,000 MW of electric power fr@anada into the New York grid via
underground and submerged High Voltage Direct Gatransmission lines. DOE has
completed the scoping phase of its NEPA reviewldPE.

5. The Project is an element of a letegm, largescale strategy, advanced by HQ, a
crown corporation wholly owned by the Province aféRec and by the provincial government
of Québec itself, to expand hydedectric and other generation in Québec and ineregports to
the United States. Specifically:

a. The Province of Québec’s tgmar energy strategy (20@®15) calls for
increasing generation capacity through new hydobeteand other projects totaling

4,500 MW and, with this increased capacity, steppip exports of power to neighboring

control areas, including New England and New YdBeeQuébec Energy Strategy

(2006:2015), English summary atM, available athttp://www.mrnf.gouv.qc.ca/english/

publications/energy/strategy/energlyategy20062015summary.pdf (“The 4,500 MW

added capacity will be sufficient to meet Québéargrterm demand, promote
wealth-creating industrial development, and support export. The Government also
intends to ensure that Québec is able to increasdeictricity exports, once its own needs
have been met. It has therefore mandated [HQg¢inbdiscussions with potential

partners in view of signing electricity export agmeents.”).

2 SeeNPT Addendum to Application at 6 (Feb. 15, 2011).
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b. Québec has also announced an economic developaearfbpits
northern territory through 2035—"Plan Nord"—that @masizes new generation projects
totaling an additional 3,500 MW, including 3,000 MWhydroelectric capacity, to
support Québec’s energy strate@ee, e.g.Plan Nord Working Document (Nov. 2009),
available athttp://www.plannord.gouv.gc.ca/english/documenésimord.pdf.

C. A major objective of HQ's strategic plan (20@913) is to expand
generation capacity to increase exports to New amdk New EnglandSee
Hydro-Québec Strategic Plan (20@913) at 1927, available at
http://www.hydroquebec.com/ publications/en/streteglan/pdf/plarstrategique
-20092013.pdf (“As a result of recent and ongoing hytoiic development projects,
Hydro-Québec Production expects to have the generatparitg needed to ensure
export growth. By 2013, we will have nearly 24 T\Athour disposal. This margin of
flexibility will enable us to increase the volumeaur exports.”);id. at 42 (“We will
continue our initiatives to increase interconneciapacity with the U.S. Northeast and
neighboring Canadian provinces. Furthermore, stitpeconfirmation of requests for
transmission services, we plan to build a 1,200 MWrconnection with New England
by 2014. ... We also plan to upgrade the New Yotdgrconnection (Chateauguay
substation). With import and export capabilityistimterconnection plays a major role in
energy interchanges between Québec and the UniesS We will coordinate the work
with the U.S. operators to reduce impacts on servit/e are considering other projects
to ensure londgerm operability and are keeping up our efforteeintain or increase the

exploitable capacity of all our interconnectionilities.”). HQ also envisions using



increased interconnections with the Ontario gridxtend the reach of its exports to

western New York and the U.S. MidweSee idat 26.

6. The Application, Québec’s and HQ’s broader strategyncrease generation
capacity and exports to the United States, an€CthieE project also arise in the context of other
planning and considerations in the United Statesmpeng to Canadian imports, including the
following:

a. Since 2009, DOE and Canadian officials have begaged in a “U.S. —
Canada Clean Energy Dialogue” (the “Dialogue”). @héhe principal objectives of the
Dialogue’s Electric Grid working group is “increagiopportunities for trade in clean
electricity.” SeelU.S. — Canada Clean Energy Dialogue Strategic &l&n(Sept. 2009),
available athttp://www.energy.gov/news/documents/CED_ActioanPKcolor) pdf 2
(2).FINAL_9-15-09.pdf. A final report on the Dialogue is forthcow this year.

b. In April 2010, Maine enacted legislation intendegtomote new
transmission infrastructure along designated highavad other corridors, which could be
used to increase Maine’s capacity for imports fidew Brunswick. See2010 Me. Laws
ch. 655 (L.D. 1786). A new transmission line betwékw Brunswick and Maine has
been the subject of significant recent stu®ge, e.g.U. S. — Canada Clean Energy
Dialogue, Increasing Trade in Clean Electricityg$&mtation of Gordon van Welie,
President and CEO, Independent System OperatorB¥gland (“ISONE”), at 12 (May
20, 2010) at http://www.isene.com/pubs/pubcomm/ pres_spchs/2010/post_uscanada
_may2010.pdf; Phase Il of Maine Power Connectimjqet, at

http://www.mainepowerconnection.com/program_backgaspx.



C. In August 2010, Vermont agreed to a lelegm power purchase
agreement with HQ that allows Vermont to purchgséol225 megawatts of power,
predominantly hydroelectricity, starting in Novem2€12 and ending in 203&%ee
Press Release, Vermont and Québec reach new eagmegment (Aug. 12, 2010),
available athttp://www.hydroquebec.com/ 4d_includes/headliReaN2010129.htm.
The Vermont Public Service Board approved this egent on April 15, 2011See
Vermont Public Service Board, Order No. 76a@0http://psb.vermont.gov/sites/psb/files/
orders/2011/7670FinalOrder.pdf.

d. New Hampshire has recognized the potential rolgasfadian imports in
its Climate Action Plan (“CAP”), clearly statingahimports from HQ could play a role
in achieving the goals of the CAP providiat encouraging such imports would be
“complementary” to “developing non-G&@mitting generation in New Hampshire,”
would “facilitate retiring or curtailing the operan of fossil fuel-fired plants in New
England,” and would be undertaken only “with coesation for the broader
environmental impacts of the power sources as agethe impacts that this imported
power would have on the development of in-stateweale resources.See
N.H. CAP at 4445, available athttp://des.nh.gov/organization/divisions/air/tsb/
tps/climate/action_plan/nh_climate_action_plan.htm.

e. Massachusetts has incorporated “clean energy isiploom Canada,
including through the Project and additional priggemto its “Clean Energy and Climate
Plan for 2020.” SeeMassachusetts Executive Office of Energy and Emnwrental
Affairs, Massachusetts Clean Energy and Climata RIa2020 (Dec. 29, 2010) at ES-

10, 38, 45-46available athttp://www.mass.gov/Eoeea/docs/ eea/energy/2020i€le



energy-plan.pdfproviding for an “expanded policy” encouraging thmject and

additional imports).

7. In addition to specifically addressing the issu€ahadian energy imports, states
across the Northeast have adopted policies and gmaromote renewable energy, energy
efficiency, conservation, and the reduction of gremise gas emissions associated with the
generation and consumption of electricitithe nature and extent of Canadian imports ingo th
Northeast will have significant implications foree policies and goals.

DOE Must Conduct a Broad, Public Interest Review othe Nature and Extent of the
United States’ Need for Canadian Imports into the Mrtheast

8. The Presidential Permit process requires DOE taldeghether the Project is
“consistent with the public interest” of the Unit8thtes and may impose on the Project “such
conditions as the public interest may in its judgbrequire.” SeeExecutive Order 10,485, as
amended by Executive Order 12,038. In connectiibim tivis Project and more broadly as a
matter of the United States’ foreign energy politys imperative that DOE proactively and
critically assess whether Québec’s and HQ’s styattegncrease generation capacity and exports

to the United States is consistent with the “publterest,” including the energy needs of the

See, e.gNew England Governors’ Renewable Energy Bluegirk (Sept. 20095t
http://www.nescoe.com/uploads/September_Blueprit®.99 for_release.pdf (identifying development
of “significant quantity of untapped renewable n@s@s” as significant policy goal that would enalksw
England to meet renewable energy goals, reduanegion carbon-emitting generation resources, and
potentially exportlean power to neighboring systems); N.H. C8ligra at 3-8 (describing planned
actions to achieve goal of long-term reductionr@egihouse gas emissions of 80 percent below 198G&le
by 2050); Final Report and Recommendations of thee@or's Commission on Climate Chang&-&
(2007),at http://www.anr.state.vt.us/ anr/climatechange/P@sZC%20Final%20Report_pages%201-
10.pdf (describing recommendations, including “Bimy on Vermont's energy efficiency leadership and
renewable energy potential,” to achieve 75% radndh greenhouse gas emissions below 1990 lewels b
2050); Maine Department of Environmental Protectibinird Biennial Report on Progress toward
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals at (Feb. 1, 2800)-18,at http://www.maine.gov/dep/air/greenhouse/
pdf/Third%20Biennial%20Report%20FINAL%20ALL%20PAGER0CORRECTED%2002192010.pdf
(describing greenhouse gas emission mitigatiorrtsfisnderway or projected for 2010 — 2020, inclgdin
policies and investments in energy efficiency agmkwable and low-carbon energy sources, such aks win
and ocean energy); Massachusetts Clean Energylandt€ Plan for 202Csupra at ES-5 to ES-8
(describing portfolio of policies, including polés relating to electric supply, to achieve stafe@ma
greenhouse gas emissions of 25% below 1990 leye2920).
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Northeast (including a robust and reliable regiaattric transmission system); national,
regional and state clean energy policies and goatgnal, regional, and state economic
interests; and the protection of natural resouacesthe environment. This is a critical analysis
that DOE, as the nation’s lead agency on energgypohust conduct to proactively guide
important decision-making to advance the publinteriest (as opposed to merely reactmg
individual, piecemeal projects advanced by priveatities).

9. To ensure that DOE is making decisions that atg inuthe best interests of the
United States and the Northeast, DOE must eva(yatee nature and extent of the Northeast’s
need for Canadian imports of predominantly hydrctele power, taking into account the
nation’s, region’s, and states’ energy policies gadls, and (ii) the most efficient, least
impacting means of transmitting Canadian power ¢etnany such need. This evaluation
requires a broad regional review that considerthallprojects, plans, and considerations related
to the Application, including the CHPE project, lQ@ind Québec’s strategy to increase exports
to the Northeast, and all the other related devets, considerations and implications of
Canadian imports discusssdpra

10. To ensure sound decisions in the best public isterethe United States, it is
essential that DOE undertake this public interast@olicy review beforé proceeds with the
environmental review and decision-making associat#iilthe Application. Indeed, proceeding
with the pending Application before first deternmgithe United States’ needs as they relate to
Canadian imports into the Northeast region woulgunging the proverbial “cart before the
horse.” The broader, regional review requestedihavould effectively establish a master plan

for the region’s importation of Canadian power |ugiing whether and how that power fits into



the region’s broader energy needs and policiesyandd lead to better informed, sound
decision-making on individual projects, such asdhe at issue in this proceeding.

DOE Should Undertake Its Public Interest Review ofCanadian Imports in a
Comprehensive EIS

11. Under NEPA, DOE'’s review of the Project and anyikinprojects (including
CHPE) must fully analyze and characterize the emrental, economic, and energy
implications of Québec’s strategy and related dgwalents discussesiprg including impacts
in the United States and in Canada, and examimeadbnable alternatives to increasing
Canadian imports through the Project and any simpilajects (including CHPE)See, e.g.
Scoping Comments of the Conservation Law Foundd#gn. 12, 2011)available at
http://www.northernpasseis.us/comments/Scopingietesrs/SCI_TIirw_41211.pdf.

12. A comprehensive EIS is the appropriate mechanisrarisuring an adequate
NEPA analysis of the overall energy, economic, amdronmental context (including the nature
and extent of the Northeast’s need for Canadiarmrtspand the best way to accommodate any
such need) for the Project, the CHPE project, ahaé¢ projects requiring Presidential Permits
or other federal action by DOE or other agencteseForty Most Asked Questions Concerning
CEQ’s National Environmental Policy Act RegulatipAé Fed. Reg. 18,026, 18,033 (Mar. 23,
1981) (“Forty Questions”) (“The preparation of aeawide or overview EIS may be
particularly useful when similar actions, viewedwother reasonably foreseeable or proposed
agency actions, share common timing or geograpioy.example, when a variety of energy
projects may be located in a single watershethe overview or areaide EIS would serve as a
valuable and necessary analysis of the affectenie@maent and the potential cumulative impacts

of the reasonably foreseeable actions under tlogir@m or within that geographical area.”).



13.  The preparation of a comprehensive EIS also wordgige an important
opportunity for key stakeholders, including eachhaf state and regional authorities and bodies
in the Northeast, such as ISTE, the New England Governor’s Conference, andetern
Canadian Premiers, to provide important input itedwrining the nature and extent of the need
for Canadian imports and the ways to effectivelyetiteose needs with the least adverse
environmental impacts.

14. Likewise, to ensure that DOE’s environmental redese efficient, consistent,
rational, and compliant with NEPA, it is essentiat DOE not merely react to project proposals
from HQ and/or other entities in piecemeal fastbahinstead address them in a single EIS.
See, e.gKleppe v Sierra Clup427 U.S. 390, 410 (1976) (Where several projectsotential
projects “will have a cumulative or synergistic @ommental impact upon a region . . . their
environmental consequences minstconsidered together. . . . Only through coimgmeive
consideration of pending proposals can the agevaljate different courses of action”
(emphasis added).). As the First Circuit statedbimes v. Lynn

[O]ne initial comprehensive study, which could béerred to and
supplemented by less comprehensive individual etudi. would
appear to reflect a better use of scarce resoutoesuch a case it
would not seem sensible to adopt the piecemeabapprwhich
[the agency] seeks to adopt, whereby it will prepamodified
impact statement separately for each proposeddgtjppn
approach akin to equating an appraisal of eachtdreae of the
forest. ... [I]t seems a perversion of NEPA[fbe agency] to
approach each parcel, wholly depending in its tgroh
environmental review on the filing of applications.and
considering anew the scene as it is changed bysdidequent
approval. Not only would this be wasteful of buresatic
resources, but the plurality of possible appealsld/suggest a

wasteful prolongation of time spent in litigation.

Jones v. Lynm77 F.2d 885, 890 -91 (1st Cir. 1973).
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15. Moreover, NEPA always requires a thorough assessofi@mulative impacts
of past, present, and future projects and of aboeable project alternativeSee40 C.F.R.
8 1508.25 (requiring EISs to address cumulativeaictg);City of Carmel-by-the-Sea v. United
States Dep’t of Transpl23 F.3d 1142, 1160 (9th Cir. 1997) (EIS muslude “useful analysis
of the cumulative impacts of past, present andréupuojects”). A piecemeal review of each
proposed project would frustrate DOE’s compliand vts obligations to consider cumulative
impacts in a rigorous, meaningful manfier.

16.  The Council on Environmental Quality’s (“CEQ”) NERAgulations provide that
DOE’s review of “cumulative” and “similar” actiorshould be undertaken in a single Efsee
40 C.F.R. 8 15085. The proposed and reasonably foreseeable pgafet will import electric
energy from Canada, including the Project and CHIPE&‘cumulative” because, when viewed
together, they are likely to have “cumulativelyrsigcant impacts” on the environment, the
regional economy, and the region’s energy futi8ee40 C.F.R. § 1508.25(a)(2) (agency should
analyze “cumulative” actions in single EIS). Thag also “similar’ because they “have
similarities that provide a basis for evaluatingitlenvironmental consequences together, such
as common timing or geographySee40 C.F.R. § 1508.25(a)(3) (agency “should [analyze
similar actions in the same impact statement] wtherbest way to assess adequately the
combined impacts of similar actions or reasonaltretives to such actions is to treat them in
a single impact statement”pee also Citizens for Responsible Area Growth ansdd77 F.

Supp. 994, 1002 (D.N.H. 1979) (holding that, toleste cumulative environmental impacts

To the extent DOE does not prepare a compreheldl, the Interveners maintain that DOE must
nevertheless undertake the regional review andssissmnt of the projects, plans, and considerations
describedsuprain the context of the EIS for the Project and bgneserve all legal rights to demand such
analysis.
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properly, three air terminal-industrial park prdgat Lebanon, New Hampshire airport must be
addressed in one EIS).

17. A comprehensive EIS here would provide analysislaimo what is required in a
“programmatic EIS,” which is an important decisioaking tool for agencies to use in making
decisions on broad, long-term issu&ee City of Tenakee Springs v. Claugtb F.2d 1308,
1312 (9th Cir. 1990) (“Where there are large spé@s for regional development, NEPA
requires both a programmatic and site-specific'fEISee also LaFlamme v. FERE852 F.2d
389, 401-02 (9th Cir. 1988) (rejecting FERC decisiot to produce a EIS addressing
cumulative impacts because “the foreseeabilityutire development underscores the
importance of performing a comprehensive cumulatvegact analysis of the project’s effects on
the environment”). DOE recently acknowledged tieenendous utility of programmatic EISs
addressing major agency activities and policy dioas with long-term implicationsSeeCarol
Borgstrom, Director of DOE Office of NEPA Policy@&uidance, Integrating NEPA into
Long-Term Planning at DOE at (Mar. 23, 200&)http://www.eli.org/pdf/seminars/NEPA/
Borgstrom.NEPA.pdf. In DOE’s experience, “a pragraatic EIS [(‘PEIS’)] is likely to be
broader in perspective and more suitable for i@tiégn with long-term planning” when
contrasted with a project-specific EIRI. at 1. Likewise, DOE believes that “a PEIS process
that includes good public involvement may servgamer public support and forge consensus,
resulting in sustainable decisiondd. at 6. Overall, “in general and in the long run—PEISs
appear to be worthwhile” to DOHd. A comprehensive EIS will be similarly useful tmmote
sound and appropriately long-term decision-makmthis and other Presidential Permit

proceedings relating to importation of Canadian @ointo the Northeast region.

* * *
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18.  While a comprehensive EIS is being completed, DQiStratay all proceedings in
this docket and project-specific NEPA review of Br@ject, and the Interveners so move.

19. Based on the analysis contained in the compreheidy describedupra DOE
could then engage in projespecific “tiered” environmental reviews and Presitikd Permit
determinations (and other federal agencies cokdéihvise address projects within their respective
jurisdictions) with a broader view of how each pwijfits within—and either advances or
hinders—an established comprehensive regional gméag, including plans specifically
pertaining to Canadian imports.

WHEREFORE, the Interveners move for DOE (i) to arepa comprehensive EIS as
discussed herein; (ii) to stay all proceedings meigg, and NEPA review of, the Application
pending the completion of such comprehensive Ei8;(ai) to issue a written decision on this

motion within thirty (30) days.

Respectfully submitted,

Conservation Law Foundation Ammonoosuc Conservation Trust
/s/ Thomas F. Irwin /s/ Rebecca Brown

Thomas F. Irwin, Esq. Rebecca Brown

N. Jonathan Peress, Esq. Executive Director

Christophe G. Courchesne, Esq.* Ammonoosuc Conservation Trust
Conservation Law Foundation 80 Post Road

27 North Main Street Sugar Hill, NH 03586

Concord, NH 03301 (603) 823-7777

(603) 225-3060 rbrown@aconservationtrust.org
tirwin@clf.org

*admitted in Mass., motion for admission pendingNit.
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Appalachian Mountain Club

/s/ Susan Arnold

Appalachian Trail Conservancy

/s/ David N. Startzell

Susan Arnold

Vice President for Conservation
Appalachian Mountain Club

5 Joy Street
Boston, MA 02108

(603) 664-2050 or (617) 391-6595

sarnold@outdoors.org

Gail S. Beaulieu, Intervener

and Joint Interveners

/s/ Gail S. Beaulieu
/s/ Ann E. Schneider
/sl Peter E. Martin
/s/ Pamela A. Martin

/sl Darlene King Jennings

/sl Austin D. Jennings
/sl Hallie Jennings

/s/ W.J. Dawson

/s/ Pamela Troiano

/s/ Mark Troiano

/sl Mary Ellen Bourque
/s/ Karen Currier

/s/ Ronald Sibley

/s/ Susan Wood

/s/ Amanda Cote

/s/ Marion C. Wood

/s/ Cindy Simmons

/s/ Josh Simmons

/s/ Jenna Simmons

/s/ David Uhlman

/s/ Elaine Tibbetts

/s/ Sarah Sanborn

/sl Christopher Sanborn
/s/ Thomas N.T. Mullen
/sl Kelly M. Wieser

Gail S. Beaulieu

280 Reservoir Road
Plymouth, NH 03264
(603) 536-3102
gailbeaulieu@msn.com

David N. Startzell

Executive Director

Appalachian Trail Conservancy

799 Washington Street | P.O. Box 807
Harpers Ferry, WV 25425-0807

(304) 535-2200 x116
dstartzell@appalachiantrail.org

Coos Community Benefits Alliance

/s/ David Van Houten

David Van Houten, Co-Director
Richard Harris, Co-Director

Coos Community Benefits Alliance
649 Cherry Valley Road
Bethlehem, NH 03574
coosce@gmail.com

North Country Council

/s/ Michael King

Michael King
Executive Director
North Country Council
107 Glessner Rd
Bethlehem, NH 03574
(603) 444-6303
mking@nccouncil.org

Owl’'s Nest Resort & Golf Club

/s/ Thomas N.T. Mullen

Thomas N.T. Mullen

Master Developer

Owl Street Associates, LLC
74 Pemi River Road
Thornton, NH 03223

(603) 726-3076 x 219
tntmullen@owlsnestgolf.com
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Society for the Protection of New Kelly M. Wieser
Hampshire Forests
/s Kelly M. Wieser

s/ Will Abbott Kelly M. Wieser

Will Abbott Wieser Law PLLC

Vice President for Policy and Land 438 NH Route 49
Management P.O. Box 1528

Society for the Protection of New Hampshire Campton, NH 03223
Forests (603) 726-3262

54 Portsmouth Street kelly@wieserlawpllc.com

Concord, NH 03301
(603) 224-9945
wabbott@forestsociety.org

Dated: April 28, 2011

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing subsion has this day been sent via electronic
mail, and by U.S. Mail, to Anne Bartosewicz (baki@nu.com), Northeast Utilities, 107 Selden
Street, Berlin, CT 06037 and Mary Anne SullivangHsnaryanne.sullivan@hoganlovells.com),
Hogan Lovells, LLP, 555 13th Street, NW, WashingtorC. 20004.

/s/ Christophe G. Courchesne
Christophe G. Courchesne, Esq.*
Conservation Law Foundation

*admitted in Mass., motion for admission pendingNit.
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