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Connecticut Energy Advisory Board

CC:

WWW.CTENERGY.ORG
Filed Electronically and via First Class Mail
January 28, 2009

Ms. Kimberley J. Santopietro
Executive Secretary

Department of Public Utility Control
Ten Franklin Square

New Britain, CT 06051

RE: Docket No. 08-07-01 - DPUC Review of the Integrated Resource Plan
Dear Ms. Santopietro:

The Connecticut Energy Advisory Board (“CEAB”) submitted its Written Exceptions in the above
captioned proceeding on Friday January 23, 2009. Today, a review of that document showed that the
CEAB inadvertently filed a version that was not its final version due to an e-mail system glitch.
Specifically, the CEAB’s final Written Exceptions included an addition to one sentence at the bottom of
page 3 and the top of page 4, which appears in bold for ease of reference in the Written Exceptions
resubmitted herewith. There are no other changes to the document from that submitted on January 23,
20009.

The CEAB trusts this resubmission does not prejudice any participant’s rights and or create an undue
burden on the Department. The CEAB requests that the attached version be recorded as the CEAB’s
Written Exceptions in this matter. The CEAB apologizes for this inconvenience.

This filing is also being made electronically via the Department’s electronic filing system.

Thank you for your assistance. Please contact me at 860-418-6374 with any questions you may have.

Michael E. Cassella

Chairman
Connecticut Energy Advisory Board

Sincerely,

Office of Consumer Counsel
Service List (electronic)

c/o CERC e 805 Brook Street, Building4 &  Rocky Hill, CT 06067-3405



STATE OF CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC UTILITY CONTROL

DPUC Review of the : Docket No. 08-07-01

Integrated Resource Plan : January 23, 2009

Connecticut Energy Advisory Board
Written Exceptions

l. Introduction
The Connecticut Energy Advisory Board (“CEAB”) appreciates the opportunity
to subm it W ritten Exceptions onthe Depart ment of Public Utility C ontrol’s
(“Department” or “DPUC”) Draft Decision  (“Draft Decision”) regarding the CEAB’s
2008 Comprehensive Plan for the Procurement of Energy Resources (“Plan) submitted to

the Department pursuant to Connecticut General Statutes Section 16a-3a (“IRP Statute”).

The CEAB commends the Departm ent for it s e fforts to rev iew the sub stantial
body of m aterial and issues in such a co mpressed tim eframe. As ma ny parties have
observed, this first tim e through the annual planning process esta blished under the IRP
statute has p osed numerous challenges to the Electric Distribution Companies (“ED C”),
the CEAB, the Depar tment and the many interested parties. Never theless, the CEAB is

very encouraged by the progress made in this first planning cycle.

Many aspects of the Draft Decision are c onsistent with the CEAB’s views. The
CEAB supports the following key recomme ndations in the Draft Decision and
encourages the Department to adopt them in the Final Decision:
1) The EDCs and the CEAB should place more time and emphasis on
the needs assessment going forward. (Draft Decision at 13)

The CEAB agrees. The CEAB and the EDCs ha ve focused on this in
planning for 2009. And, the EDCs have expanded this analysis in their
2009 Report.



2) Perform a detailed study of possible generator retirements. (Draft
Decision at 13)

The CEAB agrees. The supplem ental analysis prepared by the Brattle
Group for the EDCs at CEAB’s re quest demonstrated a m ethodology
that can be extended to address the retirem ents issue and the closely
related environmental objectives. CEAB and the EDCs plan to conduct
that study in 20009.

3) The future IRP process should focus on transmission projects that
are being planned. (Draft Decision at 38)

The CEAB agrees. The CEAB will be pleased to work with the EDCs,
the ISO-NE and other interested pa rties to develop a planning process
that integrates transmission with supply and dem and and does so in a
way that makes the process of co  nsidering alternatives tim ely and
effective.

4) The Department believes that the base case should include
reasonable estimates of resource additions and retirements and
that alternative scenarios should also be examined. (Draft Decision
at 32)

The CEAB agrees that the base case should be current and include
planned an d comm itted resou rces, as well as existing resou rces,
particularly those which the Department has authorized commitment of
funds through grants or contracts.  This principal was included in the
Supplemental Analysis prepared by the Brattle Group

The CEAB focuses the balance of our co  mments herein on: 1) the two-phase
planning process conducted on a two year cy cle, 2) the determ ination of need for
resources, and 3) the role of trans mission planning. Finally, the CEAB also seeks further

clarification on several aspects of the Draft Decision.

1. Planning Process

The Draft Decision addresses two components of the planning process. T hey are:
1) to make the planning process a two-year process (Draft Decision at 30) and 2) to make
the planning process a two-phase process (Draft Decision at 13). The Draft Decision also
concludes that the scope of the proceeding must be narrowed to meet statutory deadlines.

(Draft Decision at 35).



The CEAB agrees that the current s tatutory timeframes for this plann ing process
are difficult and that a two-year planning cy cle would be preferable. T he CEAB would
support a change to a two-year cycle. Howe ver, as noted in the cover letter, the CE AB
believes that the IRP process should proceed without m aterial change through 20 10 to

enable development of a well developed 2010 Plan.

In the CEAB’s view, the Departm ent’s second planning preference, w hich is to
bifurcate the Plan into two distinc t phases, would not enable the EDC and the CEAB to
comply with the plain language of the statute. Such a bifurcated approach to the IRP

would appear to require legislative modification.
I11.  Determination of Need

The CEAB is concerned with the Draft Decision’s finding on the following

determination of need:

The Department believes that a finding of need should be the first step in
the IRP process. If there is a need that we do not believe will be satisf ied
by m arket forces, then we should proceed with the evaluation and
solicitation of resources necessary to m eet the needs id entified. Other
policy goals should be considered when resources are evaluated and
selected but should not drive th e a ddition of resources o r other policy
recommendations if no need is identified. (Draft Decision at 35)

First, the CEAB believes the Draf t Decision defines “need” too narrowly. The
CEAB understands the Draft Decision language above and in the Analysis of Need (Draft
Decision at 20) to be lim iting the need assessment to the resource adequacy metrics used
in the ISO-NE Forward Capacity M arket, ICR and LSR. The two m etrics do not include
other reliability metrics, such as the transm ission security analysis (TSA) conducted by
ISO-NE when de-list bids are evalu ated. All measures of reliability that could le ad to

market or out-of-market solutions requirements should be considered in this process

In addition, as noted in the CEAB’ s Brief (CEAB Brief at 5), the definition of
“need” should consider other pol icy goals, specifically those set forth in the IRP sta tute.
The CEAB recomm ends that the Final Decis ion enable the statutory objectives to be
applied, that is, “meeting the projected requirements of (the EDC’s) customers in a



manner that minimizes the cost of such resources of customers over time and
maximizes consumer benefits consistent with the state’s environmental goals and

standards.”!

In the CEAB’s view, th is would enable a com prehensive plan for electric supp ly
which is re liable, leas t cost and co nsistent with the State’s environm ental go als and
standards. The CEAB requests that the De  partment not narrow the scope of the IRP
process by forgoing assessm ent of need to lower costs or to meet other policies set forth
in the IRP statute. Further, the IRP statute requires the EDCs and the CEAB to conduct
comprehensive assessments of diverse factors important to the State. The CEAB requests
that the Departm ent clarify whether its intent , as set forth in the Draft Decision, is to
narrow the scope of the Depart ment’s review and action on the Plan it rec eives from
CEAB or to direct the EDCs and the CE AB to lim it the scop e of the an alysis
contemplated by the IRP statute.

IV.  Transmission Planning

First, the CEAB agrees with the Dr  aft Decision’s fundam ental conclusion on

transmission planning in the context of the IRP:

Therefore, the Department believes that the future IRP process should
focus on transmission projects that are being planned in order that projects
that are non-transmission alternatives have more time to make proposals
and for the Department to review and approve any firm proposals. The
Department recommends that the EDCs and CEAB engage in discussions
with ISO-NE and generators to create the structure for a planning process
that can be utilized. The Department concludes that there are many
critical components that must be refined and better articulated in future
IRPs with regard to proposed transmission projects and any non-
transmission alternatives. (Draft Decision at 38).

The Draft Decision also includ es r ecommendations to the CEAB on the

evaluation of proposals received in response to a pendi  ng request for alternatives,

' Wealso no teth atth e CEAB’s statu tory resp onsibility to seek altern ative so lutions t o certain

infrastructure pr oposals req uire the app lication of preferential crite ria. The CE AB’s prefe rential
criteria include reliability as one of several objectives that the CEAB must consider.
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opinions on pending analysis, and views on wh at should be included in future requests
for alternatives. (Draft Decision at 38) The CEAB respectfully suggests that b ecause the
pending request for alternatives is not before the Department, recommendations related to

it should not be included in a Final Decision in this matter.

V. Clarifications
CEAB asks the Department for further clarification on the following:

1) The IRP statutes are controlling. (Draft Decision at 14)

The CEAB reques ts that the Depart ment clarif y the in tent of the
statement above, particularly as it pertains to the m anner in which the
CEAB and the EDCs should address the referenced processes in future
plans.

2) The CEAB should obtain more input, recommendations and
justification from ISO-NE in support of its analysis and specific
recommendations and provide ISO-NE’s comments. (Draft
Decision at 30)

The CEAB requests clarification of the Departm ent’s expectations of
the CEAB rela tive to solic iting in put and comments from ISO-NE.
ISO-NE participated in the CEAB’s stakeholder process and provided
helpful input relating to transmission.

3) The Department will require the CEAB to provide summary tables
in the beginning of their report that provide estimates of demand,
demand adjusted for C&LM, supply resources and the amount
excess/shortage. (Draft Decision at 31)

The CEAB welcom es the Departm ent’s input and guidance as to what
material will be most helpful and in what form. The CEAB respectfully
requests however that the language be modified in the Final Decision
so0 as not to create the appearance that the CEAB is a regulated entity.



