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P.O. Box 6936

Albuquerque, NM 87197
505-263-7067
505-343-3782 FAX
       ckenny@stargroupconsulting.com

STAR Group, LLC

Date:

July 7, 2006

To:
Members of the Southern Loop Community Working Group

From:

Chris Kenny, Process Manager
Re:

Notes from June 22, 2006 CWG Meeting

	Members Present
	Members Absent

	Alan Dann, Progressive Party
	Craig Miskovich, Downs, Rachlin & Martin

	Mark Gilmore, Vermont Yankee
	Lee Krohn, Town of Manchester

	John Haugsrud, Quadra-Tek/Arlington Industries
	Ellen Viereck, Forest Watch

	Kevin Dailey, Mack Molding
	Rick Gauthier, Bennington Police Department

	Hervey Scudder, Northeast Center for Social Issues Studies
	Marge Fish, Londonderry Rescue Squad

	Debbie Boyle, Brattleboro Development Corporation
	Rick Foley, Keene State College

	Eric Stevens, Windham Regional Commission
	Greg Wordon, Town of Brattleboro

	Jenna Pugliese, Stratton Mountain
	Tad Montgomery, Brattleboro Climate Protection

	John Cueman, Bromley Mountain 
	Audrey Garfield, Town of Brattleboro

	Bill Calfee, Consultant (via telephone)
	

	Brian Keefe, Office of Senator Jim Jeffords
	

	Rachael Pendleton Fredericks, Efficiency Vermont
	Guests Present

	Kevin Duby, Brattleboro Retreat Healthcare
	Hantz Presume, VELCO

	Lissa Luke, Bennington Regional Commission
	Craig Armstrong, VELCO

	Kim Jones, CVPS
	Bruce Bentley, CVPS

	Rip Kirby, CVPS
	

	Dean LaForest, VELCO (via telephone)
	


The Southern Loop Community Working Group (“CWG”) held a meeting at the Stratton Mountain Inn on Thursday, June 22, 2006 from 3 – 6 p.m.  Chris explained that the primary purpose of today’s meeting was to discuss the information received by the CWG to date and to begin identifying the possible transmission and non-transmission alternatives that the CWG would like to present to the public.
Chris began the meeting by reviewing the Problem Statement that had been developed by the Southern Loop Leadership Team, the recommendations produced at the 2-day Utility Search Conference, the CWG’s purpose statement, and the results of the CWG’s meetings to date.

Dean LaForest and Hantz Presume of VELCO made a presentation to the group regarding the factors that VELCO considers in evaluating the options it recommends for resolving transmission infrastructure issues. Rip Kirby of CVPS presented the regulatory and non-regulatory factors that CVPS considers in resolving electric reliability issues for its customers. In addition, Rip distributed a copy of the options matrix, showing the DG and DSM locations and installed capacity as well as the DG implementation schedule for each of the options.

As requested by the CWG at the May 25 meeting, Bruce Bentley presented a summary of the CO2 emissions for each of the transmission and non-transmission alternatives identified on the matrix. Each of these presentations and the list of factors discussed at the June 22 meeting may be viewed by going to http://www.velco.com/Templates/default.asp?pageId=55 and clicking on the link to the files.
The group was then asked to identify the additional factors members felt were important in evaluating the transmission and non-transmission alternatives for resolving the Southern Loop. The group identified the following factors and also expressed the following concerns regarding the matrix of options that was being considered:

	Factor
	Concerns

	1. Cost, CO2 emissions and effectiveness in resolving the Problem Statement should be given a great deal of weight.
	1. Making the assumption that “all transmission” has “no emissions” (the emissions are produced somewhere) and that “all transmission” has a 6% loss (on average) from the generating site to the point of use (a local generator might have little or no transmission loss from the point of origin to the destination).

	2. Human factors need to be a high priority in evaluating the various options. People might die if Brattleboro is without power during the winter months (e.g., if the Vermont Yankee T-4 transformer goes out and we haven’t built some of the recommended transmission infrastructure as a reliability backup for this contingency.
	2. Would like to have seen DSM and DG included in all of the options, including Option ___ (rewiring the 46kV line all the way to Bennington) 

	
	3. We are always in crisis mode when we’re asked to solve these issues; if we don’t rewire the entire Loop (to Bennington) we might be back here again in a couple of years to address a crisis on the western side of the State.

	
	4. What if you build so much extra transmission infrastructure that you end up encouraging unplanned growth?

	
	5. Unplanned growth may not be a factor (because VT has so many regulatory and other impediments to growth already), but the ratepayer cost of building more transmission infrastructure could be a big issue.

	
	6. Policy issues still need to be addressed, e.g.:

a. How do we do away with wasteful uses of electricity in Southern Vermont (vs. just solving the current Problem Statement with one of the options on the matrix)?

b. Should there by added charges or some form of luxury tax for homes that draw a huge amount of electricity even when they are idle?

	
	7. Is monetizing a sufficient basis on which to compare the matrix options?


Other questions or observations during the discussion of factors to be considered by the CWG in weighing the various transmission and non-transmission options were:
1.
Q: 
Is it possible to put the new T-4 transformer at Vermont Yankee on a fast track, as it seems to rank high on the effectiveness scale?


A:
Probably not for 2 principle reasons: first, it is a very high cost item and second, there are several players involved who would need to work out the cost-sharing for this expensive piece of equipment (Entergy, CVPS, VELCO, National Grid, Public Service of New Hampshire, ISO-NE).

2.
Q:
Which would take longer to make operational: a new T-4 transformer at Vermont Yankee or the new line and substation at Dummerston?


A:
It likely would take longer to get the T-4 transformer built and made operational at Vermont Yankee for a few reasons: one, the politics involved; two, Entergy owns the land where the new T-4 transformer would be sited, so they would have to agree to utilizing the land for that purpose or an additional piece of land would have to be acquired; and third, the new T-4 transformer would have to be tied into the control room of the plant, which is more complicated and time consuming.

3.
Q:
What options exist for Brattleboro if the existing T-4 transformer at Vermont Yankee goes down?


A:
There are a few possibilities:

1. Transport a 345kV or 115kV transformer down to Vermont Yankee. Problem: these transformers are very difficult to find and are extremely large pieces of equipment. Even if one can be located, it likely would take a least a month to move it to Vermont Yankee and make it operational.

2. Tie in to Vernon Hydro

3. Force rolling blackouts in the eastern end of the Southern Loop (including Brattleboro) and western New Hampshire
4.
Q:
Who pays for transmission (how are the costs distributed among the different classes of ratepayers) and distributed resources (how are costs distributed among participants and non-participants) and how are the costs of these options allocated?


A:
VELCO and CVPS will provide answers to these questions.
5.
Q:
How soon can the transmission and non-transmission options be implemented?

A:
1.
The transmission pieces generally take 5 – 7 years to become operational, though the Dummerston “stepdown” piece (included in all “A” options on the matrix) could take 4 years.
2. Distributed resources: these can be started next year.

6.
Q:
Under the current matrix, what assumptions were made about DG and DSM?
A:
1.
DG: of the 21MW of DG included in the matrix, it was assumed that all or almost all would be at Stratton


2:
DSM: the 19MW of DSM are assumed to be spread out around the entire Southern Loop; however, DSM likely would not be cost-effective in Brattleboro if the Dummerston “stepdown” were implemented.

7.
Q:
What does adding the T-4 transformer do to the effectiveness of Option 7?

A:
Building the A-B line and the Dummerston “stepdown” takes care of the local reliability issues (and in particular the reliability issues facing Brattleboro and the eastern portion of the Southern Loop), even without the T-4 transformer. However, without adding the new T-4 transformer, this Option does very little to resolve the more regional issues presented in the Problem Statement.
Chris reminded the group that the Utility Search Conference had called for some combination of distributed resources and transmission. The group decided that VELCO and CVPS should revise the matrix with the following changes:

Options 4 and 5: Add DSM

Option 7: Add the T-4 transformer

Remove “S” wherever it appears (this is the Synchronous Condenser, which is already being implemented)

Add a column to show more clearly the ability of each option to address the regional issue identified in the Problem Statement.

Finally, the group felt that the next meeting should focus on identifying the specific DSM and DG opportunities that could cost-effectively address the Problem Statement. Bruce Bentley advised the group that an updated report from Optimal Energy on DSM opportunities within the Southern Loop was being finalized and would be made available to CWG members as soon as possible. Rachael Pendleton-Fredericks offered to circulate to the group an analysis of DSM and DG opportunities within the State of Vermont.
Our next CWG meeting will be held at the Brattleboro Retreat Healthcare Center [address???] on Thursday, July 27, 2006 from 3 – 6 p.m. We will be in the Education Conference Room.
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