
 
 
 
 

 
October 26, 2006 
 

The Honorable Daniel F. Caruso 
Chairman 
Connecticut Siting Council 
10 Franklin Square 
New Britain, CT  06051 

 
 

RE: Docket No. 317 Regarding UI Trumbull Substation Application  
 

Dear Chairman Caruso: 
 

On June 30, 2006, The United Illuminating Company (UI) submitted an application with 
the Connecticut Siting Council (CSC) seeking approval to construct a new 115kV/13.8 kV 
substation in the Town of Trumbull.  Pursuant to Conn. Gen. Stat. Sec. 16a-7c(b), the 
Connecticut Energy Advisory Board (CEAB) issued a Request for Proposal (RFP) seeking 
alternatives to the proposed facility on July 14, 2006.  No proposals were submitted in response 
to the RFP. 

 
The CEAB is required to submit an evaluation to the CSC relative to the proposed project 

(and any proposals for alternatives), pursuant to Conn. Gen. Stat. Sec. 16a-7c(f), for 
conformance with the relevant infrastructure criteria guidelines (the Preferential Criteria) created 
pursuant to Conn. Gen. Stat. Sec. 16a-7b. 

 
Accordingly, the CEAB submits herewith for the CSC’s consideration the CEAB’s 

evaluation of the proposal that initiated the RFP.  Please let us know if you have any questions. 
 

Sincerely, 
 

             
 

Donald W. Downes     Mary Healey, Esq. 
Chairman      Vice Chairman 
Connecticut Energy Advisory Board    Connecticut Energy Advisory Board 
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I. Introduction 
 

On July 14, 2006, the Connecticut Energy Advisory Board (CEAB) issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) 

seeking alternatives to an application from The United Illuminated Company (UI or the Company) to the 

Connecticut Siting Council (CSC) to construct a new 115 kV/13.8 kV substation in the Town of 

Trumbull.  UI’s application to the CSC is the second such request filed since the enactment of Conn. Gen. 

Stat. Sec. 16a-7c.1  Pursuant to Conn. Gen. Stat. Sec.  16a-7c(b), the CEAB is required to issue an RFP 

seeking alternatives to certain projects filed with the CSC.   Proposals for alternatives to the Trumbull 

Substation were to be submitted no later than September 12, 2006.  None were received. 

 

The CEAB is also required, pursuant to Conn. Gen. Stat. Sec. 16a-7c(f), to submit a report to the CSC 

evaluating the proposed project and any proposals for alternatives to it received in response to the RFP.  

More specifically, Conn. Gen. Stat. Sec. 16a-7c(f) requires the CEAB to issue an evaluation of any 

proposal received, including the proposal that initiated the RFP, for conformance with the relevant 

infrastructure criteria guidelines created pursuant to Conn. Gen. Stat. Sec. 16a-7b (the Preferential 

Criteria).  This report provides an evaluation of the proposal that initiated the RFP; it will be submitted to 

the CSC for its consideration. 

 

The CEAB has concluded that the proposed Trumbull Substation project is a reasonable approach to the 

resolution of concerns about distribution level reliability in the Trumbull area.  The following sections of 

the report describe how we approached the evaluation issues and how we reached our conclusions. 

 

II. Process History 
 

On November 28, 2005, UI made a Municipal Consultation Filing (MCF) with the Town of 

Trumbull (Town), proposing to construct a new 115 kV/13.8 kV substation within the Town.  On 

January 26, 2006, representatives from La Capra Associates met with representatives of UI to 

discuss the proposed project and gain a better understanding of the project and any alternatives to 

it that UI considered. 

 

                                                 
1 Public Act 03-140, “An Act Concerning Long-Term Planning for Energy Facilities” 
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On June 30, 2006, UI submitted a formal application to the CSC, seeking approval to construct 

the proposed substation in Trumbull.   The CEAB’s RFP seeking alternatives to the substation 

proposal (or any applicant’s proposal) is required to be issued no later than 15 days after the 

applicant’s CSC filing in accordance with Conn. Gen. Stat. Sec. 16a-7c(b).  That RFP was issued 

on July 14, 2006. 

 

On July 6, 2006, La Capra Associates submitted several questions to UI, seeking to confirm 

information discussed at the January 26th meeting and to obtain additional information about the 

project.  On July 28, 2006, UI responded to the questions submitted on July 6th.  These questions 

and the Company’s responses are provided in Attachment A to this report. 

 

On July 28, 2006, the CEAB held a bidders conference in Rocky Hill in accordance with the 

procedures contained in the RFP issued on July 14, 2006.  No potential bidders attended this 

conference.  Prospective bidders were requested to file a non-mandatory notice of intent to file 

by August 11, 2006.  No such notices were filed with the CEAB.  Any pre-bid questions were 

due to be sent to the CEAB by August 18, 2006.  No pre-bid questions were submitted.  

Proposals in responses to the CEAB’s RFP for the Trumbull substation were due by September 

12, 2006 at 4 p.m.  As noted above, no proposals were received. 

 

III. Description of the Proposed Substation 
 

UI proposes to construct a new 115KV / 13.8-KV substation in Trumbull, CT, on land already 

owned by the Company.  The preferred parcel is located on Wildflower Lane, immediately west 

of the Connecticut State Route 8 / Nichols Avenue (State Route 108) interchange.  This site is 

located in close proximity to Trumbull Junction, a place where UI’s 115KV transmission lines 

numbered 1730 and 1710 connect to the transmission system of the Connecticut Light & Power 

Company (CL&P).  No new Right of Way (ROW) will be required to complete this project.  The 

new substation is positioned between two existing UI substations at Trap Falls and Old Town.  

The new substation will have two 24/32/40 MVA transformers that will have an estimated 

combined firm capacity rating of 58 MVA.  The design of this new station is in accordance with 
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UI standard practices.  The following is a summary of the equipment proposed to be installed at 

the new Trumbull Substation. 

 

 Two 24/32/40 MVA, 115/13.8-KV transformers with load tap changers. 

 One 13.8-KV bus duct system connected to the transformers. 

 Low profile 115-KV bus work supported by station post insulators. 

 Three 115-KV SF6 gas insulated circuit breakers. 

 Five vertical break disconnect switches. 

 Six center break disconnect switches. 

 Three H-Frame takeoff structures. 

 Four shielding masts for lightning protection. 

 Two single pole dead-end structures. 

 One control / switchgear building. 

 

Loads currently served by the Trap Falls and Old Town substations will be transferred to the new 

Trumbull Substation once it is operational.  The estimated cost of this new substation is $17.3 

million, and the projected service life is 40 years or more. 

 

IV. Evaluation of the Project 
 

 A. Evaluation Approach  
 

The approach to the evaluation of any project is to examine its conformance with the state’s 

Preferential Criteria, which include need and reliability.  The Preferential Criteria also cover a 

wide range of potential environmental and quality of life impacts that may, to varying degrees, 

result from the development and operation of significant infrastructure projects. 

 

Where there are a number of proposals to evaluate and to compare with one another, the 

Preferential Criteria allow for a balancing of the various factors.   By way of a simple 

hypothetical example, one generation project may have lower emissions levels than another but 
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have a more problematic location for other reasons.  With respect to the Trumbull Substation, 

had there been alternative proposals, the CEAB’s evaluation would have compared and 

contrasted them with respect to the various Preferential Criteria.  However, in the absence of 

proposed Trumbull Substation alternatives the CEAB’s evaluation is, inevitably, more 

streamlined. 

 

In the absence of alternative proposals, the task at hand is twofold.  First, it is to determine 

whether we agree with UI’s representations that the proposed project meets identified energy 

needs and would enhance system reliability consistent with the Preferential Criteria.  Second, the 

CEAB assesses whether the proposal gives rise to such material concerns regarding other 

Preferential Criteria, such as environmental or quality of life issues, that it warrants special 

consideration by the CSC or other downstream agencies that will apply their own applicable 

standards.   The general point, in other words, is that an applicant’s project may, for example, 

have significant economic value to the state, but be particularly problematic relative to other 

important Preferential Criteria, such as environmental degradation. 

 

Because the types of projects that trigger a CEAB RFP, as well as any proposed alternatives to it, 

will range in scale and scope from the large and complex to the small and relatively simple, so 

too will CEAB’s analysis. In this case, the proposed substation is in the latter category.  

Moreover, the nature of the proposed project and the potential alternatives to it, such as its size, 

cost, likely environmental and quality of life implications, influence the type and depth of the 

CEAB’s analysis and evaluation.  In this case, the proposed substation is a relatively small scale 

energy project and the most relevant Preferential Criteria pertain to need and enhanced 

reliability. 

 

As for the CEAB’s conclusion in this case, it is our view that reliability in the Trumbull area is 

indeed a concern and that the proposed substation is a reasonable way to address the need and 

enhance reliability.  In addition, particularly in the absence of alternative proposals via the RFP 

process, there do not appear to be elements of the proposed project that would cause such 

material concerns that should be given special consideration by the CSC or other downstream 

agencies.  In sum, the CEAB considers UI’s proposal to be a favorable resolution to the stated 
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need.  The CSC has the statutory responsibility to perform the need assessment and to determine 

whether to grant a certificate of need. 

 

The next section of the report describes how the CEAB reached its conclusion with respect to the 

need for the project for local reliability enhancement. 

 B. The Evaluation 
 

In evaluating the need for this project, La Capra Associates has relied upon data and information 

provided by the Company.  We have asked for additional material and have examined what was 

provided for accuracy and consistency.  We believe that we have performed a satisfactory 

amount of due diligence to support our evaluation to the CSC. 

 

In its application, UI has stated that the proposed Trumbull substation is needed to improve 

electric distribution system reliability and increase the transformer capacity that supplies the 13.8 

kV primary distribution feeders in the area. 

1. The Present Situation 
 

In planning its bulk power supply system and substations, UI utilizes a reliability criterion called 

“N-1”.  This is a common planning criterion utilized by most if not all electric utilities in the 

country.  The intent of adopting this standard is to design the system to withstand the worst 

single event or contingency and still supply customer loads.  The firm capacity of a substation is 

the load that can be supplied even with the failure of the largest piece of equipment, which in this 

case is one of the two transformers located at that substation.  In determining the firm capacity of 

a substation, UI considers not only the loads carried by the equipment remaining in service, but 

also the performance of the system, such as its ability to maintain proper voltages in the event of 

a contingency or equipment failure. 

 

In its June 30, 2006 filing with the CSC, UI has provided load projections and the existing firm 

capacity of the Old Town and Trap Falls substations.  According to UI, the firm capacity at Old 
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Town is 85.5 MVA2.  Actual load at Old Town in 2005 was 83.3 MVA in 2005, and is 

forecasted by UI to increase to 87.7 MVA by 2010, or a growth rate of approximately 1.0% per 

year.  At Trap Falls, the firm capacity is 76.6 MVA.  Actual load in 2005 was 77.3 MVA, and is 

forecast by UI to increase to 93.5 MVA, or a growth rate of 3.8% per year.  The 3.8% per year 

forecasted growth rate is based upon new customer increases that have been identified by the 

Company. 

 

With all equipment in service, Old Town and Trap Falls can service the existing loads.  Under an 

“N-1” criterion, where the system must withstand the loss or failure of the largest piece of 

equipment, these stations need additional capacity, or need to have some of their loads 

transferred to other stations.  By 2010, the combined projected loads for Trap Falls and Old 

Town substations will exceed their ratings by approximately 19 MVA, even with all equipment 

in service.  Based upon this discussion, we concur that there are reliability issues in the Trumbull 

area. 

2. UI’s Proposed Solution 
 

UI proposes to install a new substation located in Trumbull between the existing Trap Falls and 

Old Town substations.  When the new Trumbull substation is operational, approximately 35 

MVA of existing load will be transferred to it; 18 MVA from Old Town and 17 MVA from Trap 

Falls.  These transfers will reduce loads at those existing substations to a level that will comport 

with the “N-1” planning criterion until after 2015, according to UI. 

 

According to UI, there will be additional benefits to constructing the new Trumbull Substation.  

UI is required to maintain system reliability at their 1998 levels.  Construction of the new 

substation and accompanying load transfers will facilitate achieving that objective.  Furthermore, 

the existing substations at Old Town and Trap Falls are connected to transmission lines owned 

by CL&P, while the new Trumbull substation will connect to lines owned by UI.  The load 

transfers from Old Town and Trap Falls to the new Trumbull Substation could reduce payments 

by UI to CL&P for the use of the CL&P transmission system. 

                                                 
2  With one transformer out of service, this rating is reduced to 65 MVA to guard against voltage collapse. 
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3. The CEAB’s Conclusion 
 

We concur with the Company’s conclusion that the supply situation for the existing Trumbull 

substation is undesirable and in need of relief.  Without some form of remediation, the existing 

system will not be able to reliably serve load in three to five years. 

 

As an alternative to constructing a new substation, the Company considered the option of 

transferring loads to neighboring existing substations.  Therefore, we examined the data provided 

by UI for loadings on substations in the five neighboring towns, which is summarized in the 

following table. 

 

 

Substation

2005 Load  

(MVA)

2010 Load  

(MVA)

Capacity 
(MVA)

Barnum 48.6 51.4 54.1 

Congress I 67.7 80.3 96.0 

Congress II 24.0 31.4 48.0 

Hawthorne 67.3 72.0 96.0 

Indian Well 64.2 75.9 73.8

subtotal 271.8 311.0 367.9 

    

Old Town 83.3 87.7 65.0 

Trap Falls 77.3 93.5 76.6

subtotal 160.6 181.2 141.6 

    

Total 432.4 492.2 509.5 

 

Without any additional substation capacity, the loads on Old Town and Trap Falls plus the five 

neighboring substations will nearly equal the total firm capacity by 2010.  Furthermore, the 

transfer of loads to neighboring substations would increase the length of the primary distribution 
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circuits that deliver electricity from the substations to the customers, and expose the reconfigured 

distribution system to outages and poor reliability.  Based upon the above discussion, we concur 

with the Company’s assessment that achieving transformer capacity relief by transferring loads 

to neighboring substations is not a feasible solution. 

 

Other alternatives considered by the Company include (a) the installation of a 40 MVA modular 

substation at Trumbull, (b) replacing existing transformers at Old Town and Trap Falls with 

larger transformers, (c) feeder enhancement through distribution automation, (d) distribution 

generation, and (e) demand side management including conservation and load management.  

According to in the Company’s application to the Connecticut Siting Council, none of these 

alternatives, either alone or in combinations, were deemed to be superior to the new substation at 

Trumbull. 

 

After review, we believe that the Company’s assessment of these alternatives is reasonably 

accurate and appropriate.  This means, in our view, that the proposed substation is a reasonable 

approach to reversing the decline in local area reliability.  Moreover, in the absence of any 

proposed alternatives, it appears to be the only realistic way forward. 

 

We believe that the Company’s proposed solution comports favorably with the Preferential 

Criteria.  As we stated previously, the two most important aspects of the Preferential Criteria that 

are applicable to the proposed project are need and reliability.  We concur with the Company’s 

assessment that there is a need to address reliability in the Trumbull area, and that the proposed 

substation will address that need.  We note that the proposed substation will capitalize on the use 

of existing infrastructure, as the Company already owns the land and no new ROW will be 

required.  It provides a long term solution, as substations have a service life well in excess of 40 

years and the load relief provided appears to extend out to 2015 or beyond. 

 

V. Conclusion 
 

Based upon the data received from UI and our analysis of it, we conclude that the Company has 

made a compelling case that the proposed new substation conforms to the most relevant of the 
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Preferential Criteria for this project which is enhanced reliability. Additionally, our analysis, the 

depth and scope of which was tailored to the proposed project and influenced by the absence of 

alternatives, does not reveal that there are elements that cause material concerns relative to the 

other Preferential Criteria.   Consequently, the CEAB views the proposal Trumbull Substation 

favorably. 
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