"North Hampton Investigates
Possible Acquisition
of

Water Utility

14 November 2006




Warrant Article #1

(Wermpyve the warrant as fellews — part 1)

“Shall the Toewn of North Hampton

authorize

thhe Board of Selectmen pursuant to RSA
Chapter 38 to acquire that portion of
Aguarion Water Company's (or its successors

or assigns) plant and property, bot
the municipal boundaries of North

N Within
Hampton

and outside of its boundaries, whic
Selectmen (as advised by the North Hampton

Water Commissioners) judge to be

N the

expedient

and suitable for establishing a municipal

water utility.”




Warrant Article

((We moyve: the warrant as follows — part 2)

“Any purchase agreement or determination
ef purchase price for water utility property
shall not be effective unless a future North
Hampton Town Meeting votes to approve the

purchase and appropriate the funds for the
purchase (bond vote, 60% plurality required
for passage). The vote on this warrant article
IS only the first step in that process and it
does not Iirrevocably commit the Town to
acquiring water utility property."




Ouitline of presenitation

e Objectives of warrant article
s RSA 38 explained
sA\Why Investigate the water company
s \Water resource planning
® Public vs. private ownership
® Benefits from possible acquisition
Financing acquisition
Multi-step voting process
sSummary
Discussion
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WHAT is the ebjective?

® To authorize the Board of Selectmen
(through the Water Commission) to
Investigate the pros and cons of a
Town owned water utility and, if pro,
the feasibility of acquiring Aquarion
Water Company assets




RSA 38 explained

vatettlitiesrarermonopoliesrallowed torserverthe publicronly with
OUr consent.

Law’ allows towns te create and manage a municipal utility, to acquire
private utilities assets.

RSA requires “acquiring” language to ‘start the ball rolling’ so that the

utility will comply with the town’s information requests.

Municipality asks Utility, in writing, within 30 days of YES vote if it
wants to sell identified plant and property (RSA 38:6) - Utility replies
In one of two ways (RSA 38:7)

1) Utility agrees, submits price and other terms (RSA 38:7) and then
within 90 days of a tentative agreement or a PUC decision,
municipality votes on RSA 33-B “Revenue Bonds” (RSA 38:13)

2) Utility disagrees, municipality files PUC Petition to determine (a)
“public interest” for acquiring (RSA 38:10) & (b) costs (RSA 38:9)
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WHY depwe Want*tordo this

s Present day concerns about the
operation of the private water utility

®* | ong range planning about what Is
best for future North Hampton water
needs and resource protection
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WHY depwe Want*tordo this

sISurounding town water rates
(average annual standard cost - 2004)

Exeter $225
Portsmouth $156
Rye $173
Seabrook $ 80
Aquarion (North Hampton) $453
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WHY depwe Want*tordo this

srPer fire hydrant annual charges 2004

Exeter $140

Portsmouth $100
Rye $0

Seabrook $0
Aguarion (North Hampton) $1071




WHY.do, we want to,derthrs =
study?

s Hydrant rate tetals in North Hampton

(total charges) (each)

1994/1995 $113,747 $767

1995/1996
1996/1997
19977/1998
1998/1999
1999/2000
2000/2001
2001/2002
2002/2003
2003/2004

$115,404
$115,551
$115,257
$119,834
$123,361
$166,113
$158,476
$156,468
$156,959

$785
$786
$784
$815
$839
$1130
$1078
$1064
$1064

2004/2005 $157,437 (est) $1067
2005/2006 $157,437 (est) $1071
2006/2007 $1278

Total paid: $1,843,984
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Actual

Semi-Annual | Service Total Annual
Service | Record Hydrant
Year | Hydrants | Commitment S Charges
2002 147 294 42 $158,476.60
2003 147 294 16 | $156,468.20
2004 147 294 0| $156,468.20
2005 147 294 0| $156,959.95

North Hampton

Comparison Scheduled to Actual
Hydrant Maintenance

350
300
250 -
200 A Semi-Annual Schedule
150 -+ B Actual Maint, Events
100
50

2002 2003 2004 2005

Source: Actual maintenance records provided by Aquarion to the North Hampton Water
Commission Data Request 3-4.
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Long'Range Planningrof \Water
_ Needs anc clOfS

s’ PDetermine what is important for North
Hampton and for the long range planning of

our water needs

® Concerns about future development and
withdrawal of North Hampton resources

®* Regional water system concerns




fess the. 196 of the world:s diresh Waters
avaliable for drinking.

e'needlocal control of our water
resources.

Fresh Water 3% Other (.9% Rivers 2%
y Surface

L
waer |
0.3%

Saline lcecaps
{Oceans) and
Q7% Glaciers
68.7%

Earth's Water Fresh Water Fresh
Surface Water
(Liquid)




Do we want an Australian
company controlling our water? !
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Public Vs. Private Ownership

s PuUblic municipalities and private
corporations are fundamentally
different:

Municipality - to serve its constituents
Corporation - to serve its stockholders

®* 86%0 of all Americans receive their
water from municipally owned utilities.

° In NH, 33 private water utilities serve
— 15906 of all residents

17
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Public Vs Private Ownership

fhe PUC guarantees —10%0o profit to
shareholders of the privately m
owned water company-
the more they spend*,

the more profit they make-

therefore, the consumers pay more
for water and everyone pays more in
taxes for hydrants.

* Aquarion claims they “invest” —they borrow - - - we pay off the debt! =
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Benefits from Ac'c'ii:Jisition

sHfewn’s ewnership controls costs, quality,
Service, and system expansion

s Conserve and protect our water resources
s Maintain an adeguate water supply
® Invest to Improve the system

® Consistent, dependable hydrant (T’
maintenance <

®* Improve service — equitable maintenance
for all towns

19
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Benefits firom Acguisition

STAVEIC peor management decisions:

Hoebbs Well: paid for by rate payers, but never became a
production well

Peabody Well: developed in Stratham - paid for by North
Hampton rate payers

Mill Road Well: had to remove the building because it
was within the 400 ft sanitary radius

Hydrants and other infrastructure have not received
required maintenance as reflected in Aquarion’s
maintenance logs

Lack of “Good Neighbor” decision-making by Aguarion—

Impact on existing wells by new production wells
20




WHObenefits fromracquisition?"
=X AllCustomers, *=*

s Moetivated to minimize expenses

s Eocus
— Quality of water & services

— Resource preservation vs. corporate
profits

® Continued services to adjoining towns
— State reguirement
— Commitment to Improve service




WHObenefits fromracquisition?"
elliOwners: &=

s Reasonable Well Owner Response Paolicy.

® Protection against dry wells when new

utility wells are developed

* Protection of streams, ponds and
wetlands — Private well recharge sources

e Aguifer protection from future high
demands — Regional water system?




HOW. do werfinance the acquisition?

e SO-year tax exempt municipal revenue bond

sifown tax exemption - water rates would no
longer bear tax burden

s Profit burden — a town owned system does
not need to make a shareholder profit

* No Town General Fund revenues used to pay
for the system

* \Water department revenues will pay 10096
of acquisition debt service & feasibility study

23
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HOW demwe finance operations?

sa\Vater revenues from water service
customers in North Hampton

® No rate increase to pay bond

e \Wholesale water sold to users outside
of North Hampton

® No cost to residents who don’t use
town water (private well owners)




WHOwvill oversee-andweperate the

———

srOversight: North Hampton
Selectmen and
Water Commissioners

Management & Operations
- Professional service company
- No new municipal employees




WHAT issthe process?™

- - HL._,_;___-._.__-‘
sEStep 1 Vote to investigate

(no funds authorized)

s Step 2 Vote to authorize funding for
determination of purchase
conditions, price and legal fees

e Step 3 Vote to authorize a municipal
revenue bond to fund the
purchase should the final
price be acceptable
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WHENdowe vote?

Deliberative Session November 14th
=[rst vote Dec. 19, 2006
Deliberative Session date TBD

® Second vote March 2007 or later
® Deliberative Session date TBD

* Final vote March 2008 or later
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First Vote: December 19. 2006

s Ballot vote - Two-thirds vote
required

s No funding requested: successful
vote does not commit or authorize
funds

* A YES vote begins the process @

Written notice to Aguarion
Negotiations and/or
filing of NH PUC Petition




Second Vote: Maréh 2007

or Iat_e_r)_

s' Peliberative Session — Warrant Article for
funding of “due diligence and legal fees”
to establish a price for the assets through
negotiations or a hearing before the NH
PUC

e Present, consider and debate Warrant
Article to fund “due diligence and legal
fees”

® Ballot vote, simple majority reqguired for
passage




s

Final\Vote: March 2008
JI 1d Qr)_

s | sales price Is agreeable

® Town Meeting: Deliberative Session -
to present, consider and debate
warrant article to authorize funds
based on a acceptable price and plan
for service

e Ballot vote to authorize municipal
revenue bond to purchase the water
company assets

30




WHY IS it |mportant’>

s \\/ater resources are crltlcal and
valuable to North Hampton’s future

® [fown ownership controls costs, quality,
service, and system development

® Focus on service to North Hampton
Instead of profits paid to a foreign
company and shareholders

® | ong term savings and ownership
once the bond Is paid off




Consider:

Aguarien has been very active telling everyone
What a bad idea this Is.

Do we really believe Aquarion’s goal is to do
what Is best for North Hampton?

Shouldn’t North Hampton determine what is
best for North Hampton?

Shouldn’t Aquarion be supporting the study if
they are so confident of the findings?

Allowing Aguarion to influence this decision Is
like asking the IRS to fill out your tax retuggn!




ACTION REQUIRED

" Authorize the North Hérﬁptdﬁ Board of
Selectmen to take the First Step

Begin the investigation of the merits of
a town-owned water utility and fiscal
prudence of acquisition

Determine the answers to the many
unanswered questions and ISSUes

)




Discussion




