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STATE OF CONNECTICUT 
 

PUBLIC UTILITIES REGULATORY AUTHORITY 
 

DOCKET NO. 17-10-46 
 

APPLICATION OF  
THE CONNECTICUT LIGHT AND POWER COMPANY DBA EVERSOURCE ENERGY  

TO AMEND ITS RATE SCHEDULES 
 
 

I. INTRODUCTION 1 

Q. Please state your name, position, and business address. 2 

A. My name is Kenneth B. Bowes.  I am the Vice President-Transmission 3 

Performance for Eversource Energy Service Company, which provides 4 

centralized services to the corporate affiliates of Eversource Energy, including 5 

The Connecticut Light and Power Company dba Eversource Energy (the 6 

“Company” or “CL&P”).  My business address is 107 Selden Street, Berlin, 7 

Connecticut.  8 

 9 

Q. Please summarize your education and professional experience. 10 

A. Please see Exhibit KBB-1. 11 

 12 

Q. Please list previous instances where you have been published and have 13 

previously testified. 14 

A. Please see Exhibit KBB-2. 15 

 16 

Q. What is the purpose of your pre-filed testimony? 17 

A. My testimony addresses the following topics: 18 
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a. Section II describes additional adjustments to the Company’s operating model 1 

since the last rate case in 2014.  These adjustments include the consolidation 2 

of additional facilities since 2014, re-alignment of division boundaries since 3 

2014, implementation of three-shift coverage state-wide, improved labor 4 

relations including a consolidated labor agreement, a new response specialist 5 

organization, and transitioning existing contractors to improve reliability and 6 

efficiency.  Collectively, these changes have yielded very good service quality, 7 

operational improvements and enhanced service reliability.   8 

b. Section III demonstrates that the Company’s key performance metrics 9 

continue to be very good, which illustrates that investments in the electric 10 

distribution system since the last rate case have generated benefits to 11 

customers, including increased system reliability.   12 

c. Section IV describes the Company’s future plan for core capital expenditures.1  13 

These capital expenditures address the distribution system investments 14 

required for safety, reliability, resiliency, capacity and customer service.   15 

d. Section V identifies the pre-approved system resiliency costs that PURA has 16 

already authorized the Company to incorporate into base distribution rates in 17 

this case.  This Section also explains that – in order to address the State’s and 18 

PURA’s goal of making the system more resilient – the Company seeks 19 

approval to continue funding several important system resiliency programs in 20 

order to help further strengthen the system and benefit day-to-day reliability. 21 

                                                 
1 In this rate case, Rate Year 1 is May 26, 2018 through May 25, 2019, Rate Year 2 is May 26, 2019 
through May 25, 2020, and Rate Year 3 is May 26, 2020 through May 25, 2021 (collectively, the “rate 
years”). 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5 

e. Section VI explains the Company’s distribution planning process with a focus 1 

on the impact of distributed energy resources on load forecasts and capacity 2 

requirements.  The Section also outlines the Company’s current assessment 3 

of non-wires alternatives and discusses opportunities to modernize the grid 4 

such that distributed energy resources can play a more active role in 5 

addressing system needs in the future. 6 

f. Section VII explains that the Company intends to submit its proposal for 7 

programs that will modernize the electric grid in a separate, future docket 8 

where it will ask PURA to develop an annual capital grid modernization rate 9 

tracking mechanism.  This grid modernization proposal will include initiatives 10 

for energy storage to facilitate the integration of distributed energy resources 11 

and electric utility infrastructure to support third-party owned electric vehicle 12 

charging stations.  Although the Company does not seek approval to recover 13 

grid modernization costs in rates in this case, it does seek confirmation that 14 

PURA intends to examine grid modernization in a separate, future docket.  15 

g. Section VIII demonstrates that the Company continues to prudently prepare 16 

for, and respond to, storms.  This Section also supports the Company’s 17 

request to recover in this rate case its prudently incurred costs for pre-staging 18 

resources and responding to catastrophic storms, which were not reimbursed 19 

through the storm reserve due to insufficient funds in the reserve.  Finally, this 20 

Section supports the Company’s proposal to recover an appropriate amount in 21 

rates annually to pay for smaller non-catastrophic storms. 22 

h. Section IX describes the Company’s proposal to implement an enhanced 23 

cyber security plan.  24 
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i. Finally, Section X identifies proposed updates to the Company’s new business 1 

policies. 2 

 3 

II. CL&P OPERATING MODEL 4 

Q. Would you please describe the overall objective of the Company’s operating 5 

strategy, and the components in place to achieve that objective? 6 

A. In the Company’s last rate case in 2014, it explained it was in the process of 7 

instituting fundamental changes across the organization for the purpose of 8 

improving system reliability, system resiliency and operational efficiency.  Since 9 

the last rate case, the Company has continued those efforts.  Adjustments since 10 

the last rate case include further consolidation of facilities, re-alignment of division 11 

boundaries, implementation of three-shift coverage state-wide, improved labor 12 

relations including a consolidated labor agreement, a new response specialist 13 

organization, and transitioning existing contractors to improve reliability and 14 

efficiency. 15 

      16 

Q. What are the Company’s objectives in relation to the organization of its 17 

electric distribution business? 18 

A. By way of background, the Company reorganized its distribution business in 2014 19 

with a greater level of centralization to achieve two objectives:  (1) promote 20 

efficiency and facilitate the implementation of best practices designed to reduce 21 

the frequency and duration of customer outages and improve service quality; and 22 

(2) to align the Company’s electric-system operations with other Eversource 23 

affiliates to enhance the unity, efficiency and flexibility of the overall organization.   24 
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 1 

Q. How is the Company’s electric distribution business organized? 2 

A. The Company’s organization contains three core functional areas of Engineering, 3 

Electric Field Operations, and Electric System Operations. 4 

 5 

Q. Please provide a brief description of each core functional area. 6 

A. Engineering works as a centralized team with responsibility for all design, 7 

engineering and technology functions necessary to perform distribution 8 

operations.  Engineering includes substation engineering, protection and controls 9 

engineering, telecommunications engineering and system resiliency.  This 10 

alignment of engineering functions promotes a stream-lined decision-making 11 

focus and standard distribution-system design.  Additionally, the Engineering 12 

organization is responsible for the Company’s reliability and system resiliency 13 

strategies and system capital-expenditure plan. 14 

  15 

 Electric Field Operations maintains and constructs the distribution system.  16 

Electric Field Operations is a centralized team incorporating the Company’s field 17 

maintenance and construction resources into a single organization.  Certain 18 

functional areas are aligned within Electric Field Operations by type of work 19 

performed (such as transportation and meter service), rather than geographically.  20 

In addition, there are three operating divisions (Western, Central and Eastern) in 21 

place of the four, former divisions (Southern, Western, Eastern and Central).  The 22 

Western division presently incorporates the Newtown, Norwalk, Torrington and 23 

Stamford work areas.  The Central division presently incorporates the Cheshire, 24 
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Hartford, and Tolland work areas.  The Eastern division presently incorporates the 1 

Madison, New London, East Hampton, and Danielson work areas. 2 

   3 

Electric System Operations operates the system and restores power when 4 

outages occur.  Electric Systems Operations encompasses first response for 5 

outages and trouble events, system-restoration activities including management 6 

of the Company’s System Operations Center (“SOC”), with the central objective of 7 

limiting the frequency and duration of customer outages.  Electric System 8 

Operations also includes the Company’s new response specialist organization 9 

(which was formerly known as its trouble shooter organization), which is 10 

described in greater detail later in my testimony and continues to be a critical 11 

component of the Company’s commitment to reduce the duration of customer 12 

outages, as well as the Company’s substation operations and maintenance 13 

organization.   14 

 15 

 Q. Have there been any significant developments between the Company and 16 

its labor union since the last rate case? 17 

A. Yes.  The Company has achieved substantial improvements in this area due to an 18 

improved relationship with its union labor, the consolidation of five separate 19 

collective bargaining agreements into one state-wide agreement, and agreement 20 

on a new response specialist organization that will be staffed over time with in-21 

house employee resources, while transitioning existing contractors to efficiently 22 

perform necessary capital work. 23 

 24 
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Q. Please provide additional details about improved labor relations and the 1 

single collective bargaining agreement. 2 

A. On June 6, 2016, the Company and its union successfully merged the so called 3 

“Blue” and “Green” Book collective bargaining agreements, as well as three other 4 

smaller Connecticut contracts, into one statewide collective bargaining 5 

agreement.  This effort had been attempted at least five times since the mid-6 

1970’s without success.  As a result of this successful consolidation of separate 7 

agreements, previous union jurisdictional lines (i.e., the former Hartford Electric 8 

Light Co. and CL&P boundaries) were eliminated, which has yielded 9 

administrative and operational efficiencies.  Crew complements and movement 10 

throughout the state is now unencumbered by the former Blue and Green Book 11 

rules and jurisdictional lines. 12 

 13 

Q. Please provide additional details about the new response specialist 14 

organization. 15 

A. In the Company’s last rate case in 2014, I explained that the Company had 16 

recently established a new trouble shooter organization (“TSO”), which was 17 

staffed by outside contractors. The focus of the TSO organization was to improve 18 

customer service and reduce outage times by dispatching in the field the closest 19 

available contractors to respond to emergencies and customer outages primarily 20 

during the second, third and weekend shifts. 21 

 22 

In conjunction with the June 6, 2016 agreement, the Company and its union also 23 

agreed to establish a new in-house Response Specialist Organization (“RSO”), 24 
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which has replaced the TSO and will increasingly be staffed by in-house union 1 

employees as the Company gradually phases-out its use of contractors in the 2 

RSO.  Like the TSO, the RSO responds to emergencies and customer outages 3 

primarily during the second, third and weekend shifts.  In order to help improve 4 

operating efficiency, the RSO group has divided the state into five geographic 5 

zones.  As of this date, all five of the zones have been activated. 6 

 7 

Q. As the Company transitions the work of the new RSO group from 8 

contractors to in-house union employees, how does it intend to deploy 9 

these contractors in the future? 10 

A. The Company intends to utilize and transition the existing experience of these 11 

contractors to assist its in-house personnel perform core, necessary capital work. 12 

 13 

III. CL&P PERFORMANCE METRICS 14 

Q. What are the key reliability metrics the Company and PURA use to evaluate 15 

the Company’s reliability?  16 

A. The Company and PURA evaluate reliability, in part, using the following three 17 

metrics:  SAIDI,2 SAIFI3, and CAIDI.4   18 

                                                 
2  SAIDI, the System Average Interruption Duration Index, is the average interruption duration in minutes 
per customer served.  It is determined by dividing the sum of all customer interruption durations during a 
year by the number of customers served.  SAIDI = sum of customer interruption durations/total number of 
customers. 

3  SAIFI, the System Average Interruption Frequency Index, is the average number of times that a 
system customer is interrupted during a year.  It is computed by dividing the total number of customers 
interrupted in a year by the average number of customers served during the year.  A customer interruption 
is considered to be one interruption to one customer.  SAIFI = sum of customer interruptions/total number 
of customers. 
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 1 

Q. Please describe the Company’s recent performance as measured by 2 

PURA’s key reliability metrics.  3 

A. As measured by CAIDI, 2016 was one of Connecticut's best years on record for 4 

responding to customer outages.  The average restoration time was 103.6 5 

minutes, six minutes better than the previous year, attributed to the new three 6 

shift, seven days/week coverage.   7 

 8 

The number of outages (as measured by SAIFI) grew in 2016 due to an increase 9 

in stormy weather days and the adverse effects of the drought on Connecticut's 10 

forests.  The amount of tree caused outages and tree failures increased as a 11 

result of the prolonged dry conditions.   12 

 13 

In 2016, the overall electric reliability as measured by both restoration time 14 

combined with the number of outages, or the average outage time experienced by 15 

our customers (SAIDI) was the among the lowest ever at 84.1 minutes.  The 16 

investments made over the past four years through the Company's system 17 

resiliency program continue to show improved reliability for our customers - with 18 

four consecutive years of strong reliability performance.  Chart KBB-1 below 19 

illustrates substantial overall improvement in the Company’s SAIDI, SAIFI, and 20 

CAIDI over the period from 2012 through 2016. 21 

                                                                                                                                                               
4  CAIDI, the Customer Average Interruption Duration Index, is the average service restoration time or 
the average interruption duration for those customers interrupted during a year.  It is determined by 
dividing the sum of all customer interruption durations by the total number of customers interrupted in a 
year.  CAIDI = sum of customer interruption durations/total number of customer interruptions. 
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Chart KBB-1 1 

Reliability Goals and Actual Historical Performance5 2 

(Excluding Major Storms) 3 

  4 

  

 
2012 

 
2013 2014 2015 2016 

Goal Actual Goal Actual Goal Actual Goal Actual Goal Actual 

CL&P System 

    

      

SAIDI 
(Minutes) 

 

110 

 

107.3 

 

107 

 

86.3 102 88.9 94 75.2 84 84.1 

SAIFI 

 

0.86 

 

0.855 

 

0.836 

 

0.806 0.864 0.745 0.8 0.68 0.75 0.811 

CAIDI 
(Minutes) 

 

127.95 

 

125.5 

 

127.95 

 

107.1 118 119.3 118 110 112 103.6 

 5 

  Q. Was the Company able to complete all of its scheduled distribution system 6 

inspections, tests and major maintenance work for 2016? 7 

A. Yes.  Chart KBB-2 below demonstrates that the Company successfully completed 8 

100% of its scheduled distribution system inspections, tests and major 9 

maintenance work for 2016.  The successful completion of these inspections, 10 

tests and major maintenance items has also helped to improve system reliability 11 

and public safety. 12 

                                                 
5 This data has been reported to the Authority on March 31, 2017 in the Company’s annual Transmission 
and Distribution Reliability Performance (“TDRP”) report required by Order No. 12 of Docket No. 86-12-03. 
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Chart KBB-2 1 

 2 

Inspection and Maintenance Work Scheduled and Completed for 20166  3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

Q.  Please describe any improvements to the Company’s key safety metrics in 7 

2016. 8 

A. In 2016, the Company continued to realize improvements in key safety metrics.  9 

For example, in 2016, overall injuries were down 33% compared to 2015; injuries 10 

measured by Days Away, Restricted Duty and Transfer (“DART”) were 7.5% less 11 

                                                 
6 This data has been reported to the Authority on March 31, 2017 in Appendix 27 of the Company’s annual 
Transmission and Distribution Reliability Performance (“TDRP”) report required by Order No. 12 of Docket 
No. 86-12-03. 
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than 2015 results; and Preventable Motor Vehicle Accidents (“PMVA”s) were 1 

down 45% compared to 2015. 2 

 3 

Q. Please describe any improvements in system reliability resulting from the 4 

Company’s system resiliency programs. 5 

A. Order No. 2 of PURA’s final decision in Docket No. 12-07-06RE01 requires the 6 

Company to file each May 31st a summary of reliability statistics to help evaluate 7 

the system benefits resulting from the vegetation management, structural and 8 

electrical hardening performed under the system resiliency plan.  The Company’s 9 

May 31, 2017 filing in Docket No. 12-07-06RE01, which reflects performance data 10 

through the period ending December 31, 2016, can further help demonstrate that 11 

these system resiliency programs continue to improve system reliability.   12 

  13 

Q. How well has the Company historically executed the programs identified in 14 

its distribution capital expenditure plan? 15 

A. CL&P has a strong track record of faithfully executing the programs identified in 16 

its distribution capital expenditure plans and spending the amounts allowed in 17 

rates.  This historically accurate capital spending forecast and achievement of 18 

demonstrable results gives high confidence to CL&P’s planned capital 19 

infrastructure programs presented in this case. 20 

Q. What initiatives does CL&P propose in this case to help it achieve its goal of 21 

improving system reliability? 22 

A. The remaining sections of my pre-filed testimony identify a series of initiatives 23 

designed to maintain and improve service reliability and reduce the duration and 24 
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frequency of customer outages.  These initiatives represent a comprehensive, full-1 

scale effort to strengthen and modernize the electric system, falling within the 2 

Company’s core capital plan, O&M plan, and the continuation of certain programs 3 

in its system resiliency plan.  These programs, in conjunction with continued 4 

funding for important existing reliability programs like enhanced tree trimming and 5 

enhanced tree removal, will enable the Company to continue improving system 6 

reliability and reinforcing the system to meet future challenges.  7 

 8 

IV. CORE DISTRIBUTION CAPITAL PLAN 9 

Q. Please provide an overview of the Company’s proposed future core 10 

distribution capital plan. 11 

A. Chart KBB-3 below demonstrates that CL&P proposes to invest $1,190.4 million 12 

in capital improvements during 2018-2020.  The Company’s compliance filings in 13 

its last rate case (Docket No. 14-05-06) demonstrate that it expended the amount 14 

of capital projected in that case.    15 

  16 

Q. What are the major, overall areas that constitute the Company’s distribution 17 

capital expenditures in this case? 18 

A. The Company’s overall capital expenditures in this case are composed of two 19 

components: (1) core programs and (2) system resiliency initiatives.  Therefore, 20 

the proposed distribution capital expenditures I will address in this pre-filed 21 

testimony will be divided into these two major categories: (1) core distribution 22 

capital programs that address day-to-day system requirements such as new 23 

customer load, peak load capacity, basic business requirements, regulatory 24 
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commitments and reliability, which are discussed in this section of my pre-filed 1 

testimony; and (2) expenditures under the system resiliency plan that help make 2 

the system more resilient to catastrophic storms, which are discussed in Section 3 

V of my pre-filed testimony.   4 

 5 

In addition, Section VI of my pre-filed testimony explains that the Company’s grid 6 

modernization capital expenditure plan will be submitted to PURA in a separate, 7 

future docket, and therefore, will not be evaluated in this case. 8 

 9 

Chart KBB-3 below summarizes these two elements of the Company’s proposed 10 

future distribution capital expenditures. 11 

   [Table KBB-3 follows on the next page]  12 
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Chart KBB-3 1 

 2 

CL&P Distribution Capital Expenditures 2018 – 2022  3 

($ in millions) 4 

 5 
 6 

 7 

Q. Please provide an overview of the amounts shown in Chart KBB-3. 8 

A. As indicated previously, the Company’s proposal reflects capital expenditures in 9 

two areas: (1) expenditures for core capital programs, which are described in 10 

greater detail below in this section of my testimony; and (2) expenditures to 11 

continue system resiliency initiatives, which are described in greater detail below 12 

in Section V of my testimony.  This breakdown in capital expenditures is shown in 13 

Chart KBB-4 below. 14 

Major Programs ($'s in Millions)

2018 

Forecast

2019 

Forecast

2020 

Forecast

2021 

Forecast

2022 

Forecast

New Customer 37.6               39.9               41.3               42.5               43.7               

Peak Load / Capacity 21.5               18.7               17.5               17.9               18.2               

Basic Business

Capital Tool Purchases/Other 8.5                 9.7                 8.0                 8.0                 8.1                 

Capitalized Vehicles 10.8               9.8                 9.9                 10.0               9.8                 

Emergent Equipment Failures 47.3               49.5               50.9               52.2               53.4               

Environmental 16.9               16.1               16.1               0.6                 0.6                 

Faci lities 7.1                 6.5                 10.9               16.2               7.6                 

Information Technology 0.7                 0.7                 0.7                 0.7                 0.7                 

Lighting 13.8               10.6               9.8                 9.9                 3.7                 

Line Relocations/Act of Public Authority 10.6               11.0               11.3               11.6               11.8               

Meters - Electric 14.4               14.4               14.4               14.4               14.4               

Pre-Cap Line Transformers 26.0               27.0               28.0               29.1               30.2               

Regulatory Commitments-Other 15.2               17.7               17.7               17.8               14.6               

Reliability

Distribution Line Reliabi lity 27.7               26.6               29.4               30.4               31.0               

Network Reliabil ity 10.2               10.4               10.4               10.6               10.8               

Substation Reliabil ity 43.0               32.3               31.7               29.8               28.7               

URD/DB Cable Improvements 14.3               14.3               14.6               14.9               15.2               

Total for Core Capital Program 325.6            315.4            322.6            316.6            302.5            

System Resiliency Program ("SRP") 80.7               73.0               73.0               49.4               49.8               

Total for Core Capital + SRP 406.3            388.5            395.6            366.0            352.4            
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Chart KBB-4 1 

 2 

Breakdown of 2018, 2019 & 2020 3 

Proposed Distribution Capital Expenditures ($ millions) 4 

 5 

Category of Capital 
Expenditure 

2018 
 

2019 
 

2020 
 

Core Capital Program 325.6 315.4 322.6 
System Resiliency 

Program 80.7 73.0 73.0 

TOTAL7 406.3 388.5 395.6 
 6 

 7 

Q. Please describe the major elements of the Company’s future core capital 8 

program. 9 

A. In furtherance of its goal of enhancing efficiency while simultaneously improving 10 

system reliability, the Company continues to focus its proposed core capital 11 

expenditures on addressing the most important day-to-day reliability needs in the 12 

substation, underground and overhead portions of the distribution infrastructure.  13 

The Company continues to focus its expenditures on these targeted areas in 14 

order to help yield the greatest benefit (in terms of improved system reliability) per 15 

dollar of capital invested. 16 

   17 

a. Substations 18 

Q. Please describe the Company’s substation upgrade program. 19 

A. Several initiatives have been underway to help manage the challenges 20 

associated with aging substation equipment, and the Company is proposing to 21 

                                                 
7 Totals may not be exact due to rounding. 
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continue these programs in the future.  Aging substations and substation 1 

equipment are a widespread problem across the system.   2 

 3 

For example, as of December 31, 2016, there are still approximately 258 oil-filled 4 

breakers in substations, and 97% of them (249 of the breakers) are over 40 years 5 

old.  Replacing these aging oil-filled breakers with modern vacuum breakers has 6 

been ongoing since 2008, and these replacements will increase system reliability 7 

and eliminate the risk of environmental releases.  For these reasons, the 8 

Company proposes to replace the remaining 258 oil-filled breakers between 9 

2018-2020. 10 

 11 

Moreover, the Company seeks to proactively replace aging substation 12 

transformers, and to install a second transformer at several single-transformer 13 

bulk substations.  Of the 242 “bulk” substation transformers in the system, 26 are 14 

over 50 years old, and 23 are over 60 years old.  Furthermore, there are several 15 

additional “non-bulk” distribution substation transformers that are over 50 years 16 

old.  As increasing numbers of these transformers reach the end of their useful 17 

lives, however, not replacing them proactively could lead to a significant increase 18 

in the volume of failures and cause extended outages for large numbers of 19 

customers.  For these reasons, the Company proposes to replace this aging 20 

equipment based upon a condition assessment.  In addition, there are still six bulk 21 

substations with only one transformer, which could cause lengthy customer 22 

outages if the sole transformer at these locations fails.  For this reason, the 23 
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Company proposes installing a second transformer at these six sites to help 1 

enhance, or improve system reliability. 2 

 3 

In addition, the Company proposes to further improve substation reliability by 4 

replacing and modernizing other aging substation equipment such as reclosers, 5 

reactors and switchgear, and replacing or refurbishing the ground grid, control 6 

house and other equipment.  As these substation components reach end of life 7 

based upon a condition assessment, the Company plans to make necessary 8 

upgrades and replacements.  Not replacing aging equipment proactively could 9 

lead to increasing equipment failures and extended outages for large numbers of 10 

customers.  Moreover, an inadequate ground grid can lead to safety concerns for 11 

the public and employees.   12 

   13 

b. Underground System 14 

Q. Please describe the Company’s underground system. 15 

A. The Company’s distribution system includes approximately 6,345 circuit miles of 16 

underground primary construction.  The underground portion of the Company’s 17 

system is comprised of two different systems: the direct-buried underground 18 

residential distribution (“URD”) system and the conventional underground system 19 

consisting of manholes and ducts. 20 

 21 

Direct-buried URD systems primarily serve residential neighborhoods constructed 22 

after approximately 1965.  The direct-buried URD system has a replacement and 23 
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rejuvenation program, primarily in response to URD cable deterioration and 1 

failures creating acute reliability problems for residential neighborhoods. 2 

 3 

Conventional underground systems primarily serve large, downtown urban areas.  4 

The conventional underground system is primarily comprised of cables and 5 

duct/manhole structures, both of which are in need of upgrades.   6 

 7 

Q. What are the Company’s plans to upgrade its direct-buried URD system? 8 

A. The Company plans to continue its program of replacing or rejuvenating the aging 9 

direct-buried URD system through 2022 in order to mitigate continued URD cable 10 

deterioration and failures, which continue to create acute reliability problems for 11 

many residential neighborhoods.  Under this program, direct-buried cables are 12 

selected for replacement or rejuvenation based on their historical performance 13 

with the intention of replacing the worst performing areas based on a priority.  14 

Approximately 34% of the cables in this program will have to be replaced and 15 

approximately 66% can be rejuvenated.   16 

 17 

Q. What are the Company’s plans to upgrade its conventional underground 18 

systems? 19 

A. After studying system-performance data, and as a result of its on-going inspection 20 

programs, the Company has developed targeted replacement programs to 21 

eliminate, where possible, the highest risk components in its conventional 22 

underground systems.    23 
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For example, the Company proposes to rebuild or replace underground structures 1 

that are considered unsafe.  Typical structures include concrete manholes, 2 

service boxes, transformer vaults and duct structures.  The most common form of 3 

structural failure that has been observed occurs in the roof and/or cover of 4 

underground structures because these components take the majority of the 5 

mechanical stress from above-ground vehicular and/or pedestrian traffic.  The 6 

Company will prioritize the replacement of those structures that pose the highest 7 

safety risk to its workers and the public. 8 

 9 

In addition, the Company proposes to replace underground cable found defective 10 

during normal work operations or scheduled inspections, which involves replacing 11 

leaking primary splices and adjacent primary cable that is needed to facilitate 12 

such splicing.  Failure to replace this defective cable will continue to negatively 13 

impact system reliability, customer satisfaction, and worker safety and pose 14 

potential environmental concerns. 15 

 16 

Moreover, the Company proposes to replace underground network transformers 17 

and secondary protectors that were found to be defective and non-serviceable 18 

during maintenance inspections and normal operations.  If not addressed in a 19 

timely manner, this equipment has the potential to negatively impact system 20 

reliability, customer satisfaction and worker safety, and pose potential 21 

environmental concerns. 22 

 23 

c. Overhead System 24 
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Q. Please describe the Company’s overhead system. 1 

A. The Company’s distribution system consists of approximately 16,110 circuit miles 2 

of overhead primary construction.  The majority of this overhead equipment is 3 

over 50 years old.  Due to its age, this equipment requires increasing amounts of 4 

maintenance, and it is becoming increasingly susceptible to outages caused by 5 

equipment failures and weather events. 6 

 7 

In order to address these concerns with the overhead system, the Company 8 

recommends that it continue its four-year maintenance trimming cycle, which 9 

trims approximately one-fourth of the overhead system annually.  This program 10 

has proven to be a valuable tool in the Company’s portfolio to maintain the 11 

reliability of electric service.  In addition, Section V of this pre-filed testimony 12 

concerning the Company’s system resiliency programs, will describe additional 13 

vegetation management programs like enhanced tree trimming and enhanced 14 

tree removal that should be continued to help make the system more resilient 15 

during storms and improve day-to-day reliability. 16 

 17 

In addition, the Company proposes to make reliability improvements to its 18 

overhead system in order to annually address the “100 worst” (of approximately 19 

1,152) CL&P circuits.  The “100 worst” circuits are identified and ranked by their 20 

SAIDI and SAIFI performance in the Company’s annual Transmission and 21 

Distribution Reliability Performance (TDRP) report to PURA, and cost-effective 22 

solutions are planned to improve the reliability of these circuits.  23 

 24 
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Moreover, the Company proposes to eliminate or otherwise remediate higher-risk 1 

“bare-over-bare” primary conductors in locations where there is a “high-over-low” 2 

voltage condition.  The failure of the bare wire conductor on the top of – or over – 3 

lower voltage circuits has resulted in over-voltage conditions on lower-level bare 4 

wire circuits and on customer services, causing customer equipment damage.  5 

The Company has been engaged in the remediation of these locations for many 6 

years and, as of year-end 2016, approximately 22.5 miles of such higher-risk 7 

double circuit “high-over-low” voltage construction remains.  Remediation 8 

solutions typically include conversion and elimination of the lower voltage circuit, 9 

reconductoring of one or both circuits with covered wire, or re-routing of one of the 10 

circuits.  Addressing these situations will minimize the risk of failures that could 11 

cause unsafe conditions within customer’s homes and facilities.  A previous event, 12 

reviewed by the PURA in Docket No. 02-09-09, involved a 27.6 kV circuit that 13 

came into contact with a 13.8 kV circuit and resulted in significant damage to 14 

customer equipment. 15 

 16 

V. PROPOSED CONTINUATION OF SYSTEM RESILIENCY PROGRAMS  17 

Q. Please provide background concerning the Company’s system resiliency 18 

plan. 19 

A. On July 9, 2012, the Company submitted its multi-year system resiliency plan to 20 

PURA for approval in Docket No. 12-07-06, Application of The Connecticut Light 21 

and Power Company for Approval of its System Resiliency Plan.  The plan 22 

consisted of a short-term plan and a long-term plan.   23 

 24 
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The short-term plan consisted of two phases, Phase 1 and Phase 2.  Phase 1 of 1 

the short-term plan, which was implemented in 2013 and 2014, primarily 2 

consisted of increased vegetation management efforts such as expansion of 3 

enhanced tree trimming and increased maintenance trimming.  Phase 2 of the 4 

short-term plan, which was implemented in 2015 and continued through 2017, 5 

includes increased vegetation management efforts as well as structural, 6 

automation and electrical improvements.   7 

   8 

PURA approved Phase 1 of the short-term plan (for the period 2013-14) in its 9 

January 16, 2013 decision in Docket No. 12-07-06.  It approved Phase 2 of the 10 

short-term plan (for the period 2015-17) in the June 3, 2015 decision in Docket 11 

No. 12-07-06RE01.  PURA’s June 3, 2015 decision also explained that – in 12 

between rate cases – the Company will recover its system resiliency expenses in 13 

the non-bypassable federally mandated congestion charge (“NBFMCC”), and the 14 

unrecovered portion of this program cost will be recovered in base distribution 15 

rates at the time of the Company’s next rate case in 2017.8 16 

 17 

Q. Does the Company’s proposal in this case reflect the costs it incurred under 18 

the System Resiliency Plan since the last rate case? 19 

A. Yes.  Consistent with the June 3, 2015 decision in Docket No. 12-07-06RE01, Mr. 20 

Shelnitz’s pre-filed testimony and exhibits in this case reflect the unrecovered cost 21 

                                                 
8 System resiliency costs for “the period December 2015 through November 2017 will be recovered 
through the NBFMCC and the remaining portion of the Initial Plan that has not been recovered through the 
NBFMCC will be incorporated into base distribution rates at the time of the Company’s next rate case in 
2017.”  Docket No. 12-07-06RE01, June 3, 2015 Decision at Page 5. 
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of Phase 2 of the short-term system resiliency plan, which the Company seeks to 1 

incorporate into the base distribution rate.   2 

 3 

Q. Does the Company seek approval in this case for continued or new system 4 

resiliency programs? 5 

A. Yes.  The Company’s original system resiliency proposal that was filed in Docket 6 

No. 12-07-06 explained that the Company also proposed a “long-term plan, to be 7 

implemented after 2017, which will be developed based upon experience and 8 

analysis of improvements made in the short-term plan.”9  The following discussion 9 

identifies the system resiliency programs the Company seeks permission to 10 

continue beyond 2017 in order to further improve system resiliency. 11 

  12 

Q. Why is the Company proposing additional system-resiliency capital 13 

programs in this case? 14 

A. Chart KBB-1 above demonstrated that the Company has achieved improvements 15 

in service reliability through the implementation of, among other things, its system 16 

resiliency programs from 2013 to the present.  However, these initiatives, which 17 

are recognized within the industry as improving system resiliency to the long-term 18 

benefit of customers, are not achievable within a single year or two, but rather 19 

require focused, programmatic work and investment over a number of years to 20 

achieve the intended benefits.   21 

 22 

                                                 
9 Docket No. 12-07-06, January 16, 2013 Decision at 4. 
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Based on the experience the Company has gained under its system resiliency 1 

program, this rate case identifies certain key initiatives that should be continued in 2 

order to provide the greatest long-term impact on system resiliency, and an 3 

important secondary impact on system reliability.  These initiatives are necessary 4 

to continue to improve the system and provide customers with the level of service 5 

that they should expect from the Company.  For these reasons, CL&P’s 6 

application describes its proposal to continue its system resiliency programs at a 7 

cost of $80.7 million, $73.0 million and $73.0 million for 2018, 2019 and 2020, 8 

respectively. 9 

 10 

Q. Will the new resiliency programs be funded through the NBFMCC via a re-11 

opening of Docket No. 12-07-06 or through the base distribution rate in this 12 

case? 13 

A. Consistent with the direction PURA provided in the Company’s last rate case in 14 

Docket No. 14-05-06, the Company seeks to recover the cost of these system 15 

resiliency programs going forward in base distribution rates.10 16 

Q. Please describe the major initiatives within the Company’s proposed 17 

continuation of its system resiliency programs. 18 

A.   Chart KBB-5 below illustrates that the proposed continuation of system resiliency 19 

programs are comprised of the following elements: 20 

                                                 
10 “The Authority will allow NBFMCC recovery subject to the budgets approved in the reopened Docket No. 
12-07-06 proceeding as a transition until the Company’s next rate proceeding.  After that time, resiliency 
spending should be included in rate base.”  Docket No. 14-05-06, December 17, 2014 Decision at Page 
10. 
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Chart KBB-5 1 

Break-Down of System Resiliency Expenditures for 2017-2022  2 

(in $ millions) 3 

 4 

 5 
 6 

 7 

Q. Why does the Company propose to continue the system resiliency 8 

programs identified in Chart KBB-5 above? 9 

A. Because these resiliency programs have already provided reliability benefits, and 10 

continuing them can help continue to improve system reliability and reduce the 11 

frequency and duration of outages experienced by customers. 12 

 13 

Q. What data is the Company relying upon to support its conclusion that the 14 

existing system reliability programs improved reliability and reduced the 15 

number of customer outages? 16 

A. The following data in Charts KBB-6 and KBB-7 below, which were filed in Docket 17 

No. 12-07-06RE01, demonstrate that the existing resiliency programs have 18 

Major Programs 

2017 

Forecast

2018 

Forecast

2019 

Forecast

2020 

Forecast

2021 

Forecast

2022 

Forecast

System Resiliency Program

CUSTOMER FOCUSED TRIMMING 4.9                 5.0                 5.1                 5.2                 5.3                 5.4                 

DSCADA - RADIO EXPANSION 1.6                 0.5                 0.5                 0.5                 0.5                 0.5                 

ENHANCED TREE REMOVAL 19.7               19.7               19.7               19.7               19.7               19.7               

ENHANCED TREE TRIMMING 23.1               25.9               26.2               26.5               2.5                 2.5                 

ISLANDED SUBSTATION PROGRAM 7.7                 0.2                 0.6                 0.6                 0.6                 0.6                 

LINE SENSORS PROGRAM 0.7                 -                 -                 -                 -                 -                 

POLE INTEGRITY PROGRAM 6.7                 5.0                 5.0                 5.0                 5.1                 5.2                 

RECLOSER CONTROL PROGRAM 2.7                 0.5                 -                 -                 -                 -                 

RIGHT OF WAY LINES 7.8                 3.0                 3.0                 3.0                 3.1                 3.1                 

SMART SWITCHES PROGRAM 4.7                 4.0                 4.0                 4.0                 4.1                 4.2                 

SR DOUBLE POLE REMOVALS 1.6                 2.0                 2.1                 2.2                 2.2                 2.3                 

SS CIRCUIT BREAKER AUTOMATION 6.2                 0.5                 -                 -                 -                 -                 

STRUCTURAL AND ELECTRICAL 34.5               -                 -                 -                 -                 -                 

SUBSTATION FLOOD MITIGATION 3.5                 8.0                 0.5                 -                 -                 -                 

SUBSTATION SECURITY 15.8               4.0                 4.0                 4.0                 4.0                 4.0                 

TOWER REPLACEMENTS 1.1                 0.7                 0.7                 0.7                 0.7                 0.7                 

UCONN RESILIENT ENERGY CENTER 1.5                 1.6                 1.6                 1.6                 1.6                 1.6                 

Total System Resiliency Program 143.9            80.7               73.0               73.0               49.4               49.8               
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improved reliability and reduced the number of outages for customers. 1 

Chart KBB-6(a) 2 

Benefits from 2013-15 System Resiliency Vegetation Management Programs 3 

 4 

 5 
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Chart KBB-6(b) 1 

Benefits from 2013-15 System Resiliency Structural & Electrical Hardening 2 

Programs 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

Q. Please explain how the data shown in Charts KBB-6(a) and KBB-6(b) above 7 

demonstrate that the existing resiliency programs have improved reliability 8 

and reduced the number of outages for customers. 9 

A. These data illustrate the improvement in reliability that has occurred after 10 

completion of tree trimming or structural and electrical hardening along a circuit.  11 

These reliability improvements are shown in Charts KBB-6(a) and KBB-6(b) for 12 

both the year in which the work has been performed and, if available, for the 13 

following year(s).  There is no doubt that the customers served by the circuits 14 

affected by these system resiliency programs are experiencing fewer 15 

interruptions. 16 

 17 

 Specifically, for example, the number of tree-caused interruptions during the year 18 
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following the year when system resiliency tree trimming work was performed 1 

dropped by 73% and 69%, respectively, for trimming performed in 2013 and 2014 2 

when compared to the four-year average number of tree-caused interruptions that 3 

occurred prior to these trim years. 4 

 5 

 Similarly, the number of outage events during the year following the year when 6 

system resiliency structural and electrical hardening work was performed dropped 7 

by 83% for work performed in 2013 when compared to the four-year average 8 

number of outage events that occurred prior to 2013. 9 

 10 

Q. Is there additional data from 2016 that the Company is relying upon to 11 

support its conclusion that the existing system reliability programs 12 

improved reliability and reduced the number of customer outages? 13 

A. Yes.  The following data in Charts KBB-7(a) and KBB-7(b) below from Docket No. 14 

12-07-06RE01 further demonstrates that – based on the system resiliency work 15 

that was performed in 2016 – the resiliency programs continue to provide benefits 16 

to customers. 17 

  [Tables KBB-7(a) and KBB-7(b) appear on the next page] 18 
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Chart KBB-7(a)11 1 

Benefits from 2016 System Resiliency Vegetation Management Programs 2 

 3 

 4 

Chart KBB-7(b)12 5 

Benefits from 2016 System Resiliency Structural & Electrical Hardening Programs 6 

 7 

 8 

Q. Do the reliability improvements shown in Charts KBB-6 and KBB-7 help 9 

                                                 
11 Notes: All in data, Tree caused events only; Backbone VM Programs include:  Enhanced Tree Removal, 
Mid-Cycle, ROW Side Trim, Reclaim, Backbone SMT, and Vines. 

12 Notes: All in data; Event causes include:  Tree, Animal, Equipment Failure, Lightning, and Unknown.  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

33 

demonstrate that the Company’s system resiliency programs are making 1 

the system more resilient to storms? 2 

A. Yes.  Although storms similar to those experienced in 2011 and 2012 are 3 

relatively rare, the system improvements associated with tree trimming and 4 

structural and electrical hardening help make the system more resilient to storms.   5 

 6 

Q. In order to better understand the scope of the Company’s proposal to 7 

continue its system resiliency program, please provide details about the six 8 

largest system resiliency programs (by cost) that the Company proposes to 9 

continue. 10 

A. Chart KBB-5 above demonstrates that the most significant elements of the 11 

resiliency program include continuation of the following six programs: (a) 12 

enhanced tree trimming (“ETT”) and enhanced tree removal (“ETR”) programs, 13 

(b) pole integrity program, (c) smart switches program, (d) substation security 14 

program, (e) substation flood mitigation program and (f) right of way lines 15 

program.  The following subsections of my testimony provide additional details 16 

about these initiatives. 17 

 18 

a.      Vegetation Management: ETT and ETR 19 

Q.  Please describe the Company’s proposal to continue funding for its ETT 20 

program. 21 

A. The Company’s lateral ETT strategy removes hazard limbs and trees along 22 

selected lateral circuit segments.  These hazard limbs and trees are outside the 23 

normal trim zone but still present a significant reliability exposure.  Locations for 24 
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lateral ETT are selected based on previous reliability performance.  Additionally, 1 

the Company proposes to perform ETT along distribution bulk right-of-ways.  2 

These are distribution lines that travel from substation to substation, typically 3 

cross country and have very little direct customer load.  They typically serve as 4 

supply to distribution-only substations and back up for restoration. 5 

 6 

Q. Please describe the Company’s proposal to continue its ETR program. 7 

A. This program complements the ETT program by providing funds to inspect, 8 

evaluate, prioritize and remove risk trees along backbones and major laterals 9 

outside the clearance zone.  This program improves reliability on circuit segments 10 

that had received ETT by reducing tree-caused interruptions. 11 

 12 

Q. What are the Company’s plans to continue trimming to enhanced 13 

clearances under its ETT program? 14 

A. The Company plans to clear lines to enhanced clearances when compared to 15 

normal trim specifications.  This will generally involve removal of overhanging 16 

branches as well as removal of trees that pose an elevated risk because of their 17 

condition and/or orientation to distribution lines, particularly during major weather 18 

events.  The Company has designated its laterals not previously cleared to 19 

enhanced clearances and distribution right-of-ways for enhanced clearances.  20 

Laterals may be three-phase or single-phase and are generally protected by fuses 21 

or single-phase reclosers.  Distribution right-of-ways contain lines that generally 22 

provide bulk distribution through substation-to-substation lines that normally cut 23 

across country instead of being road side.  The majority of lines in right-of-ways 24 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

35 

are backbones, but typically have few customers directly connected to them along 1 

their length.  The Company proposes to clear to enhanced specifications 2 

approximately 1/10 of this circuitry per year.  Achievement of these enhanced 3 

clearances will be sequenced to occur when circuitry is normally scheduled for 4 

cycle maintenance. 5 

 6 

Q. Why are enhanced clearances under the ETT program important? 7 

A. Enhanced clearances, or clearing a wider envelope around primary wires, 8 

removal of overhanging limbs as well as weak, diseased or leaning risk trees in 9 

proximity to wires, and trimming on a shorter cycle will have a positive effect on 10 

day-to-day reliability performance as well as performance of the infrastructure 11 

during major storms. 12 

 13 

 The Company has used ETT in the past and has determined that it reduces tree-14 

related outages both during normal weather and during major storms.  During 15 

major storm events, the Company expects a reduction not only of the number of 16 

outages, but also less damage to its facilities from trees along circuitry that is 17 

trimmed to enhanced specifications. 18 

 19 

Q. What are the Company’s plans to continue removal of risk trees under the 20 

ETR program? 21 

A. The Company plans to continue the investment in removal of hazard and risk 22 

trees established in the ETR program.  This program focuses on the inspection of 23 

trees adjacent to and outside of the trim zone, but within the fall zone along circuit 24 
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backbones.  Trees in the fall zone are trees tall enough that if they fall, they could 1 

impact the Company’s facilities.  The inspection includes evaluation and 2 

prioritization of removal of hazard and then risk trees.  Hazard trees are defined in 3 

Connecticut General Statute 16-234 as "any tree or part of a tree that is (A) dead, 4 

(B) extensively decayed, or (C) structurally weak, which, if it falls, would endanger 5 

utility infrastructure, facilities or equipment”, while risk trees are those that do not 6 

meet the criteria of a hazard but because of proximity, lean, site condition and 7 

tree characteristics pose a greater-than-normal threat to system reliability. 8 

 9 

Q. What are some recent concerns with regard to trees and the Company’s 10 

electric system infrastructure? 11 

A. Connecticut trees and forests are experiencing impacts from several 12 

environmental conditions that are causing tree and branch stress and failure.  13 

These tree and branch failures impact the Company’s electric facilities and the 14 

reliability of service to the Company’s customers.  The three most significant of 15 

these impacts are the (i) on-going drought, (ii) Emerald Ash Borer beetle and (iii) 16 

Gypsy Moth defoliation. 17 

 18 

Q. Can you further explain the impacts of these three significant concerns? 19 

A. Yes.   The State of Connecticut is experiencing a multiple-year drought, with 20 

lower than normal precipitation.  The prolonged drought has a negative 21 

cumulative effect on the health of trees.  The primary impact is damage and death 22 

to the roots of trees, which inhibits water uptake by the tree.  This may result in 23 

leaf wilt, branch die back and, ultimately, tree death.  The secondary effect is the 24 
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weakening of the plant and its natural defenses, making it more vulnerable to 1 

insect pests and disease.  Both the direct effect of the drought and the secondary 2 

effects may mean an increase in branch and tree failure, impacting reliability. 3 

 4 

 The Emerald Ash Borer is a non-native insect that infests and ultimately leads to 5 

structural failure or mortality in ash trees.  According to the Connecticut 6 

Department of Energy and Environmental Protection, ash trees make up about 7 

4% to 15% of Connecticut’s forests and represents about 2% to 3% of the urban 8 

trees in many communities.  The Emerald Ash Borer has been identified in all 9 

eight counties in Connecticut and the entire state is under quarantine for the 10 

transportation of wood.  The Connecticut Agricultural Experiment Station 11 

(“CAES”) states that untreated ash trees will be lost and can die within 2-3 years 12 

once infested and encourages property owners to utilize the state’s licensed and 13 

insured professionals to either treat or remove their ash trees. 14 

 15 

 Gypsy moths are another insect impacting the health of trees in Connecticut.  16 

Gypsy moth caterpillars feed on the leaves of many trees and shrubs, but prefer 17 

oaks and may completely defoliate a tree.  In normal conditions, trees recover by 18 

putting out new leaves.  However, with successive years of infestation coupled 19 

with the on-going drought, the risk of tree mortality increases.  Per CAES, the 20 

acreage of defoliation increased from 2015 to 2016 from 180,000 acres to 21 

205,000 acres, impacting much of the same area of the state. 22 

 23 

Q. Does the Company have any data or other support to justify its proposal to 24 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

38 

continue the ETT and ETR programs? 1 

A. Yes.  Chart KBB-1 above demonstrates that since 2012, the Company’s key 2 

reliability statistics reflect the benefits of ETT and ETR.  In addition, Chart KBB-6 3 

above provides additional proof of the system reliability benefits of the ETT and 4 

ETR programs.  These statistics justify the continuation of these important 5 

vegetation management programs. 6 

 7 

b. Pole Integrity Program 8 

Q.  Please describe the Pole Integrity Program. 9 

A. The Company is proposing to continue its Pole Integrity Program in order to 10 

continue the system-wide, programmed replacement of existing utility-pole plant 11 

with taller, thicker poles and cross-arms made of stronger, man-made composite 12 

materials rather than wood.  When aging utility poles are replaced, this program 13 

enables the Company to install, among other things, new insulators on the poles 14 

to make them more resilient under adverse conditions.  Specifically, the pole 15 

integrity program encompasses several areas including:   16 

1. Expanded pole inspections; load analysis; and pole replacement or 17 

reinforcement. 18 

2. Integration of existing reliability programs, such as programs for pole 19 

replacements and the associated increase in double-pole removals. 20 

3. Incorporation of new design criteria for distribution poles and pole tops, 21 

such as standardizing on a minimum “Class 2” pole for all overhead 22 

distribution system construction, resulting in significant increases to the 23 

structural strength.  24 
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  1 

 The pole integrity program helps accelerate the replacement of aging pole assets 2 

and weaker, higher class poles (such as classes 3, 4, and 5) based upon their 3 

structural strength to withstand 95 mile-per-hour winds or ¾” of radial ice.   4 

 5 

Q.  What does the Pole Integrity Program include and what are the drivers for 6 

this program? 7 

A. This initiative replaces or reinforces wood poles, including those that cannot 8 

remain in service due to loss of strength from decay or insect infestation.  In 9 

addition, to account for major storm events as part of the system resiliency 10 

program, the Company has applied pole loading criteria that are higher than, or 11 

exceed, the previously used National Electrical Safety Code (NESC) Grade B 12 

criteria.  These enhanced criteria (of 95 mile-per-hour winds or ¾” of radial ice) 13 

typically lead to replacement of the older, smaller Class 3, 4 and 5 poles because 14 

they are more susceptible to damage from major storm events.  The Company 15 

plans to prioritize the replacements (e.g., based upon pole class and age of pole, 16 

reliability of the circuit segment, number of customers, etc.) and will coordinate 17 

this work with other reliability programs. 18 

 19 

Q.  How many poles are in the Company’s Pole Integrity Program plan for 2018, 20 

2019, and 2020? 21 

A. The following chart KBB-8 illustrates the number of poles in the Company’s Pole 22 

Integrity Program plan for 2018, 2019, and 2020.  23 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

40 

 1 

Chart KBB-8 2 

 3 

Pole Integrity Program 4 

Planned Work 2018 – 2020  5 

  2018 2019 2020 

Planned Eversource pole inspections 27,000 27,000 27,000 

Planned Eversource pole replacements and transfers 

resulting from Eversource inspections 600 595 590 

Estimated transfers for pole replacements resulting 

from Frontier inspections 650 645 640 

 6 

Q.  Is the age of a pole, by itself, the sole reason for replacement? 7 

A. No, the age of a pole, by itself, is not the sole reason for replacement.  However 8 

older poles correlate with smaller-sized poles (e.g., older Class 3, 4 and 5 poles 9 

are smaller in diameter than newer Class 1 and 2 poles) as these were the design 10 

standards when they were installed many decades ago. 11 

 12 

 Although the Company has standardized the use of Class 2, CCA-treated poles 13 

across the system, the penetration of Class 2 poles is still low.  For example, 14 

since the Company received approval to implement this program on June 3, 2015 15 

in Docket No. 12-07-06RE01, only 5,830 jointly-owned poles have been replaced 16 

under resiliency programs and, when combined with all other poles replaced for 17 

any reason, only a total of 17,387 of the approximately 624,000 jointly-owned 18 

poles in the Company’s service territory have been replaced.  Chart KBB-9 19 

illustrates the totals of these jointly-owned pole replacements. 20 

 21 
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Chart KBB-9 1 

 2 

Jointly-Owned Pole Replacements 3 

 4 

 5 

  Continuation, therefore, of this pole program is warranted focusing on the 6 

replacement of the older, smaller Class 3, 4 and 5 poles with the larger, more 7 

resilient Class 2, CCA-treated poles.  The Company will continue to prioritize the 8 

replacements (e.g., based upon pole class and age of pole, reliability of the circuit 9 

segment, number of customers, etc.) and will coordinate this work with other 10 

reliability programs.  Integrating system resiliency design standards with the pole 11 

integrity program will help to address aging assets while also providing a more 12 

efficient overall pole replacement program.  13 

   14 

c. Smart Switches 15 

Q.  Why does the Company seek to continue its efforts to automate the electric 16 

distribution system? 17 

A. System resiliency will be improved through targeted investment in system 18 

automation.  Installing smart switches allows for additional circuit sectionalization 19 

that can help result in fewer customers being impacted by a fault on the 20 

distribution system.  Additionally, automating equipment will provide the Company 21 

with the ability to act more quickly in diagnosing system problems and restoring 22 
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power.  Under this specific program, the Company is proposing to advance 1 

system automation by continuing to install smart switches.  2 

      3 

Q.  Please describe the proposal to continue installing Smart Switches. 4 

A.  The Company is proposing to install additional automatic line switches or “Smart 5 

Switches” at pre-determined locations along its overhead distribution backbone.  6 

Installing these advanced switches, along with other equipment like sensors and 7 

communication equipment, will help improve reliability (e.g., reduced outage 8 

impact on customers through further sectionalization of the circuit) and enhance 9 

system efficiencies.   10 

 11 

 Under this program, a network of new and existing switches, monitors, and 12 

reclosers would continue to be installed on selected circuits to provide the 13 

electrical distribution system with the capability to automatically isolate power 14 

disturbances and rapidly restore functional portions of circuits.  Installation 15 

locations are prioritized (e.g., based upon the four-year reliability performance, 16 

number of customers per zone, and availability of the Company’s radio system to 17 

accept new installations with the minimum amount of new telecommunications 18 

infrastructure).   19 

Q.  What is the Company’s targeted number of customers in a circuit zone? 20 

A.  The Company’s targeted number of customers in a circuit zone is 500. 21 

 22 

Q.  What is the Company’s present number of circuit zones delineated by 23 

number of customers per zone? 24 
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A.  Chart KBB-10 illustrates the present number of circuit zones delineated by 1 

number of customers per zone as of September 2015, September 2016, and 2 

projected upon completion of the current 2017 projects. 3 

Chart KBB-10 4 

Number of Circuit Zones Delineated by 5 

Number of Customers Per Zone 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

Q.  Upon completion of the current 2017 projects, how many circuit zones will 10 

be remaining with more than 500 customers per zone? 11 

A.  Upon completion of the current 2017 projects, there will be 974 circuit zones with 12 

customer counts over 500, there will be 436 zones with customer counts over 700 13 

and 113 zones with customer counts over 1,000. 14 

 15 
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Q.  What are the Company’s prioritization criteria for the smart switch 1 

program? 2 

A.  Locations for application of smart switches are prioritized based on the outage 3 

history and number of customers affected. 4 

 5 

Q.  How many smart switches have been installed since the Company received 6 

approval of this program and how many smart switches is the Company 7 

proposing to install? 8 

A.  Since the Company received approval of this program on June 3, 2015 in Docket 9 

No. 12-07-06RE01, it has installed 87 Smart Switches through 2015 and 2016, 10 

and presently intends to install an additional 65 such Smart Switches in 2017.  11 

These devices are used both to expedite the restoration of power to customers 12 

and to minimize the impact of outages on customers in surrounding areas.  In this 13 

case, the Company is proposing to install approximately 53 new Smart Switches 14 

per year during 2018-2020.  The Company’s overall goal is to increase the 15 

number of customers automatically restored through automation during extreme 16 

weather events.   17 

 18 

d. Substation Security Program 19 

Q. Please describe the Company’s proposal to continue to improve substation 20 

security. 21 

A. The Company also proposes to continue its efforts to improve security at those 22 

distribution substations that – after applying objective criteria – have been 23 

deemed to warrant additional security measures based on, among other things, 24 
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their geographic location, the estimated time period for acquiring replacement 1 

equipment or making repairs if any critical equipment is damaged, the availability 2 

of alternative sources to feed customers affected by the substation, and the 3 

criticality of the load served by the substation.   4 

 5 

Security measures may include, for example, surveillance cameras, physical 6 

barriers to prevent or mitigate damage, alterations to terrain or vegetation, or 7 

other confidential methods.  For security reasons, the Company cannot disclose 8 

in writing the location of the substations that warrant enhanced security, but can 9 

disclose this information verbally to PURA staff and the Office of Consumer 10 

Counsel during the rate case audit at the Company’s offices.   11 

 12 

e. Substation Flooding Mitigation Initiative 13 

Q.  Please describe the Company’s proposal to continue its substation flood 14 

mitigation program into 2018 only. 15 

A. The Company evaluated the resiliency of its substations relative to extreme 16 

weather.  This evaluation predominantly involved three actions: 17 

1. Identifying substations that may be in areas prone to flooding from ocean, 18 

excessive rain or river-initiated events.  These areas were identified by 19 

using National Weather Service “SLOSH” (Sea Lake and Overland Surge 20 

from Hurricanes) Maps and the 500-year and 100-year Flood Insurance 21 
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Rate Maps.13   1 

2. Determining the extent of flooding that might be expected to occur and its 2 

potential impact on substation equipment. 3 

3. Evaluating options for mitigating the impact of flooding on substation 4 

equipment. 5 

 6 

Q.  What were the results of the evaluation? 7 

A. Several substations would be affected by flooding, from three different weather 8 

patterns: (i) a Category 1, 2 or 3 hurricane, (ii) a severe tropical storm of the same 9 

magnitude as Storm Sandy in 2012, and (iii) a weather event that caused flooding 10 

at the 100-year and 500-year flooding levels. 11 

 12 

Q.  Why does the Company seek funding for the substation flood mitigation 13 

program for 2018 only? 14 

A.  The June 3, 2015 decision in Docket No. 12-07-06RE01 approved the Company’s 15 

substation flood mitigation program to address the substations that have been 16 

identified to be at risk from hurricanes and flooding.  Since that time, the 17 

Company has made substantial progress in its efforts to mitigate substation 18 

flooding.  By the end of 2017, there will be two substations remaining that require 19 

flood mitigation.  In order to complete this program, the Company seeks funding in 20 

this case to complete the flood mitigation measures for both remaining 21 

                                                 
13  The Federal Emergency Management Agency (“FEMA”) maintains and updates data through Flood 
Insurance Rate Maps (“FIRM”s) and risk assessments.  FIRMs include statistical information such as data 
for river flow, storm tides, hydrologic/hydraulic analyses, and rainfall and topographic surveys. 
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substations in 2018.  The bulk of the work required at both substations involves 1 

replacing and raising equipment above the projected 100-year flood level.   2 

 3 

f. Right-of-Way Lines 4 

Q. Please describe the Company’s proposal to continue its right-of-way 5 

(“ROW”) lines program. 6 

A. Under the ROW lines program, the Company will continue to apply the new 7 

system resiliency and pole integrity standards to replace obsolete wire nearing the 8 

end of its useful life, but it also includes such things as obsolete switches, rubber 9 

ties, transformers, regulators, aged poles and cross-arms.  As these system 10 

components age, their failure rate in storms typically increase.  Special emphasis 11 

will be placed on off-road ROW lines since they are some of the oldest 12 

components on the Company’s system and typically involve substantial access 13 

challenges during their repair and restoration after faults. 14 

 15 

Q.  How many ROW lines exist at the Company and how many have been 16 

addressed since 2015? 17 

A.  The Company has identified 192 ROW lines and plans to complete projects for 16 18 

of the ROW lines by the end of 2017. 19 

 20 

Q.  How many ROW lines does the Company plan to complete per year and 21 

what is the prioritization criteria? 22 

A.  After 2017, the Company plans to complete three to four ROW lines per year.  23 

The prioritization criteria utilized includes a combination of factors such as: (i) 24 
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ease of access, (ii) condition of equipment in the ROW, (iii) number of customers 1 

supplied by the affected equipment and (iv) the ability or ease with which these 2 

customers can be restored following an outage on the ROW. 3 

 4 

Q.  What are some of the ways in which the Company addresses the needs of 5 

these ROW lines? 6 

A.  The Company utilizes several methods to address the existing problems 7 

associated with these ROW lines, including (i) removing the line from the ROW to 8 

a more-easily-accessible public way, such as a street or highway, (ii) replacing 9 

equipment on the ROW with new equipment in accordance with the Company’s 10 

current design standards and (iii) providing service to the customers that would be 11 

affected by an outage on the ROW by another circuit. 12 

 13 

Q.  Does the Company actively seek to integrate these various system 14 

resiliency programs? 15 

A.  Yes.  The Company actively seeks to integrate these various programs where it 16 

makes sense to do so.  For example, in my testimony dated January 16, 2015 in 17 

Docket No. 12-07-06RE01, I discussed how the Company actively seeks 18 

locations where several system resiliency initiatives can be effectively integrated 19 

together into a single, cohesive project as it has done with the Guilford substation.  20 

The Company’s Guilford substation project and associated distribution system 21 

resiliency work provided a prime example of how various system resiliency 22 

programs are integrated to help achieve an overall higher level of system 23 

resiliency in an area serving a large number of customers, including many who 24 
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are deemed critical.  This project eliminates equipment that is over 50 years old, 1 

eliminates equipment near easily-flooded wetlands that abut Long Island Sound, 2 

and also helps facilitate removal of most of the over-50-years-old distribution 3 

circuitry on a six-mile ROW.  Thus, in this case, a substation with old equipment 4 

prone to flooding was eliminated, circuitry on an extremely-difficult-to-maintain 5 

and flood-prone shoreline ROW was rerouted, several out-of-phase field ties were 6 

eliminated, and additional circuits along with new circuit ties were brought to an 7 

area serving several critical customers. 8 

 9 

 In many cases, system resiliency projects like this one in Guilford can be well-10 

integrated with other core work as well as eventually, going forward, various grid 11 

modernization initiatives. 12 

 13 

VI. DISTRIBUTED ENERGY RESOURCES WITHIN THE DISTRIBUTION 14 

PLANNING PROCESS 15 

Q. Please describe the current distribution capacity planning process. 16 

A. The distribution system planning process is based on the fundamental 17 

requirement to provide safe and reliable service to customers under all 18 

reasonable system configuration scenarios.  The process begins with the 19 

development of a load forecast.  Starting with peak loads during recent extreme 20 

weather conditions, the Company projects future loads based on anticipated load 21 

changes over the planning horizon.  This baseline forecast is used to identify 22 

potential overload conditions for circuit and substation equipment in normal and 23 

post contingency (N-1) system configurations.  In the event a potential overload 24 
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condition is identified, a project is developed to correct the issue.  Generally, 1 

distribution line and equipment upgrades are planned one to two years in 2 

advance of need, while substation upgrades are planned at least two to five years 3 

in advance 4 

 5 

Q. How does the Company incorporate customer energy efficiency, demand 6 

response, distributed generation and other distributed energy resources 7 

into its capacity planning forecasts? 8 

A. Observed historical loads that are the starting point of the forecasting process 9 

reflect in-place energy efficiency and the effect of small scale solar and other 10 

distributed generation under 1 MW.  This process assumes energy efficiency and 11 

demand response will persist and small scale distributed generation will produce 12 

similar output going forward.  Given the level of uncertainty regarding the location 13 

and magnitude of future customer energy efficiency, demand response and small 14 

scale distributed generation, the Company does not forecast incremental impacts 15 

associated with these resources over and above what is already in place. 16 

   17 

The Company also adjusts historical peak loads to eliminate the contribution of 18 

large scale generators over 1 MW.  This practice reflects the fact that in future 19 

years, facilities may not be available due to customer actions or environmental 20 

conditions such as, in the case of solar generators, extended cloud cover or lower 21 

irradiance during peak periods between 4 p.m. and 8 p.m.   22 

 23 
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Q. Does the Company attempt to target energy efficiency activities in locations 1 

with projected load concerns? 2 

A. Yes, the Company currently implements a procedure, known as “TD 190 – 3 

Targeted Application of Conservation and Load Management Measures to Meet 4 

Peak Load Planning Needs”.   As a result of the procedure, specific substations 5 

are identified; energy efficiency programs are offered to customers fed by 6 

targeted substations; and peak load reductions are tracked to assess the impact 7 

of the program.  Reductions measured to date have been far too modest to 8 

impact system planning at the circuit or substation level.   9 

 10 

Q. Is the Company planning any capacity upgrade projects in the 2018 to 2020 11 

period? 12 

A. Yes, the Company has proposed approximately $51.6 million for specific overload 13 

projects over that period.   This represents roughly five percent of Company’s 14 

proposed capital budget.   15 

 16 

Q. Has the Company considered non-wires alternatives for these projects? 17 

A. Based on the process outlined earlier, at this point, the Company does not believe 18 

there are viable alternatives to traditional wires solutions. 19 

 20 

Q. What are the factors limiting the viability of non-wires alternatives to 21 

distribution capacity projects? 22 

A. There are three basic requirements of a non-wires alterative.  First, it must be as 23 

reliable as the wires alternative whenever loading conditions dictate under normal 24 
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or contingency conditions.   As explained above, large scale distributed 1 

generation is not firm capacity under the control of the utility and thus cannot be 2 

relied upon to be available when needed.  Demand response with provisions for 3 

over-ride is based on customer behavior and must be heavily discounted to 4 

achieve reliable capacity.   5 

 6 

Second, it must be cost effective from a benefit-cost perspective relative to the 7 

wires alternative.   For example, energy storage has a great deal of promise as a 8 

non-wires alternative.  One of the primary use cases for energy storage is peak 9 

shaving.  One or more facilities controlled by the utility and sized such that the 10 

discharge can provide sufficient capacity for the duration of the peak period has 11 

the potential be a reliable alternative to traditional solutions.  Currently, however, 12 

energy storage used solely in a peak shaving application is not a cost-effective 13 

alternative to distribution capacity projects.   For instance, the Company is 14 

developing a demonstration energy storage project that will provide multiple 15 

benefit streams in addition to peak shaving capabilities in order to ensure the total 16 

benefits exceed the costs.   17 

 18 

Third, it must provide capacity at the circuit or substation where the constraint 19 

exists and when it is needed.  Often, it is difficult to site sufficient amounts of 20 

distributed generation where it is needed due to land or siting constraints.  It is 21 

also challenging to aggregate sufficient amounts of small scale distributed 22 

generation or energy efficiency in a region to address circuit or substation 23 

capacity needs.  Finally, the majority of the 22,400 distributed generation facilities 24 
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installed on the system are solar, which is intermittent and has a production profile 1 

that does not match typical customer load profiles.   2 

 3 

Q. Are there other constraints on the Company’s ability to create value with 4 

non-wires alternatives? 5 

A. Yes, the existing distribution system is designed to provide safe and reliable 6 

service using proven wires solutions.   There are limitations to the system with 7 

respect to the ability to deploy distributed resources to meet capacity 8 

requirements.  System operators have limited visibility into real time loading at the 9 

circuit segment level.  This level of visibility is required to dispatch distributed 10 

resources to address local constraints.  Further, the control room does not have 11 

the tools required to centrally dispatch distributed resources based on real time 12 

conditions.  This level of control will enable reliable firm capacity.   13 

 14 

In addition, electric vehicles represent an exciting opportunity to achieve the 15 

state’s carbon reduction targets.  From a system planning perspective, however, 16 

electric vehicles are new distributed loads that are unpredictable in terms of their 17 

potential impact on peak loads.  To the extent that customers choose to use fast 18 

charging technology during the 4 p.m. to 8 p.m. peak period, there is a potential 19 

for significant increases in local demands and large load variations over time.  20 

This degree of forecasting uncertainty requires an additional layer of conservatism 21 

to ensure adequate system capacity.    22 

 23 

Q. Can grid modernization address these limitations? 24 
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A. Yes, grid modernization will transform the distribution grid of today with the 1 

technologies of tomorrow to provide a customer centric platform that enables the 2 

transition to a cleaner energy future while continually improving customer 3 

engagement, and the safety, security, reliability and cost effectiveness of the 4 

distribution grid.  This includes optimizing the use of utility and behind the meter 5 

assets to create value for all customers. 6 

 7 

Eversource is developing a grid modernization proposal that will include a 8 

distribution management system (DMS) that will transform the control room by 9 

providing system operators with greater visibility into real time system conditions.   10 

At the same time, the proposal includes investments in pilots of distributed energy 11 

resource management system (DERMS) technologies to begin to incorporate 12 

tools to dispatch certain distributed resources based on real time system 13 

conditions.  A future where grid scale energy storage can complement distributed 14 

large solar facilities to provide meaningful levels of clean firm capacity is the 15 

intended result of these programs.  With respect to energy storage, the 16 

Company’s grid modernization proposal will also include the demonstration 17 

project described earlier that will provide important insight into how utilities can 18 

use storage to maximize value to customers with multiple use cases.   19 

 20 

Q. Are there additional benefits to grid modernization? 21 

A. Yes, a fundamental benefit of the modern grid is the enablement of levels of 22 

penetration of distributed energy resources required to support meaningful gains 23 

in the state’s clean energy objectives as articulated in the draft Comprehensive 24 
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Energy Strategy.  The Company’s grid modernization proposal also includes 1 

advanced capabilities to manage voltage and reactive power in order to maintain 2 

service quality in areas of high penetration of intermittent resources.  3 

Improvements to hosting capacity maps will provide new tools for customers and 4 

developers seeking out opportunities to minimize the cost of interconnecting large 5 

scale generation.  Investments in infrastructure required for public charging 6 

stations will support increased penetration of electric vehicles in the state.     7 

   8 

VII. GRID MODERNIZATION 9 

Q. Does the Company request approval in this case to recover in Distribution 10 

rates any costs to modernize the electric grid? 11 

A. No.  The Company does not request permission to recover grid modernization 12 

costs in base Distribution rates through this rate case.  Instead, the Company 13 

intends to submit a separate, future filing to PURA to establish a new docket to 14 

examine the Company’s grid modernization proposal. 15 

  16 

Q. What is the purpose of the Company’s grid modernization proposal? 17 

A. Generally speaking, the Company’s grid modernization proposal will seek to 18 

facilitate the implementation of clean-energy initiatives, including the development 19 

of electric vehicle infrastructure and electric storage capabilities, and incorporate 20 

technologies such as remote sensing and switching that will assist in integrating 21 

distributed energy resources (“DER”s) and maintaining top-tier service reliability.  22 

As PURA is aware, the operating environment for electric distribution companies 23 

has experienced a profound transformation, evolving into a dynamic network 24 
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characterized by declining electric consumption on a per-customer basis, 1 

intensifying pressure for more reliable electric service, unbounded digital access 2 

and increasing accommodation of DERs, among other factors.  Consequently, the 3 

Company’s separate, future filing will propose initiatives that seek to modernize 4 

the electric grid and respond to these system changes. 5 

 6 

Q. Which specific rate mechanism does the Company recommend that PURA 7 

utilize to evaluate, and authorize cost recovery for, grid modernization 8 

initiatives? 9 

A. The Company seeks to recover its grid modernization costs in a rate tracking 10 

mechanism that will be evaluated annually to provide PURA and other 11 

stakeholders with more frequent opportunities to evaluate and prioritize program 12 

spending as technology continues to evolve, as additional program performance 13 

data is obtained, and as policy objectives and legislative goals change.  PURA’s 14 

December 14, 2016 rate case decision for The United Illuminating Company (“UI”) 15 

in Docket No. 16-06-0414 named this capital tracking mechanism the “Electric 16 

Distribution Infrastructure Capital Tracker” or “EDICT” Mechanism.  In addition, 17 

that December 14, 2016 decision stated that “although the Authority has no 18 

explicit statutory authorization to implement an EDICT, it has broad jurisdiction 19 

over the amount that public utility companies collect in rates and the manner in 20 

                                                 
14 Docket No. 16-06-04, Application Of The United Illuminating Company To Increase Its Rates And 
Charges. 
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which those rates are collected, which provides ample authority to adopt and 1 

approve such a mechanism.  See, Conn. Gen. Stat. §16-19 et seq.”15 2 

 3 

In addition, more recently in Docket No. 16-12-30,16 PURA concluded that it had 4 

the authority, at any time, to re-visit the need to establish an EDICT Mechanism.  5 

Specifically, PURA stated that it “may revisit the need, desirability and feasibility 6 

of establishing an EDICT Mechanism in the future, if appropriate. . . .  If future 7 

electric distribution project planning or legislatively-mandated capital projects 8 

suggest the need for cost and rate tracking or adjustment mechanisms for such 9 

projects, the Authority may revisit the issue at that time.”17 10 

 11 

Q. Does the Company seek any specific approval or confirmation in this case 12 

concerning the use of an EDICT Mechanism for grid modernization costs? 13 

A. Yes.  The Company seeks confirmation that PURA agrees with the Company that 14 

the most appropriate forum in which to periodically evaluate, and approve cost 15 

recovery for, grid modernization initiatives is an EDICT Mechanism.  If PURA 16 

provides such confirmation in this rate case, then the Company will submit a 17 

future filing that asks PURA to establish a new docket to develop an EDICT 18 

Mechanism for the Company, to annually evaluate the details of the Company’s 19 

                                                 
15 Docket No. 16-06-04, Application Of The United Illuminating Company To Increase Its Rates And 
Charges, December 14, 2016 Rate Case Decision at page 23 (emphasis added). 

16 Docket No. 16-12-30, PURA Investigation into the Implementation of an Electric Distribution 
Infrastructure Capital Tracking Mechanism. 

17 Docket No. 16-12-30, PURA Investigation into the Implementation of an Electric Distribution 
Infrastructure Capital Tracking Mechanism, March 6, 2017 PURA Letter Order Closing Docket at Page 1. 
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grid modernization proposals, and to authorize costs recovery for any initiatives 1 

that are approved by PURA.  2 

 3 

VIII. STORM COSTS 4 

Q. Does the Company seek recovery of specific storm costs incurred since 5 

approval of its last rate case? 6 

A. Yes.  As discussed in the testimony of Mr. Shelnitz, the Company is seeking 7 

recovery in this application of costs incurred since approval of its last rate case for 8 

(a) non-catastrophic storms, (b) catastrophic storms and (c) pre-staging costs to 9 

prepare for potential storms.  10 

 11 

Q. Has the Company followed its Emergency Response Plan (“ERP”) and 12 

complied with the Authority’s storm performance metrics since its last rate 13 

case? 14 

A. Yes.  PURA’s November 1, 2012 decision in Docket No. 12-06-09, PURA 15 

Establishment of Industry Performance Standards, established storm 16 

performance metrics and directed CL&P to comply with new storm performance 17 

standards.18  Since its last rate case, CL&P has followed its ERP19 and has been 18 

in full compliance with the Authority’s storm performance standards.20 19 

                                                 
18 The storm performance standards established in Docket No. 12-06-09 apply to events in which more 
than 10% of customers loose power for more than 48 consecutive hours.  See Docket No. 12-06-09, 
November 1, 2012 Decision, at Page 1 (stating  “Pursuant to Public Act 12-148, An Act Enhancing 
Emergency Preparedness and Response and the General Statutes of Connecticut §16-11, the Public 
Utilities Regulatory Authority establishes specific standards for acceptable performance by each electric 
distribution and gas company in an emergency in which more than 10% of any utility’s customers are 
without service for more than 48 consecutive hours, as well as for gas companies for a comparable scale 
emergency.”) 
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 1 

Q. Please describe the non-catastrophic storms for which the Company seeks 2 

cost recovery in this rate case. 3 

A. Non-catastrophic storms are those “major” storm events which meet the technical 4 

criteria identified in PURA’s March 22, 1995 decision in Docket No. 86-12-03 for 5 

excluding customer outages from reliability reports but do not exceed $5 million in 6 

cost.21  As described more fully by Mr. Shelnitz in his testimony, the costs for 7 

these storms are not charged to the Company’s storm reserve for catastrophic 8 

storms.  In addition, Mr. Shelnitz describes the formula the Company utilized to 9 

calculate the amount it seeks to annually recover in rates during the three-rear 10 

rate plan to help offset the cost of non-catastrophic storms. 11 

 12 

Q. Please describe the catastrophic storms for which the Company seeks cost 13 

recovery in this rate case. 14 

A. Catastrophic storms are those “major” storm events which meet both the technical 15 

criteria identified in PURA’s March 22, 1995 decision in Docket No. 86-12-03 for 16 

excluding customer outages from reliability reports and exceed $5 million in cost.  17 

As described more fully by Mr. Shelnitz in his testimony, the costs for these 18 

                                                                                                                                                               
19 The Company’s ERP was filed with the Authority July 1, 2016 in compliance with Connecticut General 
Statutes § 16-32e, Docket No. 16-02-28 and Section 2 of Appendix A to Docket No. 12-06-09. 

20 Docket No. 12-06-09, June 27, 2014 CL&P Compliance Filing with Order No. 3 and Appendix A § 
2(a)(vi) of the November 1, 2012 Decision. 

21  The Authority’s March 22, 1995 Decision in Docket No. 86-12-03, at page 2, states: “[t]he major storm 
exclusion criterion would be based on a statistical analysis of the most recent four calendar years of 
reliability data.  A cumulative frequency distribution of the number of locations requiring service restoration 
work per day would be calculated for this four year period.  Whenever the frequency of restoration work 
locations exceeds the 98.5 percentile, by Company and or Region, the major storm criterion would be met 
and all interruptions for that day(s) would be excluded from reliability reports, including those extending 
into subsequent days.”   
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storms are charged to the storm reserve.  The following Chart KBB-11 details the 1 

major storms affecting the Company during 2015 and 2016, and differentiates 2 

them between catastrophic, non-catastrophic, and where pre-staging costs were 3 

incurred for storms that did not materialize as forecasted. 4 

 5 

Chart KBB-11 6 

Major Storms in 2015 and 2016 7 
 8 
Company/Division 

Affected (for 
Reliability 
Reporting) 

Storm 
Date(s) 

Storm 
Type 

Duration 
(Days) 

Peak 
Customers 
Interrupted 

Total 
Customer 

Hours 
Interrupted 

Storm 
Category 

Cost 
($) 

CL&P 01/26/2015 - - - - Pre-Staging 3,888,031 
Central 03/17/2015 

to 
03/18/2015 

High Winds 2 6,612 54,624 Major  

CL&P 06/23/2015 Thunderstorms 1 55,900 689,912 Catastrophic 6,698,167 
Central 06/24/2015 Thunderstorms 1 1,748 15,882 Major  
CL&P 10/04/2015 - - - - Pre-Staging 205,669 
CL&P 02/05/2016 Winter Storm 

Lexi 
1 55,354 753,664 Catastrophic 9,924,502 

Eastern 02/06/2016 Winter Storm 
Lexi 

1 2,422 26,476 Major  

CL&P 02/08/2016 - - - - Pre-Staging  65,560 
CL&P 02/16/2016 High Winds 1 22,595 104,613   
CL&P 02/24/2016 

to 
02/26/2016 

Winter Storm 
Petros 

3 88,374 1,382,365 
 

Catastrophic 15,483,371 

CL&P 03/21/2016 - - - - Pre-Staging 283,314 
CL&P 04/03/2016 Heavy Wet 

Snow and High 
Winds 

1 20,160 108,679 Major  

Central 07/18/2016 Thunderstorms 1 4,715 14,852 Major  
Central 08/11/2016 Heat and 

Thunderstorms 
1 6,919 44,336 Major  

Eastern 08/12/2016 
to 

08/13/2016 

Heat and 
Thunderstorms 

2 7,239 79,590 Major  

Central 08/14/2016 Heat and 
Thunderstorms 

1 1,660 6,961 Major  

CL&P 08/16/2016 - - - - Pre-Staging 554,966 
CL&P 09/05/2016 - - - - Pre-Staging 1,216,053 

The testimony of Mr. Shelnitz identifies the total amount of catastrophic storm 9 

costs the Company seeks to recover in this rate case, which have not yet been 10 

reimbursed to the Company due to insufficient funds in the storm reserve.  In 11 

addition, they describe the proposed amortization period over which the Company 12 

seeks to recover these remaining catastrophic storm costs in rates. 13 
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 1 

Q. Does Mr. Shelnitz propose any changes to the current rate recovery 2 

mechanism for annually funding the reserve for catastrophic storms? 3 

A. Yes.  Mr. Shelnitz explains that – based on historical cost levels – it is necessary 4 

to increase the current annual funding level for the storm reserve for catastrophic 5 

storms in order to keep pace with the actual costs CL&P is incurring to restore 6 

power to customers under current performance standards and customer 7 

expectations.  He also explains that increasing the annual recovery for the storm 8 

reserve ensures there is a more appropriate level of funds in the reserve to timely 9 

reimburse the Company for catastrophic storms, and it mitigates the size of 10 

potential future rate relief the Company will seek in future rates cases when it 11 

seeks to recover unreimbursed catastrophic storm costs that have arisen since its 12 

last rate case.       13 

 14 

Q. Please describe the pre-staging process that results in costs for which the 15 

Company seeks recovery in this rate case. 16 

A. In PURA Docket No. 14-05-06 the Company described its proposal to establish a 17 

threshold or “trigger” for the recovery of pre-staging costs, which is objectively 18 

determinable.  Where the threshold is met, pre-staging costs would be recorded 19 

to a deferred account for review and collection similar to restoration costs for a 20 

catastrophic storm.  Specifically, recovery of pre-staging costs would be allowed 21 

where: 22 

• CL&P’s Incident Commander determines that circumstances warrant 23 

activation of the ERP; 24 
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• Pre-staging of resources is appropriate as part of the ERP activation to 1 

facilitate the efficient restoration of service to potentially affected 2 

customers; 3 

• Pre-staging of resources will require CL&P to incur incremental cost due to 4 

the circumstances at hand; and 5 

• CL&P provides notice to PURA informing PURA of: (1) the activation of the 6 

ERP; (2) the event classification declared; and (3) the decision to pre-stage 7 

resources with the potential to incur incremental cost. 8 

 9 

Q. Did the PURA approve the Company’s proposal with regard to pre-staging 10 

costs? 11 

A. Yes.  On Page 92 of the December 17, 2004 decision in Docket No. 14-05-06, the 12 

PURA approved the Company’s proposal.22 13 

 14 

Q. For each instance in 2015 and 2016 where pre-staging costs were incurred, 15 

did CL&P provide notice to PURA informing PURA of the decision to pre-16 

stage resources with the potential to incur incremental cost? 17 

A. Yes.  Those notices were made by letters as well as by phone calls to the 18 

designated representative of PURA’s staff.  The testimony of Mr. Shelnitz 19 

                                                 
22 On Page 92 of the December 17, 2004 decision in Docket No. 14-05-06, PURA noted that it has 
“encouraged the EDCs to make conservative decisions to ensure the state is adequately prepared for a 
catastrophic storm.  The Authority finds that since it has strongly encouraged both EDCs to take actions 
that will require them to incur pre-staging costs, the PURA should provide surety that the costs are 
recoverable to lessen any financial disincentive to take those actions.” 
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provides additional details about the pre-staging costs incurred for which the 1 

Company seeks recovery in this case. 2 

 3 

Q. Does Mr. Shelnitz propose any changes to the existing rate recovery 4 

mechanism for pre-staging costs that PURA approved in Docket No. 14-05-5 

06? 6 

A. Yes.  Mr. Shelnitz explains that – based on historical cost levels – it is necessary 7 

to increase the current annual funding level for pre-staging costs in order to keep 8 

pace with the actual costs CL&P is incurring to pre-stage resources.   9 

 10 

IX. CYBER SECURITY 11 

Q. Is the Company proposing to implement additional actions to improve cyber 12 

security, and, if so, why? 13 

A. Yes, the Company is proposing to implement a new, or enhanced, cyber security 14 

plan. 15 

 16 

 The PURA’s April 14, 2014 report entitled “Cybersecurity and Connecticut’s Public 17 

Utilities”23 stated that “local distribution companies in the United States have been 18 

attacked and penetrated both through cyber attacks and physical assaults.”24 In 19 

addition, that report found that, “[a] cyber attack could be launched in combination 20 

with a physical attack or a natural disaster, thereby both hampering recovery and 21 

                                                 
23 A copy of this report is available at < 
http://www.governor.ct.gov/malloy/lib/malloy/2014.04.14_pura_cyber_report.pdf>. 

24 PURA Cybersecurity Report at 12. 
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adding a new, unexpected threat dimension.”25 The report also stated that, “the 1 

potential consequences of a cyber attack, or a combined cyber and physical 2 

attack are ‘difficult to overstate’ and that prolonged power outages would ‘wreak 3 

havoc on millions of people’s daily lives and could profoundly disrupt the delivery 4 

of essential services….’”26  The valid concerns identified in this report help 5 

support the Company’s substation security program and provide the basis for 6 

additional actions to further improve cyber security. 7 

 8 

Q. Please describe the Company’s proposal to implement a new, or enhanced, 9 

cyber security plan. 10 

A. The Company is planning to increase internal staffing and utilize external security 11 

services to enhance cyber security.  The cyber security plan includes increased 12 

staffing to add operations, security, and forensics analysts.  The proposed new 13 

Operations Security Analysts will focus on providing cyber security services to the 14 

operational areas.  These resources are intended to work with the Company’s 15 

operational area to help communicate security policies, increase awareness of 16 

cyber threats, work with project teams to ensure secured practices are included, 17 

and be the point person in operations area for incident response activities.  Other 18 

security and forensics analysts are intended to augment existing staff to perform 19 

advanced analytics on corporate and operational network data to help identify 20 

malicious activity.  The Company also intends to add an employee who will 21 

                                                 
25 PURA Cybersecurity Report at 9. 

26 PURA Cybersecurity Report at 4 (quoting a report entitled “Cybersecurity and the North American 
Electric Grid: New Policy Approaches to Address an Evolving Threat”). 
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support and manage a new initiative for information sharing with the United States 1 

Department of Homeland Security.  This program will require Eversource to 2 

complete a Facility Clearance and someone to manage compliance with the 3 

associated regulations.  The benefit of this program is that Eversource will be able 4 

to manage the Security Clearances for employees who will need access to 5 

classified U.S. Government intelligence which can be used strategically to protect 6 

the Company’s SCADA and corporate systems.  The Company intends to also 7 

staff an around-the-clock, 365-days-a-year, Security Operations Center to monitor 8 

alerts and perform basic data analytics. 9 

 10 

 Additionally, the Company also intends to perform independent vulnerability and 11 

penetration testing of its operational networks and to perform vulnerability quality 12 

testing of procured hardware and software.  The independent vulnerability and 13 

penetration testing is intended to focus on breaking into operational systems 14 

whereby the operations and security teams can then identify the root cause and 15 

implement remediation activities.  The independent vulnerability quality testing is 16 

a 3rd party to test hardware and software that was purchased and to ensure the 17 

products are not being delivered with malware and vulnerabilities not previous 18 

identified or known by the vendor.  This specifically will help reduce supply chain 19 

risk. 20 

 21 

Q. Is the funding for the Company’s proposed cyber security plan reflected in 22 

Chart KBB-3 above, which identifies the core distribution capital proposal, 23 

system resiliency proposal or grid modernization proposal? 24 
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A. No.  This cybersecurity proposal will be implemented by the Company’s affiliate, 1 

Eversource Energy Service Company, as an enterprise-wide program that will 2 

benefit the Company as well as its other electric and natural gas affiliates.  3 

Therefore, the Company’s allocated share of the expense for this program is 4 

shown as an allocation from Eversource Energy Service Company to the 5 

Company. 6 

 7 

X. NEW BUSINESS POLICIES 8 

Q. Is the Company proposing any revisions to its New Business Policies? 9 

A. Yes.  Exhibit KBB-3 describes CL&P’s proposed changes to its New Business 10 

Policies. 11 

 12 

Q. Please briefly summarize the material changes the Company proposes to its 13 

NB Policies. 14 

A. All of the Company’s New Business (“NB”) Policies have been revised to reflect 15 

organizational changes that have taken place since the last revision in 2015.  16 

Clean and marked revised copies of CL&P’s proposed changes to the NB Policies 17 

are provided in Exhibit KBB-3 to my testimony.  The following list summarizes 18 

these proposed revisions by NB policy: 19 

NB-1 – Residential Electric Service General Terms and Conditions 20 

• No change. 21 

NB-2 – Pricing Policy 22 

• Proposed update to all charges to reflect current labor, vehicle, material 23 

and overhead loader costs. 24 
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• Proposed option for contractors to supply secondary voltage service 1 

conductors for overhead temporary services at a reduced NB-2 charge. 2 

NB-3 – Electric Metering 3 

• No change. 4 

NB-5 – Electric Supply and Service to Commercial/Industrial Customers in 5 

Conventional Underground Areas 6 

• No change. 7 

NB-10 – Electric Supply and Service to Commercial/Industrial Customers 8 

• No change. 9 

NB-12 – Primary Extension 10 

• No change. 11 

NB-21 – Electric Distribution to Residential Developments  12 

• No policy changes. 13 

• Proposed update to per-lot charges to reflect current labor, vehicle, 14 

material and overhead loader costs. 15 

NB-150 – Installation and Maintenance of Customer-Owned Equipment 16 

• No change. 17 

NB-200 – Street and Security Lighting 18 

• Proposed update to Premature Abandonment charges. 19 

• Proposed update to Exhibit B unit charges. 20 

• Proposed revisions to address the addition of light emitting diode (“LED”) 21 

decorative and flood lights. 22 

• Proposed revision to address the replacement of High Pressure Sodium 23 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

68 

and Metal Halide fixtures with LED. 1 

NB-208 – Municipal Lighting 2 

• Proposed update to Exhibit B unit charges. 3 

 4 

Q.        Does the Company plan to replace high-pressure sodium ("HPS") or metal halide 5 

(“MH”) light fixtures with LED fixtures? 6 

A.        Yes, the Company plans to replace all HPS and MH fixtures with LED fixtures.  In 7 

accordance with the Authority’s Decision in Docket No.  14-05-06, the Company has 8 

been replacing HPS and MH fixtures with LED fixtures for municipalities that have 9 

expressed an interest in this replacement.  Going forward, the Company plans to replace 10 

all failed HPS and MH fixtures with LED fixtures.  In addition, the Company plans to 11 

replace all HPS and MH fixtures with LED fixtures by the end of 2018 in compliance with 12 

DEEP Compliance Order 3, dated August 3, 2016.  This project replaces the five-year 13 

group relamping process for HPS and MH street lights. 14 

 15 

 The Company also plans to replace all post top, premium decorative and flood lights with 16 

LED fixtures once they are approved by the Authority. 17 

 18 

The Company also recognizes that its equipment suppliers are likely phasing out HPS 19 

and MH light fixtures and there may be instances where these lighting fixtures are no 20 

longer available or no longer readily available at a reasonable cost.  In those instances, 21 

the Company intends to replace these lights with a comparable LED fixture. 22 

Q. Does the Company have any plans for future revisions to its NB Policies? 23 

A. The Company is participating in a review of the NB practices of all Eversource 24 
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Energy operating electric companies in Connecticut, Massachusetts, and New 1 

Hampshire to identify opportunities for improvement and consistency.  It is 2 

possible that revisions will be filed in the future in a separate docket as a result of 3 

this effort. 4 

 5 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 6 

A. Yes, it does.7 
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Exhibit KBB-1 

 
BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION 

 
Kenneth B. Bowes 

 
 

Kenneth B. Bowes is Vice President – Transmission Performance of Eversource Energy.  
He is responsible for the leadership and direction of the Eversource transmission 
business unit   with respect to short and long term customer impacts and benefits as 
measured by transmission performance indicators, development of plans for compliance 
with FERC and state regulatory requirements, and compliance of transmission 
operations with regulatory requirements and Eversource benchmarks.  He serves as a 
technical consultant for various large transmission projects, and provides expert 
testimony in regulatory proceedings concerning them.  
 
A native of New Hampshire, Bowes joined Eversource in July 1984 in the System Test 
department.  He has held several engineering and management positions in the Energy 
Delivery organizations becoming the Director – Transmission and Distribution 
Maintenance in 1999, Director – Transmission Construction, Test, and Maintenance in 
2002, Director – Transmission Projects in 2004, Vice President – Customer Operations 
in 2008, and Vice President of Energy Delivery in 2010, Vice President of Engineering in 
2014. 
 
Bowes earned a Bachelor of Electrical Engineering degree from the University of New 
Hampshire and a Master’s Degree in Electrical Engineering from Rensselaer Polytechnic 
Institute.  Bowes is the past Chairman of the Edison Electric Institute’s Transmission 
Committee and presently serves on the EEI Transmission and EEI Security Committees. 
Bowes was inducted into the University of Connecticut, Academy of Distinguished 
Engineers in 2016 and elected into the Connecticut Academy of Science and 
Engineering in 2017.
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PUBLICATIONS AND PREVIOUS TESTIMONY 1 

Kenneth B. Bowes 2 

Publications: 3 

• Bowes K., Beehler M., “Defining the Value of the Grid”, IEEE, The Sixth Annual 4 

IEEE PES Conference on Innovative Smart Grid Technology, February, 2015 5 

• Bowes K., Hogan J., “CL&P Explores Sustainable Solutions”, Transmission & 6 

Distribution World Magazine, January 2012, Volume 64, Number 1, pp. 24-31. 7 

• IEEE Working Group on Nonsinusoidal Situations, "Practical Definitions for 8 

Powers in Systems with Nonsinusoidal Waveforms and Unbalanced Loads:  A 9 

Discussion", 95 WM 040-6 PWRD, 1995 10 

• IEEE Working Group on Nonsinusoidal Situations, "A Survey of North American 11 

Electric Utility Concerns Regarding Nonsinusoidal Waveforms", 95 WM 036-4 12 

PWRD, 1995 13 

• Bowes, K. B., "The Effects of Temporary Overvoltage (TOV) on Consumer 14 

Products", POWER QUALITY '91 USA, Official Proceedings of the Third 15 

International Power Quality Conference, Universal City, CA, September 22-27, 16 

1991 17 

• Bowes, K. B., Lorusso, A., "Harmonic and Power Characteristics of Electronic 18 

Ballasts for Fluorescent Lighting Applications", POWER QUALITY '90 USA, 19 

Official Proceedings of the Second International Power Quality ASD Conference, 20 

Philadelphia, PA, October 21, 29, 1990 21 

• Anderson, L.M., Bowes, K.B., "The Effects of Power-line Disturbances on 22 

Consumer Electronic Equipment", IEEE Transactions on Power Delivery, Volume 23 

5, Number 2, pp. 1062-65, April 1990 24 

• Bowes, K. B., "The Effects of Power-line Disturbances on Electronic Products", 25 

POWER QUALITY '89 USA, Official Proceedings of the First International Power 26 

Quality Conference, Long Beach, CA, October 15-20-1989 (Also edited and 27 

reprinted in Power Quality Magazine - Premier V Issue) 28 

Mr. Bowes has testified extensively in many cases in a variety of forums, including: 29 

Siting Proceedings: 30 

• Connecticut Siting Council Docket No. 474 – The Connecticut Light & Power Company 31 

d/b/a Eversource Energy application for a Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and 32 

Public Need for the Greater Hartford-Central Connecticut Reliability Project that traverses 33 

the municipalities of Hartford, West Hartford, and Newington, , which consists of 34 

construction, maintenance and operation of a new 115-kilovolt (kV) electric transmission 35 

line within existing Eversource, Amtrak and public road rights-of-way and associated 36 

facilities extending overhead approximately 2.4 miles and underground approximately 1.3 37 

miles. 38 

• Connecticut Siting Council Docket No. 461, Docket No. 461A – Eversource Energy 39 

application for a Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and Public Need for the 40 

construction, maintenance, and operation of a 115-kilovolt (kV) bulk substation located at 41 

290 Railroad Avenue, Greenwich, Connecticut, and two 115-kV underground 42 

transmission circuits extending approximately 2.3 miles between the 43 
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proposed substation and the existing Cos Cob Substation, Greenwich, Connecticut, and 1 

related substation improvements. 2 

• Connecticut Siting Council Docket No. 292 – The Connecticut Light & Power Company 3 

application for a Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and Public Need for the 4 

construction and operation of 8.7 miles of new underground 115-kilovolt electric 5 

transmission cables extending from CL&P’s existing Glenbrook Substation in the City of 6 

Stamford, through the Town of Darien, to CL&P’s existing Norwalk Substation in the City 7 

of Norwalk. 8 

• Connecticut Siting Council Docket No. 302 – Northeast Utilities Service Company, on 9 

behalf of The Connecticut Light and Power Company (CL&P) application for a Certificate 10 

of Environmental Compatibility and Public Need for the construction, maintenance and 11 

operation of the proposed Killingly 2G Substation at 193 Tracy Road and 227-257 Park 12 

Road in the Towns of Killingly and Putnam, and the proposed connections to the existing 13 

#347 345-kV line and the existing #1607 and #1505 115-kV lines. 14 

• Connecticut Siting Council Docket No. 311 – Northeast Utilities Service Company, on 15 

behalf of The Connecticut Light and Power Company (CL&P) Application for a Certificate 16 

of Environmental Compatibility and Public Need for the construction, maintenance and 17 

operation of the proposed Wilton 35A Substation at 53 Old Danbury Road in the Town of 18 

Wilton. 19 

• Connecticut Siting Council Docket No. 326 – The Connecticut Light and Power Company 20 

application for a Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and Public Need for the 21 

construction, maintenance, and operation of a proposed substation located at Stepstone 22 

Hill Road, Guilford, Connecticut. 23 

• Connecticut Siting Council Docket No. 327 – The Connecticut Light and Power Company 24 

application for a Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and Public Need for the 25 

construction, maintenance, and operation of a proposed substation located off 26 

Commerce Drive, Oxford, Connecticut. 27 

• Connecticut Siting Council Docket No. 352 – The Connecticut Light and Power Company 28 

application for a Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and Public Need for the 29 

construction, maintenance, and operation of a proposed substation located at 264 Rood 30 

Avenue and 25 Shelley Avenue, Windsor, Connecticut. 31 

 32 
• State of New Hampshire, Site Evaluation Committee, Docket No. 2015-06, Joint 33 

Application of Northern Pass Transmission LLC and Public Service Company of New 34 
Hampshire d/b/a Eversource Energy For A Certificate of Site and Facility To Construct A 35 
New High Voltage Transmission Line And Related Facilities In New Hampshire. 36 
 37 

• State of New Hampshire, Site Evaluation Committee, Docket No. 2015-04 Application of 38 

Public Service Company of New Hampshire d/b/a Eversource Energy ("Eversource") for 39 

a Certificate of Site and Facility for the Construction of a New 115 kV Transmission Line 40 

from Madbury Substation to Portsmouth Substation. 41 

 42 

• Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Energy Facilities Siting Board, EFSB 07-4/D.P.U. 07-43 

35/07-36, Petition of Russell Biomass, LLC and Western Massachusetts Electric 44 

Company for a proposed project consisting of (1) an approximately 5.3-mile, 115 kilovolt 45 
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transmission line from the proposed Russell Biomass generating facility in Russell to 1 

Western Massachusetts Electric Company’s (“WMECo”) transmission system in 2 

Westfield, and (2) a new switching station facility in Westfield. 3 

 4 

Litigation: 5 

 6 

• Connecticut Superior Court, Allyn vs. CL&P, CV-96-0109273-S. 7 

• Connecticut Superior Court, Scanlon vs. CL&P, CV-96-0536911S. 8 

• Connecticut Superior Court, Segalla vs. CL&P, X-04-CV-98-0117225S. 9 

• DSV MR. SONNY: Damage to submarine electric cables in Long Island Sound.  10 

Complex, multi-party limitation of liability proceeding in U.S. District Court for the Eastern 11 

District of New York.  Settled at mediation. 12 

Regulatory Proceedings: 13 

• Connecticut DPUC Docket No. 94-05-35 - DPUC Investigation Into Stray Voltage On 14 

Dairy Farms. 15 

• Connecticut DPUC Docket No. 08-02-06 - DPUC Investigation into The Connecticut Light 16 

and Power Company’s Billing Issues. 17 

• Connecticut DPUC Docket No. 09-12-05 - Application of The Connecticut Light and 18 

Power Company to Amend Its Rate Schedules. 19 

• Connecticut DPUC Docket No. 10-03-08 - Investigation of the Service Response and 20 

Communications of The Connecticut Light and Power Company (CL&P) and The United 21 

Illuminating Company (UI) Following the Outages from the Severe Weather over the 22 

Period of March 12 through March 14, 2010. 23 

• Connecticut DPUC Docket No. 10-05-09 - DPUC Investigation of the Safety of the 24 

Connecticut Light and Power Company Underground Electric Distribution System in 25 

Waterbury. 26 

• Connecticut PURA Docket No. 11-03-07 - PURA Investigation Into The Appointment Of A 27 

Third Party Statewide Utility Telephone Pole Administrator For The State Of Connecticut. 28 

• Connecticut PURA Docket No. 11-09-09 - PURA Investigation of Public Service 29 

Companies' Response to 2011 Storms. 30 

• Connecticut PURA Docket No. 12-01-07 - Application for Approval of Holding 31 

Company Transaction Involving Northeast Utilities and NSTAR. 32 

• Connecticut PURA Docket No. 12-01-10 - Investigation into the Tree Trimming Practices 33 

of CT Utility Companies. 34 

• Connecticut PURA Docket No. 12-06-09 - PURA Establishment of Industry Performance 35 

Standards for Electric and Gas Companies. 36 

• Connecticut PURA Docket No.  12-07-06RE01 - Application of the Connecticut Light and 37 

Power Company For Approval of its System Resiliency Plan – Expanded Plan. 38 

• Connecticut PURA Docket No. 12-06-12 - PURA Investigation of the Feasibility of the 39 

Establishment of a Program to Reimburse Residential Customers for Spoilage Loss of 40 

Food items or Refrigerated Medications Caused by a Lack of Refrigeration During 41 

Electric Service Outages. 42 
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• Connecticut PURA Docket No. 12-09-13 - PURA Investigation of the Best Practices of 1 

Other State Public Utility Commissions, Public Utility Companies and Municipal Utilities' 2 

Emergency Management Best Practices. 3 

• Connecticut PURA Docket No.  12-11-07 - PURA Investigation into the Performance of 4 

Connecticut's Electric Distribution Companies and Gas Companies in Restoring Service 5 

Following Storm Sandy. 6 

• Connecticut PURA Docket No.  13-03-23 - Petition of the Connecticut Light and Power 7 

Company for Approval to Recover its 2011-2012 Major Storm Costs. 8 

• Connecticut PURA Docket No. 14-05-06 - Application of the Connecticut Light and Power 9 

Company To Amend Rate Schedules. 10 

• Connecticut PURA Docket No. 14-07-18 - PURA Report to the General Assembly 11 

Concerning its Review of Each Electric Distribution Company’s Vegetation Management 12 

Practices. 13 

• Connecticut PURA Docket No. 15-01-27 - Attorney General and Office of Consumer 14 

Counsel Request for Investigation of Northeast Utilities Facilities Closures in Connecticut. 15 

• Connecticut PURA Docket No.  15-12-20 - PURA Review of Electric Companies’ and 16 

Electric Distribution Companies’ Plans for Maintenance of Transmission and Distribution 17 

Overhead and Underground Lines. 18 

• Public Act 15-5 - Section 103 – Connecticut Department of Energy & Environmental 19 

Protection, Demonstration Projects for Grid-Side System Enhancements. 20 

 21 
• New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission, Docket No. DE 15-464, Public Service 22 

Company of New Hampshire d/b/a Eversource Energy, Petition for Approval of Lease 23 
Agreement between PSNH dba Eversource Energy and Northern Pass Transmission LLC. 24 

• New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission, Docket No. DE-17-081, Public Service 25 

Company of New Hampshire d/b/a Eversource Energy, 2017 Transmission Cost 26 

Adjustment Mechanism. 27 

 28 
• United States of America, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Docket No. EL16-64-29 

002. 30 

 31 

 32 

 33 

 34 

 35 

 36 

 37 

 38 

 39 

 40 

 41 

 42 
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