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COMMENTS ON DEFAULT LEVELS OF REASONABLENESS FOR FAST-TRACK CPCN APPLICATIONS OF THE COLORADO OFFICE OF CONSUMER COUNSEL

Pursuant to Decision No. R09-0390-I, Interim Order of Hearing Commissioner
James K. Tarpey Requesting Comments, issued on April 14, 2009, the Colorado Office of Consumer Counsel (“OCC”) submits the following comments regarding default levels of reasonableness for “fast-track” Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (“CPCN”) applications with respect to the issues of electromagnetic field levels (“EMF”), corona noise levels, widths of rights-of-way (“ROW”), conductor configuration, and transmission structures.  The Decision stated that it would be best to address these issues through written comments rather than at a workshop.  The OCC respectfully submits these comments for the Hearing Commissioner’s consideration.
OPENING COMMENT
The OCC has participated in prior transmission line CPCN applications and would like to offer the following suggestions as it relates to default reasonableness values for fast-track processing of CPCN applications.  We recommend that the fast-track CPCN approval process be analogous to uncontested filings, which after a notice period the CPCN application could be approved without a hearing at a Commissioners’ Weekly Meeting.  During the pendency of the notice period, Staff and other interested entities could verify that the fast-track CPCN application meets the Commission-established fast-track criteria.  As part of the fast-track CPCN application, the utility should be required to demonstrate to the Commission and interested entities that it has fully considered other designs, which meet the fast-track criteria, in developing its proposed transmission line and selected the least-cost option.  For instance, it may be cheaper to acquire additional ROW rather than utilizing larger conductors or higher towers.  By providing the cost comparison information that justifies the proposed transmission line with the CPCN application filing, it will facilitate a quicker review by the Commission and interested entities.  
In order to qualify for fast-track processing, the OCC suggests that a CPCN application  include the following information, in additional to the information already required by Commission Rules:
  1) anticipated conductor size and conductor bundling configuration, 2) anticipated tower/pole design, 3) anticipated placement of the towers/poles in the ROW; 4) estimated corona noise and EMF levels
 for both the expected operating loading and maximum design loading, 5) an itemized cost estimate for the various components of the proposed transmission line broken out into the following categories:  land, substations, conductors, towers/poles, labor, and SCADA/SmartGrid communications equipment; 6) the cost estimates of other design/configurations considered, which meet the fast-track criteria, in order to demonstrate that the proposed option is the least-cost option; 7) converting the overall construction costs into an annual revenue requirement amount, and 8) an average bill impact for typical Residential and Commercial customers for the proposed transmission line.  The OCC contends that if a CPCN application seeks a variance to any of the fast-track criteria, then the application would not be eligible for fast-track processing.

DEFAULT REASONABLENESS:  EMF VALUE
In the most recent transmission line CPCN application, the Commission found reasonable EMF levels could be different for each of the three sections of the proposed transmission line. 
  The reasonable EMF values ranged from 22.71 milliGauss (“mG”) to 34.58 mG depending upon the geographic section of the proposed line.  The OCC believes the prudent avoidance techniques contained in Commission Rules 3102(c) and (d) should continue to be mandated for fast-track CPCN applications.  However, setting a low EMF reasonableness value could have unintended cost consequences.  Likewise, setting a high EMF reasonableness value could have the practical effect of making the concept of prudent avoidance meaningless.  Many interrelated factors influence the EMF levels—width of the ROW, conductor bundling, tower height, and tower placement, for example.  The OCC is reluctant to provide an upper bound value since we do not have the epidemiological expertise to state with any scientific basis an appropriate value.
The OCC suggests that in lieu of setting an upper bound value, a possible criterion for fast-track CPCN application processing for a proposed transmission line which is to be located in an existing corridor would be if the projected EMF level of the corridor as a whole, as measured at the edge of the ROW, is estimated to increase from its existing EMF level, then the application would not be eligible for fast track processing.  
Alternatively the Commission could consider a possible criterion for fast-track CPCN application processing for a transmission line to be located in an existing corridor would be if the projected EMF level of the corridor as a whole is estimated to increase by more than 15 percent (or some other percentage) from its existing EMF level.  Under this alternative, if the projected EMF levels were above the established percentage then the application would not be eligible for fast-track processing.  This alternative would use the projected EMF levels of the proposed line at its maximum design loading level as the basis for the 15 percent test since presumably this would be the most likely situation for maximum exposure to EMF radiation.
The OCC encourages the Commission to adopt as a policy statement for all fast-track applications that a utility should attempt to reduce the existing EMF levels in a transmission corridor to a lower EMF level whenever an existing line is up-rated or a new line is added to an existing corridor.  In making this suggestion, the OCC realizes that the policy statement should recognize the balancing between the additional costs for the EMF reductions and the magnitude of the expected EMF reductions.
DEFAULT REASONABLENESS:  CORONA NOISE VALUE
In the most recent transmission line CPCN application, the Commission stated that it takes seriously the 50 dB(A) value for residential areas between 7 p.m. and 7 a.m. as found at § 25-12-103(1), C.R.S. for proposed transmission lines under wet conditions. 
  The OCC notes that this measurement is made 25 feet from each edge of the transmission corridor right-of-way as the criteria for reasonable noise levels.
  While the OCC is concerned that such a definitive criterion does not take into account the unique situational nature of each transmission line, at least as it relates to fast-track applications, the 50 dB(A) value as measured 25 feet from the edge of the ROW appears reasonable.  

The OCC encourages the Commission to adopt as a policy statement for all fast-track applications that a utility should attempt to reduce the existing corona noise level in a transmission corridor to a lower level whenever an existing line is reconductored in a corridor.  In making this suggestion, the OCC realizes that the policy statement should recognize the balancing between the additional costs for corona noise reductions and the magnitude of the expected corona noise reductions.
DEFAULT REASONABLENESS:  RIGHT-OF-WAY WIDTHS
The OCC believes that EMF and corona noise levels are directly influenced by what could be called the “sub-factors” of ROW widths, transmission structures, and conductor configuration.  The OCC is concerned that if the Commission sets a mandated ROW width (or widths depending on voltage levels) that there could be unnecessary higher cost consequences for customers.  The terminating end of transmission lines are likely to be located in more populated areas where available land for additional ROW is scarce and the price for this land is reflective of that fact.  This high cost potential could create a situation where it would not be cost-effective for the additional expenditures to have a wider ROW especially if the proposed transmission line in an existing corridor would already meet the fast-track criteria for corona noise and EMF levels.  Implicit in our comments is that minimum width of a ROW should be determined by safety requirements.  If that is met, then there is no need for additional ROW, unless the utility wishes to use additional ROW as a less expensive way (less expensive than reconfiguring the conductors, or raising the towers, for example) of securing a reasonableness determination for EMF and corona noise levels. 
DEFAULT REASONABLENESS:  TRANSMISSION STRUCTURES
The OCC believes that EMF and corona noise levels are directly influenced by what could be called the “sub-factors” of ROW widths, transmission structures, and conductor configuration.  The OCC is concerned that if the Commission sets a mandated transmission structure that there could be unnecessary higher cost consequences for customers.  There are many variables associated with transmission structures:  tower vs. H-frame, height of tower, and placement of tower arms, for example.  Because of these many variables, mandating a “one-size fits all” approach could create a situation where it would not be cost-effective for the additional expenditures if the proposed transmission line in an existing corridor already meets the fast-track criteria for corona noise and EMF levels.  As a result, the OCC would encourage the Commission not to adopt default transmission structure requirements for transmission lines.  

DEFAULT REASONABLENESS:  CONDUCTOR CONFIGURATION

The OCC believes that EMF and corona noise levels are directly influenced by what could be called the “sub-factors” of ROW widths, transmission structures, and conductor configuration.  The OCC is concerned that if the Commission sets a mandated conductor configuration or conductor size (or sizes depending on voltage levels) that there could be unnecessary higher cost consequences for customers.  Mandating a certain conductor configurations or conductor size without considering how long it will take until such conductoring is fully utilized
 could create a situation where it would not be cost-effective for the given level of additional expenditures to have larger conductoring, especially if the proposed transmission line in an existing corridor already meets the fast-track criteria for corona noise and EMF levels.  As a result, the OCC would encourage the Commission not to adopt mandated conductor configurations or conductor sizes.  

CONCLUDING COMMENT
The OCC appreciates the opportunity to provide its thoughts on the reasonableness values which should be established for fast-track processing of transmission line CPCN applications. 

DATED this 27th day of April, 2009.
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� Rules 3002(b), 3002(c), 3102(b), 3102(c), and 3102(d) found at 4 CCR 723-3.


� Based on the Bonneville Power Administration and the Electric Power Research Institute developed ENVIRO model.


� Paragraph 77 of Decision No. C09-0048 in the Pawnee-Smoky Hill 345 kV transmission line case, Docket No. 07A-0421E.


� Paragraph 71 of Decision No. C09-0048 in the Pawnee-Smoky Hill 345 kV transmission line case, Docket No. 07A-0421E.


� Commission Rule 3102(c) requires the utility to provide the corona noise estimates as measured from the edge of the transmission right-of-way.


� A challenge for the Commission is how far into the future should it look in order to determine the potential loading on the transmission line.
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