DECISIONS AND ORDERS

MASSACHUSETTS ENERGY

FACILITIES SITING COUNCIL

VOLUME 18



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Braintree Electric Light Department

Rulemaking Regarding Exemption of Certain
Gas Manufacturing and Storage Facilities
[980 CMR 7.07(8)]

Eastern Utilities Associates

Turners Falls

Boston Edison Company

Massachusetts Electric Company and
New England Electric System

Massachusetts Electric Company and
New England Power Company

87-32

88-RM-100
87-33
88-101

88-12

86-24

88-24(A)

65

73

141

201

295

383



COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
Enerqy Facilities Siting Council

In the Matter of the Petition
of Braintree Electric Light
Department to Construct a 115
Kilovolt-to—-13.8 Kilovolt
Substation and Two 115 Kilowvolt
Electric Transmission Lines

EPsC 87-32

Tt Nt Nl Nk’ i et et

On the Decision:

Robert J. Harrold

Brian G.

Hoefler

FINAL DECISION

Frank P. Pozniak
Hearing Officer
September 8, 1988



TABLE OF CONTENTS

I. INTRoDUCTION.'.-"-..I.'-.‘--I..Il'.ll'.l.l'...".l..l..."'..I l

A. Summary of the Proposed Project and FacilitieS.....eovvevees L
B. Procedural HiStOrV..eieerevsssosiorsasssnsscsccssossvsssans 2
C. Jurisdiction...issseseeetosseassssssesasasssesscanssansnnas 4
D. MMWEC Decision and BELD's Demand Forecast and Supply Plan.,. 5

II. ANALYSIS OF THE SUPPLY PLAN.:uvivesusenssenseasrannsnnsranannas B

A. Standard Of RevVieWw..c.vetssvessressrnsnssnssasssssnsosncsns 8

B. Supply Planning ProCesSS.s.eeeersessssssssassesssnsosscnsanses L0

C. Adeqguacy of the Supply Plan....ccvesiserssosssnasccssvasasens 12

1. Adeguacy of Supply in the Short RUNe.eereervescrssarase L2

a. Definition of the Short RUN..cviiseciesvcesronssans 12

b. Base Case Supply PlanN..ec.sveerecescessssssarsssscass 12

C. Short-Run Contingency AnalySiS.seeesesssnsscnssenss 12

2. Adequacy of Supply in the Long RuUN..eesveevsvanconssees 13

3. Conclusions on the Adequacy of SUPPlYy.:cesccenanssseasss 13

D. Least—~CoSt SUPPLY.ceeeecscoraessesacsassssnssasssennossasses L&

1. Identification of Resource OpLionS.,...eseevrassracssssn L4

2. Evaluation of Resource OptionS....ivecievsesenasssasess 14

a. Analysis of Resource Combinations .....ccecvsevaass 14

b, Adequacy/Cost Tradeoff,...vivvvcanrcnssvonssarsssnss 15

¢, Comparison of Resource Options on an Equal Footing. 17

d. Conclusions on Evaluation of Resource Options...... 18

3. Conclusions on Least-Cost SUPPlY..ireesessoresaranssces 18

E. Diversity of SuppPly.cesieerresrresscasresarransrassnenessss 19
F. Conclusions on the Supply Plan....esceecusesvsesenssossssneas 19

ITT. ANALYSIS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT.....eeveassasasscosasarsessnes 20

A, Need AnalySiS..ivecscorsessosassasarscorssarssasscassosresce 20
1. Standard of ReView..ceiieeitretsenravacsssstseranenseee 20
2, Description of the Existing System, ...vsvecevaresaresss 21
3. ReliabhllitVieisscosssroasnsnsssanssoscnssvssssesnsnssannen 22
B. Comparison of the Proposed Project and Alternative
A PDLOACHE S s e sasrasrsesssssosonssasasssssasarsssssanssnvssss 24
. Standard of RevVieW..susieieseesarnotoncssscssaacnsassans 24
e NEEA:uuvesseessrtanrsorsoranravssasnsassanesarvesnnanss 25
B 7 - Y~
. Environmental IMpactS...eeerserresnvassscssscssrcnsnsas 27
. Conclusions: Weighing Need, Cost, and Environmental
I 1)+ T Lo o~ Y |

o Wb



Iv,

TABLES

ANALYSIS OF

THE PROPOSED FACILITIES..cveeasasnvensrornvasnansans

B. Standard Of ReVIEW..eeusvrieereoereaoanosnsasesossosnsannes
B. Description of Proposed and Alternative Pacilities,........
1. Substation...veiesronetarosariocnsscsrassssscacancsnnns

a.
b.
c.

Proposed Substation 8 FacilitiesS..icuiesreeescrraness
Proposed Site...ciesccinrntanronnsenscsoccnnssnsens
Alternative SiteS..ivvesressascrisnesrsossssransnnana

2. Transmission Line ROULES. ...verurasnesrasraorarasasanns

B.
b.

Proposed Underground ROULES..cciverocesacasssscsacss
Alternative RouteS... .. eiciiirincrirsncsctsnannans

C. Bite Selection Process. ... ieesoscarccssonrsanssesersarsannsas
1. SUDStALion Site8.uu.eseusersnronseanesranssranassnnnens
2. Transmission Line ROULES. ...ueeeesroveonesenansnscsnnnnn

D. Cost Analysis of the Proposed and Alternative Facilities...
1. Substation CoStS..s.iveitrieseresanetostscossassssasnsssna
2, TransmisSsion Line CoStS....uevessersorssnsssssassasnnns

E. Environmental Analysis of the Proposed and Alternative
FaCilitieSuenuiesiannssnectnestsocsossossrnssonsssaaneavancsns
1. Environmental Impacts: SUbStatioN....eveereeescacnsesns

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

2. Envi
a.
b.
C.
a.

Wetlands and WaterwaysS ....c.veecercecnssccannnannss
ViSUAl IMPECES. cueeevrocasasssosasssasrasasonvennss
NOLEB . vy v vunrnsersnnorsasansasosnnsessonssnanserens
BAfEt e it isensrransrsecerassasssrsasasreannanssssas
Conclusions on Environmental Impacts: Substation...
ronmental Impacts: Transmission LineS..ieeeesrcaese
Wetlands and WateIWaysS .cueeecsscssccenssssesnannns
VisStal ImpPactS. e ceesvesecersnserassssoneconnnnness
Electrical EffectsS...isiiiniiesccnarencssasonsannss
Conclusions on Environmental Impacts: Transmission

LiMES . cevesnvosonssvssansssncsssndssossncasnassnsnss

F. Reliability Analysis of the Proposed and Alternative
FacilitieB.eeeesurersansnnsonsaestosasssasassnncncasosnesasssns

G. Conclusions on the Proposed FacilitieS....veuiseveereavansns
1. Substation......... et eseeaetsertesr et taataaaa
2. TransmiSSion LineS....eeeeeseecvosrncscencsoncsnnsennns

DECISTION AND ORDER. . s s s vvecanensarsansnsaseessossnnsnannnnasnns

AND FIGURES:

Table 1:
Table 2:
Table 3:
FPigure 1l:
Figure 2:
Figure 3:

Conspolidated Demand Forecast and Supply Plan
Short-Run Contingency Analysis

Fuel Diversity

Existing Transmission System

Proposed and Alternative Sites and Routes
Proposed Transmission System

ii

28

28
29
29
29
29
31
31
31
32
33
33
34
38
38
39

39
40
40
40
41
42
43
44
44
45
47

48
49
49
49



The Energy Facilities Siting Council hereby APPROVES the supply
plan of the Braintree Electric Light Department and CONDITIONALLY
APPROVES the petition of Braintree Electric Light Deparktment to
construct a 115 kilovolt-te~13.8 kilovolt substation located at the
proposed site described herein, and two paraliel 1l.5-mile, 115 kilovolt
electric underground transmission lines along the proposed route

described herein,

I. INTRODUCTION

A, Summary of the Proposed Project and Facilities

Braintree Electric Light Department ("BELD" or "Department") is a
municipally-owned utility supplying electricity to residential and
commercial customers in the Town of Braintree ("Town" or “"Braintree").
The Department serves approximately 13,000 customers (Exh., BELD-1, p.
5). In 1985, annual energy consumption totalled approximately 298,000
megawatt-hours with a system peak of about 75 megavolt-amperes ("MVA")
(id., pp. 5-6). 1In 1987, BELD experienced a system peak of 74 MVA (Exh.
HO-N-9).

BELD's electricity supplies are delivered entirely through
interconnections with the Boston Edison Company ("BECo") (Exh. HO-N-2).
BELD owns a 71 megawatt ("MW") (summer rating) oil-fired combined-cycle
unit and a 4 MW diesel generating unit, both located at the Potter
Generating Station ("Potter"™) in the Town (Exh., BELD-1l, p. 1ll; Exh.
HO-S-14). The combined-cyele unit is dispatched by the New England
Power Pool ("NEPOOL") (Exh. BELD-1, p. 11). BELD also owns a 15 MW
gas/oil-fired unit at Potter which is currently not in operation (Exhs.
HO-5-2, HO-5-7).

BELD proposes to construct two parallel 1.5-mile, 115 kilovolt
("kV") underground transmission lines ("proposed underground lines')
(Exh. BELD~1, p. 31). The route of the proposed underground lines
{("proposed underground route") would be located within Braintree
following Town streets for virtually all of its length (id., Figure

11). As an alternative to the proposed underground lines, BELD proposes



to construct two parallel 1.5-mile, 115 kV overhead transmissicon lines
{"alternative overhead lines") (id., pp. 34-35). The route of the
alternative overhead lines ("alternative overhead route") would be
located within the Town following Town streets for virtually all of its
length (Exh. HO-E-7). The alternative overhead route would he
substantially the same as the proposed underground route (id.). See
Section IV.B.2.b, infra. BELD also identified another alternative to
the proposed underground lines. TUnder this alternative, BELD would
construct two parallel 1,5-mile, 115 kV underground lines {"alternative
underground lines") (Exh., HO-E-1). The route of the alternative
underground lines {"alternative underground route") would be the same as
the alternative cverhead route (id.).

BELD also proposes to construct a 115 kV-to-13,8 kV substation
("propesed substation 8") to be supplied by the proposed 115 kV
transmission lines (Exh. BELD-1, p. 31}). The Department would construct
proposed substation 8 on property owned by the Braintree Water and Sewer
Department ("BWSD") located off Lakeside Drive in the northwest part of
Town ("“proposed site") (id.). See Section IV.B.l.a and b, infra. 1In
addition, BELD identified two alternative sites for proposed substation
8 also located in the northwest part of Braintree. See Section
Iv.B.l.c, infra.

BELD proposes to interconnect the proposed substation 8 to the
existing 115 kV transmission system with the proposed 115 kV
transmission lines (Exh. HO-N-18) {(see Figures 2 and 3). BELD asserted
that the proposed 115 kV transmission lines would allow continuous
operaticn of proposed substation 8 if a 115 kV transmission line outage
were to occur elsewhere in the system (ig.); BELD also asserted that
the proposed facilities would provide transformer capacitvy to ensure a
reliable supplvy of enerqgy in the event of a transformer outage {Exh.
HO=-N-20), and would provide firm service beyond the l0-year forecast

period {Exh. HO-N-17).

B. Procedural History

On April 14, 1987, BELD filed an Occasional Supplement with the

Energy Facilities Siting Council ("Siting Council") requesting approval

D



to construct the proposed 115 kV transmission lines and proposed
subgtation 8 in Braintree {Exh. BELD-1).

On June 18, 1987, the Siting Council conducted a public hearing
in Braintree., In accordance with the directions of the Hearing Officer,
the Department provided notice of the public hearing and adjudication.

On September 15, 1987, the Hearing Officer notified the
Department that a pre-hearing conference would be scheduled to address
the issue of whether BELD should be required to file an individual
demand forecast and supply plan in light of the Siting Council's recent

decision in Massachusetts Municipal Wholesale Electric Company, 16 DOMSC

95 (1987) ("MMWEC decision“).l

On December 22, 1987, BELD filed (1) a memorandum in support of
its Occasional Supplement {("pre-hearing memorandum"} and (2) a demand
forecast and supply plan. In its pre-hearing memorandum, the Department
argued, among other things, that the MMWEC decision did not reguire the
Siting Council to approve an individual BELD demand forecast and supply
plan in order to approve BELD's proposed 115 kV transmission lines and
proposed substation 8. The Department also reguested that the Siting
Council waive G.L. c. 164, sec. 69I, which requires that a facility
proposal be consistent with an applicant's most recently approved
forecast and supply plan.

On January 22, 1988, the Hearing Officer conducted a pre-~hearing
conference (1) to consider whether BELD should be required to file an
individual demand forecast and supply plan, and (2) to establish a
procedural schedule for the remainder of the proceeding. Given the
requirements of G.L. c. 164, sec. 69I, and the uncertainty as to whether
the MMWEC deciéion applied to BELD (because the Department had withdrawn
from MMWEC), the Hearing Officer regquired BELD to file both a demand
forecast and supply plan (Tr. I, pp. 5-6}. Consequently, BELD also was
required to publish and post a notice of adjudication regarding the

review of the demand forecast and supply plan {(id., p. 6). 1In

1/ The Siting Council issued its MMWEC decision on July 28,
1987. In that decision, the 8iting Council approved MMWEC's 1985 demand
forecast while rejecting its 1985 supply plan.

-3-



accordance with the directions of the Hearing Officer, the Department
confirmed publication and posting of the notice of adjudication.

On March 7, 1988, the Siting Council conducted an evidentiary
hearing. The Department presented five withesses: James Dolan, an
engineering consultant; Robert Keenan, a BELD emplovee who testified on
the supply plan; Walter MeGrath, general manager for BELD; Mayvhew
Seavey, a demand forecast and supply planning consultant; and Barbara
Mohrman, an environmental consultant.

The Hearing Officer entered 148 exhibits in the record, largely
composed of Department responses to information and record requests.
BELD offered three exhibits,

Finally, the Department filed a brief on April 20, 1988,

C. Jurisdiction

The Company's Occasional Supﬁlement ig filed in accordance with
G.L, ¢, 164, sec., 69H, which requires the Siting Council to ensure a
necessary energy supply for the Commonwealth with minimum impact on the
environment at the lowest possible cost, and G.L. ¢. 164, sec. 69T,
which requires electric companies to obtain Siting Council approval for
construction of proposed facilities at a proposed site before a
construction permit may be issued by any other state agency.

The Department's proposal to construct two parallel 1.5-mile, 115
kV electric transmission lines falls sguarely within the second

definition of "facility" set forth in G.L. ¢. 164, sec. 69G:

{2} any new electric transmission line having a design rating of

sixty-nine kilovolts or more which is one mile or more in length

except reconductoring or rebuilding of existing transmission

lines at the same voltage.

At the same time, construction of proposed substation 8 falls
within the third definition of "facility" set forth in G.L. c. 164, sec.

69G:

{3) any ancillary structure including fuel storage facilities
which is an integrated part of the operation of any electric
generating unit or transmission line which is a facilitv.

-4-



In accordance with G.L. c©. 164, sec. 69H, hefore approving an
application to construct facilities, the Siting Council requires
applicants to justify facility applications in three phases. First, the
Siting Council requires the applicant to show that the facilities are
needed (see Section III.A, infra). WNext, the Siting Council requires
the applicant to present plans that satisfy the previously identified
need and that are superior to alternative plans in terms of cost and
environmental impact (see Section III.B, infra). Finally, the Siting
Council requires the applicant to show that the proposed site for the
facility is superior to alternate sites in terms of cost, environmental

impacts, and reliability of supply (see Section IV, infra).

D. MMWEC Decision and BELD's Demand Forecast and Supply Plan

In accordance with G.L. c. 164, sec. 69I, a "company shall not
commence construction of a facility at a site unless the facility is
consistent with the most recently approved long-range forecast or
supplement thereto." On July 28, 1987, the Siting Ceouncil issued its
MMWEC decision approving the MMWEC's 1985 demand forecast while
rejecting its 1985 supply plan. In reaching that decision on MMWEC as a
whole, the Siting Council stated that its "findings on MMWEC's forecast
and supply plan do not operate as an approval or rejection of the

forecasts and supply plans of member towns.” Massachusetts Municipal

Wholesale Electric Company, 16 DOMSC 95, 139 (1987). The Siting Council

further noted that the MMWEC decision "would not preclude an MMWEC
member from seeking the Siting Council's approval to construct a
jurisdictional facility." Id. 1In fact, on June 30, 1988, Middleborough
Gas and Electric Department {"MGED"), an MMWEC member, was granted

approval to construct a jurisdictional facility. Middleborough Gas and

2
Electric Department, 17 DOMSC 197 (1988).

2/ In that case, MGED was required to file an individual supply
plan, but not an individual demand forecast since MMWEC's 1985 demand
forecast was approved in the MMWEC decision. The Siting Council
approved MGED's supply plan. Middleborough Gas and Electric Department,
17 pomscC 197, 203-213 (1988).




In this proceeding, BELD seeks the Siting Council's approval to
congtruct a jurisdictional facility. The Department asserts that the
MMWEC decision applies to BELD (Brief, pp. 20, 29-31). The Department
argues that it participated in the MMWEC's 1985 demand forecast approved
by the Siting Council in the MMWEC decision (id., pp. 12-20). The
Department alse argues that rejection of MMWEC's supply plan deces not
require the filing of an individual supply plan in order to obtain
approval of the Department's proposed facility (id., p. 29). 1In
particular, BELD submits that its facility proposal was filed four
months prior to the Siting Council's MMWEC decision, and therefore was
consistent with the "most recently approved long-range forecast or
supplement thereto" at time of filing (id., p. 30). Finally, the
Department argues that a "retroactive" application ¢f the MMWEC decision
would operate to viclate BELD's due process rights {id., pp. 30-31).

At the time when MMWEC filed its 1985 demand forecast and supply
plan,3 BELD was a member of MMWEC and participated in that forecast.

The MMWEC decigion issued by the Siting Council included BELD and was
based on the forecast of demand and supply in Braintree as incorporated
in MMWEC's 1985 demand forecast and supply plan. At no time during the
proceeding, nor at any time before the issuance of the MMWEC decision,
did MMWEC amend its forecast to reflect BELD's withdrawal f£rom MMWEC.

In fact, BELD's withdrawal from MMWEC was not effective until March, 24,
1987 (Exh. HO-RR-5), well after the filing of MMWEC's 1985 demand
forecast and supply plan.

The Siting Council finds that the 1987 MMWEC decision applies to
BELD. Because the Siting Council approved MMWEC's demand forecast in
that decision, the Siting Council need not review the demand forecast
filed by BEﬁD. The Hearing Qfficer ruled, however, that the Department
must file and have approved by the Siting Council an independent supply
plan prior to constructing its proposed facility (Tr. I, p. 5). This

ruling is consistent with the Siting Council's finding in Middleborough

Gas and Electric Department, supra, at 201-202, and it is appropriate

3/ MMWEC filed its 1985 demand forecast on August 1, 1985, and
its 1985 supply plan on August 19, 1985.
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hete.

As the Siting Council stated in the Middleborough case,

G.L. ¢, 164, sec. 69I, reguires that a jurisdictional facility be
consistent with an approved forecast and supply plan. This
statutory linkage between a facility and an approved forecast and
supply plan is essential to ensure that facility proposals are
developed in the context of reviewable, appropriate, and reliable
forecasting techniques and adequate, least-cost supply planning.

Absent this integration, the Siting Council cannot determine

whether a facility proposal is necessary and cost effective [p.

5].

The Siting Council declines to grant the Department's request to waive
the requirement of a supply plan (assuming, arguendo, that the Siting
Council has the authority to do so0),

Although the Department argues that reviewing BELD's supply plan
amounts to some type of improper retroactive application of the MMWEC
decision, this is not the case. 1In light of the reiection of the MMWEC
supply plan in July 1987 there is no approved supply plan for BELD.
Until the Department has an approved supply plan the Department is
barred from constructing the proposed facilities. The $iting Council
has safequarded the Department's due process rights by conducting a full
adjudicatory review of BELD's supply plan in which BELD had ample
opportunity to participate.

The Siting Council will review, consistent with the above
finding, the Department's supply plan in Section II, infra. The Siting
Council notes that BELD, as a municipal utility independent of MMWEC,
henceforth is required, pursuant to G.L. ¢. 164, sec. 691, to file its

demand forecast and supply plan annually,
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II. ANALYSIS OF THE SUPPLY PLAN

A. Standard of Review

In keeping with its mandate in G.L. c. 164, sec. 69H, to "provide
a necessary energy supply for the Commonwealth with a minimum impact on
the environment at the lowest possible cost," the Siting Council reviews
three dimensions of an electric utility's supply plan: adequacy,
diversity, and cost.

The adequacy of supply is a utility's ability to provide
sufficient capacity to meet its peak loads and reserve requirements

throughout the forecast period. Cambridge Electric Light Company., 12

DOMSC 39, 72 (1985} ; Boston Edison Company, 10 DOMSC 203, 245 (1984).

The diversity of supply measures the relative mixture of supply sources
and facility types. The Siting Council's working principle is that a
more diverse supply mix, like a diversified financial portfolio, offers

lower risks. Boston Edison Company, 15 DOMSC 287, 350 (1987). The

Siting Council also evaluates whether a supply plan minimizes the cost
cf power subject to trade-offs with adequacy, diversity, and the
environmental impacts of construction and operation of new facilities.

Nantucket Electric Company, 15 DOMSC 363, 384-390 (1987). The Siting

Council's evaluation of the long-run cost of the supply plan generally

focuses on a company's supply planning methodology. Boszston Edison

Company, supra, at 339-349; Cambridge Electric Light Company, 15 DOMSC

125, 136-138, 165-166 (1986). PFinally, the Siting Council determines
whether utilities treat all resocurces -—- including demand management,
conventional power plants, and purchases from cogeneration and small
power projects and from other utility and non-utility suppliers -- on
the same basis when attempting to develop an adequate, diverse, and

least-cost supply plan.4 Boston Edison Company, supra, at 315-323;

4/ 14 1986, the Massachusetts Legislature amended the Siting
Council's statute to require the Siting Council to approve a company's
forecast only if the Siting Council determines that a company has
demonstrated that its forecast "include[s] an adequate consideration of
conservation and load management." G.L. c¢. 164, sec. 697,

-8
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Cambridge Electric Light Company, supra, at 133-135, 151-155, 166.

Further, the Siting Council reviews the supply planning processes
utilized by utilities. Recognizing that supply planning is a dynamic
process undertaken under evolving circumstances, the Siting Council
requires utilities to identify, evaluate, and choose from a variety of
supply options based on reasonable, appropriate, and documented
criteria. A company's consistent and systematic application of such
criteria to supply planning decisions indicates that a company is
evaluating new supply options in a manner that ensures an adeguate
supply of least-cost, least-environmental-impact power. These processes
and criteria take on added importance when the dynamic nature of the
energy generation market and the inherent uncertainty of projections
make it difficult for a company to identify with exactitude all the
power resources it plans to rely upon in the latter years of its
long-~range forecast. Nantucket Electric Company, supra, at 378-379,
384, 390-391; Boston Edison Company, supra, at 301, 322-323, 339-348;

Cambridge Electric Light Company, supra, at 133-135; Fitchburg Gas and
Electric Light Company, 13 DOMSC 85, 102 (1985).

The Siting Council has determined that different standards of
review are appropriate and necessary to establish supply adequacy in the
short run and the long run. Cambridge Electric Light Company, supra, at
134,

To establish adequacy in the short run, a company must
demonstrate that it has an identified, secure, and reliable set of
energy and power supplies. 1In essence, the company must own or have
under contract sufficient resources to meet its capability
regponsibility under a reasonable range of contingencies. If a company
cannot establish that it has adequate supplies in the short run, that
company must then demonstrate that it operates pursuant to a specific
action plan guiding it in being able to rely upon alternative supplies
should necessary projects not develop as originally planned. Boston
Edison Company, supra, at 309-322; Cambridge Electric Light Company,
supra, at 134-135, 144~150, 165-166. The Siting Council has defined the

short run as the period of time necessary to place into service
sufficient resources obtainable from the shortest-lead-time resource

option under a given companvy's control in a timely and cost-effective

-0~
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manner. The short run may vary on a company-by-company basis. Boston

Edison Company, supra, at 297, 307-308.

To establish adequacy in the long run, a company must demonstrate
that its planning processes can identify and fully evaluate a reasonabhle
range of supply options on a continuing basis while allowing sufficient
time for the company to make appropriate supply decisions to ensure
adequate, cost-effective energy and power resources over all forecast
years. The Siting Council recognizes that the latter vears of the
forecast may offer new, but as yet unknown, resource options which are
both reliable and cost effective. The potential for these new resource
options should increase in an electric generation and transmission
market that adapts to a higher degree of uncertainty, becomes more
competitive, and spawns projects which have shorter lead times. 1In
formulating its standard for adequacy in the long run, the Siting
Council recognizes this new energy environmment and affords companies the
opportunity to plan for their supplies in a creative and dynamic

manner. Boston Edison Cowpany, supra, at 298, 313-320.

B. Supply Planning Process

BELD plans its supplies based on a minimization of revenue
requirements subject to ensuring adequacy of supply (Exh. BELD-2, pp. 8,
12; Exh. HO-S-1}. The Department stated that its supply planning
objectives include long-run cost minimization, reduced oil dependency,
diversity, and rate stability (Exh, BELD-2, p. 9). 1In its supply
planning process, the Department first assumed an initial resource
combination, then compared other resource options to the initial
resource combination (id., pp. 12-13). This comparison involved
screening resource options with the Supply Screening Model, determining
production costs by running POWRSYM, a production costing model, and
using BELD's Revenue Requirements Model to calculate the revenue
requirements of the resource combination (id., pp. 10-12).

The initial resocurce combination consisted of (1) all existing
supply resources, and (2) certain "generic capacity additions" where
projections of existing supply resources indicated insufficient supply

to meet requirewments projected by BELD's Demand Forecasting Model (id.,

=-10-
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pp. 12-13). Generic capacity additions consisted of coal-fired,
fluidized-bed power plants for baseload capacity and gas-fired
combustion turbine power plants for peaking capacity (id.). Since BELD
retained this initial resource combination as a basis for comparing
other supply resources, the Department determined initial resource
combination production costs and revenue reguirements {(id.).

To develop a least~cost supply plan, BELD identified other
resource options and compared them to the initial resource combination
to determine whether they would provide net benefits to the Department's
customers (Exh. BELD-2, p. 1l4; Exh. H0-3-1). The Supply Screening Model
avaluated an alternative resource option (1) by testing the sensitivity
of the initial resource combination with that option to changes in key
variables such as load growth, inflation, and fuel prices, and (2) by
calculating approximate production costs (Exh, BELD-2, p. 10). PFor each
alternative resocurce option that met the screening criteria, the
Department used its Production Costing Model to calculate more precise
production costs of the initial resource combination with each
particular option (id., pp. 10-12). Based on these production costs,
BELD determined the resultant revenue regquirements from the Revenue
Requirements Model (id., pp. 12, 14). Next, BELD compared revenue
requirements of resource combinations with and without each identified
rescurce coption in order to determine whether the cptions would reduce
revenue requirements (id., p. 14). If an option reduced revenue
requirements, the Department updated its initial resource combination to
include that option (ig.).s

Thus, the Department asserted that its methodology resulted in a

supply plan that is adeguate, least cost, and diverse (id., p. 14).

5/ 1f the electricity prices generated by the Revenue
Requirements Model varied significantly from those assumed in the demand
forecast, BELD prepared a new demand forecast, recalculated production
costs, and revised system revenhue requirements (Exh. BELD-2, p. 12).

-11~
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C. Adequacy of the Supply Plan

1. Adequacy of Supply in the Short Run

a. Definition of the Short Run

A company's short-run planning periocd is defined as the time
required for a company to place intc service resources under its direct
control in sufficient quantities to meet the projected need for new
capacity. Braintree stated that its shortest-lead-time resource would
be the dormant Potter Unit 1 generator, a 15 MW gas/oil-fired unit which
could be placed in service in about one year (Exhs. HO-5-2, HO-3-~-7).

Accordingly, for purposes of this review, the Siting Council
finds that Braintree's short-run planning period is one year extending

through the summer of 1989.

b. Base Case Supply Plan

Table 1 compares BELD's projected capacity to its peak load
capability responsibility for the forecast period. This Table indicates
that BELD is projecting a short-run capacity surplus of about 22 percent
during the summer of 1985.

Accordingly, for purposes of this review, the Siting Council
finds that BELD has established that its base case supply plan is

adequate to meet requirements in the short run.

¢. Short-Run Contingency Analysis

The Department plans to add a new supply source, Seabrook 1,
during the short run (Exh. BELD-2, Table E-17). If all other resocurces
in its base case supply plan remain available to the Department,
cancellation or delay of Seabrook 1 beyond BELD's short-run planning
period would not cause a supply deficiency (see Table 2).

Accordingly, the Siting Council finds that BELD has established
that it has adequate supplies to meet requirements in the short run in

the event of a cancellation or delay of Seabrook 1.
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2. Adequacy of Supply in the Long Rupn

BELD's long-run planning period is the remaining forecast horizon
beyond the short run, from the winter of 1989-90 through power year
1997-98, Based on BELD's projected compound average annual increase in
peak load of 2.5 percent over the 10-year period, BELD's base case
supply plan would satisfy capability responsibility throughout the
long-run planning period (see Table 1) (Exh. HO-D-2).

As previously discussed in Section II.A, supra, the Siting
Council requires an electric company to establish adequacy in the long
run by demonstrating that its planning process can identify and fully
evaluate a reasonable range of supply options. The ability of BELD's
supply planning process to identify and fully evaluate a reasonable
range of supply options is fully discussed from the perspective of
least-cost supply planning in Section II.D, infra.

As indicated in Section II.D, infra, BELD has identified a
reasonable range of supply options, but has failed to demonstrate that
it Fully evaluated those regource options. Accordingly, the Siting
Council finds that BELD has failed to establish that its supply plan

ensures adequate resources for its customers in the long run.

3. Conclusions on the Adequacy of Supply

The Siting Council has found that BELD has established (1) that
its base case supply plan is adequate to meet requirements in the short
run, and (2} that it has adequate supplies to meet requirements in the
short run in the event of a cancellation or delay of Seabrook 1. The
5iting Council also has found that BELD has failed to establish that its
supply plan ensures adeguate resources for its customers in the long run.

However, the Siting Council notes that BELD's base case supply
plan would satisfy capability responsibility and sales agreements
throughout the long-run planning periods (see Section II.C.2, supra).
Accordingly, the Siting Council finds that, on balance, BELD has
established that its supply plan ensures adequate resources to meet

projected requirements.
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D. Least-Cost Supply

1. Identification of Resource Options

BELD provided examples of the types of resource options it had
identified for evaluation. These included the sale of 40 MW of Potter
II and purchase of 25 MW of Canal; the purchase of 6 MW of capacity from
the Newbay generating plant; gas supply and gas transmission contracts
related to the possible conversion of Potter II; the purchase of
capacity and energy from Cleary 9; and demand-side options such as (1)
efficient lighting and appliance rebates, (2) free installation of
window insulation and low-flow shower heads, and (3) water heater wraps
(Exh, HO-5-1), However, BELD presented no evidence indicating how
resource options were identified, other than to state that its planning
objectives included lowest present-worth of revenue requirements, rate
impact, long-run rate stability, unit and fuel diversity, and impact on
the local economy (id.). 1In addition, BELD failed to include the Potter
I generating plant in its inventory of resource options, despite the
statement of BELD's witness, Mr. Seavey, that "BELD could at some point
in time determine that it could be in the economic interests of its
ratepayers to put that unit on line and sell some other source of
capacity at a greater cost producing a net benefit to ratepayers" (Tr.
11, pp. 87-88).

Nonetheless, BELD identified a number of resource options for
further evaluation, including both supply-side and demand-side
resources, Therefore, for purposes of this review, the Siting Council

finds that BELD has identified a reasonable range of resource options.

2. EBvaluation of Resource Options

a. Analysis of Resource Combinations

As described in Section II.B, supra, the Department's analysis of
resource costs essential