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The Office of Consumer Counsel (OCC) has carefidiyewed and SUPPORTIS.B.
No. 6631, AN ACT CONCERNING ELECTRIC UTILITES ANDTILITY
TERMINATIONS.

Section 1of this bill would change the newly revived “intaged resource planning”
process for energy resources from an annual teaaruial process. The DPUC recommended
this change in connection with in its recent decisapproving the 2008 IRP plan. (Docket No.
08-07-01.) OCC strongly supports this IRP work, andagency actively participated in that
DPUC docket.

Changing the timing of the IRP dockets to everyeotfear does not suggest diminishing
their importance. Rather, it is precisely becahgedsues involved are so complex and involve
so many stakeholders and so much money, that nmoegs needed to prepare sound plans.
OCC expects, if this change is enacted, that CEAdBthe distribution companies will continue
to work on specific IRP issues on a sustained pasen during the “off-years.”

Section 2of this
.0 bill would require anyone seeking to terminaibty service to residential dwellings to
provide the utility with reasonable identificatidmefore the service termination is carried out.

OCC has not been apprised of instances wheren$tarice) estranged spouses may use
utility terminations as a means of personal harassniNonetheless, it appears reasonable to
require procedures under which utilities can hasttelo assurance that all service termination
requests they receive are genuine.



Section 3of this bill would amend existing law on the tetiandlord relationships
involved in termination of utility service at resiatial dwellings. While existing law favors
continued service to tenants where this is feasible amendment would make owners or their
agents responsible for providing utilities withgeaable access to affected dwellings.

Again, OCC has not been apprised of specific prabla this customer-relationships
area. However, the changes proposed here, whicldwore the utilities better access to
individual meters or other facilities on buildingemises, appear reasonable.

Section 4of this bill would allow both CL&P and Ul to gerage and transmit electric
energy, and to acquire utility facilities, insiderecticut or in other states, except that the
current law limitations on selling energy and omavg or operating generation facilities would
remain in place.

This section appears to be a re-wording of prias, law which had been repealed in
recent years. OCC has not been apprised of specifjects whose development the revival of
this older statutory authorization may facilitategugh we understand that this provision is of
specific interest to Ul. However, this statutorgdaage appears reasonable on its face. We look
forward to hearing the comments of other partiethasisection.

Section 5of this bill would remove from current law certdincentive” payments
allowed to CL&P and Ul in connection with their ptmement of transitional standard offer
service during the three years, 2004-2006. OC@nastis that these provisions, if not deleted as
Section 5 proposes, would allow these two companiesllect up to $63 Million in total (for all
three TSO years).

OCC strongly supports this provisiohhe law plainly (and correctly) has allowed these
two distribution companies to collect from ratepayall costs directly incurred for their TSO
procurements. However, the provision that Sectioendoves allowed the two companies to
collect further amounts, much of it guaranteed radten how poor those procurement results
may have been. These excessive payments neveddieud been imposed on electric
ratepayers. Enactment of this Section 5 will remitnag burden from the high bills all electric
ratepayers already are experiencing. In fact, S€ic®P and Ul already have collected some of
the amounts associated with these special paynmerdsting Section 5 will provide their
customers with bill credits that are much needeativagll-deserved.

Section 6of this bill appears to be a conforming changée doaetails with Section 5,
discussed just above. As such, OCC supports thioee

Section 7of this bill slightly modifies existing law conagng certain rate design options.
It changes (brings forward) the effective datedertain new rate designs (interruptible and load
response rates for large customers, and seasah@haof-use rates for all customers) to be
proposed by CL&P and Ul.

Because the new rate proposals in question woutibbenal for customers, OCC does
not oppose this bill section.



